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LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴ 

Soil is the foundation of all terrestrial ecosystems and provides multiple ecosystem services including 

the provision of food and fibre, climate regulation and carbon storage, the regulation of water flow 

and quality, the support of both above and below ground biodiversity and an “archive of geological 

geomorphological and archaeological heritage” (European Commission, 2021). The basis of these 

functions is the soil natural capital, the stocks of soil material (Robinson Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). The range and 

interaction of different soil properties (e.g., soil texture, depth, structure, stone content, and 

hydrological regime) influences the types of ecosystem services that different landscapes provide. 

Land management, climatic and site factors (e.g., altitude, topography) interact with soil properties 

to further influence the provision of ecosystem services.  

Different soils deliver some ecosystem services more effectively than others. For example, lowland 

mineral soils under arable and grassland management are important for food production, while deep 

peats in upland areas support semi-natural habitats, provide carbon storage and climate regulation.  

In England and Wales soil characteristics are defined at four levels (major group, group, sub-group 

and series) in a hierarchical system, general characteristics being used at the highest level to give 

broad separations and more specific ones at lower levels to give increasingly precise subdivisions 

(Hallett Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). There are 10 major soil groups (based on pedogenic characteristics) within the 

soil classification for England and Wales, >60 groups, 80 sub-groups and 100s of series. To provide a 

general overview of the soil characteristics (e.g., texture, drainage, topsoil carbon, etc.) 27 

‘soilscapes’ have been described by Cranfield University to provide ‘extensive, understandable and 

useful soil data for a non-soil specialist’, CƛƎǳǊŜ м. There is no direct relationship between the major 

soil groups and the soilscapes, the first classification forms part of an in-depth site-specific 

assessment whereas the latter is intended to give a broader overview. The wide variation in soil 

characteristics fundamentally affects the nature and extent of their relationships to the delivery of 

ecosystem services (Haygarth and Ritz 2009).  

hōƧŜŎǝǾŜǎ 

The Welsh Government Soils and Land Use Policy Team are considering the development of a soil 

functions and services map of Wales. The aim of the map will be to provide best available 

information to support and balance land use decisions where trade-offs between soil functions and 

land use demands compete. Demonstrating the supply of functions and services provided by 

different landscapes, their spatial distribution and variation across Wales, will help decision makers 

make informed and balanced considerations of the impact of land use change on ecosystem service 

provision. The map will allow specialists and non-specialists to understand and quantify the impact 

of land use and policy decisions on a range of soil functions and services. 

In support of these objectives this scoping study has: 

¶ Carried out a high-level review of existing soil service and functions maps developed in 

Wales, the UK, EU and internationally.   

¶ Collated and reviewed soil property, functions, and services datasets from Wales, the UK, 

Europe and internationally. 

¶ Identified gaps in datasets and limitations for development of soil services and functions 

maps for Wales.  

¶ Produced an accompanying spreadsheet that describes and critiques available soil services 

and function datasets. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ мΦ {ƛƳǇƭƛŬŜŘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǎƻƛƭ ǘȅǇŜǎ όнт ǎƻƛƭǎŎŀǇŜǎύ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŜǎΦ 

ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ /ǊŀƴŬŜƭŘ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ [ŀƴŘL{ύ 

https://www.landis.org.uk/soilscapes/


 

3 
 

{ƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ 

Biophysical soil functions include nutrient cycling, water dynamics, filtering and buffering, physical 

stability and support of plant systems and human structures, and promotion of biodiversity and 

habitat. Soil functions are directly linked to soil ecosystem services which account for the immediate 

benefits that human societies derive from soils (CƛƎǳǊŜ н). 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦ {ƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ C!hΣ нлмрύΦ 

 

The concept of soil functions first gained prominence through the proposed European Soil Thematic 

Strategy (European Commission, 2006). The Strategy included seven soil functions, namely the 

production of biomass, the storing, filtering and transforming of nutrients, substances and water, the 

provision of a physical and cultural basis for humans and their activities, the provision of habitats and 

gene pools, the function as a source of raw materials, and the function as geological and 

archaeological archives. 

There is no one single definition of soil functions. Vogel Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2019) illustrated (CƛƎǳǊŜ о) the 

juxtaposition of different soil functions and their interdependence. They suggested that the 

fulfilment of a function by a soil would, in general, affect the extent to which it could fulfil others. For 

example, on a given piece of land, a farmer’s decision to change the land use or its management, 

e.g., by planting a forest instead of having a field or a pasture, on which livestock feeds (Renison Ŝǘ 

ŀƭ., 2010), or by switching from industrial agricultural practices to a form of conservation agriculture 

or organic farming, will likely have a marked effect on the percolation of water down the soil profile, 
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which in turn will affect the recharge of groundwater and/or the filtration of chemicals (Baveye Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 

2016). 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ оΦ {ŎƘŜƳŀǝŎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ .ƭǳƳΩǎ όмфууύ 

ŎƭŀǎǎƛŬŎŀǝƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛȄ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǝǾŜƭȅΣ ǘƻ όŀύ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ 

Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ όōύ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǝƴƎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŀƴπƳŀŘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΣ όŎύ 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛƻƳŀǎǎΣ όŘύ ŬƭǘǊŀǝƻƴΣ ōǳũŜǊƛƴƎΣ ǎǘƻǊŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭκōƛƻŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ 

ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘόŜύ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƎŜƴŜǝŎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΣ ŀǎ 

ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƻŦ ƎŜƻƎŜƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΦ όhǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ōȅ tΦ .ŀǾŜȅŜΦ {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ±ƻƎŜƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ 

нлмфύΦ 

 

9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

Ecosystem services are the benefits that people receive from ecosystems (CƛƎǳǊŜ п). They depend on 

ecosystem structures (e.g., biotic and abiotic ecosystem elements) and on their energetic and 

material relationships, i.e., their functions, and on the biological, chemical and physical processes 

(processes) underlying them. 

The 2005 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment grouped ecosystem services into four categories: (i) 

provisioning services (direct or indirect food for humans, freshwater, wood, fibre, and fuel); (ii) 

regulating services (regulation of gas and water, climate, floods, erosion, biological processes such as 

pollination and diseases); (iii) cultural services (aesthetic, spiritual, educational and recreational); and 

(iv) supporting services (nutrient cycling, production, habitat, biodiversity) (Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment, 2005). 

Soil ecosystem services can be understood as flows of soil natural capital stocks that benefit humans 

and can be classified into regulation, provision and cultural (Dominati Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2010) services. Also, 

services, functions and processes are driven by the properties of soil. In general, properties are 
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directly measurable and express chemical (for example, pH), physical (density and aggregation) and 

biological (floral and faunal communities) characteristics (Rodrigues Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2021). Soil processes are 

understood as the transformation of inputs into products, for example, the decomposition of organic 

matter to form humus or the compaction of the soil that reduces infiltration and promotes water 

run-off (Dominati Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2010).  

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǘǊŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΥ ŀ ƳŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ 

όaŜǘȊƎŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмуύ 

https://datashare.ed.ac.uk/handle/10283/3043
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{ƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

/ƻƳƳƻƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ /ƭŀǎǎƛŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎπ/L/9{ 

Defining ecosystem services supplied by soils can be problematic because ecosystem services are 

usually the result of interactions between multiple ecosystem compartments (Adhikari and 

Hartemink, 2016). CICES has been designed to help measure, account for and assess ecosystem 

services in a standardized way and is one of several internationally utilized typologies of ecosystem 

services. It is the most detailed classification with a linguistic taxonomy that follows a strict nested 

hierarchical structure and is very influential in the European Union (Czúcz Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2018). CICES defines 

83 specific classes representing 56 biotic and 27 abiotic services. Accordingly, ecosystem services are 

soil related if their supply is directly and quantifiably controlled by soils and their properties, 

processes and functions. Of the 83 classes defined in the CICES, Paul Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) identified 29 

classes that were consider soil related, comprising 14 provisioning services and 15 regulation and 

maintenance services (Table 1). Paul Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) did not include any of the cultural services listed in 

CICES, because “cultural services are not directly and quantifiably determined by soil properties, 

processes or functions”.  

¢ŀōƭŜ мΦ {ƻƛƭπǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ tŀǳƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнлнмύ /L/9{ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƴŀƳŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƛŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΦ 

 

Paul Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) suggested that the CICES classification has several problems when applied to soils, 

including the distinction between services provided by living elements of the ecosystem and services 

provided by abiotic ecosystem components. They suggested that because soils exist at the 

intersection between the pedosphere, atmosphere, hydrosphere and biosphere, this distinction is 

problematic. The authors highlighted the value of close cooperation between the soil research and 

ecosystem services to ensure better consideration of soils in future CICES updates. 

/ŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

Several authors have categorised the key goods and services provided by soil systems. Haygarth and 

Ritz (2009) suggested 18 categories of ecosystem services and functions that were relevant to soils 

and land use in the UK, which are summarised conceptually in CƛƎǳǊŜ р. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ рΦ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƎƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǎƻƛƭ 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ IŀȅƎŀǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ wƛǘȊΣ нллфύΦ 

 

Dominati Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2010) proposed a conceptual framework for classifying, quantifying and modelling 

soil natural capital and ecosystem services which linked soil ecosystem services to soil natural capital 

(CƛƎǳǊŜ с). It showed how external drivers impacted on processes that underpin soil natural capital 

and ecosystem services and how soil ecosystem services contribute to human well-being. The 

framework consisted of five main interconnected components: (1) soils as natural capital; (2) natural 

capital formation, maintenance and degradation; (3) the drivers of soil processes; (4) provisioning, 

regulating and cultural soil ecosystem services; and (5) human needs fulfilled by soil ecosystem 

services. A similar, framework was reported by Rodrigues Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) drawing on ideas proposed by 

Dominati Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2010), Robinson Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2013); Baveye Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2016) and Baveye Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2020), CƛƎǳǊŜ т. 

Adhikari and Hartemink (2016) examined the relationship between soils and ecosystem services 

through a review of the literature. Linkages between soil and ecosystem services were investigated 

through a diagram (CƛƎǳǊŜ у) that conceptualizes the connection of key soil attributes to ecosystem 

services through soil functions. A table linking given ecosystem services to the specific soil attributes 

was generated (¢ŀōƭŜ н). 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ сΦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻƛƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5ƻƳƛƴŀǝ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлύΦ 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ тΦ LƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǝǾŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎτǎƻƛƭ 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊǝŜǎΣ ǎƻƛƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ wƻŘǊƛƎǳŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнмύΦ 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ уΦ ! ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŘƛŀƎǊŀƳ ƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƪŜȅ ǎƻƛƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǝŜǎ ǘƻ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎƻƛƭ 

ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƭƭπōŜƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ŘƘƛƪŀǊƛ ŀƴŘ IŀǊǘŜƳƛƴƪΣ нлмсύΦ 
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¢ŀōƭŜ нΦ [ƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǝŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ŘƘƛƪŀǊƛ ŀƴŘ IŀǊǘŜƳƛƴƪΣ нлмсύΦ  

{ƻƛƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ 

tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ wŜƎǳƭŀǝƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

CƻƻŘΣ ŦǳŜƭ 

ϧ ŬōǊŜ 

wŀǿ 

ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ 

DŜƴŜ 

Ǉƻƻƭ 

CǊŜǎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ 

ǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǘŜƴǝƻƴ 

/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ ϧ Ǝŀǎ 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǝƻƴ 

²ŀǘŜǊ 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǝƻƴ 

9Ǌƻǎƛƻƴ ϧ 

ƅƻƻŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ 

tƻƭƭƛƴŀǝƻƴΣ 

ǎŜŜŘ ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŀƭ 

tŜǎǘ ϧ 

ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǝƻƴ 

/ŀǊōƻƴ 

ǎŜǉǳŜǎǘǊŀǝƻƴ 

²ŀǘŜǊ 

ǇǳǊƛŬŎŀǝƻƴ 

Soil organic 

carbon 

           

Sand, silt, clay & 

coarse fragments 

           

pH            

Depth to bed rock            

Bulk density            

Available water 

capacity 

           

Cation exchange 

capacity 

           

Electrical 

conductivity 

           

Soil porosity & air 

permeability  

           

Hydraulic 

conductivity & 

infiltration 

           

Soil biota            

Soil structure & 

aggregation 
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Soil temperature            

Clay mineralogy            

Subsoil pans            
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¢ŀōƭŜ оΦ [ƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǝŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǝƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ŘƘƛƪŀǊƛ ŀƴŘ IŀǊǘŜƳƛƴƪΣ нлмсύΦ 

{ƻƛƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ 

/ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ {ǳǇǇƻǊǝƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

wŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴΣ 

ŜŎƻǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ 

!ŜǎǘƘŜǝŎΣ ǎŜƴǎŜ 

ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜ 

YƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ 

ŜŘǳŎŀǝƻƴΣ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǝƻƴ 

/ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ²ŜŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΣ ǎƻƛƭ 

ŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴ 

bǳǘǊƛŜƴǘ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ 

Soil organic carbon        

Sand, silt, clay & coarse 

fragments 

       

pH        

Depth to bed rock        

Bulk density        

Available water capacity        

Cation exchange capacity        

Electrical conductivity        

Soil porosity & air 

permeability  

       

Hydraulic conductivity & 

infiltration 

       

Soil biota        

Soil structure & 

aggregation 

       

Soil temperature        

Clay mineralogy        

Subsoil pans        

 



 

13 
 

aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

Spake Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2019) noted that a major sustainability challenge is determining where to target 

management to enhance natural capital and the ecosystem services it provides. Achieving this 

understanding is difficult, given that the effects of most actions vary according to wider 

environmental conditions; and this context dependency is typically poorly understood. 

Maps facilitate decision making by providing an efficient way of conveying complex information 

through visual representation and are valuable in systematic conservation planning to ensure the 

long-term capacity of ecosystems to provide ecosystem services (Schröter Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2014; Gonzalez-

Redin Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2016). A major challenge lies in the complexity of the relationships between ecosystem 

condition and ecosystem services and in the fact that these relationships greatly vary depending on 

the scale of analysis which may not coincide with the scale of landscape planning (Cimon-Morin Ŝǘ 

ŀƭ., 2013; Maes Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2012; Turkelboom Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2018). Linking soil features and characteristics to 

ecosystem services has been done in several ways, including the use of stakeholder opinion in 

weighting the relevance and importance of individual feature (Rutgers Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2012). 

Maps are useful for spatially explicit prioritisation and problem identification, especially in relation to 

synergies and trade-offs among different ecosystem services, and between ecosystem services and 

biodiversity (Maes Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2013). Further, maps can be used as a communication tool to initiate 

discussions with stakeholders, visualizing the locations where valuable ecosystem services are 

produced or used and explaining the relevance of ecosystem services to the public. Gret-Regamey Ŝǘ 

ŀƭ., 2013 demonstrated that the integration of local expertise and knowledge into the modelling 

process is important for the reduction of uncertainty and the correct valuation of ecosystem services. 

Maps can contribute to the planning and management of biodiversity protection areas and implicitly 

of their ecosystem services at sub-national level. Primary data are often used to map provisioning 

service, e.g., food or fibre supply whereas many regulating, supporting and cultural services often 

rely on proxies for their quantification (Maes Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2012). 

Mapping of ecosystems services gained prominence in Europe under the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 

2020 (European Commission, 2011). Target 2 (maintain and restore ecosystems and their services) 

Action 5 (Improve knowledge of ecosystems and their services in the EU) of the Strategy asked 

member states “with the assistance of the Commission to map and assess ecosystems and their 

services on their national territory”. Action 5 was implemented by the working group MAES on 

Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services; the work formally started on 22 

September 2011 with a stakeholder workshop in Brussels (Maes Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2015). After several rounds of 

iteration within the working group and following a consultation with several biodiversity research 

networks a final framework was adopted to ensure coherent mapping across Europe, CƛƎǳǊŜ ф. The 

framework links socio-economic systems with ecosystems via ecosystem services, and drivers of 

change that exert pressures on ecosystems including their biodiversity either as consequence of 

using the services or as indirect impacts due to human activities in general (Maes Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2013). 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ фΦ /ƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ !Ŏǝƻƴ р ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

9¦ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ нлнл ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ aŀŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмоύΦ 

The maps were produced either using the ESTIMAP model or by downscaling indicators available at 

national scale to a 10 km grid. Example maps for ‘capacity to avoid soil erosion’ and ‘water retention 

index’ are shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ мл. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ млΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǎΣ ŀΦ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǎƻƛƭ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ōΦ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǘŜƴǝƻƴ ƛƴŘŜȄ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ aŀŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмрύ 
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Maps for ecosystem services are made for a broad set of purposes. Jacobs Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2017) suggest that 

these include advocacy (awareness raising, justification, decision support), ecosystem assessment, 

priority setting, instrument design, ecosystem accounting, economic liability and scientific spatial 

analysis. CƛƎǳǊŜ мм illustrates the theoretical relationship between mapping purposes and quality 

requirements.  

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ ммΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ WŀŎƻōǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ 

нлмтύΦ 

 

aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ 

The EU working group on MAES provided practical guidance through a common assessment 

framework along with a selection of indicators to map and assess ecosystem condition and 

ecosystem services. Burkhard Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2018) reorganised the MAES framework into several practical 

steps to be followed to guide the ecosystem assessment work as required by Action 5: (i) Mapping of 

ecosystems; (ii) Defining the condition of the ecosystem; (iii) Quantification of the services provided 

by the ecosystem; and (iv) Compilation of these into an integrated ecosystem assessment. 

The operational framework for integrated MAES that was proposed is composed of nine consecutive 

steps (CƛƎǳǊŜ мн): 

¶ Step 1: Question and theme identification. 
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¶ Step 2: Identification of ecosystem types. 

¶ Step 3: Mapping of ecosystem types. 

¶ Step 4: Defining ecosystem condition and identification of ecosystem services delivered by 

ecosystems. 

¶ Step 5: Selecting indicators for ecosystem condition and ecosystem services. 

¶ Step 6: Ecosystem condition and ecosystem services indicator quantification. 

¶ Step 7: Mapping ecosystem condition and ecosystem services. 

¶ Step 8: Results integration; and 

¶ Step 9: Dissemination and communication of results. 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ мнΦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ 

.ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ .ǳǊƪƘŀǊŘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнлмуύ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ wŜƴŘƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлннύΦ 

 

Rendon Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2022) based their assessment on the framework for integrated mapping and 

assessment of ecosystems and their services proposed by Burkhard Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2018) and the indicators 

proposed by Maes Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2018). They calculated and mapped the indicators for pressures, ecosystem 

condition and control of erosion rates using a wide range of datasets; the maps covering the 

distribution of the indicators in the entire study area are shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ мо. 

Rendon Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2022) quantified and mapped indicators for ecosystem condition, environmental and 

anthropogenic pressures and soil erosion control. The authors explored the relationships between 

the respective indicators and the capacity of agroecosystems to control soil erosion across 

environmental zones (EZ). The results emphasise that patterns in the complex interactions between 

this ecosystem service and ecosystem condition indicators should be analysed at a sub-European 

scale to address variations in landscapes, climate and therefore also erosion processes and rates. On 

the level of 9½s, found that the control of erosion rates is correlated positively with multiple 

condition indicators and negatively with pressure indicators. The results also helped identify 9½s 

where actions should be taken to mitigate the environmental and anthropogenic pressures on 

agroecosystems and improve their condition. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ моΦ aŀǇǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜǎΣ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ 

ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ όŦƻǊ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ƳŀǇǎ ǎŜŜ wŜƴŘƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнн ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴύΦ 

  

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/ars.els-cdn.com/content/image/1-s2.0-S2212041621001455-mmc1.pdf
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aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ 

Grêt-Regamey Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2017) suggested that ecosystem services mapping approaches could be broadly 

classified into five categories:  

1. A simple and widely used approach that directly links ecosystem services to geographic 

information, mostly land cover data and is often referred to as the “lookup table” approach. 

The land cover data are used as proxies for the supply of (or demand for) different ecosystem 

services. The ecosystem service in the lookup table can be derived from statistics such as 

crop yield for agricultural production.  

2. Approaches, that mainly relying on expert knowledge include expert estimates of ecosystem 

values in lookup tables but also other methods such as Delphi surveys.  

3. The “causal relationship” approach that estimates ecosystem services based on well-known 

relationships between services and spatial information from literature or statistics. For 

example, timber production can be estimated using harvesting statistics for different areas, 

elevations and forest types provided in a national forest inventory.  

4. Approaches that estimate ecosystem services extrapolated from primary data such as field 

surveys linked to spatial information.  

5. Quantitative regression and socio-ecological system models that combine field data of 

ecosystem services as well as information from literature linked to spatial data.  

The authors proposed a tiered approach to ecosystem service mapping based on the decision 

tree in CƛƎǳǊŜ мп. For example, tier 1 may be appropriate if the purpose of the map is mainly to 

provide an overview of ecosystem services (e.g., abundance or presence/absence), tier 2 may be 

suitable when ecosystem services information is required at a certain level of detail but not 

linked to an explicit management and tier 3 may be best for explicit evaluation of management 

measures (Grêt-Regamey Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). CƛƎǳǊŜ мп, associates the five categories of mapping 

(above) with different tier levels. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ мпΦ 5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘǊŜŜ ƎǳƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǝŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ DǊşǘπ

wŜƎŀƳŜȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмтύΦ 

 

9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ 

One commonly used mapping method is the ecosystem ‘matrix’ approach, which links ecosystem 

services to appropriate geo-biophysical spatial units (Burkhard, 2017). Service supply, flow and 

demand are ranked using a relative scale ranging from 0 to 5 (not relevant to very high, see CƛƎǳǊŜ 

мр). Based on this normalisation of rankings, various ecosystem services are made comparable and 

different points in time (including scenarios) can be assessed. The authors suggest that the equal 

intervals classification methods should be used to group the data into the 0-5 classes. 

As shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ мр, the basic steps of application include:   
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1. Selection of ecosystem services study area. 

2. Selection of relevant geo-biophysical spatial units (assessment matrix lines/y-axis).  

3. Collection of suitable spatial data (e.g., land cover/land use data, soil map). 

4. Selection of relevant ecosystem services (assessment matrix columns/x-axis). 

5. Definition of suitable indicators for ecosystem services quantification.  

6. Quantification of ecosystem services indicators (using various methods).  

7. Normalisation of ecosystem services indicator values to the relative 0-5 scale. 

8. Interlinking geospatial units and scaled ecosystem service values in the matrix. 

9. Linkage of ecosystem services 0-5 rankings to geospatial units to create maps and  

10. Interpretation, communication and application of resulting ecosystem maps.  

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ мрΦ hǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƎŜƻǎǇŀǝŀƭ ƳŀǇ ŘŀǘŀΣ ǘƘŜ 

ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǝƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ .ǳǊƪƘŀǊŘΣ нлмтύΦ 

 

¦ƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǝŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ  

The matrix delivers results relating to ecosystem services supply and demand patterns in look-up 

tables and resulting maps by integrating data from various sources. However, Burkhard (2017) noted 

the following uncertainties relating to the 10 steps of application: 

¶ {ŜƭŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ. The case study area should be representative for 

the addressed question and region. It should reflect the specific local, natural and cultural 

settings, land management and changing socio-ecological system conditions.  

¶ {ŜƭŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƎŜƻπōƛƻǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǳƴƛǘǎ. Generalisation and categorisation of 

complex landscapes into a limited number of classes include simplification and uncertainties. 

Spatial units are also dependent on spatial data resolution and study area size.  

¶ /ƻƭƭŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ Řŀǘŀ. Information availability (e.g., appropriate biophysical data 

on soils) and data access often limit comprehensive ecosystem service studies. Further 
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uncertainties can be based on inaccuracies in spatial and thematic data and unsuitability of 

spatial and temporal scales.  

¶ {ŜƭŜŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ. Which ecosystem services are relevant in the case 

study area and which user groups are benefitting? Are ecosystem services imported and 

exported to or from the region? Especially for data-driven studies, many ecosystem services 

are neglected due to data availability.  

¶ 5ŜŬƴƛǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǉǳŀƴǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ. Ecosystem services indicators 

should be robust, scalable and sensitive to changes. Furthermore, appropriate indicator-

indicandum (i.e., the subject to be indicated) relations need to be identified and defined. 

Various indicators are needed for ecosystem services trade-off and synergy assessments.  

¶ vǳŀƴǝŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ. Uncertainties can be due to the lack of 

appropriate data for ecosystem service quantifications and the use of surrogate indicators, 

model, measurement and statistical data uncertainties, mismatches between geo-biophysical 

data and statistical data spatial units or limited knowledge about complex ecosystem 

functions. 

¶ bƻǊƳŀƭƛǎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ. Comparability of data from different 

sources, varying quality and quantity and across various ecosystem services categories is not 

always given. Moreover, subjectivity in the scoring procedures and data classification include 

uncertainties.  

¶ LƴǘŜǊƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƎŜƻǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǳƴƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ. The 

averaging of ecosystem service data over space and time is difficult. Usually, ecosystem 

service supply takes place spatially and heterogeneously and aggregation of data, models 

and indicators without losing relevant information is not easy. 

¶ [ƛƴƪŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ лπр ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ƎŜƻǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǳƴƛǘǎ. Mismatches of selected spatial units 

and ecosystem services, including definition of appropriate service providing areas and 

ecosystem flows can lead to uncertainties of ecosystem services maps. Limited knowledge 

about complex socio-ecological system linkages, data extrapolation to different or larger 

regions, the proper representation of multiple ecosystem services and GIS software/data 

issues also add further uncertainties.  

¶ LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǝƻƴΣ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳƭǝƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǎ. Badly 

designed maps and insufficient end-user interfaces might cause interpretation problems. 

Data and map misinterpretation can also be due to lacking knowledge of the study area or 

general lack of expert knowledge, for example, concerning interactions between landscape 

management and ecosystem services supply. Ecosystem services information is often too 

complex and too aggregated for easy and fast understanding. Model and map validation and 

respective uncertainty or reliability measures are, in most cases, not provided with the 

ecosystem services map.  
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9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƳŀǇǎκƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ 

9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŜǎ 

Hardaker Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2020) reviewed and identified ecosystem services and ecosystem dis-services 

supplied by upland land use in Wales and compared the relative level of supply by the two dominant 

land uses in the Welsh uplands (defined as the Severely Disadvantaged Area (SDA) under the Less 

Favoured Area (LFA) designation (EC Directive 75/268)). In this study ecosystem services were 

defined as the flows of services and goods from ecosystems that provide benefits to humans (de 

Groot Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2010; Haines-Young and Potschin, 2010) and ecosystem dis-services were defined as the 

flows of dis-services that provide costs to humans. 

The authors used a literature review to determine which ecosystem services and dis-services the two 

dominant land uses (forestry and agriculture) and their associated constituent land cover types in the 

Welsh uplands had the capacity to deliver. They used the Terrestrial Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Natural 

Resources Wales, 2018) spatial data to delineate land cover types as proxies for ecosystem structures 

and functions that support service/dis-service delivery and thus capacity to supply ecosystem 

services.  

Hardaker ŀǘ ŀƭ. (2020) used an adapted version of the matrix approach (Burkhard Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2010, 2012) 

to quantify the level of potential service and dis-services and net ecosystem service supply (NES) and 

to link this to varying land cover types. The matrix contained 12 services and dis-services on the x-

axis and the land use and land cover types on the y-axis (¢ŀōƭŜ п). At the intersections, the authors 

assessed (based on evidence from the literature review) the level of supply of individual ecosystems 

services for different land types on a scale consisting of 0 = no supply, 1 = very low supply, 2 = low 

supply, 3 = moderate supply, 4 = high supply and 5 = very high supply. For dis-services, the same scale 

was used but with negative values. Where the ecosystem service had an ecosystem dis-service 

analogue, and the land cover type had the capacity to supply either the ecosystem service or dis-

service a range score from negative to positive was given. The spatial representation of ecosystem 

services, dis-services and net ecosystem supply are shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ мс, CƛƎǳǊŜ мт and CƛƎǳǊŜ му, 

respectively. 
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¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ vǳŀƭƛǘŀǝǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƳŀǘǊƛȄΥ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ²ŀƭŜǎΦ 

tƻǘŜƴǝŀƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ŬǾŜπǇƻƛƴǘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ όмύΣ ƭƻǿ όнύΣ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ όоύΣ ƘƛƎƘ όпύ ǘƻ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ όрύΦ CƻǊ 

ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƛǎπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǝǾŜ ŬǾŜπǇƻƛƴǘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ όҍмύΣ ƭƻǿ όҍнύΣ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ όҍоύΣ ƘƛƎƘ όҍпύ ǘƻ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ όҍрύΣ Ŭƴŀƭƭȅ л 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ƴƻ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ ¦ƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΥ ǊŜŘ Ґ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴΣ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƭŀŎƪƛƴƎΣ ȅŜƭƭƻǿ Ґ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴΣ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘƻǊȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ ƎǊŜŜƴ Ґ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ 

ōǳǘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΣ ƭƛƎƘǘ ōƭǳŜ Ґ ǿŜƭƭ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΣ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŀǊƪ ōƭǳŜ Ґ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴΣ ƘƛƎƘ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ IŀǊŘŀƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлύΦ 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ мсΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀύ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ōύ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ²ŀƭŜǎΦ 

¢ƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴΣ ŀǊŀōƭŜ ŎǊƻǇǎΣ ǝƳōŜǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴΣ ŎŀǊōƻƴ 

ǎŜǉǳŜǎǘǊŀǝƻƴΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƅƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƳƛǝƎŀǝƻƴΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŀōƭŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

ǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜΥ л Ґ ƴƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ м ǘƻ с Ґ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ 

ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ т ǘƻ мн Ґ ƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ мо ǘƻ му Ґ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ мф ǘƻ нп Ґ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ Ґ Ҕ нр Ґ ǾŜǊȅ 

ƘƛƎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ IŀǊŘŀƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлύΦ 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ мтΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŘƛǎπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀύ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ōύ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ 

²ŀƭŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƛǎπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƅƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΣ DID ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǊŜŘǳŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŀōƭŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜΥ л Ґ ƴƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ 

ҍм ǘƻ ҍс Ґ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ ҍт ǘƻ ҍмн Ґ ƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ ҍмо ǘƻ ҍму Ґ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ ҍмф ǘƻ ҍнп Ґ ƘƛƎƘ 

ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ Ґ ғ ҍнр Ґ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ IŀǊŘŀƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлύΦ 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ муΦ bŜǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀύ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ōύ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ 

²ŀƭŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ 

ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƛǎπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴΣ ŀǊŀōƭŜ 

ŎǊƻǇǎΣ ǝƳōŜǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴΣ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎŜǉǳŜǎǘǊŀǝƻƴΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƅƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƳƛǝƎŀǝƻƴΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŀōƭŜ 

ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƛǎπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ƅƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΣ DID ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŀōƭŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜΥ л Ґ ƴƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ м ǘƻ с Ґ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ т ǘƻ мн Ґ ƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ мо ǘƻ му Ґ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ 

ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ мф ǘƻ нп Ґ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ Ґ Ҕ нр Ґ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ IŀǊŘŀƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлύΦ 

 

{ƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ 

Iŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 

Natural England mapped soil function potential based on habitat types, which were scored according 

to their potential to provide soil services (Dales Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2014), CƛƎǳǊŜ мф. The map focused on the 

factors that led to good quality soils rather than the final services which good quality soils help to 

regulate. However, the authors noted that to fully understand and map this service required a 

complete move away from a habitat-based approach and stated that ‘the approach we have taken 

only shows where good quality soils may exist, but such a broad based, non-qualitative approach, is 

barely helpful’. Dales Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2014 concluded that to enable a more accurate map to be developed, 

and to further understand which other services soil quality contributes required the use of soil data 

in addition to habitat data. 

мΦмΦм CƻǳǊπǎǘŜǇ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 

Butlin Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2015) used a four-step mapping methodology to map ecosystem services in Liverpool. 

The first, referred to as typology mapping, described the green infrastructure within the study area 

using a mixed land cover/land use classification. The second, referred to as functionality mapping, 

described the supply of ecosystem services by the green infrastructure identified in the first step. The 

third, referred to as needs mapping, described the demand for ecosystem services within the study 

area. The fourth and final step combined the outputs of the second and third steps to determine 

where demands were met and where they are not met (CƛƎǳǊŜ нл). The authors suggested that this 

final step was particularly useful for informing policy. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ мфΦ {ƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴ ƳŀǇ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5ŀƭŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмпύΦ 
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a. 

 

b. 

 

c. 

 

d. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ нлΦ ŀΦ ǘȅǇƻƭƻƎȅΣ ōΦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ ŎΦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ŘΦ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƳŜǘκƴƻǘ ƳŜǘ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 

.ǳǘƭƛƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмрύΦ 

[ŀƴŘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ 

Smith and Dunford (2018) applied a land cover scoring approach to a case study of Warwickshire, 

Coventry and Solihull (WC&S) as part of the EU-funded OpenNESS project (Operationalisation of 

natural capital and ecosystem services). The approach was well suited to WC&S because a detailed 

Phase 1 Habitat and Biodiversity Assessment survey (HBA) was available. 

Experts scored 16 key land cover classes from the HBA based on the capacity of the land cover to 

deliver each ecosystem service, using a six-class system (i.e., from 0 to 5) where zero was no delivery 

capacity and 5 was very high delivery capacity. Median stakeholder scores were used to create a 

summary matrix for these key land cover classes. As well as scoring individual services, Smith and 

Dunford (2018) created average scores for all regulating services, all provisioning services, all food 

provisioning services and all cultural services. These scores were then applied to the HBA layer within 

GIS to generate maps of each individual service or of groups of services, CƛƎǳǊŜ нм. Although the 

method is very simple and is based largely on expert judgement, Smith and Dunford (2018) reported 

that stakeholders found the maps very useful for demonstrating and visualising the provision of 

ecosystem services in WC&S. Recommended improvements to the methods included score 

validation, modification to reflect ecosystem condition and comparison with maps generated using 

different approaches. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нмΦ CƭƻƻŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǝƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ {ƳƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ 5ǳƴŦƻǊŘΣ нлмуύΦ 
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{ƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘ 

Aitkenhead and Coull (2018) described a framework for estimating the distribution of soil ecosystem 

service supply based on the concept of matrix multiplication (CƛƎǳǊŜ нн). This approach enabled 

relationships between fundamental soil variables and associated environmental characteristics to be 

linked to soil processes, and hence to ecosystem functions and ecosystem services.  

The parameterization of these relationships was achieved using a combination of data from the 

Scottish Soils Database and expert knowledge. Baseline data to allow mapping of processes, 

functions and services across Scotland was from digital maps of soil classes. The matrix multiplication 

approach constrained the relationship linkages to linear relationships and ignored potential synergies 

between factors at each stage, but did provide a mechanism for relating fundamental soil 

characteristics to ecosystem services. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ ннΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ƳǳƭǝǇƭƛŎŀǝƻƴ ŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƻƛƭ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ƛǘƪŜƴƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƭƭΣ нлмуύΦ 

The values given in ¢ŀōƭŜ р reflect the available information on relationships between soil functions 

and ecosystem services; for each of the three ecosystem services given in Table 4, mapping was 

carried out using the same process. Aitkenhead and Coull (2018) note that the intention of this work 

was not to provide an approach to accurate quantification of soil functions or ecosystem services, 

but to provide a framework within which existing knowledge could be represented, gaps could be 

identified and addressed and the multifunctionality of soils could be characterized. 

Maps of the ecosystem services agricultural capability and carbon sequestration are shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ 

но. A higher weighting indicates that the ecosystem service provision is greater in those areas than in 

areas with a lower weighting. For example, the agricultural capability map shows low values on 

steeper and high-altitude areas, and medium/high values in lowland and east coast areas where 

farming predominates.  
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¢ŀōƭŜ рΦ aŀǘǊƛȄ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǝƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǎƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǎƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 

!ƛǘƪŜƴƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƭƭΣ нлмуύΦ 

 

a. 

 

b. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ ноΦ ²ŜƛƎƘǝƴƎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀΦ ά!ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ /ŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ ōΦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ 

ǎŜǉǳŜǎǘǊŀǝƻƴ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ƛǘƪŜƴƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƭƭΣ нлмуύΦ 

aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ LǊŜƭŀƴŘ 

To fulfil their obligations under Action 5 of the Biodiversity Strategy, in Ireland Parker Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2016) 

worked with stakeholders to identify what needed to be mapped and what could be mapped, taking 

into consideration existing national spatial data sources and developing indicators for national 

ecosystem service mapping. The project sought to identify indicators that were appropriate for 

quantifying ecosystem service supply and demand, and document how they related to different 

habitats and their associated characteristics. 

The mapping tool used was SENCE (Spatial Evidence for Natural Capital Evaluation), which was 

selected primarily for its ability to be manipulated to accept a wide range of data sources at different 

scales and its ability to deliver outputs for a variety of ecosystem services. It is a GIS system, which 

allows for stakeholder weighting to be applied and, therefore, local knowledge to be included. The 

tool was used to model selected ecosystem services to create maps of services including: 

¶ Land temporarily storing water. 

¶ Areas of land promoting good water quality 

¶ Vegetation carbon 

¶ Soil carbon 

¶ Terrestrial food 

¶ Terrestrial biodiversity: Habitats, management, ecological networks, and species 

Parker Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2016) reported that the mapping and assessment work relied on the use of ‘indicators’ 

or ‘surrogate’ measures that could be used to quantify provision in a more indirect way. Information 

was brought together using a geoinformatics approach that considered the available data both 

spatially and quantitatively using a scientific ‘rule-base’ system based on scientific literature and local 

knowledge. This enabled bespoke maps to be developed which illustrated the spatial variation in 

service provision. 

The map for the ecosystem service regulation of water quality is shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ нп. The map was 

created using information on soil type from the Teagasc national soils and subsoils datasets, 

landform in terms of slope angle, and habitats from the derived habitat map. It used scientific 

knowledge to model which areas of land were likely to be filtrating water and which areas of land 

were potentially having an adverse effect by inputting impurities. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ нпΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇ ŦƻǊ LǊŜƭŀƴŘ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ tŀǊƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмсύΦ 
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aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ tƻǊǘǳƎŀƭ 

Laporta Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) detailed the methodological and analytical framework developed in the ptMAES 

(Portugal Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services) project to map and assess 

ecosystem condition and ecosystem service supply. Also, to explore spatial relationships between 

ecosystem condition and service supply, and discuss the main challenges and opportunities 

encountered to inform the implementation of future MAES initiatives in Portugal and other member 

states. 

The methodological framework chosen to map and assess ecosystems’ condition and services 

consisted of a multi-tiered approach (ranging from spatialization of statistical data to analytical 

modelling), combining methods of varying complexity given data availability. CƛƎǳǊŜ нр outlines the 

approach. All assessments were made on the most detailed land use class data available; four broad 

classes (agriculture, agroforestry, forest, shrubland) with 59 sub-classes. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нрΦ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀǇ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 

ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ [ŀǇƻǊǘŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнмύΦ 

 

Mapped ecosystem condition indicators (CƛƎǳǊŜ нс) were: 

1. Soil organic matter (tonne Carbon/hectare/year),  

2. Ecological value of plant communities (semi-quantitative score 1-5),  

3. Plant diversity (semi-quantitative score 1-5) and  

4. Bird diversity (semi-quantitative score 1-50).   

Five ecosystem services (CƛƎǳǊŜ нт) were quantified and mapped:  
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1. Crop production (t/ha/year),  

2. Livestock production (livestock unit/ha/year),  

3. Fibre production (m3/ha/year), 

4. Carbon sequestration (t CO2/ha/year) and  

5. Control of erosion rates (t/ha/year). 

The authors concluded that ecosystem mapping could provide useful insights to landscape planning 

at the regional scale, for instance, red-flagging areas where service supply might be unsustainable 

over time. However, they also identified several caveats:  

1. Data availability (in terms of aggregation, scale, and coverage) limited the inclusion of 

process-based modelling.  

2. Refinement of results could be achieved with the use of information collected by the public 

administration if data protection issues were overcome.  

3. A wider range of ecosystem condition indicators and ecosystem services should be 

considered (particularly cultural services); and  

4. The selection of ecosystem condition indicators should better reflect their relationship to 

ecosystem services. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нсΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴΥ όŀύ ǎƻƛƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ƳŀǧŜǊ όōύ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǝŜǎΣ 

όŎύ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ όŘύ ōƛǊŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ [ŀǇƻǊǘŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнмύΦ 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ нтΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ όŀύ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜǎ όōύ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎŜǉǳŜǎǘǊŀǝƻƴΣ όŎύ ŬōǊŜΣ όŘύ ŎǊƻǇ ŀƴŘ όŜύ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 

[ŀǇƻǊǘŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнмύΦ
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aƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ Lǘŀƭȅ 

Rovai Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2023) proposed a method for mapping and bundling the supply of five ecosystem 

services produced in agricultural and forest areas, based on the processing of open-source data 

through the analytic hierarchy process (AHP). The method integrated the land use and land cover 

map with other data to obtain a comprehensive ecosystem service assessment, and then used 

cluster analysis to identify bundles of ecosystem services, CƛƎǳǊŜ ну. The authors concluded that 

based on a first trial, the method showed potential as a Decision Support System to promote 

innovative governance models for ecosystem services management. 

With multi-criteria analysis techniques, a set of relevant criteria is identified for comparing, 

evaluating, and ordering different alternatives. The chosen criteria are weighted according to the 

preferences of the decision-makers. Likewise, the alternatives are also weighted for each criterion. 

Once an ordering of the criteria and an ordering of the alternatives for each criterion have been 

obtained, they are re-aggregated into a single general ordering of preference of alternatives. 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нуΦ CƭƻǿŎƘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ wƻǾŀƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлноύΦ 

 

Rovai Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2023) mapped the following ecosystem services (CƛƎǳǊŜ нф), based on the process 

described in CƛƎǳǊŜ ну: 

¶ Provisioning of food, fibres and other materials, plants for energy, and reared animals. 

¶ Soil quality  
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¶ Erosion control and attenuation of mass movements. 

¶ Water flows regulations  

¶ Maintenance of habitats. 

 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нфΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ wƻǾŀƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлноύΦ 

 

Using the ecosystem maps and cluster analysis Rovai Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2023) characterized the areas according 

to six ecosystem bundles that synthesized the capacity of different areas to supply different 

combinations of the five mapped ecosystem services, CƛƎǳǊŜ ол. For example, bundle B1 accounted 

for 19.4% of the area and was characterized by a high capacity for provisioning service (6.9), due to a 

high level of agricultural activity, and by a good capacity for the erosion and mass movements control 

service (5.9), due to its topography. However, it was characterized by a lower supply capacity for the 

other regulating services considered: soil quality (4.6), water flows regulation (5.1), and maintenance 

of habitats (3.0). In comparison, bundle B2 accounted for 10.3% of the area total surface; these areas 

were characterized by a lower capacity for provisioning service (5.8), but by a higher capacity for the 

maintenance of habitats service (5.0) and by a good capacity for the other regulating services: soil 

quality (6.6), erosion and mass movements control (6.9), and water flows regulation (6.8). These 

areas were, therefore, those with the most balanced supply of the five ecosystem services mapped. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ олΦ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ōǳƴŘƭŜǎ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ wƻǾŀƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлноύΦ 

 

9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ 

Petter Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2012) developed and trailed a method of mapping ecosystem functions in South East 

Queensland using biophysical data layers in preference to land use surrogates. Biophysical data and 

surrogates were identified for 19 ecosystem functions and maps were produced for each. To develop 

the individual function maps, each of the data sets was standardized to produce a common currency 

to facilitate the overlaying process within the GIS environment. The aim of this standardization 

process was to reduce each data set to a “absence” or “presence” (0 or 1) and to ensure all data sets 

were at a consistent scale (25 m x 25 m grid). Two methods of standardization were applied, A. 

Expert advice and B. Quartile splits of numeric data, producing data with scores from 1 to 4 which 

were subsequently reclassified to 0 absent (scores of 1 and 2 from the quartile splits) or ‘1’ present 

(scores of 3 and 4 from the quartile splits). The 19 ecosystem function maps were produced by 

overlaying the selected suite of standardized data sets to produce extent maps for each ecosystem 

function. Total ecosystem function maps were produced by overlaying all 19 function maps resulting 

in maps with a data range of 0 to 19 and 0 to 76 for methods A and B respectively (CƛƎǳǊŜ ом). Areas 

of high and low function overlap were similar in both maps but more defined in the quartile map 

given the larger data range. 

The authors reported that the method produced maps that planners and decision makers considered 

credible and resulted in an ecosystem services framework (the SEQ Ecosystem Services Framework) 

being embedded in a statutory planning document and being used to influence planning decisions at 

a local government level. They noted that the ecosystem function maps were integral to the 

identification and measuring of ecosystem services to support this policy. 



 

41 
 

a 

 

b 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ омΦ hǳǘǇǳǘ aŀǇ ƻŦ ¢ƻǘŀƭ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ CǳƴŎǝƻƴΣ ŀΦ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ŀƴŘ ōΦ ǉǳŀƴǝƭŜ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇΦ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ tŜǧŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмнύ 
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9ũŜŎǘ ƳŀǇǎ 

Maps of ecosystem services typically indicate the state of the natural capital that underpins their 

provision, rather than how it responds to management (Maseyk Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). However, managing 

natural capital and ecosystems services sustainably requires an understanding of how changes in key 

predictors (‘drivers’) acting at local and landscape scales affect natural capital. An understanding of 

where natural capital and ecosystem services respond to particular drivers should allow appropriate 

targeting of management practices (Rieb Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). 

Spake Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2019) outlined a generally applicable analytical framework that achieved this through 

the creation of ‘effect maps’ that quantified how the effects of key drivers of ecosystem responses 

varied across broad geographic extents, CƛƎǳǊŜ он.  

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ онΦ hǳǘƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǝŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŜũŜŎǘ ƳŀǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǎƘƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭȅ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ {ǇŀƪŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмфύΦ 

 

{Ǉŀǝŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ 

Previous analysis of practical applications has revealed the significance of the spatial scale at which 

input data are obtained. This issue is particularly problematic with soil data that is often unavailable 

or available only at coarse scales or resolutions in various part of the world. Scammacca Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2022) 

compared four soil-based ecosystem services, namely biomass provision, water provision, global 

climate regulation, and water quality regulation using three soil maps at the 1:1,000,000, 1:250,000 

and 1:50,000 scales. 
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The resulting individual and joint ecosystem service maps were compared to examine the effects of 

changing the spatial scale of soil data on the ecosystem levels and spatial patterns. Scammacca Ŝǘ ŀƭ. 

(2022) reported that the three soil maps were equally useful when ecosystem service levels were 

averaged over the whole 100 km2 territory (CƛƎǳǊŜ оо) with average scale effects of Ŏ.10%. However, 

the maps at the 1:1,000,000 and 1:250,000 introduced biases in the assessment of ecosystem service 

levels over spatial units smaller than 100 and 10 km2, respectively. The simplification of the diversity 

and spatial distribution of soils at the two coarsest scales resulted in local differences in ecosystem 

levels ranging from several 10 to several 100%. Scale effects according to relief (plateau, slope or 

valley), land use (agricultural and natural areas) and municipality are shown in CƛƎǳǊŜ оп. The authors 

noted that it was not straightforward to select the optimal scale to obtain a reliable spatial 

representation of ecosystem services; the most appropriate scale is likely to be context specific and 

may vary between ecosystem services.  
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CƛƎǳǊŜ ооΦ aŀǇǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ŎƻπƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 9{ǎ ƻǊ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 9{ǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƻƛƭ ƳŀǇǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ 

ƛƴǇǳǘ Řŀǘŀ όƛΦŜΦΣ {млллΣ {нрлΣ {рлύΦ aŀǇǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎŎŀƭŜǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƭǳƳƴ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ 9{ ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƳŀǇǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ǎƻƛƭ ƳŀǇ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ aŀǇǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǝƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴǘ ǎŎŀƭŜǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƭǳƳƴǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 9{ ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭȅ 

ƳŀǇǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƛƭ ƳŀǇ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ Ƴƛƴǳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƭǳƳƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƻǧƻƳ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳŀǇǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ 9{ 

ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 9{ ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǝǾŜƭȅ ƛƴ 9{ ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƳŀǇ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ 9{ ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭȅ 

ŘŜǾƛŀǝƻƴ ƳŀǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ǘƘŜ 9{ ƧƻƛƴǘπǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ {ƻƛƭ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ¦ƴƛǘ ό{a¦ύ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ {ŎŀƳƳŀŎŎŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлннύΦ 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ опΦ {ƻƛƭ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ όŀύ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ōƛƻƳŀǎǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ όōύ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǎƻƛƭ ƳŀǇǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ όƛΦŜΦΣ 

{млллΣ {нрл ŀƴŘ {рлύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǝƻƴ όƛΦŜΦΣ ǊŜƭƛŜŦΣ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅύ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ {ŎŀƳƳŀŎŎŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлннύΦ 
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9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀ 

Perschke Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2023) aimed to develop and apply a broadly applicable, flexible and spatially accurate 

method for comprehensive ecosystem services mapping using Ecological Infrastructure (EI), called 

PROSPER. The authors evaluated the demand, flow, and capacity of three ecosystem services (sports 

events, recreation, and coastal protection) along the South African coast using causal relationships, 

including ecological condition of the EI, and approximated EI performance as a measure of its 

importance to society. This resulted in a high-resolution map of EI performance per service and a 

cumulative map of multiple-service performance created by integrating the three single-service 

maps. 

PROSPER comprised two main steps: 1, identification of the specific EI sites for each service (i.e., 

where does the service take place); and 2, quantification of the EI performance using models based 

on causal relationships (i.e., how much flow, capacity and demand is there per service per site). The 

method used simple, additive indicator models of demand, flow, and capacity for each service based 

on causal relationships (CƛƎǳǊŜ ор). These models are flexible because they can comprise different 

variables (and components) depending on different contexts, data availability, and service complexity 

and can be easily adjusted and adapted as needed (Lavorel Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ орΦ hǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ twh{t9wΦ Lƴ ǎǘŜǇ мΣ ƳŀǇǎ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ό9Lύ ŀǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ 

ŜŀŎƘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ŜΦƎΦΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŜπōŀǎŜŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘŘƻƻǊ ŀŎǝǾƛǝŜǎ όǊŜŎǊŜŀǝƻƴύΤ ƴŀǘǳǊŜπ

ōŀǎŜŘ ǎǇƻǊǘǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ όǎǇƻǊǘǎύΤ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǝƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƅƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ όǇǊƻǘŜŎǝƻƴύΦ Lƴ ǎǘŜǇ 

нΣ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ŏŀǳǎŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǝƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΣ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇǇŜŘ 9L ǇŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΦ Lƴ ŀƴ ƻǇǝƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŜǇ оΣ ǎƛƴƎƭŜπǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 

ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƳǳƭǝǇƭŜπǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǇŜǊ 9L ǎƛǘŜΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨȄн  

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƛǎ ŘƻǳōƭŜŘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǝƴƎ 9L ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘǿƻ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ όŘŜƳŀƴŘΣ ƅƻǿΣ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅύ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ tŜǊǎŎƘƪŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлноύΦ 
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{ƻƳŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎκƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻƻƭǎ 

Similar tools to PROSPER exist that also use composite and deterministic modelling approaches. For 

example: 1) InVEST, which was designed to inform natural resource management at multiple scales 

(Natural Capital Project1); 2) the “Artificial Intelligence for Ecosystem Services” (ARIES) tool, which 

aimed to create dynamic models of ecosystem service sources, sinks and uses using artificial 

intelligence to inform management (Bagstad Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2011); and 3) the “Ecosystem Service Mapping 

Tool”, mainly applied for European ecosystem service mapping and decision making (Zulian Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 

2013). The availability of data, study context and aim, and modeller’s assumptions and 

understanding of the modelled concepts resulted in differences between the tools (Seppelt Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 

2011; Schulp Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2014; Boerema Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2017). 

¢ƘŜ Lƴ±9{¢ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ 

InVEST™ is a suite of free, open-source software models used to map and value ecosystem goods and 

services (Stanford University Natural Capital Project). The toolset includes distinct ecosystem service 

models designed for terrestrial, freshwater, marine, and coastal ecosystems, as well as several 

“helper tools” to assist with locating and processing input data and with understanding and 

visualizing outputs. InVEST models are spatially explicit, using maps as information sources and 

producing maps as outputs. InVEST returns results in either biophysical terms (e.g., tons of carbon 

sequestered) or economic terms (e.g., net present value of that sequestered carbon). The spatial 

resolution of analyses is also flexible, allowing users to address questions at local, regional, or global 

scales. 

InVEST models are based on production functions that define how changes in an ecosystem’s 

structure and function are likely to affect the flows and values of ecosystem services across a land- or 

a seascape. The models account for both service supply (e.g., living habitats as buffers for storm 

waves) and the location and activities of people who benefit from services (e.g., location of people 

and infrastructure potentially affected by coastal storms). The InVEST model has been used in many 

published papers which are listed on a searchable database.  

¢ƘŜ !wL9{ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ 

ARIES is an artificially intelligent modeller rather than a single model or collection of models. It 

adopts a uniform conceptualization of ecosystem services that gives equal emphasis to their 

production, flow and use by society, while keeping model complexity low enough to enable rapid and 

inexpensive assessment in many contexts and for multiple services. To improve fit to diverse 

application contexts, the methodology is assisted by model integration technologies that allow 

assembly of customized models from a growing model base. By using computer learning and 

reasoning, model structure may be specialized for each application context without requiring costly 

expertise. 

ARIES chooses ecological process models where appropriate and turns to simpler models where 

process models do not exist or are inadequate. Based on a simple user query, ARIES builds all the 

agents involved in the nature/society interaction, connects them into a flow network, and creates 

the best possible models for each agent and connection. The result is a detailed, adaptive, and 

dynamic assessment of how nature provides benefits to people. The model can be used to either 

 
1 Natural Capital Project, 2023. InVEST 3.14.0. Stanford University, University of Minnesota, Chinese Academy of Sciences, 
The Nature Conservancy, World Wildlife Fund, Stockholm Resilience Centre and the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences 
https://storage.googleapis.com/releases.naturalcapitalproject.org/invest-userguide/latest/en/index.html 

https://naturalcapitalproject.stanford.edu/software/invest/invest-models
file:///D:/Users/PorterH/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/ZB4G11GU/(https:/naturalcapitalproject.stanford.edu/software/invest
https://purl.stanford.edu/bb284rg5424
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evaluate and explore (general users with a web browser) or produce data and model 

(specialised/skilled users); it can be accessed online.  

9{¢La!t 

The Ecosystem Services Mapping tool (ESTIMAP) is a collection of spatially explicit models to support 

the mapping and modelling of ecosystem services at European scale (Zulian Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2013). The main 

objective of ESTIMAP is to support EU policies with spatial information on where ecosystem services 

are provided and consumed. It runs a set of spatial operations in a GIS environment to calculate the 

following indicators:  

1. Removal of NO2 by urban vegetation (ton/ha/year) 

2. Capacity of ecosystems to avoid soil erosion (dimensionless indicator between 0 and 1) 

3. Coastal protection capacity and demand (dimensionless indicators between 0 and 1)  

4. Water retention index (dimensionless indicator between 0 and 10)  

5. Pollination potential (dimensionless indicator between 0 and 1)  

6. Soil retention (ton/ha/year)  

7. Habitat quality based on common birds (dimensionless ratio)  

8. Nature-based recreation opportunity spectrum (share of land pixels with varying recreation 

potential and proximity)  

9. Forest carbon potential (percent change relative to 2000) 

Lb/! 

A Knowledge Innovation Project (KIP) on an Integrated system for Natural Capital and ecosystem 

services Accounting (INCA) was set up by the European Commission in 2015 to design and 

implement an integrated accounting system for ecosystems and their services in the EU, compliant 

with SEEA (the official standard of ecosystem accounting, the System of Environmental-Economic 

Accounting). INCA includes the 

¶ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǝŀƭΥ quantifies what ecosystems can provide, independently of 

whether there is a use or not. 

¶ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ: the socio-economic side of ecosystem services  

¶ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƅƻǿ. When the ecosystem service potential matches with the 

ecosystem service demand, a use is generated.  

When the ecosystem service potential does not match with the ecosystem service demand, three 

distinct types of mismatches are identified: 

¶ ¦ƴƳŜǘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΥ the absence of ecosystem able to provide the services. 

¶ hǾŜǊǳǎŜΥ the use of the service which exceeds its regeneration or absorption rates 

¶ aƛǎǎŜŘ ƅƻǿΥ the gap existing between what could be currently provided and what is 

effectively provided. 

The results of the INCA project are available online, although this tool was designed for accounting 

purposes it also includes an assessment of the biophysical aspects of  in tabulated format and via a 

map viewer (CƛƎǳǊŜ ос, CƛƎǳǊŜ от). 

 

https://aries.integratedmodelling.org/get-started/
https://ecosystem-accounts.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
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CƛƎǳǊŜ осΦ Lb/! ǇƭŀǜƻǊƳ ƘƻƳŜ ǇŀƎŜ  

https://ecosystem-accounts.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
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CƛƎǳǊŜ отΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƳŀǇ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƛƭ ǊŜǘŜƴǝƻƴ ǘƻƴƴŜǎκƘŜŎǘŀǊŜ όŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΥ ǳǎŜύ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ Lb/! ǇƭŀǜƻǊƳ ƳŀǇ ǾƛŜǿŜǊύ 

 

https://ecosystem-accounts.jrc.ec.europa.eu/map
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{ƻƳŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ 

Bitoun Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) carried out a systematic review of the scientific literature (135 papers published 

between 2008 and 2020) which revealed diverse technical and conceptual challenges that could 

prevent the effective use of ecosystem service concepts and methods outside the academic realm. 

The authors identified two major constraints to the operationalization of ecosystem mapping: (1) the 

lack of a common language in the field and the diversity of mapping methods; and (2) the insufficient 

participation of stakeholders in ecosystem study design. They suggested that to increase map 

usability, paths for improvement are threefold: (1) improving the ease with which new users can map 

ecosystem services and use existing maps to achieve high performance in decision-making; (2) 

developing generic indicators customizable to local conditions; and (3) increasing the reproducibility 

of mapping methods. 

As advocated in the FAIR Data Principles, scientific data should be Findable, Accessible, 

Interoperable, and Reusable (Wilkinson Ŝǘ ŀƭ. 2016). Bitoun Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2021) suggest that ecosystem 

mapping methods and tools should follow similar principles to improve their implementation. This 

could promote the operational, consistent, and replicable use of tools and methods. The authors 

propose that developing a collaborative open-data Web platform to collect ecosystem maps could be 

one of the ways to move forward. Such a platform would not only increase the visibility of ecosystem 

service mapping outputs to decision and policymakers but also allow researchers to identify blank 

areas where ecosystem service assessments are needed and reveal inconsistencies with other maps 

to encourage scientific collaboration. 

/ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ 

{ƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

¶ Soils are fundamental to the delivery of all four categories of ecosystem services, 1) 

provisioning services (source of raw materials and biomass production) 2) regulating services 

(e.g. climate, flood regulation or prevention of erosion), 3) cultural (e.g., archaeological 

archive, aesthetic or recreation) and 4) supporting (e.g. habitat or biodiversity). The range 

and interaction of different soil properties (e.g., soil texture, depth, structure, stone content, 

and hydrological regime) influences the types of ecosystem services that different landscapes 

provide. Land management, climatic and site factors (e.g., altitude, topography) interact with 

soil properties to further influence the provision of ecosystem services. 

¶ There are several international typologies of ecosystem services, including the Common 

Internation Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES), which is often used in the EU. In the 

CICES ecosystem services are soil related if their supply is directly and quantifiably controlled 

by soils and their properties, processes and functions. Of the 83 classes of ecosystem 

services defined in the CICES, Paul Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ (2020) identified 29 classes (35%) that were consider 

soil related. Although, the CICES definition does not include any soil related cultural services. 

¶ Several authors have outlined frameworks to link soil functions and soil ecosystems. These 

relate inherent (e.g. soil texture, depth, stoniness) and manageable (e.g., nutrient supply, pH, 

land cover) soil properties, with soil processes (e.g. nutrient or water cycling), external 

drivers (e.g., land use, climate, farming practices) and ecosystem services.  

aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǎƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

¶ Maps facilitate decision making by providing an efficient way of conveying complex 

information through visual representation and are useful for spatially explicit prioritisation 

and problem identification. They are an important communication tool for discussion with 

stakeholders enabling visualisation of where ecosystem services are produced and/or used. 
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Mapping of ecosystems services gained prominence in Europe under the EU Biodiversity 

Strategy to 2020 (EU, 2011), which established a framework for mapping based on linkages 

between ecosystems and socio-economic systems. To effectively support decision making 

maps should be robust, transparent and stakeholder relevant (Wileman Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2015). 

¶ Mapping ecosystem services facilitates an understanding of not only how much of a service 

is provided but the spatial distribution of that service. Maps can be used to identify where 

ecosystem services are provided/used, in decision-making (e.g. planning) relating to the 

exploitation of services, in ecosystem valuation, to communicate with stakeholders and to 

determine synergies and trade-offs between ecosystem services. 

¶ Mapping approaches have been grouped into five categories, 1) the ‘lookup’ table (e.g. 

linking ecosystem services values to land cover classes), 2) expert knowledge, 3) established 

knowledge of causal relationships between services and spatial information, 4) extrapolation 

from primary data such as field surveys and 5) quantitative regression and socio-ecological 

system models. The first two methods are most appropriate if the purpose of the map is to 

provide an overview of ecosystem services (e.g. presence or absence). In contrast the latter 

methods may be able to produce maps with a greater degree of precision (depending on 

data availability).  

5ŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ 

¶ As part of this project meta data relating to UK, European and global databases of relevance 

to soil functions and ecosystem services were compiled in accompanying Excel spreadsheets. 

The spreadsheets described each dataset including its location, authors, content (i.e. types of 

soil data), spatial extent and resolution, relevance to Wales, data source, availability and 

useability, methodology, limitations, format and any associated publications.  

¶ Details for >70 potential UK data sources were collated including from the UK Soil 

Observatory, the Land Information System (LandIS), UKCEH land cover maps and 

DataMapWales. In addition, meta data relating to another Ŏ.60 European (from the European 

Soil Database) and global sources (e.g. harmonized world soil database or the world soil 

information service) have been collated. The datasets include a range of soil parameters 

which could potentially be used in the development of ecosystem service maps but do not 

provide data on the services themselves. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ 

The following factors should be considered when mapping ecosystem services or soil functions: 

1. ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ. Maps are an efficient way to convey complex information 

that varies spatially. Detailed or more complex maps are not necessarily more effective. A 

map that is intended to give a general overview of the distribution of ecosystem services 

(e.g. presence or abundance) will need much less detail than one intended to evaluate the 

impact of a specific management measure on ecosystem service delivery.  

2. aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ. Five broad categories of mapping approach have been described in 

the literature (for more details see Section 0 and CƛƎǳǊŜ мп): 

i. The lookup table. A simple and widely used approach that directly links ecosystem 

services to geographic information. The most common are land cover data which can 

be used as proxies for the supply of (or demand for) different ecosystem services. An 

example of a lookup table approach would be to derive an ecosystem service from 

statistics such as crop yield for agricultural production (for more details see Section 0 

and CƛƎǳǊŜ мр). 
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ii. Expert knowledge. Approaches, that mainly relying on expert knowledge include 

estimates of ecosystem values in lookup tables but also other methods such as 

Delphi surveys (an iterative multistage process designed to transform opinion into 

group consensus). 

iii. Causal relationships. An approach that estimates ecosystem services based on well-

known relationships between services and spatial information from literature or 

statistics. For example, timber production can be estimated using harvesting 

statistics for different areas, elevations and forest types provided in a national forest 

inventory. 

iv. Extrapolation from primary data. Approaches that estimate ecosystem services 

extrapolated from primary data such as field surveys linked to spatial information.  

v. Quantitative regression and socio-ecological system models. Approaches that 

combine field data of ecosystem services as well as information from literature 

linked to spatial data.  

3. 5ŀǘŀ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ. One of the key constraints to successful mapping 

can be the lack of reliable up-to-date data. Primary data are often used to map provisioning 

services, e.g., food or fibre supply whereas many regulating, supporting and cultural services 

often rely on proxies for their quantification. Where it is necessary to use indicators or 

proxies these should be based on well-established scientific evidence and known links 

between the proxy and the service or function being mapped. Pedotransfer functions (i.e. 

(functions that predict secondary soil properties from measured properties) can be used but 

their applicability in specific settings should be assessed (many will have been determined 

under specific soil or environmental conditions). Alternatively, ‘expert opinion’ can be used 

to define links between functions and services, but the limitations of subjective data should 

be acknowledged. The minimum reliability, accuracy, resolution and clarity of the map 

should be determined. 

4. ¢ƘŜ ŜƴŘ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ. The complexity of the map should be appropriate for the 

stakeholders that will be using the information it contains. Well-designed maps and user 

interfaces ensure that maps are easy to interpret and a useful tool for visualising the location 

of soil functions or ecosystem services. For example, stakeholders found a simple map 

produced by Smith and Dunford (2018), largely based on expert judgement, very useful to 

demonstrate the provision of ecosystem services at a local level (see Section 0 and CƛƎǳǊŜ нм 

for more details).  

5. ¢ƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ. The selection of an appropriate area to map is 

important because soil functions and ecosystems services can operate at different scales. The 

goal of the map (i.e., the question it is intended to help answer) or the soil function or 

ecosystem service being mapped, will determine the geographic extent. This can range from 

the field or farm, through to administrative areas, counties, regions, national, international 

or global coverage. In addition, to the spatial extent of the map it is also necessary to choose 

an appropriate scale. A coarse scale dataset may be suitable for national or regional scale, 

but a finer resolution may be appropriate at the local scale. The scale of the map should 

match the scale at which relevant decisions are made; fine scale maps can assess the effect 

of changes in land management at a local scale whereas coarser scale maps are appropriate 

for use in national land use policy decision making. There may be some trade-offs between 

scales, accuracy and feasibility. For example, Scammacca Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2022) compared four soil-

based ecosystem services using three soil maps at the 1:1,000,000, 1:250,000 and 1:50,000 

scales to examine the effects of changing the spatial scale of soil data. They found that the 

three soil maps were equally useful when ecosystem service levels were averaged over a 
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large area (100 km2) with average scale effects of Ŏ.10%. However, the maps at scales of 

1:1,000,000 and 1:250,000 introduced biases in the assessment of ecosystem service levels 

over spatial units smaller than 100 and 10 km2, respectively. The simplification of the 

diversity and spatial distribution of soils at the two coarsest scales resulted in local 

differences in ecosystem service levels ranging from several 10 to several 100% (for more 

details see 0, CƛƎǳǊŜ оо and CƛƎǳǊŜ оп).  

6. 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦ ²ƘŜƴ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǎƻƛƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ For example, Butlin Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2015) used a four-step mapping approach to 

assess noise absorption of green infrastructure. The four maps were used to 1) identify the 

type of green infrastructure, 2) quantify the amount of noise abatement supplied by that 

green infrastructure, 3) identify demand for noise abatement and 4) identify areas where 

demand was met or not met (for more details see Section 1.1.1 and CƛƎǳǊŜ нл). 

7. wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜΦ A baseline represents the initial conditions or ecosystem service 

provision. It provides a starting point against which changes over time and space can be 

monitored over the short or long term or against which targets can be set. Where data exists, 

the baseline could be based on past data to identify changes up to the current date.  

8. LƴǘŜǊŀŎǝƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƻǊ ǎƻƛƭ ŦǳƴŎǝƻƴǎ. Most ecosystems can deliver more than 

one ecosystem service. However, in some situations not all services can be delivered 

simultaneously resulting in trade-offs which can change the type, extent and mix of services 

delivered by an ecosystem. For example, Rovai Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2023) mapped five ecosystem services 

(provisioning, soil quality, erosion and mass movement controls, water flows regulation and 

maintenance of habitats) using cluster analysis. For each service, a score of between 0 (low 

supply) and 10 (high supply) was allocated. The cluster analysis identified and mapped six 

‘ecosystem service bundles’ that were homogeneous in terms of capacity to provide specific 

combinations of the five mapped ecosystem services. The resulting map (and accompanying 

radar graphs) allowed the identification of areas with balanced or unbalanced supply of the 

five ecosystem services (for more details see Section 0 and CƛƎǳǊŜ ол). 

9. 9ǎǝƳŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎǳǊŀŎȅΦ Almost all maps present outputs from models, which 

(like the maps themselves) are simplifications of reality. Best mapping practices are explicit in 

describing model assumptions, underlying data and model approaches, and state the 

purpose of map creation (Willemen Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ 2015). Model validation processes can include, 

experts, cross validation with other models, comparison with other models and/or validation 

with primary or field data. 
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