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Abstract: Although the use and management of ecosystem services (ES) resources and the promotion
of their provision are a standard and necessary part of spatial planning tools and documents, a direct
implementation of this concept is exceptional. Researchers and entire projects have so far focused
mainly on identification of ecosystem services and their resources in urban environment, or on the
analysis of their occurrence in spatial planning documents. That was the goal of our research as well.
Spatial planning documents, systematically and methodically re-defined using ecosystem services,
are what is still lacking. Our article presents the results of the analysis of the use of ecosystem services
in spatial plans of five cities, regional centers in the Czech Republic. We used a text evaluation
methodology focused on the explicit and implicit expression of ecosystem services. We analyzed the
overall approach to the creation of spatial plans. In addition to the spatial plans, we also analyzed
their assignments (SPA). We found that the current spatial planning methodology does not work with
the ecosystem services approach (ESA) systemically. It focuses mainly on ES resources and implicitly
envisages their provision. SPAs are a more flexible and effective tool for enforcing ESA in spatial
planning than the lengthy legislative process. However, this presupposes greater knowledge of SPA
among the public and decision makers.

Keywords: ecosystem services; spatial planning; urban planning; regional planning; decision support
system; sustainable landscape management

1. Introduction

1.1. State of the Art of Integration of Ecosystem Services into Spatial Planning

The actual framework of ecosystem services (ES) has not yet been systematically integrated directly
into spatial planning [1]. Although ecosystem services are a powerful spatial and environmental
planning tool that can help decision-makers to better understand the changes between different
development scenarios for natural ecosystems [2], they can also bring a new facilitating approach in a
comprehensive and long-term solution to the sustainable development of urban areas [3–6]. The direct
integration of the concept of ecosystem services and their categories into spatial planning documents
could facilitate the way for the inclusion of information on both the environment and public values in
the implementation of the process of sustainable territorial development [7].

The design of the spatial plan defines the distribution and determines the availability of individual
territorial functions within the city, thus influencing the offer of ecosystem services for the inhabitants
of the territory [6,8,9]. Therefore, the inclusion of ecosystem services in land use plans is considered an
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indicator of their quality [2]. Authors such as [10] have addressed this issue in the last decade; [2,11–15] by
solving the process of integration of ecosystem services into spatial planning. At this time, studies were also
conducted to examine whether ecosystem services were actually included in spatial planning documents
and by what process they were integrated in individual documents [1,2,10,16–21]. For example, studies
addressing ecosystem services and incorporating them into spatial planning documents have shown
that while only a few documents explicitly referred to ecosystem services, many documents also found
indirect references to the benefits of ecosystems of natural green areas contained in the spatial planning
document [1,16–21]. However, the distance between objectives and outcomes can be attributed to
differences in countries’ spatial planning approaches, which should also be placed into the wider
economic, institutional, and legislative context [22]. With gradual impacts of global climate change,
the so-called multi-hazard risks assessment [23,24] is also gaining in importance in terms of planning
and implementing measures. Although this article focuses mainly on ecosystem services, ecosystem
disservices are an equally important phenomenon for spatial planning.

However, the integration of the ES concept in policy making and planning is not mainstream [25,26].
A key tool for policymakers has also become the mapping of ecosystems and their services, because it
allows us to apply econometric methods in order to support a monetary valuation of biodiversity [27].
According to Albert et al., there are three key research themes: (i) requirements and interests of
planners and decision-makers for integrating ES in different application contexts, (ii) approaches to
applying ES in (participatory) planning, and (iii) potential impacts of integrating ES in policy and
decision-making [28]. Particular barriers for integration of the ES concept as a heuristic tool for urban
planning and policy-making are to be expected considering the need for (1) a change of planning
paradigms and routines towards more systemic and holistic thinking, e.g., by linking ecological, social,
and economic considerations; and (2) a shift towards more interdisciplinary thinking and coordination,
given that different fields in administration are usually in separate departments [29].

Support for research and development of ecosystems in urban blue–green services is also happening
through international projects. The aim of the OpenNess project (Operationalization of Natural Capital
and Ecosystem Services) is to transfer the concept of ecosystem services and natural resources into
a functional framework that will enable practical solutions for integrating ecosystem services into
spatial planning and decision-making processes and others [30]. Mapping and assessing ecosystems
and their services (MAES) is at the heart of the EU’s biodiversity strategy. The ESMERALDA project
(Enhancing ecoSysteMsERvicesmAping for poLicy and Decision mAking) seeks to bring a flexible
methodology that will provide basic building blocks for pan-European and regional evaluation [31,32].
Another supporting tool, BISE (the Biodiversity Information System for Europe) provides data and
information on biodiversity to support the implementation of the EU biodiversity strategy. And finally,
CICES (the Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services) is a widely used system for
evaluating ecosystem services.

Research questions are formulated as follows:

(1) How is the ES concept, in explicit and implicit terms, represented in spatial plans?
(2) To what extent and which ES are referred to within spatial plans and their chapters?
(3) How are measures of spatial plans targeted at ecosystem services?
(4) What are the possibilities for innovation of spatial plans through ecosystem services?

1.2. Spatial Planning in the Czech Republic

Spatial planning in the Czech Republic is governed by Act No. 183/2006 Coll., On Spatial Planning
and Building Regulations (Building Act), Decree No. 500/2006 Coll., On Spatial Analytical Documents,
Spatial Planning Documentation and the Method of Spatial Planning Records activities, and Decree
No. 501/2006 Coll., on general requirements for land use.

The aim of spatial planning in the Czech Republic is to create preconditions for the construction
and sustainable development of the territory, consisting in a balanced relationship of conditions for a
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favorable environment, economic development, and cohesion of the community, and which satisfies the
needs of the current generation without compromising the living conditions of future generations [33].

The task of spatial planning is, among other things, (a) to determine and assess the state of
the territory and its natural, cultural, and civilizational values; (b) to examine and assess the need
for changes in the territory, public interest in their implementation, and their benefits, problems,
and risks with regard to, for example, public health, the environment, and its economic use; (c) to create
conditions in the area for reducing the risk of ecological and natural disasters and eliminating their
consequences, especially close to nature; and (d) to regulate the extent of areas for the use of natural
resources, and so on [33].

Planning tools (according to the Building Act) are instruments to enforce planning objectives
and tasks in the territory at the national, regional, and local levels. They include Planning Analytical
Materials, Planning Studies, Spatial Development Principles, Spatial Plans, Regulatory Plans, Spatial
Development Policy, and Planning Permission. An overview of individual spatial planning tools and
their main links to the spatial plan and its content is presented in Figure 1.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Description of the Area of Interest

Five of the thirteen regional centers in the Czech Republic (except the capital city of Prague) were
selected for the analysis of spatial plans. Olomouc and Plzeň have approved spatial plans in recent
years (see Table 1 for details and Figure 2 for location). Brno, Hradec Králové, and Liberec have the
drafts of their spatial plans in the process of public discussion. In all cases, therefore, these are new
documents that should reflect the current problems and needs of the cities and their inhabitants: floods
since 1997, drought in recent years, increased awareness of climate change, the overall improvement of
environmental literacy, as well as persistent pressures from developers to take land or the reluctance of
large farmers to choose environmentally friendly practices. These are the reasons why civil society
pays increased attention to the spatial planning process, the development of blue–green infrastructure,
and nature-based solutions.

Table 1. Overview of the cities and documents used for the analysis of ecosystem services in spatial plans.

City Region Population on
1/1/2020 * Document Type Year Notice

Brno Southern
Moravia

381,346

The full text of the
spatial plan
assignment

2007 80 pages

Spatial plan proposal 2020

Discussion of the proposal.
Incorporation of public

comments. Range approx.
700 pages (1 round)

Hradec Králové Králové-hradecký 92,939 Spatial plan proposal 2016

Discussion of the proposal.
Incorporation of public

comments. Range approx.
1600 pages

Liberec Liberecký 104,802

The full text of the
spatial plan
assignment

2008 41 pages

Spatial plan proposal 2018

Discussion of the proposal.
Incorporation of public

comments. Range approx.
1270 pages

Olomouc Olomoucký 100,663 Spatial plan 2019

Plzeň Plzeňský 174,842 Spatial plan 2016

* source: Czech statistical office.Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 5 of 17 
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Spatial plans or their designs should also be developed using modern approaches to creating and
solving problems. The publicly accessible full texts of the Brno and Liberec spatial plans assignment
was also used for the analysis.

2.2. Methodological Steps

An analysis of similar published procedures applied in other states and cities [18,29,34–36] was
the first step. Attention was paid mainly to indicators and ways in which researchers analyzed the
use of ecosystem services in spatial plans (see Table 2). The consensus was on ecosystem services
according to TEEB (The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity).

Table 2. The resulting categories of ecosystem services that were used for the evaluation of spatial
planning documents [18,37–39], modified.

Provisioning ES Regulating and Supporting ES Cultural ES

Food supplies (biomass)

Water quality regulation

Recreation and tourism
Water management, runoff, and flood protection

Temperature regulation
Noise regulation

Biomass
(wood and natural fibres)

Air quality regulation
Landscape character and

aesthetic values
Climate regulation/carbon sequestration

Support of formation and natural composition of soils
Mitigation of environmental extremes—regulation of

erosion and other natural hazards

Water (potable and service)

Waste management
Natural and cultural

heritage—intellectual and
scientific values

Regulation of pests and diseases
Support of life cycles and processes, pollination

Support for species and ecosystem
biodiversity/wildlife/plants

The main methodological approach used is the analysis of the textual content of spatial plans
(or their proposals) of five regional centers in the Czech Republic—Brno, Hradec Králové, Plzeň,
Olomouc, and Liberec. In order for the results to be comparable with previous work, the following
methodological steps were then chosen to answer the research questions:

(1) How is the ecosystem services approach (ESA), in explicit and implicit terms, represented in
spatial plans?
The text was analyzed in terms of the methodological use of ESA, or the use of the terms ecosystem
services, ecosystem functions, and their alternatives in spatial plans.

(2) To what extent and which ES are referred within spatial plans and their chapters?
For the analysis, we selected the most frequently used ecosystem services according to TEEB in
previous research. In case the use of these terms was not found, we linked the terminology used
to this scale.

(3) How are measures of spatial plans targeted at ecosystem services?
To answer the question, we analyzed whether the support of ecosystem services is specifically the
goal or the key reason for the individual measures, or, if not, what other arguments are used for
this support.

(4) What are the possibilities for innovation of spatial plans through ecosystem services?
Based on the results of the previous three points, we identified possible mechanisms for ecosystem
services to innovate the existing approach to their processing.

Categories of ecosystem services were identified in two steps in the relevant chapters of the spatial
planning documents. First, Table 2 shows the content classification of categories of ecosystem services
according to the classification protocol according to Cortinovis and Genelettti, 2018, Geneletti et al.,
2020, Geneletti and Zardo, 2016, and Mederly, Černecký et al., 2020.
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The second step is value expression of the degree of content integration of ecosystem services in
spatial plans according to Geneletti and Zardo [38], see Table 3.

Table 3. Value expression of the degree of content integration of ecosystem services in selected spatial
planning documents according to Geneletti and Zardo [38] (modified).

Value The Rate of Incorporation of the Content Categories of Ecosystem Services

0 The spatial planning document does not contain any concept of ES or ES-related objectives.

1
The link between ecosystems and the ES concept can be found in the spatial planning
document. The document mentions the functions and processes on which the provision of the
ES depends. This defines ecosystem protection objectives, but does not refer directly to the ES.

2

The spatial planning document mentions the functions and processes on which ES delivery
depends and identifies the elements that define the potential of the ES. It formulates ecosystem
protection objectives that are directly related to ES provision. However, they are completely
descriptive and lack specific applications and analysis.

3

The spatial planning document carries out a basic qualitative assessment of the current state of
the ES through the analysis and application of the ES concept. The lack of a detailed analysis
and clear identification of beneficiaries and demand for the ES shows only a limited level of
application of the ES concept at a specific level of spatial planning decision-making.

4

The spatial planning document defines quantitative objectives related to the provision of the
ES through the analysis and application of the ES concept. It defines the depth of the
application of the ES concept in the analyses of ES provision, including quantitative
measurement, detailed assessment, and identification of ES demand and beneficiaries.

3. Results

Spatial planning tools (including spatial plans) in the Czech Republic have a structure fixed
by legislation. This also affects the unified approach to the methods of elaboration of spatial plans,
the character of which is therefore similar. This is a partial problem for the quality and creativity when
creating spatial plans. Even with different requirements, given the specific conditions of individual
cities, we will not find a progressive approach to processing documentation or solving problems.
The findings can therefore be taken in a generalized way for the whole set of spatial plans and their
proposals. The presented conclusions will apply to each of them.

3.1. How is the ES Concept, in Explicit and Implicit Terms, Represented in Spatial Plans?

We did not find an explicit expression of ecosystem services, or of the whole approach in the
spatial plans of Czech cities. The terms “social functions”, “landscape functions”, “functions of green
infrastructure”, or “non-production functions” are only rarely used. Non-productive functions are
mainly associated with forest stands. This connection is given by the Forest Act, which uses the term
“land intended for forest functions”. In addition, from the research point of view, this topic has the
longest tradition in the Czech Republic and is the most developed. Implicitly, it is talked about in
partial effects such as flood protection, recreation, or nature protection (see below). Overall, however,
the link between spatial plans and ecosystem services is very weak.

3.2. To What Extent and Which ES Are Referred to within Spatial Plans and Their Chapters?

3.2.1. The Spatial Plan Assignment

The content of the Spatial Plan Assignment is the formulation of general and more specific
requirements for each sub-chapter of the Spatial Plan. It is based on the current state of natural
components and the current needs for the development of the city. They can be formulated clearly and
comprehensibly, e.g., in the requirement, “ss part of the solution of the functional use of agricultural land,
create favorable conditions for the development of livestock breeding for non-productive purposes,
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i.e., for recreation and leisure”. This requirement focuses on the production of ecosystem services,
incorporates their philosophy, and does not need to be formulated within the ESA.

The main objectives of the assignment include keywords such as sustainable, environment, quality
of life, reduction of environmental burdens, and protection and restoration of natural and landscape
values, including watercourses-revitalization recreational potential. In addition to these, it also includes
sustainable mobility, flexibility, and development areas as key points. It is therefore clear that the
assignment aims to address environmental issues.

From the Assignments of the Brno and Liberec spatial plans, it is clear that spatial planning is
focused primarily on the sources of ecosystem services (land use), and sometimes on the source of
some prioritized ES (e.g., recreational greenery). Ecosystem services as a target for measurement
(regardless of source) are not formulated anywhere. However, the assignment contains requirements
for ensuring the use of ecosystem services, such as the permeability of the landscape for holidaymakers
or the intention to declare a nature park or NATURA 2000 sites.

The functions of forests are mentioned only in general terms. They need to be protected and the
recreational infrastructure needs to be addressed as much as possible. On the other hand, individual
functions or ecosystem services of forests belong to forestry plans such as the Forest Management Plan
or Regional plan of forests development in terms of planning.

When dealing with noise pollution, there are no requirements for noise reduction through
ecosystem services, but rather the organization of transport and noise sources.

Air pollution is again primarily a solution (elimination of impacts) of sources of pollution.
However, there is a requirement for “the highest possible share of green space in all development areas
as a factor of a significant factor eliminating dust and improving air quality”.

Recreation and greenery is a separate chapter. It is divided into several articles. However, even
here we will not find a more detailed use of ecosystem services:

• Greenery as a part of all functional areas—the emphasis is mainly on green horizons and additional
(unspecified) functions.

• Urban greenery—the issue is conceived only as the design of new areas of parks, without functional
concretization. However, this does not mean that the comments cannot be used in the actual
design of the plan.

• Suburban landscape—the concurrence of recreation and nature protection is respected here,
no other ESs are listed.

• Recreation areas—recreational potential and use is given more in general.
• Allotment localities—existing ones in the assignment are perceived mostly negatively (they make

the city impassable, individual recreation at the expense of the general one). On the other hand,
they are accepted as a traditional form of leisure (the big boom in the 70s and 80s of the 20th century).
The aim is the localization reorganization of allotment colonies—to propose a new use of areas
with existing ones and to find a place for new allotment colonies.

The protection of ecosystem services resources is also required as a measure in the Geology
subchapter—all risk or limiting factors resulting from geological and hydrogeological environmental
conditions must be taken into account, and risks must be minimized in areas of threat to
groundwater quality.

From the above analysis of the assignment, it is clear that the contracting authorities are not able
to define ecosystem services and therefore not able to target them more precisely with their measures.
Nevertheless, the production or provision of ecosystem services (not directly, but through their nominal
expression) is generally ensured through awareness of the importance and protection of their resources.

Table 4 presents other individual mentions of target ecosystem services, as can be found in the
Spatial Plan Assignment.
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Table 4. An overview of mentions of ecosystem services within Spatial Plan Assignments of the cities
of Brno and Liberec.

Chapter of Assignment Targeting Ecosystem Services (Explicitly, Implicitly,
Generally Mentioned), Their Usage, Sources, or Trade-Offs

Planning analytic materials requirements Air quality; pleasant living conditions

Development concept of a municipality area Water retention; reduction of harmful effects; minimization of
environmental risks; roles of mountain ecosystems *

Urban planning concept Elimination of heat island; microclimate
Housing areas, natural areas, forests, water
and water management areas

Individual areas are implicitly assumed to be a source of
ecosystem services

Recreation areas Conflicts with nature conservation *
Requirements for the protection and
development of territory values

Nature conservation; drinking and mineral water; natural
resources in general, incl. landscape values

Civilization values Drinking and mineral water; flood protection (solved by
technical measurements); recreation

Other requirements Soil protection; air quality; water quality; geology; nature and
landscape—in general, without specification

* Assignment of Spatial plan Liberec.

3.2.2. Text Part of Spatial Plan

The chapters of the text parts of the spatial plans, which should inherently address or at least
touch on ecosystem services, are as follows:

• Development concept of a municipality area, protection and development of its values
• Urban planning concept
• Concept of public infrastructure
• Concept of landscape layout
• Determination of conditions for use of areas with different usage manner, determining the

prevailing usage manner (major use)
• Specification of public works, public benefit measures

The text part of the spatial plans approaches the formulation of target services similarly to the
assignment of spatial plans—i.e., it focuses primarily on the resources of ecosystem services and
their protection. This is often implemented through technical measures (e.g., influencing runoff

conditions as part of flood protection. In the case of water or forest areas, departmental/component
legislative documents and plans express support for their ecosystem services (regional plans of forests
development, plans of basin areas). Therefore, they are not specified in the spatial plans.

The ecosystem services of urban blue–green infrastructure (especially parks) are approached
also implicitly.

Table 5 presents an overview of the use of ecosystem services in individual chapters of the text
part of spatial plans of the cities of Brno, Hradec Králové, Olomouc, Plzeň, and Liberec.
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Table 5. Attention paid to ecosystem services in the assignment and individual chapters of spatial plans
or proposals of urban spatial plans of the cities of Brno, Hradec Králové, Olomouc, Plzeň, and Liberec.

Ecosystem Services According to TEEB A DCM UPC CPI CLL CADUM SPW V

Provisioning ES
Food supplies (biomass) x x 1
Biomass (wood and natural fibres) x x 1
Water (potable and service) x x x 1

Regulating and Supporting ES
Water quality regulation 0
Water management, runoff, and flood protection x x x x x x x 2
Temperature regulation x x 1
Noise regulation x x x x 1
Air quality regulation x x 1
Climate regulation / Carbon sequestration x x 1
Support of formation and natural composition of soils x 1
Mitigation of environmental extremes—regulation of
erosion and other natural hazards x x x x 1

Waste management x x x 1
Regulation of pests and diseases 0
Support of life cycles and processes, pollination x 0
Support for species and ecosystem
biodiversity/wildlife/plants x x x 1

Cultural ES
Recreation and tourism x x x x x x x 2
Landscape character and aesthetics values x x x x 1
Natural and cultural heritage—intellectual and
scientific values x x x x 1

Legend: A—Assignment; DCM—Development concept of a municipality area, protection and development of its
values; UPC—Urban planning concept; CPI—Concept of public infrastructure; CLL—Concept of landscape layout;
CADUM—Determination of conditions for use of areas with different usage manner, determining the prevailing
usage manner (major use); SPW—Specification of public works, public benefit measures; V—Value expression of the
degree of content integration of ecosystem services in selected spatial planning documents according to Geneletti
and Zardo [38] (modified).

3.2.3. Plan Rationalization

The content of plan rationalization explains the reasons for the implementation of the measures
proposed in the text part. It is clear from the documents of all five cities that ecosystem services are not
yet part of the interpretive methodology of plan rationalization. For example, the justification of the
concept of landscape layout ÚPHK works with basic urban and landscape theories, presented on the
specific spatial arrangement of the city of Hradec Králové.

The plan rationalization also includes the chapter, “Evaluation of meeting the requirements of
the assignment”. The example of plan rationalization of the spatial plan proposal of Hradec Králové
(ÚPHK) presents the level of evaluation.

Requirement: “Respect public interests in the field of protection of biological diversity and
environmental quality, especially in the form of consistent protection of specially protected areas,
NATURA 2000 sites, wetlands, water protection zones, protected areas of natural water accumulation
and mineral wealth, protection of agricultural, and forest land fund. Create territorial conditions for
the implementation and respect of territorial systems of ecological stability (TSES) and the maintenance
and improvement of ecological stability and for ensuring the ecological functions of the landscape and
for the protection of landscape elements of a natural character in built-up areas. Create conditions for
the protection of the landscape with regard to the target characteristics and types of landscape and
create conditions for the use of natural resources” (Plan rationalization of spatial plan proposal of
Hradec Králové).

Evaluation: “Done. The concept of ÚPHK consistently respects all principles of nature, landscape,
and water protection, as well as natural elements in the territory, including all territories and areas
that are the subject of protection. ÚPHK specifies supra-regional and regional elements of TSES,
defines elements of local TSES, and creates conditions for its establishment. ÚPHK further defines the
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conditions for the protection of the landscape. Segments with natural character in a built-up area are
defined as separate areas of greenery (areas of public spaces) . . . ÚPHK respects and protects these areas
as elements of fundamental compositional importance, which contribute to the diversity of the area and
increase its ecological stability” (Plan rationalization of spatial plan proposal of Hradec Králové).

As is clear from the above cases, this assessment is rather formal and general, despite the fact that
there is a space for the use of ecosystem services as indicators of the level of meeting the requirements
of the assignment.

The individual ecosystem services, explicitly mentioned to justify the chosen solution, are listed in
the subchapter, “Concept of landscape layout, delimitation of areas and determination of conditions for
changes in their use, territorial system of ecological stability, permeability of the landscape, anti-erosion
measures, protection against floods, recreation, mining, etc.”. The significance of individual types
of green areas is described, for example, as follows: “Areas of urban greenery must be preserved or
implemented to fulfill all their functions. These green areas co-create a favorable environment for
the population, help maintain and create a suitable microclimate (dampen temperature fluctuations,
increase humidity, capture precipitation, reduce noise and dust, have a positive effect on air quality),
clearly create a pleasant environment for daily short-term recreation (e.g., babysitting, sports activities,
the possibility of sitting for senior citizens, a meeting place and space for community activities of the
population), and last but not least, have a positive effect on the human psyche” (Plan rationalization of
the Plzeň spatial plan).

3.3. How Are Measures of Spatial Plans Targeted at Ecosystem Services?

It is clear from the previous paragraphs that the measures of the spatial plans are mainly focused
on natural components (urban, landscape greenery, water elements, occasionally soil and minerals) as
sources of ecosystem services. This applies to the assignment, the text part, and the rationalization
of the spatial plans. A simple and incomplete list of ecosystem services is used only to explain the
importance of green areas. This is due to the overall methodological concept of creating land use plans.
It must not be forgotten that spatial plans reflect not only the use of natural components, but also
technical elements and systems. A spatial plan presents a uniform level of detail as a whole.

Figure 3 presents the recommendations, measures, and their groups, which, by their nature, fulfill
the content of the concept of ecosystem services or support them directly or indirectly, and which have
been identified in investigated spatial planning documents.

3.4. What Are the Possibilities for Innovation of Spatial Plans through Ecosystem Services?

The main tool in the creation of spatial plans, which will ensure the effective implementation of
ecosystem services into spatial planning, is the assignment of a spatial plan. The existing legislative
rules (Annex No. 6 to Decree No. 500/2006 Coll.) defining the structure of the Assignment allow this
with their generality. However, this step cannot be approached in an uncoordinated manner; it is
necessary to compare the detail of the ES’s inclusion in the Assignment with other measures, such as
the detail of the explanation of the technical infrastructure. Ways in which individual groups of main
participants in the creation of the Spatial Plan Assignment can use ESA in the process of preparing the
spatial plan are presented in Figure 4.

The text part of the spatial plan itself gives space for implementation, primarily in the approach.
This means that if a society needs to define, for example, a new type of area or update one of the
existing types of areas with the currently needed ecosystem service, it will also include it in the spatial
plan. This also applies to the Assignment innovation. However, this mechanism is linked to the
perception of societal values. Spatial planning is just a tool for their application.

Extending existing access to ecosystem services as an explanation of the measure is a logical step
in plan rationalization. However, it is necessary to work with the entire ES group (e.g., according to
TEEB), not just with a group of selected ones.
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It is also logical to use it in assessing the impact of the implementation of the spatial plan on
sustainable development and the environment (SEA). Once again, however, it is necessary to accept that
it is not possible to innovate in detail only the environmental pillar of sustainable development without
considering a uniform level of detail for the economic and social pillar (due to their interconnectedness).Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 17 
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4. Discussion

It is essential that the ecological, socio-cultural, and economic values of the landscape be fully
taken into account in planning and decision making [40,41]. Mapping and assessment of ecosystems
and their services have a very high potential to support policy- and decision-making in a wide range
of domains in policy, business, and society across the EU [42]. The essential tool of these processes is
spatial planning.

A study of the current state of implementation of ecosystem services into spatial planning tools in
the Czech Republic came to similar conclusions as analyses in other countries, cities, and regions.

Cortinovis and Geneletti [18] analyzed the implementation of ecosystem services in the spatial
plans of twenty-two Italian cities. Spatial planning in Italy supports the production of settlement
ecosystem services through a large number of measures. On the other hand, scientific knowledge
has been only partially implemented in the planning process, and methodological support is still
low [18,35].

Valuation studies in urban areas for any given decision-support context are more demanding
because of requirements for higher spatial resolution and multiple scales of analysis in sampling
particular assets at specific locations within heterogeneous urban landscapes.

Although formally recognized in the ecosystem services literature, these values are rarely addressed
at the operational level, and little has been said on how the ecosystem services approach may contribute
to better incorporate non-economic values in urban planning [11].

A case study of the ten most populous municipalities in Ontario, Canada, determines whether
and how ecosystem services have been incorporated in each of their land use plans. All categories
of ecosystem services currently do exist in local and regional official plans, but the term ecosystem
services is rarely used, missing an opportunity to clearly present the link between environmental
protection and human well-being [10].
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Kaczorowska et al. [43] investigated how the implementation of the urban ES concept in Stockholm
is understood by different urban professionals, based on semi-structured interviews and a stakeholder
workshop. Although recognizing the usefulness of the ES concept, the professionals identified many
remaining challenges linked to integrating the concept into land use planning. These are analyzed in
relation to the gap between ES science and ES policy and structured according to the different types of
planning uncertainties they represent.

The process of integrating ES into urban planning and governance in Stockholm has already
attracted considerable attention in policy and discussion about the values of ES. It has been suggested
that ES might help to keep the region in the front of being sustainable by fostering an adaptive and
transformative development that may maintain human well-being across complex and interlinked
social, economic, and ecological systems [43,44].

In summary, all studies show that spatial planning documents are targeted at sustainable land use
management. However, there is no methodological tool to innovate these documents with the concept
of ecosystem services and social well-being.

Table 6 presents the results of selected studies focused on the use of ecosystem services in spatial
planning documents.

Table 6. Investigated ecosystem services within spatial plans in selected studies.

Evaluated Ecosystem Services Hansen et al.,
2015

Kabisch,
2015

Cortinovis,
Geneletti,

2018

Colavitti et al.,
2020

La Rosa
2019 Czechia

Provisioning x x x
food supply x x x x

raw materials supply x x x
medicinal resources x x x

Regulating x x x
local climate regulation x x x x
air quality regulation x x x x

carbon sequestration and
storage x x

noise reduction x x x x
run-off mitigation x x x x

moderation of extreme events x x x x
waste-water treatment x x x x
erosion prevention and

maintenance of soil fertility x x x

pollination x x
biological control x x

Supporting x x x
habitat for species x x x

maintenance of genetic
diversity x x

Cultural x x x
recreation and mental and

physical health x x x x

tourism x x x
aesthetic appreciation and

inspiration x x x

spiritual experience and sense
of place x x

education and learning x x
In general x x x

Recognition of term
“Ecosystem services” ? x ? ? x N

Evaluated cities
Berlin, Salzburg,

New York,
Stockholm, Seattle

Berlin 22 cities in
Italy

Milan, Bologna,
Florence, Rome

136 Italian
urban plans

Brno, Liberec,
Plzeň, Olomouc,
Hradec Králové

The analyzed spatial plans work with the statements that it is necessary to improve or support flood
protection, biodiversity, ecological stability of forests, as well as recreational potential. The subchapters
state that it is necessary to develop greenery or water features. The philosophy of the spatial plan
and its assignment therefore supports both the provision of ecosystem services and the existence of
their resources. Ecosystem services are therefore an important condition and element, even if the
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documents do not work directly with ESA. Perhaps this is why the main thing is missing here—a clear
statement that, where possible, achieving the goal through ecosystem services and their resources will
be preferred, rather than, for example, technical solutions (e.g., flood or noise control measures).

On the part of the contracting authority, it is therefore necessary to understand the concept of
ecosystem services for the best possible formulation of the assignment and cooperation with the public
(inclusion of social aspects—citizens’ requirements). On the processor side, ecosystem services allow
you to choose the two more environmentally friendly solutions.

From spatial planning proposals, it seems that it is sufficient for key urban development
stakeholders to know that blue–green infrastructure provides ecosystem services, but they do not need
to know what and how. The question remains whether this approach is sufficient. Is this sufficient
knowledge for today’s “smart cities” or “resilient cities” trends?

5. Conclusions

The analysis of the spatial plans of five regional centers in the Czech Republic—Brno, Plzeň,
Liberec, Olomouc and Hradec Králové—showed gaps and potential for the implementation of
ecosystem services in the spatial plans. The current approach to the creation of spatial plans in the
Czech Republic is influenced by:

• unifying legislative rules 0
• stereotypical (traditional) approach to processing spatial plans −

• low stakeholder awareness of international trends −

•weak cooperation between research and practical institutions −

• the need to maintain a coherent approach across sectors 0
• sectoral plans address ecosystem services in more detail than spatial plans 0
• participatory approach and public interest in sustainable urban development +

where 0 is neutral impact, + is positive impact, and − is negative impact.

From an environmental point of view, spatial plans in the Czech Republic are currently focused
primarily on the resources of ecosystem services. They believe that by supporting the resource, they
also support all its ecosystem services. On the one hand, this is true. On the other hand, it reduces the
effectiveness of support, especially when one of the ecosystem services needs to be supported beyond
the normal framework.

The analysis of the content of land use plans shows that most social attention is paid to flood
control measures and recreation. At the general level, nature protection and ecological stability are
mentioned, which indirectly declares a social interest in the protection of biodiversity. On the contrary,
spatial planning in the Czech Republic ignores the support of life cycles and processes, pollination,
or regulation of pests and diseases from the examined ES.

The spatial plan assignment appears to be an effective tool for the implementation of ecosystem
services. The submitter, or through him the public, may, in the case of the knowledge of the ESA, set
such conditions for land use and at the same time for the creation of a spatial plan that will support
resources and the use of ecosystem services.

Raising public and decision makers awareness is the second important mechanism. It is this
awareness that can influence the willingness to take an innovative approach to the assignment and
thus to the elaboration of spatial plans., and as a final benefit, to improve the environment in cities
and the countryside. In addition, it is a faster and more flexible way than “only” trying to change
legislation. The current wording of the Building Act and related regulations gives sufficient scope
for the implementation of ESA, as described above. For future studies, therefore, it is offered not
only to analyze spatial planning documents, but also to compare the legislation of individual states,
which gives space for the implementation of ecosystem services.
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