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INTRODUCTION

Biodiversity-mediated ecosystem services (ESs) are eco-
system processes that contribute to human well-being 
(Daily, 1997; MEA, 2005), including pollination, carbon 
sequestration and food production, among many others, 
and are currently valued at >$33 trillion annually world-
wide (IPBES, 2016). While humans benefit from a wide 
array of ESs, they also differentially impact the quality 
and quantity of services provided through their habi-
tat management activities (Dade et al.,  2019; Dainese 
et al.,  2019; Goldstein et al.,  2012). This is particularly 
true in agroecosystems where crop biomass often nega-
tively correlates with biodiversity, highlighting potential 
conflicts in optimizing multiple ESs (Landis et al., 2018). 

Given predictions of increasing trade-offs between crop 
production and biodiversity (Lawler et al.,  2014), it is 
essential to characterize how multiple categories of ES 
shift across landscapes (Felipe-Lucia et al., 2014; Gomes 
et al., 2020; Li et al., 2017; Raudsepp-Hearne et al., 2010). 
While recent work reveals that ES categories can exhibit 
synergies and trade-offs (positive/negative correlations) 
(Smith et al.,  2013), little is known about relationships 
between biodiversity and ES within urban landscapes 
(Howe et al., 2014) and the role of local habitat manage-
ment and landscape composition as underlying mecha-
nisms regulating trade-offs and synergies (Boerema 
et al., 2017; Dade et al., 2019; Hatt et al., 2018).

Furthermore, some metrics of biodiversity and ESs 
may be contingent on the interaction between local 
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Abstract
Ecosystem services (ESs) are essential for human well-being, especially in urban 
areas where 60% of the global population will live by 2030. While urban habitats 
have the potential to support biodiversity and ES, few studies have quantified the 
impact of local and landscape management across a diverse suite of services. We 
leverage 5 years of data (>5000 observations) across a network of urban community 
gardens to determine the drivers of biodiversity and ES trade-offs and synergies. We 
found multiple synergies and few trade-offs, contrasting previous assumptions that 
food production is at odds with biodiversity. Furthermore, we show that natural 
landscape cover interacts with local management to mediate services provided 
by mobile animals, specifically pest control and pollination. By quantifying the 
factors that support a diverse suite of ES, we highlight the critical role of garden 
management and urban planning for optimizing biodiversity and human benefit.
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habitat complexity and landscape composition (Hatt 
et al.,  2018; Martin et al.,  2019; Seibold et al.,  2019; 
Tscharntke et al.,  2005, 2012). The intermediate 
landscape-complexity hypothesis posits that loss of 
landscape-level complexity (e.g. natural landscape cover) 
negatively impacts animal biodiversity and ESs in simple 
local habitats (e.g. habitats with low-vegetation diversity) 
due to losses in colonization from the surrounding nat-
ural landscape, but may have little impact within com-
plex local habitats where biodiversity and ESs are locally 
supported (sensu Tscharntke et al., 2005, 2012). In other 
words, local habitat complexity can have stronger ef-
fects on biodiversity and ESs in intermediate landscapes 
compared to very simple or very complex landscapes. 
In this way, local habitat complexity, often measured as 
local herbaceous plant richness (Diehl et al., 2013; Stein 
et al.,  2014), may critically impact ecosystem function 
within human-dominated landscapes. Specifically, while 
local habitat and landscape composition may interact 
to impact biodiversity and ESs, a range of landscape-
moderated resource concentration and dilution effects 
have been observed (reviewed in Tscharntke et al., 2012), 
particularly in the case of mobile ES providers, such as 
pollinators and natural enemies (Lichtenberg et al., 2017; 
Tscharntke et al., 2016). For example, if few animal for-
agers are present in simple landscapes, resource ‘dilu-
tion’ may occur, where foragers spread out when local 
resources increase at a site, resulting in a reduction in 
per-resource visitation (Doublet et al.,  2019; Otway 
et al., 2005; Root & Kareiva, 1984; Yamamura, 1999) and 
lower ES provisioning. If many foragers are present in 
simple landscapes, resource ‘concentration’ may occur, 
where more foragers visit when local resources increase 
at a site, resulting in an increase in per-resource visita-
tion (Sih & Baltus,  1987; Totland & Matthews,  1998; 
Wenninger et al.,  2016) and higher ES provisioning. 
Both ‘dilution’ and ‘concentration’ effects may also be 
strengthened, weakened or unaffected by increasing 
landscape complexity (Figure  1). Even though inter-
mediate landscape-complexity theory has been critical 
at predicting animal biodiversity and ESs, it has rarely 
been evaluated in urban areas, despite evidence for its 
existence in the ecologically and economically import-
ant urban agroecosystem (Ballare et al., 2019).

Urban agroecosystems, which include community 
gardens, private gardens and urban farms and orchards, 
are relevant to both biodiversity and food production 
goals of cities (Lin et al., 2015) and are expanding glob-
ally (Siegner et al., 2018), contributing an estimated 15–
20% of the world food supply (Hodgson et al.,  2011). 
They are also ideal systems for exploring the mecha-
nisms underlying trade-offs and synergies across biodi-
versity and ESs, given high local habitat heterogeneity 
(Lin et al.,  2015) and direct connection to local food 
security (Alig et al.,  2004; Lovell,  2010). Urban agri-
culture is a critical asset to food security where spatial 
inequities have created limited access to fresh produce 

by reduced proximity to markets, financial limitations 
and inadequate transportation (Thomas, 2010; Ver Ploeg 
et al., 2009; De Master & Daniels, 2019). While studies 
from rural agroecosystems have characterized food pro-
duction as at odds with biodiversity (Foley et al., 2005; 
Glamann et al.,  2015; Tilman et al.,  2011; but see 
Hanspach et al., 2017), this relationship has never been 
rigorously explored in urban agroecosystems, despite the 
role of gardeners as both local habitat managers and di-
rect beneficiaries of ESs (Lin et al., 2015). Previous work 
in urban agroecosystems has explored variation in sin-
gle services or service providers (Bennett & Lovell, 2019; 
Rocha & Fellowes, 2018), with few studies investigating 
multiple services (Clarke & Jenerette,  2015; Dennis & 
James,  2016; but see Cabral et al.,  2017). Furthermore, 
a tendency to use narrow service- or provider-specific 
sampling and modelling approaches for each metric has 
limited the opportunity to evaluate relationships across 
biodiversity and ES metrics (Boyd & Banzhaf,  2007; 
Seppelt et al., 2011). This gap in the biodiversity-ES lit-
erature, coupled with the increasing relevance of urban 

F I G U R E  1   Conceptual framework visualizing landscape-
specific management synergies and trade-offs, which describe the 
positive and negative impacts of local complexity (herbaceous plant 
richness) on animal biodiversity and ecosystem services, that are 
mediated by landscape complexity (natural habitat cover). Four 
hypothesized responses are visualized: (A) local complexity has 
a weakened concentration effect (starts positive, becomes more 
negative) with increasing landscape complexity, (B) local complexity 
has a stronger concentration effect with increasing landscape 
complexity (starts positive, becomes more positive), (C) local 
complexity has a stronger dilution effect with increasing landscape 
complexity (starts negative, becomes more negative) and (D) local 
complexity has a weaker dilution effect (starts negative, becomes 
more positive) with increasing landscape complexity (blue = more 
positive effect of local complexity, red = more negative effect of local 
complexity and grey = no change in effect of local complexity with 
increasing landscape complexity).
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agriculture for global food security, highlights an urgent 
need to understand potential trade-offs and synergies 
across multiple metrics of biodiversity, food-security and 
well-being.

We used 15 data sets collected over 5 years from a net-
work of urban agroecosystems to investigate synergies 
and trade-offs across seven categories (22 metrics) of ESs 
and two categories (18 metrics) of mobile animal eco-
system service providers (ESPs) (sensu Kremen,  2005; 
Kremen et al.,  2007). We ask two main questions (I) 
Are there synergies and trade-offs across biodiversity and 
ESs, and do local and landscape management factors drive 
these relationships? and (II) Are the impacts of local com-
plexity on biodiversity and ESs mediated by landscape 
complexity? We investigate multiple ESs (pest control, 
pollination, climate regulation, carbon storage, water 
conservation, food production and gardener well-being), 
as well as two ESPs (natural enemies and pollinators), 
to test the following hypotheses: (H1): Direct trade-offs 
are more frequent than synergies among and between 
ESs and ESPs in urban agroecosystems, (H2): Local and 
landscape management serve as critical mechanisms un-
derlying synergies and trade-offs among ESs and ESPs 
and (H3): Landscape complexity mediates the effect of 
local agroecosystem management on ESs and ESPs, es-
pecially ESs provided by mobile animals.

M ATERI A LS A N D M ETHODS

Study system

Between 2013 and 2017, we collected data three to five 
times from May to September within 28 urban com-
munity gardens in the central coast of California, USA 
(see Egerer, Arel, et al.,  2017; Philpott & Bichier,  2017) 
(Figure  S1). During each garden visit, we counted 
the number and species of trees and shrubs within a 
20 × 20 m plot and measured herbaceous plant species 
richness, flower abundance and ground cover composi-
tion (percent bare soil, rocks, grass, mulch) within four 
(2013–2015) or eight (2016–2017) randomly placed 1 × 1 m 
quadrats in the plot (see Philpott & Bichier, 2017).

Landscape composition

We quantified landscape composition within 2 km of each 
garden using data from the 2011 National Land Cover 
Database (NLCD, 30 m resolution) (Homer et al., 2015). 
The 2 km buffer size is inclusive of typical foraging dis-
tances for our focal animal taxa (arthropods and birds) 
and the time period is closest to the average sampling 
year (as in Cohen et al., 2021; Philpott & Bichier, 2017). 
We calculated the percent of natural landscape cover 
(comprised of deciduous forest, evergreen forest, mixed 
forest, shrub/scrub and grassland/herbaceous), which 

ranged between 0 and 61.2%, with spatial statistics tools 
(ArcGIS v. 10.1) (ESRI).

Ecosystem services

In the same gardens, we measured seven ESs: pest con-
trol, pollination, climate regulation, carbon sequestration, 
water storage, food production and human well-being 
(Table  S1). We evaluated four pest control metrics (ES-
Pest-control)—three measuring prey removal (see Philpott 
& Bichier, 2017) and one measuring parasitism (see Egerer, 
Liere, et al.,  2018). We evaluated six pollination metrics 
(ES-Pollination)—two measuring open pollination suc-
cess (see Cohen et al.,  2021), three measuring fruit set 
(the proportion of flowers developing into fruits) and one 
measuring conspecific pollen deposition. We evaluated 
one climate mitigation metric (ES-Climate)—variation 
in daytime garden temperatures (see Lin et al., 2018), one 
carbon sequestration metric (ES-Carbon)—soil organic 
matter (see Egerer, Ossola, et al., 2018) and one water con-
servation metric (ES-Water) – soil water holding capacity 
(see Egerer, Ossola, et al.,  2018). We included five food 
production metrics (ES-Food)—four measuring weight 
or volume of focal crops (see Cohen et al., 2021) and one 
assessing gardener-reported food production. We evalu-
ated four human well-being metrics (ES-Well-being) that 
describe gardener perceptions of well-being derived from 
gardener survey data (see Egerer, Philpott, et al., 2018) (see 
Supporting Information and Table S1 for details).

Mobile ecosystem service providers

We evaluated biodiversity levels for putative ESPs, 
specifically mobile animals that (a) consume or have 
non-consumptive negative effects on herbivores (ESP-
Natural-enemy) or (b) visit flowers to collect pollen and 
nectar (ESP-Pollinator). We evaluated 14 metrics for 
natural enemies sampled with a variety of traps (pitfalls, 
sticky traps), visual surveys and point counts (Table S1). 
We quantified abundance and species richness for ants 
(Hymenoptera: Formicidae), carabids (Coleoptera: 
Carabidae), spiders (Arachnida: Araneae) (see Egerer, 
Arel, et al., 2017; Otoshi et al., 2015; Philpott et al., 2019), 
ladybeetles (Coleoptera: Coccinellidae) (see Egerer,  
Bichier,  et al.,  2017) and insectivore birds (Animalia: 
Aves) (see Mayorga et al.,  2020). We quantified abun-
dance and family richness for parasitoids (Hymenoptera: 
Parasitica) (see Burks & Philpott,  2017) and all arthro-
pods (see Philpott et al., 2020). We evaluated four met-
rics for pollinators sampled with netting, pan-trapping 
and non-lethal observation (Table  S1). We quantified 
abundance and richness of bees (Hymenoptera: Apidae) 
(see Plascencia & Philpott,  2017; Quistberg et al.,  2016) 
and pollinators (Hymenoptera, Diptera, Coleoptera and 
Lepidoptera) (see Cohen et al., 2021). For all 18 metrics, we 
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extrapolated richness using the Chao1 index (Chao, 1987), 
which accounts for uneven sampling and undersampling, 
using the vegan package in R (Oksanen, 2013).

Statistical analyses

We define direct synergies and trade-offs as significant 
positive and negative correlations between any two biodi-
versity and ES metrics, management synergies and trade-
offs as significant positive and negative relationships 
between biodiversity and ESs driven by a change in a sin-
gle local or landscape management factor (as in Bennett 
et al.,  2009; Tomscha & Gergel,  2016), and landscape-
specific management synergies and trade-offs as significant 
positive or negative relationships between biodiversity 
and ESs driven by the interaction between local vegeta-
tion complexity, characterized by herbaceous plant rich-
ness, and landscape complexity, characterized by natural 
landscape cover (Figure 1). We selected herbaceous plant 
richness because it includes the focal vegetation of urban 
gardens (weeds, crops and ornamentals), is correlated 
with local vegetation cover and complexity and is com-
monly used to capture local vegetation complexity (Diehl 
et al., 2013; Stein et al., 2014). We selected natural land-
scape cover as it is correlated with landscape-level het-
erogeneity and richness, often used to capture landscape 
complexity (Tscharntke et al.,  2005, 2012), and interacts 
with local habitat management to impact mobile ESPs 
within urban areas (Ballare et al., 2019). Unlike a metanal-
ysis, which compares patterns across independent studies 
(Glass, 1976; Harrison, 2011), we leverage 5 years of data 
in the same study system, where we can investigate the im-
pacts and interactions between a standardized set of envi-
ronmental variables (as seen in rural agricultural systems, 
e.g. Werling et al., 2014, Robertson et al., 2012) but for the 
first time in urban agricultural systems.

Direct synergies and trade-offs between 
ecosystem services and ecosystem 
service providers

To quantify direct synergies and trade-offs, we con-
ducted three sets of correlation analyses (Washbourne 
et al.,  2020) between each of the 22 ES and 18 ESP 
metrics, and across all ES and ESP metrics (Figure  2, 
Figures S2, S3). We averaged each metric across years to 
obtain a single value per site and then conducted Pearson 
correlations using the R package corrplot (Wei,  2021). 
To reduce potential type I errors associated with mul-
tiple testing within the three sets of correlation analyses 
(231, 153 and 780 comparisons) while also minimizing 
type II errors, we controlled for false discovery rates 
using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure (Benjamini 
& Hochberg, 1995) with a conservative threshold of 0.05 
(Verhoeven et al., 2005).

Management synergies and trade-offs and 
landscape-specific management synergies and 
trade-offs across ecosystem services and 
ecosystem service providers

To quantify management synergies and trade-offs, as well 
as landscape-specific management synergies and trade-offs 
across the 22 ES and 18 ESP response metrics, we used 
generalized linear mixed effects models with the glmer 
function in R. Because many local and landscape pre-
dictor variables were correlated, we prioritized variables 
previously found to be ecologically meaningful in describ-
ing biodiversity and ESs in our study system, specifically 
those related to garden size, ground cover, tree and shrub 
abundance, floral abundance and herbaceous plant rich-
ness (Egerer, Arel, et al., 2017; Egerer, Liere, et al., 2018; 
Otoshi et al.,  2015; Philpott & Bichier,  2017; Quistberg 
et al.,  2016) and included an interaction between local-
level herbaceous plant richness and natural landscape 
cover (as in Ballare et al., 2019). We then calculated a vari-
ance inflation factor (VIF) for each model set using the 
car package in R (Fox & Weisberg, 2018) and ensured all 
VIF scores were below 4. Using this process, all models 
contained five unique fixed local and landscape predictor 
variables: garden size (ha), mulch ground cover (per m2), 
number of trees and shrubs (per 400 m2), number of flow-
ers (per m2), herbaceous plant richness (per m2, estimated 
using Chao index for repeated samples), natural landscape 
cover (percent in 2 km radius) and the interaction between 
these latter two terms, with year and garden as random 
effects for datasets with multiple years. For ES and ESP 
response metrics for which previous studies documented 
impacts of animal biodiversity, focal crop abundance, ag-
ricultural landscape cover, plot structure or housing op-
portunity, we added these predictor variables, but only 
if their inclusion did not lead to VIF scores above 4 (see 
Supporting Information for additional details).

For the response ES and ESP metrics, we used a 
Poisson error distribution for count data and a Gaussian 
error distribution for all non-integer metrics. For a subset 
of non-integer metrics, we used a log10 transformation to 
better fit assumptions of normality. For response vari-
ables that were proportions or success/failure ratios, we 
used a Binomial error distribution (Table S1). For most 
models, we used predictor variable values measured in the 
same month as ES and ESP response data; however, for 
seven response variables measured weekly, we used raw 
herbaceous plant richness data specific to each survey 
week and included week as an additional random effect 
(Table  S1). For all models, we standardized continuous 
predictor variables using the scale function in R such that 
a value of zero represents the mean value for that variable, 
and a positive or negative represents a higher or lower 
value relative to the mean. For all models, we ran model 
selection using the MuMIn package (Barton,  2012) and 
selected the top model for each of the response variables 
based on the AICc values. For models where the AICc 
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      |  5ECOSYSTEM SERVICES ACROSS URBAN AGRICULTURE

for the top model was within two points of the next best 
model, we calculated conditional model averages (as in 
Coux et al., 2016; Philpott & Bichier, 2017). We chose the 
conditional model average given the standardized large 
set of predictor variables (Table S6), and our interest in 
detecting all local habitat and landscape composition fac-
tors that may have even weak significant effects (sensu 
Grueber et al., 2011) on the response ES or ESPs. To re-
duce potential type I errors associated with multiple test-
ing (209 comparisons in ES models, 132 comparisons in 
ESP models), we implemented the Benjamini–Hochberg 
procedure with a conservative threshold of 0.05.

To visualize management trade-offs and synergies, 
we displayed the direction and portion of models with 

significant local and landscape predictors for each ES or 
ESP category. Specifically, we defined management trade-
offs and synergies as differential response to changes in 
local or landscape variables (negative  =  management-
trade-offs, positive = management-synergies) and divided 
the number of models for which we found significant 
predictors (positive or negative) by the total number of 
models evaluated for each ES or ESP category (Figure 3). 
This allowed us to visualize and compare management 
trade-offs and synergies for each ES and ES category.

To visualize landscape-specific management syner-
gies and trade-offs across the 22 ES and 18 ESP response 
metrics, we first referred to the literature and noted past 
definitions of ‘simple’ landscapes as those with 1–20% 

F I G U R E  2   Direct ecosystem service (ES) synergies and trade-offs shown as correlations between ES categories (separated by black lines) 
and metrics within. Only Benjamini–Hochberg adjusted significant p-values are boxed in black, and the size of the circle indicates the absolute 
value of the corresponding correlation coefficient (red = negative, blue = positive).
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6  |      JHA el al.

non-crop cover and complex landscapes as those with 
>20% non-crop cover (reviewed in Tscharntke et al., 
2005). We then visualized model coefficients for herba-
ceous plant richness in both ‘simple’ landscapes, defined 
here as when natural landscape cover in the landscape is 
held at the mean value (~16% across years in our datasets) 
and increasingly ‘complex’ landscapes (> ~16% natural 
landscape cover), where the coefficient for the interac-
tion captures the effect of this increase. We visualized all 
models for which herbaceous plant richness was included 
as a predictor in the best model and plotted significant 
changes in the effect of herbaceous plant richness on the 
ES and ESP response variables, given increases in natu-
ral landscape cover (Figure 4).

RESU LTS

Direct synergies and trade-offs between 
ecosystem services

We documented three significant synergies and no sig-
nificant trade-offs between the 22 ES metrics. Across the 
ES comparisons, 55.4% of all correlations were positive 
while 44.6% were negative. ES-Food had largely positive 
correlations with ES-Carbon, ES-Climate, ES-Water 

and ES-Pollination, but had mixed correlations with 
ES-Pest-control and ES-Well-being (Figure 2). We doc-
umented three significant synergies and no trade-offs 
between the 18 ESP metrics, where 59.5% of all correla-
tions were positive and 40.5% were negative (Figure S2). 
Across all ES and ESP comparisons, we documented six 
significant synergies and no trade-offs, where 54.5% of 
all correlations were positive and 46.5% were negative. 
We found no significant trade-offs or synergies between 
ES-Food and any of the ESPs (Figure S3).

Management synergies and trade-offs 
across ecosystem services and ecosystem 
service providers

We documented significant management synergies and 
trade-offs across the seven categories of ESs (Figure 3, 
Tables  S2–S6). Garden size had predominantly posi-
tive effects on ES-Food, ESP-Natural-enemy and ESP-
Pollinator, mixed (positive and negative) effects on 
ES-Pollination and negative effects on ES-Pest-control 
(Figure  3A). Tree and shrub abundance had positive 
effects on ES-Pest-control and ES-Well-being, mixed 
effects on ESP-Natural Enemy and negative effects 
on ES-Pollination and ES-Food (Figure  3B). Floral 

F I G U R E  3   Response to local and landscape management characteristics (in separate panels, listed on the bottom) and resulting trade-offs 
between ecosystem services (ES) and mobile ecosystem service providers (ESPs). Proportion of models with significant positive or negative 
effects of the management characteristics are depicted, where local management characteristics include (A) garden size, (B) tree abundance, (C) 
floral abundance, (D) mulch cover and (E) herbaceous plant richness (when natural landscape cover is held at the mean), and where landscape 
management includes (F) natural landscape cover (when herbaceous plant richness is held at the mean). The two interacting management 
characteristics are shaded in grey (Tables S2 & S6).
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      |  7ECOSYSTEM SERVICES ACROSS URBAN AGRICULTURE

F I G U R E  4   Impacts of local herbaceous plant species richness on ecosystem services (A–D) and mobile ecosystem service providers (E–F) 
in two landscape contexts, where simple landscapes represent those surrounded by mean natural landscape cover and complex landscapes 
represent those with greater than mean natural landscape cover. Red lines indicate a significant negative effect of herbaceous plant richness, 
blue lines indicate a significant positive effect of herbaceous plant richness and grey lines indicate no significant change in effect of herbaceous 
plant richness, with increasing natural landscape cover. ES-Pest-control services (A) are aphid parasitism (a), aphid removal, egg removal and 
larvae removal (b–d). ES-Pollination services (B) are tomato pollen deposition (a), squash fruit set, tomato fruit set and pepper seed weight  
(b-d), jalapeño seed number (e), and pepper fruit set (f). ES-Carbon, Climate and Water services (C) are coefficient of variation of °C 
temperature, soil carbon composition and soil water holding capacity (a-c). ES-Food and Well-being services (D) are volume of tomatoes, 
squash and pepper, weight of peppers and reported food production (a-e) and reported basic needs met, reported health, reported social 
relations and reported well-being (f–i). ESP-Natural enemies (E) are number of natural enemy families and abundance of ladybeetles (a-b), 
abundance of spiders, abundance of natural enemies, abundance of carabids (c-e), species richness of ants, species richness of carabids, species 
richness of spiders, species richness of ladybeetles, abundance of parasitoids, family richness of parasitoids, species richness of insectivorous 
birds (f–l), the abundance of ants and abundance of insectivore birds (m-n). ESP-Pollinators (F) are abundance of pollinators (a), abundance of 
bees (b), pollinator species richness and bee species richness (c-d).
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abundance had mixed effects on ESP-Pollinator and 
ES-Pollination and predominantly negative effects on 
ES-Pest-control and ESP-Natural-enemy (Figure  3C). 
Mulch cover had positive effects on ES-Carbon, mixed 
effects on ES-Pollination and ESP-Natural-enemy and 
negative effects on ES-Pest-control and ESP-Pollinator 
(Figure 3D). Herbaceous plant species richness (when 
natural landscape cover is held at the mean) had pre-
dominantly positive effects on ESP-Pollinator, mixed 
effects on ESP-Natural Enemy and negative effects 
on ES-Pollination and ES-Pest Control (Figure  3E). 
Natural landscape cover (when herbaceous plant 
richness is held at the mean) had positive effects on 
ES-Food and ESP-Pollinator, mixed effects on ESP-
Natural-enemy and negative effects on ES-Pollination 
(Figure 3F).

Landscape-specific management synergies and 
trade-offs for ecosystem services

We documented significant interactions between her-
baceous plant richness and landscape complexity for 
nine metrics; three that showed negative impacts and 
six that showed positive impacts of local herbaceous 
plant richness in simple landscapes (where natural 
landscape cover is held at the mean) (Figure 4). With 
increasing landscape complexity, the positive impact 
of herbaceous plant richness becomes more nega-
tive (weakened concentration effect) for one ES-Pest-
control and one ES-Pollination metric, and the negative 
impact becomes more negative (stronger dilution effect) 
for another ES-Pollination metric (Figure 4A,B). None 
of the ES-Climate, ES-Carbon, ES-Water, ES-Food 
or ES-Well-being metrics were significantly predicted 
by herbaceous plant richness and its interaction with 
landscape complexity (Figure  4C,D). For ESPs, with 
increasing landscape complexity, the positive impact 
of herbaceous plant richness became more positive 
(stronger concentration effect) for three ESP-Natural-
enemy metrics, the negative impact became more 
negative (stronger dilution effect) for two other ESP-
Natural-enemy metrics (Figure  4E), and the positive 
impact became more positive (stronger concentration 
effect) for one ESP-Pollinator metric (Figure 4F).

Landscape context also shifted synergies and trade-
offs among ESs and ESPs. In simple landscapes (where 
natural landscape cover is held at the mean), two ES and 
four ESP metrics were positively impacted by herbaceous 
plant richness (concentration effect) while one ES and 
two ESP metrics were negatively affected by herbaceous 
plant richness (dilution effect); however, in increasingly 
complex landscapes, three ES metrics were more nega-
tively impacted by herbaceous plant richness (weakened 
concentration and stronger dilution effect), while six ESP 
metrics became stronger in their respective concentra-
tion and dilution effects.

DISCUSSION

In this study, we synthesize multiple years of data across 
a suite of 40 biodiversity and ES metrics to reveal mul-
tiple synergies across urban landscapes. Specifically, 
we show that synergies dominate direct correlations be-
tween ES and biodiversity metrics, with no significant 
trade-offs related to food production. Furthermore, we 
demonstrate that surrounding landscape context medi-
ates the response of many animal biodiversity and ES 
metrics to local complexity, creating new landscape-
specific management synergies and trade-offs.

Direct synergies dominate for both ecosystem 
services and mobile ecosystem service providers

Across the ES and ESP metrics, we found that all 
significant direct correlations were positive; in par-
ticular, the ESs related to food production were posi-
tively correlated with services related to pollination, 
carbon, water and climate. While recent reviews have 
described an abundance of both ES synergies (Dade 
et al., 2019) and ES trade-offs, they have also expressed 
concern over reporting biases that may influence in-
terpretations of such trade-offs (Howe et al.,  2014). 
In our synthesis, we not only evaluated all possible 
trade-offs and synergies but also controlled for study 
region, spatial scale, time period and model composi-
tion. Interestingly, we did not document any synergies 
or trade-offs between food-related ESs and animal bio-
diversity metrics. Thus, optimizing food production is 
not inherently at odds with biodiversity conservation 
within urban agroecosystems. We emphasize that our 
results focus on urban agroecosystems, where gardens 
represent high-diversity habitat patches relative to the 
urban landscape; specifically, our study system is lo-
cated in a region experiencing one of the fastest rates 
of population growth in the state of California (Lin 
& Egerer, 2020). Given this urban context, our results 
contrast much of the ES and development literature, 
which has traditionally focused on rural intensive ag-
ricultural systems and has often emphasized trade-offs 
between biodiversity and food production (e.g. Foley 
et al., 2005). Our comprehensive and standardized syn-
thesis adds support to evidence of positive food and 
biodiversity relationships (Hanspach et al.,  2017) and 
argues that urban agroecosystems serve as critical 
habitats where biodiversity and ES synergies dominate.

Local habitat management factors significantly 
drive ecosystem services, resulting in multiple 
synergies and trade-offs

Our work reveals a number of classic and unexpected 
management synergies and trade-offs, mediated by local 
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habitat factors and landscape composition. First, tree 
abundance within gardens produced ES synergies and 
trade-offs, displaying positive effects on pest control and 
gardener well-being but negative effects on pollination 
and food production. Urban trees provide habitat for 
natural enemies (Barth et al., 2015; Threlfall et al., 2016; 
Wood & Esaian,  2020), aesthetic benefits (Egerer 
et al.,  2019; Nowak & Dwyer,  2007; Ordóñez Barona 
et al.,  2016), recreation benefits (Bjerke et al.,  2006) 
and cultural or historical value for residents (Dwyer 
et al., 1991). Unsurprisingly, the management trade-off 
we documented with crop production has also been 
noted outside of urban systems (reviewed in Luedeling 
et al., 2016), where local tree cover can reduce pollination 
success (Lindgren et al., 2018) and compete for water and 
soil nutrients (Bayala et al., 2015), limiting photosynthet-
ically active radiation (Kessler, 1992). Because temporal 
overlap with crop growth, and thus competition for re-
sources, is often the underlying factor mediating nega-
tive interactions (reviewed in Luedeling et al., 2016), we 
posit that staggering trees and crops spatially or tempo-
rally could reduce these ES trade-offs.

Second, we found evidence that mulch is a key predic-
tor of ES management synergies and trade-offs as it pos-
itively correlates with soil carbon storage, but negatively 
correlates with pest control and pollinator abundance. 
In urban agriculture, mulching can enhance soil qual-
ity (Beniston & Lal,  2012) and increase carbon storage 
through soil structural enhancement (Gregory et al., 2016; 
Tresch et al., 2019). Many gardeners use mulch to suppress 
weeds and maintain ‘tidy’ spaces, which are a social norm 
in Western culture (Robbins, 2007) and reflect perceived 
usability of the ecosystem (Chollet et al., 2018; Unterweger 
et al., 2017). In both rural and urban settings, mulch man-
agement trade-offs have been frequently documented, 
where mulch additions alter natural arthropod predator 
biodiversity levels (Arnold et al., 2019; Dudás et al., 2016) 
and bird community composition (Munyenyembe 
et al., 1989), reduce habitat availability for ground nesting 
bees (McFrederick & LeBuhn, 2006; Threlfall et al., 2015) 
and may also reduce weedy species, upon which native 
pollinators forage (O'Connell et al., 2021).

Other notable ES management trade-offs in our sys-
tem were driven by vegetation management, where floral 
abundance had negative impacts on natural enemies and 
pest-control but mixed effects on pollinators and polli-
nation services. While rare, past work suggests that some 
natural enemy groups may indeed be negatively impacted 
by floral cover (Wyckhuys & O'Neil, 2007). On the other 
hand, floral abundance can variably affect urban pol-
linators (Buchholz & Egerer,  2020; Hung et al.,  2019; 
Lowenstein et al.,  2019) depending on pollinator func-
tional group; specifically, in rural agroecosystems, some 
pollinators exhibit dilution effects (lower visitation when 
resources are higher), while others exhibit concentration 
effects (greater visitation when resources are higher) in 
response to floral resources, even in the same landscapes 

(Jha & Vandermeer, 2009; Veddeler et al., 2006). Thus, 
the mixed effects in pollination services evident in our 
synthesis are likely to occur in systems where pollination 
is mediated by functionally distinct taxonomic groups.

Both natural enemies and pollinators (ESPs) expe-
rienced predominantly positive effects from increased 
garden size, while pollinators exhibited additional pos-
itive responses to herbaceous plant richness and natural 
landscape cover. In terms of synergies, past urban re-
search indicates that garden size positively impacts bee 
abundance and richness (Matteson & Langellotto, 2010; 
Pardee & Philpott,  2014) and that patch size cor-
relates with natural enemy communities and predation 
(Fenoglio et al.,  2013). Likewise, urban floral richness 
(correlated with herbaceous plant richness in our study) 
is highly predictive of pollinator diversity and abundance 
(Ballare et al.,  2019), and vegetation complexity cor-
relates with abundance and richness of natural enemies 
(Langellotto & Denno, 2004) especially in highly urban-
ized landscapes (Bennett & Gratton, 2012). Natural land-
scape cover or proximity has been shown to mediate both 
increases and decreases in pollination success (Gaines-
Day & Gratton, 2016; Ricketts et al., 2008), and similar 
mixed effects on pest control (Bennett & Gratton, 2012; 
Burkman & Gardiner,  2014), with negative effects po-
tentially driven by support of pest populations, low-
ered habitat suitability for natural enemies (reviewed in 
Tscharntke et al., 2016) and existence of alternative floral 
resources for pollinators (Gaines-Day & Gratton, 2016).

Landscape-specific management synergies and 
trade-offs exist only for mobile ecosystem service 
providers and their associated ecosystem services

We documented clear landscape-specific management 
synergies and trade-offs for mobile ESPs (ESP-Natural-
enemy and ESP-Pollinator) and their ESs (ES-Pest-
control and ES-Pollination), and no landscape-specific 
management synergies or trade-offs for the remaining 
services (ES-Climate, ES-Carbon, ES-Water, ES-Food 
or ES-Well-being). Often, the response of ESPs and 
associated ESs followed the predictions of the inter-
mediate landscape-complexity hypothesis (Tscharntke 
et al.,  2005, 2012), where the positive effects of local 
complexity (herbaceous plant richness) were dimin-
ished with increasing landscape complexity, seen in 
weakened concentration effects or stronger dilution 
effects with increasing natural landscape cover in the 
landscape. However, in contrast to predictions, we 
found that for many natural enemy and pollinator met-
rics, the effects of local complexity were more positive 
with increasing landscape complexity. This pattern can 
occur when more complex urban landscapes support a 
species pool of animal foragers that can more actively 
respond to local garden-level complexity (as in Ballare 
et al., 2019).
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In rural agricultural landscapes, landscape context 
mediates the impacts of local management for arthro-
pod richness (reviewed in Batary et al., 2011; Lichtenberg 
et al., 2017), pollinator abundance and richness (Kennedy 
et al.,  2013), predation (Birkhofer et al.,  2016), parasit-
ism (Jonsson et al.,  2015) and pollination (Nicholson 
et al.,  2017). Though few urban parasitism studies have 
tested for an interaction between local and landscape vari-
ables or have failed to detect landscape effects (Bennett & 
Gratton, 2012; Lowenstein et al., 2017), research on urban 
birds and arthropods has indeed documented local-
landscape interactions, where impacts of local vegetation 
depended on landscape complexity levels and were dis-
tinct for each functional group (Frey et al., 2018). Ballare 
et al. (2019) also found that locally simplified urban agro-
ecosystems exhibited greater bee abundance and diversity 
in response to landscape-level natural cover compared 
with locally complex urban grasslands; to our knowl-
edge, no other previous work has documented landscape-
dependent impacts of local management on urban pest 
control and pollination services.

While categories of ESs may spatially cluster or co-
vary (Raudsepp-Hearne et al.,  2010) or demonstrate 
trade-offs and synergies depending on landscape type 
(Felipe-Lucia et al.,  2014), we provide the first study 
to evaluate and document landscape-specific manage-
ment synergies or trade-offs, where landscape context 
mediates the negative (trade-off) or positive (synergy) 
response of ES categories to local complexity. Most 
prior work focuses on larger-scale land use and ser-
vices (Dobbs et al., 2014; Goldstein et al., 2012; Grafius 
et al.,  2016) over time (Gomes et al.,  2020), indicating 
that such changes can lead to new trade-offs and that 
synergies in ESs and may be spatially aggregated by 
landscape type (Li et al., 2017). While at least one study 
has examined the impact of fine-scale local habitat 
management on the delivery of multiple ESs (Tamburini 
et al.,  2016), previous work has not evaluated habitat 
management as a key factor underlying ES synergies or 
trade-offs, despite the importance of habitat composi-
tion for mobile-agent based ESs (Kremen et al., 2007).

Interestingly, our analyses also reveal that animal-
mediated ESs and their putative ESPs often respond to 
different local management and landscape factors, and 
thus biodiversity metrics do not always predict ES levels. 
For example, if trophic interactions are less top-down 
and more bottom-up regulated, where vegetation proper-
ties predict pest abundance via strong lower trophic-level 
processes (e.g. Denno et al., 2002), then pest-control ESs 
and ESPs may be decoupled. These results are also consis-
tent with previous urban ecology studies, where fruit set 
is best predicted by local habitat management (Bennett & 
Lovell,  2019) or where pollinator diversity or abundance 
may not consistently predict fruit set because of differences 
in floral morphology and visitation rates across plant spe-
cies (Lowenstein et al., 2015). This is likely because com-
plementarity between mobile ESPs depends not only on 

the plant species they visit, but also the time and place of 
the visitation (Blüthgen & Klein, 2011; Hoehn et al., 2008). 
Additionally, if interspecific competition between ESPs 
results in niche shifts or increased specialization (sensu 
Inouye, 1978), then the impacts of pollinator diversity on 
plant reproduction may only be evident when surveying 
the entire plant community, not a subset of focal species. 
Furthermore, past work has documented that natural 
enemy impacts on herbivore suppression depend on the 
focal species examined (Letourneau et al., 2009) and that 
antagonistic interactions between natural enemy species 
can hinder overall pest control (Alyokhin & Sewell, 2004; 
Brown et al., 2011), altering the relationships between natu-
ral enemy biodiversity and pest control.

CONCLUSIONS

We show that urban agroecosystem management heavily 
impacts both animal biodiversity and ES metrics and that 
urban food production is not at odds with the conservation 
of biodiversity and ESs. Enhancing tree abundance outside 
of crop beds can avoid pollination and food production 
trade-offs, and mulching only within crop beds can reduce 
trade-offs with pest control and pollinators, while simul-
taneously boosting soil carbon services. Furthermore, our 
study is the first to demonstrate that landscape composi-
tion mediates the effect of local agroecosystem manage-
ment on ESs provided by mobile animals, specifically 
pest control and pollination. Thus, while within-garden 
management critically impacts animal biodiversity and 
related ESs, the strength and the direction of this relation-
ship often depends on natural cover in the landscape. As 
urbanization and food access concerns increase across 
the globe, our work highlights the positive role of urban 
agroecosystems in supporting a broad range of ESs while 
simultaneously benefitting local food production.

AU T HOR CON TR I BU T IONS
SP, ME and SJ conceived of the idea with support from 
PB, HC, HL, BL and AL. SP, ME and SJ gathered data-
sets and executed analyses. All the authors discussed the 
results and participated in writing the manuscript.

ACK NOW LEDGEM EN TS
C. Adams, S. Albuquerque, Y. Bravo, Y. Byun, M. 
Dillingham, J. Dunne, B. Ferguson, A. García, D. 
Hafalia-Yackel, R. Hruska, Z. Jordan, C. Kirk, M. 
MacDonald, L. Marín, I. Mayorga, T. Milz, H. 
Morales, M.E. Narvaez Cuellar, T. Ong, M. Otoshi, 
M. Plascencia, R. Quistberg, A. Rubio, C. Sanchez, G. 
Santíz Ruíz, J. Schneiderman, R. Schreiber, J. Shaw, J. 
Tan, S-S. Thomas, J. Velzy and C. Wing participated 
in logistics, greenhouse work and field data collection. 
A. Larsen provided valuable feedback on the manu-
script. Ann Sanderson provided the artwork embed-
ded in the figures. We thank the community gardens 

 14610248, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ele.14146 by U

niv O
f C

alifornia Santa C
ruz - U

C
SC

, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



      |  11ECOSYSTEM SERVICES ACROSS URBAN AGRICULTURE

for allowing us to conduct research: City of San Jose 
Parks and Recreation (Berryessa Community Garden, 
El Jardín Community Garden, La Colina Community 
Garden, Coyote Creek Community Garden, Laguna 
Sega Community Garden, Guadalupe Community 
Garden, Green Thumb Community Garden), Charles 
Street Gardens in Sunnyvale, City of Santa Cruz Parks 
and Recreation (Trescony Garden and Beach Flats 
Community Garden), Aptos Community Garden, Mid-
County Senior Center in Capitola, the Homeless Garden 
Project, Live Oak Green Grange Community Garden, 
Goodwill Community Garden, Obama Way Garden, 
Pacific Grove Community Garden, MEarth at Carmel 
Valley Middle School, Mesa Verde Gardens (Pájaro, 
Valle Verde, Mi Jardín Verde), Our Green Thumb 
Garden at the Middlebury Institute of International 
Studies, Salinas Chinatown Community Garden, 
Salinas Community Garden at St. George's Episcopal 
Church, The Forge at Santa Clara University, Seaside 
Giving Garden at Faith Lutheran Church, the Farm 
Garden and Chadwick Garden of the U. of California, 
Santa Cruz Center for Agroecology.

F U N DI NG I N FOR M AT ION
This work was financially supported by the Sustainable 
Agroecosystems: Health, Functions, Processes and 
Management Program [grant no. 2016-67019-25185 / 
project accession no. 1009123] and the Research and 
Extension Experiences for Undergraduates Program 
[grant no. 2016-67032-24987 / project accession no. 
1009021] from the USDA National Institute of Food and 
Agriculture, a National Science Foundation Graduate 
Research Fellowship [grant no. #2016-174835], a UC- 
MEXUS-CONACYT Collaborative Grant, the UC 
LEADS Program, the UC Santa Cruz Committee on 
Research, the UC Santa Cruz Institute of International 
Studies, and UC Santa Cruz general funds.

CON F LICT OF I N T ER E ST
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

PEER R EV I EW
The peer review history for this article is available at 
https://publo​ns.com/publo​n/10.1111/ele.14146.

DATA AVA I LA BI LI T Y STAT EM EN T
Data are publicly available in Dryad: DOI https://doi.
org/10.5061/dryad.x69p8​czn5

ORCI D
Shalene Jha   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7199-6106 
Monika Egerer   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3304-0725 
Hamutahl Cohen   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6188-3079 
Heidi Liere   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8026-2630 
Brenda Lin   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6011-9172 
Azucena Lucatero   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0769-3084 
Stacy M. Philpott   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8338-3806 

R E F ER E NC E S
Alig, R.J., Kline, J.D. & Lichtenstein, M. (2004) Urbanization on 

the US landscape: looking ahead in the 21st century. Landscape 
and Urban Planning, 69, 219–234. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.landu​rbplan.2003.07.004

Alyokhin, A. & Sewell, G. (2004) Changes in a lady beetle com-
munity following the establishment of three alien species. 
Biological Invasions, 6(4), 463–471. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1023/B:BINV.00000​41554.14539.74

Arnold, J.E., Egerer, M.H. & Daane, K.M. (2019) Local and landscape 
effects to biological controls in urban agriculture—a review. 
Insects, 10(7), 215. Available from: https://doi.org/10.3390/insec​
ts100​70215

Ballare, K.M., Neff, J.L., Ruppel, R. & Jha, S. (2019) Multi-scalar driv-
ers of biodiversity: local management mediates wild bee commu-
nity response to regional urbanization. Ecological Applications, 
29(3), e01869. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1869

Barth, J.B., FitzGibbon, S.I. & Wilson, R.S. (2015) New urban devel-
opments that retain more remnant trees have greater bird diver-
sity. Landscape and Urban Planning, 136, 122–129.

Barton, K. (2012) Package “MuMIn” for R.
Batary, P., Andras, B., Kleijn, D. & Tscharntke, T. (2011) Landscape-

moderated biodiversity effects of Agri-environmental management: 
a meta-analysis. Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological 
Sciences, 278, 1894–1902. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2010.1923

Bayala, J., Sanou, J., Teklehaimanot, Z. & Sinclair, F. (2015) 
Adaptation of crops to partial shade in mixed cropping systems. 
In: Tree-crop interactions: agroforestry in a changing climate. 
Oxfordshire, UK: CABI, pp. 309–325.

Beniston, J. & Lal, R. (2012) Improving soil quality for urban agricul-
ture in the north central U.S. In: Carbon sequestration in urban 
ecosystems. Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Springer, pp. 279–314. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2366-5_15

Benjamini, Y. & Hochberg, Y. (1995) Controlling the false discov-
ery rate: a practical and powerful approach to multiple testing. 
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society (Methodological), 57, 
289–300.

Bennett, A.B. & Gratton, C. (2012) Local and landscape scale 
variables impact parasitoid assemblages across an urbaniza-
tion gradient. Landscape and Urban Planning, 104(1), 26–33. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landu​rbplan.​2011.​
09.007

Bennett, A.B. & Lovell, S. (2019) Landscape and local site variables 
differentially influence pollinators and pollination services in 
urban agricultural sites. PLoS One, 14(2), e0212034. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0212034

Bennett, E.M., Peterson, G.D. & Gordon, L.J. (2009) Understanding 
relationships among multiple ecosystem services. Ecology 
Letters, 12(12), 1394–1404. Available from: https://doi.org/​
10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01387.x

Birkhofer, K., Arvidsson, F., Ehlers, D., Mader, V.L., Bengtsson, 
J. & Smith, H.G. (2016) Organic farming affects the biolog-
ical control of hemipteran pests and yields in spring barley 
independent of landscape complexity. Landscape Ecology, 
31(3), 567–579. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1098​
0-015-0263-8

Bjerke, T., Østdahl, T., Thrane, C. & Strumse, E. (2006) Vegetation 
density of urban parks and perceived appropriateness for recre-
ation. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 5(1), 35–44. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2006.01.006

Blüthgen, N. & Klein, A.-M. (2011) Functional complementarity and 
specialisation: the role of biodiversity in plant–pollinator in-
teractions. Basic and Applied Ecology, 12(4), 282–291. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2010.11.001

Boerema, A., Rebelo, A., Bodí, M., Esler, K., & Meire, P. (2017). 
Are ecosystem services adequately quantified https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2664.12696

 14610248, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ele.14146 by U

niv O
f C

alifornia Santa C
ruz - U

C
SC

, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/ele.14146
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.x69p8czn5
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.x69p8czn5
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7199-6106
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7199-6106
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3304-0725
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3304-0725
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6188-3079
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6188-3079
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8026-2630
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8026-2630
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6011-9172
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6011-9172
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0769-3084
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0769-3084
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8338-3806
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8338-3806
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2003.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2003.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BINV.0000041554.14539.74
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BINV.0000041554.14539.74
https://doi.org/10.3390/insects10070215
https://doi.org/10.3390/insects10070215
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1869
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.1923
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.1923
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2366-5_15
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0212034
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01387.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01387.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0263-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0263-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2006.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2010.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12696
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12696


12  |      JHA el al.

Boyd, J. & Banzhaf, S. (2007) What are ecosystem services? The need 
for standardized environmental accounting units. Ecological 
Economics, 63(2), 616–626. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecole​con.2007.01.002

Brown, P., Thomas, C., Lombaert, E., Jeffries, D., Estoup, A. & 
Handley, L.J. (2011) The global spread of Harmonia axyridis 
(coleoptera: Coccinellidae): distribution, dispersal and routes of 
invasion.

Buchholz, S. & Egerer, M.H. (2020) Functional ecology of wild bees 
in cities: towards a better understanding of trait-urbanization 
relationships. Biodiversity and Conservation, 29, 2779–2801. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1053​1-020-02003​-8

Burkman, C.E. & Gardiner, M.M. (2014) Urban greenspace compo-
sition and landscape context influence natural enemy commu-
nity composition and function. Biological Control, 75, 58–67. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bioco​ntrol.2014.02.015

Burks, J.M. & Philpott, S.M. (2017) Local and landscape drivers of 
parasitoid abundance, richness, and composition in urban gar-
dens. Environmental Entomology, 46(2), 201–209. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw175

Cabral, I., Keim, J., Engelmann, R., Kraemer, R., Siebert, J. & Bonn, 
A. (2017) Ecosystem services of allotment and community gar-
dens: a Leipzig, Germany case study. Urban Forestry & Urban 
Greening, 23, 44–53. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ufug.2017.02.008

Chao, A. (1987) Estimating the population-size for capture recapture 
data with unequal catchability. Biometrics, 43, 783–791.

Chollet, S., Brabant, C., Tessier, S. & Jung, V. (2018) From urban 
lawns to urban meadows: reduction of mowing frequency in-
creases plant taxonomic, functional and phylogenetic diversity. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 180, 121–124. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landu​rbplan.2018.08.009

Clarke, L. & Jenerette, D. (2015) Biodiversity and direct ecosystem 
service regulation in the community gardens of Los Angeles, 
CA. Landscape Ecology, 30, 367–653. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s1098​0-014-0143-7

Cohen, H., Philpott, S.M., Liere, H., Lin, B.B. & Jha, S. (2021) The 
relationship between pollinator community and pollination 
services is mediated by floral abundance in urban landscapes. 
Urban Ecosystem, 24(2), 275–290. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s1125​2-020-01024​-z

Coux, C., Rader, R., Bartomeus, I. & Tylianakis, J.M. (2016) Linking 
species functional roles to their network roles. Ecology Letters, 
19(7), 762–770.

Dade, M.C., Mitchell, M.G.E., McAlpine, C.A. & Rhodes, J.R. (2019) 
Assessing ecosystem service trade-offs and synergies: the need 
for a more mechanistic approach. Ambio, 48(10), 1116–1128. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1328​0-018-1127-7

Daily, G.C. (1997) Nature's services: societal dependence on natural 
ecosystems. Washington, DC: Island Press.

Dainese, M., Martin, E.A., Aizen, M.A., Albrecht, M., Bartomeus, I., 
Bommarco, R. et al. (2019) A global synthesis reveals biodiversity-
mediated benefits for crop production. Science Advances, 5(10), 
eaax0121. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aax0121

De Master, K.T. & Daniels, J. (2019) Desert wonderings: reimagin-
ing food access mapping. Agriculture and Human Values, 36(2), 
241–256.

Dennis, M. & 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, 208–216. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.01.003

Denno, R.F., Gratton, C., Peterson, M.A., Langellotto, G.A., Fink, 
D.L. & Huberty, A.F. (2002) Bottom-up forces mediate natural-
enemy impact in a phytophagous insect community. Ecology, 83, 
1443–1458.

Diehl, E., Mader, V.L., Wolters, V. & Birkhofer, K. (2013) Management 
intensity and vegetation complexity affect web-building spi-
ders and their prey. Oecologia, 173(2), 579–589. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044​2-013-2634-7

Dobbs, C., Nitschke, C.R. & Kendal, D. (2014) Global drivers and 
tradeoffs of three urban vegetation ecosystem services. PLoS 
One, 9(11), e113000. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​
al.pone.0113000

Doublet, V., Gidoin, C., Lefèvre, F. & Boivin, T. (2019) Spatial and 
temporal patterns of a pulsed resource dynamically drive the 
distribution of specialist herbivores. Scientific Reports, 9(1), 
17787. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1038/s4159​8-019-54297​-6

Dudás, P., Menyhart, L., Gedeon, C., Ambrus, G. & Tóth, F. (2016) 
The effect of hay mulching on soil temperature and the abun-
dance and diversity of soil-dwelling arthropods in potato fields. 
European Journal of Entomology, 113, 456–461. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.14411/​eje.2016.059

Dwyer, J. F., Schroeder, H. W., & Gobster, P. H. (1991). The signifi-
cance of urban trees and forests: toward a deeper understanding 
of values. https://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/4861

Egerer, M.H., Arel, C., Otoshi, M.D., Quistberg, R.D., Bichier, P. 
& Philpott, S.M. (2017) Urban arthropods respond variably to 
changes in landscape context and spatial scale. Journal of Urban 
Ecology, 3(1), 1–10. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1093/jue/
jux001

Egerer, M.H., Bichier, P. & Philpott, S.M. (2017) Landscape and local 
habitat correlates of lady beetle abundance and species richness 
in urban agriculture. Annals of the Entomological Society of 
America, 110(1), 97–103. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1093/
aesa/saw063

Egerer, M.H., Liere, H., Lin, B.B., Jha, S., Bichier, P. & Philpott, S.M. 
(2018) Herbivore regulation in urban agroecosystems: direct and 
indirect effects. Basic and Applied Ecology, 29, 44–54. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2018.02.006

Egerer, M.H., Ordóñez, C., Lin, B.B. & Kendal, D. (2019) Multicultural 
gardeners and park users benefit from and attach diverse values 
to urban nature spaces. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 46, 
126445. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.126445

Egerer, M.H., Ossola, A. & Lin, B.B. (2018) Creating socioecological 
novelty in urban agroecosystems from the ground up. Bioscience, 
68(1), 25–34. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1093/biosc​i/
bix144

Egerer, M.H., Philpott, S.M., Bichier, P., Jha, S., Liere, H. & Lin, B.B. 
(2018) Gardener well-being along social and biophysical land-
scape gradients. Sustainability, 10, 1–14. Available from: https://
doi.org/10.3390/SU100​10096

Felipe-Lucia, M., Comín, F. & Bennett, E. (2014) Interactions among 
ecosystem services across land uses in a floodplain agroeco-
system. Ecology and Society, 19(1). Available from: https://doi.
org/10.5751/ES-06249​-190120

Fenoglio, M.S., Videla, M., Salvo, A. & Valladares, G. (2013) 
Beneficial insects in urban environments: parasitism rates in-
crease in large and less isolated plant patches via enhanced par-
asitoid species richness. Biological Conservation, 164, 82–89.

Foley, J.A., Defries, R., Asner, G.P., Barford, C., Bonan, G., 
Carpenter, S.R. et al. (2005) Global consequences of land use. 
Science New York, N.Y., 309(5734), 570–574. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.1111772

Fox, J. & Weisberg, S. (2018) Using car functions in other functions. 
Cran R.

Frey, D., Vega, K., Zellweger, F., Ghazoul, J., Hansen, D. & 
Moretti, M. (2018) Predation risk shaped by habitat and 
landscape complexity in urban environments. Journal of 
Applied Ecology, 55(5), 2343–2353. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2664.13189

Gaines-Day, H.R. & Gratton, C. (2016) Crop yield is correlated with 
honey bee hive density but not in high-woodland landscapes. 
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 218, 53–57. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2015.11.001

Glamann, J., Hanspach, J., Abson, D., Collier, N. & Fischer, J. (2015) 
The intersection of food security and biodiversity conserva-
tion: a review. Regional Environmental Change, 17, 1303–1313. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1011​3-015-0873-3

 14610248, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ele.14146 by U

niv O
f C

alifornia Santa C
ruz - U

C
SC

, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-020-02003-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2014.02.015
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0143-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0143-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-01024-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-01024-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-018-1127-7
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aax0121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-013-2634-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0113000
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0113000
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54297-6
https://doi.org/10.14411/eje.2016.059
https://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/4861
https://doi.org/10.1093/jue/jux001
https://doi.org/10.1093/jue/jux001
https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/saw063
https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/saw063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2018.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.126445
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix144
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix144
https://doi.org/10.3390/SU10010096
https://doi.org/10.3390/SU10010096
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06249-190120
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06249-190120
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1111772
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13189
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13189
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2015.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0873-3


      |  13ECOSYSTEM SERVICES ACROSS URBAN AGRICULTURE

Glass, G. (1976) Primary, secondary, and meta-analysis of research. 
Educational Researcher, 10, 3–8.

Goldstein, J.H., Caldarone, G., Duarte, T.K., Ennaanay, D., Hannahs, 
N., Mendoza, G. et al. (2012) Integrating ecosystem-service 
tradeoffs into land-use decisions. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences, 109(19), 7565–7570.

Gomes, L.C., Bianchi, F.J.J.A., Cardoso, I.M., Filho, E.I.F. & Schulte, 
R.P.O. (2020) Land use change drives the spatio-temporal vari-
ation of ecosystem services and their interactions along an al-
titudinal gradient in Brazil. Landscape Ecology, 35, 1571–1586. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1098​0-020-01037​-1

Grafius, D.R., Corstanje, R., Warren, P.H., Evans, K.L., Hancock, S. 
& Harris, J.A. (2016) The impact of land use/land cover scale on 
modelling urban ecosystem services. Landscape Ecology, 31(7), 
1509–1522.

Gregory, M., Leslie, T. & Drinkwater, L. (2016) Agroecological and 
social characteristics of New York city community gardens: con-
tributions to urban food security, ecosystem services, and envi-
ronmental education. Urban Ecosystem, 19, 763–794. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-015-0505-1

Grueber, C.E., Nakagawa, S., Laws, R.J. & Jamieson, I.G. (2011) 
Multimodel inference in ecology and evolution: challenges and 
solutions. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 24(4), 699–711.

Hanspach, J., Abson, D.J., Collier, N.F., Dorresteijn, I., Schultner, 
J. & Fischer, J. (2017) From trade-offs to synergies in food se-
curity and biodiversity conservation. Frontiers in Ecology and 
the Environment, 15(9), 489–494. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1002/fee.1632

Harrison, F. (2011) Getting started with meta-analysis. Methods in 
Ecology & Evolution, 2, 1–10.

Hatt, S., Boeraeve, F., Artru, S., Dufrêne, M. & Francis, F. (2018) 
Spatial diversification of agroecosystems to enhance biological 
control and other regulating services: an agroecological perspec-
tive. Science of the Total Environment, 621, 600–611. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scito​tenv.2017.11.296

Hodgson, K., Caton Campbell, M. & Bailkey, M. (2011) Urban ag-
riculture (PAS 563): growing healthy. APA Planning Advisory 
Service: Sustainable Places.

Hoehn, P., Tscharntke, T., Tylianakis, J.M. & Steffan-Dewenter, I. 
(2008) Functional group diversity of bee pollinators increases 
crop yield. Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological 
Sciences, 275, 2283–2291.

Homer, C., Dewitz, J., Yang, L., Jin, S., Danielson, P., Xian, G. et al. 
(2015) Completion of the 2011 National Land Cover Database 
for the conterminous United States – representing a decade of 
land cover change information. Photogrammetric Engineering & 
Remote Sensing, 81(5), 345–354.

Howe, C., Suich, H., Vira, B. & Mace, G.M. (2014) Creating win-wins 
from trade-offs? Ecosystem services for human well-being: a 
meta-analysis of ecosystem service trade-offs and synergies 
in the real world. Global Environmental Change, 28, 263–275. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloen​vcha.2014.07.005

Hung, K.L.J., Kingston, J.M., Lee, A., Holway, D.A. & Kohn, J.R. 
(2019) Non-native honey bees disproportionately dominate 
the most abundant floral resources in a biodiversity hotspot. 
Proceedings. Biological Sciences, 286(1897), 20182901. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.2901

Inouye, D.W. (1978) Resource partitioning in bumblebees: experi-
mental studies of foraging behavior. Ecology, 59(4), 672–678. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.2307/1938769

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services, I. (2016) Assessment report on pollinators. 
Pollination and Food Production: Zenodo. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3402857

Jha, S. & Vandermeer, J. (2009) Contrasting bee foraging in response 
to resource scale and local habitat management. Oikos, 118, 
1174–1180.

Jonsson, M., Straub, C.S., Didham, R.K., Buckley, H.L., Case, 
B.S., Hale, R.J. et al. (2015) Experimental evidence that the 

effectiveness of conservation biological control depends on land-
scape complexity. Journal of Applied Ecology, 52(5), 1274–1282. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12489

Kennedy, C.M., Lonsdorf, E., Neel, M.C., Williams, N.M., Ricketts, 
T.H., Winfree, R. et al. (2013) A global quantitative synthesis of 
local and landscape effects on wild bee pollinators in agroeco-
systems. Ecology Letters, 16, 584–599. Available from: https://
doi.org/10.1111/ele.12082

Kessler, J.J. (1992) The influence of karité (Vitellaria paradoxa) and 
néré (Parkia biglobosa) trees on sorghum production in Burkina 
Faso. Agroforestry Systems, 17(2), 97–118. Available from: https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF000​53116

Kremen, C. (2005) Managing ecosystem services: what do we need to 
know about their ecology? Ecology Letters, 8, 468–479.

Kremen, C., Williams, N.M., Aizen, M.A., Gemmill-Herren, B., 
LeBuhn, G., Minckley, R. et al. (2007) Pollination and other 
ecosystem services produced by mobile organisms: a conceptual 
framework for the effects of land-use change. Ecology Letters, 
10, 299–314.

Landis, D.A., Gratton, C., Jackson, R.D., Gross, K.L., Duncan, 
D.S., Liang, C. et al. (2018) Biomass and biofuel crop effects 
on biodiversity and ecosystem services in the north central US. 
Biomass and Bioenergy, 114, 18–29. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biomb​ioe.2017.02.003

Langellotto, G.A. & Denno, R.F. (2004) Responses of inverte-
brate natural enemies to complex-structured habitats: a meta-
analytical synthesis. Oecologia, 139(1), 1–10. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044​2-004-1497-3

Lawler, J.J., Lewis, D.J., Nelson, E., Plantinga, A.J., Polasky, S., 
Withey, J.C. et al. (2014) Projected land-use change impacts 
on ecosystem services in the United States. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 111(20), 7492–7497. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.14055​57111

Letourneau, D.K., Jedlicka, J.A., Bothwell, S.G. & Moreno, C.R. 
(2009) Effects of natural enemy biodiversity on the suppres-
sion of arthropod herbivores in terrestrial ecosystems. Annual 
Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 40(1), 573–
592. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev.ecols​ys.​
110308.120320

Li, Y., Zhang, L., Qiu, J., Yan, J., Wan, L., Wang, P. et al. (2017) 
Spatially explicit quantification of the interactions among eco-
system services. Landscape Ecology, 32, 1181–1199. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1098​0-017-0527-6

Lichtenberg, E.M., Kennedy, C.M., Kremen, C., Batáry, P., Berendse, 
F., Bommarco, R. et al. (2017) A global synthesis of the effects of 
diversified farming systems on arthropod diversity within fields 
and across agricultural landscapes. Global Change Biology, 23(11), 
4946–4957. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13714

Lin, B.B. & Egerer, M.H. (2020) Global social and environmen-
tal change drives the management and delivery of ecosystem 
services from urban gardens: a case study from central coast, 
California. Global Environmental Change, 60, 102006.

Lin, B.B., Egerer, M.H., Liere, H., Jha, S., Bichier, P. & Philpott, 
S.M. (2018) Local- and landscape-scale land cover affects mi-
croclimate and water use in urban gardens. The Science of the 
Total Environment, 610–611, 570–575. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scito​tenv.2017.08.091

Lin, B.B., Philpott, S.M. & Jha, S. (2015) The future of urban agri-
culture and biodiversity-ecosystem services: challenges and next 
steps. Basic and Applied Ecology, 16(3), 189–201. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2015.01.005

Lindgren, J., Lindborg, R. & Cousins, S.A.O. (2018) Local con-
ditions in small habitats and surrounding landscape are im-
portant for pollination services, biological pest control and 
seed predation. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 251, 
107–113.

Lovell, S.T. (2010) Multifunctional urban agriculture for sustainable 
land use planning in the United States. Sustainability, 2(8), 2499–
2522. Available from: https://doi.org/10.3390/su208​2499

 14610248, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ele.14146 by U

niv O
f C

alifornia Santa C
ruz - U

C
SC

, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-020-01037-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-015-0505-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1632
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.11.296
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.2901
https://doi.org/10.2307/1938769
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3402857
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12489
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12082
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12082
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00053116
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00053116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2017.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2017.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1497-3
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1405557111
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.110308.120320
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.110308.120320
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-017-0527-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.08.091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.08.091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2015.01.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/su2082499


14  |      JHA el al.

Lowenstein, D.M., Matteson, K.C. & Minor, E.S. (2019) Evaluating 
the dependence of urban pollinators on ornamental, non-native, 
and ‘weedy’ floral resources. Urban Ecosystem, 22(2), 293–302. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-018-0817-z

Lowenstein, D.M., Gharehaghaji, M. & Wise, D.H. (2017) Substantial 
mortality of cabbage looper (lepidoptera: Noctuidae) from 
predators in urban agriculture is not influenced by scale of 
production or variation in local and landscape-level factors. 
Environmental Entomology, 46(1), 30–37. Available from: https://
doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw147

Lowenstein, D.M., Matteson, K.C. & Minor, E. (2015) Diversity of 
wild bees supports pollination services in an urbanized land-
scape. Oecologia, 179, 811–821. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044​2-015-3389-0

Luedeling, E., Smethurst, P.J., Baudron, F., Bayala, J., Huth, N.I., van 
Noordwijk, M. et al. (2016) Field-scale modeling of tree–crop 
interactions: challenges and development needs. Agricultural 
Systems, 142, 51–69. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
agsy.2015.11.005

Martin, E.A., Dainese, M., Clough, Y., Báldi, A., Bommarco, R., 
Gagic, V. et al. (2019) The interplay of landscape composition 
and configuration: new pathways to manage functional bio-
diversity and agroecosystem services across Europe. Ecology 
Letters, 22(7), 1083–1094. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/
ele.13265

Matteson, K.C. & Langellotto, G.A. (2010) Determinates of inner city 
butterfly and bee species richness. Urban Ecosystem, 13(3), 333–
347. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-010-0122-y

Mayorga, I., Bichier, P. & Philpott, S.M. (2020) Local and landscape 
drivers of bird abundance, species richness, and trait composi-
tion in urban agroecosystems. Urban Ecosystem, 23(3), 495–505. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-020-00934​-2

McFrederick, Q.S. & LeBuhn, G. (2006) Are urban parks refuges for 
bumble bees Bombus spp. (Hymenoptera: Apidae)? Biological 
Conservation, 129, 372–382. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.11.004

Millenium Ecosystem Assessment. (2005) Full reports. Washington, 
DC: Island Press.

Munyenyembe, F., Harris, J., Hone, J. & Nix, H. (1989) Determinants 
of bird populations in an urban area. Australian Journal of 
Ecology, 14(4), 549–557. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1442-9993.1989.tb014​60.x

Nicholson, C.C., Koh, I., Richardson, L.L., Beauchemin, A. & 
Ricketts, T.H. (2017) Farm and landscape factors interact to af-
fect the supply of pollination services. Agriculture, Ecosystems 
& Environment, 250, 113–122. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.08.030

Nowak, D.J. & Dwyer, J.F. (2007) Understanding the ben-
efits and costs of urban Forest ecosystems. In: Kuser, 
J.E. (Ed.) Urban and community forestry in the northeast. 
Netherlands: Springer, pp. 25–46. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4289-8_2

O'Connell, M., Jordan, Z., McGilvray, E., Cohen, H., Liere, H., Lin, 
B.B. et al. (2021) Reap what you sow: local plant composition me-
diates bumblebee foraging patterns within urban garden land-
scapes. Urban Ecosystem, 24(2), 391–404. Available from: https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-020-01043​-w

Oksanen, J. (2013). Multivariate Analysis of Ecological Communities 
in R: vegan tutorial, 43.

Ordóñez Barona, C., Duinker, P., Sinclair, J., Beckley, T. & Diduck, 
J. (2016) Determining public values of urban forests using a side-
walk interception survey in Fredericton, Halifax, and Winnipeg, 
Canada. Arboriculture & Urban Forestry, 42, 46. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.48044/​jauf.2016.004

Otoshi, M.D., Bichier, P. & Philpott, S.M. (2015) Local and landscape 
correlates of spider activity density and species richness in urban 
gardens. Environmental Entomology, 44(4), 1043–1051. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvv098

Otway, S.J., Hector, A. & Lawton, J.H. (2005) Resource dilution ef-
fects on specialist insect herbivores in a grassland biodiversity 
experiment. Journal of Animal Ecology, 74, 234–240.

Pardee, G.L. & Philpott, S.M. (2014) Native plants are the bee's knees: 
local and landscape predictors of bee richness and abundance 
in backyard gardens. Urban Ecosystem, 17(3), 641–659. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-014-0349-0

Philpott, S.M., Albuquerque, S., Bichier, P., Cohen, H., Egerer, M.H., 
Kirk, C. & Will, K.W. (2019) Local and landscape drivers of ca-
rabid activity, species richness, and traits in urban gardens in 
coastal California. Insects, 10(4), 112. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.3390/insec​ts100​40112

Philpott, S.M., Lucatero, A., Bichier, P., Egerer, M.H., Jha, S., Lin, 
B. & Liere, H. (2020) Natural enemy–herbivore networks along 
local management and landscape gradients in urban agroeco-
systems. Ecological Applications, 30(8), e02201. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2201

Philpott, S.M. & Bichier, P. (2017) Local and landscape drivers of pre-
dation services in urban gardens. Ecological Applications, 27(3), 
966–976. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1500

Plascencia, M. & Philpott, S.M. (2017) Floral abundance, richness, 
and spatial distribution drive urban garden bee communities. 
Bulletin of Entomological Research, 107(5), 658–667. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007​48531​7000153

Quistberg, R.D., Bichier, P. & Philpott, S.M. (2016) Landscape and 
local correlates of bee abundance and species richness in urban 
gardens. Environmental Entomology, 45(3), 592–601. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw025

Raudsepp-Hearne, C., Peterson, G.D. & Bennett, E.M. (2010) Ecosystem 
service bundles for analyzing tradeoffs in diverse landscapes. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 107(11), 5242–
5247. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.09072​84107

Ricketts, T.H., Regetz, J., Steffan-Dewenter, I., Cunningham, S.A., 
Kremen, C., Bogdanski, A. et al. (2008) Landscape effects on 
crop pollination services: are there general patterns? Ecology 
Letters, 11, 499–515.

Robbins, P. (2007) Lawn people: how grasses, weeds, and chemi-
cals make us who we are, Annotated edition. Philadelphia, PA: 
Temple University Press.

Robertson, B.A., Doran, P.J., Loomis, L.R., Robertson, J.R. & 
Schemske, D.W. (2012) Perennial biomass feedstocks enhance 
avian diversity. Global Change Biology & Bioenergy, 3(3) (2011), 
235e246.

Rocha, E.A. & Fellowes, M.D.E. (2018) Does urbanization explain 
differences in interactions between an insect herbivore and its 
natural enemies and mutualists? Urban Ecosystem, 21(3), 405–
417. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​2-017-0727-5

Root, R.B. & Kareiva, P.M. (1984) The search for resources by cab-
bage butterflies (Pieris-Rapae)—ecological consequences and 
adaptive significance of Markovian movements in a patchy en-
vironment. Ecology, 65, 147–165.

Seibold, S., Gossner, M.M., Simons, N.K., Blüthgen, N., Müller, 
J., Ambarlı, D. et al. (2019) Arthropod decline in grasslands 
and forests is associated with landscape-level drivers. Nature, 
574(7780), 671–674. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1038/s4158​
6-019-1684-3

Seppelt, R., Dormann, C.F., Eppink, F.V., Lautenbach, S. & Schmidt, 
S. (2011) A quantitative review of ecosystem service stud-
ies: approaches, shortcomings and the road ahead. Journal of 
Applied Ecology, 48(3), 630–636. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2010.01952.x

Siegner, A., Sowerwine, J. & Acey, C. (2018) Does urban agriculture 
improve food security? Examining the nexus of food access and 
distribution of urban produced foods in the United States: a 
systematic review. Sustainability, 10(9), 2988. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su100​92988

Sih, A. & Baltus, M.S. (1987) Patch size, pollinator behavior, and pol-
linator limitation in catnip. Ecology, 68, 1679–1690.

 14610248, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ele.14146 by U

niv O
f C

alifornia Santa C
ruz - U

C
SC

, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-018-0817-z
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw147
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw147
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-015-3389-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-015-3389-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2015.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2015.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13265
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13265
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-010-0122-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-00934-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9993.1989.tb01460.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9993.1989.tb01460.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4289-8_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4289-8_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-01043-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-01043-w
https://doi.org/10.48044/jauf.2016.004
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvv098
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-014-0349-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/insects10040112
https://doi.org/10.3390/insects10040112
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2201
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1500
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007485317000153
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvw025
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0907284107
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-017-0727-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1684-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1684-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2010.01952.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2010.01952.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10092988


      |  15ECOSYSTEM SERVICES ACROSS URBAN AGRICULTURE

Smith, P., Ashmore, M.R., Black, H.I.J., Burgess, P.J., Evans, C.D., 
Quine, T.A. et al. (2013) REVIEW: the role of ecosystems and 
their management in regulating climate, and soil, water and air 
quality. Journal of Applied Ecology, 50(4), 812–829. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12016

Stein, A., Gerstner, K. & Kreft, H. (2014) Environmental heterogene-
ity as a universal driver of species richness across taxa, biomes 
and spatial scales. Ecology Letters, 17, 866–880. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12277

Tamburini, G., De Simone, S., Sigura, M., Boscutti, F. & Marini, L. 
(2016) Soil management shapes ecosystem service provision and 
trade-offs in agricultural landscapes. Proceedings of the Royal 
Society B: Biological Sciences, 283(1837), 20161369. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2016.1369

Thomas, B.J. (2010) Food deserts and the sociology of space: distance 
to food retailers and food insecurity in an urban American neigh-
borhood. International Journal of Human and Social Sciences, 
5(6), 400–409.

Threlfall, C.G., Walker, K., Williams, N.S.G., Hahs, A.K., Mata, L., 
Stork, N. et al. (2015) The conservation value of urban green 
space habitats for Australian native bee communities. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.05.003

Threlfall, C.G., Williams, N.S.G., Hahs, A.K. & Livesley, S.J. (2016) 
Approaches to urban vegetation management and the impacts 
on urban bird and bat assemblages. Landscape and Urban 
Planning, 153, 28–39.

Tilman, D., Balzer, C., Hill, J. & Befort, B.L. (2011) Global food 
demand and the sustainable intensification of agriculture. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 108(50), 20260–
20264. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.11164​37108

Tomscha, S. & Gergel, S. (2016) Ecosystem service trade-offs and syner-
gies misunderstood without landscape history. Ecology and Society, 
21(1). Available from: https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-08345​-210143

Totland, O. & Matthews, I. (1998) Determinants of pollinator activity 
and flower preference in the early spring blooming Crocus vernus. 
Acta Oecologica-International Journal of Ecology, 19, 155–165.

Tresch, S., Frey, D., Bayon, R.-C.L., Mäder, P., Stehle, B., Fliessbach, 
A. et al. (2019) Direct and indirect effects of urban gardening 
on aboveground and belowground diversity influencing soil 
multifunctionality. Scientific Reports, 9(1), 9769. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s4159​8-019-46024​-y

Tscharntke, T., Karp, D.S., Chaplin-Kramer, R., Batáry, P., 
DeClerck, F., Gratton, C. et al. (2016) When natural habi-
tat fails to enhance biological pest control – five hypotheses. 
Biological Conservation, 204, 449–458. Available from: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.001

Tscharntke, T., Klein, A.M., Kruess, A., Steffan-Dewenter, I. & Thies, 
C. (2005) Landscape perspectives on agricultural intensification 
and biodiversity—ecosystem service management. Ecology 
Letters, 8, 857–874.

Tscharntke, T., Tylianakis, J.M., Rand, T.A., Didham, R.K., 
Fahrig, L., Batáry, P. et al. (2012) Landscape moderation 
of biodiversity patterns and processes—eight hypotheses. 
Biological Reviews, 87(3), 661–685. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2011.00216.x

Unterweger, P.A., Schrode, N. & Betz, O. (2017) Urban nature: per-
ception and acceptance of alternative green space management 
and the change of awareness after provision of environmental 

information. A chance for biodiversity protection. Urban 
Science, 1(3), 24. Available from: https://doi.org/10.3390/urban​
sci10​30024

Veddeler, D., Klein, A.M. & Tscharntke, T. (2006) Contrasting re-
sponses of bee communities to coffee flowering at different spa-
tial scales. Oikos, 112, 594–601.

Ver Ploeg, M., Breneman, V., Farrigan, T., Hamrick, K., Hopkins, 
D., Kaufman, P. et al. (2009) Access to affordable and nutritious 
food—measuring and understanding food deserts and their 
consequences: report to congress. USDA Economic Research 
Service. Administrative Publication (AP-036), 160.

Verhoeven, K.J.F., Simonsen, K.L. & McIntyre, L.M. (2005) 
Implementing false discovery rate control: increasing your 
power. Oikos, 108, 643–647.

Washbourne, C.-L., Goddard, M.A., Le Provost, G., Manning, D.A.C. 
& Manning, P. (2020) Trade-offs and synergies in the ecosystem 
service demand of urban brownfield stakeholders. Ecosystem 
Services, 42, 101074. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoser.2020.101074

Wei, S.T. (2021). R package “corrplot”: visualization of a correlation 
matrix (version 0.90). https://github.com/taiyu​n/corrplot.

Wenninger, A., Kim, T.N., Spiesman, B.J. & Gratton, C. (2016) 
Contrasting foraging patterns: testing resource-concentration 
and dilution effects with pollinators and seed predators. 
Insects, 7(2), 23. Available from: https://doi.org/10.3390/insec​
ts702​0023

Werling, B.P., Dickson, T.L., Isaacs, R., Gaines, H., Gratton, C. & 
Gross, K.L. (2014) Perennial grasslands enhance biodiversity and 
multiple ecosystem services in bioenergy landscapes. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of the Sciences., 111(4), 1652e1657.

Wood, E.M. & Esaian, S. (2020) The importance of street trees to 
urban avifauna. Ecological Applications, 30(7), e02149. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2149

Wyckhuys, K.A. & O'Neil, R.J. (2007) Influence of extra-field charac-
teristics to abundance of key natural enemies of Spodoptera fru-
giperda Smith (lepidoptera: Noctuidae) in subsistence maize pro-
duction. International Journal of Pest Management, 53(2), 89–99.

Yamamura, K. (1999) Relation between plant density and arthro-
pod density in cabbage. Researches on Population Ecology, 41, 
177–182.

SU PPORT I NG I N FOR M AT ION
Additional supporting information can be found online 
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this 
article.

How to cite this article: Jha, S., Egerer, M., Bichier, 
P., Cohen, H., Liere, H. & Lin, B. et al. (2023) 
Multiple ecosystem service synergies and 
landscape mediation of biodiversity within urban 
agroecosystems. Ecology Letters, 00, 1–15. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.14146

 14610248, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ele.14146 by U

niv O
f C

alifornia Santa C
ruz - U

C
SC

, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/01/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12016
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12277
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2016.1369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1116437108
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-08345-210143
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-46024-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2011.00216.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2011.00216.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci1030024
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci1030024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101074
https://github.com/taiyun/corrplot
https://doi.org/10.3390/insects7020023
https://doi.org/10.3390/insects7020023
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2149
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.14146

	Multiple ecosystem service synergies and landscape mediation of biodiversity within urban agroecosystems
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Study system
	Landscape composition
	Ecosystem services
	Mobile ecosystem service providers
	Statistical analyses
	Direct synergies and trade-­offs between ecosystem services and ecosystem service providers
	Management synergies and trade-­offs and landscape-­specific management synergies and trade-­offs across ecosystem services and ecosystem service providers


	RESULTS
	Direct synergies and trade-­offs between ecosystem services
	Management synergies and trade-­offs across ecosystem services and ecosystem service providers
	Landscape-­specific management synergies and trade-­offs for ecosystem services

	DISCUSSION
	Direct synergies dominate for both ecosystem services and mobile ecosystem service providers
	Local habitat management factors significantly drive ecosystem services, resulting in multiple synergies and trade-­offs
	Landscape-­specific management synergies and trade-­offs exist only for mobile ecosystem service providers and their associated ecosystem services

	CONCLUSIONS
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	PEER REVIEW
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


