s the valuation of health and
wellbeing impacts valuable?

Ruth Waters
Natural England

www.gov.uk/natural-england



Determinants of Health
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Dealing with
complex socio-
ecological
systems

The determinants of
health and well-being
in our neighbourhoods

Determinants of Health (Barton & Grant, 2006)



Dealing with complex Ecological-Economic
systems
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R Costanzn et al. fEcosystem Services 28 (2017) 1-16

[ Ecosystem Services in an Ecological-Economic System ]
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Don’t forget it's a metaphor

* Norgaard reminds us that this

started out as an eye
catching metaphor

Complexity of nature doesn’t
fit neatly into a stock-flows
model

That we are in danger of not
taking a wider view of
environmental sustainability
and need a more pluralistic
approach
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Ecplegical Eoprsrrics 66 (D10 G16- G237

Corsants bt molate o S o cellinec [ty

Ecological Economics

|oumal homap ags: www.alzaviar.com/locats/acolscan

Ecosystem services: From eye-opening metaphor to complexity blinder

Richard B. Norgaard "
Eow i cnd o Crcasp, ke vty of (eilbrei Berking Biibad Sear

ARTICLE IMTFQO ARSTREACT

e ‘ah . wemwrd s humbls TEsagh m bR w ek s e adaon m e e un o e nogr A m e
B 0 Doy TR wr ekl s e £ a2 i S S S o Bl LS
Racnwed inrevised fore 5 Or ey 3000
A 3 o rrber SN

TP p— i
R——

frram— A

Eorerymme wrdart wamyyn

Cimam churgs ox i

et e d plrale il

Garural acpa ot . ara by

P ——

Govarranae

1= a0 el Oy cosanate [he dehming of e
B gy of esviareyeid dolaab Dy, g
B! advasce i St of Salaea o Sial s
cas A a Tsiad Sow of eomyanes aenios (D
R s o al, 159064 Poag® o al, R0 Comopsr
Faasy Wil et dl alieoenal aod daw S
iy D Bl dersbe o reldins o sduwe and b
oo | Dacly, 2907 ; Dy e al, 20004, These
B, Miow e e T e i D Ty
of skl swaghars wes mossady [0 awaies 4
embnldel B4 gobel ooy asd daasr o s
Thee i pemmaioy et o, Bowey e, dos fome 0o bl
Tamteeen N sl e 00Ty ey e dn e
Fomyriess Addmsspest, M0 2005 ] The bWl smies
B, [l Bro il fi s Rird e D B s o8 Ty
sl g Coony aal el dis e Lo ol Bow S
delvs Sows of srvbes Casesier o al, 00 A
2NN}

The omslins foe swl s (0 ches e &
sleswpaal by the seaxh Sy iEsovaive
et Al ding cala tis o8 ey Ay Co
Ervamie g e aliygm Do gy abal e
acd G dimogasg et e il —
004 Ry asackas o al, 200G; UNEF, 2004; Wl
S iy, R e B e e e i
izl e St il s, slam B Casing @

o Tel 41 SI0SE S8
-l erldmier g reberica ay.a du

(60 SR - ww fhone e & 2000 Elnevier B Al rghorne

An AN o, WSS 11 VR



Theories of Change
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Matural England Research Report NERROST

Mental health

Theory of change
Microeconomic Evidence for

environimental i the Benefits of Investment in
S the Environment 2 (MEBIE2)

Freshwater flood risk management

Theory of change

Hen_lfqu: roved

environmental
features

Air quality

Theory of change

New/improved
envircnmental

features



Using valuation to aid decision making
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. . An expression of value
1. Recognising value

h 4
4 )

A
2. Demonstrating value )
Describe
. J

\ 4

3. Capturing value

A
Value
I Quantify




Some examples of ‘demonstrating’ monetary
values concerning health ...
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« £2.1 billion would be saved annually through averted health costs if
everyone in England had equal ‘good perceived and/or actual
access to green space’ (Natural England, 2009)

» Reducing the sedentary population by just 1 per cent could reduce
UK morbidity and mortality rates valued at £1.44 billion (Pretty et al.
2011)

» Active visits to the natural environment where folks meet
recommended activity levels are worth £2.18 billion in QALYs
(Quality Adjusted Life Years) — (White et al. 2016)

» The health benefits of NFM and Greenspace creation commissioned
by the Environment Agency found QALY based per trip value range
Is £0.82 (any person visit) - £4.10 (active person visit) and the
average annual value across nine study sites using the preferred
methods is £39.9k - £102.3k. (eftec 2017).



How do we best use these?

« The natural environment clearly has a value to us In
terms of its contribution to health and well being

« But how do we best ‘value’ it given the inherent
,  complexity in teasing out the pathways to impact and
the attribution of different determinants of health?

B - Not only that, but given that many of the benefits for

“ mental health we derive through cultural services, or e
other health benefits are derived from flood alleviation for <
example, should we be thinking about valuing a bundle
of benefits that are difficult to tease apart?

&= + \Where do we best focus monetary valuation effort and
& why?




What do we want these values for and for who?
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Mapping e.g. Natural England

gftur al capital maps kia - ‘wh:‘ o e Extending the Public Forest Estate to achieve P
" 5 fomeris | SR | vater dmate | e | P | protect on | Recreaton | wiate optimal benefits for people and biodiversity? cstiae
[-‘22 e o ° ° 7
£ What decisions are we seeking to inform?

" What level of certainty and complexity of
* valuation is required? Is it required at all?

e
rated
J What other evidence around values might
| be helpful? What other pluralistic
‘.| approaches could help?
4
Indicators e.g. Scotland’s el SR g - vdns.m'a'i"ﬁ”iﬁf
Natural capital asset index e o PFOJECE g



