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Abstract

The cultural ecosystem services of urban parks contribute to the urban population’s
urban experience and well-being. Urban greenspaces such as urban parks are under
extreme pressure from rapid urbanization and changing climate condition. During the
pandemic understanding on the importance of cultural ecosystem services was lacking.
Little evidence is known about how people use and value the urban parks during the
COVID-19 pandemic. In this study, urban park users were interviewed and observed to
address the aim of this research which is to understand what cultural ecosystem
services people value in urban parks during the pandemic and what spatial features
were important in their experience. Using semi-structured on-site interviews and
activity-based observation of users and activities in two Metro Manila urban parks,
several bundles of cultural ecosystem services emerge. Aesthetics, recreation and
spiritual values were the most identified cultural ecosystem service by urban park users.
The urban parks during the pandemic served as a place for refuge and connecting with
nature. The green and grey dimensions of the park provided multiple values for people
encompassing a range of cultural ecosystem services. The methods that were used in
this research allowed for a simple and comprehensive assessment of the value of the
urban parks. This provided an alternative way to help inform park administrators and
planners in understanding and managing important urban green spaces and their

cultural ecosystem service benefits.
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1. Introduction

This chapter introduces the overall research topic which is about cultural ecosystem
services in urban green spaces and its value to people. The rapid urbanization and the
more recent pandemic affected people’s use of urban green spaces. During the time of
the pandemic, people were affected psychologically, physically, emotionally, and
socially. Access to urban green spaces in areas where extreme lockdowns were
implemented were severely limited. Children and older adults were deprived to use
these places. Their access to important natural and nature-like setting, could be a
source of mental and physical restoration which is important in a time of crisis (Hartig
et al.,, 2011). However, in the Philippines that was not the case, same with other
countries implementing strict social isolation protocols to address COVID-19. In the
time where access is limited, it is important to understand how urban green spaces are
valued by those who can access it. And to what extent these places deliver cultural
ecosystem services and benefits to people. The overall aim of this research is to capture
the cultural ecosystem services perceived by people in their use of the urban park and
what spatial features are important in their experience of these benefits. The following
sections will provide the background to the nature of this study and the importance of

this research.
1.1. Background

In the Philippines there is a scarcity of urban green spaces especially in the
National Capital Region (Assure, 2019). This urban green space shortage can be
attributed to two important factors. First, the poor planning implementation of land
use policies. The urban built up areas has eaten up a lot of open green spaces along the
urban fringe and alters remaining open spaces within the urban areas. Second, the
increasing population and density has contributed directly to this shortage (Jim and
Chen, 2006). A lot of people are sharing the use of limited supply of urban greens.
Recent trends in development were directed towards intensification of urban cores to
address the growing housing needs due to the rapid increase in population. This

problem is becoming worse because there has been a decline in the percentage of
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urban greens spaces in general and an expansion of the metropolitan region in

terms of its population and built-up areas.

Access to important urban ecosystem service resource is becoming more
limited. Urbanization has been one of the causes of this. Interestingly, during the past
two years, it was the pandemic, that limited people’s access to urban ecosystems such
as urban parks. The problem of access has been exacerbated by the social isolation that
was imposed by individuals to themselves as well as by the government to the people
they serve. In the Phillippines, the government’s response to COVID-19 was too harsh
for children and older adults. These age groups were deprived of access to this
important urban ecosystem. Increasing population also placed constant pressure to the
urban green spaces. More people in high density areas with limited green space such as
Manila are using the limited urban ecosystems. This resulted to extreme pressures on
the capacity of these urban ecosystems to deliver important services. Similarly, it put
pressure on these urban ecosystems to handle the large number of people wanting to
use these spaces, thus putting the urban green spaces at risk of getting abused and

degraded.

In order to address these concerns, the Philippine Government introduced
policies to protect important ecosystems to maintain and increase its supply. For
example, the enactment of the Republic Act No. 11038 known as the Expanded
National Integrated Protected Areas System (ENIPAS) Act of 2018, an amendment to
the National Integrated Protected Areas System (NIPAS) RA 7586, recognizes the impact
of human activities on all components of the natural environment especially those with
unique features (Republic Act no. 11038 2018). This act recognizes the effect of
increasing population, exploitation of resources and advancement of technology which
mandates the expansion of a comprehensive system of integrated protected areas for

the benefit of the present and future generations.
1.2.  Statement of the problem

There is also growing interest in understanding the use of urban ecosystems such as
urban parks to promote human well-being (Kabisch et al., 2015). Similarly, there is a

need to understand the extent to which users conceptualize urban parks as a resource



of cultural services especially in areas were information and availability regarding these
types of urban environmental settings are limited. More importantly, understanding the
perception of cultural ecosystem services in environments with unique features is
equally important especially in a time when the pandemic has affected a lot of people’s
lives. Its interesting to understand how people use and value the greenspaces at a time
when extreme pressures were felt in the different aspects of life during the pandemic.
Studies in Europe suggest that use of various greenspace increased during the
pandemic such as urban peri-urban forests (Beckmann-Wubbelt et al., 2020) and was
valued as resilience infrastructure (Venter et al, 2020). Furthermore, linking the spatial
characteristics of urban parks and how it affects the delivery of cultural services has
been one of the underexplored areas in the literature concerning cultural ecosystem
services. Although there were attempts to explore this, studies were framed more on
the motivations, perceptions of users in general for recreation and physical activity (Jim
and Chen 2006; Stalhammar and Pedersen, 2017; Fischer et al., 2018; Veitch et al.,
2020; Veitch et al., 2021). There are limited studies using an interpretive approach to
capture the different understandings of the cultural services by different users of urban

green spaces. These topics are the focus and contribution of this research.

The literature on ecosystem services was dominated by quantitative
approaches. Most of these studies focus on the value of several ecosystem services
categories. For example, Jim and Chen (2006) examined the perception of ecosystem
services of urban green spaces using a survey and found that a range of services are
identified as important benefits to urban park use in the context of Guangzhou. Their
findings suggest that these benefits were linked to the innate desire to connect with
nature and the cultural influence on the perception about UGS. Other studies used
methodologies that produced and analysed spatially explicit data in the form of
mapping and modeling (Brown and Fagerholm, 2015). It used geographic information
systems modeling of various categories of ecosystem services to highlight important
landscape characteristics associated with these services. Similarly, mapping research
not only focused on landscape characteristics but also ecosystem services value using
GIS data. Other studies deployed mixed methods in examining value of ecosystem

services; some used qualitative methods to guide the quantitative survey (Riechers et



al, 2016; Riechers et al, 2019). Other than the methodological differences and
complexity, the attempt to establish connection between cultural ecosystem service

value and landscape characteristics remains a fertile area of research and exploration.

The examples above point to four important characterization of the ecosystem
studies that needs more attention. First, investigating categories of ecosystem services
may not cover the full range of benefits, values and services that are important to
people (Chan et al, 2016). Second, these benefits, values and services are context
specific and change over time (Diaz et al, 2018), suggesting the need for ongoing
examination. Third, not all the services, benefits and values are amenable to
guantitative monetary approaches, especially cultural ecosystem services (Chan et al,
2012). Fourth, studies of this type require complex methodological and analytical
approaches. This thesis addressed these important points by providing an approach
and a conceptual framework that links cultural services to the ecosystem service
framework. The importance of focusing on a single category of ecosystem service such
as the cultural ecosystem service will allow for a more in-depth analysis of the value of
categories under this service. Additionally, the attempt to capture this value was done
using qualitative methodology to understand the extent to which this particular
approach addressed the limitations in the literature that associates the different types
of values to the benefits services and goods that people perceive or experience in the

urban parks.

In summary, applying a qualitative methodology and focusing on cultural
ecosystem services, provided a deeper understanding of the range of values people
perceive about urban parks as cultural ecosystem service resource. As mentioned
earlier, there is a need to protect important ecosystems in the Philippines that has
unique features and qualities, especially those that are found in urban areas. In
addition, the cultural services valued by people in the context of Metro Manila urban
parks is relatively unknown. The approach taken in this study was designed to
contribute to the discussion of cultural ecosystem services being a complex
underexplored field in the literature. This also provided an analytical approach focused
on activity and environmental values of people using these spaces that were linked to

the cultural ecosystem service framework adopted for this study. It is therefore
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important to point out that the approach mentioned here addressed a methodological
contribution in the cultural service in urban green space agenda, identified associations
between important green and grey spaces essential in understanding cultural
ecosystem value to people. Similarly, it provided the answers to the research question
and objectives of this study. The next section will elaborate further the importance and

contribution of this research.
1.3.  The Contribution of this Research

The justification of this research can be summarized in four points. First, the
cultural ecosystem services, one of the benefits of ecosystems to human welfare
identified in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA), is an underexplored area of
research. This is attributed to two important challenges: a) the MA struggled to provide
a consistent theoretical and methodological framework to match specific areas of
assessment particularly on the cultural services (UKNEA, 20114, p. 639), b) information
is lacking in some of the services and often in incompatible units. (MA, 2005). By
providing a conceptual and analytical approach to the study of cultural ecosystem
services this thesis attempted to operationalize the theoretical framework in the
literature and to provide a methodological contribution for a less complicated
assessment of important benefits that people value in urban parks especially in the

time of the pandemic.

Second, studies into the benefits of urban green spaces such as urban parks
usually focus on recreation and tourism potential with little attention given to other
cultural ecosystem service such as heritage and other non-material values (Chan et al.,
2012). The literature suggests that urban green spaces such as urban parks provide a
range of important cultural ecosystem services (Bolund and Hunhammar, 1999, Jim and
Chen, 2006; Gomez-Baggethun, 2013). Focusing on a few cultural services will not
provide the range of cultural service value needed to comprehensively assess the
importance of these spaces in terms of its cultural service potential. Cultural services
are dynamic in nature, meaning, that they are constantly changing and that they are
context and place specific (UKNEA, 201143, p. 639). Therefore, investigating the various

cultural services of urban parks in the context of Metro-Manila is needed to understand



what services, benefits or goods people perceive and experience in this everchanging

and place specific context of cultural ecosystem services.

Third, the notion that cultural services are produced and co-produced by the
interaction between humans and environment, multiple services can emerge and co-
occur (Maes et al., 2018). This co-occurrence of various benefits and values important
to people were not captured in the traditional approaches. Therefore, it is important to
identify the different emerging values and benefits people place in their interactions in
the environmental settings. With this notion, this study tries to connect these services
and values to the spatial characteristics important in the delivery of these services and
benefits. As mentioned earlier, it is still unclear in the literature, how to capture and
characterize the values that different users attach to the delivery or production of
specific types of cultural ecosystem services. In this regard, this thesis was an
opportunity to advance the understanding in capturing and characterizing the values

and benefits people derive in environmental settings such as urban parks.

Fourth as mentioned earlier, approaches previous studies were complex and
resource intensive. This research aims to provide a simpler approach to the study of
cultural services. Taking an interpretive methodology was a way to bridge the values
gap those quantitative methodologies failed to address fully, by incorporating an
analytical frame that revealed associations of multiple benefits to urban park
experience. This research provided an opportunity to contribute to scientific knowledge
in the cultural ecosystem service agenda, primarily by addressing the challenges that
were identified in this area of ecosystem service research. Furthermore, this study can
also help communicate knowledge regarding the importance of urban ecosystems with
unique features and help in the conservation, preservation, and management of these

important urban ecosystems.
1.4. Research aims and objectives

The aim of the thesis was to understand and examine the perception of cultural
ecosystem services, benefits, and values of urban park users in Metro Manila. Part of
the aim was to investigate what spatial features are important in their use of the

environmental settings in urban parks that are related to cultural services. The study



was framed in the context of a cultural ecosystem service approach adopting the

theoretical framework of Fish et al. (2016).

The following objectives were developed to achieve the aim and question of this

research:

A. To investigate the cultural ecosystem service potential of two contrasting urban

parks in Metro Manila through assessment of its structural diversity.

B. To assess people’s interaction with the urban greenspace focusing on the use
and activity patterns of people, values associated with these interactions and

the spatial features important in their activity.

C. To understand what cultural ecosystem services are perceived and where they

are experienced and recognized by people using an interpretive methodology.

D. To examine the potential of integrating interpretive methodology with activity-
based assessment and visual manifestations approach in assessing cultural

ecosystem service.
1.5. Research approach

Exploratory research provides an opportunity to examine further an emerging or
under-researched area in the literature. It provides valuable contribution in generating
insights by filling existing gaps in the literature and providing a fresh approach into a
specific topic (Leavy 2017). In essence, this study takes an exploratory nature since
there is no known study as of present that focuses on cultural services of urban parks
using an ecosystem service approach. The conceptual framework that will be used in
this study will guide the data gathering and analysis. Even though cultural services in
the literature have been studied in various geographic locations and context, the
context and place specific nature of cultural services provides a sound basis in doing

this research and contribute to the knowledge gap in this research field.

Descriptive approach to research provides a way to describe individuals and
their activities. It allows for generating snapshots of social phenomenon, providing
meanings, context and details (Leavy 2017). In this regard, the descriptive approach

takes form of interview outcomes and in the presentation of data. Describing the
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observations of the interactions of people in urban parks and their responses to the
interview provide a lens of understanding the important values, benefits and services
provided by urban parks. Data from the observations and interviews will be used for the
analysis to understand the associations of the responses to specific values and spatial

locations important for people.

Researchers may turn to rigorous observation in order to document how things
are experienced, (Leavy, 2017, p. 5). In order to complement the interview, use of
observation technique that focuses on visual manifestations of cultural services was
used. The importance of this approach was that it allowed for the identification of
important activities and uses related to cultural services happening on site. This was
essential for this research because it served as a validation tool complementary to the
outcome of the process of the interview. Such a tool complemented qualitative
approach such as interviews by providing a lens to which responses can be validated
and analyzed. The approaches mentioned in this section will be further elaborated in
the conceptual framework of this research. The next section will provide the

organization of this thesis and a brief summary of each chapter.
1.6.  Organization of the thesis

The thesis is structured into eight chapters. Summary of each chapter is

presented below.
Chapter 1: Introduction

This chapter introduces the lead in information which includes the background
and statement of the problem, contribution of the research, aims and objectives,
methodological positioning and summary outline of the chapters. Discussion of the
existing condition of the urban park use in the Philippines during the time of data

collection is included in this chapter.
Chapter 2 Literature Review

This chapter reviews key discussions in the literature and its implication for the
approaches and assumptions taken in this study. This section also highlights the

methodological and knowledge gaps in the literature and how they influence the study.



The chapter starts with the various concepts important for this research, then narrows
down to the focus of the research which is the cultural services. The methodological
and knowledge gaps and the important findings related to cultural services, goods and

values are then presented.
Chapter 3 Conceptual Framework

This chapter discusses the conceptual and analytical framework developed for
this study. This chapter starts with the important framework established and the
literature, followed by the development of the conceptual framework that guides the
research. Then the analytical framework is presented on how the data is analyzed and

used in this study.
Chapter 4 Research Methodology

The chapter discusses and justifies the methods used in this research. Starting
with the philosophical positioning of the researcher. The study areas are presented next
and followed by the unit of analysis for the research. The methods are discussed, and
the phasing of data collection is presented. Lastly, the reasoning behind the data

collection and analysis is explained
Chapter 5 Results and Findings part 1

This chapter presents the spatial characteristics (structural diversity), uses and
activities assessment. The first part presents the structural diversity of the urban parks
followed by the visual manifestations of activities and uses of urban parks. It is followed
by the summary of important spatial categories in characterizing the identified cultural
ecosystem services type. This was followed by reflecting on the important findings of

this chapter.
Chapter 6 Results and Findings part 2

This chapter presents the data from interview and field survey. The chapter
begins with an introduction followed by presentation of findings then the reflection of
the important points in the findings. The demographic characteristics of participants
was presented first. This is followed by the presentation of important cultural services

identified by people for each park. This section includes the themes of park visitations,
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activities and interactions. Then the presentation of participatory mapping of cultural
ecosystem service related prompts of the two urban parks were highlighted separately.
Then a comparative review of the findings between two parks concluded the chapter,

which highlighted the aggregated value of the outcome of the coded responses.
Chapter 7 Discussion of key findings

This chapter discusses the important findings in this research. The reflection of
findings based on the aims and objectives follow the outline of the research objectives.
The first part discusses the cultural service potential of the two Metro-Manila urban
parks. This is followed by the discussion of the perception of cultural service its
meaning and value in terms of the potential of the urban parks to deliver these services
based on its structural diversity (green and grey spatial dimensions). Then discussion of
the activity-based and physical characteristics analysis related to spatial features
follows, highlighting the co-occurrence of multiple important activities related to
cultural ecosystem services. This is followed by a discussion of the methodological
contribution of this study; contribution to the knowledge gaps identified previously; the
implication of the conceptual framework developed in this research for the ecosystem
service framework; and lastly, the implication of this research to practice, management,

design and policy.
Chapter 8 Conclusion

This chapter provides the summary of important findings related to the
objectives. The modification on the theoretical framework, policy and implication to

future studies is discussed.
1.7.  Summary and link to next chapter

This chapter has provided the research background and the focus of the study. The

next section will highlight the relevant literatures and the positioning of this research.
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2. Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses the important concepts and categories of cultural
ecosystem services were important for this study. Second a discussion of the benefits
that urban parks provide and how these benefits were presented in the literature. Third
is the characterization of the approaches and significant findings in the literature. Then
discussion of management and policy contribution to urban park conservation and
sustainability agenda. Lastly, the discussion of the important contribution of this work
guided by the overall research aims, objectives and positioning of this study in the
academic discussions in the literature.

2.2.  Urbanisation challenges and urban ecosystem services

There has been an ongoing discussion that highlighted the impact of
urbanization both to urban ecosystems and human well-being. First, urbanization
affects ecosystems in many ways. Seto et al. (Seto et al., 2013) argued that urbanization
is a key driver of global ecological change. One common global change as an example
commonly seen in rapidly urbanizing countries is that it intensifies not only uses of land
but also expands population and human settlements. This led to dramatic loss not only
of natural ecosystems, but also ecosystems in urban areas (Riechers et al., 2019) and
peri urban communities (UKNEA, 2011a, p. 679). Dramatic changes in urban, peri-urban
and rural areas from densification of population and expansion beyond urban areas,
presented the intended and unintended environmental consequences, resulting to
increasing loss of biodiversity, species and communities (Ehrlich, 2002). The loss or
deterioration of natural and urban ecosystems and loss of biodiversity, species and
communities were considered serious indicators of “ecosystem health” (Rapport D.,
1995, p. 288) problem. Similarly, this was also considered a factor affecting human well-

being.

Aside from altering cities and countryside, urbanization also presented other
numerous challenges, such as the maintenance of urban ecosystems; urban green

spaces, human health and well-being (Tzoulas et al., 2007, p. 168). Urbanization was
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observed to be disturbing animals and humans in their lives, forcing them to respond
and live with the stream of disturbances affecting their habitats and way of life (Adler
and Tanner, 2013, p. 256). Moreover, this also underscored some of the environmental
threats constantly affecting human experience such as increase of traffic, air and noise
pollution and intensification of the urban heat island effect, (Kabisch et al., 2017,

p. 362). There was also the effect that urbanization increases the demands on natural
resources (Elmqvist et al., 2013, p. 1). Collectively, these presented substantial
challenges to the functioning and processes of ecosystems that are directly affecting
both human health and well-being. Meanwhile, urbanization have turned local
environmental settings into areas people visit. Increased in mobility has allowed people
to gain benefits even from distant places. For example, people travel nationally and

internationally for tourism and recreation purposes, (UKNEA, 2011a, p. 635).

Furthermore, these challenges formed a big part of the general discussion not only in
the ecological, but also in urban and built environment fields. It was considered that
addressing this urbanization phenomenon important aspect was the recognition of
urban ecosystems in urban areas as important components of long-term resilience

(EImquvist et al., 2013, p. 10) and sustainability (Schewenius et al., 2014) of cities.

Second, urbanization raised the need for conservation, sustainability and
resilience agenda of various ecosystems. Scientific communities agree that the
ecological situation worldwide calls for nature’s conservation (Ehrlich, 2002). This
resulted to identification of possible indicators and tools in order to gain support and
guide policy and management agenda (UKNEA, 2011d). However, justification of the
conservation, preservation and management initiatives of the important ecosystem
services being investigated, often resulted to challenges in terms of acquiring support
from stakeholders. Similarly, the challenge in capturing the range of values concerning

the ecosystem service and its importance to people added to this complexity.

In summary, the urbanization process changed not only cities and its urban
areas but also those beyond its borders. It also changed the way delivery of service is
obtained. Because of urbanization, ecosystems and their capacity as a resource of
important benefits are affected. Furthermore, now more than ever, the direct effects to
human health and welfare is becoming more and more obvious because of the many
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developments in research exploring these. This brings me to the discussion in the next
section which covers the concept of ecosystem and the associated concepts of benefits,
values, and services, its importance in laying the foundation of the conceptual

framework of this research.
2.3. Ecosystem concept, the value of systems thinking and ecosystem health paradigm

This section discusses the importance of the ecosystem concept and the
paradigms within which environmental services are bound. Highlighting important
seminal works in the literature that focuses on the concept of ecosystem its evolution,

services and values in urban green spaces relevant in this research.

The concept of ecosystem itself can be traced to the work of Tansley (1935) in
which the concept has been taken as a scientific form. Ecosystem is described as a
physical system of the environment to which the organic and the inorganic factors form
overlapping relationships that can be examined individually or as a collective whole
(Tansley, 1935, p. 300). The principle behind the concept is the thinking that there’s
complexity in terms of understanding the nature of ecosystems. On the one hand, the
scientific definition implied that importance was given to all those components and
relationships within the complex system. It is also important to point out that
ecosystems should not be considered an organism but rather a more complex and
dynamic system. This notion followed the thinking of ecological scientists regarding
treatment to ecosystems in general. Scientists’ tendency to resist and be critical of the
use of metaphor in describing ecosystem presented some challenges as well.
Furthermore, understanding it in its rigid scientific definition implies that, one avoids
reducing the whole system thinking for ecosystems into one that considers it a mere
complex organism. But one should not take away the inorganic factors that is an

integral part of the ecosystems itself.

Various metaphors were used to represent ecosystem concept in the literature,
something that exists in studies until the present time. The concept of ecosystem has
been attached to metaphors that goes against the principle of the definition. That
ecosystems were addressed in studies through use of metaphors that relate it to

functioning organisms and to one that moves towards the poetic narrative, as in the
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case of Aldo Leopold’s (1949) work which captured this essence of overlapping

relationship presented above in the following passage:

The cowman who cleans his range of wolves does not realize he is taking over
the wolf’s job of trimming the herd to fit the range. He has not learned to think
like a mountain. Hence we have dustbowls, and rivers washing the future into
the sea” (Leopold, 1949, p. 132).

The use of metaphors in studies involving ecosystems can have both positive
and negative effects. The negative may arise due to the tendency of oversimplifying the
concept into something related to an organic object than a complex and dynamic
system. This may mean that investigating interacting components in this system may be
easy to define and isolate but harder to examine. But on the contrary, like the example
of Leopold’s narrative above, this simplification may also lead to an understanding that
is relatable to ordinary people. This understanding can be an important way of eliciting
values of what is important to people that are part of this ecosystem. Conceptually, it
may provide ways in which ecosystem can be expressed that can be easily understood.
Methodologically, this may be problematic in ways in which requires more scientific

characterization.

This kind of value of metaphor in ecosystem studies was also so presented in
the work of Rapport (1955). He has taken the perspective of ascribing ecosystem
research to investigating conditions of organisms. He conceptualized the term
ecosystem health to underscore the nature of scientific investigations into ecosystems
condition. Although presenting the direct epidemiological connection to ecosystem
condition in terms of how ecosystems should be assessed, the concept of ecosystem
health does not draw away from the perspective of Tansley (1935), that the concept of
ecosystem should adhere to the whole systems thinking hence, avoiding the connection
of ecosystems to organisms in general. Moreover, Rapoport’s thinking was also in line
with Leopold’s expression of metaphor that served an essential communication tool to

understand ecosystem processes and conditions in general.

Rapport summarized the importance of the use of a metaphor in ecosystem
studies. For example, in investigating ecosystems, he pointed out that ecosystem health

concept is an important “positive and normative descriptor of the conditions of
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ecosystems” (Rapport D., 1995, p. 288). This suggested that diagnosing ecosystem
condition will serve as a necessary step in the ecosystem investigation. In a time of
rapid urbanization placing ecosystems under extreme pressures resulting to changes
that impacts human welfare, this provided an important narrative in dealing with
negative effects of urbanization. The ecosystem health concept assumes more the
negative connotation to changes rather than considering the positive condition or
values that are important as well. The importance of this positioning, however, lies in
the attempt to establish a pathway to processes necessary for communicating and

identifying clearly condition of values that are part of ecosystem assessments.

Central to the principle of ecosystem health (condition) is that it also takes the
assumption that one can explore signs of dysfunction in ecosystems which may be
investigated using various methods. At the same time, it also puts into consideration
values and desires of those affected by it and not solely relying on professionals for
diagnosis. It is important to point out that even though this thinking may transform how
research questions and objectives are developed where diagnosing and identifying
important indicators or problems are key. In a way, this also presented issues in terms
of identifying conditions which may not be needing diagnosis but rather more on an
exploratory potential value of nature. In this sense, it would be possible that the
condition being investigated may not be a dysfunction but rather an intrinsic
characteristic represented in the form of value or benefit. That providing cure and
prevention of observed ecosystem condition via this concept may not adequately
consider other relationships occurring in the ecosystems not needing cure and
prevention. In a way this concept was focused more on the biotic and abiotic
characteristics and their negative conditions and away from the value placed on the

ecosystem or its components by people or its users.

Daily provided a much simpler and direct definition of ecosystem. It was defined
as “aset of organisms living in an area, their physical environment, and the interactions
between them” (Daily, 1997; p. 2). While the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005)
defined ecosystem as an interacting functional unit of dynamic complex of communities
of plants, animals, and microorganisms as well as the nonliving environment. Both this

definition was not far from Tanley’s characterization of ecosystems. The interaction of
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communities of species, the living components, with the environmental settings, the
nonliving components, was the core of these definitions. The definitions from these
works about ecosystem has three important components, those that are living that
interacts with the physical environment, the physical environment itself and the

interactions happening between those components.

In summary, drawing from Raymond et al. (2017), the interacting components,
between living organisms and the environmental settings co-produces or allows the co-
occurrence of benefits, values and goods that affect human welfare and well-being.
Therefore, this research has taken the view about ecosystem in which it is understood
as a unit of living organisms, plants and animals interacting in an environmental setting,
their physical environment and the relationship and interactions in it between its living
and physical components. The next section discusses the ecosystem type that was

relevant for this study.
2.3.1. Ecosystem types and the urban park

There were several ecosystems in different biomes that were examined in
ecosystem services research (MA, 2005). These include marine, coastal, inland water,
forest/woodlands, dryland, island, mountain, polar, cultivated and urban ecosystems.
These ecosystems are spatially overlapping and may cover a large area. Table 2. a.
provides an overview of the different biomes and ecosystems, the total area for each
and their percentage of area coverage globally. These ecosystems provide not only a
range of services important to human well-being but also a significant portion of the
total contribution to human welfare globally. For example, Costanza et al. (1997) valued
the global ecosystem services and estimated it to be around 16-54 trillion US dollars.
They also asserted that the value of ecosystem will increase the more stressed and
scarcer it becomes in the future (Costanza et al., 1997). Furthermore, they also
suggested the need for better understanding of not only the complex dynamics of the

processes and functions but also the value of these processes to human well-being.
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Table 2. a. Major biomes and ecosystems with area estimates and percentage coverage as reported in
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment based on the year 2000 Global Land Cover (GLC) dataset (MA,

2005)

System and Subsystem

Area (million sq.km)

Share of Terrestrial Surface

of Earth (percent)

Marine 3493 68.6
Coastal 17.2 41
Terrestrial 6.0 4.1
Marine 11.2 2.2
Inland water 10.3 7.0
Forest/woodlands 41.9 28.4
Tropical/sub-tropical 23.3 15.8
Temperate 6.2 4.2
Boreal 12.4 8.4
Dryland 59.9 40.6
Hyperarid 9.6 6.5
Arid 15.3 10.4
Semiarid 22.3 15.3
Dry subhumid 12.7 8.6
Island 7.1 4.8
Island states 4.7 3.2
Mountain 35.8 24.3
300-1,000m 13.0 8.8
1,000 - 2,500m 11.3 7.7
2,500 —4,500m 9.6 6.5
>4,500m 1.8 1.2
Polar 23.0 15.6
Cultivated 35.3 23.9
Pasture .01 0.1
Cropland 8.3 5.7
Mixed (crop and other) 26.9 18.2
Urban 3.6 2.4
Global 510 -

The urban or a city scale ecosystem also exhibits the qualities and nature of

larger ecosystems. Drawing on the above-mentioned definitions of ecosystems (Daily,

1997; MA, 2005; Tansley, 1935), regardless of size, the complex systems that form part

of urban areas in a way share the similar characteristics of the major biomes and

ecosystems. There are numerous interactions happening even in this scale that affects
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human welfare and well-being. In this sense, a city can be considered a single
ecosystem. But it can also be seen as a collection of several individual or smaller
ecosystems that are still within the boundaries of the concept defining it. Rebele
(Rebele, 1994) pointed out that in a city park scale, there are also smaller scale
interactions of various components that make up that urban ecosystem such as steams,
ponds lawns etc. Despite covering a small area compared to other ecosystems, urban
areas contain a large percentage of the world’s population. This makes urban
ecosystems as an important area of investigation. In areas where rapid urbanization
exists, understanding the benefits people get from urban ecosystems such as urban
parks and the changes brought about by rapid urbanization is an essential component

for the sustainability of important ecosystems close to people.

What these benefits were and what were the underlying concepts behind it will
be presented in the next section. The next section now links to the discussion of
ecosystem service concept and ecosystem type relevant in this study and after which,

the services, values and benefits used in framing this research.
2.4. Ecosystem service and the cultural services

This section gives an overview of the definition of ES that will be used for this
study. This will also provide a discussion on the concepts” meaning and significance and

how this will be used for the study.

Over the last two decades, significant research focused on measuring ecosystem
services (ES) that affect human welfare (see e.g. De Groot, 2002; Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2003; Fisher et al., 2009; Haines-Young and Potschin, 2013). Several
studies reviewed various ES issues such as: challenges and opportunities on ES concept
(Seppelt, et al., 2011; Christie et al., 2012). However, a common theme, is the
recognition that the socio-cultural dimension is the least explored and least understood

(Chan et al, 2012) but a growing area of innovation in the ES research

The MA defines ecosystem services as the benefits that people derive from
ecosystems (MA, 2005). The idea of ecosystem services may have been in existence for

as early as the time of Plato.
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While explicit recognition of ecosystem services is a relatively new
phenomenon, the notion that natural ecosystems help to support society
probably traces back to the time when our ancestors were first able to have
notions. For example, Plato understood that the deforestation of Attica led to
soil erosion and the drying of springs.” (Daily, 1997, p. 11).

In essence, there was an understanding established even in the time of Plato, of
the consequences that will happen if changes are made to ecosystems and how
ecosystems are being used. Consequences of these changes to ecosystems can have
positive and negative effects. The positive effects brought about using or changing
ecosystems may come in the form of benefits such as goods and services. For example,
visiting or even viewing nature might give the mind a rest, leading to improved mental
health and reduced stress (Adler and Tanner, 2013, p. 256). While the negative effects
can be manifested in terms of the changing condition of the ecosystem or the
environmental health that both contributes to affecting human welfare and well-being.
For example, the effect of poor maintenance of green spaces may negatively affect
people psychologically by increasing anxiety due to fear of crime (Tzoulas et al., 2007,
p. 171) Despite this long history of existence and recognition of its impact to human
life, the concept of ecosystem services were words given little attention in public
discussions. Thus presents a challenge not only in communicating expert knowledge
(UKNEA, 20114, p. 679), but also in communicating people’s knowledge about what
they value in ecosystems and the dependence of human life and human welfare to it

(Ishihara, 2018; Kaltenborn et al, 2020).

Ecosystem service concept has gained so much attention from academicians,
researchers and policy makers after the release of the MA report (Martin-Lépez et al.,
2012). There was general agreement among experts that ecosystems provide a variety
of benefits to people (Chan et al, 2018). These services that the MA identified
important in providing benefits to people can be classified into four, these are,
provisioning, regulating, cultural and supporting services (MA, 2005). Table 2. b. shows

the four ecosystem services their definitions and categories of ecosystem service.

In general, the ecosystem service approach aimed to establish a connection
between ecosystem functions and the conservation, policy making and management of

ecosystems (Maes et al., 2018). Resulting from the changes brought about by increased
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consumption, growing population and changing needs of the people. Addressing the
needs of people and their community greatly affects major ecosystems. This was also
indirectly affecting the supply of important resources. Therefore, the need to address
how ecosystems can be valued, so that it allows for equitable, and sustainable
management of resources to protect and conserve important ecosystem services has

been given priority in policy and management agenda (Coelho-junior et al., 2021).

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment attempted to establish and highlight
important connection between ecosystem benefits and impacts to well-being. One of
the more significant effects of this was that it put into the mainstream discussion of
various fields of research the concept of ecosystem services and the benefits that
people derive from the ecological processes and functions (Combertia and Thorntona,
2015). The next section discusses the different classifications of ecosystem services in

the literature. And the ecosystem service that will be the focus of this research.
2.4.1. Ecosystem service classifications

This section discusses the ecosystem services classification in the literature that

will be deployed for this study.

The study by Costanza et al. (1997) on ecosystem services represented a turning
point in addressing issues concerning benefits that human derive from ecosystems. It
also provided a launching pad for further categorizing precious resources that provides
services, goods or benefits. The MA organized these categories based on the type of
benefit, which were used primarily to assess various ecosystems and its value. As
mentioned earlier, ecosystem service is a concept that MA vaguely defined which refers
to the benefits that people get from ecosystems. These ecosystem benefits were
classified into four general categories, regulating, provisioning, supporting and cultural
services. Regulating services are those that affect climate, water, air quality, waste, and
hazard. Provisioning services are those about food, water, fiber, biochemicals provision.
The supporting services is essential in the delivery of all other ecosystem services, this
includes nutrient cycling, soil formation, water cycle and primary production. Cultural
services are those that provide aesthetic values cultural heritage values, spiritual and

religious values, educational values, inspiration, social relations, sense of place and
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recreation and ecotourism. This categorization made valuation for the purposes of

preservation and conservation but also for land management and decision-making

support easier to identify and understand.

Table 2. b. Ecosystem service classification adapted from the MA (2005). The highlighted row in gray was

the focus of investigation of this research.

Ecosystem Service Classification

Definition MA 2005

Categories of service

people obtain from ecosystems
through spiritual enrichment,
cognitive development,
reflection, recreation and

aesthetic experiences.

Regulating Benefits people obtain from the Air quality regulation
regulation of ecosystem Soil quality
processes, including air quality, Water quality regulation
maintenance, climate regulation, | Climate regulation
erosion control, etc. Disease regulation
Pollination
Pest regulation
Natural hazard regulation
Provisioning Products people obtain from Food
ecosystems such as food, fuel, Fresh water
fiber, fresh water and generic Fiber
resources. Timber
Genetic resources
Biochemicals
Supporting Those that are necessary for the Primary production
production of all other ecosystem | Soil formation
services, such as primary Photosynthesis
production, production of oxygen | Nutrient cycling
and soil formation. Water cycling
Cultural Non-material benefits that Aesthetic values

Cultural heritage values
Spiritual values
Educational values
Social relations

Sense of place
Inspiration

Recreation and ecotourism

There were varying degree of complexity and challenges connected to each type

of ecosystem service research. Those services that can be valued based on monetary
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and economic terms receive more attention in the literature. For example, studying the
value of ecosystems in terms of their timber production capacity can easily be done
using monetary approaches. While those that are not amenable to monetary terms
were very challenging to study, hence, received little attention. For example, studying
the spiritual values of an environmental setting can be difficult to value using economic
and quantitative approaches (UKNEA, 2011c). Among these services, regulating and
provisioning were the ones easier to assess and value, while the supporting services has
been explored less due to its overlapping nature with other services and more difficult
to identify. While the cultural services have been the most challenging to research due
to several factors. First, the incompatibility of various cultural services categories with
existing traditional market valuation techniques (Chan et al., 2012). Second, the existing
assumptions about how ecosystem services deliver the benefits and goods were
challenged in the literature and needs to be reconsidered (Klain et al., 2014). Third,
there is still a need for the cultural services to be integrated fully to the ecosystem
service framework (Daniel et al., 2012) even though there were general consensus

regarding the value of cultural ecosystem services.

This study will focus on the cultural services that are derived from urban
ecosystems such as urban parks. As mentioned earlier, cultural services in general have
some conceptual and methodological issues that needs to be addressed. In addressing
these issues important values can be captured, the range of benefits can be
understood, and the process of inquiry can be integrated into the ecosystem service
framework. The next section will discuss the key issues on the concept of cultural

services and how these issues on various concepts will be addressed in this research.
2.4.2. The concept of culture and the key characteristics of cultural services

This section discusses the important conceptual issues surrounding cultural
services and its importance for this study. This section also gives an overview of the
cultural services and disservices identified in previous studies in the literature.
Furthermore, this section highlights the important services and disservices affecting

people’s use and experience in an urban park.

22



Understanding the concept of cultural services would require delving deeper
into the meaning of the word culture. Culture has been the domain of anthropologist
but has now become an important variable in other disciplines (Satterfield et al., 2013).
Williams in his book, Keywords: a vocabulary of culture and society, stated that “culture
is one of the two or three most complicated words in the English language” (Williams,
2015, p. 49). His writing offers some insights on how this term has been used over time.
He asserted that the use of this term is complicated by its opposing overlapping
positions. This suggests that it is necessary to examine these overlapping positions in

the context of this study.

Drawing from the concept of culture, the cultural services in the ecosystem
service approach represents the opposing and confusing positions on the usage of this
language. First, it can be interpreted that the use the term cultural in the ecosystem
service research is aligned with the notion of material production. The way cultural
service is defined, as the non-material benefits that can be gained through interaction
and co-production in an environmental setting, assumes that there is a product as an
outcome of the interaction. This reference to culture according to Williams is specific to
the archeology and cultural anthropology disciplines (Williams, 2015). Second, the use
of the concept of culture also puts it in the understanding that aligns with the history
and cultural studies discipline. In this sense, culture is primarily a symbolic reference.
Aside from recreation and ecotourism, the other categories of cultural services in a way
relates to signifying something, one that is shaped by their values and beliefs. If there is
a material and symbolic reference to cultural services that need to be identified, this

makes it more complicated to evaluate and assess.

Given these two distinct references to the term cultural, it can be assumed that
not all cultural services can be effectively captured by traditional approaches in
ecosystem service research, especially when the foundation of these approaches is tied
with ecological and economic disciplines. Furthermore, the use of the term cultural
services itself presents an underlying complexity. Its application in the context of
ecosystem service research that focuses on economic valuation may present further
confusion and complexity. The subjective nature of the concept of cultural service,

defined as the non-material benefits people obtain from ecosystems, is an important
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characteristic of cultural service. This nature of cultural services makes it challenging to
identify, and value (Nesbitt et al., 2017). The subjective nature of cultural services
implies that there are different factors influencing how cultural services are perceived
and valued. Therefore, understanding further the different types of cultural services
and how these services are valued by people and how it affects human welfare and
well-being is essential. The next section provides a discussion on the categories and

types of cultural services relevant for this research.
2.4.3. Cultural ecosystem service delivery - production and co-production of benefits
in environmental settings

This section discusses the process at which cultural ecosystem services is
delivered or produced and flows from the ecological processes and human interactions
in an ecosystem. This highlights the important processes on how cultural ecosystem
services is delivered and experienced by users as well as the important characteristics

of such ecosystems to deliver these benefits.

Urban parks are places within cities that offer a range of opportunities for people
to experience various ecosystem services benefits and goods. The seminal work of
Bolund and Hunhammer (1999) asserted that urban ecosystems such as urban parks
provide important services that affect human well-being such as the benefits on
regulating, recreation, aesthetics to name a few. Recent studies highlighted the
multiple values and the production and co-production of benefits derived from nature
(Peterson et al, 2018). It is recognized in recent ecosystem assessments, nature
provides multiple values that can be experienced by people (Arias,-Arevalo et al., 2017).
It is important to consider in the study that production involves interaction between
human and environment which in turn enables the co-production of the benefits that

contribute to human wellbeing.

Findings from recent studies suggest multiple values of ecosystem services are
perceived by people in a single ecosystem. For example, Arias-Arevalo et al. (2017)
highlighted that individual presented multiple values to the same ecosystem which
determining plural values essential in environmental assessment. It is therefore

important also to consider the different values and benefits associated with an
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environmental setting to understand the dynamic interactions happening and the

occurrence of benefits to people.

The conceptual framework by Fish et al. (2016) can be argued as a link between
the evolution of cultural ecosystem service research and the value of nature’s
contribution to people which also highlights the intangible benefits and other values
that are important in understanding benefits derived from nature. The importance of
recognizing the relationship between human and environment and the production of
benefits resulting from the interactions between them provided the lens to which
nature’s relationship with people can be understood. It suggests that nature’s benefits
are interwoven in people’s values and beliefs as a product of the interaction between
them (Diaz et al., 2018). A study by Brill et al. (2022) attempted to connect the cultural
ecosystem services concept and relational values of freshwater ecosystems. In their
study they explored the relationships between the park and people which revealed
highest value were given by people to recreation, aesthetics and existence services. The
understanding of human and nature relationship demonstrates the importance of

production of value as an outcome of the interaction.
2.4.4. Theoretical framework of cultural ecosystem services

There were three important theoretical frameworks that shaped the understanding of

the ecosystem services in the literature.

A general understanding in cultural ecosystem service research in cultural
ecosystem services studies follows a multi-tiered framework for assessment. This is
reflected in the cascade model developed by Potschin and Haines-Young (2010). This
framework was useful in understanding the flow of goods. This illustrates how the
transfer or flow of goods and services reach the beneficiaries, see Figure 2. a. This
framework despite presented in a simple linear connection, recognizes the complexity
of the relationship between people and environment. The human interaction in the
environment is complex and is not as direct as the illustration suggest (Potschin and
Haines-Young, 2011). The framework emphasises the delivery of services from the
source to the beneficiaries which is represented in values in the last part of the chain.

This framework is helpful in illustrating the ecosystem, service value chain, which is the
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principal component of ES research. How value is captured effectively and what
methods is the most appropriate however, is still an area fertile for innovation and
debates as seen in the arguments of Fish et al. (2016) in his conceptual framework that
explains the relationship of environmental settings, cultural practices and the cultural

benefits.
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Figure 2. a Cascade framework Potschin and Haines-Young (2011)

Most traditional ecosystem service research implicitly follows the ecosystem
valuation framework developed by Hein et al. (2006), which arguably draws on the
works of Costanza et al., (1997), De Groot et al. (2002) and Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (2003), see Figure 2. b. This framework suggests a simple transition or
steps taken on how assessment should flow. In this framework, three types of services
(provisioning, regulating and cultural) and four types of value (direct use, indirect use,
option and non-use) were included. Supporting services were excluded by Hein et al.
(2006) since it represents the processes that supports the functioning of ecosystems
(MA, 2003) and its effects are long term and is not easily manifested in urban

ecosystems.

This framework also considers total value of ecosystem services. This means

that all other categories and benefits taken from it would be valued. In the traditional
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methods, economic based valuations were used to assess these values. However, not
all benefits particularly those under cultural ecosystem services can be measured

monetarily which makes this framework limited in that regard.
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Figure 2. b The ecosystem service valuation framework, adapted from Hein et al., 2006. Solid
arrows represent the important links between elements of the framework. Dashed arrows indicate
the principal steps in the assessment of cultural ecosystem services based on the ES approach.

The framework established by Fish et al. (2016) can be argued to provide a
progressive approach in cultural ecosystem service research (see Figure 2. c). This
framework highlighted the interactions between the environmental settings and
people. The enabling and shaping characteristics of each component in the framework
suggests the relationship and capabilities of each component in the delivery and
production of cultural ecosystem service benefits. The principles of this framework

were useful for this research and was adopted for this study.

These three frameworks were useful in the understanding of the cultural
ecosystem service flow in general. The transfer of benefits also helped in understanding
how production of benefits occur. The Fish et al. (2016) cultural ecosystem service
framework, provided a useful representation of how interactions in the space is shaped
and enabled by its various components. Similarly, this provided a way to understand
better the relationship between environmental spaces and human experiences and the

benefits that can be derived from the interaction.
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2.5. Cultural value, assessment, and key issues in ecosystem service research
2.5.1. Criticisms of the cultural ecosystem service concept

Criticisms of the ecosystem services in general highlighted the challenges in the
adoption of the concept of cultural ecosystem services in assessing various
environmental settings and ecosystem types for policymaking and practice. One
argument by Chan et al. (2012) is that very little attention was given on the non-
material benefits of ecosystem services. Further, in a more recent study, Ishihara (2018)
described cultural ecosystem services as controversial in addressing the non-material
benefits derived from ecosystems. Methodologies were focused on the economic
valuation used to inform policy and decision making which excludes unintentionally the
non-material benefits not amenable to economic valuations. The criticisms led to the
focus on the concept of nature’s contribution to people and relational values (Ishihara,
2018). However, Chan et al. (2018) cautions that relational values and cultural

ecosystem service concept are not one and the same.
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The critics of the ecosystem service framework calls for the inclusion of social
science perspectives into the study of the environment, necessary to understand better
the contributions of nature to people (Diaz et al, 2018). This includes revealing the
intangible or non-material benefits that people derive from nature by providing a
language that explains these contributions (Chan et al., 2018). In addition, critique of
the ecosystem service framework’s heavy emphasis on ecological economics and the
dominance of economic discipline in policymaking led to the coining of new concepts
such as nature’s contribution to people (NCP) and relational value (RV). Kadykalo et al.
(2019) highlighted the limited input of perspectives and engagement from disciplines
such as social sciences and humanities within the ES literature. Perspectives from social
sciences may help illuminate understanding on the influence of culture in valuing

particularly the non-material benefits derived from ecosystems.
2.5.2. Information gap

Information gap has been recognized in the literature as an underlying condition
that characterizes ecosystem service valuation (UKNEA, 2011b). Indeed, this
information gap has been a continuing issue. Information gap in a way is in the form of
unavailability of information to some of the links included in the ecosystem assessment
(MA, 2005). The basic assumption about this gap in the ecosystem service approach is
that estimating values for all services is not yet possible especially for economic
valuation. The reason for this is that there are certain services that cannot be valued
using economic measures (UKNEA, 2011b). There were calls, to look at other mature
disciplines such as cultural landscape research (Schaich et al., 2010), social sciences,
hlumanities and geography for addressing knowledge gaps in investigating these
ecosystem services not responsive to economic valuation. Therefore, attempts to
bridge the approaches from other disciplines such as social sciences, humanities,
cultural landscape research to study and value especially the cultural services or

benefits and goods that are difficult to investigate became necessary.
2.5.3. Reliance on economic valuation for ecosystem service assessment

Ecosystem service research has been greatly influenced by the economic

valuation of services for its management and conservation. Regulating, provisioning and
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some cultural services has regularly been investigated using traditional monetary
techniques to assess the flow of goods and benefits to people. Economic valuation has
dominated the ecosystem service research. One reason for the continued reliance on
traditional methods of investigating ecosystem services is argued to be discipline
specific. Most of the studies fall under economics, ecological and political sciences
disciplines. Another reason is that research was framed to be directed at economic
value in order to support conservation and management agenda. The explanation for
this is that economic valuation is more acceptable for policy, management, and
decision-making process. Consequently, those services that belong to cultural services
that cannot be assessed economically have been difficult to integrate in policy and
decision-making support tool, despite their value already recognized as important in

affecting human well-being and human welfare.

There was evidence in the literature that attempted to use landscape
preferences focusing on identifying landscape indicators important in determining
people’s appreciation of cultural ecosystem services provided by urban spaces. Schaich
et al. (2010) suggested integration of the concept of cultural ecosystem services with
approaches from landscape research. They pointed out that this integration could
bridge the gap presented in the literature about the lack of indicators presently
available for cultural ecosystem services studies. The nature of cultural ecosystem
services fits well with landscape definition. Landscape is about relationship between
people and place, the interaction between natural and cultural components of the
environment and the perception of people (Swanwick, 2002). Using approaches such as
landscape character assessment in cultural ecosystem services studies is an attempt to
bridge this interrelated concept from two different yet related disciplines. These can be
used as bases for frameworks and tools for monitoring and assessment of various

landscapes.
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2.6. Cultural ecosystem services methodological approaches, limitations and
implication to cultural ecosystem services inquiry

This section discusses various methodological discussion in the literature. Their
importance in shaping the approach for this study. How these methodological
approaches were applied in different studies and the emerging gaps, disadvantages,

advantages and areas for improvement in the cultural ecosystem services inquiry.

The application of the concept of cultural services in studies in many cases were
on large scale environmental spaces and landscapes. Operationalising the concept on
patch level or small-scale landscapes have been limited and needs more empirical
research. Large scale cultural ecosystem services studies leave the other details such as
site elements or other landscape characteristics that may affect people’s use and
perception of the space. In terms of methods used in the application of the concept, it
relies on combination of qualitative and quantitative methods. Quantitative survey
methods dominate most large-scale landscape studies. It can be assumed that those
using quantitative methods seek to find generalizations in the responses of people in
their studies of what is important. Some of these include various combinations of
cultural ecosystem services as focus of the investigation to support general policy and
management decisions concerning urban parks. For example, Giedych and Maksymiuk
(2017) evaluated urban parks and focused on regulating and cultural services, closely
resembling the study conducted by Bolund and Hunhammar (1999) regarding urban
ecosystem services. These two studies assessed the capacity of the parks to deliver
regulating and cultural services and discussed how cities can benefit from quantifying
capacity levels. This approach may be due to the positivist identity of the researchers in
most ES related studies. Or in many cases as expressed in the literature, it is difficult to
conduct qualitative studies such as interviews in an area that covers multiple

administrative boundaries because of time and spatial constraints.

Consequently, varying perceptual qualities affect how user experience is
manifested in landscapes. Perceptual qualities according to Qureshi et al. (2013) is
attributed to factors such as values, attitudes, education, and income, to name a few.

These factors are considered either personal or cultural that are commonly linked to
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individual’s preference for natural landscapes. A study by Campbell et al. (2016)
identified activities and signs of uses as manifestation of user experience of space that
are the influenced by factors mentioned above that can be observed. This qualitative
approach may generate rich data sets that represent people’s actual experiences and
the spaces that they value most. It is also important to highlight that, these factors
affecting people’s preference for and perception of use suggest the place specific
nature of cultural ecosystem services. It means that perceptions regarding use and
importance of natural landscapes and its features may vary in different settings and

location.

In general, cultural ecosystem services studies focused on identifying people’s
perception of environmental spaces or landscapes and the importance they place on it.
Researchers asked how people perceive the benefits they get from the environment,
how it has changed, and how important is the perceived value of cultural ecosystem
services and uses in public spaces for their community or for the individual. These
questions have been asked in different studies from different geographical locations.
For example, the survey conducted by Stessens et al. (2020) in Brussels capital region
found that not only use-related qualities, that includes cleanliness, maintenance safety
and facilities are important in determining park visitor’s perception, but also the
inherent GS qualities such as quietness and spaciousness. In an earlier study, Bertram
and Rehdanz (2015) used a web survey in four European cities to compare important
park characteristics and park use patterns for park visitors. These two examples showed
some similarities in terms of use-related characteristics important for park users for the
different parks examined which includes neatness, naturalness, spaciousness, and
sociability. Despite the placed based nature of cultural ecosystem services which
assumes that there are differences in the perception and preference for urban green
space (UGS) use in other places, the evidence presented here also suggests that there
will be some similarities in the use patterns and park characteristics important for park

users in different geographical regions.

Since the value of cultural ecosystem services is assumed to be affected by
personal and cultural factors, application of cultural ecosystem services studies in

different landscapes in various countries have been useful in providing findings that are
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specific and relevant to people of particular ethnic group or cultural background.
Different approaches of capturing cultural ecosystem services were tested in various
landscapes, using different methods of collecting data from people of various
nationalities; for example, Buchel and Frantzeskaki (2015) explored Rotterdam urban
parks using Q methodology, Van Oort et al. (2014) explored Nepal’s watershed, while
Hayha et al. (2015) studied Italy’s Alpine forests. These methods range from interviews
and surveys either on-line and on-site or both. While others, incorporate qualitative
methods with quantitative approaches such as integrating quantitative mapping
techniques with interviews and observations. For example, Zhang and Zhou (2018)
studied urban parks in Beijing using geotagged checked in social media data to
investigate factors in park visitation. Schmidt et al. (2017) used a regional park in
Edinburgh to investigate people’s use, values and preferences of parks by combining
survey and face to face interviews. While Lopez-Santiago et al. (2014) examined the
social perceptions of cultural landscape in Spain using photos and survey to generate

data.

In summary, various methods were used to elicit cultural ecosystem service
benefits from people. Various research aims and questions were also used to guide the
study. Common to the empirical research were the attempt to incorporate social
science methodologies and provide ways in which intangible benefits can be captured.
While conceptual research attempted to continue and enrich discussions in the
literature (Ishihara, 2018) on ecosystem services focusing on linking with newer
concepts such as nature’s contribution to people and its associated concepts to better

understand and address the limitations observed.
2.6.1. Ecological and economic traditions — monetary based limitation

This section provides a brief overview of key features and highlights of economic
and monetary based approaches, and the reliance on assigning monetary value in
capturing in certain cultural ecosystem services, and the limitations that makes it

inadequate to capture other important cultural ecosystem services benefits.

Studies under this methodology assumes the value of benefit in terms of its

monetary or economic value. Examples in the literature that were used following this
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approach were varied, from general global assessment of ecological value (Costanza et
al., 1997), hedonic pricing for various services (Sander and Haight, 2012), SolVES value
mapping (Sherrouse et al., 2014) and willingness to pay with contingent valuation (Dou
et la., 2017). These methods rely heavily on monetary valuation techniques in order to
assess the importance of a particular ecosystem service. These methods are well
established in the field of ecological economics with a lot of metrics, indicators that can
be used to quantify the value. However, the limitation of these methods is that
monetary value is difficult to attach to a non-monetary benefit and to an intangible
experience. Therefore, methods under this category may not fully capture values that

are difficult to quantify let alone, equate with monetary value.
2.6.2. Non - monetary based approaches

One of the key features of non-monetary based approaches is the qualitative
nature to understand the cultural ecosystem service value. Several methods have been
used to capture the range of cultural ecosystem services values in various spatial scales.
The recent trend in the literature suggests the possible integration of traditional
methodologies from mature disciplines such as the social sciences and humanities. The
emerging integration of social science’s methodology to guide approaches in capturing
cultural ecosystem services value was integrated in the more recent ecosystem service
research (Maes et al, 2018). Interview (Gould et al., 2014), expert-based interview
(Riechers et al, 2018), interpretivist approach focus group (Stalhammar and Pedersen,
2017), retrospective analysis of cultural services (Szucs et al., 2015), these exemplars
highlighted the nature of cultural service research which addresses the limitations in
the literature and continued the evolution of this field. Interestingly, this approach was
found to be underrepresented in the literature. However, these methods provide rich

source of data that is time consuming and exhaustive.

2.6.3. Social media data

This method has the potential in identifying cultural ecosystem services important
to people based on photographs and volunteered images in online database and social
media platforms. This was found to be an in interesting way to capture value of

landscape. Through photographs and images that were voluntarily submitted online

34



one can understand the value placed by people. This may not however reveal reasons

why these images are important to those who took it.

Exemplars in the literature on this kind of an approach varies, from social media
photographs to assess cultural services at fine spatial scale assessments (Richards and
Friess, 2015) to content analysis of photos to assess landscape features and cultural
ecosystem services (Oteros-Rozas et al., 2018). This were considered rapid assessment
tool to understand the value of landscapes in terms of cultural ecosystem service
assessment. The use of photograph and the association to a physical feature of the site,
particularly one that was included in the photograph was the unit of assessment to

explore its relationship to cultural ecosystem services.
2.6.4. Mapping approaches

The potential impact of mapping in identifying important areas to people that
deliver cultural ecosystem services. Current focus of mapping research in terms of
cultural ecosystem services provision and recommendations in future studies —

sophisticated and difficult to implement.

The approach using survey and mapping technigues dominated the cultural
ecosystem services literature associated with UGS. For example, Balram and Dragicevic
(2005) used GIS mapping techniques and survey to determine use of and attitudes
toward UGS. By incorporating mapping techniques, it provides spatially explicit data
regarding locations where cultural ecosystem services benefits are found or what
places are important for people. This was not previously possible, when relying only on
data produced in interviews and surveys dominated cultural ecosystem services studies.
The review of cultural ecosystem services studies has shown that applying an integrated
method may provide rich data that represents important values placed by people in
their use of environmental spaces such as urban parks. Values that can be translated
into spatially explicit information, can guide various stakeholders involved in the
planning and delivery of cultural ecosystem services. Integrated methods highlight the
multidimensional nature of cultural ecosystem services studies; other aspects (e.g.,
spatial features, landscape characteristics) that has been given little attention in the

literature but also influence people’s perception in their use of spaces that deliver
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cultural ecosystem services must be examined. In connection to this, innovative tools to

represent these values spatially should also be considered.
2.7. Capturing the benefits of cultural ecosystem services challenges, barriers and
opportunity for future studies

This section summarizes the challenges and barriers identified in the literature and
how these provided an opportunity to explore this research area in a much simpler
way. Discussion will also include how these challenges and opportunities influenced the

research questions, methodology and direction of this research.

It is important to point out that valuing the contribution that ecosystem services
make to human well-being for the purposes of raising conservation issues should not be
reduced to individual preferences and motivations alone (UKNEA, 2011d, p. 1184). Two
factors should be considered in this regard. First, the nature of values, interests and
priority of various stakeholders can be identified as values collectively shared by people
as citizens. This moved the focus to the value of social valuation in this agenda with a
clear focus on understanding and capturing fully what is important. This eventually led
discussions to tap into concepts that does not naturally belong to the ecological
disciplines and traditional environmental sciences to understand the collective social

values and attitude towards conservation and environmental changes.

Second, drawing from the UKNEA framework, people’s perception of ecosystems
and the benefits these ecosystems provide, influences the choices people make about
ways in which environments are used and managed. (UKNEA, 2011c, p. 13) This notion
further suggests the importance of approaches that examine the social values of people
within the context of the ecosystem being investigated. This notion is tied to the
objective of establishing the general understanding of both the shared and the
individual values of people necessary in identifying what people value in their

environment.

Evidence in the literature suggest that there seems to be an
underrepresentation in terms of application of the concept not only in smaller spatial

scales or patch scales but also in other ethnic groups and geographical settings. Spatial-
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related constraints may include the type and amount of details being investigated in
study areas of various sizes. For example, large-scale studies of cultural ecosystem
services, investigate the characteristics that are related to the general landscape. While
patches and small-scale areas that are frequented by people for cultural ecosystem
services benefits they derive from it is getting little attention. A study by Milcu et al.
(2013) highlighted that localized application of ES has shown the value of small-scale
spaces in providing cultural ecosystem services. But these studies focused more on
economic valuation in general. In taking this view, small scale environmental spaces
capable of providing cultural ecosystem services such as urban parks should be
investigated in terms of specific cultural ecosystem services or intangible benefits that
are directly perceived by people using non-economic approaches. Some of these that
can be considered viable alternative approaches include psycho-cultural perspectives
(Kumar and Kumar 2008) or personal experiences and preferences (Martin-Lopez et al.,
2013). An investigation on small scale environmental spaces that links cultural
ecosystem services with elements of landscape may require indicators used in
landscape research such as landscape characteristics, quality and satisfaction of visit
that are previously given little attention in large scale landscape cultural ecosystem
services research. This suggests that opportunities in advancing cultural ecosystem
services knowledge are warranted in other regions that are not well represented in the
literature using alternative methods focused on specific cultural ecosystem services

that are experienced by people.

2.8. Summary of chapter and Restatement of aim and objectives of the research and
link to the next chapter

The chapter highlighted important discussions in the literature about cultural
ecosystem services. The methodological issues and conceptual challenges were two
general discussions in the literature. Additionally, cultural ecosystem services, and its
contribution to the non-material benefits that are important in the experience of
people in urban green spaces is still an emerging field with a lot of potential that may

contribute to making our lived experience better. Cultural ecosystem services topic has
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been underrepresented in the literature, and this study was aimed at contributing to
furthering knowledge and understanding about cultural ecosystem services value
during the time of the pandemic. What is interesting is how these experiences of the
non-material benefits were manifested in the urban parks and what spatial features

important in people’s experiences and what important values emerge.

The next section will discuss the framework that was adopted to guide this research
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3. Chapter 3 Theoretical Framework

3.1. Introduction

The previous chapter discussed the key findings in the literature, methodological
issues, and knowledge gaps about exploring the non-material benefits that people get
from ecosystems. The chapter aimed to contribute to continuing the discussion on
some methodological issues identified in the literature review. This chapter discusses
the theoretical basis and conceptual frameworks used in this study. The first section
outlines and discusses the cultural ecosystems services framework that was adopted for
this study. This is followed by a discussion of the conceptual framework that was
developed, focusing on linking visual manifestations to the process of inquiry. It
explains how this was useful in developing an approach for the rapid assessment of
urban green spaces, capturing the perceptions of people about the benefits they get
from it. In addition, this chapter highlights the pathway to well-being of cultural
ecosystems service benefits. The conceptual framework developed assumed that visual
manifestations of value and spatial characteristics and features were important
indicators of cultural ecosystem services important to people. The insights presented
here were used to develop the methodology for this study, that focused on ways on
how cultural ecosystem services values were captured and used to answer the research

guestions and objectives.

3.2. Cultural Ecosystem Service Framework

The reasoning behind the selected theoretical framework adopted for this study
was partly influenced by the logic of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment about
cultural ecosystem services. MA, (2005; p. 4). described cultural ecosystem services as
the “nonmaterial benefits people obtain from ecosystems through spiritual enrichment,
cognitive development, reflection, recreation and aesthetic experiences” The principle
behind the concept was to provide a way for cultural dimension of ecosystems that
affect human well-being be integrated to decision making. However, the cultural
concept encompasses a much wider framing than how it was defined previously. The
framework presented in Figure 3. a. was an attempt to capture “distinctive aspects of

culture to ecosystem service approach” (Fish et al., 2016; p. 211). This framework
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marks a move away from purely economic and standardized thinking towards a
different set of epistemological and ontological positioning (Satterfield et al., 2013). The
framework emphasized the methodological plurality needed to address issues in
ecosystem assessment (Fish et al., 2016). This framework was adopted for the purposes

of this study.

Figure 3. a.. Cultural ecosystem service framework adopted from Fish et al. (2016)
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3.2.1. Important principles of the cultural ecosystem service framework

Fisher et al. (2016) argued that there is a mutual relationship between the
environmental spaces and cultural practices in this framework. They further explained
that these two are essential components enabling cultural ecosystem services benefits
that affect human well-being. The interaction between components such as
environmental spaces, cultural practices, benefits, and values, provided a way to
understand the cultural significance of ecosystems. The practices identified in this

framework, are presented as the “mechanism binding together cultural benefits to
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their biophysical/cultural contexts of production” (Fish et al., 2016; p.213). The
interaction through cultural practice within an environmental setting enabled the
production of cultural ecosystem service benefit, where the production of benefits also

affected both the practice and the environmental space.

Cultural practice was defined in this framework as something both momentary (e.g.
recreational activity) and part of a broader lived experience or a way of life (e.g. daily
routine or tradition). These cultural practices were divided into four types: playing and
exercising, creating and expressing, producing and caring, gathering and consuming
(Fisher et al., 2016). In Figure 3. a. each of these “cultural practices were enabled to
occur” by environmental settings or landscapes (p.13). It was assumed that the cultural
practices were influenced by the condition of that environmental space, which allowed
the cultural practices to happen. The quality, condition and structural dimensions of
environmental space were viewed as important factors affecting its use and the
interactions it supports. Similarly, this interaction highlighted the concept of co-
production of the benefits through the environmental spaces, where the cultural
ecosystem benefits were enabled by these practices, and the cultural ecosystem service
benefits shaped these practices. This interrelationship among the three dimensions of
this framework, communicated an approach that constructed a pathway to understand

cultural practices and environmental spaces linkage to well-being.

The framework also described the benefits that made tangible the abstract concept
of benefits. It recognized the contribution of emotions and feelings to the interactions
or practices that affect human well-being. Through this representation several
important concepts were adopted, including, identities, experiences, and capabilities.
These three terms encapsulated the essence of cultural ecosystem service benefits and
guided the understanding of its manifestation in people’s experience. The position
taken by this framework suggested the necessity to consider “historical and popular”
discussions of what constitutes these benefits. The complexity of the term cultural
presented debates on what it actually meant, how it was used and how it evolved over

time (Williams, 2016).
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3.3. Conceptual framework for visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem service
assessment.
The previous section discussed the theoretical basis that guides this research. This
section provides an overview of the conceptual framework developed for assessing the

manifestations of cultural ecosystem services in urban parks.

Evidence from cultural ecosystem service research suggested that visual
manifestations of non-material use may provide a pathway to explain the benefits or
services that are important to people (Bieling and Plieninger 2013; Richards et al., 2015;
Van berkel et al., 2018). Visual manifestations served as indicators of cultural ecosystem
services at various spatial scales and can become part of the toolkit for rapid
assessment of cultural ecosystem services. As Pefia et al. (2015) argued, assessing the
social aspect of ecosystem services in general is time very consuming that resulted to
getting limited attention in the literature. The conceptual framework developed for this
study highlighting visual manifestations provided a simple yet rapid and systematic way

of investigating social values in cultural ecosystem services in urban parks.

This framework was developed to complement other methods of data
collection. The data produced using the visual manifestation framework can be
integrated with methods that focus on more conventional value approaches such as
interviews, questionnaires or focus groups eliciting rich information about experiences
of people within the environmental setting. This method would be particularly helpful
in cases when there are limited participants willing to participate in the study or the
situation does not permit interaction with users. Bieling and Plieninger (2013)
demonstrated the potential of this kind of study by examining traces and signs of
cultural ecosystems services in a systematic analysis of landscape. Based on their
findings, they found relevant elements related to cultural ecosystem services and
suggested that it complements other research methods such as literature reviews,

interviews and focus groups for cultural ecosystem service assessments.

Studying visual cues of activities or elements in urban green space was not a
new approach. It was previously used in other disciplines. It originated in archaeological
research (Grant, 2015) and has been adopted in other fields such as landscape studies
and physical activity research (Evenson et al., 2016). Central to this approach, is
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capturing people’s interaction with the environment. Several examples highlight the
differences in application. McKenzie et al. (2006) provided a systematic approach to
collecting physical activity data both in communities and natural environments using
the System of Observing Play and Recreation in Communities (SOPARC) and System of
Observing Play and Recreation in Natural Areas (SOPARNA). While Voigt et al. (2014)
provided a method to characterize the structural diversity of urban parks by valuing the
categories of elements present. Both approaches focused only on physical
activities/characteristics. McKenzie’s method captured aspects of physical activity and
recreation, while Voigt’s categories drew attention to physical characteristics of
landscape and the presence of elements of landscapes. This thesis develops extends
their approach to the study of tangible and non-tangible visual manifestation of cultural

services.

3.3.1. Linking value manifestations and spatial features in cultural ecosystem service

assessment

The contribution of the value manifestation conceptual framework lies in its
linkage of material (tangible) and non-material (intangible) uses to specific categories of
cultural ecosystem services. One aspect of the tangible manifestation was tied more
closely to material objects or features present in the environmental settings or
landscape. Bieling and Plieninger (2013) reported that certain site elements were easily
linked with specific cultural ecosystem service use. In their study, they identified built
structures and site elements such as benches, memorials, hiking signs, and huts as
visual manifestations related to cultural and heritage, identity, aesthetics, and
recreation. These elements on site are easier to identify and correlate with cultural
services because simple interpretation can be made in identifying the function and
purpose they support. A study by Campbell et al. (2016) a multi-method approach that
included the human activities in the investigation of park use and its value to users.
They reported the frequency these things were observed on site. Like Bieling and
Plieninger, they identified and correlated observable human activities with specific
cultural ecosystem services. Activities such as walking, sports, sitting, cycling, jogging to

name a few were easily connected with recreation and leisure benefits. Both these
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studies involved the production of spatially explicit data to present key hot spots of

visitor interactions and activities in an environmental setting.

These examples established the connection between elements on site, their uses
and activities to cultural ecosystem services value manifestations in the landscape. The
connection for both the material or tangible objects on site and non-material or use,
activity, or experiences to understand the cultural ecosystem service value placed by
people allowed for a straightforward interpretation. This is especially true for activities
and uses associated with recreation, leisure, cultural heritage, social relations and to a
certain degree, spiritual and education. Figure 3. b. presented the conceptual
framework for visual manifestations approach to cultural ecosystem service. This
framework presented the pathways from which environmental attributes and cultural
goods in urban parks were linked to human well-being. Similarly, the framework
provided understanding on how these components can be assessed directly through
visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services. The framework also presented the
relationship between the material objects and non-material uses or experiences and

the environmental settings and social interaction.

Central to this framework is the flow that emphasised the interrelationship between
the components in the production of benefits. The illustration presents a flow from the
environmental setting to cultural ecosystem service supply, to the interaction of users
and associated cultural ecosystem services, then to user values and characteristics and
finally its link to human wellbeing. This linear connection, however, does not reflect the
complex nature of cultural ecosystem service production and manifestation, but rather
emphasised the importance of each component to enable and shape each other. For
example, interactions of users with the environment, its components or with other
individuals, enable the co-production of benefits within an environmental setting. The
interaction was assumed to be influenced by the values, principles, and characteristics

of users either personal or shared.
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Figure 3. b. Conceptual framework visual manifestations assessment of cultural ecosystem service
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3.3.2. The environmental settings, cultural goods, benefits and values

There are three important components for visual manifestation assessment
framework. The first component is the environment, it is where the interactions are
happening. It represented the environmental setting that supports activities and uses.
The setting of interaction represents the supply side of cultural ecosystem service. The
environment is also the landscape in which activities and interactions happen. Fischer
et al. (2016) described it as spatially defined environment made up of habitats or
ecosystems that has meaning for people using and living around it. McGinlay et al.
(2018) suggested that environmental settings are part of the cultural ecosystem
services itself, which is essential in the co-production and delivery of its benefits to the

users.

The second component is the cultural goods, which are the by product and, at the
same time supply of related to cultural ecosystem services benefits and or goods. Clark
et al. (2014) referred to this as outputs that humans value. These could be classified
further into use (e.g. observing wildlife or nature) and non-use (knowing something
exist but may never be encountered such as biodiversity of certain species). The
interaction of users associated with specific cultural ecosystem service represents the
demand side. The interactions enable detection of cultural ecosystem service benefits.
While the cultural goods inherent to the area represents opportunities for recreation,

ecotourism, local festivals, heritage, and history.

The third component is the cultural values, these were considered to be those
that are shared by a group or a community (Stephenson, 2008). Fish et al. (2016)
referred to this as collective principles and life goals. The expectations and norms that
influences values are assigned either individually or collectively. It includes not only of
attributes that are part of one’s culture or tradition but also those attribute that were
considered to be part of nature and valued culturally (Stephenson, 2008). The following
sections discusses the various phases of the framework and issues associated with

each.
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3.4. Issues and challenges

Fish et al. (2016) identified several challenges and limitations in the theoretical
approach in investigating cultural benefits. These limitations included the following: the
interpretative nature of cultural benefit, the lack of internal consistency of cultural
benefits as compared to other ecosystem services and the lack of well-defined
measurement boundaries. Recognizing these issues were important in the

development of the research design that will be discussed in the next chapter.

3.5. Summary and link to next chapter

One of the aims of this research was to contribute to extending conversation on
capturing values adopting a cultural ecosystem services framework. This was done by
highlighting the importance of visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services
through socio-spatial analysis. Understanding how cultural ecosystem services value was
manifested through people’s lived experience was an essential component of this
research. Consequently, this provided an alternative way to gain a better understanding
of the value of cultural services to people in terms of what and where the benefits are
produced and experienced as reflected through manifestations of activities and uses.

Guided by the framework presented in this chapter, the next chapter discusses the

research design developed for the study.
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4. Chapter 4 Research Design

4.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses the methodology, used in this study. The chapter is

structured as follows:

The chapter provided the discussion of the research methodology and how this was
used to capture the value of urban park use associated with cultural ecosystem
services. The chapter begins with the summary of the research philosophy to underpin
the philosophical position of this study which was viewed with the multiple reality that
exist in urban park users. The qualitative methods were discussed following this
highlighting the observations methods applied in the research and the semi-structured
interview. The data analysis was designed to address the main research question. The

chapter was divided into ten sections.
4.2. Research Design Philosophy

The study of cultural ecosystem services requires an approach that would consider
the complexity of this concept and its application to a real-world context. Several
studies have employed qualitative approaches to capture intangible qualities of cultural
(ecosystem?) services (Gould et al., 2014; Klain et al., 2014;). This contrasts with well-
established economic approaches that have traditionally been used in the broader
ecosystem services concept (Costanza et al., 1997; TEEB, 2010). As mentioned in the
early chapters, the position taken in this study uses an ontological assumption that
several realities exist (Hesse-Biber and Johnson, 2015). However, it was also recognized
that the methods used in this study were aligned with phenomenological studies.
Phenomenology is “an exploration of the different ways in which objects are intended
in consciousness” (Harrington, 2006; p.428). The adoption of the observation of visual
manifestations of cultural ecosystem services approach from Bieling and Plieninger
(2013) was influenced by archaeological methods of tracing activities in the landscape.
The aim of this research is to capture the perceptions of people regarding cultural
ecosystem services and what spatial features are important in the experience of

cultural ecosystem services. Central to this idea is the notion that perceptions and
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actions of people and their experiences are necessary components in the investigation

of social phenomenon in urban parks.

This study adopted an interpretivist approach. Data collection combined an
interactive and non-interactive posture. Furthermore, this alignment with the
interpretivist position considered a combination of both interactive and non-interactive
posture in data collection. This positioning was necessary for this research in two ways.
First, it seeks to understand and explain the various cultural ecosystem services
perceived by park users. In depth exploration of people’s insights was thought to be the
best way of understanding the intangible nature of cultural ecosystem services. It is
assumed that learning from people’s perspectives through their responses and
experience results to interpretations that are context specific. Second, all park users
are unique and possess different economic backgrounds, social and cultural values.
There can be no standardized approach available to capture the perceptions of cultural

ecosystem services.
4.2.1. Ontology

There were several important ontological beliefs that shaped my ontological
position in this research. Leavy (2017) defined ontology as a philosophical belief system
about the nature of the social world. Guba (Guba, 1990) defined it as the nature of
what is known and what is real. The ontological assumption taken is that several
versions of reality that exists (Hesse-Biber and Johnson, 2015, p. 95). Belief in the
notion of multiple reality was important in the context of this study and to the concepts
investigated in the research. In this research, the different realities concerning the
benefits that people get from urban ecosystems were framed from the experiences of
actual users present in the urban parks. This was supported by the belief that people’s
experiences and the benefit they get from those experiences, varies. The main data was
collected from interviews and observation of people’s activity and uses on site. Data
collection on site was conducted removing all the preconceived notion about the
benefits provided by urban parks. The collected data were then disaggregated by its
prominent characteristics to determine the prevalence of different themes and identify
types of cultural ecosystem services. The belief that each individual has their own
version of their reality in these types of spaces, provided the important discourse in
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analysing the data in answering the main research question and objectives as well as in
synthesizing the contribution and implication of the research to planning, management
and design of urban green spaces that deliver important cultural ecosystem services

benefits
4.2.2. Epistemology

The epistemological positioning taken for this research was shaped by the
recognition that the researcher has an influence and contribution on the data collection
and analysis. Leavy (2017) defined epistemology as a philosophical belief system about
how research proceeds and what counts as knowledge (p.12). Harding (1987) referred
to it as “theory of knowledge”. Simply put, it provides the fundamental basis of what
knowledge is acceptable (Bryman, 2012). The types of knowledge that this study used
were both tangible and intangible data. Tangible data represents the hard evidence
taken such as photo documentation in the field work. The intangible data, those that
are also considered soft data (Denzin, 2017) were taken from the observations and

responses in the interview.

In terms of data collection, two approaches were taken. On the one hand,
interactive posture was chosen in data gathering through interviews. This allows for
gaining deeper insights in the responses of individuals and necessary adjustments in the
line questioning. On the other hand, non-interactive posture was taken for the
observation. The observation takes a non-interactive posture so that minimal intrusion
of the researcher to the interactions of individuals were maintained throughout the
process. The researcher during observation kept a distance in the observation area and
took a less obtrusive inquiry of the research setting. The importance in taking the
distant approach was to make sure that interference to normal interactions, even the
slightest one, is avoided. Thus, letting the observation activities capture the
fundamental nature of the area under investigation. The interviews were done in
multiple formats for communication with participants. This was important so that
questions were easily understood by the participants. The data were analysed using an
interpretivist approach in understanding the meanings and themes attached to those

multiple experiences of reality. The information produced was shared with the
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participants and park administrators. The next section discusses the research approach

relevant to this study.

4.3. Research Approach

In conducting research, approaches are usually determined by the research
questions (Maxwell, 2013). Several approaches were considered including mixed-
methods ethnography, field research, and case study. Each approach is briefly

discussed below including the explanation for its adoption or non-inclusion.

Mixed methods approaches vary and may be used as a combination of qualitative
and quantitative approaches or either purely qualitative or quantitative techniques.
These are appealing for researchers because they provide a sophisticated approach
that provides a rich dataset (Creswell, 2014). Not only does it provide different data
types and data sets, but it also ensures comprehensiveness of the topic (Denzin, 2017).
This approach is common in ecosystem services studies. However, it may not be able to
fully capture the cultural services perceived by people directly and the associated

values that are relevant in their perceptions because....

Ethnography is a specific type of qualitative approach which is “defined in part by
the participant-observation researcher involvement” (Harrison, 2014; p.230). Neuman
(2013) states it is a description of people and their culture; it is a “field research that
provides detailed descriptions of a different culture from the viewpoint of an insider in
the culture to facilitate understanding of it” (Neuman, 2013; p.435). Additionally, it acts
as both a method and a product of social research (Bryman, 2012); it involves constant
exposure, as an insider, with research participants to observe and understand the social
phenomenon being considered. This method takes a lot of time and resource to deploy.
This approach was not considered for two practical reasons. First, during the time of
data collection, the pandemic situation made it impossible to use this approach
because of the potential health risk and the strict quarantine restrictions implemented.
Second, observing participants continually over a long period of time was not feasible

for the temporal and financial aspect of this PhD study.
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Field research is another approach that investigates attitudes and behaviours of
people in their natural settings that is “well suited to the study of social processes”
(Babbie, 2004; p. 315). The approach is closely associated with ethnography. It is one of
the research approaches commonly used in qualitative studies (Leavy, 2014). The
methods used in this approach are similar to other qualitative studies such as interview,
ethnography, document analysis, content analysis, discourse analysis to name a few. In
this approach, the immersion of the researcher in the natural settings can provide a
deeper understanding of the attitudes and behaviours of people. This approach and the
methods of this research genre is applicable to the goals and research questions of this

study.

A case study approach often focusses on a social phenomenon of a specific area or
groups of people (Babbie, 2004). The investigation of a specific real-life setting in this
approach allows the researcher to offer detailed examinations to a social phenomenon
(Bryman, 2005). Furthermore, it allows for the collection of extensive data often
qualitative and context-specific in nature (Neuman, 2006). This approach is considered
for this study because of the above-mentioned strengths. Additionally, it is appropriate

for capturing cultural ecosystem services of urban parks as perceived by park users.

Case study research traditionally is defined as an “intensive study of a single unit”
that aims to understand a much wider class (Leavy, 2014, p. 370). Leavy (2014) went on
to explain that “the distinctive feature of case study research is its focus on a case in all
of its complexity” (p. 370). Despite this feature, the approach comes with several
criticisms that includes questioning the value of case knowledge, suitability to theory
building, tendency to fall into researcher’s biases, and the challenge in developing
generalizations on specific cases (Denzin, 2017). One implication of the criticisms to the
case study approach is that it is seen as more on the descriptive side of research. That
case studies are more connected on the meaning making and its influences. Yanow and
Schwarz-Shea (2006) refuted this inadequate distinction that suggested that case study
is placed along the descriptive end of research practice. They explain that “interpretive
analytic method has the capacity to move case study research towards descriptive-
critical continuum” (p. xx). This suggests that the interpretive analytic method may be

used to provide more criticality in the data.
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4.4. Case study process used in this research

This process deployed several qualitative methods in data collection. Each method
was used for a specific task in Phase 1. While each task was designed to answer a
specific research objective, data was also used to inform the succeeding phases of the

research (see Figure 4. a.). Tasks in the first phase of the research included:
4.4.1. Task 1 (objective 1)

The first task was to understand the potential of urban parks to provide cultural
ecosystem services. Several steps were taken for this task. The first step was to get
familiar with the site, by investigating its structural dimensions using Voigt and
colleagues (2014) framework of structural diversity. The second step involved
observations on site, using a systematic scanning approach for visual manifestations of
cultural ecosystem services adopting and modifying Bieling and Plieninger’s (2013)
survey of landscape features (see 4.8.2). The third step involve recording on site
elements that potentially provide cultural ecosystem service benefits. Fourth step was
to create an inventory of important site locations with descriptions of associated
cultural ecosystem services based on the review of the literature. Data from this task
were collected through site visits at two urban parks to conduct observations in-situ,

between December 2020 and July 2021.
4.4.2. Task 2 (objective 2)

The second task in the research design was to observe and record the types of activities
happening in the park and where they are performed in the park. The observation
protocol was adopted from McKenzie and colleagues (2006) “System of Observing Play
and Recreation in Communities”. The protocol was modified for the study in terms of
the data being recorded. For example, types of activities such as walking, sitting
standing, were used as indicators of cultural ecosystem related activities. Furthermore,
recording visual manifestations of uses also included information on the frequency of
occurrence of these activities at a particular point in time. Observational data for this
task was collected on sites throughout the data collection period (December 2020 and

July 2021).

53



4.4.3. Task 3 (objective 3)

The third task is to identify and examine the perception of the cultural ecosystem
services of park users. Part of this task is to understand why they visit the park, what
activities they planned on doing during their visit, and where they do them. The task
followed a qualitative method so that a deeper understanding of people’s perception
could be achieved. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews. For
example, the identification of aesthetics by users and its importance in their experience
were highlighted in the work of Gobster and Westphal (2004), in which they made an
argument for the importance of understanding the multidimensionality and
interdependence of human interactions with the environment and use these to
understand the value of environmental settings. This task contributes to the third
objective and phase 3 of this research. The task was conducted throughout the data

collection period (December 2020 and July 2021).

The observations and interview stages of the research contributed to the three
objectives outlined in this research. Collectively these three tasks informed the fourth
objective: to examine the potential for integrating approaches and more importantly,

the phase 3 and 4 of the research process.
4.5. Study sites

The National Capital Region of the Philippines also known as Metropolitan
Manila or Metro Manila is a densely populated urban conurbation that covers an area
of approximately 619.57 square kilometers and a population of 13, 484.462 (PSA,
2020). It is composed of 16 cities and 1 municipality (See Figure 4. b.). Two cities in the
capital region were selected: Manila and Quezon City. These cities were chosen based
on the presence and availability of large urban parks that are well-known in the
metropolis. Manila has around 50 parks plazas and monuments scattered all over the
city (Gonzales and Magnaye, 2017), as well as one of the largest and most well-known
urban parks in the country. Quezon City has several large urban parks that align with

the selection parameters
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Figure 4. a. Process of data collection and analysis

Figure 4. b. Map of the National Capital Region and its administrative boundaries
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The selection process of the study sites used a conceptual framework looking at
the structural composition of parks, established by Voigt et al (2014). Two parks were
selected based on differences in its structural composition such as presence of high
levels of trees, dominant water feature, naturalness, nature-like qualities and amenities
that support multiple types of activities. Selection criteria also included other
characteristics, such as number and variety of potential users, accessibility to major
transport networks, location and size. The following section presents the parks that

were included in this study.
4.5.1. Metro-Manila Green Spaces

There is a general sense of lack of public green space in the Philippines,
particularly in Metro Manila. The guide developed by the Alliance for Safe, Sustainable
and Resilient Environment (ASSURE, 2019) reported that the Green City Index of Metro
Manila is at 5 square meters per person. This figure is below the World Health
Organization (WHO) minimum recommendation of 9 square meters per person
(Maryanti et al., 2016). To be able to satisfy this requirement, Metro Manila would
need to make available 52 square kilometers of green space. To put this in perspective,
an additional 52 square kilometers would be as big as two Metro Manila cities
combined. Furthermore, Metro Manila is one of the densest metropolises in the world
with 21,765 person per square kilometer which complicates the process of providing

adequate green space.

The green space allocation per person differs per country and per city within
that country. For example, Table 4. a. provides a comparison of green space provision
per city per 1000 residents. In the case of the UK, Edinburgh and Greater London each
follow a different green space standard. This is also the same with Los Angeles and
Washington in the USA. In contrast to Western countries such as the UK and the USA,
Asian countries have smaller green space allocation per capita. The Philippines in
general and Metro Manila in particular has no specific policy that focus on green space,

which may reflect a very low provision of green space per person at 5 sqm.
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Table 4. a. green space provision in various cities (Maryanti et al., 2016)

Cities Area per person (sgm.)

Greater London 40
Edinburg 29
Los Angeles 48.5
Washington 38
Bristol 10
India 8

Pakistan 5.2

Two urban parks within Metropolitan Manila with distinct characteristics were
chosen as the study areas for this research. First is the Rizal Park Luneta in the City of
Manila (see Figure 4. c.1.). It is categorized as a historic multi-use park which is a
popular area for locals and tourists. Second is the Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center in Quezon City (see Figure 4. c.2). Considered as a nature park, it is also

classified as a national protected area in the Philippines.

Figure 4. c. National Capital Region and the study area location 1) Manila 2) Quezon City

The next sections include a brief history of the parks and the characteristics that
determine their inclusion for the research.

4.5.2. Rizal Park Luneta

The first choice for the case study was Rizal Park Luneta. The park covers an
area of 58 hectares, the largest urban park in the Philippines and one of the largest in
southeast Asia. At present, the Rizal Park Luneta is recognized as a historic park that

embodies the history and freedom of the Philippines from colonial Spain. During the
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American occupation of the Philippines, the park was “envisage to be the central mall
for the civic core” (ASSURE, 2019 p.8). Daniel Burnham, an architect and urban planner,
envisioned the area where Rizal Park is situated as a Philippine version of the United
States Capitol. Buildings with neo-classical features were built around the park. Rizal
Park (hereafter RP) serves as a popular urban park destination not only for the 13
million residents of the Metropolitan Manila area, but also of the entire country. Before
the pandemic, the park attracted thousands of visitors every weekend from different
parts of the country and is one of the few remaining urban parks in the metropolitan

area.

The Rizal Park Luneta is divided into three sections. The first is the Northeastern
Section, which has a total area of 16 hectares, is designated as the National Museum
Complex where the National Museum of Natural History and the National Museum of
Anthropology are located. The second is the Central Section, a 22-hectare area where
the Rizal monument and attractions such as the Independence flagpole, gardens,
central promenade fountain are situated. The third is the Southwest section, a 10-
hectare area along Manila Bay that includes the Quirino Grandstand, Burnham green,

and the Manila Ocean Park.

Being the premiere leisure space in the city, the park has several recreational
and leisure spaces such as the various gardens and lawns as well as the central man-
made lagoon. Additionally, it has important historical and cultural points of interest
such as several monuments, statues, and museums including the Rizal and Lapu-lapu
monument to name a few. The park is also home to 3,424 individual trees that provide
an estimated 81,694 square meters of vegetated area, considered the largest in the city
(Gonzales and Magnaye, 2017). The combination of green and grey infrastructure in the
park is one of the reasons for its inclusion, as it provides insights into.... Its historic
nature is another reason, because (something related to cultural ecosystem services).
Collectively these factors allow for investigation of a range of cultural ecosystem

services in urban parks.
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4.5.3. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

The second choice for the case study area was Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center (hereafter NP). It is a park in Quezon City that provides an area to experience
local flora and fauna. It was initially part of the 197.8-hectare Quezon Memorial Park
that was created under Presidential Proclamation No. 42 on July 5, 1954 (BMB, n.d.).
The park was initially part of the new capital complex envisioned before the
commonwealth period but was never fully implemented because of the war (ASSURE,
2019). At present, it covers an area of 23.85 hectares. This park was declared as a
protected area by virtue of Proclamation No. 723 in 2004. In 2018, with the passage of
the Expanded National Integrated Protected Areas System (ENIPAS) Act of 2018 also
known as RA11038, it became a legislated protected area and classified as a National
Park (BMB, n.d.). This act ensures the conservation and protection of natural heritage
through cooperation among various stakeholders, both public and private, for its use
and enjoyment consistent to the principles of sustainability and biological diversity (R.A.

11038, 2018).

The park was envisioned to be an ecotourism destination. It houses several
Philippine endemic and rare flora and fauna, which also makes it a venue ideal for
biodiversity education (BMB, n.d.). There are more than 3,000 individual trees found in
the park with 13 species endemic to the Philippines, including Katmon, Kamatog, and
Antipolo (BMB, n.d.). There are also several animal species found in the park housed
inside enclosures. Further, the park is home to the Wildlife Rescue Center which
provides temporary facility for shelter and rehabilitation for abandoned, confiscated, or

donated indigenous exotic animals.

The park provides various types of activities to people including those that are
recreational, civic, religious, and educational in nature. Some of the points of interest in
the park that are important for these activities include the Tea House, Fishing Village,
Amphitheater, Picnic Grove, and the artificial lagoon. The combination of features for
ecotourism, recreation, and leisure, as well as the natural features are part of the
reasons for its inclusion. It allows for a good comparison to RP because of its focus on
maintaining the natural feel of the environment, rather than the more manicured
approach in RP. Another reason is that the abundant trees species and wildlife provides
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a contrast to the other park. The Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center is referred to

as NP for this research.

In summary, the two parks provided similarities and differences in the
infrastructure, size, and physical features. In terms of size, RP is twice as big as the NP.
In terms of infrastructure, the RP provides more amenities and greater variety of
attractions. Meanwhile, NP seeks a more natural aesthetic and provides ecotourism
activities. Additionally, the NP also provides wildlife species which is a contrast to RP.
These differences were thought to provide enough contrast to explore variations in the

perception and experience of cultural ecosystem services.
4.6. Units of analysis

The unit of analysis in this research is the urban park. The research focuses on
the park users and the cultural ecosystem services identified through observation and
interviews. The emphasis of the research was on capturing the cultural ecosystem
services that people directly experienced. The people using the urban parks serve as
the link in capturing and organizing these cultural ecosystem service types into
categories of profiles; they are the primary source of data, taken from the face-to-face

interview and observations in-situ.
4.7. COVID-19 pandemic impact to the research design

It is important to put into context how the research, particularly data collection,
was conducted during the various levels of community quarantine in the Philippines

and how this affected the research.
4.7.1. The community quarantine effect in park access and research

During the pandemic, access to the park and its amenities were greatly affected
by the implementation of various community quarantine restrictions. The Philippine
government, in response to the possible spread of the COVID-19 virus to the general
population, implemented a national COVID-19 pandemic community quarantine to
control people’s movement and activities. The community quarantine has various levels
depending on the situation of the COVID related cases in the country (see Table 4. b)

The different community quarantine levels have different restrictions to the population,

60



activities, gathering, and movement (Table 4. c). The implementation of community
quarantine restrictions was recommended by the Inter Agency Task Force on COVID-19
in coordination with local government units, to prevent the spread of the Covid-19 virus
especially in public places. Several levels of community quarantine levels have been
used throughout the duration of the data collection period depending on the cases

being reported and its impact to the healthcare facilities.

Table 4. d. shows the timeline of various COVID-19 community quarantine levels
implementation and how data collection was affected. Generally, these quarantine
protocols and restrictions affected the access to and operations of the parks in this
study. For example, during the months after lifting the Enhanced Community
Quarantine that started from March to April 2020, access to the park was not allowed.
During the Modified Enhanced Community Quarantine, access to RP was only for those
between 18-65 years old. The park operation was limited to four hours, from 5:00 am
to 9:00 am, and capacity was capped at 10% of (typical visitation?). During the General
Community Quarantine, several sections of the parks remained closed. For example,
the Eastern and Western sections of RP have been closed to the public since March
2020, while the Wildlife Rescue Center in NP was closed to visitors. These conditions
affected the timing of observations and interviews as well as the approach used to

invite respondents to take part in the study.

When people are inside the park, they are required to follow the minimum
health and safety protocols set forth by the local government unit and the park
administrators. These protocols have a varying impact on visitors entering the park.
First, the protocols implemented affected the activities of people inside the park. For
example, for RP, people are not allowed to bring food inside the park premises,
therefore affecting picnic activities that used to be common? in the park. Similarly, the
protocols complicated interactions with others while inside the park. This was evident
during the early part of the data collection, particularly in RP where guards on duty
were tasked with breaking up groups of people to enforce social distancing.
Additionally, benches were marked so that only one user can sit on it at a given point in

time.
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Table 4. b Community quarantine classifications in the Philippines during COVID-19 pandemic

Community Quarantine Level

Code

Description

Enhanced Community Quarantine

ECQ

refers to the implementation of temporary measures
imposing stringent limitations on movement and
transportation of people, strict regulation of
operating industries, provision of food and essential
services and heightened presence of uniformed
personnel to enforce community quarantine
protocols.

Modified Enhanced Community Quarantine

MECQ

refers to the transition phase between ECQ and GCQ
when the following temporary measures are relaxed
and become less necessary: stringent limits on
movement and transportation of people, strict
regulation of operating industries, provision of food
and essential services, and heightened presence of
uniformed personnel to enforce community
quarantine protocols.

General Community Quarantine

GCQ

refers to the implementation of temporary measures
limiting movement and transportation regulation of
operating industries and presence of uniformed
personnel to enforce community quarantine
protocols.

Table 4. c. Phased transition from ECQ to GCQ

=% population 100% stay at home

Exercise Mot allowed

l“;."j'i Gathering Mot allowed
x

{e.q., religious)

No public transport
Flighits: no damestic,
limited international

[~ Travel

Phase 2: Modified ECQ

100% stay at hame

Limited cutdoor exercise allowed (2.9,
cutEsor walk, jogsrun, bilka) with safaty
protocols {2, masks and 2m distancing )

Highly restricted (5 maximum)

Mo public transpaort
Flight=: no damestic, limibad

international

Contrallad inbound travel (OFWs/
returning filipings)

Phase 3 : GCQ

Vulnerable {e.g., elderly)
Transmitters (e.g., youth)

Limited contact sports {e.g.,
galf, tennis)

Restricted (e.g., max 10)

Public transport with strict
safe distancing
Inter-island (GCQ to GCQ),
with safety protocols

Biking and non-motorized ransport

ancouraged

Mo Inbar-island traved

Second, people are required to register upon entering both parks. Prior to

entering the park, one must provide a name and contact information for contact tracing

purposes. This may have driven away potential park visitors who did not want to wait

through the process or provide personal information.
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Third, movement patterns inside the park were forcibly changed. Arrows were

used to guide movement of visitors following a singular flow. As much as possible, two-

way movement were discouraged in RP. Park administrators eventually changed this.

Access was limited to two access points and all other entrance and exit points were

closed. While in NP, visitors using cars are only allowed to enter using the northern

gate, imposing a longer route to enter the park.

Fourth, all forms of commercial establishments inside the park premises were

closed. This was the case for both parks where the food stalls and establishments inside

the parks were closed throughout the data collection period.

Overall, it was expected that the enforcement of these protocols has had a

measurable impact on the types of people and activities that were observed in the park

and the way people were engaged during data collection.

Table 4. d. Timeline of community quarantine implementation during the pandemic
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4.8. Research Methods

The previous section discussed the COVID-19 pandemic impact on research. This

section discusses each methods used in the four phases of research. Table 4. e.

presents the techniques used and the phases they fall under.
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The first phase of the research was organized in three tasks. The first task
involved the landscape survey approach of Bieling and Plieninger (2013). It is an
observation method used to explore the visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem
services in urban parks. The second task involved a systematic scan of use and activity
patterns that was based on the SOPARC methodology. In addition to the landscape
survey approach, a user-activity based observation technique was employed in this task
to identify use and activity patterns in the park and the spatial category where they
were observed. The third task in this phase involved data collection through
observation documenting the inventory of site features and elements. The fourth stage
was data collection through semi-structured interviews involving park users and park

staff.

The second and third phases involved several additional data collection tasks.
The first task in phase 2 was the documentation of visual manifestations of cultural
services, site features and elements. This involved, locating and documenting visual
manifestations of cultural ecosystem services. The second task in phase two involved
the documentation of observed activities uses. The third task was the mapping of
structural diversity of the urban parks using the approach of Voigt et al. (2014). Data
from observations were used to create a structural diversity analysis of the two urban

parks.

These three tasks led to the analysis of observed manifestations, activities and uses,
and structural diversity to cultural ecosystem services categories and concepts (phase
three). The fourth task of the second and third phase involved the two-level analysis of
the semi-structured interviews respectively. The fourth phase involved the analysis of
data from the methods in the previous phases. A detailed discussion of the research

methods are presented in the succeeding sections.
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Table 4. e. Research phases included data collection, visualization and analysis

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Observation of visual Documentation of visual Mapping visual
manifestations of manifestations of cultural | manifestations of
cultural ecosystem services, site features cultural ecosystem
services and elements services
) Documentation of Analysis of activities
Observation of use and o
. observed activities and uses related to cultural .
activity patterns . Evaluation and
uses ecosystem services

analysis of important
findings, reflecting

) analysis of structural
Inventory of important

; . mapping structural features related to
points of interest on 1apping on the outcomes
site diversity cultural ecosystem
services

Analysis: emerging
themes and preference,
frequency count of
cultural ecosystem
services concepts

Benefits and services
analysis

Semi-structured
interviews

4.8.1. Literature Review and Synthesis

Literature review is a process of demonstrating your understanding of the
research and establishing the positioning of your work in the conversation with other
works in the field you are engaging with. Swales and Feak (2009) emphasized that it is a
“defining feature of nearly all academic and research writing”. They further went on to
explain that the method is important in three ways. First, it is necessary as not to “re-
invent the wheel” in doing the research. Second, it demonstrates your ability to
position your research with respect to previous works. And third, this allows you to
demonstrate your membership or engagement to a specific field of research. Similarly,
the literature review is important in contextualizing the research (Paltridge and
Starfield, 2007). The literature review was a key step in the development of the
research approach, identification and implementation of the research methods and
data analysis deployed in this study. Several steps were undertaken during the

literature review stage of the research, and these were the following:
Finding relevant literature
Identifying problem areas and issues in the research field
Explaining potential areas for inclusion
Identifying knowledge gaps in the research topic
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Understand conceptual traditions, theories, frameworks, and methodologies in

the research topic
Establishing the position taken and contribution to the field

To summarize this process, looking back at the literature review chapter, several
important research issues were identified about the topic of this study. The cultural
ecosystem services concept in its broad sense and its application in urban parks have

some interesting issues that were presented below:

First the complexity in the concept of cultural ecosystem services and how it
was addressed in empirical studies (Morcillo et al, 2013). Second, the lack in research
into cultural ecosystem services in general due to the nature of the concept (Chan et
al., 2012), its application in urban areas (Riechers et al, 2018) and the variety of
conceptions that may conflict with other concepts (Cooper et al., 2016). Third, the
methodological gaps that exist in the literature in terms of conducting qualitative
approaches into the study of cultural ecosystem services (Klain et al., 2014). Previous
works did not attempt or failed to capture deeper understanding people’s perception
of cultural ecosystem services due to some practical issues such as time and resource
as well as ontological and epistemological positioning in the research. For example, how
interpretivist tradition used complementarily with natural science and quantitative
social science to understand cultural ecosystem service value, has remained unclear to
be used for informing decision making in real world settings (Stalhammar and Pedersen,
2017). But it is recognized that deeper understanding of the concept requires exploring
socio-cultural settings and other less understood characteristics of cultural ecosystem
services (Dickinson et al., 2017). Using interpretive methods was one of the strengths
that qualitative approaches could bring to understand better the value of cultural
ecosystem services to people (Kenter, 2016). Fourth, positivist methodologies dominate
the field due to the need to quantify services but misses out on other benefits and
services that. These methodologies relied on quantitative approaches that hinged on
economic and ecological traditions. Fifth, knowledge gaps exist in the literature where
majority of studies were mostly from Europe and the United States of America. This
highlighted the misrepresentation of studies in other areas. The context and site-

specific nature of cultural ecosystem services necessitates the study in other areas to
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understand people’s perception of these services and how it manifests in their
experiences. Building upon these issues that were identified in the literature review,
the adoption of the methods previously mentioned was needed to address the research
question and contribute to the continuing discussion of the issues found in the

literature review.
4.8.2. Visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services

In general, three observation methods that were used for the qualitative
research. These methods include: 1) structured observation, which is a method of
recording behaviour of individuals in terms of previously identified categories (Bryman,
2012). One of the strengths of this approach is allowing a researcher to directly observe
behavior (Bryman, 2012, 2) participant observation which is more often found in
ethnographic studies; 3) covert or disguised observation, in which the researcher takes
the position as a participant and not as a researcher immersed in the social settings
(Bryman, 2012). The research has taken a straightforward approach in the observation
protocol focusing on cultural ecosystem service concepts to guide the recording of

visual manifestations in the landscape.

Similarly, observations can be classified into types (Bordens, 2017). The first one
involves casual observation, which is considered a trigger or starting point for the
research leading to other questions or inquiry. Second is the systematic observation,
which is based on set parameters on how to observe, what is going to be observed, and
how this will be recorded. The method selected for this stage is systematic observation.
The observation approach here adopts a protocol based on that of Bieling and
Plieninger (2013). The method follows several steps that made the observations
systematic. Additionally, central to the application of this method was the ethical
position taken by the researcher. For this study, the researcher’s stance was not to

break ethical principles of conducting research.

The steps taken in conducting this task were outlined below adopted from

Bieling and Plieninger (2013):

Systematic fieldwalking was adopted. Fieldwalking is one of the main tools in

archeological studies (Grant et al., 2015). This step involves walking over the entire
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study area, attempting to record relevant manifestations of cultural ecosystem

services.

The walking did not follow a specific grid for NP due to the complex layout of the
paths around the park. Instead, the walking path followed a continuous
counterclockwise flow around the park using the paths near the lagoon which
provided a good visual of the different areas around it. For RP, since the movement
around the site followed a one-way flow due to the implementation of COVID-19

protocol, the walking followed the directional path indicated on site.

This method was guided by the question: what activities and uses relating to non-
material benefits or cultural ecosystem services can be seen? In this process, only
those elements associated with non-material benefits or cultural ecosystem
services are recorded. Similarly, only permanent signs are recorded in this process
and not the activities of people present on site. For example, markers, signages, or

structures were recorded.

The data produced from this approach were made spatially explicit, showing
locations of the signs and manifestations of cultural ecosystem services identified
on maps during site visits, using satellite imagery taken from Google Earth Pro (scale

1:500).

This method is important for this study in two ways. First, the rough
guantification and spatial characterization provides an overview of the hot spots for
cultural ecosystem services. Second, it gives insights into the important cultural
ecosystem service types found in the study areas. In terms of deployment, this
approach is less time consuming and provides a rapid assessment of the cultural
ecosystem services in the area. Furthermore, this method was complementary to
the semi-structured interviews (Bieling and Plieninger, 2013), and were useful as a
validating tool for the data collected from the interviews and other the observation

method discussed next.
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4.8.3. Observation of activities and uses in urban parks

The method for the second task, observing activities and uses in urban parks,
involved a structured and systematic approach to the observation process. This
rationale was discussed in detail in section (4.8.2). However, a different protocol was
adopted for this task. In contrast to the objective of the previous method, this task
aimed at capturing the activities and use patterns that were found in the urban parks
rather than physical park features. Similarly, focus was given to the spatial location of
the activities and uses observed. The description of the observation process used for

the second task was presented below.

The observation adopted and modified the System of Observing Play and
Recreation in Communities (SOPARC) by McKenzie et al (2006). The method was
designed to systematically observe physical activity in community settings (McKenzie et
al., 2006; Evenson et al., 2017). This uses momentary time sampling to record
observations as well as the use of forms to document recorded activities from different
target areas within the park. Like in the previous section, the systematic observation
allows for assessing environmental contexts of park use (Evenson et al., 2017). Taking
this approach allowed the comparability of data between the two parks in terms of the

recorded observations such as activities, type of users, age, and spatial characteristics.

The objective of this task was not about determining the physical activity level
but rather about the recording of specific type of cultural ecosystem services activities
and uses and where they are happening. Activities related to cultural ecosystem

services were the primary focus in the use of this tool.

Second, general classification of green and grey derived from Voigt et al. (2014)
structural dimension of urban green was introduced in the protocol. This was to allow
for the identification of spatial categories important in organizing the spatial
characteristics where the activities were observed. For example, tick boxes were added
for green and grey spaces to characterize the spatial location of these activities. On the
one hand, the green spaces of the park were grouped into two types; one refers to
grassy areas, lawns or areas with trees (biotic features) and the other refers to

landscape features such as, rocks, water elements (abiotic). Further, grey spaces (grey
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infrastructure) were grouped into three types: one type for paths, edges, and trails,
another for landscape fixtures and the last type for buildings, monuments, and statues.
This distinction was important to account for the differences in factors attributed to

elements of green and grey spaces (Palliwoda and Priess, 2021) into the observation.

Third, the manner to which the scans were made, and the duration of scans
varied. For example, during times when there were no changes in the activities
observed or when there were very few people in the observation area, duration of
observation was shorter. This modification was important in four ways. First, this
allowed the identification of the spatial features important for the performance of
certain activities. For example, the level of activity around certain elements could be
recorded. Second, this process allowed for an understanding of the types of activities
happening in the urban park. Third, this method provided a way to systematically
record activities and the category of locations of these activities. Similarly, it also
allowed the recording of data that what was not included in the previous task. Fourth,
this method acts as complementary to tasks one and three of this study to allow for
comprehensive observation of cultural ecosystem services-related activities and use
patterns. This task was conducted between December 2020 to February 2021 for NP,

while for RP, the task was conducted between July 2020 to January 2021.

The process of observation was guided by the following steps adopted from the

SOPARC (McKenzie, 2006) method:

Prior to the start of every observation procedure, the following fields in the
observation form shall be completed: park name, date, time, weather condition,

temperature, and start time and end time for each scan.

Target areas were determined during the initial scoping visits and the locations of

observation areas.
Each target area was observed for 10 minutes, scanning from right to left.

Prelisted activities were placed on the side of the observation sheet for coding

reference of the activities during observation.
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Study areas were visited multiple times every week, covering both weekdays and
weekends. The observations were broken down into morning and
afternoon/evening sessions. Since the two parks have different operating hours due
to the differences in the implementation of COVID-19 regulations, comparison
between parks on specific days of the week and certain times of the day were not
possible. For example, the NP was open to the public from Wednesdays to Sundays,
8:00 am to 5:00 pm, while RP was open to the public Mondays to Sundays, 5:00 am
t0 9:00 am and 4:00 pm to 8:00 pm (See Table 4. d).

Every recorded activity should have a corresponding record as to what structural
dimension it was observed. For example, a recording of an activity should identify if
it was observed along a path or landscape feature or within or near a building or
structure. As mentioned earlier, check boxes that correspond to each structural
dimension of the park were provided in the observation form. This was important to

categorize the locations that where activities were found.

Gender and approximate age bracket of observed user must be marked in the

observation form during scans.
This process was repeated during every visit dedicated to this particular task.
4.8.4. Structural diversity of urban parks mapping

There are calls in the cultural ecosystem service literature to look at other
disciplines in ways that could contribute to the improvement of the methodological
approaches in this field (Schaich et al., 2010). The first task looked at the structural
diversity assessment of urban parks as an essential component in this research. This is
necessary to understand and explain the structural diversity of urban parks. This
approach was previously used to assess recreational services in urban parks focusing on
systematically combining multiple methods linking activities to structural diversity and

the importance of specific characteristics to user’s wellbeing (Voigt et al., 2014).

This approach identified three essential dimensions defining structural diversity.
The first dimension, the biotic features, were characterized as either trees or vegetative

covers. Under the “trees” category, several elements were included such as tree
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species diversity, solitary tree, group of trees, row of trees, hedges, shrubs, and natural-
like, dense wooded area. The “vegetative cover” category included open green space,
spontaneous vegetation, diverse water edge, meadows, lawns, and flowerbed. These

vegetation elements may be either natural, ornamental, or both (Voigt et al., 2014).

The second dimension, the abiotic site conditions, included categories
representing water elements and the surface characteristics of the site, related to
topography and surface attributes. Water elements included natural or man-made
water elements, access to water, and presence of nearby water feature. Topography
includes elements such as attractive view, hill or knoll, slope, artificial surface
elevations. The third dimension, the infrastructure, includes active recreation and
amenities categories. Active recreation identified distinct bike paths, designated sport
or athletic fields, street or basketball courts, table tennis tables, large diverse
playground, and dog park. Meanwhile, the following elements were considered under
amenities: sitting features, picnic table, shelter, pavilions; animal compound, petting
zoo; drinking fountain; public sanitation; lighting. These three dimensions were
assumed to affect park visitors’ evaluation and activities in urban parks (Voigt et al.,

2014).

In order to fit this method to the objective of this study, the Voigt et al (2014)
approach was modified to accommodate infrastructure and abiotic dimensions. For the
infrastructure, two categories were added, cultural & heritage and paths, trails, & edge.
It was assumed that buildings, monuments, and other historical structures or sites in
general with heritage or cultural significance were valued highly in providing cultural
ecosystem services (Dou et al., 2017). Another important consideration is that paths,
trails, and edges was assumed to provide recreational benefits especially for physical
activity. Furthermore, from findings in the literature, paths may serve to provide
benefits related to aesthetic appreciation of the landscape (cite). Under the cultural
and heritage category, the following elements were included, buildings with historical
and cultural significance, monuments and statues, artistic landmarks and important
markers. Artistic landmark was originally included in the amenities. But for the purposes
of this study, it is fitting to include the artistic landmarks to the new category cultural

and heritage. Meanwhile, the addition of physical characteristics category was added to
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the abiotic site condition. This addition focuses on site condition and quality in terms of
safety, maintenance and cleanliness of the park and the condition of the water and land
surface features as part of the included elements under that category. It is assumed
that physical characteristics affect the value attributed to urban ecosystem services
(Kremer et al., 2016). Similarly, positive physical environments were found to
contribute to overall engagement to recreational activity (Van Hecke, 2016). The

additional categories were necessary to suit the objective of this task.

The process of using this approach in the research was guided by the following

steps adopted from Voigt and colleagues (2014):

1. During the site visits, the structural diversity form shall be used for the
recording of element of green and grey spaces.

2. Therecording was about the presence of a particular element, not the
quantity of these elements

3. The recording shall be verified on site to ensure accuracy of the recording

4. The normalized value score will be computed using a nominal value scoring
for each element per category.

5. For each element a score of 1 will be given if that element is present on site
and O if there’s none.

6. Percentage score per dimension will be computed, using the simple
equation sum of the value of elements divided by the number of elements
per category.

7. Normalized score per dimension will be computed by adding the total
percentage scores for each category divided by the number of categories in
that dimension. For example, in the dimension of abiotic site condition, to
get the normalized value, the sum of the three categories will then be
divided by the number of categories.

8. The normalized score for the overall structural diversity of the park is the
sum of the normalized score for the three dimensions divided by the

number of dimensions (3).

This method attempted to integrate structural diversity of the urban parks in
the assessment of its cultural ecosystem services potential. This method was used as an
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attempt to conduct a rapid yet practical approach linking the man-made features of the
park to the abiotic and biotic features (Voigt et al., 2014). This method is necessary in
the discussion of the importance of the spatial dimensions to the benefit people
perceive about cultural ecosystem services in urban parks. Similarly, the method serves
a complementary function to the interview and the other observation methods applied

in this study. Additionally, this process added
4.8.5. Semi-Structured Interview (on-site)

The semi-structured interview is a method that uses a list of questions or topics
to be covered to elicit a response about a certain topic (Bryman, 2012). It is also
considered a dynamic exchange of ideas (Trainor, 2012). This method uses open-ended
questions to explore ideas or areas of interest that are designed to elicit details and
explanations. The interview process is flexible and would allow for questions to emerge
during the process. It is expected that the phrasing of questions will vary between
interviews. With this method, a small number of key informants are accepted to gain
deeper insights about their priorities (DEFRA, 2011). Similarly, this is particularly useful

for gaining insight into people’s values knowledge and behavior.

Interview in its general sense is “not just an exchange of words, but also an
exchange of physical gestures” (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea, 2006; p. 135). Itis a
conversation that has a structure and purpose and is used to get into the underlying
structure of experience (Merriam, 2015). Interview has been a primary method of data
collection in the social sciences field. But recently, the growing body of work under the
cultural ecosystem services research, gave rise to several studies applying this method
to elicit perception of people regarding the values and benefits related to cultural

ecosystem services. (Klain et al., 2014; Gould et al, 2014).

Semi-structured interview has been a reliable tool for eliciting rich data sets.
This method has been used in research that requires deeper understanding of people’s
beliefs, values, and conceptualisations. This was the most appropriate data collection
method for this study for two reasons. First, this is because the nature of cultural
ecosystem service concept requires a deeper anthropocentric inquiry due to the

intangible nature of some of its concepts. Second, this method provides a way to

74



capture the different values people place in their urban park experience. This also
provides a means to identify and disentangle the co-occurrence of multiple benefits
and values associated with their use of the urban park. Using this method allows for
deeper understanding of preferences and perceptions (Shams et al, 2019) and
encourages respondents to express themselves in a way relevant to their experience

(Gould et al., 2014).

In conducting an interview, it is important for the interviewer to understand the
importance of following in order to obtain reliable and valid data (Cohen, 2018). These
include mastery of the subject matter to enable informed conversation, designing a
well-structured interview, having clear terminology and scope, maintaining a two-way
conversation, being sensitive, actively listening, and observing non-verbal cues.
Effectiveness of the interviewer and the process of interview also relies on the

awareness of things he or she does not know.
The following describes the process of conducting the interview on site:

1. Theinterviewer did not interfere when people were performing activities on
site. Similarly, individuals were never approached for interview when they
are busy doing their activities in the park.

2. When individuals were invited to participate on site, proper introduction
shall be made. Briefings shall be done prior to starting the interview to get
their informed consent and to give them sufficient background information
about the research. Part of this is explaining that they are free to withdraw
at any time without cost or implication in any way. A rapport was also
established with the interviewee at this point, in order to make them
comfortable with the interview process.

3. Once aninvited individual agreed to participate in the interview, he or she
was given a copy of the consent form and the information sheet about the
research.

4. Prior to commencing the interview, upon approval of the interviewee, the
audio recording device was placed near the interviewee to enable clear

audio recording of the interview.
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5. Throughout the interview, strict adherence to the COVID-19 health and
safety protocol being implemented was observed.

6. Throughout the stay at the park, the researcher made visible the school
identification card and permit issued by the park administrators.

7. Theinterview duration was kept within 15-20 minutes to minimize the risk
of prolonged exposure with individuals in a public environment during the

pandemic.

4.8.5.1.Interview Design

The objective of this method was to elicit information regarding the perceptions of
people regarding the cultural ecosystem services in urban parks. Part of the aim was to
elicit rich data on the benefit they get from using the park through interview questions
that did not use prompts directly connected with cultural ecosystem service concepts.
Conducting the interview in this research moved away from the traditional interview
process in the literature that used direct ecosystem service prompts (Gould et al. 2014;
Klain et al., 2014). The interview questions were developed based on the review of the
literature and relied on the natural responses to the questions regarding their reasons
for visiting, the activities they planned on doing or have done during their visit. The
assumption taken is that interpreting the more naturalistic response would also be
equally reliable in capturing the value of cultural ecosystem service to people. Table 4.

f. shows the semi-structured interview questions.
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Table 4. f. Overview of interview questions, strategy, key indicators and potential cultural ecosystem

services concepts

Question

Strategy

Key Indicators

Potential concepts of
cultural ecosystem
services linked to
response

Why did you come to this park?

Searching for evidence
on the reasons that
bring people to the park

Preferences of for park use
(May also include or relate to
the use of time and
performing

activities in the park)

Cultural ecosystem
services

(Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural

diversity)

What activities do you plan on doing
(or have done) in this visit?

Why is this activity important? —a
follow up question to elicit
information on the importance of the
activity that will be conducted in the
park

Activities and use tracing
that are part of the lived
experience of people in
the park

Specific activities and uses
related to

(Sports, Nature, Cycling,
Walking, Educational,
Working, Gardening,
Stewardship,

Other Activity)

Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural
diversity

Where do you plan to do the
activity/ies in this visit?

Respondents will be asked to identify
exactly where activities will be done
using a map.

Investigating the
locations where
activities of users are
performed

Specific location in park
which may include or relate
to landscape characteristics
and features, amenities,
structures, built elements in
parks

Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural
diversity

How often do you use this park for
this activity?

Are there any other activities that
you do here other than what you
plan on doing today? —a follow up
question to know if there are still
activities important not mentioned in
question 2

Discover the frequency
of their visit

Daily, Weekly, Monthly,
Occasionally, Rarely

How do you select which park to
visit? — follow up question if not
mentioned in question 3

Trace the causes of for
park preference, look for
decision making patterns
for park use

Stated reasons for choosing
park (convenience,
accessibility, availability,
design, quality, features,
specific elements, no other
options available etc.)

Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural
diversity

What park characteristics do you find
important in your visit? — This may
already be provided in question 5 but
can be asked to emphasise on what is
important about the site.

Top of head evidence
that may express
important park features
characteristics related to
park use.

Statements expressing value
of park in terms of spatial
characteristics but may also
look at statements
expressing appreciation of
quality, diversity, culture,
history, naturalness, safety
visibility, openness etc.

Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural
diversity

What specific site elements you think
are important for the activity you are
doing? — This may be revealed in
question no. 6 if not, this is asked to
establish a clear link between use
and spatial features important for
delivery of cultural ecosystem
services.

Identify specific
landscape spatial
features or site elements
important in the co-
production of cultural
ecosystem services

Specific features on site,
elements that directly
contribute in producing the
benefits that people directly
experience in parks

Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural
diversity

What would you like to change about
this park? — A possible follow up
question to question 10 to determine
also underlying reasons that can
partially reflect the answer in the
previous question. Provide possible
concrete examples of what is not
good about the park, or aspects that
are important for people but are not
experienced directly at present.

Determine if the park
actually delivers the
benefits for the user.
May also be used to
determine other uses,
experiences or values for
people that are not
currently found in the
park but are important
to people

Other uses, activities,
features, conditions not
currently provided

Recreation, Tourism
Heritage, Aesthetics
Inspiration, Cultural
diversity
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For the staff, two different strategies were taken. For NP, a formal request to
interview park staff to the administrators of park were submitted. The staff who took
part in the interview were chosen by the park administrators based on the parameters
set forth in the request that they should have been part of the staff prior to the
pandemic. For RP, during after observation tasks, any park personnel not busy with
work were approached and invited for an interview. The park staff invited were the
ones who had set the time and date for the interview. The interviews for both staff and

users were conducted within the premises of the park.
4.8.6. Participatory Mapping Activity

Fagerholm et al. (2019) argued that participatory mapping is a powerful tool for
“grasping socio-cultural realities of... landscapes and ecosystems” (p. 135). This
approach has been integrated usually with surveys and has successfully provided ways
to understand and make spatially explicit ecosystem services. It is assumed that in
participatory mapping, when a place is identified as valuable by a participant, it is
already providing a benefit or service (Brown et al., 2016). Brown and colleagues went
on further to explain that these participatory methods are desirable for identifying
cultural ecosystem services. Its application can be either digital or non-digital. The
output of this method is usually in the form of maps, identifying locations of people’s

preference for benefits and services.

For this research, a non-digital method of participatory mapping was deployed
to complement the interview. This was done to identify difficult to express benefits
related to cultural ecosystem services. During the interview, participants were given a
map of the park. They were asked to familiarize themselves with the map for the
purpose of orienting them to places they are familiar with. Six question prompts were
asked to the participants. Each prompt corresponds to a specific cultural ecosystem
service. Table 4. g. provides an overview of the cultural ecosystem service prompts and
the ecosystem service they are linked with. Participants were given colored stickers,
with each color assigned to a specific prompt and they can mark as may areas on the
map they think they can identify with the prompt. For example, when the participants
were asked, where in this park you find attractive, some respondents marked more
than two locations on the map. While doing the marking, participants were asked why
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they have marked the locations on the map. Their responses were recorded via the

audio recording device.

This process provided an opportunity to cover cultural ecosystem services that
did not emerge from the interviews and observations. The cultural ecosystem service
categories used in this approach were taken from the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (MA, 2005). This method was complementary in nature to the tasks and

methods selected for this study.

Table 4. g. Overview of participatory mapping activity prompts

Question eliciting cultural ecosystem services Targeted cultural ecosystem
concepts service category
Where in this park do you find attractive? Aesthetics
Where in this park do you feel inspired? Inspiration and Motivation or

Cultural and heritage

Where in this park do you feel enjoyment? Sense of Place

Where in this park do you do recreational or Recreation, leisure, ecotourism

leisure activity?

Are there any places in the park where you do Spiritual

spiritual or religious activities?

Are there any place in the park where you Education or Learning
learn about the environment, the history of the

place?

4.9. Data analysis
4.9.1. Visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services

The data analysis approach for participatory mapping was adopted from Bieling and
Plieninger (2013). The data gathered on site for this method was integrated into an
Adobe Photoshop software instead of the more sophisticated Geographic Information
System software. The features were characterized as points, squares, diamonds, and
triangles on the map. Organizing the data included grouping categories according to

similarity of use. The use categories were correlated with the Millennium Ecosystem
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Assessment (2005) categories of cultural ecosystem service or the non-material
benefits. Assigning of manifestations of use to a specific benefit or cultural ecosystem
service was carried out based on existing knowledge of the area and the meanings and

values attributed to it in general (Bieling and Plieninger, 2013).
4.9.2. Observation of activities and uses in urban parks

The data analysis for this approach follows a straightforward tally of the
frequency count of all activities observed. Data from both parks were contrasted and
compared. This process involves identifying which activities are most frequently
observed in the park. At the same time the process also determines which dimension of
structural diversity or elements are associate to those activities. The data from this

method will be used to inform the outcome of the content analysis from the interviews.
4.9.3. Structural diversity analysis of urban parks

The data analysis for this approach was adopted from Voigt et al. (2014). For
this method, a simple additive procedure was done in filling up the form of all assessed
urban park elements. Equal weight was given to all the elements. If an element is
present in the park, a number 1 is placed on the box that corresponds to that element.
Values were normalized by the total number of possible elements in order to allow
comparisons between results. The mean value of the two sub-categories for the biotic
features and three sub-categories for the abiotic and infrastructures as the value for

total structural diversity in each element.

To compute for the normalized value for each dimension, all scores for one
dimension should be added. For example, for biotic features, add all the values for each
element per category. Then for each category divide the sum by the number of
elements per category. Repeat that process for the next category within that
dimension. After which add the two values for each category, then divide it by the
number of categories. For example, ((3/8) + (1/5))/2 = .275. This method quantitatively

characterizes the urban park based on its structural diversity.
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4.9.4. Qualitative data analysis strategy

This phase of the research involved several stages. First, the coding of responses
into themes and categories. The process shall be guided by the principles of the
summative content analysis (Hsieh and Shannon 2005). However, the strategy for the
first part involved free coding of responses. In this approach, a single code may be
coded into multiple categories. The advantage of this approach is that it allows for
coding of multiple benefits or values that can be interpreted in the responses of the
individual (see Gould et al., 2014). The outcome of this approach provided the themes
and concepts in categorizing the responses that will be used for explaining the
theoretical framework. Another outcome of this is linking the cultural ecosystem
service concept as a priori categories where responses were coded. The next phase was
to code adapting the protocol of Klain et al. (2014) to understand the type of value

associated with people’s response regarding their experience of the urban parks.
4.9.5. Categories of CES and coding strategy

The cultural ecosystem services categories were taken from the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (2003) (see table 4h). The interview responses were coded
using the criteria classification adopted to represent various cultural ecosystem service
categories. For example, if an interviewee mentions something about the beauty and
scenic qualities of the park, the response will be coded under the aesthetic category
because of the word beauty. It was also anticipated that the possibility of coding
multiple cultural ecosystem service benefits may be taken in an interviewee’s response
to one question. For example, if one respondent mentions that the reason for going to
the park is to see the beautiful places and spend time with family and perform creative
activities and physical activities, four categories were covered. First reference to the
beauty of the place will be under aesthetic, time with family will be under social
relations, creative activity will be under inspiration/motivation and lastly, physical
activity will be under the recreation and ecotourism category. All the interview
responses were coded and analysed using this coding strategy to identify the various
perceived and experienced cultural ecosystem services in two Metro Manila urban

parks.
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Classification criteria for activities and responses by cultural ecosystem service category

CES category

Description

Example of coded response

Aesthetic

Refers to the mentions about
scenic qualities, visual quality (MA,

2003)

Beautiful, see nice places

Recreation and ecotourism

Mentions about recreational and
leisure activities or physical

activity experiences (MA, 2003)

to jog, exercise

Cultural and Heritage

Mentions about cultural and
historic sites, history and tradition

of the area (MA, 2003)

To see the monument

Social relations

Refers to the meeting with other
people, interaction with friends,

family and strangers (MA, 2003)

Be with family, bring out kids

Inspiration/Motivation

Mentions of creative activities,
feelings invoked by the space,
interaction within the space (MA,

2003)

Feel strongly about the place,

restore mind

Education/Information/Learning

Refers to knowledge transfer,

acquisition, learning observation

Learn about nature, history

Spiritual/Religious

Refers to the resources, activities
related to spiritual or religious
activities, feeling with nature (MA,

2003)

Be alone, think, reflect

Sense of place

Refers to the symbolisms,
meanings and perceptions about a

place (MA, 2003)

Feeling of pride, historical
nature, historic, animal

sanctuary

Table 4. h Classification criteria for activities and responses by cultural ecosystem service category

4.10.

Limitations of qualitative research

There were several limitations recognized about qualitative research. For the semi

structured interview, Hesse-Biber and Johnson (2015) noted that too structured

interviews have resulted to missed opportunities in eliciting knowledge. They further

explained that a too rigid structure of interview might influence people in exploring

ideas beyond the topic. The manner that data were recorded, and the transcription

process could also influence the quality of the material for analysis. For example, if the

recording devices did not capture clearly what was said important data might be lost.
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Similarly, if the transcription was done by a different individual, the immersion of the
researcher on the details of the interview might be lost in the transcription (Hesse-
Biber and Johnson, 2015). The more common limitations of qualitative research are the
following, knowledge may not be generalizable to different context, time consuming

data collection and analysis and researcher’s biases easily influence the results.
4.11. Ethical issues
4.11.1. Informed consent

The study did commence without the explicit verbal consent from the
participants in their participation in the study. They were given proper briefing to be
informed about the nature of the research. They were informed of their right to
withdraw anytime without detriment to them in any form. Participants in the interview
were allowed to leave if no longer feel they want to proceed It was the responsibility of
the researcher to properly inform those invited to take part in the study of what they

need to know and what will be asked of them.
4.11.2. Protection of participants, psychological and health risk

The nature of the engagement in the public was already a health risk for both
the researcher and the interviewee during the pandemic. The researcher did not put
the participants in any form or danger, mental and physical harm during the
investigation. Participants were not put into risk that they feel that would be too much
for their normal encounters. And if ever such feeling may arise, the researcher would

reaffirm if they would still want to proceed.
4.11.3. Confidentiality

Participants in the interview will be anonymised. Individual and organization's
name will be changed in the manuscript and in presentations. Participants and
information about them will be treated with confidentiality. Photos taken on site will
not contain identifiable images of people and children. The aim of the photograph is not
to capture actual people performing activities but spatial features and elements on site.
If people were present in photos taken during site observation and field work, their faces

were made unrecognizable. The original files of the recorded and transcribed interviews
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and photos were kept in a safe and password protected storage. Token to participants
such as, a simple token of appreciation will be provided to participants involved in

interviews for their time and effort.
4.12. Summary and link to next chapter

This chapter explained in detail the methods that were deployed in this research,
the way the data were analysed and how the research was developed. The relationship
between each task were also explained and why these tasks and methods were
selected. The guiding principle in conducting the different techniques and methods
were also provided in this section. The two case study parks provided a setting to test
these methods in order to answer the main research question. The observation
methods used for this study serves a complementary function to the semi-structured
interviews, which serves as the primary data collection method for this study. The
individual objectives were answered by specific methods and tasks. Collectively all the
methods contributed to addressing the main research question. The following chapter

provides an overview and summary of the important findings of this research.
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5. Chapter 5 Results and Findings 1

5.1. Introduction

This chapter reports the research findings using a multi-method qualitative
approach. A summary is provided at the beginning of each section followed by a
reflection of the findings. This section qualitatively assessed the biotic features, abiotic
conditions, and infrastructure of the urban parks. Presentation of the normalized values
of green and grey spaces and the overall structural diversity of parks are presented in

the last part of this section.
5.2. The structural diversity of the urban parks

The first objective of the research was to understand the potential of the urban
parks to provide cultural ecosystem services; this was done by analysing the physical
characteristics of the park. The characteristics of the parks were assessed at a structural
level. This was an important initial step in answering the research question and
addressing the first objective “to understand the potential of the urban parks to provide
cultural ecosystem services”. The approach was drawn from the Voigt et al.’s (2014)
framework of structural diversity that investigates three important park dimensions:
the biotic features, the abiotic conditions, and the infrastructure. This provided an
opportunity to compare different parks based on their structural components in a fast
and simple approach. This analysis was done during the initial scoping visits to the parks
in December 2020 for Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center and in January 2021 for
Rizal Park.

During the visits, the structural dimensions of urban parks were identified. The
descriptions of the elements observed served as a guide for the investigation of the
structural diversity of the park. The first task in this process was to assess the green and
grey spaces of the park. The term green space was used to represent the abiotic and
biotic features of the park, including natural features (e.g., water elements, trees, and
vegetation). Meanwhile, the term grey space was used to represent the infrastructures
within the park, describing the built features (e.g., paths, trails, and amenities). The

observations capture the presence of a property or element within the site and not
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outside of it. Furthermore, they did not include the quantity of these elements.
Therefore, multiple instances of elements found in the park were given the same
treatment as that of those having only a single count of that element. For example, a
park with multiple water features will not differ from a park with only one water

feature. This is essential for creating normalized feature scores for the parks.

Table 5. a and Table 5. b present the overview of the abiotic and biotic features
of the urban parks, respectively. These two tables highlight the results of structural

diversity in terms of the green spaces of the urban parks.

Table 5. a. Overview of the dimensions, categories, and results of the abiotic site conditions mapping in
the urban parks.

Dimension Category Element Description of the observation RP NP
biotic sit . ! :
io:diltci;e Physical Urban Park size Total area of the park, including land and water 58ha  23.9ha
h teristi . . .
(green space) characteristics Boundaries (fenced) park is secured with fence and or walls 1 1
Accessibility park is free to access for the public 1 0
park condition park i§ we!l maintained, no visible signs of 0 0
deterioration
Cleanliness no signs of garbage and other waste in various park 0 0
locations
Presence of graffiti no signs of vandalism and graffiti are found in the park 1 1
Condition of water elements water elements in park are in good condition 1 1
Condition of land surface . . .
land surface elements in park are in good condition 1 0
elements
71 43
Water .
Natural or near natural lake/pond park has a natural water feature or near it 1 1
elements
Good / direct access to water park has direct access to water edge 1 0
edge
f maj ter el t in the vicinity of th
Dominant water element nearby z;@:ience of major water element in the vicinity of the 1 0
Fountain park has artificial water features 1 1
1 .5
Topography Attractive view park has good sight lines and vistas 1 1
Hill/knoll park is on a hill or higher elevation 0 0
Slope park has a sloping feature 0 1
Artificial surface | i . )
r| ICI,a surtace lowering or park has artificial surface elevation 1 0
elevation
0.5 0.5
normalized value for abiotic site condition 74 .56

Results from this approach showed a higher normalized value for abiotic site

conditions in RP at .74, compared to the .56 that were observed for the NP. This is

predominantly due to higher scores for physical attributes and water elements. There

were several elements under the physical attributes that showed zero scores for NP

such as no visible signs of deterioration, no visible signs of garbage and good the

condition of landscape. It was observed during the visit that there were presence of

garbage and deteriorating structures in NP. Also, NP requires an entrance fee to park
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visitors which was another factor to this lower score. However, for biotic features, both
parks showed similar results as both parks got .69 normalized value rating. In terms of
the tree/forest aspect of the parks, both got the same value at .86. In terms of diversity
of trees within these parks, both had a similar reported number of trees. NP was
reported having around 3,000 trees within its premises. This is similar to the reported
number of trees in Rizal Park by Gonzalez and Magnaye (2017), which was found to
have 3,424 individual trees. Examining the diversity of biotic features for both parks,
they provide a mix of green space elements such as trees and ground vegetation as well

as water features and pleasant topographic features for urban recreational activities.

Table 5. b. Overview of the dimensions, categories and results biotic features mapping in urban parks

Dimension Category Element Description of the observation RP NP
T forest

biotic features rees/fores Tree species diversity has >5 species/.5ha 1 1
aspect

(green space) Solitary tree big/old

Solitary tree small/young
Group of trees

Row of trees/tree lined path

[ S S S S
e

Hedge
Shrub
Natural-like, Dense-wooded area 0 1
.86 .86
G d o] |
roun ) pen green space/large open park has a large flat open space 1 0
vegetation ground
Spontaneous vegetation presence of herbs, tree seedlings 0 1
Grassed areas 1 1
Flowerbed 0 0
05 0.5
normalized value for biotic site condition 69 .69

Table 5. c. provides an overview of the dimensions concerning the infrastructure
or grey spaces. In this adaptation, “Cultural and heritage” features were given in a
separate category to account for the recognition in the literature that there are
infrastructures that provide cultural services to people. Results showed Rizal Park (.73)
has a higher normalized value for infrastructure over NP (.66). Both parks provided
cultural and heritage infrastructures. It is important to point out that the inclusion of
buildings, monuments, statues, and artistic landmarks/markers as elements of “cultural
and heritage” category of the infrastructure was based on the notion that buildings that
are historical in nature, that contribute to the sense of place/identity or to the historical

richness of the landscape can be considered a cultural ecosystem service (Church et al.,
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2014). Both parks are considered to be culturally significant in different ways. The Rizal
Park was considered historically significant due to the contribution of this location to
the history of the country and its association to Rizal as a key nationalist figure. Rizal
was instrumental in the fight for freedom of the country during the Spanish

colonization period. He was executed in this area for being charged with rebellion.

Furthermore, the use of this park historically for social, political, and religious activities

(ASSURE, 2019) highlights its cultural and heritage value. Meanwhile Ninoy Aquino

Park...

Table 5. c. Overview of the dimensions, category of infrastructure (grey space) mapping in urban parks

Dimension Category Element Description of the observation RP NP
infrastructure Cultural and Buildings presence of historic/cultural buildings 1 1
(grey space) heritage Monuments/statues presence of historic monuments and statures 1 1
Artistic landmarks presence of creative landmarks 1 0
Markers presence of historic markers and signs 1 1
1 .75
Paths, trails Recreational paths or trails distinct paths used for recreational activity 1 1
and access Scenic paths or trails distinct paths with attractive vista and views 1 1
Paths and trails adequate paths and trails for general use 1 1
Access to park amenities features all park features/amenities are open to the public 0 0
75 .75
,rA:Ctlr\;ztion Designated sport or athletic fields ::ﬁ;ence of track and field oval or football field with 0 0
Distinct bicycle paths paths dedicated for cycling 1 1
Street or basketball court 0 1
Dog park 0 0
Playground and children's children recreation (playground, play areas, activity 1 0
facilities spaces)
04 0.4
Amenities Sitting features benches, seats 1 1
Picnic table, shelter, pavilions 1 1
Public sanitation 1 1
Animal compound/petting zoo 0 1
Gardens 1 0
Gastronomy 0 0
Safety and warning signs siz;;kshas adequate provision for safety and warning 1 1
Lighting main paths well lit 1 1
75 .75
normalized value for infrastructure 0.73 0.66

Several differences were highlighted in the infrastructure dimension of the two

parks. First was observed on the recreation activities and amenities. For example,

presence of a basketball court and animal cages were recorded in NP which were not

found in Rizal Park, while gardens and playground facility were present in the former

but not on the latter.
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Figure 5. a. provides a breakdown of green and grey space normalized values for
the two urban parks. RP showed a higher normalized value to both green (.71) and grey
space (.73) than NP (green .62, grey .66). Even though biotic dimensions provided
similar normalized values, there were still differences in the characteristics of both
parks in other categories under that dimension. For example, the more natural looking
NP was reflected in the type of biotic elements that were observed such as natural-like
features such as no large lawns or grassy open space, and presence of spontaneous
vegetation. In the case of Rizal Park, which has more cultural-related elements, this was
reflected in the higher normalized value for cultural and heritage category. Figure 5. b
shows the overall normalized value of structural diversity for both parks. In terms of the
aggregated total value of both green and grey space (weighted equally), Rizal Park (.72)
has a higher value combined than NP (.64) (see Figure 5. b).

Green and grey space value

0.80 0.71 0.73

0.62 0.66

0.60
0.40
0.20

0.00
Green Grey

RP mNP

Figure 5. a. Normalized green and grey space value of Rizal and Ninoy Aquino Parks

Structural diversity of urban parks

0.80 0.72
0.70 0.64
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10

0.00
RP NP

Figure 5. b. Normalized value of structural dimension of urban parks
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5.3. Summary

Based on the approach of Voigt et al. (2014), Rizal Park has a higher structural
diversity than NP. This can be seen in the overall normalized green and grey space
value. Furthermore, there are different categories under each dimension that makes
the differences identifiable. This helps in the categorization of the urban parks and in

identifying the characteristics of the park.

This section demonstrated the systematic approach in characterizing the structural
diversity of the selected urban parks. This enabled an assessment for comparison of the
type of biotic and abiotic features that are present in the park (green spaces) as well as
the type of infrastructure (grey spaces) found therein. The approach provides a simple
basis for comparison regarding the potential of urban parks to deliver important

ecosystem services to people.

The next section presents the finding on the uses and activities in urban parks
related to cultural ecosystem services derived from a systematic observation of visual

manifestations.
5.4. Activity Observation

This section provides an overview of the findings for the second task which aims to
record activities of people on site. This is also an important part of the first phase of this
research because it provides an understanding of the types of activities people perform
in the park and the frequency of its occurrence. It includes findings from the onsite
observation of the visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services related uses and
activities of two parks. The section highlights the differences in use and activity patterns
of the two parks during the pandemic. This section also highlights the green and grey

spaces where the activities took place.
5.5. Visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services uses and activities

This section provided an overview of the results of task 2, to investigate the use and
activities of people in the urban parks. The observation conducted on site was done to

identify the uses and activities that people were doing while inside the park and where
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these have taken place. The counts of directly observed activities and uses in urban

parks provide a snapshot of the interactions that happen within the urban parks.
5.5.1. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center uses and activities

For the NP, the data included in the observations were taken between the last half
of December 2020 and first week of March 2021. A total of 772 users were observed in
the park during the 12-day visit dedicated for this task. The demographic information of
the park that were collected included the gender and the estimated age bracket or
group that the users belonged to. It was observed that, 59.50% of the users were male
and 40.50% were female. In terms of user age, it was observed that due to the
pandemic protocol and restrictions, those aged below 18 and above 65 were not

observed using the park. 100% of users belonged to 18-65 years age bracket.

A total of 1422 activities were observed in the park. The most common activities
observed for this park include — interacting with another person or group (40.1%)
followed by walking (17.0%) then by photography-related activities (12.7%) (see Table
5. d.). Social activities were recorded as performing activity with a group or another
individual. For example, people were observed doing a specific activity as a pair or as
part of a group. In this park, there were 358 user groups that were observed (e.g., as
individual, in pair, or as a group >2). The park was predominantly utilized as a venue for
social relations during the pandemic despite the restrictions that were implemented,
with 44.4% of observed users seen in pairs and 19.0% seen as part of a group. However,
the degree to which the park also served as an area for individuals seeking solitude is
also considerable, with 36.6% of users observed in the park have done the activity

alone or without company.

There was a total of 920 observations made regarding the locations of activities

within the park (see

Table 5. e.). These observations were classified as either belonging to the green or
grey spaces of the park. This was done to highlight where activities took place in the
park and to categorise these locations into green and grey spaces. It should be noted
that park users can engage in more than one activity over the course of observation.

Interestingly, a total of 728 (79.1%) activities were observed were seen in grey spaces.
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The grey spaces seem to be important in people’s activity in the park. It was observed
that, 359 counts (39.0%) of the observed activities were done in paths, edges, or trails,
while the rest of the observed activities on grey spaces were either found to be done
using site fixtures such as benches or picnic tables with 247 (26.9%) or interacting with
buildings, monuments, and statues with 122 (13.3%). Meanwhile a total of 192 (20.9%)
activities were identified in green spaces. These activities associated with green spaces
were found within or within close proximity of a prominent natural feature of the site

(14.9%) or in open areas of the park (6.0%).

Table 5. d. Frequency count of observed uses and activities in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

Activity NP %
socializing 570 40.1
walking 242 17.0
photography 181 12.7
sitting 171 12.0
standing, watching/observing, waiting 93 6.5
working 92 6.5
Reading 26 1.8
bicycling 18 1.3
sports 11 0.8
picnic/eating 5 0.4
exercising 4 0.3
dog walking 3 0.2
playing games 3 0.2
dancing 2 0.1
drawing 1 0.1
jogging/running 0 0.0
hoola-hoop 0 0.0
lying down/sleeping 0 0.0
playing musical instrument 0 0.0
Total 1422 100
Table 5. e. Distribution of activities per spatial category in NP

Grey space Count %

paths edges trails 359 39.02

site fixtures 247 26.85

buildings, monuments, statues 122 13.26

Total 728 79.13

GREEN SPACE Count %

open space, ground 55 5.98

natural features 137 14.89

Total 192 20.87
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5.5.2. Rizal Park uses and activities

Rizal Park data collection took place between January 2021 and July 2021. A
total of 2,885 users were observed in the park during the 14-day visit dedicated for this
task. In this study, more than two-thirds of the observed users were found in Rizal Park
(78.89%) (see Figure 5. c). For this park, there were more male (58.2%) than female
(41.8%) visitors observed. In contrast to the previous park, users belonging to the <18
years old N = 102 (3.5%) and >65 years old bracket N = 19 (0.7%) were present. The

remaining 2,764 (95.8%) users observed in this park belonged to the 18-65 age group.

Distribution of park users by gender
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Figure 5. c. Distribution of park users by gender in two parks

Table 5. f. provides an overview of the observations of activities in the park. The
activities ranged from interacting with another individual or group (33.6%); walking
(17.2%); sitting (13.4%); standing, watching, observing, waiting (11.7%). The total
number of activities observed in this park was 5,167. Additionally, a total of 1,625 user
groups observed in the park. Those seen alone in the park accounted for 53.7% of the
users observed, which was more than the recorded observation in the previous park.
The park as a social venue was also evident in this park, with 30.9% were seen as pairs

and 15.5% were in groups.

The overwhelming share of the spatial classification to which activities were
observed in Rizal Park were in grey spaces (97.4%) (see Table 5. g.). In contrast, there

were only 88 (2.6%) observed activities done in the green spaces of the park. Among
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the types of grey spaces, users were seen mostly doing activities along paths, edges,
and trails which accounted for 70.3% of observed uses and activities. There were 500
(14.8%) observed direct interactions or usage of site fixtures such as benches and picnic
tables within the park while a total of 419 (12.4%) were seen interacting within
building, monuments, and statues on site. In terms of green space activities, a low
amount of usage and activities were seen in the parks open spaces or open ground
areas, with only 34 (1%) counts were observed. Similarly, only 54 (1.6%) counts of uses
and activities were seen within the natural features of the park such as trees and other

landscape elements.

Table 5. f. Frequency count of observed uses and activities in Rizal Park

Activity RP %

social 1737 33.62
walking 890 17.22
sitting 692 13.39
standing, watching/observing, waiting 602 11.65
photography 317 6.14
bicycling 270 5.23
exercising 257 4.97
working 169 3.27
jogging/running 142 2.75
hoola-hoop 45 0.87
dog walking 23 0.45
dancing 16 0.31
sports 0.06

3

playing games 2 0.04
lying down/sleeping 1 0.02
Reading 1 0.02
playing instrument 0 0.00
picnic/eating 0] 0.00
drawing 0 0.00

Total 5167 100
Table 5. g. Distribution of activities per spatial category in Rizal Park

Grey space Count %

paths edges trails 2382 70.29
site fixtures 500 14.75
buildings, monuments, statues 419 12.36
Total 3301 97.40
GREEN SPACE Count %

open space, ground 34 1.00
natural features 54 1.59
Total 88 2.60
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5.6. Comparison of cultural ecosystem services uses and activities between two parks
This section contrasts the uses and activities observed in NP and Rizal Park.

Collectively, there were a total of 6,589 activities observed in the two parks. Social
activity was most frequently observed (35.0%), followed by walking (17.2%), sitting
(13.2%) and standing, watching/observing, waiting (10.6%). The second research task
revealed that the categories of activities in these two Metro-Manila urban parks can be
directly and easily linked to cultural ecosystem services. The first was, related to social
relations, a cultural ecosystem service that was described as “bringing citizen together”
or “interaction between individuals”. For example, users walking with someone or with
a group within the park was considered a form of social interaction that could be
recorded as one of the activities that users have done in their visit. In this case, the
assumption taken was, people that do activities with other individuals is a manifestation
of social activities in urban parks which contribute to human well-being therefore a
form of benefit derived from the park. It is important to point out that the observation
of social activities as a cultural ecosystem service occurred simultaneously with other
forms of activities such as playing, walking, running etc. The simultaneous occurrence of

social activities with other activities were commonly observed in both parks.

The second cultural ecosystem service that was observed in this task fell within
“recreation and leisure”. Three general categories of activities were used to
differentiate the activity types in this study: active, passive and others. In terms of
recreation, active activities represent the greatest share of this type of cultural
ecosystem service. For example, for active activities a total of 890 walking activities
were observed in Rizal Park and 242 in NP which represented 17.18% of all activities
observed. There were also other active activities that were also considered related to
recreation and leisure service, which can be a form of physical activity. For example, in
Rizal Park these activities included bicycling (280), jogging/running (142), exercising
(257), and sports (3). In contrast, there were no observed jogging and running activities
in NP, while a small count of activities related to exercising (4) and sports (2) were
observed. Similarly, some active activities were considered as a type of recreational
activity that could be placed between physical activity and entertainment-related
recreation type. For example, in Rizal Park hoola-hooping (45), dancing (16) and playing
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games (2) were observed related to this activity type, while in NP, only dancing (5) was

recorded during the visits.

The third cultural ecosystem service that was observed was related to
“aesthetics”. This was somewhat more complex to identify with the first two category
such as active and passive activities, but easier to identify in a particular element of the
third category. In this case, photography provided the link in identifying this type of
cultural ecosystem service. For example, there were a total of 317 recorded
photography activities in Rizal Park and 181 for NP. Collectively photography was 7.6%
of the total activities observed where taking pictures of the prominent features of the
park were done by users. In the case of Rizal Park, some of the photography activities
were focused on the landscape features of the gardens within the park as backdrop
such as the man-made pond in the Chinese and Japanese gardens as well as the man-
made water feature at the central promenade. For the NP, the landscape features were
the subjects of the photography activities, these were seen in the use of the man-made

lagoon and view of the natural surroundings as backdrops of the photos.

The fourth cultural ecosystem service observed was “cultural and heritage”. Similar
to “aesthetics”, identifying locations of photography provided a way to identify this
benefit in the parks included in this study. In the case of Rizal Park, users were observed
taking photos of the historical sites within the park. For example, users were seen
posing for pictures in front of the Rizal Monument and other historical markers and
statues within the park. In addition to this, the historic nature of the park itself and the
ecological importance of the setting in terms of diversity of trees present in the park,
provided the cultural and heritage importance of that park as well as the benefits
associated with it. Meanwhile, in the case of NP, the designation of the area being a
national park and legally protected nature reserve highlighted its cultural and heritage
importance. The number and type of trees that were present, as well as the flora and
fauna observed in the area that were distinctly found in the country, provided this type

of cultural ecosystem service value to this park.

The fifth cultural ecosystem service observed was “spiritual and religious”. This
category was related to the use of the park as an individual. Those that visited the park
alone or have done activities in the park in isolation or individually were assumed as
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engaging in a form of spiritual connection with the park. In the case of Rizal Park, there
were 872 individuals observed in the park who were without company. For NP, there
were 131 individuals observed. In terms of “spiritual and religious” activities, there
were no explicitly religious activities, since these types of gatherings were prohibited
during the data collection period. It was observed, however, in Rizal Park that there
were activities related to spiritual activity, these were seen in individual? meditative

exercises such as Tai chi and yoga performed by older adults in two different instances.

During the visit, education-related cultural ecosystem service was not observed in
either park. But looking at the activities of people in the park and where they
performed these activities provided a way to speculate on a connection to this cultural
ecosystem service. For example, people in Rizal Park were observed reading the
markers and signages about the historical importance of the statues and monuments;
these provide education or knowledge transfer of the historic/cultural value of
elements of the park to users, hence, providing awareness and knowledge about these
park elements. However, this cultural value is not necessarily linked to the ecological
importance of the park but more on its historical or cultural and heritage significance.
In the case of NP, people observed viewing the animals that were housed in the park
allowed them to learn about these animals and wildlife or nature in general. The
historic nature of the Rizal Park provided a different learning or educational value as
compared to the nature-like setting of the NP; where the former provides a glimpse of
history embedded in a green space, the latter provides a showcase of natural scene and

wildlife.
5.7. Summary and link to next chapter

In summary, this process provided a way to identify, observe, and interpret
systematically the range of cultural ecosystem services provided in urban parks. By
looking at the uses and activities that were performed by people and the manner by
which these activities were conducted it allowed for categories of cultural ecosystem
services to emerge. However, not all cultural services were easily distinguishable using
this approach such as spiritual, education, aesthetics and inspiration. Additionally,
several activities may be interpreted to serve as a way to experience other cultural
ecosystem services and benefits such as walking where in walking may serve as an
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active recreational activity or as a means to experience nature or scenery (aesthetics).
Same with sitting, can be a form of passive activity for resting at the same time can be a
way of exploring the surroundings and its aesthetic features. For example, a sitting area
or bench situated in front of a scenic view or a heritage site, may serve as a link to

experience cultural services related to the scenic view or heritage site.

The next section presents the findings on the interviews with urban park users

about their perception on the cultural ecosystem service provided by urban parks.
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6. Chapter 6 Results and Findings 2

6.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of the semi-structured interviews of park users.
The first section provides an overview of the different questions and the interpretive
analysis to the responses. Results for each question per park were presented
separately. Several questions returned various themes for analysis. The second section
provided an overview of the free coding of user responses related to the concept of
cultural ecosystem services in urban parks. Like the previous section, findings are
presented separately for each park. The third section provides the results of the
participatory mapping that was integrated in the interview, focusing on locations where
users can identify on the map their responses on the cultural ecosystem service
prompts. The final section of this chapter provides the interpretive analysis of
responses related to cultural ecosystem services where the coding was based on
benefit, services and associated value of the response. This chapter will conclude with a

summary of the important findings and link to the next chapter.
6.2. User profile of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center interviewees

A total of 19 park users were interviewed in NP. Ten were park visitors while the
remaining nine were park staff. The gender distribution of the interviewees was seven
female and twelve males. Half of the participants belonged to the 18-30 years old age

group while the remaining half belongs to the 31-65 age bracket.
6.3. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center coding of responses from on-site
interviews.

This section presented the findings from the interviews in NP. Six questions were
asked to the respondents that covered a range of issues regarding park use. Questions
included why they came to the park, what activities were planned and done during the
visit, what places were visited, how parks were selected for visitation, important

characteristics of the park and changes to park if there was any.
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6.3.1. Motivation for visiting the Ninoy Aquino Park’s and Wildlife Center

There were four dimensions of cultural ecosystem service that emerged in the

interviews in NP: (1) recreation and leisure, (2) spiritual, (3) aesthetics and (4) social

relations (see Table 6. a.). Two dimensions, spatial qualities and economic, were not

considered to fall within a cultural ecosystem service category.

Table 6. a. Participant’s responses for motivations in visiting the Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center.

Park users were asked “Why did you come to the park today?”

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count

Aesthetics 13 Change of scenery 7 See God's creation 1
Scenery 1

Different experience than mall 1

Attractions - zoo and plants 1

Beautiful place 1

Nature 1

See the monkeys 1

Connection with nature 5 Have fresh air 2

Grounding 1

Nature 1

Scenery 1

Spiritual 9 Physical restoration 9 To relax 3
connection To relieve stress 3
De-briefing 1

To feel peace and tranquility 1

Grounding 1

Recreation and 8 Concern for one’s health 3 To clear the mind 2
leisure Refresh 1
Mental pursuit 1 Picture taking 1

Breaking one’s routine 5 Quiet 3

Locked in the house for too long 1

Different from home 1

Social relations 5 Social engagement 3 Celebration 1
Bonding 1

Accompany a friend 1

Creative opportunity 2 Photoshoot 1

Accompany a friend 1

Spatial qualities 3 Chance encounter 3 Grounding 1
De-briefing 1

To check on something 1

Economic 9 Stewardship 9 Working in the park 9

Motivations related to aesthetics were the most mentioned reasons for visiting the

park. This was followed by spiritual connection and recreation and leisure. For
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aesthetics, two themes emerged — change of scenery and connection with nature.
Seeing “God’s creation”, “beautiful place” and “scenery” were some of the mentioned
responses coded in this theme. For recreation and leisure, three themes emerged:
concern for one’s health, mental pursuit, breaking one’s routine. One of the park users
mentioned that they have been “locked in” for too long during the pandemic and this

was a necessary reprieve to leave their house.

Two dimensions emerged that are indirectly related to cultural ecosystem service
benefits: spatial qualities and economic. For the spatial qualities, it was interpreted as
providing the means to experience something related to these cultural ecosystem
services and benefits. The spatial quality or characteristics provided a way to
experience the urban park in a way that led to interactions that enabled a particular

connection with nature. For example, one respondent mentioned.

| was just going to check something, but at the same time we were locked down
previously, so | did some grounding, where in you step on the grass, to destress
and do debriefing, something like that.

The economic dimension was interpreted as a motivation related to working in the
park. Stewardship (9) was the theme associated with park staff’s motivation for coming

to the park. This was completely related to activities of park staff.
6.3.2. Participant’s activities during the park visit

The dimensions that emerged from the interview data regarding activities done
in the park were recreation (15), inspiration (15), spiritual (11), social relations (10), and
cognitive (11) (see Table 6. b.). Four were identified with cultural ecosystem services
(recreation, inspiration, spiritual, and social relations). Cognitive is not included in the
MA’s categories of cultural ecosystem services; however, responses to this highlighted
an important observation regarding how one’s visit to the park contribute to one’s well-

being.

Under recreation, two important themes emerged, physical restoration (11) and
park attribute (4). For physical restoration, one individual mentioned engagement with

physical activity with a friend, while several individuals mentioned walking. Meanwhile,
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park attribute was used for codes relating to use and activities related to things found

or offered in the park.

Table 6. b. Participant’s responses for activities done in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center.
Participants were asked “What activities have you done in your visit to the park?”

Dimension Cc;un Theme Cc;un Code Coun
Recreation 15 Physical restoration 11 Walk
Eat
Play badminton
Arnis
Running
Sit
Explore
Exercise

[ d

[ e oY)

Park attribute 4 Use amenities
Picnic
Visit
Get fresh air

R A A =

Inspiration 15 Stewardship 14 Park maintenance activities 10
Propagation of ornamental plants 4

Creative expression 1 Photoshoot 1

Spiritual 11 Connection with nature 11 Stay in one place
Sit
Observe the surroundings
Bird watching
Explore the park
Listen to the birds
Grounding/earthing

R R Rl NN W

Cognitive 11 Attention restoration 5 De-stress
Reminisce
Unwind 1

NN

Mental pursuit 6 Relax 3
Picture taking
Think clear

BN

Social relations 10 Social engagement 10 Talking
Strolling
Bonding
Accompany friend
Help co-workers

_ =N W W

Inspiration was the dimension best suited to represent the responses of
individuals in this section. The theme that emerged here was stewardship. Most of the
activities coded in this theme were about maintenance and taking care of the park. Park
users interviewed showed enthusiasm and sincerity in their work in contributing to the
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improving condition of the park. Most importantly, they showed a deeper
understanding of the importance of the park for others and for the community. This
can be seen in the following quotation. “l go around the park, but | still check on things

that can be done to further enhance the beauty of the park”.

Spiritual was tied with cognitive with the same number of coded responses (11).
One theme emerged under this, which was about the connection with nature. People in
the park stayed in one place in the park or interacted with nature. For example, one
user stated

“uhm, now, earlier, of course we walked around. Then we had lunch here, and

until now, we stayed here just talking to each other. We just sat here because

we observe the health protocol as much as possible, we don’t really want to
walk around because of it”.

The fifth dimension, cognitive, was also an important activity for users in the
park. The urban park served as a place where one can restore and improve their minds.
Two themes were identified: attention restoration and mental pursuit. Coded activities
under this were about addressing stress, relaxing, and creative expression. In the words
of one user, “Now, since its pandemic, there’s few people here, it's more relaxing,

quiet, not too much noise. You really don’t hear the noise in the city”.

The final dimension that emerged from the park users was social relations. Even
though it has the least number of mentions, the activities were an important part of
their experience. For example, one park user response captured this:

Explore. Of course, by exploring the park, you definitely have to take pictures so

that you can post something, then the two of us get to bond as well. That’s what
we have done, we explored the park.

6.3.3. Spatial categories of visited areas in the park

The places that people visited in the park were assessed and grouped based on
association with particular spatial dimension. The responses were categorized based on
the two broad spatial dimensions in the urban park: the green space and grey space.

The grey spaces (27) were mentioned more than green spaces (22). From this general
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classification, five themes were used to characterize the responses (see Table 6. c.). For
the NP, the most frequently mentioned response to the question “what places have
you visited or used in the park?” was generally connected to exploring the different

areas of the park and the pathways linking the different areas of the park.

Table 6. c. Participant’s responses for places visited in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center. Park
users, on site, were asked “What places have you visited in the park?” The spatial dimension, theme,
code, and frequency count of responses were provided.

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count
Grey spaces 27 Paths 13 Walk paths around the park 8
Bridge/boardwalk near gazebo 3
Roadways 2
Buildings and structures 13 Gazebo 5
Fishing village 1
Teahouse 1
Motor pool 1
Amphitheater 1
Building where wife is assigned 1
Information center 1
Near the Wi-Fi area 1
Museum 1
Site fixtures/elements 1 Near the lagoon-bench 1
Green spaces 22 Green amenity 11 Picnic grove 1
Picnic areas 1
Peaceful quiet area near lagoon 1
Nursery 1
Garden area 1
Arboretum 1
Animal / bird cages 5
Landscape feature 11 Lagoon 7
Open spaces or open spaces 3
Area with plenty of trees 1

The grey space dimension included three themes: paths, buildings & structures,
and site fixtures/elements. Both the paths (13) and buildings & structures (13) received
equal mentions. Responses highlighted the type of engagement of people in the park
and how they perform this engagement and where. For example, when asked about
places visited in the park, one user did not specifically mention any location but what
was done “Uhm, just here, | just explored the park, looked at the birds and there
(pointing towards the lagoon area) | just went around the park”. Interpretation in this

statement provided several codes: “explored the park and went around” was coded as
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paths, “looked at the birds” was coded as going to the animal/bird cages then reference
to the lagoon, coded as lagoon. Some users did not directly go to the amenities of the
park but kept a distance instead because of not wanting to be close to people due
COVID-19 transmission. This interesting point was captured in this quotation “We just
observed people here, because we don’t know about those people coming in and what
they have been doing...We just went along the path walk, we did not go to the zoo area,

because we are avoiding crowded places.”

The green space dimension included two themes: the green amenity and
landscape feature. These two themes of green space received equal mentions. Of the
seven green amenities that were identified, the animal/bird cages received the greatest
number of mentions. Among the three landscape features that were mentioned by
participants, the lagoon (7) was the most mentioned landscape feature that people
visited while in the park. It is important to point out that the lagoon, gazebo, and the
animal/bird cages were the most visited feature of the park. This affinity to the lagoon

and gazebo was expressed by one user.

Just there (pointing towards the lagoon), going around that... much of the time
spent is in the gazebo and beside the lake... that’s what people like... down there
(pointing towards the shoreline), there’s always a lot of people there.

6.3.4. Selecting parks for visitation - insights from Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center users

Park users were asked how they select which park to visit. Six dimensions
emerged in the responses of park users with seven themes representing various coded
response (see Table 6. d.). These dimensions included spatial qualities, spiritual
connection, biodiversity, aesthetics, recreation and cognitive. The spatial qualities (15)
got the greatest number of coded responses. Under this dimension, there was one
theme that emerged. Park attribute is a theme that was about the codes pertaining to
the park’s physical attributes. It was found that the importance of this dimension
resonated with five individuals whose preference was to visit a big park and five others
whose visits were influenced by the park’s proximity to their homes. One respondent

somehow provided multiple responses that focused specifically on this theme: “Of
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course it has to be near, has available transportation so that it won’t be a hassle to visit,

and then the fee (inexpensive).”

Table 6. d. Participant’s responses for selecting parks to visit, insights from NP users. Park users on site
were asked “How do you select which park to visit?”

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count
Spatial qualities 15 Park attribute 15 Spacious 5
Near 5
Availability of public transport 1
Inexpensive 2
Easily accessible 2
Spiritual connection 15 Seclusion 8 Not crowded
Privacy
Grotto
Tranquility 7 Quiet 4
Fresh air 2
Relaxing 1
Biodiversity 11 Green elements 11 Plenty of trees 6
Fauna 2
Grassy area 1
Plants 1
Variety 1
Aesthetics 7 Green amenity 7 Refreshing environment 2
Beautiful views 2
Pleasant environment 1
Forest-like 1
Water features 1
Recreation 2 Physical pursuits 2 Place for children to run 1
Safe for children 1
Cognitive 2 Attention restoration 2 Think clearly 1
Escape problems 1

The second most frequently mentioned dimension was about the spiritual
connection (15) to the park. This dimension was considered part of the cultural
ecosystem service. Two themes emerged from this coding: seclusion and tranquility.
Seclusion (8) was the theme that received the most number of coded responses, with
six individuals feeling the same thing about choosing a park that does not have too
many people inside. This was expressed in the following quotation: “First of all, | prefer
the quietness of the place, refreshing environment and | want a breezy park and should

not be crowded.” For another park user “It's more okay for me if there’s few people
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and plenty of trees and grass... | really think it would be better if there are few people

there”. While for one staff member said

“I am really choosy sir (in selecting parks). For me | just want peace of mind sir. |
don’t like an overcrowded park. There are a lot of people here (referring to pre
pandemic experience) but, | just find a place here that is quiet. That is my main
objective.”

Biodiversity (11) is not a cultural ecosystem service but considered as another
category of ecosystem service. Under this, one theme emerged, and it was about the
green infrastructure elements. This theme included the following codes which ranged

from guantity of trees to landscape elements such as fauna, flora, and water features.

Aesthetics (7) were another cultural ecosystem service benefit that was
identified in the responses of park users. For this dimension the theme that emerged
was green amenity and was used to represent codes that included “refreshing

”n u

environments”, “beautiful views”, “pleasant environment”, and “fresh air”.

The final two dimensions that were found in the coding of responses were a mix
of a cultural ecosystem service and a non-cultural ecosystem service. Recreation (2)
was a cultural ecosystem service benefit mentioned by a few park users. The coded
response illustrated the value of these places for the physical pursuits of children. As

this park user expressed through the recollection of pre-pandemic experience:

“Thinking about the time before the pandemic, | used to bring my child here, |
bring my child here and my child can just run around. And you won’t be feeling
nervous that your child might get into an accident or something.”

Cognitive, the last dimension that was identified here was not a cultural
ecosystem service. This was a considered a benefit related to psychological well-being.
This type of benefit is important to the discussion of non-tangible benefit people get in

urban parks.
6.3.5. Important characteristics of the park

There were eight cultural ecosystem services? dimensions of park

characteristics important for park users. These dimensions included: aesthetics, spatial
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qualities, recreation, sense of place, spiritual connection, social education disservices

(see Table 6. e.).

Table 6. e. Participant’s responses on important park characteristics for their activity in the park; Park

users on site were asked “What park characteristics are important in the activities that you have done in

the park?”

Dimension

Count

Theme Count

Code

Count

Aesthetics (nature)

Spatial qualities

Recreation

Sense of place

Spiritual connection

Social

Education

Disservices

31

18

13

Landscape characteristics 31

Spatial condition 14

Park attribute 4

Grey Infrastructure 13

Place attachment 5

Tranquility 4
User behaviour 2
Education 1

Incomplete experience 2

Plenty of trees
Scenery

Naturalness

Plenty of animals to see
Water feature

Shaded areas

Fresh air / clean air
Clean

Well maintained
Inexpensive

Spacious

accessible

Benches

Picnic area

Cottages

Attractions

Pathways

Signages

Events area

Toilet

Sounds of nature
Experience nature
Feeling in the province
Quiet

Refreshing to the mind

too much crowd affects quality of park

Disciplined visitors
Educational

No children's playground
Too few animals
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The aesthetic (31) dimension had one theme: landscape characteristics. Plenty

of trees (10) was the most frequent important park characteristic mentioned by park

users. The second highest was scenery (6) followed by naturalness. Less mentioned was

shaded areas (2). The codes here emphasized that these features were important for

people’s activity in the park.
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The spatial qualities dimension got the second most mentions. It consisted of
two themes: spatial condition and park attribute. The codes under these themes
included fresh air, cleanliness, and the maintenance of park. Four users commented
about park attribute. Interestingly, two mentioned about the importance of having an

affordable entrance fee to the park.

The third most mentioned dimension was recreation. Only one theme emerged
from comments — grey infrastructures. Coded responses under this includes benches,
amenities, signages, and paths. One individual expressed multiple coded responses

under this theme.

“I think the part they improved like the benches that are now scattered all over
the park, because they did not have these before. We just stayed in one place
without benches or pathways... We’re just glad that there are plenty of trees...
Also, we felt like compared to other parks divided into different areas or
something, this park literally feels like wildlife... The area where the animals are,
the signages were present in some while for the others there were none. It
would be better if they provided the names of the species and details about it.”

6.3.6. Changes needed for the park

The responses to the questions for this section were characterized into four
categories (see Table 6. f.). The categories used were addition (30), enhancement (12),
no change (8) and removal (1). The distinction between categories presented
comments in a way that could identify what’s lacking, what needs improvement, and
what should be removed in the park. For each category, themes specific to grey and
green features were identified. Several themes also emerged that encapsulates the

management of the park in general and the activity that should be considered.
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Table 6. f. Participant’s responses for changes in the park, insights from Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center users. Participants were asked “What would you like to change in the park if there’s any?

Category Count Theme Count Code Count
Addition 30 Grey features 15 Add playground 6
Add more sights (amenities) 2
Add garbage bins 2
Eating facility 1
Small shops 1
Add more tables and seating 1
Add more comfort rooms 1
Add more maps 1
Recreation activity 2 Boating 2
Green feature 1 Water feature 1
Enhancement 12 Green feature 5 Improve landscaping 1
Better arboretum 1
Improve design of empty areas 1
Clean the lagoon 1
Add more animals 1
Park operation 4 Return to normal 1
Extend open hours 1
Increase security staff presence 1
Add biking activities 1
Grey features 3 Improve park display 1
Improve animal shelter 1
Fix broken comfort rooms
No change 8 Status quo 8 No change 8
Removal 1 Grey feature 1 Less infrastructure more trees 1

Adding something to the park received the highest number of comments. Under
this category, three themes emerged: grey features, (15) recreation activity (2) and
green features (1). Grey features that were identified as lacking were provision for
children’s playground and park amenities in general. One comment was about signages
as something that should be added. Adding boating activity and additional water
feature were also mentioned by park users. One user expressed the need to think

about the kids and other activities to the park.

“For me | think there’s none (change) but if | have to add something, | think
environmentally friendly playground for the kids. Because if you think about it, it
seems activities for kids are lacking here. Since this is a public place, we know
that kids love to play, and they have to be given an area for that. Also, if they
can clean the lagoon, maybe they can put boats, | believe they had boating here
before.”
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Improvement to the park was also mentioned as important for the park users. Two
general distinctions for the themes were identified here, the green (5) and grey (3)
features and the operation of the park (4). The comments for the green features did
not have any negative connotation, as most users were building on the good qualities
of the park, thinking about enhancing features to make it slightly better. The quotation
that follows illustrated this. “Arboretum sir, it must always be maintained sir. There’s no

problem with the maintenance, it’s okay really, but, | think we can still do better.”

Eight individuals commented that no change is necessary for the park while one

suggested that there should be less infrastructure and more trees in the park.
6.4. User profile of Rizal Park interviewees

A total of twelve park users were interviewed in RP. Nine were park visitors while
the remaining three were park staff. The gender distribution of the interviewees was
two female and ten male. Five of the participants belong to the 18-30 years old age

group while the remaining seven belongs to the 31-65 age bracket.
6.5. Rizal Park coding of responses from on-site interview

This section presented the findings from the interviews in NP. The same six
questions were asked to the respondents that cover a range of issues regarding

park use.
6.5.1. Motivation for visiting the Rizal Park

There were three dimensions linked to cultural ecosystem services that
emerged from the interviews in RP: recreation and leisure, aesthetics, and social
relations (see Table 6. g.). There was one dimension, economic, which was not directly

linked to a specific cultural ecosystem service.

Motivations related to recreation and leisure were the most mentioned by
respondents for visiting the park. This was followed by social relations (5) and
aesthetics (3). For recreation and leisure, 11 comments were observed. These
observations were spread into three themes: physical activity, opportunity to escape,

and chance encounter. Some of the motivations under this were to go on biking,
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jogging, exercise for physical activity. Meanwhile “opportunity to escape” was to
provide activities for children outside of the house and take them somewhere to
explore. The need to go out was highlighted due to the effects of the pandemic on

people, especially children.

For social relations, engaging with friends and family were some of the
motivations for visiting the park. For aesthetics, only one theme emerged — connection
with nature, was primarily interpreted as engaging in the outdoors to perform activity

and to get something from nature.

Table 6. g. Participant’s responses for motivations in visiting the Rizal Park. Park users were asked “Why
did you come to the park today?”

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count
Recreation and 11 Physical activity 4 To jog 2
leisure To go biking 1

Exercise 1

Opportunity to escape 4 Bring kids out of the house 1

Take kids out of the house 1

Free day no classes 1

To go out of the house 1

Chance encounter 3 Passed by 1

To kill time 1

Free day no classes 1

Social relations 5 Social engagement 5 To go biking 1

Family bonding 1

Take kids out of the house 1

Free day no classes 1

Bring kids out of the house 1

Aesthetics 3 et 3 To get fresh air 1
nature

To go biking 1

To go out of the house 1

Economic 3 Stewardship 3 Working in the park 3

Again, the economic dimension was interpreted as the motivations related to
working. Stewardship (3) was the theme associated with park staff’'s motivation for

coming to the park, mostly related to activities of taking care of the surroundings.
6.5.2. Participant’s activities done for the park visit

Five dimensions emerged from the interview data when park users were asked

what activities they have done in the park (see Table 6. h.). All the activities in the park
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mentioned in the interview were interpreted to themes linked with a specific cultural
ecosystem service. For example, exercise and walking was interpreted to suit the theme

of physical restoration which is under recreation dimension.

Table 6. h. Participant’s responses for activities done in Rizal Park. Participants were asked “What
activities have you done in your visit to the park?”

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count

Recreation 12 Physical restoration 11 Walk 5

Running 2

Rest 1

Exercise 1

Get sunlight 1

Sleep 1

Park attribute 1 Get fresh air 1

Spiritual 5 Connection with 5 Explore the park 2
nature

Observe the surroundings 2

Stay in one place 1

gognltlve/Aesthetlc 4 Mental pursuit 4 Picture taking 3

Reflect 1

Economic 3 Stewardship 3 Park maintenance activities 3

Social relations 1 Social engagement 1 Talking 1

The recreation (12) dimension has the most common theme, dominated by
physical restoration (11). In this theme, walking (5) was the most mentioned activity
done in the park. Walking was often? observed to be coupled with another activity and
was usually not part of their initial motivation in their visit. For example, one user
mentioned that the reason for their visit was for family bonding on a Sunday and for a
good time to go out of the house, but when asked what activities were done during the
visit, the following quote illustrates the difference in the motivation for visiting and the

actual experience.
“To walk, to get a bit of vitamin D... yes, we were able to walk around but so far,
we’re still not yet done, we still need to go to the baywalk, so that at least we

can visit a different place. Usually, we just go here in Rizal Park and we haven’t
tried going to the baywalk yet.”
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For another user, whose motivation for going was to get fresh air, the activities
done revealed through the interview was limited to just walking, “Walking only”. When
a follow up question was asked if there were other activities done aside from walking,
the response showed a series of walking activities instead. “Nothing more, only walking,

walking, rest, walking.”

The spiritual has the second highest comments and consisted of one theme:
connection with nature. This theme was closely identified to activities about
experiencing nature. For example, this includes comments about exploring the park,
observing the surrounding, and staying in one place. This was illustrated in the response
of a group of younger individuals that were interviewed in the park. “We just hang out
here, after that, we went for a jog, we just stayed in this place (referring to their
favorite hangout spot where the interview was conducted).” This group of teenagers
were in the park for hours and when asked what other activities were done, multiple
codes were highlighted in the response under various themes as expressed in the
following statement: “We just talked to each other, then we walked around and stayed

here in our favorite spot.”

The final two dimensions, inspiration (3) and social relations (1), received
minimal comments. For the inspiration, this included a theme about stewardship,
where all activities were about taking care of the park as mentioned by park staff. For
example, when asked what activities they have done in the park. The following
quotation illustrates this. “Watering the plants, removing the grass, and keeping the
park clean.” The social relations, despite of having only one coded response, was
manifested in the interaction with the group of teenage boys. This was expected to be
least observed during the data collection for individual park users, since the parks were
implementing strict COVID-19 protocols which may have partly influenced some social

activities like meeting other people or individuals outside their circle.
6.5.3. Spatial categories of areas visited in the park

Users were asked about the places they visited in the park to elicit important

locations and experiences of people in the park. The responses were categorized based
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on the two general spatial dimensions (green space and grey space). From this general
classification, five themes were used to characterize the responses (see Table 6. i.). For
RP, the most frequently mentioned response to the question “What places have you
visited or used in the park?” was generally connected to experience of green spaces,

particularly the green amenities such as the various gardens inside the park.

There were slightly more associations with green spaces (13) from the
responses compared to grey spaces (11). Under green spaces, several coded responses
showed activities done in the landscape features of the park. For example, three
individuals mentioned the fountain area at the central promenade as one of the
locations they visited. In terms of grey spaces, paths that were mostly mentioned were
related to the promenade area and the walk paths around the park in general. The
following quotation highlighted an interesting response of one park user reflecting on

where he started his exploration of the park.

“Upon entering we went directly to the fountain area. We hang out there a bit.
We sat on the benches to relax, then we continued walking towards the front of
the Rizal Monument. Then we walked around again, at least so we could get a
bit of sweat.”

Table 6. i. Participant’s responses for places visited in Rizal Park. Park users, on site, were asked “What
places have you visited in the park?” The spatial dimension, theme, code, and frequency count of
responses were provided.

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count
Green spaces 13 Green amenity 8 Flower clock 1
Chinese garden 4
Noli garden 1
Central promenade 1
Japanese garden 1
Landscape feature 5 Bench with trees
Fountain 3
Open area
Grey spaces 11 Paths 10 Promenade area
Walk paths around the park
Grey infrastructure 1 Monument 1
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6.5.4. Selecting parks for visitation - insights from Rizal Park users

Five dimensions emerged from the responses of individuals when asked how
they select which park to visit (see Table 6. j.). The dimension identified includes
aesthetics (8), recreation (6), spiritual connection (4), cognitive (6) and spatial qualities
(2). Three dimensions were linked to cultural ecosystem services. Two themes were
contained in the aesthetics dimension, green amenity, and elements of nature. The
activities here were identified as engaging with features of the environment that affects
the mind and experience. For example, mentions such as beautiful, refreshing, pleasant

environment refers to the green as amenity enjoyed by the senses.

The second dimension contained the two themes linked to physical interaction
with the environment. Physical activity and passive engagement were analogous to the
level of recreation activity in terms of passive and active recreation. For example, for
physical activity comments mentioned includes exercise, bike rentals, and place for kids
to play. While for the passive engagement coded responses were eating and get kids

outside.

The third dimension was linked to spiritual services. This contained themes
related to secluded and tranquil experiences with nature. Within these themes,
relevant comments regarding how some park users select which park to visit, one

example was illustrated in the following quotation.

“Number one is safety; although we are still in the pandemic, you feel safe here.
Unlike in other parks that are not as clean and as organized as this. It must be
safe for the family.”

The final two dimensions, cognitive and spatial qualities, were not linked to a
cultural ecosystem service typology. Cognitive dimension contained two themes,
mental pursuit, and attention restoration. The park played a role in the improvement of
the mental well-being of visitors. One park user expressed: “When we talk about parks,
it should not be crowded, not too many people because the main purpose why you

want to go to a park is for you to unwind.”
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Table 6. j. Participant’s responses for selecting parks to visit, insights of Rizal Park users. Park users on site
were asked “How do you select which park to visit?”

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count
Aesthetics 8 Green amenity 7 Beautiful 2
Refreshing environment 2
Bright 1
Pleasant environment 1
New experience 1
Elements of nature 1 Plenty of trees 1
Recreation 6 Passive engagement 2 Get kids outside 1
Eating 1
Physical activity 4 Exercise
Biking 2
Place for kids to play
Spiritual )
connection 4 Seclusion Not crowded 1
Safety 1
Tranquility 2 Quiet 1
Peaceful 1
Cognitive 6 Mental pursuit 4 Clean 2
Worth it 1
Organized 1
Attention restoration 2 Unwind 1
Refreshing 1
Spatial qualities 2 Park attribute 2 Near 1
Walking distance 1

While the theme of park attribute, mentioned by two individuals, reflects the
preference to select a park that is close to one’s home. For example, one member of

park staff stated:

“The park that | select is the one that is close to my house, just a walking
distance. Because it's my bonding time for my child so that he can get sunlight
and can get out of the house and be with other kids and play.”
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6.5.5. Important characteristics of the park

There were six dimensions of park characteristics that were important for park
users. The dimensions included: aesthetics, recreation, spatial qualities, spiritual

connection, social relations, and disservices (see Table 6. k.).

Aesthetics (16) included two themes, one pertaining to park attributes (14)
while the other pertaining to biodiversity (2). Plenty of trees (3) came out as the most
mentioned, followed by the view and spaciousness of the park. The coded comments
were linked to the value of the aesthetic dimension of urban park. This dimension was
manifested in people commenting on the aspects of beauty in environmental settings.
One example of the response that illustrated this was shown in the following quotation

which also touched on the dimension of social relations and the value for others.

“Yes, [I] like that, so colorful (referring to the lighting display of the central
lagoon). Even if just for a moment, you forget about your worries because you
see something different. Then you see the kids who seem to be happy here
today. It takes away your stress. You see, this place is so colorful.”

Recreation and sense of place was the second most mentioned that people find
important in their visit to the park. A large percentage of the coded responses were
about the infrastructure present in the park. For example, some users find that the Rizal
Monument, the fountain, the playgrounds, and exercise equipment are important for
their activities. While one user provided an insightful comment about important park
characteristics that represents expectations about what should be found in a park and

partly touches on a particular disservice. This was illustrated in the following quotation.

“When we say park, environmentally speaking, it should be like this, clean,
green and with plenty of trees. And then, it’s supposed to be holistic in
appearance. | used to go to the mountains just to experience peace. The Rizal
Park is really okay, but it gets too congested.”

But a comment that touched on the importance of the Rizal monument,
highlighted the plural nature of the value of a historic structure for people. In this case,
one sees two kinds of value in historically significant structures such as monuments or
sites. This is usually in terms of their historical and its educational value. This was

illustrated in the following quotation from the same user:
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Table 6. k. Participant’s responses on important park characteristics for their activity in the park. “What
park characteristics are important in the activities that you have done in the park?”

Dimension Count Theme Count Code Count

Aesthetics 16 Park attribute 14 Plenty of trees 3
View
Spacious
Shade
Colorful
Beautiful
Open area
Green

N N s LS LN

~

Biodiversity 2 Presence of animals
Plants

~

Recreation 7 Grey Infrastructures 6 Monument
Sense of Place Fountain
Restroom
Exercise equipment

[ = =N N}

Playground
Feeling of safety 1 Safe for children 1
Spatial qualities 6 Spatial condition 6 Clean

Fresh air
Well maintained

Spiritual connection 2 Tranquility 2 Refreshing 1
Quiet 1
Social relations 1 Value for others 1 See children happy 1
Disservices 2 Quiality of experience 2 Not too congested
Playground lacking

“I think the important features of the park is the fountain and the monument of
Rizal. It is one of the things we have learned in school. The monument of Rizal
teaches us something about history.”

The third dimension, spatial qualities, consisted of spatial condition as a theme
that emerged from the coding of the response. The cleanliness and maintenance of the
place was given importance by four park users. The above quotations also touched on
this theme. But one user connected cleanliness to the beautiful views in the park as a
response to a follow up question that was asked to elaborate further about beautiful

views. “It has to be clean and very well maintained.”
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The next two dimensions were the least mentioned, which includes spiritual
connection (2) and social relations (1). One user touched on this highlighting the need
for a quiet place in the park, while another provided a very brief response but
encapsulated multiple themes that mentioned cleanliness and openness of the park as
something that provides a “refreshing” feeling. “This open area, and the clean

environment, this is what | prefer, it feels much more refreshing.”

The last dimension, disservices, consisted of things that showed things that
contributed to the negative aspects of the park. One example was already mentioned in
one of the quotations above. Meanwhile the other one was about the unavailability of
children’s playground. However, it was noted that Rizal Park’s playground was closed

during the time of data collection due to the COVID-19 restrictions being implemented.
6.5.6. Changes needed for the park

Responses to the questions for this section were characterized into four main
categories (see Table 6. |.). The categories used were addition (7), enhancement (7), no
change (4) and removal (1). The distinction was important in providing a better
overview of the characteristics of the park and the potential disservices that people

experience during their visit.

Table 6. |. Participant’s responses for changes in the park, insights from Rizal Park users. Participants
were asked “What would you like to change in the park if there’s any?

Category Count Theme Count Code Count
Addition 7 Grey features 7 Add more seating and tables 3

Exercise facility 2

Add cultural stuff 1

Food cart 1

Green feature 1 Add more plants 1

Enhancement 7 Grey features 2 Improve park 1
Improve walk paths 1

Make flowers and plants more
Green features 2 beautiful 1
Make park more beautiful

Park operation 3 Open the other parts of the park 1
No more time limit 1
Sprinkle systems
No change 4 Status quo 4 No change 4
Removal 1 Grey feature 1 Remove the buildings 1
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The addition and enhancement of several park features had same number of coded
responses. The addition was not about park design or other attractions but more on-
site elements such as tables, seating exercise and food facilities. COVID-related
restrictions may be linked to these suggestions; during the data collection period,
eating was not allowed inside the park and seating facilities were not utilized to full
capacity due to the COVID-19 protocols being implemented (see Figure 6. a.). As well,
other parts of the park were temporarily closed, and the cultural events and the usual

cultural activities people are familiar with were also suspended.

Figure 6. a. Photos of the implementation of various COVID-19 protocols in the park

Signage used for COVID-19 reminders

Rizal Park Map showing closed sections

Floor markers indicating direction of movement
Closed shops and stalls

Marked seating and perimeter of lawn with rope
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6.6. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center participatory mapping results of cultural

ecosystem services statement prompts.

This section presented the results of the participatory mapping that was integrated
in the interview of users in NP. The interviewees were asked about what they associate
in the park, using cultural ecosystem service statement prompts. They were given a
small dot sticker paper, to mark on the map where they can identify those statements
in the park. The following were asked for the users to mark on the map: where in this
park you think is beautiful or attractive, where in the park do you feel inspired or
motivated, where in this park you feel happiness or enjoyment, where in the park you
do recreation and leisure, where in this park you can learn about nature and the

environment, and where in this park do you do spiritual or religious activity?
6.6.1. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center participatory mapping of cultural
ecosystem services

There were a total of 107 points identified by the respondents regarding the
cultural ecosystem services related statement prompts (see Error! Reference source n
ot found..). The statement prompt about happiness and enjoyment (27), interpreted as
sense of place based on the responses of individuals, received the most markings on
the map. A total of 21 points were identified that resulted from the attractive or
beautiful prompt, which is related to aesthetics (see Error! Reference source not f
ound..). Of these 22 points almost all except two were placed around the edges and

within the vicinity of the lagoon.
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Education (8) prompt received the fewest number of identified locations and mostly
related to the animal display and the rescue center. Recreation (21) got the second
highest next to aesthetics. These points however were mostly placed on the amenities
of the park such as the fishing village (3), auditorium (5), wildlife rescue center (3).
Inspiration (20) like aesthetics, points identified were seen within close proximity to the

lagoon.

The last two prompts, that were identified the least were, spiritual (10) and
education (8). The points for spiritual were identified to be connected to buildings
within the park known for hosting religious events such as the open-air auditorium (3)
and the grotto (3). While the points for education were identified with buildings that

provided information about the park.

Gazebo

Open air-amphitheater

[ enjoyment/happiness
[ attractive/beautiful
B recreation/leisure

] inspiration/motivation
B education/knowledge

[ spiritual/religious

Figure 6. b Ninoy Agquino Parks and Wildlife Center cultural ecosystem service participatory mapping
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Figure 6. ¢ Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center cultural ecosystem service participatory mapping -
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6.6.2. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center associated manifestations of
cultural ecosystem services prompts.

Table 6. m. provided a breakdown of the manifestations of cultural ecosystem
services taken from the participatory mapping output. Included in this finding were the
identified associated manifestations of the mapped locations in the park. The six
prompts connected to cultural ecosystem services in this task were categorized based
on two spatial categories to which the associated manifestations, the tangible

representation on site of the mapped locations, belong to.

There were a total of thirteen locations within the park associated with the
mapping points (see Table 6. n.). The 53% of the identified locations were on grey
spaces, while 47% were on green spaces. Sense of place (27) prompt were identified on
the map the most number of times and was generally associated with the green
features of the site. Aesthetics (22) and recreation (21) had the second highest number
of mapping points. For both of these prompts more markings were placed on grey
spaces than green spaces. Inspiration (20) got the third most number of mapping

points, while spiritual and education had 10 and 8 respsectively.

Photographs of the most frequently identified features are presented in Figure
6. m., where the interplay of green and grey infrastructure are also demonstrated. For
associated manifestations, the gazebo area received the most number of markings on
the map with 17 and was identified with multiple cultural ecosystem service prompts.
This location included associations with aesthetic value, sense of place, inspiration,
recreation, and spiritual value. Similarly, the amphitheater was second in the the most
marked location on the map and share the same type of cultural ecosystem service
value that gazebo had in terms of associations with cultural ecosystem services
prompts. The third most identified location in the mapping activity was the fishing
village (13), followed by the grotto (10) and the lagoon (10). These manifestations that
were identified are located around the area of the lagoon. The use of these areas place

gave the park users a good view of the lagoon.
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Table 6. m. Cultural ecosystem service type and associated manifestations from participatory mapping in
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

Cultural ecosystem Count Spatial Associated manifestation

: . . . Count
service type category of identified service

Sense of place 27 Grey spaces 14 Tea house
Offices
Fishing village
Amphitheater
Wildlife rescue center
Grotto
Office area
Green space 13 Gazebo
Lagoon
Green space
Picnic grove
Animal cages
Arboretum
Aesthetics 22 Grey spaces 13 Fishing village
Amphitheater
Wildlife rescue center
Grotto
Office area
Green space 9 Gazebo
picnic grove
Recreation 21 Grey spaces 13 Amphitheater
Wildlife rescue center
Fishing village
Grotto
Green space 8 Arboretum
Animal cages
Lagoon
Gazebo
Inspiration 20 Green space 11 Gazebo
Lagoon
Green area
Arboretum
Animal cages
Grey spaces 9 Grotto
Amphitheater
Wildlife rescue center
Tea house
Fishing village
Office area
Spiritual 10 Green space 7 Amphitheater
Grotto
Fishing village
Grey spaces 3 Lagoon
Gazebo
Education 8 Green space 4 Arboretum
Animal cages
Grey spaces 4 Wildlife rescue center
Information center
Office area
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Table 6. n. Associated manifestations of cultural ecosystem services prompts from participatory mapping
in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

Number

Agsociatgd of Aesthetics sense of Inspiration  Recreation  Education  Spiritual ~ Green  Grey

manifestations markings place
Gazebo 17 X X X X X X
Ampbhitheater 15 X X X X X X
Fishing village 13 X X X X X
Grotto 10 X X X X X
Lagoon 10 X X X X X
Wildlife rescue
center 10 X X X X X X
Arboretum 8 X X X X X
Animal cages 6 X
Green area 5 X X
Tea house 4 X X
Picnic grove 2 X X X
Information center 1
Office area 1 X

Figure 6. d. Photos of associated manifestations of cultural ecosystem services from participatory
mapping in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

1. Photo of gazebo, view from the boardwalk taken during one of the site visits by the
researcher
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2. Photo of open-air amphitheater, view from the southwest, taken during one of the site
visits by the researcher

3. Photo of the fishing village, view from the south, taken during one of the site visits by the
researcher

128



4. Photo of the grotto, view from the northeast, taken during one of the site visits by the
researcher

RN

5. Photo of the lagoon, view from the western side, taken during one of the site visits by the
researcher
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6.7. Rizal Park participatory mapping of cultural ecosystem services

This section presented the results of the participatory mapping that was included in
the interview of RP users. The interviewees this time were asked about where they

associate in the park specific cultural ecosystem service statement prompts.
6.7.1. Rizal Park participatory mapping of cultural ecosystem services

There was a total of 114 points that were identified by the respondents regarding
the six cultural ecosystem service prompts. Only one section of the park was opened
(central section) during the course of data collection. However, users were still able to
identify important locations in the other two sections of the park that were closed to
the public (western and eastern sections). Collectively, the statement prompt on
aesthetics received the most number of markings on the map (41). While sense of place
and inspiration had almost similar number of points with (23) and (22) respectively.
Recreation was identified 17 times while education (7) and spiritual (4) had the least
number of marked locations. The central section (97) of the park received the most
number of markings on the map associated with cultural ecosystem service prompt.
This was followed by the eastern section (see Figure 6. f.) with (10) and the western

section (see Figure 6. g.) with (7).

Figure 6.e. provided an overview of each statement prompts for the central
section. The greatest number of prompts belonged to the aesthetic value (34) followed
by sense of place (20) then inspiration (17). Recreation got (15) identified points, while
the lowest number of markings were on education (7) and spiritual (4). Figure 6. f.
provided the distribution of each statement prompts for the eastern section. Only three

prompts were identified here namely aesthetics (6), inspiration (3) and sense of place

(1).

The central lagoon got the highest number of markings on the map with 25 and
was associated with all the prompts except spiritual. This was followed by the Rizal
Monument (25). Similarly, the central lagoon was associated with all prompts except for
spiritual. The Chinese Garden (10) got the third most number of markings on the map,
was found to be the only feature that was associated with all cultural ecosystem

services prompts. All gardens in the park were associated with spiritual benefit. Three
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locations had only one marking: the promenade, the pigeon house and the National

Library.

Rizal Monument

Martyrdom of Rizal Chinese Garden

Central Lagoon

@ enjoyment/happiness
@ attractive/beautiful
B recreation/leisure

[7] inspiration/motivation

M education/knowledge

[ spiritual/religious

Map Relief of

the . Quirino Grandstand
Philippines ]

@ enjoyment/happiness X i 8 enjoyment/happiness
B attractive/beautiful 8 attractive/beautiful
B recreation/leisure i - W recreation/leisure

O inspiration/motivation / 1) inspiration/motivation
W cducation/knowledge R W education/knowledge
0 spiritual/religious .  spiritual/religious

Figure 6. f. Rizal Park eastern section cultural ecosystem service participatory mapping (left) Figure 6. g.
Rizal Park western section cultural ecosystm services participatory mapping (right)
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Figure 6. h. Rizal Park central section participatory mapping
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C inspiration/motivation

Figure 6. j. Rizal Park western section participatory  Figure 6. i Rizal Park eastern section participatory
mapping mapping
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Table 6. o. Cultural ecosystem service type and associated manifestations in Rizal Park

Cultural ecosystem . Associated manifestation of identified
i Count  Spatial category . Count
service type service

Aesthetics 41 Green space 21 Central Lagoon
Flower clock
Chinese garden
Grounds
Noli garden
Japanese garden
Promenade
Grey spaces 20 Rizal Monument
Lapu-lapu monument
Open air auditorium
Independence flagpole
Map relief
National Library
National Museum of Natural History
Sense of Place 23 Grey spaces 13 Rizal Monument
Martyrdom of Rizal
Quirino Grandstand
Lapu-lapu monument
Independence flagpole

Green space 8 Central Lagoon
Chinese garden
Grounds
Inspiration 22 Grey spaces 12 Rizal Monument

Quirino Grandstand

Independence flagpole

Lapu-lapu monument

Map relief

Martyrdom of Rizal

Open air auditorium

National Museum of Natural History

Green space 10 Central Lagoon

Chinese garden

Flower clock

Green space
Recreation 17 Green space 15 Central Lagoon

Chinese garden

Grounds

Japanese garden

Noli garden

Pigeon House

Green space

Grey spaces 4 Quirino Grandstand

Independence flagpole

Rizal Monument
Education 7 Green space 4 Central Lagoon

Chinese garden

Japanese garden

Noli garden
Grey spaces 3 Martyrdom of Rizal
Rizal Monument
Spiritual 4 Green space 4 Chinese garden

Japanese garden
Martyrdom of Rizal
Noli garden

P PP R P NRPRRPRPRPRPNRPRPRLRPNNNARPRPRLRRPLRNRRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPNRARRNUUORRPLPNWOORRERRERWRORLRRPL,NNDWRRO®
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Table 6. p. Associated manifestations of cultural ecosystem services prompts from participatory mapping
in Rizal Park

A iated S
S.SOCIa ? Count  Aesthetics ense Inspiration  Recreation  Education Spiritual Green Grey
manifestations of place

Central Lagoon 25 X X X X X X

Rizal Monument 23 X X X X X X
Chinese garden 10 X X X X X X X
Martyrdom of Rizal 7 X X X X X
|_ -

apu-lapu 6 « y y

monument X
Quirino 6 « « « «
Grandstand

Flower clock 5 X X X
Grounds 5 X X X X
Japanese garden 5 X X X X X

Noli garden 5 X X X X X

I

ndependence 4 « « « «
flagpole X
Open ai s X

auditorium N
Green space 2 X X X

Map relief 2 X X X
National Museum

) 2 X X

of Natural History X
National Library 1 X X
Pigeon House 1 X X
Promenade 1 X X

Figure 6. k. Photos of associated manifestations of cultural ecosystem services from participatory
mapping in Rizal Park (photos taken by the author)

1. Photo of the central lagoon, view from the northeast side. Photo taken by
the researcher during one of the visits.
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2.  Photo of the Rizal Monument, view from the southwest side. Photo taken
by the researcher during one of the visits.

3. Photo of the Chinese garden, view from the southern side. Photo taken by
the researcher during one of the visits.
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4. Photo of the Martyrdom of Rizal, view from the northern side. Photo
taken by the researcher during one of the visits.

5. Photo of the Lapu-lapu monument, view from the southern side. Photo
taken by the researcher during one of the visits.

6.8. Summary of findings - comparison between the two urban parks

The findings from the various interview questions that elicit information about

activities and uses regarding cultural ecosystem services were aggregated. Based on
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this finding, there were twelve dimensions in NP that were identified important in
understanding its cultural ecosystem service value. Figure 6. | provides an overview of
the proportions of cultural ecosystem services in NP. There were a total of 237 codes
identified with cultural ecosystem services from the interviews in this park. Aesthetics
(51) received the greatest number of codes followed by spiritual (39) and recreation
(38). Spatial qualities were included because based on the coded responses, this
dimension was important for people’s activity that deliver specific cultural ecosystem
service. Similarly, economic (9) was included here as well as, biodiversity (11) and
cognitive (13) because they contributed in delivering important values to the park
users. The codes pertaining to sense of place and education got the lowest mention

among all the cultural ecosystem service perceived benefits.

55 51

39
40 36 8

Figure 6. |. Frequency of perceived cultural ecosystem service benefits in NP

Meanwhile, RP’s aggregated value was slightly less than the other park. Based on
the aggregated coding, there were a total of 107 codes identified with cultural
ecosystem services from the interviews in the park. Recreation (36) received the
highest number of coded responses. This is followed by Aesthetics (53) and spiritual
(23). Like in NP, the coded response that pertained to disservices, economic, cognitive,

and spatial qualities were included in the overall value.
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Figure 6. m. Frequency of perceived cultural ecosystem service perceived benefits in Rizal Park

The aggregated coded interview response was combined with the frequency count
of the spatial mapping. The combined score between interview and spatial mapping
data provided the overall aggregated value for the parks. For the NP (see Figure 6. n.),
the total aggregated frequency of perceived benefits was (399), while for the RP (see
Figure 6. 0.), the value was at (221). For both parks, the aesthetic value was the most

frequently mentioned followed by recreation.
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Figure 6. n. Frequency of combined interview and mapping data of perceived cultural ecosystem service
benefits in Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
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Figure 6. 0. Frequency of combined interview and mapping data of perceived cultural ecosystem service
benefits in Rizal Park

6.9. Summary and link to next chapter

This chapter presented the findings of the interviews and participatory mapping.
The findings suggest that multiple cultural ecosystem services co-occur in the minds of
the park users, and these may pertain to specific locations on site, activities and uses
that people perform or to characteristics of the environmental settings necessary to
experience a cultural ecosystem service-related benefit. The next section will discuss

these findings.
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7. Chapter 7 — Discussion

7.1. Introduction

The previous chapter presented the key findings through the lens of cultural
ecosystem service framework. The data collection was conducted using two methods —
observations and interviews with participatory mapping. The findings from the data
collection will be discussed jointly in this chapter to determine how cultural ecosystem
services were manifested through the interviews and lived experiences of people in
urban parks. The use of two urban parks as case study was necessary to highlight a
rapid yet systematic approach that captures the cultural ecosystem services people get
from urban parks. This chapter begins with a section dedicated for the discussion of the
findings in relation to the aims and objectives of the research. This chapter also includes
a section that provides a comparative review to understand the similarities and
differences on how the cultural ecosystem services were manifested in the use and
activities of people and how this concept of cultural ecosystem services was
understood and perceived by people. This will be followed by the discussion of the
importance of the activity-based assessment and visual manifestation approach in
capturing important cultural ecosystem services in urban parks. The data suggested
that using these various methods complement each other and provided a way to
capture a range of cultural ecosystem services that are provided by urban parks. Finally,

a discussion of the limitations, challenges and future directions of this study.
7.2. Reflection of key findings to the research aims and objectives

The aim of this research was to understand and capture the cultural ecosystem
service benefits that people perceive in urban parks and understand what spatial
features are important in the delivery of these services. The idea was to focus on the
activities and uses in urban parks to understand how cultural ecosystem services were
manifested in a way that is simple, less time consuming yet robust. The research aim
was achieved by addressing the three objectives of this study using observation
methods with interview. The following sections provides a discussion on the findings

and its implication to the overall aim and objectives.
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7.2.1. Site condition and park use to aesthetic and cognitive value

In examining the green space (abiotic) condition, the Rizal Park rated higher over
the normalized value for the physical characteristics category. This was due to two
elements under this category. The first was about accessibility which refers to free
access for the public. Second was about the condition of land surface element which
was generally about land condition. The Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center has an
entrance fee to be paid prior to entering. In terms of land surface elements, it was
observed in that park, that changes were being done regarding the composition of the
tree species. The park administrators had started the process removing exotic trees to
be replaced by endemic tree species. There were also patches of land that seem
unkempt and some areas that need further maintenance such as areas north of the
picnic grove and the area located within the animal housing (see Figure 7. a. and Figure
7. b). Rizal Park rated higher due to its well-maintained lawns, gardens and other land
surface elements accessible to the public. Additionally, access to the park is free for the
public. The importance of the condition of physical characteristics in urban parks was

highlighted in the response of one park user:

“When we say park, environmentally speaking, uhm, it’s supposed to be like
this, clean, green, and with plenty of trees. And then, it should be holistic in its
appearance. | used to go to the mountains just to get a peaceful environment.

Luneta (Rizal Park) is okay really, except when it’s too congested”.

Figure 7. a. View of the cottage area northwest edge of the park (Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center)
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Figure 7. b. View of the aguatic house in the animal display area of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center

People’s motivation in using the park as well as their mental well-being were
affected by the park’s physical condition. A response that captures this touched on the
site’s physical condition and its effect to the mind of the user. In the words of one park
user: “First of all, it’s (Rizal Park) very clean. It feels like your mind is also getting

cleaned”.

In terms of the water elements category, Rizal Park rated higher in the normalized
value. This was primarily because of two important elements, the access to water’s
edge and the presence of dominant water element nearby. Based on the site visits and
maps of the Rizal Park and its surrounding area, the western section terminates along
the shores of Manila Bay. Additionally, it has good and direct access to water other than
the three man-made water features inside it. Meanwhile, the eastern side of Rizal Park
based on the survey of maps and familiarity on the site, it is close to the historic Pasig
River. The park has a natural water element near it, therefore this gave it the edge over
the other park in terms of this particular structural dimension. In the context of the

concept of cultural ecosystem services framework, the water element outside of the
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park or near it, in the case of Rizal Park, was not useful in identifying its cultural
ecosystem service potential. However, an important finding in this study is that the
water element within the park based on the observations and interviews provided a link
to cultural ecosystem service benefits. It was assumed that water elements within the
park provided a direct connection to people’s experience of aesthetic value, and

positive emotions. This was captured in the statement of one park user.

“When | walk along the lagoon, behind it you will find a park (picnic grove).
There are few people there and you have a good view of the lagoon. Being there

feels so relaxing, and | feel happy about it”.

The topography was a factor in shaping the experiences of people in the park that
were linked to cultural ecosystem services. Based on the assessment of the topographic
condition of both parks, each provided distinct features making them unique in their
own way. The topographic features of the park allowed certain activities to occur
related to cultural ecosystem services. For example, the observations of activities and
uses in the park showed that there were more physical activities such as jogging or
running, bicycling, walking, and exercising done in Rizal Park than in Ninoy Aquino Parks
and Wildlife Center (see table 5.d. and table 5.f.). It was assumed that the flat surfaces

allowed people to perform physical activities in the park.

Important to point out that, Rizal Park was a designed park characterized with flat
topography and formality in its layout and appearance. This formality was manifested in
the general configuration of the park, the design of its gardens and the symmetrical
nature of its three main sections (see Figure 7. c.). Additionally, the formal design and
symmetrical layout provided good sight lines and vistas to areas that were important to
park users. These sightlines and vistas provided clear visual access to the scenic spots
within the park. On the contrary, the Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center was kept
natural-in its appearance, having a sloping terrain along the northeastern side of the
lagoon. It had narrow, uneven and winding paths. Furthermore, the open spaces and
grassy areas were also observed to be in smaller patches with uneven and asymmetrical
layout that made it challenging for people to perform moderate to vigorous level of

physical activity and to have a clear unobstructed view of the lagoon (see Figure 7. d.).

144



Figure 7. c. View of Rizal Monument (Rizal Park) taken during one of the site visits. The prominence of
this monument being situated along the western edge of the central section, along Roxas Boulevard,
makes it visible not only to the passers-by but also to park users on the central section of the park.

The services of aesthetic, recreational and leisure, and inspiration and motivation
identified in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment were found in this study to be
linked to the abiotic site condition. Triangulating the data from this task with the other
methods applied in this research (interview and observations of uses and activities),
aesthetic values were identified by people to a specific element of the site. For
example, the man-made natural looking lagoon in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center provided aesthetic value because of the scenery it allowed people to experience
at the same time, it provided mental restoration and positive emotions to park users, as

the following quotation illustrates:

“My favorite place here sir is the lagoon, because for me it is relaxing... when
you have a problem, | will just look at the waves on the water, it seems your

mind would get relaxed somehow, especially now we are in a pandemic.”

For Rizal Park, this feeling was also shared by another user: “here in the dancing
water, in this part, | do not know what they call this, central lagoon? It is refreshing

here.”
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Figure 7. d. View of the path leading to the man-made lagoon (Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center).
The photo highlighted the asymmetrical layout of the green areas in the park separated by narrow and
walk paths within and around the park.

This section highlighted the abiotic site condition of two parks to understand its
potential to deliver cultural ecosystem services. Our findings indicated that abiotic site
condition assessment taken in isolation may not fully capture the full range of cultural
ecosystem service potential in general. What was clear in this process was it provided
an understanding on how certain ecosystem services were manifested through the
condition of site features that was part of the environmental setting. For example, the
water elements of the park whether natural or man-made had a connection to people
through its scenic value at the same time elicited positive emotions. Dabezies et al.
(2017) noted, the processes that contribute to the shapes and temporalities of a space
was dictated by the movement, connections and activities of people. In this case, the
green space conditions represented the life or experiences in those places. These
experiences require various efforts and perspectives. For example, mentions about a
parks natural looking provided feelings of connection to one’s hometown. Meanwhile,
the paths become an important physical shape that supports these movements and
activities. Linking these important findings on the framework on cultural ecosystem
services, the biophysical domain not only provided the material components for
environmental settings which allowed opportunities for cultural practices to occur in a

more general sense (Fish et al., 2016), but at the same time contained the important
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elements that enabled specific practices and activities to occur. For the park users, the
prominent water elements in the park provided an area with aesthetic value, which also
allowed them to experience positive emotions affecting their well-being, without these
elements, a lot of what has been found important connected to it may not necessarily

become available.
7.2.2. The value of the biotic elements in enabling environmental settings and cultural
practices to deliver cultural ecosystem services

The structural diversity assessment normalized value of both parks were identical
despite the differences in the elements making up the biotic features of urban green.
The comparison between the tree aspect of the park, showed a lot of similarities in
terms of elements of the tree aspect category. It was mentioned in the previous
chapter that in terms of quantity of trees inside the park, both were found to be
abundant with trees. Another similarity seen with the biotic composition was that both
parks have contained solitary trees of various sizes and age. Similarly, presence of
hedges and shrubs were also detected in both parks. With Rizal Park being more than
twice the size of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center, it did not have the same
natural-like appearance of the other park (see Figure 7. e.). This distinction highlighted
the stark contrast between these two parks. Rizal Park was a designed park that
allowed it to have a formal appeal (see Figure 7. f.). Similarly, it was designed to include
large green open space in the middle. This open space stretched the entire length of
the park. The purpose for this was to emphasize the collection of important buildings
situated around it. This configuration made its appearance different from the Ninoy
Aguino Parks and Wildlife Center. These observations taken independently, did not

provide a direct link to the cultural ecosystem services.

However, based on the findings from the coding analysis of the interviews, these
biotic features such as trees or the tree aspects of the urban parks, suggest the value of
these elements in enabling the experience and production of benefits. Affinity with
trees were highlighted in the responses of park users. The reference for trees in the
interviews reinforced the assumption that biotic features contribute in the production

as well as consumption of cultural ecosystem service. For example, in selecting which
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park to visit, evidence showed that the biotic features of the park were a factor for

some park users. A brief response encapsulated this assumption:

“I want to go to a park that has plenty of trees, quiet, and refreshing”.

This also suggest that the condition to enable specific experiences was indicated by
the presence of elements important for the user. This did not only emerge in selecting
which park to visit, but it also emerged in responses regarding the characteristics of the
park important for the visit. For example, one park staff observation highlighted the

importance of having plenty of trees in the park and what it provided to park goers:

“We have a lot of visitors here in the park, and they want a quiet place here.
And they also like to stay in the shaded areas near the lagoon because of the

pleasant breeze”.

In relation to activities done in the park, the elements park user find important
were captured in the broad content of the responses. For example, one park user

mentioned “Trees, especially. | just like trees”.

While another response highlighted trees however, it also provided auditory reference
to the benefits of having these elements and its capability to buffer the sounds of the
city. “Plenty of trees, plenty of it, also the sound of the birds, the chirping sound. It’s

pleasant to listen to, unlike the sound of the horn form the vehicles.”

Figure 7. e. Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center’s nature-like appearance. Photo taken along the
eastern bank of the lagoon.
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The tree was not only valued due to its regulating features but also for its
contribution in creating a pleasant scenery as well as providing the needed privacy in

urban parks. The following quotation highlighted this:

“Usually, we want a park that is not crowded, with plenty of trees, scenic, just
like this. Look at this place, we are in perfect spot. A lot of trees, overlooking

(the lagoon), as long as there are trees and water, it’s very relaxing already. And

of course, you must still have privacy”.

Figure 7. f. Rizal Park’s formal design and symmetrical features. Photo taken along the south of the
Chinese garden entrance showing the central promenade its water feature and the open lawn.

While there was no direct mention observed about the value of trees and the
biotic features in general to a particular cultural ecosystem service. References to trees
were interpreted to be associated with the beauty of the place (aesthetics) and its
potential to provide thermal comfort to people (regulating service). It was also seen as
something that enabled experience and production of cultural ecosystem services. It
could not be ignored that the quote above perhaps, suggested the contribution of trees
in creating aesthetically pleasing and comfortable environments that people value. The
study by Fuller et al. (2007) associated tree cover and plant species richness to the
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psychological wellbeing of people. The findings perhaps highlighted the value of diverse
biotic features as an enabling condition for the production of aesthetic, cognitive and

thermal comfort benefits that people derive from urban parks.
7.2.3. The cultural ecosystem services, use and spatial patterns in urban parks

The first objective of this research was to identify the potential of urban parks to
provide cultural ecosystem services. In order to address this objective, the concept of
structural diversity was adopted, to systematically analyse the parks in terms of the
following dimensions: abiotic, biotic and infrastructure. In terms of these dimensions, it
was found that the structural diversity of green and grey elements on site can be an
important first step in identifying the patterns of urban park benefits associated with a
range of cultural ecosystem services. Taken independently, it may not provide exactly
the specific values associated with it. However, assumptions can be made regarding the
potential activities that might occur and what green and grey features can support
these patterns of activities and uses based on the elements present in the urban park.
The results showed that this method may not only work in recreational uses, but also
may work for contrasting other cultural ecosystem services by integrating specific
tangible manifestations related to cultural ecosystem services. For example, expanding
the list of possible elements under each category, provided a means to add depth in
assessing the potential of urban parks as sources for various cultural ecosystem services

benefits (see Table 5. a. and Table 5. cc.).

Using the data produced from this task provided the indication of what the parks
can offer in terms of the presence of various elements and features. More importantly,
it also provided a normative value of each dimension which became an analytical tool in
comparing the two parks. The normative values were used to determine the potential
of the park for values related to cultural ecosystem services. Similarly, it provided a way
to evaluate the overall value of the park that can be used to inform decisions regarding
management and to a certain degree, inform the design process and output. It is still
debatable whether the presence of certain green and grey element can somehow
predict the possible degree of interactions that may happen in these dimensions of the
environmental setting such as an urban park. This may require the use of another
method. However, it was assumed that a more comprehensive approach could be
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developed to disentangle the connection between the results of the methods used in
this study. For example, incorporating a positivist analysis may involve the application
of inferential statistics to enable generalizations about various elements and
components. In this sense, the potential of developing further the structural diversity
assessment one may look at a more complex modeling. Yet, it is still possible to keep a
simple and comprehensive approach by integrating more tangible indicators in the
structural diversity assessment. This enables a more comprehensive valuation that may
be used to understand the overall value of the park in terms of the diversity of its green

and grey dimension.

On the contrary, the responses of individuals from interviews, provided the means
to directly analyse cultural ecosystem service benefits and values. The interpretive
analysis enabled the understanding of the possible connection between the perception
of users about cultural ecosystem services and its manifestation in their experience.
Possible connection between the structural diversity assessment framework was seen
in the straightforward integration of structural diversity components in the data
analysis. This was manifested in the coding strategy used to classify the uses and
activities in terms of green and grey spaces. Where in the higher rate of the biotic
features were associated with the responses of individuals motivated by these biotic
elements in visiting the park that also affects their park experience. Looking at the
green and grey space association of cultural ecosystem services, as manifested in
people’s experiences and the responses of participants, provided a link to the
importance of the elements associated with cultural ecosystem services, benefits and

values.

Meanwhile, the collective analysis provided a means to understand how each
structural dimension affected people’s use and experience of the urban parks.
Comparing the two data sets from the structural diversity assessment and the
interview, the structural diversity of urban park was found to be an essential
component in understanding people’s motivation to visit the park and in their
experience of cultural ecosystem service benefits. Similarly, the structural dimension of
parks provided an analytical lens to which spatial characteristics of activities and

benefits can be organized and assessed. The structural diversity assessment worked as
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an initial step to characterizing and comparing the structural composition of the study
areas. The structural diversity components such as the green and grey spaces used for
analysing the spatial dimensions in this study, also provided a link to establish the
relative importance of the benefits, its tangible spatial manifestations in terms of its
green and grey dimensions. In this sense, identifying important spaces of the park may
be broadly classified into two, those associated with the landscape or green elements
or those associated with the grey elements or infrastructures. Results of the
interpretive coding strategy allowed this method to cover the first and second

objectives of the research.
7.2.4. Linking people’s interactions in the park and spatial experiences to cultural
ecosystem services

The second objective of the research is “To assess people’s interaction with the UGS
focusing on the use and activity patterns of people, values associated with these

interactions and the spatial features important in their activity.”

The analysis of spatial categories important to the occurrence of cultural ecosystem
services, highlighted the duality in the manifestations of cultural ecosystem services.
This resulted to the assumption that for every category of cultural ecosystem service
identified through its manifestations as perceived by users, there are two basic spatial
categories to which manifestations emerge. This was either association with green
dimension, or grey dimensions of the urban park. In the case of Ninoy Aquino Parks and
Wildlife Center, the tangible manifestations of green space were associated with the
lagoon, or its features (gazebo, name given to the area in the small island in the middle
of the lagoon), arboretum (areas were trees are exhibited within the park), the animals
on display in the park, and the picnic grove (a flat open area east of the lagoon with
bamboo trees bordering its edges). The tangible manifestations of grey spaces were

associated with the amphitheater, fishing village, grotto.
7.2.5. The park as a source of multiple benefits to people during the pandemic

The third objective of the research is “To understand what cultural ecosystem
services are perceived and where they are experienced and recognized by people using
an interpretive methodology.”
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Results reveal similarities between the perception of cultural ecosystem services in
two urban parks. The aggregated value for both parks in this study, provided an
overview of the important cultural ecosystem services and activities that were found
for the two urban parks. The three most important cultural ecosystem service benefits
for park users were aesthetics, recreation, and spiritual. The importance of aesthetics
and recreation were found in another study by Rall et al., (2017). However, the order of
importance here were different. In this research the primary importance was observed
to be in the aesthetics dimension, followed by recreation and spiritual. Their study
revealed that recreation was the most important followed by aesthetics and social
value. It was noticeable that social value or social relations were among the bottom half
of the list of important cultural ecosystem services perceived by people in the two
urban parks. This was an outcome that was greatly influenced by the pandemic
restrictions that were implemented and is in contrast to other findings in the literature.
For example, a study by Beckmann-Wubbelt and colleagues (2021) showed a different
park visitation pattern seen compared to what was observed in this research during the
pandemic. Their findings suggest that there were increase in visits to urban and peri-
urban forests during the COVID-19 pandemic. In the case of the two urban parks in this
study, a drastic decline was observed in visits to urban parks. This was also seen in the
capacity limit set by park administrators which was at 10% of actual capacity and the
actual visitors recorded during visits that did not reach 100% of the limit except during

the Valentine’s Day visit and another one sometime in June.

People’s motivation in visiting the parks during the pandemic was associated with
the change in behaviours brought about by the pandemic. In terms of social relations
activities such as meeting other people and being out with the family became an
unnecessary activity for some (Ugolini et al, 2020). The high-risk nature of getting
outside of the house for non-essential activity partly explains why people were hesitant
to visit urban parks. This feeling of hesitation to be exposed with others and the
behaviour of avoidance were observed not only in the responses but also in the
activities of people in the park. The social isolation that was imposed during the
pandemic (Ugolini et al., 2020), also extended in the use of urban green spaces. The

protocols implemented in the park such as, limiting bench use to one only individual,
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preventing clustering in large groups, and keeping people always on the move

contributed to the extension of social isolation

The aesthetic dimension has been considered an important aspect of human
experience (Gobster and Westphal, 2004) and a basis for affecting pleasurable
landscape changes that are ecologically beneficial (Gobster et al., 2007). In this study,
the aesthetic value emerged most important in terms of the frequency of its
occurrence and mention in the interviews and mapping activity. This was shown as a
combination of reference towards the green elements of nature or ecological
aesthetics and reference towards man-made features. In other cases, it was about
experiences of grey elements juxtaposed in a nature like setting or natural
environments. The assumption is that one may have a more pronounced feeling of
attraction to either green or grey dimensions or perhaps a combination of both in their

experience in urban parks depending on the diversity of its structural component.

In terms of visual manifestations of activities and uses, the most observed activity
was socializing, this was interpreted as being with someone while performing activities
in the park such as sitting, waking, standing etc. Being with someone in the park was
interpreted as activity associated with social relations. The activity-based observation
provided corroborating evidence that highlights the social relations importance in the
motivation for the visit, despite being mentioned minimally in the interviews for both
parks. Walking activities were the second most observed in NP followed by
photography and sitting. However, these activities were difficult to associate with
specific cultural ecosystem service because these activities may either be the process or
the interaction that produces the benefit. The activity is the consumption as well as the
production mechanism of the benefit and service. For example, walking can be a means
to explore the park, this provides an individual a perspective of the spatial elements
which in turn allows for the consumption of the aesthetic qualities of the site.
Therefore, walking can provide physical related activity, resulting to physical restoration
at the same time the walking activity, allows the experience of the aesthetic beauty of
nature. This duality presents the complexity to which activities can be associated to a
particular cultural ecosystem service. The assumptions made about one’s activity may

not full capture other values attached to that activity which may be important in
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understanding the overall value of the urban park. More importantly, this realization,
does diminish the straightforward interpretations that were done for this research. In
doing the straightforward approach, the subjectivity in the interpretation can be

minimized and the potential researcher bias.

7.2.6. The value of using activity-based assessment and visual manifestation approach
with interpretive methods in capturing important cultural ecosystem services in
urban parks.

From this research, several important observations were made regarding the value
of using the methods in this study. The first is, the structural diversity assessment
provided a way to characterize and assess the urban parks. This characterization and
assessment were beneficial in understanding the presence of various elements
important in the experience of people in the park. Similarly, this provided some
important comparative discussion points to analyse the differences and similarities of

parks.

Second, the activity-based observation of uses related to cultural ecosystem
services enabled the understanding of the important uses and activities in the urban
parks during the pandemic. It highlighted several activities that were seen in the parks.
In this case, recreation and social activities, were the observed the most. Those that
were not captured in the previous method were identified in this method. For example,
the value of social visits to the park, were highlighted by the different user groups
observed such as those visiting as a pair or as a group. The proportion of activities
related to this use provide the relative value of what is important in the urban parks. In
addition, the spatial type and the location were also captured in the method. This
method was important in identifying frequency of occurrence of activities and uses and

making spatially explicit the locations of these activities.

The interpretive approach in the open-ended interviews provided a way to capture
the meanings that people place in valuing the urban parks. The themes captured the
essence of various responses and categorized based on its association with a particular
dimension related to cultural ecosystem service. This allowed for a deeper
understanding and connection to the importance people placed in the urban park. For
example, the follow up to the responses enabled a much clearer response and it
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connected to important values of people that may not be captured in using the

traditional methods.

Overall, these methods integrated in the study allowed for the collection and
triangulation of rich data sets. The data was used to build on the information that was
needed to explain the phenomenon observed. In this case, the cultural ecosystem
service, the experiences of users in the park and the diversity of structural components.
The complementary nature of each method in addressing the purpose of the study

enabled the collection of data that in a way addressed the limitations of the other.
7.3. Limitations, challenges and areas for further research

The limitations in the research were broken down into various sections which includes
access to study areas (pandemic related), methods, findings. An overview is presented

below.
7.3.1. Access to and restrictions in the study areas

Access to the study area were classified into three, users and age restrictions, park
capacity restrictions, and park use and amenity closures. Each of these limitations
affected the type of activity observed, the type of users presents, and user groups
represented in this study, the activities that were done and how people perform their
activities in the park. All of these affected the findings of the study. Similarly, these
limitations made it difficult to compare the results with previous studies. Additionally,
due to the extreme COVID-19 guidelines implemented during data collection, several
assumptions that were made in the findings and observations were impossible to be

generalized and may be distinct for this particular point in time.

The pandemic has made the research data collection very challenging at first.
Before data collection, there were already limitations in terms of the access to the site
brought about by the pandemic restrictions. On the one hand, there were age
restrictions implemented in both parks that prevented access for younger and older age
groups. For example, in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center and Rizal Park, the
access was limited to visitors between eighteen and sixty-five years of age. This affected

the types of people that were included in the observation. Meanwhile, in Rizal Park,
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access for below eighteen years of age was permitted, but only during the middle part
of June 2021. The special access for the below eighteen years old visitors only started
during the Father’s Day celebration. Eventually the park administrators changed their
access restriction following that day and allowed the younger visitors to go inside the

park.

The age restriction and park access were monitored through the registration areas
that were set up in the two entrances of the park. This registration process also may
have affected the types of users entering. Those who did not want to undergo this
process of giving out information might have discouraged these people from entering.
For example, an individual concerned about his time being eaten up by filling up forms
may have to choose a different park to visit. In another case, when park entrances were
showing long lines of park goers because of the bottleneck in the registration areas,
other park goers may have been turned away by seeing the long lines outside the park.
Those people who may not have the ability to read or write may have been also

affected by this and therefore may not be represented in the users of the park.

On the other hand, the capacity of people in the park at one time, limited the
number of people that can use the park. The capacity restriction was based on the
protocol implemented to address COVID-19. For Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife
Center, they have placed a two hundred capacity limit per day during the time of data
collection from December 2020 to March 2021. In Rizal Park, the capacity limit was
initially set at five hundred at any one point throughout the day, during February 2021,
then was increased to six hundred in June and eight hundred in July 2021. When limit
was reached, people were no longer allowed access to the park, and they have to wait
in line outside just to get in. However, in most visits, the daily limit that was set were
not reached and the number of people inside the park remained well below the limit

except during weekend holidays.

Even though the park remained opened, there were several important locations in
the park were closed during the pandemic for both study areas. Not only that these two
parks were closed during instances when the community quarantine level were at the
second highest (MECQ) and highest levels (ECQ), when these parks were reopened,
several areas within the parks, remained closed to visitors. In the case of Ninoy Aquino
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Parks and Wildlife Center, the access to the public were limited to Wednesdays to
Sundays. While on Mondays and Tuesdays, those allowed to use the park were those
having reservations for an event or photoshoot. During Mondays and Tuesdays, walk in
visitors to the park were not allowed. They made these two days exclusive for paid
reservation of the park for events photoshoots or commercial filming. Additionally, the
food stalls and shops were closed and eventually removed. The Wildlife Rescue Center

one of the places people go to in the park were closed for the public.

In the case of Rizal Park, the western and eastern sections were closed. These two
sections contained some of the interesting places of the park. For example, the
Burnham Green, the wide-open space fronting the Quirino Grandstand was converted
into a temporary COVID-19 hospital. The playground and orchidarium in the eastern
section were closed. The Central section, the only part that was open for the public,
had two visiting schedules implemented. People were only allowed to access the park
from five in the morning up to nine in the morning. Then the next schedule was from
four in the afternoon up to eight in the evening. Slight changes were made in the
morning and afternoon schedules in February and June, increasing the time the park
was opened. It was then reverted back after closures due to increasing cases of COVID-
19 and the implementation of tighter community quarantine restrictions. Only two
access points were opened to control people’s access to the Central section.
Additionally, access to several park amenities and attractions in this part of the park
were also affected. For example, the open-air auditorium, a place where people can
watch cultural events and shows inside the park, was shutdown throughout the
duration of the data collection. The Chinese and Japanese garden were opened
partially. People can only access that part during the morning open hours of the park,
during the afternoon and evening open hours, these two parks were closed to the
public. These affected the patterns of visitation of people in general as well as the

observed activities and users.
7.3.2. On site interview process

The process of interviewing park users was a bit complicated and challenging to
conduct. First, it was observed that people in parks during the visit were not
comfortable to be engaged in the public, especially for an interview. Several reasons
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may explain this, which were pandemic related. People were not comfortable in social
encounters beyond their circle due to personal health and safety reasons. This was
evident throughout the course of data collection. Taking into consideration the health
risk that interviews may pose on the minds of the park users have become a priority.
The park’s guidelines regarding social distancing and not engaging with people outside
your circle reinforced the feeling of avoidance. Subconsciously this was practiced by the
visitors in the park. For example, one experience during one of the visits to the park, a
user was approached for an interview. The user, upon seeing the researcher heading

towards them, suddenly changed their direction to avoid crossing paths.

Second, in conducting the interviews, it was assumed that people were in a way
concerned about spending time with someone outside their circle during the pandemic.
Additionally, for those invited and agreeing to the interview, the proximity to someone
during the process may pose health risk to both the interviewee and researcher. This
assumption also led to designing a shorter interview process, avoiding the possible
health risk that others may feel and the potential of being exposed with another
individual that might be a health risk. The distance between interviewee and researcher
also provided some challenges as well as the face coverings that were used (face mask
and face shield). These made the interaction difficult to capture. For example, the need
to put the recording device at a distance that could capture what was being said by
both was a challenge especially in an outdoor setting. The face coverings made it
difficult to hear what was being said. The face mask made it difficult to gauge the
responses and expressions of interviewees. Similarly, the tendency of the interviewee
to be brief with their response as a possible effect of health risk concerns may have

prevented a more in-depth discussion of their insights.

Responses of the interviewees may have been affected by their direct interactions
in the park or the areas they have visited. Their reference may have been limited to
what was allowed for them to visit at that time. For example, in Rizal Park where certain
areas were not accessible at certain times of the day, these areas may have not been
included in the responses of individuals particularly in the participatory mapping

activity.
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7.3.3. Methodological limitations

It is important to acknowledge the methodological limitations of the study.
Observation method used to capture cultural ecosystem service provides only a
snapshot of the occurrence of activities and visual manifestations of the tangible object
related to it. In addition, this snapshot is only limited to a particular point in time since
the nature of cultural ecosystem services is ever changing. Similarly, the results derived
from this method, were able to provide context specific data that were associated with
the local features and elements on site. The generalizations of these findings to other
geographical locations and settings, may not be possible. Interpretations of activities
provided some limitations in associating some activities to a particular ecosystem
service. There were some cultural ecosystem services that cannot be easily identified
through observation. Similarly, observations require estimating the demographic
characteristics of park user. Estimating was also involved in identifying the range of
cultural ecosystem services the activities are associated with it. Therefore, the co-
occurring benefits that may happen in an urban park is not fully captured in this
method. These limitations were countered using larger number of observations in a
study area, covering different times and days. Another way that was done to address

this limitation was to use interviews to capture values difficult to observe.

Assessing manifestations did not include the visual signs but only the activity
patterns of people as they happen. This was because of the long closure of the parks
during various tightening of restrictions of community quarantine. Additionally, the
closure of some areas in the park will not provide a substantial amount of information
regarding past use because some areas remain inaccessible to the public. Further, the
areas that were accessible have been used differently due to the implementation of the

COVID-19 protocols.

The purposive sampling strategy focused on park users and staff was done to
ensure different age brackets and user types and behaviour towards the park were
included in the study. However, the representation of the participants did not reflect a
wide range of user groups and user types. The age restrictions implemented in the
access to parks prevented possible representation of users belonging to these age
groups. Additionally, the sampling strategy of choosing people who is no longer doing
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an activity presents a potential for sampling bias. But in order to avoid this, sampling
was done by approaching individuals at a specific time interval in different locations of
the park. This was done with the aim of getting a more random purposive sample and

minimize potential bias in selecting participants.
7.3.4. Limitations of findings

It is also important to acknowledge the limitations of the findings of the research.
One of the limitations recognized was the generalizability of the findings to other
locations and to the general population. Interpretation of the cultural ecosystem
service-related activities may also be an area of limitation. The decision to identify one
activity to a specific service may be influenced by researcher’s subjective interpretation
of the activities and codes identified. Similarly, the normalized value in the application
of structural diversity analysis represented only the presence of categories identified
under the green and grey dimensions and does not represent value of structural

diversity in terms of its quantity and quality.
7.4. Contribution of the study

This section discusses the contribution of the study in three categories. First was
about the contribution to the literature, specifically the in continuing the discussion in
the operationalization of the conceptual framework of Fish et al (2016) for capturing
the cultural ecosystem services in urban parks. Kabische et al. (2015) noted that
research about the aspect of human and environmental settings particularly in Asian
countries were limited. Therefore, part of the contribution of this research was to fill in
knowledge towards some of the observed underrepresentation of studies about urban
greens space interactions. Second was about the contribution regarding a methodology
to capture cultural ecosystem services in urban green spaces. And lastly, discussion on

the contribution to policy and park management.
7.4.1. Contribution to the literature

The study is about adopting an ecosystem service framework in understanding
the important spatial features of the park and the cultural ecosystem services that
people perceived linked to it., To my knowledge, this is the first study that
operationalizes the cultural service conceptual framework by Fish et al. (2016). This
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research, incorporated contribution from applying methods in social sciences and
through the enrichment of understanding of cultural ecosystem service literature in the
context of Metro Manila. However, it can be noted that it might be possible that other
studies may have close similarities with the principles of the framework but never

labeled it as such.

This study attempted to operationalize the adopted cultural ecosystem service
framework, using qualitative methods to elicit the value of urban park experience. The
value of environmental settings as enabler of cultural practices and benefits were
observed in the findings. Th lived experience helped identify the cultural ecosystem
service potential of urban parks through activity-based assessment. The cultural
ecosystem services potential of environmental settings was also enabled by its own
elements that shape the experiences of people. Not only the environmental settings
enabled practices and benefits to occur, but these environmental settings were also the
recipient of value assigned by people through its structural make up. An environmental
space not only serves an enabler for cultural ecosystem services and cultural practice to

occur, but a recipient of assigned value by people.

The findings suggest a culture-specific value in the preferences of people in their
use of the urban parks. The interpretivist structure with positivist influence in the
analysis provided valuable insights on the value of green and grey spaces in terms of
the various associated cultural ecosystem services. It also allowed for an
unconventional analytical lens to which the interpretivist nature allowed for important
themes to emerge that were underpinned with cultural ecosystem services. The study
highlighted the multiple values of cultural ecosystem services associated with specific
areas in the park important to people. This was found to be similar to other studies
(Martin-Lopez et al., 2012; Rall et al, 2017) where in bundles of cultural ecosystem

services exist.

Empirical findings from this research contributed to the development of a
straightforward cultural ecosystem service assessment framework that could be
integrated to the adopted cultural ecosystem service framework. Similarly, another

contribution of this study to the literature is extending the knowledge on park use and
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perception of cultural ecosystem services in a rapidly developing metropolitan area

such as Metro Manila.

The context specific perspective derived from the study is also another
contribution to knowledge generation. Drawing from the perspective taken from the
concept of nature’s contribution to people (Diaz et al., 2018), context-specific
perspective of the study may be considered an acceptable knowledge generation
(Kadykalo et al., 2019). There were several practices and beliefs that were observed to
be place and culture specific. For example, the management and implementation of
park regulations regarding Covid-19 and people’s responses to the implementation of
policy. It was observed that the strict enforcement of policies was never mentioned as
detrimental to the experience of people of the urban parks. Rather, some see it as a

welcome change that displaced some distracting elements and people from the area.
7.4.2. Contribution to Methodology

Assessing the green and grey space component in urban parks by linking it with
visual manifestations of cultural ecosystem services to characterize and understand
cultural ecosystem value, provided a novel approach in capturing the value placed by
people in urban parks. This study highlighted the concept of plurality in terms of
capturing how cultural ecosystem services are delivered, co-produced and perceived
(see Kumar and Kumar, 2008; Chan et al., 2012; Kremer et al., 2016; Stalhammar and
Pedersen, 2017). The findings of this study suggest that benefits about a specific
cultural ecosystem service may be manifested either as a component of green and grey
spaces or as interactions of people to the dimensions of the environment or with

others.

Another important contribution of this work is by providing an alternative on
how to assess the importance of various cultural ecosystem services in a rapid and
comprehensive way, focusing on qualitative research methods highlighting
methodological plurality to capture different kinds of values (Kumar and Kumar, 2008).
As mentioned in the literature review chapter, the ecosystem service framework

heavily relied on ecological economics and monetary valuation. The process that was

163



taken in this research moved away from those valuations and explored the potential of

methods taken from the social sciences and humanities discipline.
7.4.3. Contribution to Policy and Park Management

The method implemented here can be used by park managers and administrators
in assessing the green and grey components of the urban parks in various geographic
locations. For example, the structural diversity assessment, can be useful in the design,
management of parks that allows a simple valuation of the various features and
characteristics of the park to inform decisions about changes or identifying the

strengths and weaknesses of the park in terms of its structural composition.

The overall methodology provided a way to understand the values placed by
people and the important experiences in the park. The methods allowed for
comprehensive assessment of the value of the park in terms of the perception of
cultural ecosystem services. More importantly, the straightforward and simple
application of this method can be used in the process of continuous monitoring and
updating of important cultural ecosystem services in the park to inform policy and

management of the parks of various spatial scales and geographic locations.
7.5. Summary and link to the next chapter

The next chapter discusses the conclusions and recommendations of the study and

the summary review of the key findings.
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8. Conclusion and Recommendations

8.1. Introduction

The research examined the potential of urban parks to provide cultural ecosystem
services using a qualitative methodology in capturing the values placed by people in
their user of the urban parks. In particular, how user experience were manifested in
their activities and in the narration of their experiences. The importance of this study
came about after understanding some of the issues about capturing the value related
to cultural ecosystem service. There was little understanding as to how this could be
done in a simple yet comprehensive way. Much of what has been said in the literature
was that studying the non-material benefits was time consuming. Therefore, the study
made use of simple yet proven ways of assessing landscapes. Calls for integration of
various methods and approaches from mature disciplines were made almost a decade
ago. The thesis adopted the theoretical framework on cultural ecosystem services to
guide the research and provide a lens of understanding the interactions of people in

urban parks.
8.2. Key findings in the research

The potential of the urban parks to deliver cultural ecosystem services was captured
using the combination of observation techniques and semi-structured interviews. The
results suggest that despite the restrictions brought about by the pandemic, people
were still experiencing the benefits that urban green spaces provide. Particularly the
value of aesthetics and recreation. Similarly, the combination of these three
approaches also allowed for the investigation of the social value importance of urban
park through the observed user groups and user interactions and activities even though
limitation in movement was implemented throughout the pandemic. The motivations
based on interview, however, did not specifically provide a higher frequency of mention
in the social relations/ value of the urban park. Which was somehow expected since
people are really discouraged to meet people outside their bubble. The social activities

observed were being with another individual or a group and performing activity with
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another person. These were considered as indicators of social relations, part of the

cultural ecosystem services provided by urban green space.

The activities and uses related to cultural ecosystem services were identified using
the activity-based observation of park users. The frequency count of the aggregated
recreational activities indicated that people performed this type of an activity more.
This was seen in activities such as walking, jogging, exercising and biking. Physical
activity was observed to be one of the recreational activities that people do in the park.
This was also recorded in the responses, where in keeping oneself fit and healthy was
their motivation to visit. Other cultural services such as aesthetics, spiritual, education,
sense of place and inspiration were not observed in the activities. This was because it

was difficult to assume what people are thinking while they are in the park.

In terms of what place in the park is important for people’s experience, classifying
into two the locations made it easier to identify which locations are frequented more
by visitors thus indicates its relative importance. In the case of the Metro Manila parks,
the using the two data sets, interview and activity observation, for the interviews, there
were variations in terms of frequency in identified locations where activities were done
and what places people go to. While on the observation data, frequency of observed
users was done in grey spaces. It is not logical to conclude however that grey spaces are
better than green spaces. There is still much to learn about why this preference
emerged. One explanation that can be used however is that the nature of urban park’s
green and grey spaces was valued based on may things that was not covered in this
study. Particularly the mechanisms that would explain their preference and selection.
Future studies might be to explore on these mechanisms to understand the degree to
which on was influenced by what factors in their choice and motivation. And what
particular influence does the grey space have in their decision and what particular

qualities of green and grey matters to them.

The methods were effective in capturing aspects of urban park experience. The
combination of these three methods proved effective in covering diverse types of
cultural ecosystem services. Even using simple open-ended questions in the interview
that elicits people’s preference or perception can be a source of rich data in
understanding the important values that people place in their visits to the park and
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what the parks provide them. These methods are simple to implement and will not
require large number of resources. The structural diversity assessment can be modified
based on the objectives of the valuation. In this case, the attempt to include historic
and quality related elements allowed for a more diverse range of value. This would be

helpful in assessing urban parks based on the presence of elements inside.

The theoretical framework adopted for this study was effective in the development
of a research design that allowed to assess each component separately, the structural
diversity on the environmental settings, activity-based observation for the cultural
practices while the interviews were specifically focused on the cultural ecosystem
benefits to which the concept of identity, experience and capability were connected.
The experience of people is better captured by the interpretivist method used in this
study. Even though the number of respondents were not too big, and the questions
remained focused on experiences and activities and location. Identifying and
associating specific cultural ecosystem services was possible. The range of themes and
concepts were also encompassing covering a wide range of benefits connected to
cultural ecosystem service. The area for modification for the framework can be on the
inclusion of green and grey in the environment and the diversity of elements as
important component or quality of the environmental space to deliver cultural
ecosystem services highlighted in chapter five of this work (see Figure 8. a).

Cultural Valt

Norms and expectations influencing and influenced by

Cultural Values

Jtons influencing and influenced by services,

Biophysical domain Environmental

Biophysical domai
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\ B Cultural ecosystem services i T
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Figure 8. a. old vs. new model of adapted cultural ecosystem service framework

8.3. Policy implications

It remains a challenge to achieve a comprehensive assessment of cultural

ecosystem services to inform land use decision making. The decision-making process
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that relies on limited data set may not be based on a more complete assessment of
important benefits and values. An inherent characteristic of the cultural ecosystem
service benefits is that they are interconnected in a dynamic and complicated way that
makes assessment that may be used for decision making complex and time consuming.
Consequently, the alternatives are not as easy to determine (Ishihara, 2018). Therefore,
methods that can be used to help simplify the process of understanding completely
these benefits such as the ones that were used in this study, should be integrated in
park management and policy making and help inform in decision making and park

administration.

Park management should think about ways of integrating the non-material benefits
and values in the park management strategies. Kaltenborn et al. (2020) suggested in
localizing the ecosystem service framework by applying and linking it to the local
context. This study showed that important benefits emanate from the interactions
between the users and environment its elements. The study echoed the results from
more recent work regarding co production of benefits through interactions happening
in the environment. The interactions and relationships therefore according to
Katenborn et al. (2020) is where benefits and specific values evolve. One of the
suggested methods in understanding better the individuals and their interactions with
the environment and the cultural ecosystem services important to them is the use of
creative ways of eliciting knowledge from individuals such as mapping exercises
(Ishihara, 2018). It is therefore important that these benefits must have a space in

policymaking and management.

An important implication of this study to policy is the need to continuously monitor
and identify perceived importance of cultural ecosystem service benefits and values.
There are drivers of change that affect people’s use of urban parks and their
experience. In this case, the pandemic has affected the urban park experience in the
country. Therefore, in planning and policy process, monitoring these changing benefits
and or values can be an effective approach to identify the changes that happened in

specific time frames and help chart cultural ecosystem service benefits over time.

168



8..4. Impact of research in future practice and CES research in public parks

It is important to highlight that the research showed the many ways that the
park matters to people especially during the time of the pandemic. There were multiple
benefits that were identified and revealed in the observation and interview of park
users. Similarly, different cultural ecosystem service benefits were linked to various
park elements. Further, it is equally important to highlight the engagement with various
stakeholders and actual park users to understand their perspectives regarding their use
of the urban park and of what is important for them. In doing so, one must think about
power relations that emanates from the engagement and its effect on the potential
responses of individuals. The use of face-to-face interviews integrated with mapping
activity exercise to reveal meaningful park features addressed this concern successfully.
It avoided one potential area of conflict that Ishihara (2018) observed in group settings,
that is, there would be power differences even among participants in voicing out their

opinions.

The influence of social science method in data gathering helped reveal
important values from people. This approach addressed one criticism that was raised in
the literature about the ecosystem service framework. The study moved away from
utilizing economic valuation methods and payments for ecosystem services. The
integration of methods adopted from the social sciences were beneficial in
understanding the non-material benefits that people derive from the interactions that
they have done in the urban park. The use of the cultural ecosystem service concept in
this work continued the discussion on evolving the ecosystem service framework
integrating methods from the social sciences to understand better the non-material
benefits that people get from the environment. It could be argued that this work may
be related to the concept of nature’s contribution to people, primarily because of the
engagement with the local knowledge and local worldviews that may be different from
worldviews in other countries or regions. Kadykalo et al. (2019) pointed out that unique
or cultural worldviews are distinct and may not be transferred universally. This makes
the work important due to the differences in the cultural worldviews and the local

context to which the study was applied.

169



References

Adler, F. R. and Tanner, C. J. (2013) Urban ecosystems: Ecological principles for the built
environment, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Andersson, E. et al. (2015) ‘Scale and context dependence of ecosystem service providing
units’, Ecosystem Services. Elsevier, 12(2003), pp. 157-164.

Arias-Arévalo, P., Martin-Lépez, B., & Gémez-Baggethun, E. (2017). Exploring intrinsic,
instrumental, and relational values for sustainable management of social-
ecological systems. Ecology and Society, 22(4). https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-
09812-220443

Arslan, E. Seda; Nordstrom, Paulina; ljas, Asko; Hietala, Reija; Fagerholm, Nora (2021):
Perceptions of Cultural Ecosystem Services: spatial differences in urban and
rural areas of Kokemaenjoki, Finland. In Landscape Research 46 (6), pp. 828—
844.D0I: 10.1080/01426397.2021.1907322.

ASSURE (2019) Public Parks and Open Spaces — A planning and development guide.

Bard, F., Gdmez-baggethun, E. and Haase, D. (2017) ‘Ecosystem service bundles along
the urban-rural gradient : Insights for landscape planning and management’, 24,
pp. 147-159.

Balram, S and Dragicevic, S. (2005) ‘Attitudes toward urban green spaces: integrating
questionnaire survey and collaborative GIS techniques to improve attitude
measurements’, Landscape and Urban Planning. 71, pp. 147-162.

Beckmann-Wibbelt, Angela; Fricke, Annika; Sebesvari, Zita; Yakouchenkova, lulia
Almeida; Frohlich, Katrin; Saha, Somidh (2021): High public appreciation for the
cultural ecosystem services of urban and peri-urban forests during the COVID-
19 pandemic. In Sustainable Cities and Society 74, p. 103240. DOI:
10.1016/j.5cs5.2021.103240.

Bolund, P. and Hunhammar, S. (1999) ‘Ecosystem services in urban areas’, Ecological
Economics. 29, pp. 293-301.

Boyd, J. and Banzhaf, F. (2007) “What are ecosystem services? The need for standardized
environmental accounting units’, Ecological Economics. 63, pp. 616-626.

Bertram, C. and Rehdanz, K. (2015) ‘Preferences for cultural urban ecosystem services:
Comparing attitudes, perception, and use’, Ecosystem Services. 12, pp. 187-199.

Bennett, E. M. and Garry, D. (2009) ‘Review and understanding relationships among
multiple ecosystem services’, Ecology Letters, 12, pp. 1394-1404.

Blaschke, T. (2006) ‘The role of the spatial dimension within the framework of sustainable
landscapes and natural capital’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 75, pp. 198-226.

Braat, L. and de Groot, R. (2012) ‘Thye ecosystem service agenda: bridging the worlds of
natural science and economics, conservation and development, and public and
private policy’, Ecosystem Services, 1, pp. 4-15.

170



Brill, G. C., Anderson, P. M. L., & O’Farrell, P. (2022). Relational Values of Cultural
Ecosystem Services in an Urban Conservation Area: The Case of Table Mountain
National Park, South Africa. Land, 11(5), 603.
https://doi.org/10.3390/1and11050603.

Bryman, A (2012) Social Research Methods 4™ ed. Oxford University Press Inc., New York

Bieling, C. (2013) ‘Cultural ecosystem services as revealed through short stories from
residents of the Swabian Alb (Germany)’, Ecosystem Services, 8, pp. 207-215.

Bieling, C. and Plieninger, T. (2014) ‘Recording manifestations of cultural ecosystem
services in the landscape’, Landscape Research. 38:5, pp. 649—-667.

BMB (2022): PARIA 2020. Available online at https://bmb.gov.ph/index.php/resources/
statistics, updated on 3/2/2022

Breuste, J., Haase, D. and EImqvist, T. (2013) ‘Urban Landscapes and Ecosystem Services’,
Ecosystem Services in Agricultural and Urban Landscapes. Wiley and Sons, Oxford,
UK.

Brown, G. and Brabyn, L. (2012) ‘An analysis of the relationships between multiple values
and physical landscapes at a regional scale using public participation GIS and
landscape character classification’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 107, pp. 317—
331.

Brown, G., Helene, V. and Leaegreid, E. (2015) ‘Physical landscape associations with
mapped ecosystem values with implications for spatial value transfer: An
empirical study from Norway’, Ecosystem Services, 15, pp. 19-34.

Brown, G. and Hausner, V. (2017) ‘An empirical analyssi fo cultural ecosystem values in
coastal landscapes’, Ocean & Coastal Management, 142, pp. 49-60.

Buchel, S. and Frantzeskaki, N. (2015) ‘Citizens * voice : A case study about perceived
ecosystem services by urban park users in Rotterdam , the Netherlands’,
Ecosystem Services. Elsevier, 12, pp. 169-177.

Busch et al., (2012) ‘Potentials of quantitative and qualitative approaches to assessing
ecosystem services’ Ecological Indicators, 21, pp. 89-103.

Burgi, M., Kienast, F. and Hersperger, A. (2012) In search of resilient behaviour: using the
driving forces framework to study cultural landscapes. In T. Plieninger and C.
Bieling (eds.). Resilience and the Cultural Landscape Understanding and managing
change in human-shaped environment, Cambridge: University Press, pp. 113 —
125.

Chan, K. M. A., Satter, T. and Goldstein, J. (2012) ‘Rethinking ecosystem services to better
address and navigate cultural values’, Ecological Economics. 74, pp. 8—18.

Chan, K. M. A, Balvanera, P., Benessaiah, K., Chapman, M., Diaz, S., Gdmez-
Baggethun, E., ... Turner, N. (2016). Opinion: Why protect nature? Rethinking
values and the environment. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of
the United States of America, 113(6), 1462—1465.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113.

171


https://bmb.gov.ph/index.php/resources/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113

Chan, K. M. A, Gould, R. K., & Pascual, U. (2018). Editorial overview: Relational values:
what are they, and what’s the fuss about? Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability, 35, A1-A7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.11.003.

Chang, J. et al. (2017) ‘Assessing the ecosystem services provided by urban green spaces
along urban center-edge gradients’, Scientific Reports, pp. 1-10.

Chiesura, A. and De Groot, R. (2003) ‘Critical natural capital’, Ecological Economics, 44(2—
3), pp. 219-231.

Chiesura, Anna (2004) ‘The role of urban parks for the sustainable city’, Landscape and
Urban Planning, 68. pp. 129-138.

Christie, M. et al. (2012) ‘An evaluation of monetary and non-monetary techniques for
assessing the importance of biodiversity and ecosystem services to people in
countries with developing economies’, Ecological Economics, 83(2012), pp. 67—
78.

Christie, M., Martin-Lépez, B., Church, A., Siwicka, E., Szymonczyk, P., & Mena
Sauterel, J. (2019). Understanding the diversity of values of “Nature’s
contributions to people”: insights from the IPBES Assessment of Europe and
Central Asia. Sustainability Science, 14(5), 1267—-1282.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-019-00716-6

Cilliers, S. et al. (2012) ‘Ecosystem services of urban green spaces in African countries-
perspectives and challenges’, Urban Ecosystems, 16(4), pp. 681-702.

Coelho-Junior, M. G., Oliveira, A. L. de, Da Silva-Neto, E. C., Castor-Neto, T. C,, O.
Tavares, A. A. de, Basso, V. M., ... Carvalho, A. G. de (2021). Exploring Plural
Values of Ecosystem Services: Local Peoples’ Perceptions and Implications for
Protected Area Management in the Atlantic Forest of Brazil. Sustainability,

13(3), 1019. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031019

Colding, J. et al. (2014) ‘Reconnecting Cities to the Biosphere : Stewardship of Green
Infrastructure and Urban Ecosystem Services’, pp. 445—-453.

Comberti, C., Thornton, T. F., Wyllie de Echeverria, V., & Patterson, T. (2015).
Ecosystem services or services to ecosystems? Valuing cultivation and reciprocal
relationships between humans and ecosystems. Global Environmental Change,
34, 247-262. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.07.007.

Cooper, N., Brady, E., Steen, H. and Bryce, R. (2016) ‘Aesthetic and spiritual values of
ecosystems: Recognising the ontological and axiological plurality of cultural
ecosystem ‘services”, Ecosystem Services, vol. 21, pp. 218229

Costanza, R. et al. (1997) ‘The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural
capital’, Nature. 387, pp. 253-260.

Costanza, R. et al. (2017) ‘Twenty years of ecosystem services: How far have we come
and how far do we still need to go?’, Ecosystem Services, 28, pp. 1-16.

Dabezies, Juan M.; Souza, Gabriel de; Torena, Denisse (2017): Rethinking
representations of the space in human-environmental relationships in Uruguay.
In Geoforum 82, pp. 189-199. DOI: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.04.021.

172



Daily, G. (1997) Nature’s Services: Societal Dependence on Natural Ecosystems:
Ecosystem Services: A Fragmented History, Washington DC, Island Press.

de Groot, R., Wilson, M. and Boumans, R. (2002) ‘A typology for the classification,

description and valuation of ecosystem functions, goods and services’, Ecological
Economics, 41, pp. 393-408.

de Groot, R. S. et al. (2010) ‘Challenges in integrating the concept of ecosystem services
and values in landscape planning, management and decision making’, Ecological
Complexity. Elsevier B.V., 7(3), pp. 260-272.

de Groot, R. et al. (2012) ‘Global estimates of the value of ecosystems and their services
in monetary units’, Ecosystem Services. Elsevier, 1(1), pp. 50-61.

Dennis, M. and James, P. (2016) ‘Site-specific factors in the production of local urban
ecosystem services: A case study of community-managed green space’,
Ecosystem Services, 17, pp. 208-216.

DENR-BMB  (2020)  ‘Ninoy  Aquino  Parks and  Wild Life  Center
http://www.bmb.gov.ph/index. php/napwc, accessed 20/04/20.

Denzin, N & Lincoln, Y (2017). ‘The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research 5" ed’. Sage

publications Inc.

Derkzen, M. L., Teeffelen, A. J. A. Van and Verburg, P. H. (2015) ‘Quantifying urban
ecosystem services based on high- resolution data of urban green space: an
assessment for Rotterdam , the Netherlands’, pp. 1020-1032

Dou, Y. et al. (2017) ‘Assessing the importance of cultural ecosystem services in urban
areas of Beijing municipality’, Ecosystem Services, 24, pp. 79-90.

Ehrlich, P. (2002) ‘Human natures, nature conservation, and environmental ethics’,
Bioscience, vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 31-43.

Elmquvist, T., Fragkias, M., Goodness, J., Glneralp, B., Marcotullio, P. J., McDonald, R. I.,
Parnell, S., Schewenius, M., Sendstad, M., Seto, K. C. and Wilkinson, C. (2013)
Urbanization, Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services: Challenges and
Opportunities, Dordrecht, Springer Netherlands.

Englund, O., Berndes, G. and Cederberg, C. (2017) ‘How to analyse ecosystem services in
landscapes—A systematic review’, Ecological Indicators, 73, pp. 492-504.

Fagerholm, N. et al. (2012) ‘Community stakeholders ’ knowledge in landscape
assessments — Mapping indicators for landscape services’, Ecological Indicators.
Elsevier Ltd, 18, pp. 421-433.

Farber, S. C., Costanza, R. and Wilson, M. A. (2002) ‘Economic and ecological concepts
for valuing ecosystem services’, 41, pp. 375-392.

Fish, R., Church, A. and Winter, M. (2016) ‘Conceptualising cultural ecosystem services:
A novel framework for research and critical engagement’, Ecosystem Services,
21(September), pp. 208-217.

Fisher, B. and Turner, K. (2008) ‘Ecosystem services: Classification for valuation’,

173


http://www.bmb.gov.ph/index.%20php/napwc

Biological Conservation, 141, pp. 1167-1169.

Gibson, Stephen C. (2018): “Let’s go to the park.” An investigation of older adults in
Australia and their motivations for park visitation. In Landscape and Urban
Planning 180, pp. 234—246. DOI: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.08.019.

Gliozzo, G., Pettorelli, N. and Haklay, M. M. (2016) ‘Using crowdsourced imagery to
detect cultural ecosystem services : a case study in South Wales , UK’, 21(3).

Gobster, P. H. et al. (2007) ‘The shared landscape: What does aesthetics have to do with
ecology?’, Landscape Ecology, 22(7), pp. 959-972.

Gobster, P H.; Westphal, L. (2004): The human dimensions of urban greenways:
planning for recreation and related experiences. In Landscape and Urban
Planning 68 (2-3_, pp. 147-165.

Gomez-baggethun, E. et al. (2010) ‘The history of ecosystem services in economic theory
and practice : From early notions to markets and payment schemes’, Ecological
Economics. Elsevier B.V., 69(6), pp. 1209-1218.

Gomez-Baggethun, E. and Barton, D. N. (2013) ‘Classifying and valuing ecosystem
services for urban planning’, Ecological Economics, 86, pp. 235—-245.

Gomez-Baggethun, E. et al. (2013) ‘Urban ecosystem services’, Urbanization, Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services: Challenges and Opportunities A Global Assessment.
Springer Open.

Gonzales, L. and Magnaye, D (2017) ‘Measuring the urban biodiversity of green spaces in
a highly urbanizing environment and its implications for human settlement
resiliency planning: The case of Manila City, Philippines’, Procedia Environmental
Sciences, 37, pp. 83—100.

Gould, R. K. et al. (2015) ‘A protocol for eliciting nonmaterial values through a cultural
ecosystem services frame’, Conservation Biology. 29(2), pp. 575—-586.

Gould, Rachelle K.; Lincoln, Noa Kekuewa (2017): Expanding the suite of Cultural
Ecosystem Services to include ingenuity, perspective, and life teaching. In
Ecosystem Services 25, pp. 117-127. DOI: 10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.04.002.

Gould, Rachelle K.; Adams, Alison; Vivanco, Luis (2020): Looking into the dragons of
cultural ecosystem services. In Ecosystems and People 16 (1), pp. 257-272. DOI:
10.1080/26395916.2020.1815841.

Gupta, K. et al. (2012) ‘Urban Neighborhood Green Index - A measure of green spaces in
urban areas’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 105(3), pp. 325—-335.

Hall, S. (1997) Representation Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices,
Londond, Sage.

Haase, D. et al. (2014) ‘A quantitative review of urban ecosystem service assessments:
Concepts, Models and Implementation’, AMBIO. 43, pp. 413-433,

Haines-Young, R. and Potschin, M. (2010) ‘The links between biodiversity, ecosystem
services and human well-being in: Raffaelli D and Frid C (eds) Ecosystem

174



Ecology: A New Synthesis. BES Ecological Reviews Series, CUP. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 110-139.

Haines-young, R. and Potschin, M. (2012) ‘Common International Classification of
Ecosystem Services ( CICES, Version 4 . 1), (September), pp. 1-17.

Hansen, R. et al. (2017) ‘Planning multifunctional green infrastructure for compact
cities: What is the state of practice?’, Ecological Indicators. Elsevier, (November
2016). doi: 10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.09.042.

Harding, S. (1987). Feminism and methodology. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Hayha, T. and Franzese, P. P. (2014) ‘Ecosystem services assessment: A review under an
ecological-economic and systems perspective’, Ecological Modelling, 289, pp.
124-132.

Harrison, P. A. et al. (2018) ‘Selecting methods for ecosystem service assessment : A
decision tree approach’, Ecosystem Services. Elsevier B.V., 29, pp. 481-498.

Hein, L. et al. (2006) ‘Spatial scales , stakeholders and the valuation of ecosystem
services’, 57, pp. 209-228.

Hernandez-Morcillo, M., Plieninger, T. and Bieling, C. (2013) ‘An empirical review of
cultural ecosystem service indicators’, Ecological Indicators, 29, pp. 434—-444.0

Hesse-Biber, S. N. and Johnson, R. B. (eds) (2015) The Oxford handbook of multimethod
and mixed methods research inquiry, Oxford, New York NY, Auckland, Oxford
University Press.

Himes, A., & Muraca, B. (2018). Relational values: the key to pluralistic valuation of
ecosystem services. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 35, 1-7.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.09.005.

Hirons, M., Comberti, C. and Dunford, R. (2016) ‘Valuing Cultural Ecosystem Services’,
Annual Review of Environment and Resources, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 545-574.

Hsieh, H.-F. and Shannon, S. E. (2005) ‘Three approaches to qualitative content
analysis’, Qualitative health research, vol. 15, no. 9, pp. 1277-1288.

Iniesta-Arandia, |., Garcia-Llorente, M., Aguilera, P. A.,, Montes, C., & Martin-Ldopez, B.
(2014). Socio-cultural valuation of ecosystem services: uncovering the links
between values, drivers of change, and human well-being. Ecological Economics,
108, 36—-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.09.028.

Irvine, K. N., Warber, S. L., Devine-Wright, P. and Gaston, K. J. (2013) ‘Understanding
urban green space as a health resource: a qualitative comparison of visit
motivation and derived effects among park users in Sheffield, UK’, International
journal of environmental research and public health, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 417-442.

Irvine, Katherine N.; Herrett, Scott (2018): Does ecosystem quality matter for cultural
ecosystem services? In Journal for Nature Conservation 46, pp. 1-5. DOI:
10.1016/j.jnc.2018.08.010.

Jim, C. and Chen, W. (2006) ‘Perception and Attitude of Residents Toward Urban green
Spaces in Guangzhou (China)’, Environmental Management. 38(3), pp. 338-349.

175


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.09.028

Jorgensen, A. and Gobster, P. H. (2010) ‘Shades of Green : Measuring the Ecology of
Urban Green Space in the Context of Human Health and Well-Being’, 5(Parsons
1995), pp. 338-363.

Kabisch, N., van den Bosch, M. and Lafortezza, R. (2017) ‘The health benefits of nature-
based solutions to urbanization challenges for children and the elderly - A
systematic review’, Environmental research, vol. 159, pp. 362-373.

Kadykalo, A. N., Lopez-Rodriguez, M. D., Ainscough, J., Droste, N., Ryu, H., Avila-

Flores, G., ... Harmackova, Z. V. (2019). Disentangling ‘ecosystem services” and
‘nature’s contributions to people’. Ecosystems and People, 15(1), 269-287.
https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2019.1669713.

Kaltenborn, B. P., Linnell, J. D., & Gémez-Baggethun, E. (2020). Can cultural ecosystem
services contribute to satisfying basic human needs? A case study from the
Lofoten archipelago, northern Norway. Applied Geography, 120, 102229.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2020.102229

Kaplan, S. and Kaplan, R. (1989) ‘The Visual Environment : Public Participation in Design
and Planning’, Journal of Social Issues, 45(1), pp. 59-86.

Klain, S. C., Satterfield, T. A. and Chan, K. M. (2014) ‘What matters and why? Ecosystem
services and their bundled qualities’, Ecological Economics, vol. 107, pp. 310-
320.

Ko, H. and Son, Y. (2018) ‘Perceptions of cultural ecosystem services in urban green
spaces : A case study in Gwacheon , Republic of Korea’, Ecological Indicators, 91,
pp. 299-306.

Koschke, L. et al. (2012) ‘A multi-criteria approach for an integrated land-cover-based
assessment of ecosystem services provision to support landscape planning’,
Ecological Indicators, pp. 54—66.

Kremer, P. et al. (2016) ‘Key insights for the future of urban ecosystem services research’,
Ecology and Society. 21(2):29.

Kumar, M. and Kumar, P. (2008) ‘Valuation of the ecosystem services: A psycho-cultural
perspective’, Ecological Economics, vol. 64, no. 4, pp. 808—819

Lagbas, A. J. (2018) ‘Social valuation of regulating and cultural ecosystem services of
Arroceros Forest Park : A man-made forest in the city of Manila, Philippines’.
Journal of Urban Management, doi: 10.1016/j.jum.2018.09.002.

Langemeyer, Johannes; Bard, Francesc; Roebeling, Peter; Gomez-Baggethun, Erik
(2015): Contrasting values of cultural ecosystem services in urban areas: The
case of park Montjuic in Barcelona. In Ecosystem Services 12, pp. 178-186. DOI:
10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.11.016.

Langemeyer, J., Gdmez-Baggethun, E., Haase, D., Scheuer, S. and ElImqvist, T. (2016)
‘Bridging the gap between ecosystem service assessments and land-use
planning through Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA)’, Environmental
Science & Policy, vol. 62, pp. 45-56.

La Notte et al. (2017) ‘Ecosystem services classification: A systems ecology perspective

176


https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2019.1669713

of the cascade framework’, Ecological Indicators. Elsevier Ltd, 74, pp. 392—402.

Larson, L. R. et al. (2016) ‘Ecosystem Services and urban greenways; What's the public’s
perspective’ Ecosystem Services, 22, pp. 111-116.

Leavy, P. (2014) The Oxford handbook of qualitative research, Oxford, New York, Oxford

University Press.

Leavy, P. (2017) Research design: Quantitative, qualitative, mixed methods, arts-based,
and community-based participatory research approaches, New York, London,
Guilford Press.

Leopold, A. (1949) A Sand County almanac: and Sketches here and there, London,
Oxford University Press.

Maes, J. et al. (2012) ‘Mapping ecosystem services for policy support and decision making
in the European Union’, Ecosystem Services, 1(1), pp. 31-39.

Maes, J., Burkhard, B., & Geneletti, D. (2018). Ecosystem services are inclusive and
deliver multiple values. A comment on the concept of nature's contributions to
people. One Ecosystem, 3, e24720. https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e24720

Martinez-Harms, J. and Balvanera, P. (2012) ‘Methods for mapping ecosystem service
supply: a review’, International Journal of Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services
& Management, 8, 1-2, pp. 17-25.

Martin-Lépez, B. et al. (2014) ‘Socio-cultural valuation of ecosystem services: uncovering
the links between values, drivers of change, and human well-being’, Ecological
Economics, 108, pp. 36—48.

Maxwell, J. A. (2013). ‘Qualitative Research Design 3™ ed’. Sage Publications Inc.

McPhearson, T., Kremer, P. and Hamstead, Z. (2013) ‘Mapping ecosystem services in New
York City: Applying a social-ecological approach in urban vacant land’, Ecosystem
Services. 5, pp. ell-e26.

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2003) ‘Ecosystems and human well-being: a
framework for assessment’, Island Press, Washington, DC.

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) ‘Ecosystems and human well-being: current
state and trends’, Island Press, Washington, DC.

Nahuelhual, L. et al. (2014) ‘A mapping approach to assess intangible cultural ecosystem
services : The case of agriculture heritage in Southern Chile’, Ecological Indicators.
Elsevier Ltd, 40, pp. 90-101.

Nesbitt L, et al. (2017) ‘The social and economic value of cultural ecosystem services
provided by urban forests in North America: A review and suggestions for future
research’, Urban Forestry &Urban Greening, 25, pp. 103 —111.

Neuman, L. (2006). ‘Basics of social research Qualitative and quantitative approaches 2nd
ed’. Pearson Education Inc.

Niemeld, J. et al. (2010) ‘Using the ecosystem services approach for better planning and

177



conservation of urban green spaces: A Finland case study’, Biodiversity and
Conservation, 19(11), pp. 3225-3243.

Oteros-Rozas et al. (2018) ‘Using social media photos to explore the relation between
cultural ecosystem services and landscape features across five European sites’,
Ecological Indicators, Elsevier Ltd, 94, pp. 74—86.

Paltridge, B. and Starfield, S. (2007) Thesis and dissertation writing in a second language:
A handbook for supervisors, London, New York, Routledge.

Pandeya, B. et al. (2016) ‘A comparative analysis of ecosystem services valuation
approaches for application at the local scale and in data scarce regions,
Ecosystem Services. 22, pp. 250-259.

Palliwoda, Julia; Priess, Joerg A. (2021): What do people value in urban green? Linking
characteristics of urban green spaces to users’ perceptions of nature benefits,
disturbances, and disservices. In £&S 26 (1). DOI: 10.5751/ES-12204-260128.

Peh, K. S. et al. (2020) ‘Short communication TESSA : A toolkit for rapid assessment of
ecosystem services at sites of biodiversity conservation importance’, 5(2013),
pp. 51-57.

Pefia, L., Casado-Arzuaga, |I. and Onaindia, M. (2015) ‘Mapping recreation supply and
demand using an ecological and a social evaluation approach’, Ecosystem
Services, 13, pp. 108-118.

Plieninger, T. et al. (2013) ‘Assessing, mapping, and quantifying cultural ecosystem
services at community level’, Land Use Policy, 33, pp. 118-129.

Plieninger, T. et al. (2015) ‘The role of cultural ecosystem services in landscape
management and planning’, Environmental Sustainability, 14, pp. 28-33.

Plieninger, T. et al. (2019) ‘Perceived ecosystem services synergies, trade-offs, and
bundles in European high nature value farming landscapes’, Landscape Ecology,
doi: 10.1007/s10980-019-00775-1

Potschin, M. B. and Haines-young, R. H. (2011) ‘Ecosystem services: Exploring a
geographical perspective’, Progress in Physical Geography. 35(5), pp. 575-594.

Qureshi, S., Breuste, J. and Jim, C. (2013) ‘Differential community and the perception of
urban green spaces and their contents in the megacity of Karachi, Pakistan’,
Urban Ecosystem, 16 pp. 863 — 870.

Rall, E. et al. (2017) ‘Exploring city-wide patterns of cultural ecosystem service
perceptions and use’, Ecological Indicators. 77, pp. 80-95.

Rapport D. (1995) ‘Ecosystem Health: More than a Metaphor?’, Environmental Values,
vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 287-309.

Raudsepp-hearne, C., Peterson, G. D. and Bennett, E. M. (2010) ‘Ecosystem service
bundles  for analyzing tradeoffs in  diverse landscapes’. doi:
10.1073/pnas.0907284107.

178



Raymond, C. M., Giusti, M., & Barthel, S. (2018). An embodied perspective on the co-
production of cultural ecosystem services: toward embodied ecosystems.
Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 61(5-6), 778—799.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2017.1312300.

Rebele, F. (1994). Urban Ecology and Special Features of Urban Ecosystems. Global
Ecology and Biogeography Letters, 4(6), 173-187.

Ridding, Lucy E.; Redhead, John W.; Oliver, Tom H.; Schmucki, Reto; McGinlay, James;
Graves, Anil R. et al. (2018): The importance of landscape characteristics for the
delivery of cultural ecosystem services. In Journal of environmental
management 206, pp. 1145—-1154. DOI: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.11.066.

Riechers, M., Barkmann, J. and Tscharntke, T. (2016) ‘Perceptions of cultural ecosystem
services from urban green’, Ecosystem Services, 17, pp. 33—39.

Riechers, M., Strack, M., Barkmann, J. and Tscharntke, T. (2019) ‘Cultural Ecosystem
Services Provided by Urban Green Change along an Urban-Periurban Gradient’,
Sustainability, vol. 11, no. 3, p. 645.

Riechers, M., Martin-Lépez, B., & Fischer, J. (2022). Human—nature connectedness and
other relational values are negatively affected by landscape simplification:
insights from Lower Saxony, Germany. Sustainability Science, 17(3), 865—-877.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00928-9.

Rivera, Elise; Timperio, Anna; Loh, Venurs H.Y.; Deforche, Benedicte; Veitch, Jenny
(2021): Critical factors influencing adolescents’ active and social park use: A
qualitative study using walk-along interviews. In Urban Forestry & Urban
Greening 58, p. 126948. DOI: 10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126948.

Rudman, S. M., Kreitzman, M., Chan, K. M. A., & Schluter, D. (2017). Evosystem
Services: Rapid Evolution and the Provision of Ecosystem Services. Trends in
Ecology & Evolution, 32(6), 403—415.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2017.02.019.

Sander, H. A. and Haight, R. G. (2012) ‘Estimating the economic value of cultural
ecosystem services in an urbanizing area using hedonic pricing’, Journal of
Environmental Management. Elsevier Ltd, 113, pp. 194-205.

Satz, D. et al. (2013) ‘The Challenges of Incorporating Cultural Ecosystem Services into
Environmental Assessment’ AMBIO. doi: 10.1007/s13280-013-0386-6.

Satterfield, T. et al. (2013) ‘Culture, Intangibles and metrics in environmental
management’, Journal of Environmental Management. 117, pp. 103-114.

Schaich, H., Bieling, C. and Plieninger, T. (2010) ‘Linking Ecosystem Services with Cultural
Landscape Research’, GAIA, 19(4), pp. 269-277.

Schetke, S et al. (2016) ‘What determines the use of urban green spaces in highly
urbanized areas? — Examples from two fast growing Asian cities’, Urban Forestry
and Urban Greening, 16, pp. 150-159.

Scholte, S. S. K., Teeffelen, A. J. A. Van and Verburg, P. H. (2015) ‘Integrating socio-cultural
perspectives into ecosystem service valuation: A review of concepts and
methods’, Ecological Economics, 114, pp. 67-78.

179



Seppelt, R. et al. (2011) ‘A quantitative review of ecosystem service studies: Approaches,
shortcomings and the road ahead’, Journal of Applied Ecology, 48(3), pp. 630—
636.

Seto, K., Parnell, S., & and Elmqvist, T. (2013). A global outlook on urbanization. In
Urbanization biodiversity and ecosystem services: Challenges and opportunities.
Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7088-1

Sherrouse, B. C., Semmens, D.J. and Clement, J. M. (2014) ‘An application of Social Values
for Ecosystem Services ( SolVES ) to three national forests in Colorado and
Wyoming’, Ecological Indicators, pp. 68—79.

Schewenius, M., McPhearson, T., & EImqvist, T. (2014). Opportunities for increasing
resilience and sustainability of urban social-ecological systems: Insights from the
URBES and the cities and biodiversity outlook projects. Ambio, 43(4), 434—444.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-014-0505-z.

Stalhammar, S. and Pedersen, E. (2017) ‘Recreational cultural ecosystem services: How
do people describe the value?’, Ecosystem Services. 26, pp. 1-9.

Stalhammar, S., & Thorén, H. (2019). Three perspectives on relational values of nature.
Sustainability Science, 14(5), 1201-1212. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-019-
00718-4.

Swanwick, C. & Land Use Consultants (2002) ‘Landscape Character Assessment: Guidance
for England and Scotland’, available at http:// www.naturalengland.org.uk
/Images/Icaguidance_tcm6-7460.pdf (accessed 2 July 2020).

Szlcs, L., Anders, U. and Burger-Arndt, R. (2015) ‘Assessment and illustration of cultural
ecosystem services at the local scale - A retrospective trend analysis’, Ecological
Indicators, 50, pp.

Talal, Michelle L.; Santelmann, Mary V. (2020): Vegetation management for urban park
visitors: a mixed methods approach in Portland, Oregon. In Ecological
applications: a publication of the Ecological Society of America 30 (4), e02079.
DOI: 10.1002/eap.2079.

Talal, Michelle L.; Santelmann, Mary V.; Tilt, Jenna H. (2021): Urban park visitor
preferences for vegetation — An on-site qualitative research study. In Plants
People Planet 3 (4), pp. 375—-388. DOI: 10.1002/ppp3.10188.

Tansley, A. (1935) ‘The Use and Abuse of Vegetational Concepts and Terms’, Ecology,
vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 284—-307.

Tengberg, A. et al. (2012) ‘Cultural ecosystem services provided by landscapes :
Assessment of heritage values and identity’, Ecosystem Services, 2, pp. 14-26.

Terrell, S. (2015) Writing a proposal for your dissertation Guidelines and Examples, The
Guildford Press, New York.

The Research Box, Land Use Consultants & Minter, R. (2009) Experiencing Landscape:
Capturing the Cultural Services and Experiential Qualities of Landscape, Natural
England

Tratalos, J. A. et al. (2016) ‘Cultural ecosystem services in the UK : Lessons on designing

180



indicators to inform management and policy’, Ecological Indicators, 61, pp. 63—
73.

Tveit, M. and Sang, A. (2016) ‘Landscape assessment in metropolitan areas — developing
a visual indicator-based approach’, SPOOL, 1(1). doi:10.7480/spool.2013.1.641.

Tyrvaiinen, L. et al. (2007) ‘Tools for mapping social values of urban woodlands and other
green areas’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 79, pp. 5-19.

Tzoulas, K., Korpela, K., Venn, S., Yli-Pelkonen, V., Kazmierczak, A., Niemela, J. and
James, P. (2007) ‘Promoting ecosystem and human health in urban areas using
Green Infrastructure: A literature review’, Landscape and Urban Planning,
vol. 81, no. 3, pp. 167-178.

UKNEA (2011a) UK National Ecosystem Assessment Chapter 2: Conceptual Framework
[Online]. Available at http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org/.

UKNEA (2011b) UK National Ecosystem Assessment Chapter 24: Shared Values for
Contributions Ecosystem Service.

Ulrich, R. S. (1984) ‘View through a window may influence recovery from surgery’,
Science, 224(4647), pp. 420-421.

Ugolini, Francesca; Massetti, Luciano; Calaza-Martinez, Pedro; Carifianos, Paloma;
Dobbs, Cynnamon; Ostoic, Silvija Krajter et al. (2020): Effects of the COVID-19
pandemic on the use and perceptions of urban green space: An international
exploratory study. In Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 56, p. 126888. DOI:
10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126888.

UKNEA (2011a). National Ecosystem Assessment Chapter 16: Cultural Services.

UKNEA (2011b). National Ecosystem Assessment Chapter 22: Economic Values from
Ecosystems.

UKNEA (2011c). UK National Ecosystem Assessment Chapter 2: Conceptual Framework.
Retrieved from http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org

UKNEA (2011d). UK National Ecosystem Assessment Chapter 24: Shared Values for
Contributions Ecosystem Services Make to Human Well-being. Retrieved from
http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org

Van Berkel, D. B. and Verburg, P. H. (2014) ‘Spatial quantification and valuation of
cultural ecosystem services in an agricultural landscape’, Ecological Indicators,
37, pp. 163-174.

van Oort, B. et al. (2015) ‘Assessing community values to support mapping of ecosystem
services in the Koshi river basin, Nepal’, Ecosystem Services, 13, pp. 70—-80.

Van Riper, C. J. and Kyle, G. T. (2014) ‘Capturing multiple values of ecosystem services
shaped by environmental worldviews: A spatial analysis’, Journal of
Environmental Management.

181


http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org0/

Veitch, J., Carver, A., Abbott, G., Giles-Corti, B., Timperio, A. and Salmon, J. (2015) ‘How
active are people in metropolitan parks? An observational study of park
visitation in Australia’, BMC public health, vol. 15, p. 610.

Veitch, J., Flowers, E., Ball, K., Deforche, B. and Timperio, A. (2020) ‘Exploring Children's
Views on Important Park Features: A Qualitative Study Using Walk-Along
Interviews’, International journal of environmental research and public health,
vol. 17, no. 13.

Veitch, J., Salmon, J., Abbott, G., Timperio, A. and Sahlgvist, S. (2021) ‘Understanding the
impact of the installation of outdoor fitness equipment and a multi-sports court
on park visitation and park-based physical activity: A natural experiment’, Health
& place, vol. 71, p. 102662.

Vieira, F. A. S. et al. (2018) ‘A salience index for integrating multiple user perspectives in
cultural ecosystem service assessments’, Ecosystem Services, pp. 182—192

Voigt, A. et al. (2014) ‘Structural diversity: A multi-Dimensional approach to assess
recreational services in urban parks’, AMBIO. 43(4), pp. 480—491.

Whittington, D., Carolina, N. and Hill, C. (1998) ‘Administering Contingent Developing
Valuation Surveys in Countries’, 26(1), pp. 21-30.

Williams, R. (2015). Keywords: A vocabulary of culture and society (New edition).
Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.

Yoshida, Y., Matsuda, H., Fukushi, K., Takeuchi, K., & Watanabe, R. (2022). The missing
intangibles: nature’s contributions to human wellbeing through place
attachment and social capital. Sustainability Science, 17(3), 809-822.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-01067-x.

Zhang, S. and Zhou, W. (2018) ‘Recreational visits to urban parks and factors affecting
park visits: Evidence from geotagged social media data’, Landscape and Urban
Planning, 180, pp. 27 — 35.

182



Appendices

183



Appendix 1: Letter of Endorsement from School of Built Environment to conduct

research
UI'II'IFEI'SIt}' of Frofeszar School of the Built Environment
Rea |ng :_::E.. . 3:9,,'._::; Chancellors Building

Lschwherreading souk  'Whiteknights Campus, PO Box 225
Reading RCS 6AY

phane 44 (00118 373 8200

amal  shesvea@reading ac Lk
Melody Ann Malano o

Hinoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Cenler

Margaux Vanessa T. Decripro

Rizal Park,

Creative Arts Specialist Il f Head, Park Permit

Culbural and Public Affairs Division

Mabional Parks Developmeni Committee
Department of Tounsm

24 Nowember 2020

Dear Park Directors,

| am writing to express my support for Mr. Brian James Chm's research into the cultural
ecosystems of the Ninoy Aquino Park and Rizal Park.

Mr. Chiu ss currently a jount PhD student at the School of the Bult Environment at the
Umversity of Reading and at the University of Santo Tomas. His research promises to
prostuce valuable knowledge for both researchers and pohicy makers. As such, I would be
very grateful if you could provide him the access to yvour facilities which he has

requested.

For your mformation, Ins research design has been approved by the SBE Ethics
Comumsttee and should not pose any harm to the park park users or to your departments.

Respectfully,

Prof. Libby Schweber

5L'EII'JIL'II Dlllﬁ'lm uf PI'.'!'-' GTHI'JJI.H.[{‘ er: I.']l Smd.l.‘lllh
School of the Built Environiment

University of Reading
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Appendix 2: Letter of approval from Biodiversity Management Bureau

Re: Brian Chiu - Official endorsement from University of Reading UK

BMB Napwc <napwc@bmb.gov.ph> AP RASEESARE MR
To Brian James Chiu 12/04/2020

@‘r‘ou replied to this message on 12/11/202
If there are problems with how this message is displayed, click here to view it in a web browser.
Click here to download pictures. To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of some pictures in this message.

Dear Mr. Chiu:

In line with your request, we are delighted to inform you that the management has approved the conduct of your study. The approval letter
is currently being drafted. While waiting for the signed copy, you may begin conducting the activities cited on your letter. Further, we would
like to request for the tentative dates of your visit to the Park for us to inform the staff at the gates.

To view the guidelines being adopted and implemented at NAPWC, you may click this
link: https://www.facebook.com/bmbnapwc/photos/a.1680954275472892/2934535770114730/7
type=3&comment id=2936842293217411&force theater=true&notif id=1607049519446110&notif t=photo _comment&ref=notif

For any concerns or gueries, you may contact Ms. Fides Sandoval, the NAPWC Information Officer, thru this email or at this number: 8524
6031 local 236.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Right-click or tap and hold hereto
download pictures. To help protect
your privacy, Oublock prevented

automatic downlead of this picture

Frmmn Hhm Tobmemab
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman Quezon City
Tel. No.: 8924 6031 local 236/243

Email Addresses: napwc@bmb.gov.ph/napwc@yahoo.com
FB Page: https://'www facebook.com/bmbnapwc/

185



Appendix 3: Permit from National Parks Development Committee to conduct research

Naticnal Parks Development Committee
TM. Kalaw SL, Ermita, Manila

NATICNAL PARES PARK PERMIT PERMIT # 2021-021
Duveuormen T ComsiTrin
GRANTED TO BRIAN JAMES CHIU
HOME ADDRESS Manila City
Contact # NA
ID PRESENTED N/A | EXPIRY/ISSUE DATE [N
FOR THE USE OF AREA RIZAL PARK
ACTIVITY DATA COLLECTION FOR RESEARCH [ INTERVIEW
NO, OF DAY/S 72 CATERERS NIA
%c?:: T"ooé: ;nouent 2 WEPAC RO Wik A 3
PARTICIPANTSIGUESTS

TO SITE

January 25, 2021 (Mendey) June 30, 2021 (Wednesday)
DATE AND TIME STARTED | "0 DATE AND TIME FINISHED | =" " Y
EQUIPMENT 70 BE
BROUGHT INTO THE AREA | =/ ERAS

O Whole day
SETUP O More than a day

& None
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The grantee haraby agraes to abxda with the Company Policas, Rules And Regulations 1o wil.

1. Grantee shall use the place/srea solely for the purpose being appled for.

2. Grantee shall maintsin the designated placa/ares clean & orderly at &l times of usage.

3. Grantea shall fres the place/araa of naither any forms of obstructions nor installation of perrmanent fixtures,
4. Grantee shall oe held lable for any damage or incident during the activity in the said area.

5. Smoking and alcoholic beverages are nol allowed in Rizal Park,

6. All the venicles shall park only at designated parking area at Rizal Park,

7. Grantee s not allowed 10 tap electncty.

6. Grantea snall be raspons bie for the clean-up of the area afler ther svent,

€ In cass of damage, grantee shall restore the damaged facility in #s original condition,

10. Grantee must strictly abserve the health and safety protocols set by the IATF and the guidelines.

In casas whera the area covared by this parmit |5 10 be used for an event of naticnal Importanca/significance, NPOC reserves the
right to susperd andior cancel the permit after giving due notice, and radssuance of the same shall be mutualy agreed upon.
NPOC shall, at anytime revoke the permit in cases of violation with any of the above terms anc conditions.

This permit is non-transferable, nor-negotiatle and valld for the periad specified.
Issued this 22" day of January 2021.

CECILLE L. ROMERIG)T

Executive Direcior

References: FREE OF CHARGE (FOC)
Application No,. 21

Assessment No.:
OR. No, Amount Payment Date

Total Amount : 0.00

SIGNATURE OVER PRINTED NAME

AL SuwE. W WAL AL A4S A LAs s
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Appendix 4: Letter of request to extend data collection activities in Rizal Park

July 17, 2021

M5, CECILLE L. ROMERO
Executive Director
National Parks Development Committee

Subject: Request for extension of research permit in Rizal Park
Dear Ms. Romero,
| hope you are safe and well.

| am Brian Jamas Chiu, a joint PhD student at the University of Reading, UK and University of Santo
Tomas, Philippines. | am writing to request for an extension of my research permit to conduct research
at Rizal Park which ended on 30* June 2021, The two months that the ECQ and MECQ were in place last
March to May, affected greatly my research timeline and most importantly my data gathering activities
in urban parks such as the Rizal Park. The extension is important so | can continue with my data
gathering inside the park without issues with security, staff, and visitors.

Part of the research activities that | will continue to conduct in the park are interviews and observation
of users, uses and activities. In terms of my proposed visitation to the site for data gathering, 1 am
planning to visit again the park the soonest possible time. My target would be at least four times a weaek
either in the morning and afternoon park operating hours (tentatively, July 19 — September 20, with two
weekday visits and two weekend visits during good weather, this may extend further depending on the
richnass of data gathered from interviews and observations as well as the weather conditions).

The observations will include assessing the physical features of parks in terms of the park’s spatial
quality, general park characteristics and existing amenities that may relate to the non-material benefits
that people get from using the park. Part of the methods to be used in observation will be photo
documentation of the features, amenities, and activities.

The interview will be done with park users, which includes visitors and park staff (maintenance, security,
administrators). For staff interviews, | am thinking of interviewing at least 10 staff distributed evenly to
cover all genders, and if possible, those that were employed prior to the pandemic. | am proposing an
August 2-4, 2021 staff interview if possible. The duration of each interview will be around 15 minutes.
The respondents both staff and visitors will be presented with an information sheet and participant
consent form, approved by the University of Reading Ethics Committee, regarding my research prior to
the start of the interview. Questions that will be asked to participants will revolve around why they
come to visit the park, duration of their visit, what benefits they get from their visit to the park, what
features are important for them in using the park, what they like about the park and how this pandemic
changed the way they use the park.

The outcome of this research will be shared with the research and academic community, administrators
of the park and all other park stakeholders, and those who took part in the study. This research is timely
and very important espacially during this time where urban green spacas such as public park can play an
important role in the safety, health and well-being of the pecple and the community. Similarly, this work
can be valuable to researchers, policy makers, park administrators and managers as well as park
planners for the conservation, managament, redevelopment, and design of urban parks.

Hoping for your positive response regarding this request.

Thank you and with kind regards,

Brian James Chiu
PhD student
University of Reading School of Built Environment/University of Santo Tomas Graduate School
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Appendix 5: Permit from National Parks Development Committee to conduct research

National Parks Development Committes
T.M. Kalaw St, Ermita, Mania

.4.... . PARK PERMIT PERMIT # 2021-021

EMY Lot wd Caomam il
GRANTED TO BRIAN JAMES CHIU
HOME ADDRESS Manda Cily
Contact # NA
10 PRESENTED WA T EXPIRYASSUE DATE [wiA
FOR THE USE OF AREA RIZAL PARK
ACTIVITY DATA COLLECTION FOR RESEARCH | INTERVIEW
NO. OF DAY/S 7 CATERERS 7
EXPECTED NO. OF
EXPECTED NO. OF

VEMICLES TO BE BROUGHT |2 il A *
TO SITE
DATE AND TIME STARTED ::" 19,2021 (Moncay] 0800 | o yve AND TIME FINISHED m 35,202} Nonday}
EQUIPMENT TO BE
BROUGHT INTO THE AREA | T MERAS

O Whole day
SETUP O More than a day

& None
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The granies hereby agrees to atide with the Comparty Policies, Rules And Regulations 10 wit.

1. Grantee shall use the place/srea scloly for the purposa being applied for.

2. Grantee shail maintain the cesignaled place’area clean & orderly at al umes of usage,

3. Grantee shall frae the place/area of neither any forms of cbstructions nor nstallation of permanant fidures.
4. Grantee shall be hald kable for any damage of incident during the activity in the said area

5. Smoking and siCONOIC BoVersges ere Nt sliowed In Rizal Park.

6. All the vehickes shall park only at designsled parking area a1 Rizal Park,

7. Grantee Is not slowed o tap electricity

R Grantaa ghall ba raeponsitila for the daan.up of tha area aftar thelr avent

9. In case of damage, grantee shall restore the damaged facilty in its original condition

10. Grantoe mus: sirictly observe the hestth and safety protocols sot by Ihe IATF and the guideanes,

In cages whers Ihe area covered by This penmit is 1o be used for §n event of natonal Importancessignificance, NPDC reserves he
right to suspend andfor concal the parmit after giving due notice, and re-issuance of the same shall be mutually agreed upon,

NPOC shall, ot anytime revoke the permt in cases of vickation wih any of the abave fenms anad conditions

This perenit is non<dransfersble, non-negotiatle and valid for the perdod specifisd

1anipc orin 3ot gt of Juty 2021
CECILLE L FOMERD
Exacutve O

References. FREE OF CHARGE (FOC)

Applicaton No.. 21

Assesament No.:

OR No Amount Payment Date

Total Amount : 0,00

SIGNATURE OVER PRINTED NAME

NPDCOED-PP-FOOS 41 07192020
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Appendix 6: COVID-19 protocol in Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

HEALTH AND SAFETY PROTOCOLS
AT NAPWC

To ensure the safety of NAPWC visitors, guests and
Bureau employees, the following minimum health and
safety protocols must be observed at all times:

<« TEMPERATURE CHECK
Temperature check shall be done for all Park
Visitors, guests and Bureau employees at the
gates, Park Visitors and guests with temperature
reading of 37.5 °C and above shall not be allowed
to enter the Park.

,/FILLING-OUT OF HEALTH DECLARATION FORM
All NAPWC visitors, guests and Bureau employees
are required to fill-out the Health Declaration Form
and present a valid ID prior to purchasing the
tickets at the gate. Visitors below fourteen (14)
years old and those who are sixty six (66) years old
and above shall not be allowed to enter the Park.

\\" /NO MASK, NO ENTRY.
Wearing of mask must be observed at all times.

/KEEP PHYSICAL DISTANCING
Physical distancing of at least 1 meter must be
observed at all times.

,/SANITIZE HANDS
[+ Regular hand washing and sanitizing of hands
are encouraged. Alcohol dispensers are available
at the gates.

S2A 5% BIODIVERSITY MANAGEMENT BUREAU
=

Department of Environment and Natural Resources
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Appendix 7: Sample of interview guide

PARK USER INTERVIEW SHEET

N .
PARK NAME USER NO. Name / Pangalan
Email /Mobile
R DATE Gender assigned at birth/Eas ariang iminiaga sa kapanganakan |:| M |:|F
VISIT NO. -
Location Approximate age/ Tinatqyang edad D 19-30 Dil—ig D 60-ABOVE
1 Why did you come to this park today? Bakit ka nagpunta sa parke na ito ngayong araw?

What activities do you plan on doing (or have done) in this visit?

2
Ano ang mga aktibidad ang pinaplano mong gawin o nagawa na sa pag bisita mo dite?
2a  Why is this activity important? Bakit mahalaga ang aktibidad na ito?
3 Where do you plan to do the activity/ies in this visit? What places have you visited in the park?

Saan mo plano/balak na gawin ang aktibidad na ivong nabanggit? Ano ang mga lugar na napuntahan mo dito ngayon?

4 How often do you use this park for this activity?
Gaano kadalas moe gawin sa parkeng ito ang (mga) aktibidad na ivong nabanggit?

Are there any other activities that you do here other than what you plan on doing today?
May mga iba pa ba na mga aktibidad ang ivong ginaagawa dito maliban sa ivong pakay na gawin ngayong araw?

2b

5 How do you select w hich park to visit? Paane mo pinipili kung ano ang parke ang ivong pupuntahan?

What park characteristics do you find important in your visit?
Ano ang mga katangian ng parke ang sa tingin mo importante para sa ivong pagtungo rito?

7  Who do you plan to do vour intended activity with? May kasama ka ba na iba sa naturang aktibidad na ivong gagawin?

8 How far did you travel to come to this park? Gaane kalayo ang ibinivahe mo upang makarating sa parke na ito?

What specific site elements vou think are important for the activity you are doing?

3 Anong mga elemento ng parke ang sa tingin mo ay importante para sa aktibidad na ivong ginagawa/gagawin dito?

What part of the park is atiractive beautiful? Anong lugar dito sa porle ang nefadeanldt para sa yo?

Wherein the park do vou feel inspired andmotivated?  Samr it sa parle o nalsdapag bigay bupkasyonsa bva?

Where in this park do you feel happniness'enjoyment?  Saws dito sa parles oz naghibigay save ng lewvalan?®

Where in this park vou can do recreation/leisure? Sam dito sa parie ang naghibigay ffbangomisa po?

10 How satisfied are you in using thispark Gaano ka nasisivahian sa ivong pag gamit sa parke na ito?

very satis fied satisfied neutral not satisfied
lubos na nosiyahan nasiyahan walang kinikilingan hindi nasiyahon

11  What would you like to change about this park?  Kung meron, ano ang nais mong baguhin sa parke na ito?

12

Are you a member of any group that takes care of the environment? YES NO
TEkaw ba ay mivembro ng isang organisasyong nangangalaga sa kapaligiran? 00 HINDI
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Appendix 8: Sample observation tally

G 5TF AGE ACTIVITIES AREA EMVIROMMENT
GRP

# ] MoOF| Y A E 1 z 3 5 pT | P | | LF | B3
1 1 50 52 1

2 1 50 1

3 1 50 1

4 1 1

5 1 1 WA 1

& 1 50 WA 1

7 1 50 WA, 1

8 1 1 50 WA 1

8 1 1 1
0] 4 1 w 1
1 1 1 5l WA 1
12 1 5l WA 1
13 1 1 B 1
14 1 w 1
15 1 1 1
16 1 WA 1
17 1 WA 1
18 1 gl 1
13 1 1 J E 1
20 | 4 1 1 EX 1
21 1 W EX 1
22 1 WA 50 1
23 1 WA 1
24| 4 1 WA 1
a5 1 1 J EX 1
26 1 1 J EX 1
27 1 w 1
28 1 1 1
29 1 1 1
sof ol el Ll w | s HEnEEEE
31 1 W 50 1
32 1 W EX 1
33 1 1 E 1
34 | , ) 3 1
35 1 E 1
36 1 EX 1
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Sample of use and activity observation form

FARK USESUSER OBSERVATION SHEET

B E - kR

PARK MAME SECTOR LATE WENTHER 15T HR WEATHER I5THR WEATHER IR0 HR START TIME
VISIT  aw we  AF v pay  STEIET RSN SramTING POINT S POINT EMD TIME
T RO 10 HOR. W LOCH LA TV K S R 6 T ALK K Mgzﬂ L GNNT M T LLAWR TGy & OO O C1RAE A ATt
ACTIVE LISIN ANE A DRSIRTIONS UISIN AT AR GESATIONS W] e || wware el
W owskegd MDD oS LG BN ) B 3l FIELD MOTTE LRCE ERCRE] [ 1 L ] R P
D g itk a m
B egirn 2 I | a
P e I O I N  — e I (BN RRIEEN
EK Fasring 1 1] | “
PL oy [ -:
P iper: : RN p
pasve - EBEN .
B0 Aawied " -
o L " T | T 1 TET ] ll.
5T mgming " | FEEEE | =
WA Wiaing n 51
W Warrhing a 11 | [
B Gathping & | | &)
W urmaa El 1 | Ll
WD Wiy || I IEEEE NI ! n
B rebasinn " 1 | [
B . INENEE NN IEERE e o R 1
S Sheping El I =
o SRS BEE N BERREENE BT
LT E &l
BH sy = a
D pmgdman al | I n
AD Mg al | 1 | uw | i L7
P Pori = | &
Ed B | -
I N | &F |
a [
COLNT 1 - Il 1 I " I
rraeT T 7 CIRGERH S EREEEE B EE 4 ST PR TR
EMD 1 [] i n |
N (] u | ] = |
F o 1 B
n ™
¥ E n | ]
COLUNT 2 - =
STRAT o -
M n »
3 Et Pl Tl CO T O D L R R BN T LN el D RO OO SO0 RO BT ] PO D i
B pniaRoulias: 08 Gl HAMTALSITRS b GAIENE L LMD AT A LT
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Appendix 9: Sample consent form

@ University of
School of the Built Environment Rea d I ng

University of Reading
Whiteknights
Reading

RGE 6AW

Assessing cultural ecosystem services of urban green spaces: The case of Metro

o)

Manila
Participant Consent Form

" | have read and had explained to me by Brian James Chiu the Information Sheet

relating to this project and any questions have been answered to my satisfaction.

_ | understand that my participation is entirely voluntary and that | have the right to

withdraw from the project any time. and that this will be without detriment.

| understand that my personal information will remain confidential to the
researcher and his supervisor at the University of Reading, unless my explict
consent is given.

| understand that my appearance in photos for documentation purpases will

remain confidential to the researcher and his supervisor at the University of
Reading, unless my explicit consent is given.

| understand that any identifiable image of me will remain confidential to the
researcher and his supervisor at the University of Reading, uniess my explicit

consent is given. ' . \
| understand that my organisation will not pe identified either directly or indirectly

without my consent. , :
| agree fo the arrangements described in the Information Sheet in so far as they

relate to my participation.

Signed:
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Appendix 10: Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center tally of activities and uses

[ P ALL |
M 1 F E] 4 | 5 [ 7 ] E] 1l 11 12
DaY W TH e F TH W W
13 24- 26- o8- na- 15- 3l- o5 11- 14- - 03-
NAR Dot [ Dec lan I lan lan Fel reh Fah Fek A
TIME 10ak | anawa | nana [ 1zema | azena | apma | e [ apma | 3eea | azem | aem [ 4Pm
| ALL USERS TOTAL &5 1 53 72 59 [ 8% &1l 56 129 3 | # [ 772
MALE 45 12 4 4 EH] 4 5 a4 ] 4 EE) EE] [
| FEmALE | = 13 25 m | a7 15 35 17 F 55 M | s 313
SIAHE TU1AL 1/ a 11 EF] 1= 3 11 El L FE] 3 E] 13
STAFF MALE 12 3 o 20 14 3 B & 1 23 1 3 a5
STAFF FEMALE 5 1 11 12 1 a k] 3 4 0 1 a LL
INDHV IDHBALS 12 3 [ 2 13 E] 4 3 7 11 5 10 131
| PaIRs 13 5 n EHE ] 14 5 10 a5 5 | 17 150 |
HHOUE 5 4 [ 4 [ E] [ 5 [ i 10 F [
ACTRATIES | 116 68 B0 a0 | ioe | 83 [ 168 [ 197 | 114 | 235 | 1w 107 | 1422 |
walking En 5 5 32 14 24 E 5 ] 34 1 12 242
dog walking [ o 2 [ 0 0 0 1 0 0 [i] [ [ 3
higycing 5 o 3 a 3 1 1 [i a 2 [ o 18
Enercising Q o o 0 [F] 2 2 Q a o o Q 4
| dancing 0 & n [ n ? n i a E] [ o 5 |
:.iun:. i 5] k] 1] 4] 2 4] 1] i} 1] [ a i
spcisl 40 18 31 9 a5 28 54 449 47 105 55 43 S0
sittirg 4 7 15 7 & 4 26 10 17 23 21 15 171
standing [ o n n [ 0 [ i 7 5 [ 1 7
walting z [F} 2 2 [F] a o 14 a a o 1 ral
watching [ o o 4 4 11 [i] [} i 2 12 3 z 51
w1 i 12 & o 16 12 3 2 H 5 25 3 4 a2
playing instrument a a o 1] 0 3 1] 0 a 0 o 1) 3
phatoagraphy 15 15 L 6 1z 14 1% 7 i} 10 14 11 181
kirg 1 0 1 [ [0 A E] 1 2 E] [ B 11
| piemic feating I 7 [F] [i] 4 1] L] 1 a 12 o 4 i
drawn| i 5] k] (] 4] i 4] o 1] 1 [ a 1
paths edges trails 43 7 17 51 24 31 A& 0 19 A8 21 0 350
| stte fiatuares 4 7 G s5 | a7 10 16 14 22 T EE) 747 |
buldngs, monuments, statues & ] E] El 12 ] 13 Fr 12 1 1r El | r]
GREEN SPACE 12 1% ] 13 [ W 18 13 12 1 £ 1 | = 107 |
apen space, graurd & P k] 1 4] 4 L 10 3 18 i) P 56
natural teatures 7 15 B 12 17 14 4 3 15 18 14 8 137
WECKDWY a5 WEEKEND WELEDaY WELKERD |
1 2 4 5 E 11 12 F 10 & 7 5
LAY [ T4 W F TH W W
reap ;: ;: E ﬁ :b ::h D3-hdar 2t-Dec | 1a-#mb | 1b-ban | 31-Jan | Ub-keb
TIME 104M | 108R | 1200 [ 12Fta | 3P | 2em | APm | TOT] TOT | 11AM [ 1zPM [ 4rM | P | aew
| USERS 5 n T ) 56 4] 5l AN | AR 53 128 Al ] il
AL a5 18 4% 32 28 a0 20 238 | 24 I 15 54 44
| FEMALE FIn 13 4 2 28 24 26 62| 151 | 55 15 35 17
INDHVITLIALS 12 3 4 15 B 5 1 I R 11 & 4 i
PAIRS 13 5 14 5 10 g 17 RS [ [ & 14 ]
GROLP 5 4 4 F] 5 10 F 1 § 7 3 F] 5
[ACTIVITIES 116 [ m | wa | 114 122 T E T 235 23 1nl 117
waking a7 5 R 14 G 21 14 [ 1] 1= F] 24 24 =5 B
cog walking [ 2 0 0 a o o ] 1 0 3 o 1 a
Hryrling 5 [ 0 F] 0 [ o E [ 10 3 E 1 4 [
BT TISNG [1] [1] o 1] u [ [ [1] 4 ] [ F 2 [1]
canong, [ [ 5 [ 0 [ [ [ 5 0 3 Fl [ ]
sports [ [ 0 ] a o T [ F] ] o 2 [ ]
e e | e o s | a ||| ow e | w s | s
sawcial A 20 2] 45 a7 30 LH] 301 | 269 e 105 18 54 49
[ silbng 1 7 7 g 17 1 a5 o | w1 23 1 2% 10
standing o o o [ i A 1 g | 12 0 5 [0 ] 1]
walting ] [ 3 a a [ 1 5 | 16 ? n 2 a 14
| weatchieg [ [ & 11 2 1 H R 13 [} [ 7
wanrkin 12 i 16 12 5 1 1 B0 a2 i) 25 1 I 2
TS N W 70 W 0 2 0 S0 0 0
playing Instrumans [ [ 0 0 a o o [ F] a o 3 0 a
phetogragig 15 16 & 17 8 14 11 1wz | 73 3 1n 14 13 27
Iying 1 [ 0 [ ? [} E 5 [ & 1 E] [ 3 [
picric/ssting [ 2 & 4 0 [ 4 w [ w [ 12 [0 4 1]
crawir [ [ [ 0 a T T [ 1 1 1 [ 0 a
117 | 108
345 | XEX
peathis sdges Lrails [F] ] 51 M 14 il 20 | 1es | e 1y au H [F] 3
st finbures 3 ] ) 17 22 15 FEE T TR 35 w 1% 14
Faildings, manuments, staboes [ (1] & 17 1% 17 q hfi 55 E I & 13 32
GREFM SPACE 11 18 13 17 " L ] 4| BR[| R a6 18 13 13
| g spane, proand i 2 1 a 3 [ 2 14 1 41 a 1 L Fl 11
raalursl ealues 7 16 1 17 18 14 & an | 47 1] 10 | 4 3




Appendix 11: Rizal Park tally of activities and uses

N 1 2 3 1 5 5 7 ] 5 0 11 12 13 14
I X T H T | F H TH h ™ W F H M w
FE 06 | & | 1z 14 | 5 T - 10- B | - N P
=] I Fah Fah el Fan el Fah “ah Falar Far liin Jum lun
TIME EPRA | EPM | GPM | 7AM | TAM | 5o | RAM | FAM PR | GPMA | S | SeM | &AM | Ram
UZER. GROUPE kil a0 75 5z | 138 | 288 | 122 | 155 &S 155 ES 151 58 @ | 1eas
| AL LISFRS TOTAL aan | 7 | 127 | e | avo | 4w | a3 | 2se | 11e | 3w | ise | aaz an | i | 7aan
MALE 70 34 72 57 187 | #BF | 152 | tse 7R 161 RS | 26 51 o6 | 1ean
FEMALE T a2 5 41 2 e | a1 135 75| 231 ] 4 | 105
STAFF TOTAL 7 [ 3 3 5 a4 2 7 EY] & 1 iR B 17 152
STAFF MALE 5 o 1 B 5 2 5 [ =2 B 1 17 18 15 141
STAFF FEMALE 1 o 1 [ [ i o 1 z [ 3 1 z F] 1
INDIVIGIALS = 13 EE ) 147 34 77 a0 &0 = a5 7L a6 4@ 77
TaRE ES EH 37 15 31 112 | 23 a7 ) 0 31 [ 3 fE] =02
GROUD EE] 3 5 E 16 a1 17 13 3 3 12 g a 7 51
AL IES . Iy 1L 1S ETT] Hub e ] ik 1m) [ Ik [ 130 158 [T
walling 0 FE] 5 B 13 e | 77 ap a7 163 25 | 164 37 13 200
dog wakng 0 0 1 0 7 f] [ 7 0 0 F] F [ 1 FE]
biyekng 1 1 [ & 55 F] [ 50 & 3 7 1] [ 14 P
[ lzgaingsrunning ) 1 5 o 20 1 3 3 o 12 F] 2 [ 1 142
eapIcng an 5 [ & b u a [H 0 B 17 0 13 3 7
[l houp & i 3 o i i 7 ] B 3 1 a 1| 4
dancing o o 4 o n R o [ o o ] [ 2 o 1%
plmping games [ [ [ U 0 ] o [ 1 1 U ] [ 5 F]
1LY 3 [ i 0 1] a 5 [ i i a i1 1] 5] 3
| suusl [ i 5 5% 6 a6 | o | im0 47 25 | ii4 | Jan 25 44| 197
citting 37 12 49 % 5 175 34 57 37 41 9 a4 14 12 647
starding o 12 15 71 30 136 | 31 34 1 i 35 134 a 17| 492
Twattirg I 3 ] T | 3 F] ) T | o | o E [ [ ) 50
watching o 0 [ 5 ] [ o 13 o 1 4 5 n E 51
mi 7 1 F 5 11 3 5 5 3 13 5 18 15 15 160
plaging instrument o o 3 E n n ] [ o o E [ n o ]
phctogragky o 15 o o) 32 53 I al 5 &l B 16 5 3 317
hying o 0 0 2 [ 1 0 ] o o E ] [ 0 1
plenicipating o o 3 o [ n o ] o o o ] [ o 0
Fizad o 0 0 E [ 0 0 1 o o E ] [ o 1
paths cdges trails 1z | 7 B 55 235 | aos | 128 | 210 72 e | 124 | 33 [T 2 | 1382
sibe akures 1] T 13 o D) 1z | a0 ay =) [F 3 a ] W | s
Luildngs, moruments, dalues [ [ 15 35 a0 i1z | 33 56 Y] 23 2% 13 a 1 418
| open spave, ground [ 3 g 0 u 3 g | 8 | 1 u ] u 3 1
nalur el fealur e & K] [ ] 1] a1 1 [i] 1 1 1 H 1 1 51

NAEERTAY
] ) 1 7 in 12 3
Dar M MooT | T | w v ™ | |
Fi - 3. 2. o7- 10 25 1E- . 7.

Hep Jan un . Fab il Mar - M-kar | 12-Fab un 27Fely | D&-Fah | 3a-Feh Y
TiE GO | EAMY | TAM | GPM | BAM Shi BAM iyl | TAM GPW | TOT  TOT Tk G SEhd P
LISERS 1an 20 ae n L] Eal) Nz 119 s s | 1772 1591 50 T a5z | 47
FALE bl 5l 57 24 G 151 L5Z 2 157 az M43 3B 155 Tz 227 i
FEMALE 7 = a1 | Ar | a4 EE] Al 4L [ 75 | hi4 &GS | am 5E E T
IMDWIZUALS o a

PAIRS a il

LRCLIK o [

ACTVITES 2BE 133 457 120 156 51 53 130 £ a0E | 2736 14351 545 175 ARG E1S
wlkang [ i [ X E] R [ 47 1% o EEET il E) 1461 164
| dog waaleing o ] u [ 1 u 1] o r 3 hix) ] v L) ] ]
bicpcing 12 1] 1 4 14 2 [ ] ) 7 1 k) a0 B £l pr]
| Lgp g unmng 10 i) u 1 1 LE] 4 =] L] 2 iR L} ] o 1 2
mgerciing 21 12 6 3 4 az a o ] 17 149 10B 52 1 a 10
hodla ncop B < 1] [ 4 8 1] [} ES 3 H 13 T E 1 3
dancing o z 1] 0 1] 1] 1] o o S 4 1z o L -] o
pLIving games o a o [ 1] L 1] 1 o 0 1 a o D a ]
5 £ J 1] i 1] i o =] o 1] 3 i 1] o L] ]

TOH =0
social [ 25 52 an 44 125 Lol 47 96 a1 TEE 9A1 151 5% 550 348
sitligs [ 1 D) [l 1 A i W 15 £ M ai [ 1si &1
slarcing o i 21 12 1w 4n 21 1 3 k] 1 33 EL 1% 11 134
wrilaif a5 il 2 [ 1] i [ o 2 1] 3 A 1] [ 5] i
wulchrg n i) k) an a4 1 u =] 2] a o3 a2 13 o 1 3
wWarking T 13 2 1 13 iz 23 33 11 L] 137 3z a Z £ 12
1507 1603

plawing instromest 1] ] 1] 0 1] 1] 1] o o 0 o ] o 1] a o
phokography o 1] P} 15 4 1§ Pl £ 3T an Wd UG 41 o o) 1
| leing o a [1] [ [1] [ o [=] o [1] o 1 1] o 1 ]
prriccating o 2 o 0 1] L] 1] o o i o 1] o o ] o
Readin o il 1] i 1] i 1] ] o i1 L] 1 1 ] 1] ]
[atir eaipas Crads 113 RE A6 =3 Az 176 il x| 255 124 1hMh 1075 114 T ah A5
yiie Nalyrey FH 10 2 1] 0 Az 20 ] ah G5 #Ma ash | an M 124 ]
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Appendix 12: Data from uses activities observation

NP RP ALL
MALE 459 1680 2139
FEMALE 313 1205 1518
772 2885 3657

ACTIVE RP NP ALL

walking 890 242 1132

dog walking 23 3 26

bicycling 270 18 288

jogging/running 142 0 142

exercising 257 4 261 RP USERS
hoola-hoop 45 0 45

dancing 16 5 21

playing games 2 0 2

sports 3 2 5

Total 1648 274 1922

PASSIVE RP NP ALL

social 1737 570 2307 = MALE = FEMALE
Politting 692 171 863

standing, watching/observing,

waitingg ¢ ¢ 602 93 695

working 169 92 261

Total 3200 926 4126 ALL USERS
OTHERS RP NP ALL

playing instrument 0 3 3

photography 317 181 498

lying 1 11 12

picnic/eating 0 26 26

Reading 1 0 1 = MALE = FEMALE
drawing 0 1 1

Total 319 222 541

Grey space RP NP ALL N P
paths edges trails 2382 359 2741

site fixtures 500 247 747

buildings, monuments, statues 419 122 541

Total 3301 678 3979

GREEN SPACE RP NP ALL

open space, ground 34 55 89

natural features 54 137 191 = MALE = FEMALE
Total 88 192 280
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Appendix 13: Data on activities uses for analysis

Activity RP % NP % ALL %

social 1737 336 570 40.1 2307 350
walking 890 172 242 170 1132 172
sitting 692 134 171 120 863 13.1
\S;Z&dr:gg watching/observing, 602 117 93 65 695 105
photography 317 6.1 181 127 498 7.6
bicycling 270 52 18 1.3 288 4.4
exercising 257 50 4 0.3 261 4.0
working 169 33 92 6.5 261 4.0
jogging/running 142 2.7 0 0.0 142 2.2
hoola-hoop 45 0.9 0 0.0 45 0.7
dog walking 23 0.4 3 0.2 26 0.4
dancing 16 0.3 5 0.4 21 0.3
sports 0.1 2 0.1 5 0.1
playing games 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.0

3

2

lying down/sleeping 1 0.0 11 0.8 12 0.2

Reading 1 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0
0 0.0 3 0.2 3 0.0
0 0.0 26 1.8 26 0.4
0 0.0 1 0.1 1 0.0

playing instrument
picnic/eating
drawing

Total 5167 100 1422 100 6589 100
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Appendix 14: Green and grey space percentage breakdown

NP

B Grey space @ Green space

RP

B Grey space [EGreen space

198



Appendix 15: Cultural ecosystem service percentage breakdown mapping activity

NP CES

M Aesthetics @ Sense of place @ Inspiration

[0 Recreation M Education @ Spiritual

RP CES

@ Aesthetics @ Sense of place @ Inspiration

[JRecreation M Education M@ Spiritual

NP
Aesthetics 41
Sense of place 23
Inspiration 22
Recreation 17
Education 7
Spiritual 4
114
RP
Sense of place 23
Aesthetics 21
Recreation 21
Inspiration 19
Spiritual 10
Education 8
102
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Appendix 16: Aggregated value of services and disservices in two urban parks

(combined)

160
150
140
130
120
110
100

ALL
Disservices
Biodiversity
Economic
Education
Cognitive
Social

Spatial qualities
Sense of place
Inspiration
Spiritual
connection
Recreation

Aesthetics

11
15
16
19
24
44
51
56

64

112
144
560

144
112
64
51 26
44
J I I
2 & 2 N N N &
2 . . .
& 3 O & & &
2% & \‘i‘%Q & & ¥
X & N\
Q’b < \)’b
) &
R
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Appendix 17: Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center mapping locations

MAPPING NP

B green space M grey space

EDUCATION
SPIRITUAL
INSPIRATION 11 8
AESTHETICS 9 12
SENSE OF PLACE 16 11

green  grey
space  space

sense of 16 11
place

aesthetics 9 12
recreation 8 13
inspiration 11 8
spiritual 3 7
education 4 4
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Appendix 18: Sample mapping activity Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
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Appendix 19: Rizal Park mapping locations

SPIRITUAL

EDUCATION

RECREATION

INSPIRATION

SENSE OF PLACE

AESTHETICS

MAPPING RP

B green space M grey space

~ ~
AR
© I
—
(9]
S

0 12

21

green  grey
space  space

aesthetics
sense of
place
inspiration
recreation
education
spiritual

21 20
8 13
10 12
15 4
4 3
4 4
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Appendix 20: Sample mapping activity Rizal Park

0
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Appendix 19: Sample of initial coding strategy and mapping tally
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Appendix 21: Sample tally sheet for user activities observation
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Appendix 22: List of interviewees

Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center

# | USER CODE | REFERENCE
1 NP 0319 SM1 NP
2 | NPO319 SM3 mMALE mFEMALE
3 | NPO0318 SF
4 | NP 0318 SM1
5 | NP0318 SM?2
6 | NP 0319 SM?2
7 | NP 0318 SM3
8 | NP0318 SM4
9 | NPO0211 SF
10 | NP 0214 C-F
11 | NP 0307 C-M
12 | NP O131 F1
13 | NP 0131 F2
14 | NP 0106 GF COMBINED
15 | NP 0214 F
16 | NP 1226 GF EMALE mFEMALE
17 | NP 1224 M1
18 | NP 1224 M2
19 | NP 1226 M
MALE FEMALE
RP 8 4
NP 11 8
ALL 19 13
Rizal Park
# | USER CODE | REFERENCE RP
1 RP 0623 SM1
> | RP 0623 M2 EmMALE mFEMALE
3 | RP 0630 SM
4 | RP 0622 C-MF
5 RP 0625 C-MF
6 | RP 0304 C-MF
7 | RP0O619 F
8 | RP 0626 F
9 RP 0621 M
10 | RP 0711 M1
11 | RP 0711 M2
12 | RP 0710 GM
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Appendix 23: Sample photos of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center during site visits

Description Photo

Bench 1

Bench 2

Picnic table 1

Bench 3
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Photos of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center (continued)

Description

Photo

Bench 4

Picnic table 2 by the

lagoon

Path and signage 1

Abandoned food stall 1
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Photos of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center (continued)

Description Photo

Path 2

Park map 1

Park signage 2

Bench and greenspace

210



Photos of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center (continued)

Description Photo

Park map

Improvised bench

View of lagoon 1

View of lagoon 2
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Photos of Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center (continued)

Description Photo

Green area l

Green area 2

Wildlife 1

Wildlife 2
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Appendix 24: Sample photos of Rizal Park during site visits

Description Photo

Marker 1

Kilometer Zero

Abandoned stalls 1

Water element 1

Central lagoon

Path 1




Photos Rizal Park (continued)

Description

Photo

Green space 1

Green space 2

Green space 3

Path 2
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Photos Rizal Park (continued)

Description

Photo

Garden 1

Japanese garden

Alcohol dispenser 1

Path and statues 1

Statue 2

Rizal diorama
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Photos Rizal Park (continued)

Description

Photo

Path 3

Path and bench 4

Path and bench 5

Path 6
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Photos Rizal Park (continued)

Description

Photo

Path 7

Water element 2

Water element 3

Fountain

Rizal fountain
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Appendix 25 Points of interest in the parks

Points of interest in the NP
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Appendix 26 RP inventory points of interest

Inventory of Park Points of Interest

Location

Potential CES Category

Type

Manila Ocean Park

SW

Recreation and Leisure

Building

Quirino Grandstand

SW

Spiritual and Religious
Social relations

Cultural and Heritage

Building

Burnham Green

SW

Spiritual and Religious
Social relations
Cultural and Heritage

Inspiration and Motivation

Physical
feature

San Lorenzo Ruiz Monument and Garden

SW

Spiritual and Religious

Statue

Kilometer Zero Marker

SW

Cultural and Heritage
Education, Information and
Knowledge

Marker

6-7

Carabao Statue

SW

8-10

Toilet

SW

Park Design

Building

11

Independence Flagpole

Cultural and Heritage

Marker

12

Rizal Monument

Cultural and Heritage
Education, Information and
Knowledge

Marker

13

Noli Me Tangere Garden

Aesthetics
Inspiration and Motivation

Amenity

14

Martyrdom of Dr. Jose Rizal

Aesthetics
Inspiration and Motivation
Education, Information and

Knowledge

Statue

15

Gomburza Marker

Cultural and Heritage
Inspiration and Motivation

Marker

16

Artist’s Haven

Cultural and Heritage
Inspiration and Motivation
Aesthetics

Amenity

17

Visitor’s Center

Cultural and Heritage
Education, Information and

Knowledge

Building

18

Chinese Garden

Cultural and Heritage
Aesthetics
Inspiration and Motivation

Spiritual and Religious

Amenity

19

NPDC Museum

Education, Information and

Knowledge

Building
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Cultural and Heritage

20 Open-air Amphitheater C Cultural and Heritage Building
21 National Planetarium C Cultural and Heritage Building
Education, Information and
Knowledge
Cultural and Heritage
22 Chess Plaza C Recreation, leisure and Amenity
ecotourism
23 Dancing Fountain C Recreation, leisure and Amenity
ecotourism
Aesthetics
Inspiration and motivation
24 Gallery of Heroes C Cultural and Heritage Statue
Inspiration and motivation
Education, information and
knowledge
25 Senior Citizen’s Garden C Recreation and leisure Building
26 National Library C Cultural and Heritage Building
Education, information and
knowledge
27 Japanese Garden C Cultural and Heritage Amenity
Aesthetics
Inspiration and Motivation
Spiritual and Religious
28 Flower clock Cc Recreation and leisure Marker
29 Aguinaldo House C Cultural and Heritage Building
30 Pigeon House C Recreation and leisure Amenity
31 Bust of President Macapagal C Cultural and Heritage Statue
32-37 | Toilet C Park Design Building
38 Bisig Marker NE Cultural and Heritage Marker
39 Orchidarium NE Aesthetics Amenity
Inspiration and Motivation
40 National Museum of Natural History NE Cultural and Heritage Building
Inspiration and Motivation
Education, information and
knowledge
41 Lapu-Lapu Monument NE Cultural and Heritage Statue
Inspiration and Motivation
Education, information and
knowledge
42 National Museum of Anthropology NE Cultural and Heritage Building

Inspiration and Motivation
Education, information and

knowledge

220




43

National Museum of Fine Arts

NE

Cultural and Heritage
Inspiration and Motivation
Education, information and
knowledge

Building

44

Binhi ng Kalayaan Garden

NE

Cultural and Heritage
Aesthetics

Inspiration and Motivation
Spiritual and Religious

Amenity

45

Relief Map of the Philippines

NE

Cultural and Heritage
Inspiration and Motivation

Amenity

46

Children’s Playground

NE

Recreation and leisure

Amenity

47-50

Toilet

NE

Park Design

Building

Classification criteria for activities and responses by category of CES

Aesthetic

Recreation and ecotourism
Cultural and Heritage
Social relations

Inspiration Motivation
Education Information
Spiritual, Religious

Sense of place

refers to the mentions about scenic qualities, visual quality

mentions about recreational and leisure activities or actual experiences
mentions about cultural and historical sites, history and tradition

refers to the meeting with others, friends, relatives

mentions of creative actrivities, feelings invoked by the space or interaction
refers to knowledge transfer, learning, osbservation,

Refers to the resources, activities related to spiritual or religious activities, feeling with naturg|
symbolisms meanings and perceptions of place,
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Appendix 27 NP inventory of points of interest

Inventory of Park Points of Interest Location Potential CES Category Type

1 Lagoon C Aesthetics, spiritual, recreation | Water element

2 Gazebo C Aesthetics, spiritual, recreation | Landscape
element

3 Picnic Grove W Aesthetics, spiritual, recreation | Landscape
element

4 Fishing village w Aesthetics, spiritual, recreation | Amenity

5 Tea house w Aesthetics, spiritual, recreation | Amenity

6 Rock Garden SW - Landscape
element

7 Grotto sw Spiritual Landscape
element

8 Arboretum S Aesthetics Landscape
element

9 Open air Amphitheater C - Structure

10 Bird cage 1 S - Amenity

11 Bird cage 2 S - Amenity

12 Bird cage 3 S - Amenity

13 Bird cage 4 S - Amenity

14 Bird cage 5 SE - Amenity

15 Deer housing E - Amenity

16 Ostrich cage E - Amenity

17 Wild pig E - Amenity

18 Crocodile E - Amenity

19 Monkey area E - Amenity

20 Reptile aquarium E - Amenity

21 Serpentarium E - Amenity

22 Wildlife and Rescue Center E - Structure

23 Senior Garden S - Structure
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