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Abstract

:

Ignoring the historic and cultural dimensions of landscapes makes environmental planning unsustainable, which in the long run, will have a negative impact on both the environment and society. This paper examines the work and perceptions of practitioners with a focus on the role of historic and cultural landscape dimensions and their relation to the recent implementation of the ecosystem service framework in sustainable environmental planning. Semi-structured interviews with officials at local and regional planning levels in a Swedish case study showed that the historical landscape forms the basis for environmental work. Respondents expressed an integrated view of the landscape, and historic and cultural landscape dimensions were considered important in the initial planning process. However, several challenges existed later in the planning process and final decision-making, such as conceptual ambiguities, unclear policy and assignments, limited cross-sectorial coordination and lack of awareness, knowledge, resources and other priorities. The results also show that the respondents worked regularly with intangible landscape dimensions, which can be defined as cultural ecosystem services, but they do not label them as such. Furthermore, established knowledge and expertise of heritage planning was not activated in the implementation of the ecosystem service approach. We conclude that historic and cultural landscape dimensions are not ignored in practice, but there is a need to articulate these aspects more clearly in order to achieve sustainable environmental planning. There is also an unexplored opportunity to connect skills and create new forms of cross-sectorial collaboration between heritage planning and the ES approach.
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1. Introduction


To achieve sustainable environmental planning, the whole environment must be considered, but previous research shows that historical and cultural perspectives on the landscape are often ignored [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9] (The historic dimensions, “the surviving physical impacts of people on the landscape” and the cultural dimensions, “the intangible meanings, values, attributes and associations that people attach to its physical components” of landscapes [10] are integrated parts of the highly dynamic concept of heritage [11,12].



Guided by international charters and conventions, heritage conservation principles have moved from a focus on preserving historic monuments and sites towards a more integrative and people-centred focus on using the past in the present [13] and to manage change sustainably. This future-oriented approach includes not only the care for landscape materiality and characteristics but also local knowledge and history, stories and myths, crafts, minority and local identity, and collective memory [7,14,15,16,17]. The application of contemporary heritage conservation principles in local and regional planning is today a well-established practice in many parts of the world [17,18,19,20,21] with a vast variety of professional profiles, approaches and agendas.



With the adaptation to the principles of sustainable development [22] heritage has become more relevant in an environmental planning context. In 2005, the Council of Europe (COE) adopted the Faro Convention, emphasizing the role of heritage as a resource for sustainable development in society [23]. In 2017, the COE adopted the European Cultural Heritage Strategy for the 21st century, stressing that heritage cannot be viewed in isolation from its physical and cultural context, and that developing a high-quality living environment means considering heritage in other sectoral policies, such as development, environmental conservation and land use planning [24]. Sustainable heritage is today a developing field guided by the urgent need to address social-cultural and environmental issues together [9]. However, as argued by [25] the conservation and sustainability fields has not yet recognized nor elaborated “the full implications of considering the heritage dimension and value of nature in unison”.



Integrative instruments for environmental planning are requested by both scientists and practitioners. One such instrument is the Ecosystem Service (ES) framework developed to assist environmental decision-making. ES aims to bridge natural and social sciences and facilitate collaborative management in a shared framework for assessing values in the landscape [6,26,27,28,29,30]. In the ES framework, the notion of landscape and its historic and cultural dimensions is central to debates on loss of biodiversity, and mostly relevant in relation to cultural ecosystem services (CES). Six categories of CES have been defined [26] including: cultural identity (the current cultural linkage between humans and their environment); heritage values (‘‘memories’’ in the landscape from past cultural ties); spiritual services (sacred, religious, or other forms of spiritual inspiration derived from ecosystems); inspiration (the use of natural motives or artefacts in arts, folklore, and so on); aesthetic appreciation of natural and cultivated landscapes; and recreation and tourism. While the MA classification of ES has been developed and refined [28,30,31] heritage remains a relevant concept, as the ES approach integrates historic and cultural perspectives on landscapes and biocultural heritage into decision-making processes. However, there is a shortage of studies focusing on cultural heritage and identity and only a handful of existing ES publications gives a more comprehensive description of “newer notions of heritage” in relation to landscape [32] Another shortcoming is the focus on immaterial aspects through heritage values, which excludes the material aspects of human relations with the environment [25].



In the recent decade, due to a directive by the European Commission the EU member states have started to implement the ES approach in practice. However, the intangibility of CES, evaluation difficulties, methodological and conceptual issues as well as the fundamentally instrumental framing of the ES framework are reported to restrict the integration of CES in environmental planning and policies [6,25,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39]. A closer collaboration and exchange of knowledge between heritage planning and the ES approach can be of mutual benefit as the methodological framework of ES, where the cultural benefits of nature are explored as resources for society, is in line with current approaches to heritage planning [16,21,32,40,41,42]. Taking advantage of established discourses, approaches and practices in heritage planning could possibly improve the understanding of CES beyond the current focus on recreation. Heritage planning would also benefit from such a connection as the ES approach provides a methodological framework to bridge the gap between heritage and sustainable development and to recognize cultural landscapes and natural features with cultural significance (natural heritage) in environmental planning [21,26,32,40,41,42].



As shown above, the historic and cultural perspectives on landscape often have little significance in sustainable environmental planning. This also applies to the implementation of ES, despite the framework having been developed with the purpose to bridge natural and social science, and facilitate collaborative management and communication across sectors. Ignoring the historic and cultural dimensions of landscapes makes environmental planning unsustainable, which in the long run will have a negative impact on both the environment and society. In theory, a closer collaboration between the fields of heritage planning and the ES can be of mutual benefit as suggested by previous studies. However, few studies have examined how practitioners understand and approach the role of historic and cultural landscape dimensions for sustainable development in environmental planning. In order to fill this gap, the aim of the present study was to examine the work and perceptions of practitioners with a focus on discussing how historic and cultural landscape dimensions are understood and articulated and what opportunities exist for intersectoral exchange of knowledge, in light of the recent implementation of the ES approach. For this purpose, we used data from a case study of sustainable environmental planning at local and regional public agencies in Sweden. The study was guided by the following research questions:




	
What are the opportunities and challenges to ensure consideration of the historic and cultural dimensions of landscapes?



	
Which historic and cultural landscape dimensions are considered?



	
What is the awareness and knowledge about the concepts of ES and CES?



	
Is the implementation of ES and understanding of CES related to the established practice of heritage planning?









2. Materials and Methods


This paper is part of an interdisciplinary research project with the aim to investigate the role of cultural heritage and the historic environment in sustainable landscape management [43,44]. The present paper draws upon data collected from interviews. A qualitative, single case study approach [45,46,47,48] was used to gain a deeper understanding of the issues at hand. The interdisciplinary project team included researchers with expertise in the field of physical geography, conservation of the built environment, psychology and biocultural heritage.



2.1. The Case Study Area


The case study area, the Lake Vänern Archipelago Biosphere Reserve, includes the municipalities of Mariestad, Götene and Lidköping with a total population of 80,000 inhabitants (Figure 1). The geographical area includes parts of Lake Vänern, the largest lake within the European Union, and an arable landscape with a varied topography consisting of post-glacial clay plains, mylonite intrusions, glacial moraine deposits and a Cambro-Silurian flat-topped mountain named Kinnekulle. People have lived in the area for at least 6000 years, and a richness in landmarks and artefacts dating back to the Bronze Age imply millennia of cultivation and influence on the landscape which is still visible in the diversity of plant species [49]. Biosphere reserves are intended as model areas for sustainable development and, in order to be designated by UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB), the landscape must include both a rich cultural heritage and high levels of biodiversity [50]. The global strategy for MAB aims to guide the local regional and national implementation of Agenda 2030 by integrated planning and landscape management [51].



The Swedish Environmental Code together with the Planning and Building Act form the legal basis for environmental planning, including heritage planning, in Sweden. The aim of the Environmental Code [52] is to promote sustainable development, which will assure a healthy and sound environment for present and future generations. “The environment” is used in broad terms and includes the cultural environment. Thus, the regulatory framework makes no clear distinction between natural and cultural values of landscapes, and the Environmental Code shall be applied in such a way as to ensure that valuable natural and cultural environments are protected and preserved in combination. Furthermore, the cultural environment serves as an important aspect in sustainability policy. For example, the Swedish National Heritage Board, under the Ministry of Culture, is in charge of the 2030 Vision for cultural heritage management in Sweden. An important goal of the vision is to increase awareness that cultural heritage and the cultural environment are important parts of the work for a sustainable inclusive society [53]. Additionally, the current Swedish environmental policy includes a “generational goal,” which is intended to guide environmental action at every level of society by means of 16 environmental quality objectives and a number of milestone targets. One important target, decided by the Swedish parliament, is that a majority of the municipalities, by 2025, shall integrate ecosystem services in planning, building and management of the urban built environment. To accomplish this target and the environmental policy in practice the municipalities use the detailed development plans which are legally binding and the most important instrument. The municipalities have the main responsibility for environmental planning in Sweden in dialogue with the regional planning level, i.e., the County Administrative Boards. Implementation of the ES framework has gradually increased at the regional and local planning levels in Sweden during the past 10 years, as a consequence of governmental decisions and development of national policies. Previous studies report a limited awareness of the concept of ES and a slow integration at local and regional planning levels [21,38,54] but, during recent years, the integration has increased as shown by [55]. Still, several barriers exist, such as the use of different definitions, approaches and methods as well as a lack of bridging perspectives and traditional division between nature and culture [21,38,56,57]. A recent study [55] report a “heterogeneity in the degree, focus and strategy” among the municipalities and a “gap between visions, strategic goals and their implementation” from a review of 231 Swedish municipal comprehensive plans.




2.2. Interviews


In total, eighteen semi-structured interviews were conducted between 2018 and 2019 with officials employed or otherwise engaged by local and regional actors, including municipalities, the County Administrative Board, local museums, and the Biosphere Association. The respondents each had formal responsibilities related to the planning and management of historic and cultural landscape dimensions but represented a range of different occupations and disciplines, such as historians, built heritage conservation, urban and landscape planning, environment conservation, engineering, and architecture. Respondents were identified through discussions in the project group and via webpages. The respondents were approached by telephone or e-mail, and they were able to choose the location for a face-to-face interview which lasted one hour on average and was recorded and transcribed. The themes and questions analyzed in the present paper are shown in Table 1.



Each interview started with a discussion about the research project and the respondents were then asked to specify their educational and professional backgrounds, as well as current work assignments. Note that no definitions of concepts related to historic and cultural landscape dimensions were given in advance, thus the respondents’ answers are based on their own interpretations. Each respondent’s answers were analyzed via transcripts and audio recordings. The responses were compiled in a spreadsheet and were thematically categorized based on their semantic content. Data from the semi-structured interviews are reported using “bottom up” (based on open questions) and “top down” analyses, where “the analytic process involves a progression from description, where the data have simply been organized to show patterns in semantic content, and summarized, to interpretation, where there is an attempt to theorize the significance of the patterns and their broader meanings and implications often in relation to previous literature” [46]. These analyses were done with an emphasis on listening, meaning that the interviewer actively avoided influencing and biasing the conversation [58]. In order to thoroughly understand the data, the transcripts were read several times and when needed the original audio recordings were reviewed [46].



The questions used in the semi-structured interviews were divided into 5 themes (Table 1). In two of the themes, questions appeared both in open-ended and closed-ended formats (see Table 1). The interviewer began with the open-ended question, asking the respondents to develop and discuss their answers. Next, the respondents were asked to mark multiple choices on an A4 sheet for each question. The closed-ended part of the questions also included an opportunity for the respondents to add aspects that they thought were important. When the respondent had answered the questions, the interviewer and the respondent discussed the answers and the question. Data analysis for these two themes included data both based on the answers from the audio recording and transcripts, and from the A4 sheets. The data from the A4 sheets were transferred to an Excel sheet. Percentages of total number of respondents who considered each of the aspects presented on the A4 sheets were calculated and results plotted on a spreadsheet chart. These results were again compared and sometimes complemented with authentic citations and data from the audio recording and transcripts. For the remaining three themes only open-ended questions were used (see Table 1). Each respondent’s answers were analysed via transcripts and audio recordings. The responses were compiled in an Excel sheet and were thematically categorized based on their semantic content.





3. Results


Results are presented in line with the aim and research questions presented above.



3.1. Historic and Cultural Landscape Dimensions Are Important


One strong potential identified was that historic and cultural landscape dimensions are, according to a majority of the public officials, important in the early stages of the planning process and considered on a daily basis. The results from the interviews show that the officials have a long tradition of considering man’s use of nature and of using the perspective that nature and culture is both integrated and interdependent in the landscape. One example is an EU fund LIFE-nature project entitled, “Kinnekulle Plateau Mountain—restoration and conservation” which was in progress between 2002–2007 with a budget of Euro 5.7 million. Even though this project was labelled as a “nature” restoration and conservation project the historic landscape was the base for the project. In the words of one of the respondents:




“The job was to restore and recreate old overgrown pastures and meadows and to win back the old cultural landscape. We included quite a lot of land in this project, often not based on the natural values, instead based on, for example, old boundaries, village boundaries between grazing and outfield. The project was based on a combination of cultural history and natural values”.





However, results also show several challenges to ensure consideration of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in later phases of the planning and decision process. These challenges were related to conceptual ambiguities, unclear policy and assignments, limited cross-sectorial coordination, lack of awareness, knowledge, resources and other priorities as described below.




3.2. Conceptual Ambiguities


The interviews revealed that public officials talk about and define historic and cultural landscape dimensions in various ways. There are conceptual ambiguities with a wide range of definitions. Some officials talk about designated buildings and areas of national interest, i.e., the material heritage that is strongly linked to the legal framework. Others talk about historic and cultural landscape dimensions in more general terms synonymous with a changing landscape, or as one official put it:




“A process—it changes because historic and cultural dimensions are the impact of humans on the environment, the landscape and the buildings…”.





Some other respondents argue that the concept is a sensitive topic that tends to be perceived as fluctuant opinions, based on attitudes, rather than professional judgments. In order to increase the influence of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in current practices they describe how they have to find innovative ways, as for example showing its instrumental value for the tourism industry.




3.3. Unclear Policy and Assignments


The conceptual ambiguities are closely related to unclear policy and assignments as reported by several respondents. A partial or complete lack of political governance documents and policy, including cultural heritage management programs, is one reason. Another reason put forward is that the politicians do not always use their own governing documents. One respondent expresses the unclear policy and assignments in the following way:




“After all, there is a political program, where you put forward nice wishes about how things should be. The ideas are put into an action plan where you make priorities, but historic and cultural values are rarely highlighted, so we lose it on the way. You continue to work and continue to feel that you have no control. I would like to have an action plan with headings, such as cultural heritage, that include the activities we have on this topic. What is the focus of our attention? How can we work successfully? At present, some idea pops up and, yes, we implement it but our work on cultural heritage becomes event driven.”





Several respondents argue that the only way to increase the status of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in environmental planning is to promote political decisions that make cultural heritage programs and other policy documents an integral part of the municipal comprehensive plans. A majority of the respondents answered that they used the National environmental quality objectives, Planning and Building Act, local cultural heritage programs and the Historic Environment Act for guidance in their work. A few respondents argued that the ideas of the European Landscape Convention (ELC) inspired them in their work although less than a third used it as a guiding document on a daily basis.




3.4. Limited Cross-Sectorial Coordination


Even though most respondents share a view of the integrated landscape where nature and culture are interdependent, the idea that aspects related to historic and cultural landscape dimensions belong in a certain department, such as the planning department, is deeply rooted. In the words of one respondent who worked with local history and stories in networks of local stakeholders, and NGOs such as local museums and collections of industrial heritage, e.g., sawmills, stone masonry, dairies, machines, etc.:




“I don’t consider myself to work with historic and cultural landscape dimensions as I don’t work with physical places… there has been no political awareness and much of this work seems to belong to the planning office …much has been left to the non-profit NGOs … I can’t say with good conscience that we have clear structures. We would, if we pushed in the same direction and knew what we wanted, be a force in the right direction. Instead, it is a force that spreads in all possible directions…”





Existing sectoral funding and organization at national, regional and local planning levels are one reason for the limited cross-sectorial coordination. A majority of the respondents argued that increased cooperation between local and regional agencies and other actors is required to integrate the cultural and natural landscapes values to reach a sustainable development (Eliasson et al. unpublished).




3.5. Lack of Awareness, Knowledge, Resources and Other Priorities


Respondents argued that there is a lack of awareness and knowledge among politicians, developers and the public about the role of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in environmental planning. This is primarily related to individual politicians rather than political parties. The political term of office of only four years makes the change of individual politicians an educational challenge for the public officials. In Sweden, the public’s influence on the planning process is ensured through the National Planning and Building Act. Respondents describe that sometimes when they talk with, for example, house-owners about historic and cultural landscape dimensions it creates tensions. Landowners often consider the Historic Environment Act as a threat to them as they think that increasing awareness of historic and cultural values will increase costs and mean limitations on their land. Developers fear increased costs and delays. Some respondents describe difficulties in making politicians, developers and the public listen to facts. Or, in the words of one respondent:




“Ignorance is an incredible resistance, especially when it is paired with fact resistance and denial of knowledge”.





Education is a solution to the lack of awareness and knowledge according to some of the respondents who were engaged in education of politicians and the public. However, the respondents did not use public participation methods on a regular basis. Most respondents argue that the organization’s finances and priorities are one important constraint leading to a limited budget for heritage planning.




3.6. Historic and Cultural Landscape Dimensions Considered


The historic and cultural landscape dimensions most often considered by the public officials on a regular basis (Table 1, closed-ended questions) are shown in Figure 2. More than sixty percent of the public officials claim they regularly (daily) work with buildings and industrial heritage. More than fifty percent of the respondents worked regularly with place identity, agricultural environments and green areas, and 45% worked with aspects of landscape views and local history on a daily basis (Figure 2). Thus, it is evident that the public officials regularly worked with both tangible and intangible heritage. The open-ended questions revealed (Table 1) a close connection between the tangible and intangible heritage as the respondents worked with aspects such as local identity, history and shared stories in relation to the industrial, agricultural and built-up heritage.



Respondents were also asked which historic and cultural landscape dimensions that need more focus (Table 1, closed-ended questions). As shown in Figure 3, more than fifty percent of the public officials wanted to focus more on local history. Other dimensions that need more focus in the planning process, according to a third of the respondents, are meeting places, the dark heritage [59], experience, agricultural environments, local knowledge and stories.



One of the public officials expressed a desire to “fill the historic environments with this intangible cultural heritage”. At the same time, a majority of the respondents claim that they have limited opportunities to do so because of budget priorities, lack of methods and sometimes lack of skills.




3.7. Awareness, Knowledge, and Implementation of the ES and CES


All of the public officials knew about ecosystem services at the time of the interviews but only half of them worked with the ES approach. Of those who did not, several referred to the municipal ecologist and the nature conservation unit for information about ES implementation. It was clear that implementation of the ES approach had just begun. The respondents who had started to implement the ES approach responded that, at this early stage, the work was tentative and that they needed methods that can be used in the planning process. Most respondents considered the ES approach to be a benefit in the planning process but expressed a great deal of uncertainty about how to work with it and how to convince others in the organization.



The concept of cultural ecosystem services was less known. Half of the respondents had heard about CES but only a quarter had worked with it. One of the respondents who worked with CES argued that the landscape history becomes a tool for reaching out to people. The respondent used storytelling as a way to communicate the relation of the importance of the cultural-historical landscape to, for example, old wells and people’s traditional use of water and herbs, including the historical monks’ knowledge of the curative effect of plants. Another respondent worked with CES in a GIS-based green structure project of biotope mapping in municipal comprehensive plans. In this respect, CES was considered indirectly through sensual experiences, such as the rustling of leaves, birdsong and green leafy environments that have a direct bearing on the nature and park types that were identified. Yet, another respondent worked with CES on a GIS-based project aimed at identifying easily accessible attractive recreational environments. Here, information was used about nature and cultural reserves, areas of national interest for cultural heritage and for outdoor life, national parks, etc. The purpose was to make people understand their context, their background and their identity and the need to preserve the structures in the landscape. Even though these three examples touch upon aspects of, or are based on, historic and cultural landscape dimensions neither of them involved established knowledge of heritage planning.



Respondents argued that increased cooperation between sectors and with the civil society is the key in the implementation of Agenda 2030 and ES. An example of a public participation initiative at municipality level to communicate ES and CES via the national environmental quality objectives was through outdoor events for the public. The basic idea is that people should experience ecosystem services directly in the landscape. One example of an environmental station event was based on the environmental quality objective, “Flourishing lakes and streams”. The event was located at Lake Vänern and the municipality invited the public and offered four different dishes (450 portions) of fish (Zander also named pikeperch). A professional angler made a presentation about Zander fishing, what it looks like and what actions are implemented to make the fishing industry sustainable in Lake Vänern. Additionally, representatives from the County Administrative Board and the biosphere reserve office took part in the event. Cooperation between different actors in the biosphere reserve is the key solution, as expressed by one respondent:




“The events are under the auspices of the municipality although the biosphere office and County Administrative Board are involved players. We invite them and they become part owners of these project ideas and arrangements. Thus, we get a greater efficiency and gain more expertise when we create the events. It is important to find a form of co-creative processes so that everyone feels that they own the products. If you have confidence in each other, it will give results.”





A new initiative for cooperation between different actors within the biosphere reserve is a ES network established a few years ago by a public official at municipality level in order to increase ES cooperation between the three municipalities in the biosphere reserve. The motive was to find a structure for the ecosystem services in the historic landscape and to find a horizontal platform where you trust each other and find common targets. The ES network consists of representatives from the three municipalities, the County Administrative Board, the biosphere reserve office and two nature conservation associations. The ES network meets regularly and has applied and received funds for training projects in ecosystem services for politicians, public officials and developers working within the biosphere reserve. The ES network sometimes invites researchers and actors working with historic and cultural landscape dimensions to their meetings, but they are not regular members of the ES network.





4. Discussion


4.1. Opportunities and Challenges to Ensure Consideration of the Historic and Cultural Dimensions of Landscapes


The results show that the historic and cultural landscape dimensions are important aspects in the early stages of the planning process at local and regional levels. This is partly due to current legislation, as consideration of the cultural environment is primarily governed by the Planning and Building Act, but also by the Roads Act and the Act on Railway Construction. The Swedish environmental quality objectives also contain requirements for consideration of the cultural environment. In combination with the respondents’ long tradition of considering man’s use of nature with an integrated landscape perspective this gives a good potential to ensure consideration of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in environmental planning. These results are in line with a parallel study in the Swedish mountains showing that practitioners strive for an integrated management of historic and cultural landscape dimensions and that these values are considered throughout the planning process [21]. One could argue that these results are in contrast to many previous studies showing a limited consideration of historical and cultural perspectives in environmental planning [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9]. However, there is a clear conceptual ambiguity among respondents who define historic and cultural dimensions of landscapes quite differently, ranging from predominantly material aspects protected by law to intangible aspects, which are not as effectively managed in planning contexts. The respondents do not understand, nor talk about, landscape complexities in a consensual manner.



Furthermore, lack of methodologies to include local communities other than through formal consultation in the planning process makes the intangible and socio-culturally perspectives on landscape less dominant, which is the norm in the Swedish context [20,60]. This is in line with previous research highlighting the need for local participation in order to manage cultural landscapes [7,61,62,63]. Other challenges identified in the present study are unclear assignments and lack of political policy as well as unawareness and disinterest among politicians, developers and the public. The public officials expressed a wish to promote political decisions that connect historic and cultural landscape dimensions to environmental planning and especially the implementation of ES in combination with training efforts. These results are in line with other studies [55,64] that argue for increased political support and capacity building initiatives in order to facilitate ES implementation in municipal planning practice. Results showing that the CES concept is far from practically implemented in policies were also reported by [39] from a survey with experts on agricultural landscapes. The ELC, with its landscape policy focusing on sustainable development and the cultural dimensions of the landscape [65] is important in this respect. However, the results show that only a third of the public officials interviewed used ELC for guidance. This result is in line with previous studies showing a limited impact of ELC in practice [21,66,67]. Another challenge identified is that the idea that historic and cultural landscape dimensions belong to a certain department, such as the planning department, is deeply rooted among public officials. Professional roles and responsibilities are established mainly because of sectoral funding and the organization. These results confirm previous studies showing that, despite its integrative ambition, implementation of the ES concept often lack horizontal integration between sectors and is highly influenced by established endorsed professional roles and responsibilities in land-use planning [16,21,38,56,68].




4.2. Heritage Planning and the ES Approach


Heritage values, place identity, landscape views, local history, local knowledge, stories, and sensory experiences are examples of historic and cultural landscape dimensions that were regularly addressed in local and regional planning in the present study. These intangible landscape dimensions fit into the six categories of CES, defined by [26], but the respondents did not label them as CES. The public officials regularly worked with, and highlighted, the importance of intangible landscape dimensions and expressed a desire to work more with these values. Moreover, most public officials have a long tradition of considering man’s use of nature with an integrated landscape perspective. These results are in line with [21] who show that local history, identity, stories and collective memory are aspects regularly considered by officials, in the County of Jämtland Sweden, and practitioners also strive, despite difficulties, to use a coherent landscape approach in planning. An integrated landscape approach to planning is in line with the ES approach and would facilitate a closer collaboration between actors involved in heritage planning and the ES implementation. Nevertheless, at the time of our interviews, established knowledge and expertise of heritage planning was not activated in the implementation of the ES approach. Respondents expressed that CES, are generally difficult to concretize, and thus are given less consideration than other ecosystems services. These results are in line with previous findings showing a limited consideration of cultural heritage within ES research and practice [21,25,32,41,42].



There is certainly an opportunity to connect heritage planning with the ES approach. This, however, requires a clarification and mapping of actors working with historic and cultural landscape dimensions within the regional and local agencies, NGOs and civil society. It is especially important to identify actors who do not consider themselves as working with the “right” aspects of heritage or the “right” department/organization. The definition and role of CES in the ES approach must be developed in order to be able to connect skills and create new forms of collaboration integrating historic and cultural landscape dimensions in environmental planning. A neutral platform could support the connection of historic and cultural landscape dimensions and ES in sustainable environmental planning. Several of the respondents interviewed argue that the Lake Vänern Archipelago Biosphere Reserve could be an arena for a new understanding of the landscape, beyond the established permanent division between nature and culture in formal environmental planning. However, as shown by [69], it is only a few of the public officials at local and regional planning levels that regularly cooperate with the biosphere reserve organization. The need to “create communities of practice”, with shared goals in the implementation of ES and sustainable development was suggested by [38]. The new ES network, established by public officials at municipality level in the Lake Vänern Biosphere Reserve, has successfully created new forms of collaboration and an extended dialogue about ES between various actors at different levels, including training programs for politicians and developers. Even though the ES network sometimes invites researchers and professionals working with historic and cultural landscape dimensions these actors are not regular members of the ES network. Ideally, a network for ES implementation needs to include actors with different knowledge and perspectives to meet the basic requirements of the ES approach, i.e., all four categories of ecosystem services must be considered to reach sustainable development.



Municipal heritage planning would also most probably benefit from a closer connection to the ES framework. The critique against the artificial separation between natural and cultural heritage is well established in research and practice, and in the wake of “embracing this dissolution” [70], new methods and tools for more inclusive landscape interpretations are being developed. In such system-based approaches, the connections and benefits of heritage tied to natural resources are explored [71] (as well as the role of “living heritage” in socio-ecological systems [72]. These value-driven approaches are grounded in an understanding of the cultural landscape to include both man-made and non-human-made structures, and they often require a combination of qualitative methods to enable evaluation of CES, such as stated preference methods, workshops, etc. Although public participation has been on the heritage planning agenda since the 1990s, it is still an “unfixed, uncertain and contested concept” [60], and not practiced in everyday planning situations. This is in line with [7] who argue that management strategies and conservation policies based exclusively on decision-makers criteria are counterproductive for the conservation of cultural landscapes. Participatory ES assessment methods currently being developed for local resource users to identify and evaluate the key services of a particular ecosystem, including heritage, could be a way forward.




4.3. Concluding Remarks


Are historic and cultural landscape dimensions ignored in environmental planning? The price of ignoring these values is an unsustainable environmental planning and according to literature historic and cultural perspectives often have little significance in environmental planning. However, only a few studies take a deep dive into practice and study the work and perceptions of practitioners. The present study contributes to increased knowledge about the role of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in sustainable environmental planning and the compatibility and commonality of the fields of heritage planning and the implementation of the ES approach. In contrast to many other studies, we can conclude that historic and cultural landscape dimensions were considered important by practitioners who in general had a holistic view of the environment where nature and cultural values of the landscape are interdependent. However, in line with previous studies, several challenges exist throughout the planning process as shown above. Our conclusion is that historic and cultural landscape dimensions are not ignored in practice, but there is a need to articulate these aspects more clearly in order to achieve sustainable environmental planning. Established knowledge and expertise of heritage planning was not activated in the implementation of the ES approach. Interesting is, however, that the practitioners worked with intangible landscape dimensions, which can be defined as CES. Thus, there is an unexplored opportunity to connect skills and create new forms of cross-sectorial collaboration between heritage planning and the ES approach. Results and conclusions presented in this paper are in line with results from a parallel study in the Swedish mountains [21]. The agreement between these two studies strengthens the validity of the results but a validation through future interdisciplinary studies of the work and perceptions of practitioners in other parts of the world is welcomed.








Author Contributions


I.E.: Conceptualization, Methodology, Validation, Formal Analysis, Investigation, Writing—original draft, Supervision, Project Administration, Funding acquisition. S.F.: Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal Analysis, Investigation, Writing—Review and Editing. I.K.: Conceptualization, Methodology, Writing—Review and Editing. E.G.: Conceptualization, Writing—Review and Editing. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded by the Swedish National Heritage Board (Dnr 3.2.2-5202-2016) and is part of the project “Cultural heritage and the historic environment in sustainable landscape management”. Co-funding was also received from University of Gothenburg, Sweden and University of Gävle, Sweden.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Semi-structured interviews with public officials were conducted in accordance with the ethical guidelines of the University of Gothenburg Sweden. The study was performed in accordance with the ethical standards of The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity—ALLEA.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all individual respondents interviewed. The material from the interviews has been de-identified in the results presented in the paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors have no relevant financial or non-financial interests to disclose. The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the content of this article. All authors certify that they have no affiliations with or involvement in any organization or entity with any financial interest or non-financial interest in the subject matter or materials discussed in this manuscript. The authors have no financial or proprietary interests in any material discussed in this article.




References


	



Setten, G.; Stenseke, M.; Moen, J. Ecosystem services and landscape management: Three challenges and one plea. Int. J. Biodivers. Sci. Ecosyst. Serv. Manag. 2012, 4, 305–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harrison, R. Heritage: Critical Approaches; Routledge: London, UK, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Agnoletti, M. Rural landscape, nature conservation and culture: Some notes on research trends and management approaches from a (southern) European perspective. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 126, 66–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Plieninger, T.; Bieling, C.; Fagerholm, N.; Byg, A.; Hartel, T.; Hurley, P.; López-Santiago, C.A.; Nagabhatla, N.; Oteros-Rozas, E.; Raymond, C.M.; et al. The role of cultural ecosystem services in landscape management and planning. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 2015, 14, 28–33. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stenseke, M. Integrated landscape management and the complicating issue of temporality. Landsc. Res. 2016, 41, 199–211. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Diaz, S.; Pascual, U.; Stenseke, M.; Martin-Lopez, B.; Watson, R.T.; Molnar, Z.; Hill, R.; Chan, K.M.A.; Baste, I.A.; Brauman, K.A.; et al. Assessing nature’s contributions to people. Science 2018, 359, 270–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Schmitz, M.F.; Herrero-Jáuregui, C. Cultural landscape preservation and social–ecological sustainability. Sustainability 2021, 13, 2593. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



le Polain de Waroux, Y.; Garrett, R.D.; Chapman, M.; Friis, C.; Hoelle, J.; Hodel, L.; Hopping, K.; Zaehringer, J.G. The role of culture in land system science. J. Land Use Sci. 2021, 16, 450–466. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Leifeste, A.; Stiefel, B.L. Merging Environmental Conservation and Historic Preservation. In Sustainable Heritage; Routledge: London, UK, 2018; p. 242. [Google Scholar]

	



Drury, P. The historic and cultural dimensions of landscape. Naturopa 2000, 98, 12–13. Available online: http://www.pcl-eu.de/project/virt_lib/pauldury.pdf (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Kryder-Reid, E. Heritage Landscapes. In Encyclopedia of Global Archaeology; Smith, C., Ed.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2020; pp. 4947–4952. [Google Scholar]

	



Scazzosi, L. Reading and assessing the landscape as cultural and historical heritage. Landsc. Res. 2004, 29, 335–355. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ashworth, G.J.; Howard, P. European Heritage, Planning and Management; Intellect Books: Exeter, NH, USA, 1999. [Google Scholar]

	



Clark, K.; Drury, P. From Monuments to People: The Functions of Cultural Heritage in a Changing Europe, in Forward Planning: The Functions of Cultural Heritage in a Changing Europe; Council of Europe: Strasbourg, France, 2000. [Google Scholar]

	



Ashworth, G. Preservation, Conservation and Heritage: Approaches to the Past in the Present through the Built Environment. Asian Anthropol. 2011, 10, 1–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fredholm, S.; Frölander, F. Heritage Beyond a Subcategory of Cultural Ecosystem Services in Swedish Landscape Management. In 2019 NAF Symposium "Approaches and Methods in Architectural Research"; Nordic Academic Press of Architectural Research: Gothenburg, Sweden, 2021. [Google Scholar]

	



Stegmeijer, E.; Veldpaus, L. A Research Agenda for Heritage Planning: Perspectives from Europe; Edward Elgar Publishing Limited: Cheltenham, PA, USA, 2021. [Google Scholar]

	



Kalman, H. Heritage Planning: Principles and Process; Routledge: London, UK, 2014. [Google Scholar]

	



Kalman, H.; Létourneau, M.R. Heritage Planning: Principles and Process, 2nd ed.; Routledge: London, UK, 2020. [Google Scholar]

	



Fredholm, S. Making Sense of Heritage Planning in Theory and Practice: Experiences from Ghana and Sweden. Ph.D. Thesis, Göteborgs Universitet, Göteborg, Sweden, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Eliasson, I.; Knez, I.; Fredholm, S. Heritage Planning in Practice and the Role of Cultural Ecosystem Services. Herit. Soc. 2018, 11, 44–69. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development: Note. 1987. Available online: https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/139811 (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



COE. Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro Convention). Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/faro-convention (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



COE. European Heritage Strategy for the 21st Century. Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/strategy-21 (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Azzopardi, E.; Kenter, J.O.; Young, J.; Leakey, C.; O’Connor, S.; Martino, S.; Flannery, W.; Sousa, L.P.; Mylona, D.; Frangoudes, K.; et al. What are heritage values? Integrating natural and cultural heritage into environmental valuation. People Nat. 2022, 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



MA. Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis: A Report of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Available online: https://www.millenniumassessment.org/en/Synthesis.html (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Daily, G.C.; Stephen, P.; Joshua, G.; Peter, M.K.; Harold, A.M.; Liba, P.; Taylor, H.R.; James, S.; Robert, S. Ecosystem services in decision making: Time to deliver. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2009, 7, 21–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



TEEB. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity TEEB. Available online: http://teebweb.org/ (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



WAVES. World Bank Wealth Accounting and the Valuation of Ecosystem Services. Available online: https://www.wavespartnership.org/ (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



CICES. CICES_V5.1.; Towards a Common Classification of Ecosystem Services. Available online: https://cices.eu (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Tema Nord Kulturarv og Økosystemtjenester: Sammenhenger, Muligheter og Begrensninger; Nordisk Ministerråd: København, Denmark, 2015; p. 104.

	



Hølleland, H.; Skrede, J.; Holmgaard, S.B. Cultural Heritage and Ecosystem Services: A Literature Review. Conserv. Manag. Archaeol. Sites 2017, 19, 210–237. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



de Groot, R.S.; Alkemade, R.; Braat, L.; Hein, L.; Willemen, L. Challenges in integrating the concept of ecosystem services and values in landscape planning, management and decision making. Ecol. Complex. 2010, 7, 260–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Daniel, T.C.; Muhar, A.; Arnberger, A.; Aznar, O.; Boyd, J.W.; Chan, K.M.A.; Costanza, R.; Elmqvist, T.; Flint, C.G.; Gobster, P.H.; et al. Contributions of cultural services to the ecosystem services agenda. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2012, 109, 8812–8819. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Milcu, A.I.; Hanspach, J.; Abson, D.; Fischer, J. Cultural Ecosystem Services: A Literature Review and Prospects for Future Research. Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18, 44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Burkhard, B.; Kandziora, M.; Hou, Y.; Müller, F. Ecosystem service potentials, flows and demands-concepts for spatial localisation, indication and quantification. Landsc. Online 2014, 34, 1–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Szücs, L.; Anders, U.; Bürger-Arndt, R. Assessment and illustration of cultural ecosystem services at the local scale–A retrospective trend analysis. Ecol. Indic. 2015, 50, 120–134. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Blicharska, M.; Smithers, R.J.; Hedblom, M.; Hedenås, H.; Mikusiński, G.; Pedersen, E.; Sandström, P.; Svensson, J. Shades of grey challenge practical application of the cultural ecosystem services concept. Ecosyst. Serv. 2017, 23, 55–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Balázsi, Á.; Dänhardt, J.; Collins, S.; Schweiger, O.; Settele, J.; Hartel, T. Understanding cultural ecosystem services related to farmlands: Expert survey in Europe. Land Use Policy 2021, 100, 104900. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tengberg, A.; Fredholm, S.; Eliasson, I.; Knez, I.; Saltzman, K.; Wetterberg, O. Cultural ecosystem services provided by landscapes: Assessment of heritage values and identity. Ecosyst. Serv. 2012, 2, 14–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



López Sánchez, M.; Tejedor Cabrera, A.; Linares Gómez Del Pulgar, M. Guidelines from the heritage field for the integration of landscape and heritage planning: A systematic literature review. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2020, 204, 103931. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



López Sánchez, M.; Tejedor Cabrera, A.; Linares Gómez del Pulgar, M. The potential role of cultural ecosystem services in heritage research through a set of indicators. Ecol. Indic. 2020, 117, 106670. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gustavsson, E.; Eliasson, I.; Fredholm, S.; Knez, I.; Nilsson, L.G.; Gustavsson, M. Min Plats i Biosfären; University of Gothenburg: Gothenburg, Sweden, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Knez, I.; Eliasson, I.; Gustavsson, E. Relationships Between Identity, Well-Being, and Willingness to Sacrifice in Personal and Collective Favorite Places: The Mediating Role of Well-Being. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 151. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Merriam, S.B. Case Study Research in Education. A Qualitative Approach; Jossey-Bass Inc.: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1988. [Google Scholar]

	



Braun, V.; Clarke, V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual. Res. Psychol. 2006, 3, 77–101. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Creswell, J.W. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches, 5. rev. international student ed.; SAGE: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Yin, R.K. Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods, 6th ed.; SAGE: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Gustavsson, E.; Lennartsson, T.; Emanuelsson, M. Land use more than 200 years ago explains current grassland plant diversity in a Swedish agricultural landscape. Biol. Conserv. 2007, 138, 47–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heinrup, M.; Schultz, L. Swedish Biosphere Reserves as Arenas for Implementing the 2030 Agenda; Swedish Environmental Protection Agency: Stockholm, Sweden, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



UNESCO. Man and the Biosphere Programme. Available online: https://en.unesco.org/mab (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



The Swedish Environmental Code. Available online: https://www.government.se/legal-documents/2000/08/ds-200061/ (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



COE. 2030 Vision for Cultural Heritage Management in Sweden. Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/culture-and-heritage/-/2030-vision-for-cultural-heritage-management-in-sweden (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Beery, T.; Stålhammar, S.; Jönsson, K.I.; Wamsler, C.; Bramryd, T.; Brink, E.; Ekelund, N.; Johansson, M.; Palo, T.; Schubert, P. Perceptions of the ecosystem services concept: Opportunities and challenges in the Swedish municipal context. Ecosyst. Serv. 2016, 17, 123–130. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Khoshkar, S.; Hammer, M.; Borgström, S.; Dinnétz, P.; Balfors, B. Moving from vision to action- integrating ecosystem services in the Swedish local planning context. Land Use Policy 2020, 97, 104791. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saarikoski, H.; Primmer, E.; Saarela, S.-R.; Antunes, P.; Aszalós, R.; Baró, F.; Berry, P.; Blanko, G.G.; Goméz-Baggethun, E.; Carvalho, L.; et al. Institutional challenges in putting ecosystem service knowledge in practice. Ecosyst. Serv. 2018, 29, 579–598. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fredholm, S.; Olsson, K. Kulturarv och Kulturmiljö i Ekosystemansatsen. Kulturlandskapet, Sweden 2019. Available online: http://www.kulturland.se/ (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Sørensen, M.L.S. Between the lines and in the margins: Interviewing people about attitudes to heritage and identity. In Heritage Studies; Routledge: London, UK, 2009; pp. 164–177. [Google Scholar]

	



Thomas, S.; Herva, V.-P.; Seitsonen, O.; Koskinen-Koivisto, E. Dark Heritage. In Encyclopedia of Global Archaeology; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Weijmer, M. I Sökandet Efter Delaktighet: Praktik, Aktörer och Kulturmiljöarbete. Ph.D. Thesis, Göteborgs Universitet, Göteborg, Sweden, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Österlin, C.; Schlyter, P.; Stjernquist, I. Different worldviews as impediments to integrated nature and cultural heritage conservation management: Experiences from protected areas in Northern Sweden. Sustainability 2020, 12, 3533. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hudson, A.; Vodden, K. Decolonizing pathways to sustainability: Lessons learned from three inuit communities in NunatuKavut, Canada. Sustainability 2020, 12, 4419. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marine, N.; Arnaiz-Schmitz, C.; Herrero-Jáuregui, C.; de la O Cabrera, M.R.; Escudero, D.; Schmitz, M.F. Protected landscapes in Spain: Reasons for protection and sustainability of conservation management. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6913. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Khoshkar, S.; Hammer, M.; Borgström, S.; Balfors, B. Ways forward for advancing ecosystem services in municipal planning—Experiences from Stockholm county. Land 2020, 9, 296. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



COE. The Council of Europe Landscape Convention (ELC). Available online: https://www.coe.int/en/web/landscape (accessed on 20 October 2022).

	



Plieninger, T.; Kizos, T.; Bieling, C.; Dû-Blayo, L.L.; Budniok, M.A.; Bürgi, M.; Crumley, C.L.; Girod, G.; Howard, P.; Kolen, J.; et al. Exploring ecosystem-change and society through a landscape lens: Recent progress in European landscape research. Ecol. Soc. 2015, 20, 5. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Butler, A. Dynamics of integrating landscape values in landscape character assessment: The hidden dominance of the objective outsider. Landsc. Res. 2016, 41, 239–252. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Olwig, K.R. Introduction: The nature of cultural heritage, and the culture of natural heritage-northern perspectives on a contested patrimony. Int. J. Herit. Stud. 2005, 11, 3–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eliasson, I.; Fredholm, S.; Knez, I.; Gustavsson, E.; Weller, J. Cultural values of landscape in the practical work of biosphere reserves. Unpublished work.

	



Harrison, R. Beyond “Natural” and “Cultural” Heritage: Toward an Ontological Politics of Heritage in the Age of Anthropocene. Herit. Soc. 2015, 8, 24–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Helmer, M.; Lipton, J.; Snitker, G.; Hackenberger, S.; Triplett, M.; Cerveny, L. Mapping heritage ecosystem services in ecological restoration areas: A case study from the East Cascades, Washington. J. Outdoor Recreat. Tour. 2020, 31, 100314. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tuvendal, M.; Elmqvist, T. Ecosystem Services Linking Social and Ecological Systems: River Brownification and the Response of Downstream Stakeholders. Ecol. Soc. 2011, 16, 21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Land 11 01915 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Lake Vänern Archipelago Biosphere Reserve in Sweden includes the three municipalities, Mariestad, Götene and Lidköping. Source: Lantmäteriet state of dispersal Dnr 601-2008-855. 
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Figure 2. The x-axis shows the seven most important historic and cultural landscape dimensions that are regularly considered in the planning process (measured as percentage, y-axis). See also Table 1, closed-ended questions. 
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Figure 3. The x-axis shows the seven most important historic and cultural landscape dimensions that need more focus in the planning process (measured as percentage, y-axis). See also Table 1, closed-ended questions. 
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Table 1. Interview instrument—themes and questions that guided the study.
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	Themes
	Open-Ended Questions
	Closed-Ended Questions





	Landscape dimensions considered
	Which historic and cultural landscape dimensions:

Are regularly considered?

Are not considered?

Need more focus?
	Respondents were asked to mark multiple choices related to which historic and cultural landscape dimensions they consider in their work. The respondents also had the opportunity to add choices.

Red colour = regularly considered

Green colour = need more focus.

No mark/colour = not considered



	Status
	What is the status of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in planning and management?
	



	Opportunities and challenges
	What are your arguments and the limiting factors to ensure consideration of historic and cultural landscape dimensions in planning and decision-making?
	



	Ecosystem services
	Are you familiar with the concept of ES and CES?

Do you work with ES?

How do you define CES?
	



	Methods and guiding policies
	Which methods, directives, laws, policies, and documents guide you in your work?
	Respondents were asked to mark multiple choices related to the question: “Which directives, laws, policies, and documents guide you in your work?”
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