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1 Preface 
 
The importance of biodiversity, natural capital and healthy ecosystems and the services they 
supply has increasingly been acknowledged in diverse policy initiatives (e.g., the EU nature 
restoration and amending Regulation from 2024, EU Biodiversity Strategies 2020 and 2030, 
Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), ¦bΩǎ Natural 
Capital and Ecosystem Services Accounting (SEEA EA), Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) and Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)). 
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ ά{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ 9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ-based and sustainabLe 
ŘŜŎLǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ b!ǘǳǊŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭέ ό{9[Lb!ύ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ 
that can be harnessed by different stakeholder groups to support transformative change in 
the EU, to halt biodiversity decline, to support ecosystem restoration and to secure the 
sustainable supply and use of essential Ecosystem Services (ES) in the EU by 2030. 
 
SELINA builds upon the Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services (MAES) 
initiative that has provided the conceptual, methodological, data and knowledge base for 
comprehensive assessments on different spatial scales, including the EU-wide assessment 
(Maes et al. 2020) and assessments in EU member states. Knowledge and data for different 
ecosystem types are increasingly available. 
 
The overall objective of Work Package (WP) п ά9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ 
is to refine the ES knowledge base that is available from prior EU Actions by diagnosing, 
developing and testing the capabilities of ES assessment approaches, models and indicators 
that can increase the likelihood of uptake in decision-making. 
 
The Deliverable D4.3 άGuidelines for enabling uptake in project and policy cyclesέ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ a 
set of guidance templates to support decision-makers in the writing of the Terms of Reference 
when commissioning ecosystem service assessments through a call for tender. The guidance 
templates cover three sections of a Terms of Reference: Frame & Scope, Methodology, and 
Evaluation Criteria. They have been designed with preformatted text that the commissioners 
can directly use in their own Terms of Reference. Extensive material has also been developed 
to provide commissioners with basic to advanced understanding of the concepts underlying 
ecosystem service assessments. 
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2 Summary  
Despite growing needs for policy-relevant information on ecosystems and their services, 
recent literature reviews show that the uptake of valuation of ecosystem service findings in 
decision-making remains limited. SELINA Work Package 4 (WP4) diagnoses why ecosystem 
service assessments have low uptake. Our work is based on two background hypotheses 
motivated by the IPBES Values Assessment1 regarding barriers to uptake: 
 

1. Practitioners need to strengthen selected study design features of ecosystem service 
assessments. A list of seven Ψdiagnostic topicsΩ were  developed in Deliverable D4.1 to 
mainstream guidance on these features in the design of ecosystem service 
assessment. The assumption is that this will increase their reliability, credibilty, 
legitimacy and timeliness, making them more suitable for decision-support. These 
diagnostic topics include: (1) Spatial resolution and scaling capabilities; (2) Ecosystem 
condition in ecosystems service assessments; (3) Ecosystem service capacity, 
potential, supply-use and demand; (4) Uncertainty documentation; (5) Economic 
valuation; (6) Social benefits; and (7) Health benefits.   
 

2. Decision-makersΩ ƴŜŜŘ ecosystem services knowledge to be better communicated 
to practitioners. Due to a lack of internal expertise, decision-makers often commission 
ecosystem service assessment to external contractors through a call for tender. The 
Terms of Reference detailing the boundaries of the requested assessment is at the 
heart of this process. The assumption is that guidance on writing this document will 
increasing its clarity and facilitate the communication between decision-makers and 
practitioners.  
 

Deliverable D4.1 developed checklists questions per diagnostics topics designed to help 
practitioners improve the likelihood of uptake of their ecosystem service assessment findings 
in decision-making. Deliverable D4.2 tested and refined these checklists with Demonstrations 
Projects (DPs) and Tests Sites (TSs) with Work Package 4 grouped by five specific families of 
ecosystem services: (1) Agriculture and Forestry; (2) Hydrology and Water; (3) Air quality and 
Climate; (3) Recreation and Amenities; and (5) Fishery, Aquaculture and Marine. Deliverable 
D4.3 rephrased D4.2 questions and structured them as Terms of Reference to make them 
directly actionable for commissioners. The work was done through a transparent and 
inclusive co-design and testing process involving volunteering DPs and TSs from WP4, as well 
as broader stakeholders from Work Packages 2, 8, 9, and 10. 
 
Deliverable D4.3 guidance focuses on supporting the commissioners in the writing of the 
Frame & Scope, Methodology and Evaluation Criteria sections of a Terms of Reference while 
raising their awareness about the concepts such assessments entail. The guidance has been 
designed as templates with questions that the commissioners can answer. Each of the 
questions is supported by descriptions and examples, as well as links to more advanced 
content. To write their Terms of Reference, preformatted text has been designed and can be 
copy-pasted and further refined by commissioners. Further work is still needed in Deliverable 
D4.4 to test and deploy our D4.3 guidance to broader stakeholders and derive some potential 
conclusions on the mainstreaming of diagnostic topics and the impacts on the uptake. 

 
1 Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services Values Assessment, 2022. 

https://www.unep.org/resources/report/assessment-report-diverse-values-and-valuation-nature


 

8 
 

 

  



 

9 
 

3 List of abbreviations 
 

CSRD Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

DPs Demonstration Projects 

DT Diagnostic Topic 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

ES Ecosystem Service 

EU European Union 

FIEA Framework for Integrated Ecosystem Assessment 
GfV Governance for Valuation 

IPBES Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity 
and Ecosystem Services 

LLM Large Language Model 

ToR Terms of Reference 

TSs Tests Sites 

WP Work Package 
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4 Scientific report 
 
This Chapter describes the scientific context and process of the guidance that was produced. 
The guidance documents themselves are designed for decision-makers and stakeholders. 
They are presented separately in the subsequent chapter 5. Guidance to commission 
ecosystem service assessment. 
 

4.1. Introduction 

4.1.1 Context 
 
Growing awareness and concern about the impacts of human activity on ecosystems and 
biodiversity have led to a number of binding international agreements to mitigate and reverse 
these impacts, including the Sustainable Development Goals (i.e., 6 ς Clean Water and 
Sanitation, 14 ς Life Below Water and 15 ς Life on Land; United Nations General Assembly, 
2015), the Kunming-Montreal Biodiversity Framework  of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (United Nations, 2022), the EU Nature Restoration Law (European Council and 
Parliament, 2024a) and Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD; European Council 
and Parliament, 2022). Ecosystems and their services are at the center of these policies and 
regulations.  
 
To achieve their goals and targets, public and private decision-makers have growing needs for 
policy-relevant information on ecosystems and their services (Pascual et al., 2023). Scientific 
research is increasingly seen as needing to support evidence-based public and private 
decision-making. Over the years, the international community has increased their funding 
towards research programs aimed at assessing and mapping ecosystems and their services, 
such as the UN-initiated Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment, 2005), the EU-wide Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services 
(Maes et al., 2020), and the more recent ESMERALDA and SELINA EU projects. More locally, 
to meet the new EU reporting requirements in challenging areas such as ecosystem 
accounting (European Council and Parliament, 2024) and CRSD, national public and private 
entities often commission the work they need from external expert organisations, including 
research institutes. 
 
Despite these requests for assessing ecosystems and their services, scientific research and 
decision-making, whether public or private, can at times seem disconnected, like two trains 
traveling at different speeds, struggling with communication and knowledge transfer. 
Previous reviews have shown that the uptake of research findings in decision-making in terms 
of their direct uses and applications by decision-makers remains low (Laurans et al., 2013; 
Barton et al., 2022; Termansen et al., 2022; Walther et al., 2025). Indeed, the assessment of 
bŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ /ƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ tŜƻǇƭŜΣ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ-Policy 
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), showed that less than 5% of 
research studies ƻƴ Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ documented uptake in 
policies (Barton et al., 2022; Termansen et al., 2022; Pascual et al., 2023). The recent work of 
Walther et al. (2025) found a similar percentage with only 4% of their analysed published 
studies on ecosystem services documenting actual uptake in policies. Despite the difficulty of 
measuring uptake (Gunn and Mintrom, 2021; Walther et al., 2025), these figures suggest a 

https://sdgs.un.org/goals
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7154678
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7154678
https://capitalscoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Governance_for_Valuation.pdf
https://capitalscoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Governance_for_Valuation.pdf?uri=CELEX:32022L2464
http://www.teebweb.org/wp-content/uploads/Study%20and%20Reports/Reports/Synthesis%20report/TEEB%20Synthesis%20Report%202010.pdf
https://project-selina.eu/about
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surprisingly low impact of scientific knowledge on ecosystem services being used to inform 
decisions on the management and use of ecosystems and their services.  
 
This science to policy gap may have several root causes. Already in 1979, Nathan Caplan 
introduced ǘƘŜ ά¢ǿƻ-/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ-makers have two 
different cultures, notably using different languages and timescales (Gollust et al., 2017; 
Reichmann and Wieser, 2022). In 2015, Brian Head studied the relationships between 
researchers and public servants. Some of his conclusions aligned with this view as he pointed 
out that there was a need for better communication channels, as well as a need for timeliness 
and salience in research studies. He also mentioned that public servants often lack 
the  resources (e.g., time, expertise) to dig into the scientific findings, but that internally 
conducted or externally commissioned studies had higher chances to be taken up in policies 
than other types of research (Head, 2015). More recently in the IPBES, Barton et al. (2022) 
summarised by stating that the uptake depended on a number of factors including the 
timeliness of the research, its salience, credibility and legitimacy, but also the cost for 
information. Uncertainties have also been pointed out as an important hurdle to the uptake 
(Laurans et al., 2013; Lautenbach et al., 2019; Vári et al., 2024; Walther et al., 2025). Some 
recent studies seem to suggest that a more participatory approach to science with a higher 
involvement of stakeholders could help the uptake of research findings in decision-making 
(Reichmann and Wieser, 2022; Vári et al., 2024; Walther et al., 2025).  
 
Here, we argue that the challenge to uptake can be viewed in two ways: (i) the uptake of 
research findings in decision-making; and (ii) the uptake of decision-making needs in research. 
Both types of uptake are dependent on each other, and at the heart of them are 
communication and learning. Uptake (i) is about properly conveying research findings to 
make them accessible and relevant to decision-making so they can be used and applied by 
decision-makers. While uptake (ii) is about clearly conveying needs and expectations from 
decision-making so they can be translated into concepts and methodologies by science. But 
simply conveying information ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ά¢ǿƻ-/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ƻŦ bŀǘƘŀƴ 
Caplan together if it is not underlaid with listening and learning (Figure 1). In this simple 
framing of interactions between science and decision-making, there is a need for tools that 
enable communication while raising two-way awareness and understanding around both 
scientific concepts and decision-making needs and constraints. 

 
Figure 1 - Two-way uptake between science and decision-making 
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The simple uptake model above assumes a willingness on the part of both scientists and 
decision-makers to listen and learn in an ecosystem service (ES) assessment process. Real-
world governance interactions are obviously more complex. Political actors' use of the 
knowledge may mean that actual uptake is determined by power dynamics within and 
between organisations and political expediency (Barton et al., 2024). We will return to this 
discussion, but for now the communication tool we develop in this report assumes an 
άŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛǾŜέ ƻǊ άŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŀǘƛǾŜέ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9{ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ (Jacobs et al., 2023).   
 
For ES assessments, the crucial entry point for this communication tool is the call for tender. 
Public and private entities often publish a call for tender to commission ES assessments when 
internal expertise is not available. The foundation of a call for tender is the Terms of Reference 
(ToR), which outlines the collaboration between both a commissioner (i.e., public or private 
entities) and a contractor (i.e., practitioners or experts, usually from research entities). A ToR 
notably defines the agreement between the involved parties on the content and boundaries 
of the assessment. The background hypothesis of our work is that uptake (i) would increase 
ǳǇǘŀƪŜ όƛƛύΦ ²Ŝ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ όƛύ ōȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 
on ecosystems, their condition and services through the development of clear guidance for 
writing a ToR to commission ES assessments, would facilitate the uptake of the findings of the 
commissioned studies in decision-making. We believe that uptake (ii) depends on 
commissioners thoroughly understanding their own needs and their ability to properly 
translate them in their ToR when they open a call for tender to commission ES assessments. 
 
In this report, we present a series of guidance to support commissioners in both the writing 
of their ToR to commission ES assessments, as well as in the understanding of the different 
associated scientific concepts and their implications (see Chapter 5. Guidance to commission 
ecosystem service assessments). /ŀǇƭŀƴΩǎ ά¢ǿƻ-/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ 
more relevant to talk about a spectrum of interactions between public servants, private 
consultants and researchers (Newman et al., 2016). Furthermore, public decision-makers and 
researchers represent several personas, all having different degrees of interactions and 
involvement with each other (Head, 2015; Newman et al., 2016). Overall, these works seem 
to suggest that the relationships between decision-makers (or commissioners), and research 
(or contractors) are multi-coloured and complex, occurring in multiple different ways. Our 
guidance is an attempt at improving these interactions by enhancing communication and 
mutual understanding between commissioners and contractors of ecosystem assessments. 
Aimed at directly supporting the writing of a ToR, our guidance intends to act as an interface 
which allows the commissioners and contractors to exchange complex information on 
concepts, methods, data and information needs in a streamlined way. 
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4.1.2 Terms of Reference 

4.1.2.1 Principles of a call for tender 
 
Lack of available internal knowledge and expertise often leads public and private entities to 
commission ecosystem service (ES) assessments through a call for tender. The process of 
hiring a contractor through a call for tender is broadly described in Figure 2 below. Our 
guidance focuses on supporting commissioners for steps: (1) Write the Terms of Reference, 
and (4) Evaluate and rank proposals. Chapter 5. Guidance to commission ecosystem service 
assessments presents a recommended workflow detailing when our guidance should be used 
in the process of call for tender.  
 

 
 

Figure 2 - Main steps of a commissioning process through a call for tender 

 
The policy cycle developed by Pascual et al. (2023) for the Intergovernmental Science-Policy 
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) ς Value Assessment (2022) defines 
the different stages of a decision-making process (Figure 3). Although it represents a very 
simplified policy decision-support process for public sector purposes, the steps described 
have similarities with private sector assessments (see Annex 8.1 Typology of purposes). Each 
of the steps in the policy cycle have different purposes, which means that ES assessments will 
differ depending on the step(s) it is intended to inform. Our guidance was designed to be 
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flexible and general, allowing for specific adaptations from commissioners so it can be applied 
at any steps and associated purposes in the policy cycle (Figure 3).  
 

 
Figure 3 - Call for tender and use of Terms of Reference in the policy cycle. Adapted from 
Pascual et al., 2023. bƻǘŜΥ ά±ŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Lt.9{ ±ŀƭǳŜǎ 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ōƛƻǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ 
ecosystem services and economic, health and social benefits, as defined by the diagnostic 
topics in this report 

 
In the private sector our ToR guidance is also relevant for the Framework for Integrated 
Decision-making (2024a) developed by Capitals Coalition specifically to support the private 
sector in integrating natural, social, human and produced capitals in their decision-making. 
This framework introduced seven steps for the consistent and transparent integration of the 
four types of capitals. These steps are supported by two technical guidance documents 
providing details on how to conduct an integrated capitals assessment (Capitals Coalition, 
2024b), and how to build transparency and confidence in the results of such an assessment 
(Capitals Coalition, 2024c). Figure 4 summarises how these steps and supporting documents 
interact within the Framework for Integrated Decision-making. Our ToR guidance can partially 
support Step A - Agree on the decision to inform, but it could also be partially applicable for 
Step E ς Validate and verify key assumptions. Aspects from our ToR guidance could also 
support the Governance for Valuation (GfV) document, in particular the through ensuring the 
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transparency of the methodological design of an ES assessment. Similarly, our ToR guidance 
could partially support the Assemble step of the Capitals Protocol which helps define the 
frame and scope of an ES assessment. 
 

 
Figure 4 - Guidance for an integrated decision-making in the private sector. Source: 
Framework for Integrated Decision-making (Capitals Coalition, 2024a) 

 
Further developments are needed to adapt our guidance to the private sector. This is further 
discussed in 4.1.3 Needs for Terms of reference from Stakeholders in SELINA and in 4.3.2 
Adaptations of our guidance to the private sector.  
 
 

4.1.2.2 Definition and structure 
 
In the context of our report, we define the ToR as a document that establishes the 
collaboration between a commissioner and a contractor to conduct an ES assessment. In 
addition to defining the roles and responsibilities of each party, it thoroughly describes the 
agreed boundaries of the assessment including its context, purpose, timeline, methodology 
and outputs. A ToR presents similarities with άǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊsέ and Description of Action but 
is more detailed. 
 
A generic ToR can be viewed as encompassing fifteen sections (Figure 5). In our guidance, we 
support the writing of solely three sections:  
 
(3) Frame & Scope which defines the boundaries of the ES assessment; 
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(4) Methodology which details the technical design and techniques of the ES assessment, as 
well as the involvement of stakeholders; and 
 
(13) Evaluation Criteria which mainly lists the criteria upon which the commissioners will 
evaluate the proposals received by contractors. 
 
More details are provided in 4.1.6 Objectives and in 5.1 General information. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5 - General structure of a Terms of Reference. See section 4.2 Methodological design 
for more information on how it was derived. 

 

4.1.3 Needs for Terms of reference from Stakeholders in SELINA 
 
To ensure transparency, reliability and stakeholder engagement, we worked collaboratively 
with work packages (WP) WP2, WP8, WP9 and WP10.  We scoped the needs of a ToR guidance 
to commission ES assessments together with the stakeholders from these work packages. The 
following sections summarises the feedback that was obtained from these discussions. 
Stakeholders from WP8 are strictly from the public sector, while those from WP9 represent 
the private sector or hybrid private-public cases. Stakeholders linked to WP2 and WP10 could 
include representatives from both the public and private sectors. 
 

4.1.3.1 Communities of practice and seeds of transformative change (WP2) 
 
Within WP2, Communities of Practice (CoP) were established in most of the SELINA project 
partner countries. These CoPs showed the need to bring practitioners and policymakers from 
the public and private sector together. Over 2024-2025, CoPs met to discuss a variety of 
topics. Two CoPs (Slovenia and Latvia) explicitly discussed the work done in WP4 to develop 
a ToR guidance. During these meetings, participants of both CoPs shared their experiences 
and challenges in commissioning for ES assessments. Participants mentioned that limited 
internal expertise, time and personnel resources made it difficult to formulate precise 
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requirements when commissioning ES assessment. They also recognised limitations in their 
ability to check the quality of results after the contracted research has been completed. 
According to participants, this would sometimes lead to situations where an ES assessment is 
contracted and completed, but the practical use of results is limited. In that regard, the two 
CoPs showed interest in the D4.3 ToR guidance aimed at supporting the writing of a ToR to 
help commissioners request assessments that would meet their needs.  
 
Other CoP meetings showed that there are still a lot of questions around all the concepts 
underlying ES assessment and on how to perform qualitative ecosystem (services) 
assessments. This feedback was particularly useful in scoping for the design of D4.3 ToR 
guidance as it highlighted the need for it to also raise awareness around ES assessments and 
what they entail. 
 

The work of WP2 in SELINA is about transformative change. To understand what is at the 
foundation of it, WP2 searched ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ άǎŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ όi.e., social, technological, economic, or socio-ecological initiatives, or alternative 
ways of thinking and doing, that have the potential to contribute to a positive future but are 
not currently dominant in society; Bennett et al., 2016). When doing so, WP2 also scoped for 
whether and how the results of ES models and assessments were used. The results of the 
survey showed that often ecosystem (services) models and maps are used as a basis for 
communication and collaboration with stakeholders on the management and restoration of 
ecosystems. It also underlined that the usefulness of scientific knowledge is strongly linked to 
the complexity and quality of the data and the involvement of stakeholders in the assessment. 
This feedback highlighted the need for the ToR to be flexible enough to help with 
commissioning ES assessments whose results would be fine-tuned to specific decision-
support purposes (e.g., those in Figure 3 and Figure 4). It also revealed the importance of 
having sections on the involvement of stakeholders in the process of ES assessments.  
 

4.1.3.2 Public stakeholders (WP8) 
 
There is a growing need for practical, accessible guidelines to support the development of 
ToR for ES assessments in public decision-making. As ES concepts become increasingly 
embedded in policy and planning processes, public administrations often lack clear 
frameworks to structure assessments in a way that aligns with institutional priorities and 
procedural realities.  
 
To better understand the role and potential of ToRs in this context, WP8 conducted interviews 
with representatives from the seven SELINA public Demonstration Projects (DPs) between 
December 2024 and January 2025 in collaboration with WP4. These interviews explored how 
ToRs for ES assessments are currently used or perceived, and whether they could support 
both general policy-making processes and specific decision windows, defined as key moments 
when public policies or plans are revised and where ES-related information can be introduced. 
Across the DPs, ToRs were viewed as beneficial for organising ES assessments from the outset, 
helping to clearly define deliverables, enhance coordination, and establish evaluation criteria 
for external proposals. In particular, representatives from ministries valued the clarity that 
ToRs provide when commissioning work. ToRs were also regarded as potentially useful for 
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guiding the application of ES evidence during decision windows and aligning outputs, such as 
mapping or impact analysis, with broader planning or communication objectives. 
 
However, several challenges were identified. Some interviewees noted that ToRs, while 
designed to provide structure, could feel overly abstract or disconnected from administrative 
practice, particularly when drafted without input from those familiar with institutional 
procedures. The need for simpler language and practical examples was emphasised. Broader 
ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ²tпΩǎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ¢ƻw 
work also emerged as barriers. 
 
Addressing these issues in D4.3 would require involving commissioners as those responsible 
for contracting or managing ES assessments, in co-developing and testing the ToR tool (refer 
to 4.2.2 Co-design of the Terms of Reference templates, testing and validation). Doing so 
should help ensuring that ToRs are practical, aligned with real-world policy processes, and 
capable of supporting effective, evidence-based decision-making. 
 

4.1.3.3 Private sector stakeholders (WP9) 
 
A key motivation of ES assessments for the private sector is the pursuit of greater 
organisational resilience in the face of climate change and economic uncertainty. 
Assessments enable businesses to better understand the interdependencies between their 
operations and the ecosystems and services they rely on. This insight can drive proactive 
measures to protect or enhance these ecosystems, thereby safeguarding the continuity of 
business activities. Moreover, such assessments can inform critical decisions, such as site 
selection, and contribute to securing or maintaining a social license to operate. When 
negative environmental impacts are identified, businesses can use the findings to shape 
strategic goals, policies, and mitigation or compensation measures. 

 

The Value Commission, hosted by the Capitals Coalition, published the Governance for 
Valuation to increase the confidence and credibility of assessment results. Simultaneously, 
D4.3 ToR is developed to structure assessments in a way that aligns with institutional 
priorities and procedural realities. D4.3 ToR guidance is however currently designed for the 
public sector and misses aspects that are essential to the private sector. Our hypothesis is 
that assessments conducted by the private sector would become more robust when the GfV, 
that focuses on assessment outputs and creating confidence in assessment results, and D4.3 
ToR, focusing on the criteria at the initiation of an ES assessment, are linked. Once adapted 
to the private sector through the support of the GfV, D4.3 ToR will provide guidance to the 
private sector of what needs to be considered in order to commission a robust ecosystem 
assessment όƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ŀ corporate context) . Its 
outputs can then be reviewed according to the Confidence Criteria provided in the 
Governance for Valuation.  
 

In combination, D4.3 ToR and the Governance for Valuation would support Corporate 
Performance & Accountability. With both documents an evaluation process to measure 
performance and address accountability could be created between the commissioning of an 
ecosystem service assessment and the outputs of the assessment. Once adapted to the 
private sector, D4.3 ToR would support the procurement processes within the private sector 
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to select the best providers for an ecosystem service assessment in order to manage 
performance of the contractor. WP4 and WP9 will work collaboratively to develop an adapted 
ToR that fits the needs of the private sector. 

 

4.1.3.4 Science-Policy-Society Dialogues (WP10) 
 
SELINA Task 10.3 concerns Science-Policy-Society dialogues. These dialogues are notably 
aimed at supporting the co-development of the SELINA Compendium of Guidance (CoG). As 
our D4.3 ToR guidance will eventually be part of the CoG (refer to 4.1.5 Place of the Terms of 
Reference in SELINA), WP4 and WP10 worked collaboratively to organise a Science-Policy-
Society Dialogue around D4.3 ToR and scope for its usefulness.  
 
The Dialogue was held in December 2024 and gathered 37 attendees. Its primary goal was to 
allow participants to share stories, experiences and challenges when commissioning ES 
assessments. Overall, the discussions pointed to a large interest in having a guidance that 
would (i) help to clearly outline scope; (ii) explain the value and rationale of ES assessments; 
(iii) may be linked more broadly to the integrated assessment concept; and (iv) raise 
awareness on topics such as stakeholder involvement, social value and justice. This feedback 
was very helpful as it supported the need flagged by WP2 in designing a guidance that would 
directly support the writing of a ToR, while explaining the concepts of an ES assessment and 
why they are relevant to consider. It also confirmed the choice of WP4 to focus on three ToR 
sections: Frame & Scope, Methodology, and Evaluation Criteria. 
 

4.1.4 Links with previous SELINA Work Package 4 deliverables 
 
The guidance developed in this document relies upon two previous deliverables of work 
package 4 (WP4): D4.1 Systematic review of ecosystem assessment model uptake for 
decision-support (D4.1), and D4.2 Diagnostic of ES model decision-support capabilities 
(D4.2).  
 
In D4.1, we developed check-lists for contractors to improve the likelihood of uptake of their 
ES assessment findings in decision-making. These check-lists were organised per so-called 
diagnostic topics (DTs). D4.1 identified seven DTs (Barton et al., 2024): 
 

(1) Spatial resolution and scaling capabilities; 
 

(2) Ecosystem condition in ecosystems service assessments; 
 

(3) Ecosystem service capacity, potential, supply-use and demand; 
 

(4) Uncertainty documentation; 
 

(5) Economic valuation; 
 

(6) Social benefits; 
 

(7) Health benefits. 
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DTs address knowledge gaps in ES assessment. They represent the background hypothesis of 
D4.1, which assumes that strengthening biophysical assessment (DTs 1-4) and deepening 
plural valuation (DTs 5-7) aspects of ecosystem service assessments increases the likelihood 
of uptake of ecosystem assessment results. The idea behind this assumption is that designing 
ecosystem service assessments with the DTs in mind would make ecosystem service 
assessments more salient, robust, credible and legitimate, and thereby more suitable for 
decision-making. This work was based on a Milestone 08 review of 111 guidance documents 
on ES assessment in 12 European languages (Immerzeel et al., 2023). 
 
D4.1 check-lists were then tested in D4.2 by SELINA DPs and Tests Sites (TSs). DPs 
participating in WP4 carry out ES assessments funded by SELINA, whereas Test Sites also 
include case studies funded by other sources wishing to test SELINAΩǎ ToR on their ES models 
and data.  DPs and TSs participating in WP4 self-selected their ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ άES GǊƻǳǇǎέ 
representing five broad types of ecosystems services (Immerzeel et al., 2024): 
 

(1) Agriculture and Forestry related ESs; 
 

(2) Hydrology and Water related ESs; 
 

(3) Air quality and Climate related ESs; 
 

(4) Recreation and Amenities related ESs; 
 

(5) Fishery, Aquaculture and Marine related ESs. 
 
After testing, the check-lists were refined by each above-mentioned group through the re-
phrasing of pre-existing questions, or the addition of new ones (Immerzeel et al., 2024). 
 
In D4.3 Guidelines for enabling uptake in project and policy cycles (D4.3), we used the 
refined and extended checklists from D4.2. However, as noted before, the questions 
presented in D4.1 and D4.2 checklists were directed at researchers and contractors. In D4.3, 
we rephrased D4.2 questions and structured them as Terms of Reference to make them 
directly actionable for commissioners. As for D4.2, this work was done through a co-design 
process with DPs and TSs (refer to 4.2 Methodological design for a description of the 
methodological approach of D4.3).  
Figure 6 below summarises how D4.1, D4.2 and D4.3 are related. 
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Figure 6 - Relationships between the three SELINA work package 4 deliverables. D4.1 stands 
ŦƻǊ ά5пΦм {ȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέΣ 
5пΦн ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ά5пΦн 5ƛŀƎƴƻǎǘƛŎ ƻŦ ES model decision-ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέΣ 5пΦо ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ 
ά5пΦо DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎȅŎƭŜǎέΣ 5tǎ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ 
ά5ŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέΣ ŀƴŘ ¢{ǎ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ά¢Ŝǎǘ {ƛǘŜǎέΦ 

 

4.1.5 Place of the Terms of Reference in SELINA  
 
SELINA is organisŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ о άǎǘǊŀƴŘǎέ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΥ !Υ 9ƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΤ .Υ ¦ƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 
ecosystems and their services; and C: Informing decisions on the ground in DPs and TSs. Our 
guidance is an attempt at operationalising Strand C to directly inform the design of ES 
assessment in Strand B, hence increasing the likelihood of uptake. 
 
In terms of SELINA work packages, the guidance presented in D4.3 is complementary to work 
package 6 (WP6)Φ Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻw Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
integration of different concepts needed in ES assessment, such as ecosystem condition, 
biophysical - economic - sociocultural values, or different spatial and temporal scales. Our 
ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ άŜƴǘǊȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
concepts through our DTs approach (initiated in D4.1). As explained later in this report, the 
questions presented in this guidance refer to specific DTs, allowing the commissioners to 
select which aspects are focused on in designing an ecosystem service assessment.  
 
While facilitating integrated ES assessment, our guidance is not aimed at supporting the 
development of such assessment in its entirety. D4.3 guidance is restricted to supporting the 
commissioners of an ES assessment design tailored to their needs. Supporting integrated 
ecosystem assessment with different assessment knowledge domains is the role of the 
Framework for Integrated Ecosystem Assessment (FIEA; Figure 7), developed by SELINA WP6.  
 
Discussion is ongoing on how the FIEA will be operationalised in the CoG, developed by 
SELINA WP10, for supporting evidence-based decision-making. How the assessment 
knowledge in each step of the FIEA, including that of ES assessment, is to be represented in 
the CoG is work in progress to be completed over the final two years of the project. 
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In the CoG, the FIEA presented in Figure 7 below may be implemented as a web-page 
interface, with each step and substep being hyperlinked to specific subpages with guidance 
on that topic. If the user is a potential commissioner, this can be viewed as the interface 
between the commissioners and contractors. If that approach is chosen in WP10, our D4.3 
guidance could be considered as a tool that is part of the FIEA toolbox as designed in the CoG.  
 
Figure 7 below shows where our D4.3 guidance provides content to the FIEA. The primary 
objective of the ToR is to help commissioners in commissioning the relevantdesign of 
ecosystem service assessments. Our guidance could however also support other steps and 
sub-sections of the FIEA, with the disclaimer that it is not its primary purpose, including most 
of the subsections of steps Frame and Scope, as well as most of the other substeps of the 
Design step.  
 

 
 

Figure 7 - D4.3 guidance on the Terms of Reference and its relationships to the Framework 
of Integrated Ecosystem Assessment. Adapted from SELINA WP6 (preliminary version 1.3). 

If commissioners are using the FIEA as a tool to support them in their ecosystem assessment 
process, they might have already gone through the FIEA Frame and Scope steps. Our ToR 
templates have been structured to accommodate modular uses within and between 
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templates, which means that the commissioners can potentially decide to not go through the 
Frame & Scope ToR template but, instead, start with the Methodology template. Modular 
uses will be further developed in D4.4. The Frame & Scope ToR template targets the framing 
and scoping for the design of an ecosystem service assessment. Consequently, it is not 
exhaustive enough to cover the Frame and Scope steps of the FIEA. There is however a partial 
overlap which highlights two potential needs that will be addressed in D4.4 and in the 
development of the CoG in collaboration with WP6 and WP10: 
 

¶ the presence of specific channels of communication between the Frame & Scope ToR 
template and the Frame and Scope steps of the FIEA to ensure that the information 
is fully transferrable; 
 

¶ the potentially confusion brought by the language used in both the ToR templates 
and the FIEA. For example, one could consider renaming the ToR Frame & Scope.  
Although the name of this first ToR template was originally chosen to emphasise its 
alignment with the FIEA, it might bring confusion to commissioners already using the 
Frame and Scope steps of the FIEA. 

 

4.1.6 Objectives 
 
The objective of D4.3 is to create a guidance to support commissioners in the writing of their 
ToR when they commission an ES assessment through a call for tender. Although this 
guidance is more directed towards the public sector, it can still be relevant for the private 
sector pending specific adjustments (refer to 4.3.2 Adaptations of our guidance to the private 
sector).  
 
This guidance has been designed to be an interface between commissioners and contractors, 
by facilitating a streamlined communication between both parties. It is user-friendly and 
flexible, accommodating for different levels of knowledge and understanding on 
commissioning ES assessments, as well as accommodating to different assessment-related 
purposes and needs.  
 
In this document, we provide a series of three guidance templates that will support the 
commissioners in writing three specific sections of their ToR. The guidance is available in 5 
Guidance to commission ecosystem service assessments. We do not provide guidance on how 
to write an entire ToR. We rather focus on the writing of the three following ToR sections: 
 

(1) Frame & Scope in which we support the commissioners defining the boundaries of 
their ES assessment. This notably covers identifying the context and purpose of the 
assessment, its intended impacts and users, the format of the deliverables, the 
general methodological characteristics (e.g., geographical area, time period, 
ecosystem services of interest), and the key stakeholders that should be involved in 
the assessment. 
 

(2) Methodology in which we help the commissioners identify the technical 
characteristics of their ES assessment according to the boundaries they defined with 
the Frame & Scope guidance. This especially covers how ecosystem services and their 
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benefits should be assessed and valued, how the uncertainties pertaining the 
assessment should be documented and reported, how the validation process should 
be carried out, and how the stakeholder should be engaged with. 
 

(3) Evaluation Criteria in which we support commissioners in identifying and selecting 
the criteria with which they will evaluate the proposals received from the contractors. 
This guidance template also outlines a formal structure to score and rank the 
proposals. 
 

Each of the above-mentioned sections have their own guidance template (further described 
in 5.1 General information). In summary, the templates are presented as lists of questions 
that the commissioners can choose to answer. They are associated with descriptions, 
explanations and examples to facilitate a thorough understanding of the commissioners as to 
why certain aspects should be included in an ES assessment. Each question is also followed 
by preformatted ToR text that the commissioners can copy-paste and further modify to fit 
their needs. For commissioners wishing to go beyond what is presented in the guidance 
templates, advanced content (Annex 8.2 Advanced content) has been created to help them 
further refine the content of their ToR. A range of ES-specific ToR examples are also provided 
in appendix to illustrate what can be obtained by filling out the ToR guidance templates. The 
scientific report and the ToR guidance have both been written from the perspective of SELINA 
researchers as ES assessment practitioners or suppliers of knowledge. Although they have 
been tested with DPs and TSs, a wider deployment of these guidance will be tested with 
stakeholders in the next deliverable D4.4 ES model uptake lessons learned in Demonstration 
Projects (D4.4) as part of Task 4.4 of WP4. 
 

4.1.7 Caveats, limitations and assumptions 

4.1.7.1 General limitations of use 
 
Our guidance do not provide support in: 
 

(1) Commissioning an integrated ecosystem assessment; 
 

(2) Compiling, assessing, interpreting and disseminating the results of an ecosystem 
service assessment; 
 

(3) Implementing the results in decision-making. 
 
The generic use case for the ToR templates is a commissioner contracting outside of their 
organisation. The assumption of our guidance is ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ sufficient in-house capacity 
to do ES assessments.  An organisation with technical staff capable of doing ES assessments 
may nevertheless use some or all of our ToR guidance templates to structure an in-house 
project.  Non-technical managers in larger organisations could, for example, use the Frame & 
Scope and Methodology ToR templates to communicate with technical expertise in other 
departments.  This is a possible use case at least until assessment routines are standardised 
internally.   
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As previously mentioned, our guidance has mostly been designed for the public sector. 
Although still relevant for the private sector, further adjustments are needed and should be 
considered prior to its use (refer to 4.3.2 Adaptations of our guidance to the private sector 
and 5.2.4 Adaptations to the private sector). 
 

4.1.7.2 Language 
 
The language used in our guidance is aimed at commissioners. This means that the definitions 
of some concepts have been simplified and might not always be scientifically complete. They 
have been designed with the goal of being understandable by non-expert commissioners. For 
more complete definitions, one can refer to the SELINA Internal glossary (Burkhard et al., 
2023).  
 
While we strive to use non-technical language, the English language of our ToR templates is 
a potential barrier to uptake for commissioners in non-English speaking countries in 
Europe.  This may be of particular concern when commissioners from e.g. national regulatory 
agencies,  regional  agencies or local governments are using them, or generally when an ES 
assessment is contracted to comply with regulations written in non-English 
languages.  Ecosystem assessment terminology may not translate directly to the terminology 
used in national language regulations such as environmental impact assessment or land use 
planning.  
 

4.1.7.3 ES assessments for regulatory demand and standardisation 
 
The need for support with ToR writing for ES assessments varies with the regulatory or 
governance level, and with the novelty of the assessment. When ES assessment is requested 
by international organisations such as EUROSTAT, they follow standardised procedures to 
ensure comparability across countries. For example, the EU Regulation on Ecosystem 
Accounting has a minimum set of ES that should be reported. EUROSTAT is currently 
preparing a handbook gathering all guidance to compile these ES including standard ES 
modelling approaches and data sets. These have already been made available in the INCA 
Tool to comply with minimum reporting requirements. These assessments will be repeated 
periodically with the same purpose and evaluated by EUROSTAT following standardised 
procedures to ensure comparability across countries. Similarly, environmental impact 
assessments (EIA) procedures are regulated in the EU, and Member States have their 
standardised procedures for assessment and consultation. These are examples of the 
standardisation of ES assessment design which remove the need for ToR support.  
 

4.1.7.4 Alignment of commissionerôs and contractorôs constraints  
 
Two constraints are crucial to be aligned between commissioners and contractors in a tender 
process for it to be successful: 
 

¶ Budget: There can be a misalignment between the tenderΩǎ budget and the cost of 
the methodology.  9{ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǾŀǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
geographical scale or resolution of the modeling.  Fixed costs mean that there are 
economies of scale to ES assessment, and some local scales below which the 
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/ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
tender. Our guidance does not currently address this. Instead, it assumes that the 
budget is sufficient to cover all the design features the commissioners select in the 
templates. Further work in D4.4 will aim at designing scoping questions to identify the 
constraints of the commissioners and direct them to types of assessments whose 
features and modelling approaches will respect these constraints (refer to 4.3.5.2 
Defining Target users and uses and 4.3.5.3 A tiered system to screen for types of ES 
assessments). This work should make our guidance more realistic and pragmatic for 
both commissioners and contractors. 
 

¶ Tender deadlines and expertise requirements:  The commissioners should consider 
the complexity of the proposed ToR in relation to deadlines and ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ available 
expertise and capacities in their jurisdiction.  Unlike research grants, public tenders 
for consulting typically have deadlines of a few weeks. Our guidance does not provide 
advice on the choice of the deadlines in a tender process.  For public tenders, calls and 
deadlines for submissions are regulated.  In principle, the longer the deadline the 
more flexibility the contractors have to draft a proposal that meets the 
commissionersΩ needs. If the commissioner is designing a ToR which calls for a cross-
disciplinary team this may require a consortium of contractors to meet the 
requirements for expertise (e.g., biophysical modeling, economic valuation, health 
and social benefit impact assessment, including stakeholder consultation).  This 
requires more time and coordination in proposal writing.  

4.2 Methodological design 

4.2.1 Basic structure of the Terms of Reference templates 
 
A generic structure of a ToR was generated by prompting three different Large Language 
Models (LLMs): ChatGPT, Claude, and Perplexity. The prompts were designed after the kick-
off meeting of deliverable D4.3 gathering all partners, volunteering DPs and TSs within WP4. 
They reflect the wording, needs and gaps that were expressed by WP4 partners, volunteering 
DPs and TSs. The list of the prompts used are presented in Table 1.  
 
Table 1 - Prompts used to query ChatGPT, Claude and Perplexity 
 

1 
I am from the private sector and I want to commission an ecosystem service 
assessment. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for this. 

2 
I am from the private sector and I want to send a tender to commission an 
ecosystem service assessment. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for this. 

3 
I am from the private sector and I want to send a call for proposals to commission 
an ecosystem service assessment. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for this. 

4 
I am from the public sector and I want to commission an ecosystem service 
assessment. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for this. 

5 
I am from the public sector and I want to send a tender to commission an 
ecosystem service assessment. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for this. 

6 
I am from the public sector and I want to send a call for proposals to commission 
an ecosystem service assessment. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for this. 
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7 
I want to commission an EU research grant under Horizon Europe. Write a 
structure of Terms of Reference for this. 

8 
I want to commission an EU research grant. Write a structure of Terms of 
Reference for this. 

9 
I want to commission an EU Horizon Europe research call. Write a structure of 
Terms of Reference for this. 

10 
I want to commission a research grant. Write a structure of Terms of Reference for 
this. 

11 
I want to commission an EU research call. Write a structure of Terms of Reference 
for this. 

 
All the structures obtained from this prompting exercise were very similar across prompts 
and LLMs. Minor differences were observed in the order of the sections and the wording 
chosen for their titles. Summarising all of them while taking into account these minor 
differences resulted in the generic ToR structure presented in Figure 5. This generic structure 
was then verified using both real-world ToRs and previous experiences as contractors from 
WP4 partners.  
 
The selection of the three ToR sections (i.e., Frame & Scope, Methodology, and Evaluation 
Criteria) was agreed within a WP4 meeting regrouping all partners, volunteering DPs and TSs. 
This selection took into consideration the previous feedback received from WP4 partners, 
DPs, and TSs during the kick-off meeting of deliverable D4.3. The subsections and content of 
each of these three ToR sections was derived from the initial prompting work, the DT 
checklists questions from D4.2, and the experiences of WP4 partners as contractors. The 
subsections of the three ToR sections are further described in 5.1 General information. 
 
 

4.2.2 Co-design of the Terms of Reference templates, testing and validation 
 
We developed the ToR through a process of testing and validation with the DPs & TSs 
representatives in the ES groups over a period of about 6 months.  ES groups were already 
set up from D4.2 to test and refine checklists for ES assessment design.  Membership of the 
ES groups consisted mainly of SELINA partners with budgets in WP4. In the following D4.3 
phase, membership was voluntary as this sub-task structure was not specified in the 
Description of Action.  A total of 9 DPs and 15 TSs signed up and participated actively during 
the process. 
 
To scope for the needs of ToR, we consulted with coordinators in other work packages to 
integrate considerations from SELINA Communities of Practice (WP2), public DPs (WP8), 
private DPS (WP9) and the Compendium of Guidance (WP10).  DT task leads also represented 
lines of integration of relevance for WP6 (e.g, spatial and temporal scale and resolution). 
Active representatives in the ES Groups were mainly from the public sector-facing case 
ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΦ ²tу ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦƻǊ ¢ƻw ƛƴ survey work of all 
public DPs. To increase representation of private sector perspectives we conducted a survey 
of private DPs needs for ToR.  We then established a working group on private sector needs 
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with WP9. We will continue into the process with D4.4 to address the particular challenges 
faced by private sector ES assessment needs. With WP10-lead, we co-organised a 
άǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜέ ƻƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦƻǊ 9{ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ¢ƻwǎΣ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ 
and consultants with interest and / or experience in commissioning studies through UNEP-
²/a/Ωǎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΦ 
  
Internally within WP4, we organised an inclusive and transparent co-design process ensuring 
feedback loops between the case representatives in the ES groups and Diagnostic topic leads 
(Figure 8). ES groups self-organised based on representatives' needs and interests.  Each 
group conducted between 3 and 7 meetings to prepare and test the three ToR guidance 
templates. Based on their needs, ES groups invited DT leads to follow discussions and provide 
input on ES assessment design issues. Participation in the ES groups also provided Diagnostic 
Topic leads with useful feedback to refine their topical ToR questions. A Q&A feedback form 
was also used by ES groups to post methodological questions to diagnostic topics leads 
between meetings. At the end of the testing process from ES Group, the leads of each group 
summarised the feedback from the group on a structured feedback form. This allowed to 
standardise the feedback among the ES Groups and facilitated its implementation by the 
coordinators and DT leads. Overall, this process aimed at further increasing the real-world 
relevance of the ToR questions on methods design. 
 

 
 
Figure 8 - Terms of Reference were developed through a testing and co-design process 
organised around Ecosystem Service Groups (ES Group) and Diagnostic Topics. DPs stands 
for Demonstration projects, TSs stands for Test Sites 
 
In the following subsections we report on experiences with testing specific to each ES group. 
 

4.2.2.1 Agriculture and Forestry related ecosystem services 
 
Active representatives of the Agriculture and Forestry ES group were DP 02 (MRU, Lithuania), 
DP04 (VITO, Bosland forest, Belgium) and DP13 (SEAC, agricultural landscape, Italy), and Test 
Sites from Portugal (forest fires, CIBIO), Germany (crop pollination in Lower Saxony, LUH), 
Slovenia (forest in protected areas, ZRC-SAZY), Croatia (urban forest in Zagreb, CFRI), Estonia 
(coastal semi-natural grasslands, UEF), Spain (Forest ES, URJC) and Sweden (Urban forest, 
KTH). The Agriculture and Forestry ES Group met seven times from November 2024 to March 
2025 to first discuss the general structure of D4.3 ToR templates, and then to provide detailed 
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comments on the three ToR template drafts. We received a table with specific questions to 
provide feedback on as a group, including the content and length of the introductory chapter, 
the structure of the template, and on the template questions, examples, descriptions and 
preformatted ToR text. The meetings were attended by 10-14 participants.  
 
The meetings provided excellent opportunities for discussing the topic of ToR for ES 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƴŜǿ ǘƻ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ 
main issues we provided feedback on were: (i) to improve the structure of the ToR templates 
by reducing the amount of text and providing a structure that helped navigate through the 
different parts of the templates; (ii) to simplify and ensure consistency of the language 
(consistently using the same concepts/terms); (iii) to improve the general structure of the ToR 
templates, avoiding repetition and ensuring harmonization between the Frame & Scope and 
the Methodology ToR templates: and (iv) revise/rephrase the questions. One particular 
characteristic of the Agriculture and Forestry ES DPs and TSs is that many of the ES 
assessments have been initiated for research purposes with a focus on particular ES elements, 
mainly the biophysical modelling, and have not been commissioned with a specific decision-
making purpose. This was a consideraōƭŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 
time that the exercise forced us to think as commissioners of an ES assessment and made us 
aware of the high importance of the Frame & Scope part of the assessment to ensure 
relevance and improve the likelihood of uptake.   
No DPs and / or TSs in the group are currently addressing social and health benefits in their 
models, although they could be integrated into e.g. the assessments of forest fire risks and 
food safety, and monetary valuation has not been a priority. The ES group has prepared a 
hypothetical example filling out the ToR templates. It is a national level assessment of forest 
ES assessment in Spain. The example concerns a tender for an assessment designed to 
support the implementation of the Spanish National Strategy for Green Infrastructure by 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ΨƎƭƻōŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ 
objectives. It is provided in Annex 8.3.1 Agriculture and Forestry related ecosystem services. 
 

4.2.2.2 Hydrology and Water related ecosystem services 
 
Active representatives of the Hydrology and water-related ecosystem services group were 
DP03 (UniTrento, Italy), DP04 (VITO, Belgium) and test sites TS03 (CZEG, Czech Republic), TS20 
(PLUS, Austria), TS25 (CYI, Cyprus), and TS (UoH, Israel). The Hydrology ES group met four 
times from December 2024 to March 2025 to test the three D4.3 ToR templates. Almost all 
cases provided detailed assessments of their ES models for D4.2. These applications formed 
the basis for testing D4.3 ToR templates. The testing process consisted of SELINA researchers 
ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǊȅέ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ 9{ assessments, and evaluating 
whether D4.3 ToR draft templates would be able to specify the work needed to obtain the 
models they were using. 

 

Overall feedback was that the Scope & Frame template (version 1) provided insights about 
the inclusive design of their studies, with the length judged to be manageable, with some 
redundancy that could be simplified. Also, the clear distinction between sections and 
corresponding questions based on their relevance to the commissioners versus the 
contractors was identified as a much-needed feature in the template. The feedback for the 
Methodology ToR template was overall referring to the excessiveness of the length and being 
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too technical in terms of the expected knowledge of the commissioners (e.g., ecosystem 
condition, health, uncertainty domains). Substantial reorganisation to a more hierarchical 
structure and reduction of the questions were recommended. Following the Methodology 
ToR template, the Evaluation Criteria ToR (version 1) was relatively easy to use, with limited 
needs for simplification.   

 

The ES group also prepared a hypothetical example, filling out the templates and compiling 
the ToR text. The example concerns a tender for an ES assessment evaluating the effects of 
restoration measures on the provision of hydrological ES. The example was modelled on the 
experiences from the Salzach river floodplain Test Site (TS20) and is presented in Annex 8.3.2 
Hydrology and Water related ecosystem services. 
 
 

4.2.2.3 Air quality and Climate related ecosystem services 
 
The Air quality and Climate related-ES Group met three times from December 2024-March 
2025 to test the three D4.3 ToR templates. We had participation from DTs leads on 
ά9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƳƻŘŜƭǎέ ŀƴŘ ά9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 
capacity-potential, supply-ŘŜƳŀƴŘέ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΦ   

 

Almost all the cases had provided inputs for the assessments of their ES models for D4.2 and 
one case provided a detailed assessment of their ES model. These applications formed the 
basis for testing D4.3 ToR templates. Testing consisted of SELINA researchers, mainly from DP 
ŀƴŘ ¢{Σ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǊȅέ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ 9{ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
evaluating whether the ToR draft templates would be able to specify the work needed to 
obtain the models they were using. Templates were provided to the DPs and TSs leads who 
filled them in prior the group meetings. While filling in the templates, DPs and TSs leads 
focused on answering the questions as best as they could, but also reflecting on the templates 
themselves (e.g., structure, completeness and clarity of questions, redundancies).  During the 
meetings, each DP and TS lead shared their impressions and suggestions about the templates. 
The meetings allowed for in-depth discussions of strengths, unclarities and weaknesses. In 
those meetings, we also discussed possible points and ways of improvement. 

 

Overall feedback for all three ToR templates was that a large majority of the questions were 
clear and relevant. The questions were not all easy to answer, forcing the respondent to think 
about their ES assessment from a different perspective than the one usually taken. Other 
feedback was that the ToR templates tended to be long and that some questions needed 
simplification, especially for the Methodology ToR template.  

 

The ES group also prepared a hypothetical example, filling out the templates and compiling 
ToR text. The example focuses on carbon sequestration in Sao Miguel Island, Azores, 
Portugal. It is presented in Annex 8.3.3 Air quality and Climate related ecosystem services. 
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4.2.2.4 Recreation and Amenities related ecosystem services 
 
Active representatives of the recreation & amenities ES group were  DP04 (VITO, Belgium), 
DP07(BEF, Latvia), DP10(EcoINN, Malta), DP03(UniTrento, Italy) and Test Sites from 
Norway(NINA), Croatia(CFRI), Poland(AMU), Slovenia(ZRC SAZU), Denmark(UCPH). The 
Recreation and Amenities ES Group met four times from December 2024-March 2025 to test 
the three D4.3 ToR templates. We had participation from DTs leads on Economic Valuation, 
Health and Social Benefits and Uncertainty during some of our group meetings. Almost all the 
cases had provided detailed assessments of their ES models for D4.2. These applications 
formed the basis for testing D4.3 ToR templates. Testing consisted of SELINA researchers 
ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǊȅέ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ 9{ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ 
whether D4.3 ToR draft templates would be able to specify the work needed to obtain the 
models they were using. 
 
Overall feedback was that the Frame & Scope template provided insights about more 
inclusive design of their studies, with the length judged to be manageable, with some 
redundancy that could be simplified. Similarly, the Evaluation Criteria ToR template version 1 
was relatively easy to use, with limited need for simplification. In the case of the Methodology 
ToR template, this was deemed to be excessive in length and too technical in terms of the 
knowledge expected of the commissioners. Substantial reorganisation to a more hierarchical 
structure with decision trees, and advanced material collected in appendices was 
recommended.  
 
The ES group also prepared a hypothetical example, filling out the templates and compiling 
ToR text. The example concerns a tender for a thematic recreation account for a 
municipality. The example was modelled on experiences from the Oslo Test case and is 
presented in Annex 8.3.4 Recreation and Amenities related ecosystem services. 
 

4.2.2.5 Fishery, Aquaculture and Marine related ecosystem services 
 
The Fishery, Aquaculture and Marine ES group working on fisheries continued its 
collaboration with the Demonstration Project (DP08) on Maritime and Coastal Zone Planning 
in Latvia. The meetings and individual communications involved scientific experts 
(practitioners from BEF Latvia and the Fisheries Research Institute BIOR) and policy makers 
(representatives from the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, 
specifically the Spatial Planning Department). These discussions followed the established 
methodology for developing D4.3 ToR templates including a structured feedback form. 
Participants reviewed, commented, and provided feedback on the three D4.3 ToR templates. 
They also jointly completed an example using Latvian data and expertise in relation to 
fisheries data, ecosystem service assessments, and maritime spatial planning needs. The 
discussions were pragmatic in nature, supported by recent fish-related ecosystem and 
ecosystem service assessments conducted in 2023. 
 
The Latvian Demonstration Project does not address economic, social and health dimensions 
in the fisheries-related model during the maritime or coastal spatial planning discussions. 
However, participants recognised this as a promising area for future work, suggesting 
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potential engagement of scientific and expert teams with relevant knowledge in fisheries 
economics, public health and nutrition. 
 
The ES group prepared an example by filling out the templates and compiling the ToR text. 
The example illustrates a tender for the assessment of the wild fish provisioning ecosystem 
service. It is based on experiences from the commissioning work for Latvian Maritime Spatial 
Planning and is presented in Annex 8.3.5 Fishery, Aquaculture and Marine related ecosystem 
services. 

 

4.2.3 Overview of the guidance templates content 
 
The guidance templates are displayed in 5 Guidance to commission ecosystem service 
assessments and a detailed description of their structure can be found in 5.1 General 
information. In this section, we aim at providing a snapshot of how each template is 
organised. 
 
Upon arrival on the template, the commissioners are presented with a list of the questions 
that would be relevant to answer to write a ToR tailored to their needs. Commissioners can 
choose which questions are the most appropriate to answer given their context and goals. In 
this list, each question is associated with a link that will guide the commissioners to the more 
detailed page of the question. On this page, commissioners answer the question while being 
given description of particular concepts. An information box also provides further 
explanations as to why these concepts should be included in their ES assessment. Additional 
links to more advanced content are also provided for more experienced or curious 
commissioners who wish to further refine their ToR with more advanced questions. Finally, 
after this information box, a ToR box gives preformatted ToR text that the commissioners can 
copy-paste and further modify to tailor their context ( 
Figure 9). 
 
The above description and  
Figure 9 correspond to the Frame & Scope and Methodology guidance templates. Due to the 
dual goal of the valuation Criteria template (i.e., writing the ToR Evaluation Criteria section 
and providing a direct support to score and rank proposals), its structure is different. This 
template presents a list of criteria rather than questions. Each of these criteria are associated 
with a question from the Frame & Scope or Methodology template. The commissioners can 
thus select the criteria that are essential to them in accordance with what has been answered 
in the Frame & Scope and Methodology templates. Once the proposals have been received 
from the contractors, commissioners can use the Evaluation Criteria template again and check 
that all the criteria they have selected as essential have been taken into account in the 
proposals they are evaluating. The template also provides a specific section to qualitatively 
evaluate and score the proposals, which will eventually help the commissioners in 
qualitatively ranking them. The structure of the Evaluation Criteria template is displayed in  
Figure 19 in 5.1.3.4 Evaluation Criteria template. 
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Figure 9 - Overview of the guidance templates content. This figure is only valid for the Frame 
& Scope and Methodology templates. Refer to 5.1.3.4 Evaluation Criteria template for a 
detailed description of the Evaluation Criteria template. 
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4.3 Discussion and future work 

4.3.1 D4.3 Summary 
 
In this report we developed a series of three guidance templates aimed at supporting 
commissioners in the writing of their ToR to commission an ES assessment through a call for 
tender. We focused our guidance on three different sections of a ToR: Frame & Scope, 
Methodology and Evaluation Criteria. The guidance documents are presented in 5. Guidance 
to commission ecosystem service assessments. They were designed to be user-friendly and 
flexible, allowing for its use for different purposes and by commissioners with different levels 
of understanding of ES assessment.  
 
Particular care has been put into making this guidance accessible by using commonly 
understood terms and language. The content of the guidance templates has been designed 
to both help the commissioners writing their ToR through the use of preformatted ToR text, 
but also raising their awareness on the specific aspects ES assessments entail. This was done 
by including descriptions, explanations and examples tailored to each question presented in 
the guidance templates ( 
Figure 9). To ensure the creation of guidance documents that respond to real-world needs, 
we put in place a transparent and inclusive co-design process within WP4, as well as beyond 
by including wider stakeholders and partners from Communities of Practice (WP2), Science-
Policy Dialogues (WP10), and DPs and TSs from the public (WP8) and private (WP9) sectors. 
 
We acknowledge that our guidance templates are still more tailored to the public rather than 
private sector. Further work will continue in our next deliverable D4.4 to refine our templates 
and adapt them to the private sector (refer to the following section). 
 

4.3.2 Adaptations of our guidance to the private sector  

4.3.2.1 Gaps of D4.3 Terms of Reference for the private sector 
 
Together with WP9 we have scoped the relevance of a private sector ToR. The ToR can be 
effectively applied within the private sector to support organisations in their procurement 
processes - specifically in selecting the most suitable providers for conducting ecosystem 
service assessments and managing contractor performance. As the use case for the private 
sector ToR somewhat differs from the public ToR, the public ToR will be adapted so that the 
private sector ToR becomes accessible and usable for private sector procurement purposes 
specifically. 
 

While private sector entities may face fewer regulatory pressures compared to public 
institutions, many are increasingly opting to undertake ES assessments for strategic reasons. 
As such, the ToR would support Corporate Performance & Accountability in relation to an 
ecosystem service assessment. This also brings the concept of (double) materiality into 
sharper focus. This concept encourages a shift from a solely financial perspective to a more 
comprehensive understanding of both the organization's impact on society and the 
environment, and how these impacts, in turn, affect the organisation's own financial 
performance. As interest in double materiality grows among investors and is increasingly 
embedded in reporting standards, private-sector entities are now more strongly incentivized 
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to examine their relationship with the natural environment. Nonetheless, there remain 
notable differences in how these entities approach such assessments compared to the ToR. 

 

4.3.2.2 Towards a Terms of Reference for the private sector 
The GfV (Capitals Coalition, 2024c) is a document that has been created for the private sector 
to build confidence in natural, social and human capital assessment results. Both the ToR for 
the public sector as well as the Governance for Valuation will serve as input for the Private 
Sector ToR. Currently, both documents are being finalized. Once these two outputs are 
finalized at the end of Q2 2025, these will be analysed to create a ToR that serves the private 
sector specifically. By ensuring alignment between the private sector ToR and the Governance 
for Valuation a feedback loop between procurement (through ToR) and the confidence and 
transparency in assessment results will be established to support corporate performance and 
accountability.   
 

The focus of the work will be on adapting the public ToR language to language that is used 
within the private sector, as well as aligning the Frame & Scope content with private sector 
needs. Methodologically the public sector ToR and private sector ToR align. To ensure uptake 
of the documents and support robust ecosystem service assessments accessibility of the 
private sector ToR will be crucial. The accessibility and usefulness of the private sector ToR 
will be reviewed and tested with support of WP9 Demonstration Projects and the Private 
Sector Task Force (WP9.1). The Private Sector ToR will collaboratively be developed so that it 
can feature in both D4.4 the updated D9.2 Guidance material for the Private sector to support 
the scalability of private sector uptake of ecosystem services (D9.4). Some of the private ToR 
might apply to the public sector but this will be explored in D4.4.  
 

4.3.3 FIEA, Terms of Reference, and Governance for Valuation ï how do they fit 
together?  

 
The GfV is one of the tools of the Capitals Coalition Beta Framework for Integrated Decision-
Making contains (Capitals Coalition, 2024c). This document consists of three main 
components, as shown in Figure 4 above: 
 

1. Transparency Requirements seek to ensure transparency of how capitals 
information is generated. This focuses on linking the activities of an organisation to 
impacts / dependencies on /  of capitals through the development of impact and 
dependency pathways. An important aspect here is the formulation of impact value 
factors and dependency risk factors. These form the core of the GfV document, which 
ultimately seeks to provide a structure to clearly understand how these values were 
generated, and if they are fit-for-purpose in specific contexts.  

 
2. Confidence Criteria outline a series of decision trees to aid the decision maker in 

understanding if the capitals assessment they have been given is robust enough for 
the purposes of the decision they want to make.  

 
3. Value Notes synthesise the information from the Transparency Reports and 

Confidence Criteria, condensing them into a short report which can present any 
pertinent information on how figures were calculated, how they should be 
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interpreted, and any caveats to bear in mind. The objective is to empower the 
decision-maker. These are analogous to notes on financial statements.  
In the Transparency Report in the GfV, ecosystem services are assessed as part of 
άǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǊƛǎƪέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ άŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 
Ǌƛǎƪέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŎƘŀƛƴ on 
ecosystem service flows.  Conceptually, a capitals approach starts from a perspective 
of risks to assets, whereas ecosystem services start from a perspective of impacts on 
flows. ²ƘŜƴ άŘƻǳōƭŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭƛǘȅέ of societal impacts and financial dependencies are 
considered together, the (private sector) capitals and (public sector) ecosystem 
services perspectives are completely complementary. This is reflected in parallels 
between public ecosystem accounting and private corporate accounting of 
ecosystem/natural assets.  

 
As demonstrated in Figure 7 above, D4.3 ToR templates are largely focussed on the ά5esignέ 
step of the FIEA, guiding commissioners of ES assessments on what is fit for purpose when 
commissioning a project. In contrast, the GfV ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨAǎǎŜǎǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨDƛǎŎƭƻǎŜΩ 
steps of the FIEA. Its primary utility is to provide decision-makers (commissioners) with a 
process whereby they can ascertain if the capitals (or ecosystem services) information they 
have been provided with is suitable for their intended use. It provides guidance on how to 
ensure transparency in the methodological choices made when conducting a capitals (natural, 
human, social and produced) assessment.  

 
It is foreseen that elements of the current D4.3 ToR and GfV document could be adapted and 
combined to aid private sector commissioners in writing their ToR and in the quality assurance 
of their ES assessments. It is envisioned that the private sector ToR and Governance for 
Valuation documents would communicate with each other to support a continuous flow of 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ƭƻƻǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨDŜǎƛƎƴΩΣ ΨAǎǎŜǎǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨDƛǎŎƭƻǎŜΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƻ 
ensure alignment across the documents, a key step will be to ensure that the terminology and 
framing (for example ΨŀǎǎŜǘΩΣ ΨŎŀǇƛǘŀƭǎΩΣ ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΩΣ ΨŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎƛŜǎΩΣ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎΣ 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘκŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΩύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀǊŜ ŀŎǉǳŀƛƴǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
any private-orientated ToR. 

 
 

4.3.4 Co-design process ï lessons learned 
 
As described in section 4.1.4 Links with previous SELINA Work Package 4 deliverables,  
questions from D4.2 were rephrased to make draft ToR templates that would then be tested 
by ES groups. The most important feedback from testing of version 1 was the excessive length 
of the ToR templates, in particular Methodology. Templates were radically simplified, pushing 
advanced questions into advanced content designed per DT in appendices (Annex 8.2 
Advanced content). Other important feedback emerging from a recent SELINA workshop in 
Azores in May 2025 concerned the lacking specification of use cases and targeting of specific 
types of users. This will be a priority topic in Task 4.4 and its corresponding Deliverable D4.4. 
The work will be done in collaboration with WP6 and WP10 as it will support both the 
implementation of the ToR templates in the CoG, and the implementation of the CoG itself 
(refer to the next section 4.3.5 Deliverable D4.4 - Testing the uptake by stakeholders with 
D4.3 Terms of Reference) 
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It is important to note that the co-design process was mainly between SELINA researchers. 
Stakeholders in the DPs and TSs participated from time to time in ES group meetings, but their 
participation in the ToR design process was not systematic. Systematic testing with 
stakeholders of the ToR templates will take place as part of the assessment of potential for 
uptake in D4.4. See further discussion in the next section. 
 

4.3.5 Deliverable D4.4 - Testing the uptake by stakeholders with D4.3 Terms of 
Reference 

4.3.5.1 General overview 
 
In D4.4, we aim at deploying our ToR guidance to be tested by stakeholders represented in 
the DPS and TSs of WP4, volunteering stakeholders from the Communities of Practice in WP2, 
and volunteering DPs and TSs from WP8 and WP9. ¢ƘŜ άǘŜǎǘ ǳǎŜǊǎέ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ToR guidance would 
ideally be potential commissioners at different levels of governance (e.g., local, regional, 
national), who have different decision-amking needs and use cases for an ES assessment. This 
would provide a more systematic testing of our ToR guidance templates to evaluate their 
usefulness in supporting commissionersΩ needs. Defining the target users and uses of our ToR 
guidance remains to be explored in D4.4, in collaboration with WP6 and WP10 as this is of 
direct relevance to the design and implementation of the CoG as well.  
 

 
 
Figure 10 - Overview of the testing process of D4.3 guidance templates in Deliverable D4.4. 
DTs stands for Diagnostic Topics, ES stands for Ecosystem Service, D4.3 stands for Deliverable 
ά5пΦо Guidelines for enabling uptake in project and policy cyclesέΦ  
 
Figure 10 above summarises how the testing of our ToR guidance will take place in D4.4. 
Testing will take place by implementing the ToR templates, and their associated documents 
in annex, in an online interface that will be tested by actual or potential commissioners from 
WP2, WP4. WP8, WP9 and WP10. What the final design of the interface will look like remains 
to be coordinated with WP10 as D4.4 will be implemented in the CoG. For the purpose of 
D4.4 testing, there are three possibilities: 
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1. Simplest approach: implement the ToR questions in an online survey-based 
structure, where commissioners would answer the questions of the ToR templates, 
and provide feedback on relevance and clarity of template questions.  
 

2. More ambitious approach: a more advanced version requiring some programming 
would produce tailored ToR based on the ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ answers and the 
preformatted ToR text that was created for the templates (Figure 11).  

 
3. A CoG approach: implement the ToR directly in a prototype design for the CoG. This 

would have the advantage of being able to directly test the user experience of the 
CoG through the testing of the ToR online tool. This approach however relies on the 
progress of WP10 design of the CoG web-based tool. The potential risk associated 
with this is delaying the analyses and reporting of stakeholder likelihood of uptake, 
due for D4.4. in June 2026. 

 

 
 
Figure 11 - Design workflow of D4.4 online tool. ToR stands for Terms of Reference, ToR ς 
F&S stands for the ToR Frame & Scope template, ToR ς Me. stands for the ToR Methodology 
template, ToR ς EC stands for the ToR Evaluation Criteria template. 
 
In D4.4, we will not be able to evaluate actual uptake in policy processes, but mainstreaming 
the ToR survey-based tool (i.e., simplest approach above) will provide an indication of its 
usefulness.  It will provide an indication of whether the relevance of the DTs is understood by 
commissioners, increasing their likelihood of being mainstreamed in the design of ES 
assessments. The testing of our ToR guidance in D4.4 will also facilitate the identification of 
other gaps in the writing of ToR and the commissioning process that would support the 
uptake of ES assessment in decision-making.  
 

4.3.5.2 Defining Target users and uses 
 
Why identify and define Target users and uses? 
Our D4.3 ToR guidance has been developed to be general and flexible (refer to 4.1.2.1. 
Principles of a call for tender). Internal workǎƘƻǇǎΩ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ between SELINAΩǎ 5tǎ ŀƴŘ 
partners with experience from ES assessment consulting, identified the need for additional 
recommendations that would specify the use of the templates depending on the level of 
resources available, the level of governance and the purpose of the ecosystem service 
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assessment. Such recommendations would allow us to identify the different types of 
commissioners, and their associated άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ES assessmentέΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ 5пΦп ƻƴƭƛƴŜ 
ǘƻƻƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ǎŎƻǇƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ 9{ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ (refer to 4.3.5.3 A 
tiered system to screen for types of ES assessments). This would allow us to make guidance 
more realistic by helping the commissioners ask for types of ES assessment that are doable 
given their constraints.  
 
Another reason to identify and define target users and uses is linked to the practical 
limitations of testing our ToR guidance in D4.4. Even if our testing is directly mainstreamed 
through the CoG in collaboration with WP10 (i.e., A CoG approach in 4.3.5.1 General 
overview), the resources are limited for the design of D4.4 ToR online tool. Testing and design 
of D4.4 ToR online tool needs to focus on a few specific use cases. In D4.4, WP4 will aim at 
identifying and defining a άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ for the ToR online tool itself to meet a 
ŦŜǿ άƘƛƎƘ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ-ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘέ commissionersΩ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ This work will be done in collaboration 
with WP10, whose constraints for developing the CoG will require a similar approach. This 
collaboration will align with WP6 design of the FIEA.  
 
As previously stated, respondents/test users of D4.4 will be recruited from {9[Lb!Ωǎ DPs and 
TSs in WP4, WP8 and WP9, as well as from the WP2 Communities of Practice in SELINA partner 
countries. The recruitment ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎκǘŜǎǘ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ǾƛŀōƭŜ 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ  
D4.4 online tool.  
 
 
How to identify and define target users and uses? 
As the D4.4 online tool will eventually be embedded in the CoG, WP4, WP6 and WP10 will 
work collaboratively. In the context of D4.4 and setting aside the resources from the 
commissioners (e.g., expertise and budget), two criteria have to be considered while scoping 
for target users and uses: the level of governance and the purpose for which the ES 
assessment is required.  
 
An ES assessment uptake is likely to be constrained by the regulatory context, and so we 
cannot assume that our ToR guidance templates will generically apply across all governance 
levels. For example, land use policies and planning take place at national, regional, municipal, 
and property levels. This means that, ideally, D4.4 would be tested with potential public and 
private commissioners at these different levels of governance. An initial screening/scoping of 
the likelihood that specific regulatory context will require ES assessment, and create demand 
for our D4.3 ToR guidance would be a good starting point for D4.4.  
 
Figure 12 outlines a potential framework for considering regulatory context in scoping the 
need for ES assessment. It can be designed as a table listing the governance levels and 
associated regulations. This table could be extended to include the purposes for ES 
assessment in each level of governance and regulations. Associated with each combination 
of governance level ς regulation ς purpose, this framework would also indicate the type of ES 
assessment required for the reporting including extent of ecosystem types, ecosystem 
condition, ecosystem services, and associated health-social-economic benefits. Task 4.4 could 
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use this framework to identify the need for using our D4.3 ToR guidance, as well as if it should 
be used entirely or only partially by referring to specific sections of it. This potential 
framework would notably align with Task 6.2 aimed at identifying the interrelationships 
between ecosystem condition and services in regulatory design. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 12 - Draft conceptual approach to screening for ecosystem service assessment 
regulatory relevance Note: the framework presented in the table is a work in progress. 
Classification of requirements in the figure are propositions subject to testing. 

 
Potential target users and uses ς first screening 
The generic use case for our ToR guidance templates are commissioners contracting outside 
of their organisation. The assumption is that there is insufficient in-house capacity to do ES 
assessments.  .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ {9[Lb! ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΩ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
presented in Figure 12, the proposed hypothesis to be tested in D4.4 is that our target users 
are predominantly decision-makers at sub-national  governance level (e.g., at regional and 
municipal), especially those responsible for implementing new regulations. EU and national 
level policy targets are generally accompanied by ES assessment tools that have been 
standardised, offering limited scope for flexible design of ES assessment (upper lines of the 
table in Figure 12).  At the sub-municipal property scale, a combination of (i) lack of regulatory 
demand for impact assessment, (ii) excessive methods costs relative to project size, (iii) lack 
of data with sufficient spatial resolution, and (iv) short time horizons/deadlines, may rule out 
ES assessment in practice.  If these hypotheses are confirmed in testing, the implementation 
of our ToR guidance in D4.4 and in the CoG may have an optimal user scale. Our hypothesis 
is that this would be the regional and municipal strategic planning context, where novelty, 
intermediate resolution, but sufficient scale to cover fixed assessment costs, are most likely 
to increase the uptake of ES assessment.   
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Beyond these immediate target users and uses, others could potentially be foreseen. We 
could suppose that a private or public organisation with capable technical staff to do ES 
assessment could use some or all of the ToR guidance templates to structure an in-house 
project.  For example, non-technical managers in larger organisations could use the Frame & 
Scope and Methodology ToR templates as interfaces to communicate with technical expertise 
in other departments, at least until assessment routines are standardised internally.   
 

Another potential use of our ToR guidance templates could be education and training, with 
target users varying from professional teachers and trainers to, more simply, new employees 
in need of information. Our D4.3 guidance is well-suited for inexperienced commissioners 
with its generic structure that could serve as a structuring tool, and the extensive knowledge 
provided in terms of definitions, explanation, examples and annex. This could be a relevant 
source of knowledge for specific graduate or professional training on ES assessment. Another 
instance of users could be specialised consultants who could use our ToR guidance templates 
as a general resource for professional training of new hires, along with their internal ES 
assessment consulting service practices. Similarly, larger corporations may be interested in 
giving new employees working in sustainability departments basic training in ES assessment, 
including contracting, where our ToR guidance templates could be used to build a 
professional training course. Likewise in the public sector, use cases would focus on 
professionals who are new to the field and / or novel ES applications where little previous 
experience is available.  
 
A large caveat in the use of our D4.3 ToR guidance templates for education is that its online 
web-page or survey-like implementation in D4.4 will not be designed to fully support this 
need. Indeed, the primary purpose of the D4.4 online tool is to facilitate the use of the D4.3 
guidance templates by commissioners to increase the likelihood of uptake. It will need to be 
built into a training course design with its own pedagogy. Designing D4.4 to facilitate an 
educational purpose is out of scope for SELINAs Description of Action and will have to be 
adapted by users themselves. The educational purpose could also apply to the CoG, and 
although not in the Description of Action, it could serve as inspiration for follow-up projects 
to operationalise the CoG for specific user groups. 
 
 

4.3.5.3 A tiered system to identify types of ES assessments 
 
What is a tiered system to identify types of ES assessments and why do we need it? 
While working on D4.3 with WP4 SELINA partners and volunteering DPs and TSs, a constant 
feedback was the request for a tiered approach to present the content in a gradual level of 
complexity. In the scientific literature on ES assessments, a tiered approach is the 
classification of ES models depending on the purpose of the ES assessment and some 
constraints such as the availability of data and resources. It is designed to provide guidance 
to contractors (i.e., practitioners) in the choice of ES models. As part of the EU HORIZON 
ESMERALDA project, Grêt-Regamey et al. (2017) developed a tiered approach for ES 
assessment, presented as a simple decision-tree. In this approach, four successive questions 
allow contractors to navigate through three Tiers and choose the appropriate level of ES 
modelling complexity for their purpose (Grêt-Regamey et al., 2017): 
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1. άAre a deeper understanding and analysis of underlying socio-economic and /  or geo-

bio-physical processes needed?έ 
 
2.  άIs the mapping purpose exclusively a rough overview of ES in space?έ 

 
3. άDo the planned actions require information on the system behaviour?έ 

 
4. άAre data in sufficient quality, quantity, scale and resolution available to conduct an 

ES assessment in this tier? Are there enough technical, human and financial resources 
available?έ 

 
One aim of Grêt-Regamey et al. (2017) tiered approach was to take a resource and time-
saving decision during the framing and scoping of an ES assessment. In D4.3 and D4.4, we do 
not aim at supporting contractors or commissioners in making the right choice of ES models. 
Instead we aim at supporting the commissioners in writing a ToR that will be clear and precise 
enough so contractors can more easily understand the required level of complexity and select 
the appropriate ES models. Our D4.3 ToR guidance however does not provide any 
recommendations on what type of ES assessment (defined by the types of mapping and 
modelling methods) commissioners should ask for depending on their resources (i.e., 
expertise, time and budget), level of governance, and purpose of the ES assessment. The 
current form of the D4.3 ToR templates allows the commissioners to select very exhaustive 
9{ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻǊ ƛŦ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
purpose and / or level of governance. This represents a bias that we aim to address in D4.4.  
 
¢ƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǿŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ άǘƛŜǊŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ 
classify the types of ES assessments and ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜƳ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ 9{ 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ relevant to their constraints (i.e., resources, level of governance, regulatory 
context and purpose for an ES assessment) while taking into account their general level of 
knowledge in ES assessments. In terms of the D4.4 online tool, this will be operationalised as 
scoping questions that would capture these constraints. An automated evaluation of the 
answers will identify the type of assessment required and guide the commissioners to the 
relevant questions and sections of the ToR templates.  
 
 
How to design a tiered system to identify types of ES assessments? 
Developing a άǘƛŜǊŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ identifying and defining the different types of ES 
assessments that commissioners could ask for. This relies on three main components: 
 

1. The target users and uses ς notably defined through their level of governance, 
regulatory context and purpose for an ES assessment  

 
2. The types of ES models ς notably defined through the type of ES, data availability, 

ecosystem condition, space and time, stakeholder engagement 
 

3. /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ς notably defined through their level of 
knowledge/expertise, available time and budget. 
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Identifying and defining the target users and uses is already needed for the design of D4.4 
online tool itself and will be carried out in the early stages of Task 4.4. Identifying the different 
types of ES models will be directly linked to the tiered approach developed by Grêt-Regamey 
et al. (2017) and most likely extend it to take into account further dimensions that are relevant 
in the SELINA project such as the inclusion of ecosystem condition in ES models and 
ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ hƴŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ άǘƛŜǊŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ 9{ 
assessments clearly allocated to tiers, we will be able to classify the questions and sections of 
our D4.3 ToR guidance templates according to these tiers. This will allow the commissioners 
to be further guided through the questions that will be relevant for them. (Figure 1) 

 
The tiered approach developed by Grêt-Regamey et al. (2017), is a straightforward procedure 
with a very limited number of questions. More recently, the Ministry of Ecological Transition 
in Spain released a methodological guide to map Green Infrastructure in Spain. This guide is 
an example of a simple operationalisation of a tiered approach for mapping and assessing ES 
(Ministerio para la Transición Ecológica y el Reto Demográfico, 2024). Mirroring the simplicity 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ  ƻǳǊ άǘƛŜǊŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ƛƴ 5пΦпΦ Identifying 
foundation questions to be asked to the commissioners will be challenging as each of the 
three main components described above (i.e., target users and uses, types of ES models, 
ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ) encompass several aspects that will have to be covered. This 
άǘƛŜǊŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 5пΦп ǘƻ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜ ƛǘǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ determine if this would be 
useful to increase the likelihood of uptake. 
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Figure 13 - Methodology to design a tiered system and classify the Terms of Reference 
templates' sections and questions. The 3D representation of the tiered system is for 
representation purposes. ES stands for ecosystem service, ToR stands for Terms of Reference, 
5пΦо ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ 5ŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜ ά5пΦо DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎȅŎƭŜǎέ, 
F&S stands for Frame & Scope, Me. Stands for Methodology, and EC stands for Evaluation 
Criteria. 

 

4.3.5.4 Integration of Deliverable D4.4 in the Compendium of Guidance 
 
The CoG is still being developed. Although some concepts begin to be clear such as the CoG 
design mirroring the FIEA, agreement and clarity have yet to be reached on other aspects 
such as who the target users and uses are. This work will have to be collaboratively led 
between WP10, WP4 and WP6 as it will influence the design of D4.4 online tool which will 
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eventually be implemented in the CoG. Broadly, the target users of D4.4 are public and private 
commissioners of ecosystem service assessments. Our ToR guidance helps commissioners 
define what they should ask for in a tender to hire external contractors for an ecosystem 
service assessment. It does not directly support the contractors, assuming that they already 
have the methods knowledge or know where to find adequate methods guidance. We could 
consider three different implementations of the CoG that would imply three different 
perspectives on D4.4 online tool and its implementation in the CoG: 
 

1. A CoG for decision-makers (i.e., commissioners) 
This is the view presented in 4.1.5 Place of the Terms of Reference in the SELINA. D4.4 
will be a tool for the ά5ŜǎƛƎƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ǎǳōǎǘŜǇ of the FIEA. 
!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ²tмлΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻD ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛŘŜŀƭƭȅ ōŜ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ άŎƭƛŎƪŀōƭŜέ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
FIEA. This format would allow for the decision-ƳŀƪŜǊǎ ǘƻ άŎƭƛŎƪέ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ά5ŜǎƛƎƴ 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ǎǳōǎǘŜǇ, which would lead them to a landing page 
with links to different resources including a link to the D4.4 online tool.  

 
!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ά5ŜǎƛƎƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ǎǳōǎǘŜǇ ƻŦ 
the FIEA, our ToR guidance templates and their extensive annexes could be applied to 
other sections of the FIEA (4.1.5 Place of the Terms of Reference in the SELINA). In 
ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ άŎƭƛŎƪŀōƭŜέ ǎǳōǎǘŜǇs of the FIEA implemented in the 
CoG would lead to landing pages with links to the D4.4 online tool. As we however 
recognize that our guidance would not provide an optimal support for these other 
FIEA steps and substeps, we would imagine their landing pages to be divided into two 
sections: (i) Directly relevant guidance, and (ii) Other relevant guidance. Similarly, 
even in its own substep, our ToR guidance could be very well complemented by other 
external guidance such as the GfV (Capitals Coalition, 2024c).  

 
In this option, the language used in both the CoG and D4.4 should be aligned and 
targeted at decision-makers. As noted before, even with plain English terms, language 
will be a barrier for non-English speakers operating in a non-English regulatory setting.  

 
 

2. A CoG for practitioners (i.e., contractors) 
This view of the CoG would consider it as a place for practitioners to find more 
information on how to perform the different steps and substeps of the FIEA. For 
ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά5ŜǎƛƎƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ CL9! ǎǳōǎǘep, WP4 has curated 
a selection of the 111 guidance documents in relevant languages as reviewed by 
Immerzeel et al. (2023).  Another instance would be the EASE tool and ES Valuation 
Database (D6.2) providing practitioners with methods recommendations and best-
practice case studies. Going further, this substep could also provide guidance on using 
prompts in Large Language Models (e.g., ChatGPT, Claude), or search terms to access 
the evolving scientific literature on ES assessment. As for approach (a) above, links to 
useful external resources could also be provided. 

 
In that perspective of the CoG, D4.4 online tool would rather be an interface that 
would complement the CoG by helping the decision-makers and practitioners interact 
with the FIEA. D4.4 online tool would allow the decision-makers to communicate 
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clearly what they need to be achieved in their ES assessment, which in turn will refer 
to some specific substeps of the FIEA that the practitioners could refer to for further 
guidance on how to implement the ES assessment requested by the decision-makers. 

 
 

3. A CoG for decision-makers and practitioners (i.e., commissioners and contractors) 
This approach of the CoG would be a combination of both (1) and (2), where each 
substeps of the FIEA would link to a landing page where content for both the decision-
makers and practitioners would be displayed.  

 
In this perspective, it is difficult to clearly place ƻǳǊ 5пΦп ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǘƻƻƭ ŀǎ ƛǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ōƻǘƘ 
part of the CoG and complementing it at the same time. It is also noted that such a 
CoG could be challenging to design and navigate, as it would try to address two 
different types of users with very different needs. 

 
 
Until now, discussion within SELINA seems to foresee the CoG as in approach (1). Regardless 
of the above options chosen for the CoG, careful consideration will have to be given to the 
specific target users and uses within each broad group of target audiences (i.e., decision-
makers and / or practitioners). Limited design resources will require the definition of a 
άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ accounting for only a limited set of primary target users and use 
cases. Also, in all options above, we mentioned the need to signpost to external sources of 
knowledge within the CoG. Decisions on which external resources should be signposted to for 
each substep of the FIEA should probably be left to the WPs whose tools will be implemented 
in the CoG. However, collaborative discussions should take place to decide what is assumed 
to be the knowledge that users obtain through other platforms than the CoG. Finally, 
maintenance and regular updates are key for the CoG to be a preferred source of knowledge 
over time. Selecting external resources to be displayed in the CoG will have to respect the 
maintenance constraints of the CoG after the SELINA project is finished. 
 
 

4.3.6 Are Large Language Models better than our guidance to create Terms of 
Reference? 

 
In the modern world we live in, Large Language Models (LLM) such as ChatGPT or Claude 
are increasingly present in workplaces and in our day-to-day lives. The rapid adoption of 
generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools for the processing of data across multiple 
sectors has been touted as heralding a new era of scientific efficiency, with LLMs in 
particular being hailed as game-changing for collating, assessment and review of scientific 
data and preparation of manuscripts (Stokel-Walker and Van Noorden, 2023, Nejjar et al., 
2025).  Open-access software tools for LLMs have been widely tested for use in scientific 
writing and their use appears to be increasing rapidly (Liang et al., 2024; Van Noorden and 
Perkel, 2023). Made friendly and easy to use, it can be very tempting to ask LLMs like 
ChatGPT to draft a ToR if resources such as time, budget and expertise are lacking. 
Designing one or two prompts to write a ToR might also be less tedious than going through 
our D4.3 ToR guidance. But how would the ToR obtained from our guidance, whether it is 
D4.3 or D4.4, compare with the ToR that one would obtain by prompting Large Language 
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Models (LLMs) such as ChatGPT or Claude? Would LLMs do better? These questions are 
fundamental as it relates to the relevance and appeal of our guidance to commissioners 
and their use of it.  
 
In D4.4, we could potentially explore the use of LLMs to generate ToRs and compare them 
with the ToRs obtained from our guidance based on semantic tests and a scoring system 
ǿƘƻǎŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ²Ŝ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀ Ŏŀǘŀƭogue 
of useful prompts based on the ToR templates, that would help commissioners generate 
ToRs based on the work that has been done in D4.3.  
 
Another alternative would be to give some guidance on how to use the ToR questions to 
generate the prompts. Finally, we could also try to integrate LLMs in the D4.4 online tool 
to generate ToR text when our preformatted ToR text is missing as too context-
dependent. For example in the Frame & Scope template, some preformatted ToR text 
have not been generated as they were highly context dependent, such as the purpose of 
the assessment, its decision-making and policy context. We could imagine using an LLMs 
to generate preformatted ToR text based on the answers that the commissioners gave on 
these questions.  
 
Many concerns have however been raised about the use of LLM in science led by 
increasing concerns over the societal impacts of AI in general. Aside from the 
commentaries about existential threats which AI may pose to various groups, to job 
security in certain careers, or to society at large (Bender et al., 2021; Dammu et al., 2024; 
Barry and Stephenson, 2025), which are widely discussed in news and social media 
(Brauner et al., 2023; Lopatto, 2025; McMenamin, 2025), broader concerns have been 
raised about tƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ [[aǎ ŀǊŜ άǘǊŀƛƴŜŘέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ όƛƴ ǇŀǊǘύ ǘƘŜ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
information from across all areas of the internet and the inherent inability of LLMs to 
perform a critical review of their own outputs to ensure issues of bias and alignment with 
human values are addressed (Hoffman et al., 2024; Shen et al., 2025). Related to this is 
the fact that LLMs are inherently biased, and largely reflect the perspectives and political 
alignments of the companies and programmers which release them, since regular 
aƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ [[aǎΩ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ άǊŜŀƭƛƎƴέ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ƻǊ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜ 
the likelihood that certain results ς whether deemed unethical by society at large, or just 
uncomfortable for the organisations behind the LLM model ς are returned (Lopatto, 
2025). 
 
Several risks associated with the use of LLM in scientific research have been highlighted, 
including issues of accuracy, accountability, reliability, transparency and replicability 
(Schlagwein and Willcocks, 2023; Blau et al., 2024; Francis, 2025).  In addition, there are 
important ethical considerations for the use of LLM for research purposes, including issues 
of environmental impact, and participatory and representative justice (Pozzi and De 
Proost, 2024). The energy footprints of LLMs have been a cause of concern (Jiang et al, 
2024), not only in terms of the CO2 emissions associated with individual research activities 
employing LLMs, but also in respect of the lobbying efforts of major technology 
corporations to facilitate the successful planning and development of the energy-hungry 
data centres required to meet growing AI demand, and related issues of corporate power 
and influence on decision making (Corporate Europe Observatory, 2025). 
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Whilst LLMs have increasingly been tested in the arena of biodiversity ecosystems services 
science (e.g., Luo et al., 2025), few researchers have accounted for issues of inherent bias 
or the ethical considerations involved (Doi et al., 2024).  The extent to which D4.4 will 
explore the use of LLMs will strongly depend on the resources available as testing the 
guidance with stakeholders is the primary goal; however, efforts will be made to include 
a review of ethical considerations for the use of LLMs in ecosystem services assessments, 
linking with work under WP11. 
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4.4. Conclusion 
 
In this D4.3 report, we developed a series of three guidance templates to support the 
commissioners in writing their Terms of Reference to commission ES assessments tailored to 
their needs. These guidance templates were developed and tested in a co-design process with 
all SELINA WP4 partners and volunteering DPS and TSs. At present, they are mainly targeted 
at public sector commissioners. Work to adapt them to private commissioners will be carried 
out in Task 4.4 for D4.4.  
 
D4.4 will focus on translating D4.3 ToR templates into an online tool to be tested and 
deployed more broadly with stakeholders from DPs and TSs in WP8 and WP9 and 
Communities of Practice from WP2. Doing so will first require to (i) identify and define target 
users and uses, (ii) develop and design a tiered system to identify and define types of ES 
assessment, (iii) closely collaborate with WP6 and WP10 in charge of the respective 
developments of the FIEA and the CoG. 
 
In D4.2, we were left with some outstanding questions that our journey in D4.3 can partially 
answer: 
 

1. How can sector-specific knowledge needs be addressed most effectively using Terms 
of Reference for ES model applications? 

 
After extensive discussions within WP4, and rounds of testing and feedback with DPs 
and TSs, it was decided that D4.3 would be designed for commissioners. Our ToR 
guidance templates do not advise on the selection and use of ES models themselves. 
Instead they help commissioners clearly identify and communicate their needs so the 
contractors can identify and select the relevant ES model(s). The Methodology 
template does contain some questions referring to broad modelling aspects such as 
the family of economic valuation methods or condition indicators. These have been 
simplified and are designed to both help the commissioners being more precise and 
raise their awareness.  
 
The feedback from the testing did not indicate the need for any specifications by types 
of ES. D4.3 ToR templates were created to be general and flexible. We do recognise 
the need for further adaptations in the case of the private sector notably around the 
notions of dependencies on and impacts of ES in businesses. Further work will be 
carried out in D4.4 in collaboration with WP9. 
 
 

2. What can guidance on ES model applications best support the creation of common 
understanding of economic value, social benefits, and justice across stakeholders? 
 
We designed D4.3 ToR templates to answer two goals: (i) supporting commissioners 
in the writing of their ToR, and (ii) raising the awareness of commissioners in the 
important concepts underlying ES assessments. In the D4.3 guidance, the 
commissioners are provided with explanations of what economic valuation, social 
benefits and justice are, and why they are important for ES assessments. In that 
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regard, D4.3 tried to set a standard in the understanding of these concepts by 
commissioners, why and how they should be mainstreamed in ES assessments. 

 
3. How can ES model outputs and the identified links with diagnostic topics explicitly 

be connected to their implications for past, current and future policies in such a way 
that they are useful guidance for decision-makers? 
 
In D4.3, we integrated the DTs within the structure and the questions of the ToR 
templates. Each DT has a section prior to the template explaining in plain English what 
they are and why they are important. Then, in each DT question in the templates, the 
relevance of the questions is also explained. We also associate examples and links to 
advanced content where commissioners can find further information. Overall, the 
D4.3 was created to be user-friendly and flexible. Commissioners are guided and can 
select what is of relevance to them.  
 
In the Frame & Scope template, we chose to specifically address the current and 
future policies by asking questions on the policy context and intended impacts. We 
recognise that we did not include any questions regarding past policies. For ES model 
outputs, we chose to refer to the expected formats of the outputs, as well as the 
intended impacts of these outputs. This should in turn inform contractors on the ES 
modelling approach that should be applied. 
 
 

4. How can ES model applications be more explicitly linked to private sector decision-
making processes? 
 
We did not successfully manage to adapt our ToR guidance to the private sector within 
the scope of D4.3. The work has started together with WP9 will be further developed 
and integrated in D9.4 and D4.4. One of the approaches that could be taken is to use 
the GfV (Capitals Coalition, 2024c) to identify and formulate the missing questions in 
the current D4.3 ToR. The interest of this approach is the resulting alignment between 
the ToR and the Governance for Valuation, ensuring that the private sector will then 
be able to use both documents in perfect complementarity. 

 
 
In D4.3, we are left with further questions: 
 

1. How to boost the uptake of D4.3 ToR guidance, and subsequently D4.4 online tool 
and the CoG, given that they have already been designed to increase the uptake?  
 

2. How to ensure the durability and maintenance over time of D4.3, D4.4 and the CoG 
and their relevance and constant use by decision-makers? 
 

3. How does the results from D4.3 guidance, and subsequently D4.4, compare with ToR 
prompted through ChatGPT? 
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Question (3) has already been touched upon in 4.3.6. Are Large Language Models better than 
our guidance to create Terms of Reference?. Questions (1) and (2) go beyond the scope of 
D4.3 and D4.4 and apply more broadly to any outputs that will be produced throughout 
SELINA. Going back to what Brian Head (2015) noted, research findings seem to be more likely 
uptaken if they had been commissioned by decision-makers themselves. In the case of D4.3 
and D4.4, we are facing a paradox in that regard. They have been designed to help with 
commissioning, and thus supporting the uptake. But these tools have not been directly 
commissioned by decision-makers in need of such guidance. We continue to face the 
challenge of making this guidance easy to find, accessible, understood, accepted and used by 
both commissioners and contractors.  
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5. Guidance to commission ecosystem service assessments 
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5.1 General information 
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5.1.1 About the guidance 
 
The overall guidance document contains a series of three templates developed by the Horizon 
Europe SELINA project (work package 4). They aim at supporting decision-makers in 
commissioning ecosystem service assessments tailored to their needs by helping them 
identify and request the design assessment corresponding to those needs. These templates 
also directly support the writing of a Terms of Reference underlying a call for tender. This 
guidance does not provide exhaustive support in writing an entire Terms of Reference. It 
focuses on the three sections that are most likely to be challenging for commissioners due to 
the potential requirements of expert knowledge: 
 

- the Frame & Scope section aimed at describing the purpose(s) and reason(s) behind 
the need for commissioning an ecosystem service assessment;  
 

- the Methodology section focused on detailing the technical characteristics and overall 
methodological process of the ecosystem service assessment;  
 

- the Evaluation Criteria section whose goal is to precise the criteria according to which 
an ecosystem service assessment will be assessed by a commissioner.  

 
The three templates are formatted as lists of questions that the commissioners can answer. 
Each question is associated to descriptions and examples to facilitate comprehension, as well 
as preformatted text to help build a Terms of Reference. This text can be directly copy-pasted 
and refined by the commissioners to better fit their context. In addition to the primary aim of 
helping commissioners in writing a Terms of Reference for a call for tender, these templates 
also aim at raising awareness on the specific concepts that should be taken into account when 
commissioning an ecosystem service assessment. Caveats attached to this guidance can be 
found in the section 5.2 Caveats and limitations. 
 
Throughout this guidance document, commissioners refers to decision-makers or users 
commissioning an ecosystem service assessment through a call for tender with Terms of 
Reference. While, potential contractors refers to the applicants answering the call for tender 
and sending proposals to the commissioners. By ecosystem services, we refer to the 
contributions of ecosystems that support economic activities and other aspects of human 
well-being. In contrast, benefits refer to the specific goods and services that people and 
society ultimately use and enjoy2. For example, ecosystem services include water filtration, 
urban cooling, and pollination of crops, while the associated benefits are the availability of 
clean drinking water, the reduction of heat-related illnesses, and food production. 
 
This document is the reporting version for SELINA Deliverable D4.3. An online version of this 
guidance will soon be released by the SELINA project. 
 

 
2 System of Environmental Economic Accounting ς  
Ecosystem Accounting, United Nations, 2024. Back to the General 

Information landing page 

https://www.ipbes.net/news/natures-contributions-people-ncp-article-ipbes-experts-science
https://www.ipbes.net/news/natures-contributions-people-ncp-article-ipbes-experts-science
https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
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5.1.2 Recommended workflow: which template and when? 
 
For optimal support, the three templates provided in this guidance document should be used 
successively as shown in Figure 14 below.  
 

 
 

Figure 14 - Recommended workflow for the use of the Terms of Reference templates. ToR 
stands for Terms of Reference, F&S stands for Frame & Scope, Me. Stands for Methodology, 
EC stands for Evaluation Criteria. 

When writing their Terms of Reference for a call for tender, commissioners should start by 
using the Frame & Scope template to write the context and purpose of their ecosystem 
service assessment. After establishing the scope, commissioners can move on to the 
Methodology template, which will support them in writing the technical requirements they 
need for their assessment according to the framing and scoping they have done with the 
Frame & Scope templates. Finally, they can use the Evaluation Criteria template which will 
help them identify the scoping and methodological criteria that are essential to them in 
evaluating proposals from contractors. The commissioners can then finish the writing of their 
Terms of Reference by adding other sections of relevance. The evaluation criteria listed in the 
guidance are a starting point, we recommend the commissioners to amend them and would 
probably be amended  to better fit their context and needs. 
 
Once the Terms of Reference are completed, the commissioners can launch their call for 
tender and start collecting proposals from potential contractors. After the call deadline has 
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ended, proposals need to be reviewed and evaluated to identify the most suitable one(s) and 
follow-up on the potential contractor(s) for subsequent negotiations. To have some support 
in this evaluation phase of the proposals, commissioners can go back to the Evaluation Criteria 
template. This document gives a summary overview of what the commissioners need and 
what the proposals offer to address. Based on this, commissioners can give an appreciative 
score to each proposal and rank them to decide which ones should be further investigated. 
 
As noted in 5.2 Caveats and limitations, the templates are not exhaustive. To improve the 
quality of their assessment and subsequent phase of evaluating the proposals received, 
further guidance can be found in Annex 8.2 Advanced content.  
 
As the three templates are linked, we recommend commissioners to follow the 
recommended workflow described above. Using the templates independently from each 
other might not give an optimal guidance. Experienced commissioners might not need to 
follow the entire content of all the templates. Commissioners might wish to use only some 
sections of the templates to enrich or complete pre-existing Terms of Reference. In that case, 
we recommend the commissioners to select the sections of the templates they are interested 
in. As explained in the following section 5.1.3 How to use the templates?, all templates have 
landing pages which allow for a modular, more specific use. Guidance on modular use will be 
further developed in another deliverable of SELINA work package 4. 
 
 
  

Back to the General 
Information landing page 
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5.1.3 How to use the templates? 

5.1.3.1 Purpose of the templates 
 
The templates provide guidance on the essential information that should be stated in the 
Frame & Scope, Methodology and Evaluation Criteria sections of the Terms of Reference of a 
call for tender when commissioning an ecosystem service assessment. They are designed to 
both help the commissioners in writing a call for tender by providing preformatted text for 
Terms of Reference, but also raise awareness on the specific concepts and reasoning that 
users should take into account when commissioning a study on ecosystem services. Specific 
aims of each template are described below. 
 

¶ Frame & Scope template ς detailed purpose 
The Frame & Scope templates support the writing of the Frame & Scope section of a 
Terms of Reference by identifying and describing four important types of information: 

 
1. The context and purpose: What is the decision-making context within which 

this assessment is required? Why is it needed? What has to be achieved? 
 

2. The intended impacts and outputs: What are the intended uses, impacts, and 
output formats of the assessment within the decision-making context?  

 
3. The general methodological characteristics: What are the main 

methodological characteristics of the assessment given the purpose and 
expected outcomes? 

 
4. The engagement of stakeholders during the ecosystem service assessment 

process: Should they be involved? Which stakeholders are key to the 
assessment? 

 
 

¶ Methodology template ς detailed purpose 
The Methodology templates support the writing of the Methodology section of a 
Terms of Reference by identifying and describing four important types of information: 

 
1. The methodological characteristics of the outputs: What should be measured?  

 
2. The uncertainty: how should uncertainties linked to the ecosystem service 

assessment be measured? 
 

3. The validation of the scope, methodology and results of ecosystem service 
assessment: What should be validated and how? 

 
4. The engagement of stakeholders during the ecosystem service assessment 

process: When should stakeholders be involved and how? 
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¶ Evaluation Criteria template ς detailed purpose 
The Evaluation Criteria template has two main goals: 

 
1. Write the Evaluation Criteria section of a Terms of Reference by identifying the 

criteria that are essential to the commissioners in the scope and methodology 
they have designed with the previous templates. 

 
2. Evaluate the proposals received from the potential contractors once the call 

has ended. 
 
 

5.1.3.2 Frame & Scope template 
 
Structure of the Frame & Scope section of a Terms of Reference 
The guidance in the Frame & Scope templates recommends commissioners to structure their 
Frame & Scope section of a Terms of reference with four subsections as shown in Figure 15  
below. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 15 - Recommended structure of the Frame & Scope section of a Terms of Reference 
to commission an ecosystem service assessment 

 
Writing the Frame & Scope section of a Terms of Reference 
Upon arriving on the Frame & Scope, the commissioners will see a list of questions for each 
of the sections presented in Figure 15. Commissioners can choose the questions that they 
ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǇŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ά[ƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ On this detailed page for each question, commissioners will have space 
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to answer the question itself, and will have access to both an information box including 
descriptions and examples, as well as a Terms of Reference box displaying a preformatted 
text that can directly be used and modified by the commissioners in their own Terms of 
Reference (Figure 16). 
 
The more sections and questions the commissioners cover and answer, the more complete 
the ecosystem service assessment will be as it will integrate more concepts essential to its 
design (refer to 5.1.5 Important concepts underlying the design of ecosystem service 
assessment). The Frame & Scope template is however not exhaustive and if the 
commissioners wish to add more details to their Terms of Reference, they should modify as 
needed with the additional support of the advanced content in 8.2 Advanced content.  
   

¢Ƙƛǎ ōƻȄ ǿƛƭƭ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ƎƛǾŜ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ 

 

 

 

 

 

  
¢Ƙƛǎ ōƻȄ ǿƛƭƭ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ 
ǇǊŜŦƻǊƳŀǧŜŘ ǘŜȄǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¢ŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǘŜȄǘ Ŏŀƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ άŀǎ ƛǎέ ƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ 
ƳƻŘƛŬŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜǧŜǊ Ŭǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ƴŜŜŘǎΦ 

Figure 16 - Information associated to each question of all the templates 

 
 

5.1.3.3 Methodology template 
 
Structuring the Methodology section of a Terms of Reference 
The guidance in the Methodology templates recommends commissioners to structure their 
Methodology section of a Terms of reference with four subsections as shown in Figure 17 
below. 
 
Writing the Methodology section of a Terms of Reference 
Upon arriving on the Methodology template, the commissioners will see a list of questions 
for each of the sections presented in Figure 17. Commissioners can choose the questions that 
ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǇŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ά[ƛƴƪ 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ-specific page, commissioners will have space to 
answer the question itself, and will have access to both an information box including 
descriptions and examples, as well as a Terms of Reference box displaying a preformatted 
text that can directly be used and modified by the commissioners in their own Terms of 
Reference (Figure 16). 
 
The more sections and questions the commissioners cover and answer, the more complete 
the ecosystem service assessment will be as it will integrate more concepts essential to its 
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design (refer to 5.1.5 Important concepts underlying the design of ecosystem service 
assessment). The Methodology template is however not exhaustive and if the commissioners 
wish to add more details to their Terms of Reference, they should modify as needed with the 
additional support of the advanced content in Annex 8.2 Advanced content. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 17 - Recommended structure of the Methodology section of a Terms of Reference to 
commission an ecosystem service assessment 

 

5.1.3.4 Evaluation Criteria template 
 
Structuring the Evaluation Criteria section of a Terms of Reference 
The guidance in the Evaluation Criteria templates supports commissioners in structuring their 
Evaluation criteria section of a Terms of Reference with two subsections as shown in Figure 
18. Note that the guidance only provides support to identify evaluation criteria for the 
scope and the methodology. There are other evaluation criteria that the commissioners 
should consider that this guidance document does not advise on such as  the budget, 
or  ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΦ 
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Figure 18 - Recommended structure of the Evaluation Criteria section of a Terms of 
Reference to commission an ecosystem service assessment 
 
Writing the Evaluation Criteria section of a Terms of Reference 
The Evaluation Criteria template differs slightly from the two previous templates. Instead of 
a list of questions, the commissioners are given a list of evaluation criteria that matches the 
Frame & Scope and Methodology templates. The commissioners should choose which criteria 
are essential to them compared with those which could be subject to negotiations with the 
potential contractors. Commissioners can refer to both the previous templates and further 
information including descriptions and links to advanced content presented in the 
information box (Figure 16). After choosing the criteria, the commissioners can use the 
preformatted text displayed in the Terms of reference box to help write the Evaluation 
Criteria section of their own Terms of Reference (Figure 16).  
Figure 19 below shows how to use the template form. Writing the Evaluation Criteria section 
corresponds to Steps 1 to 3. 
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Figure 19 - Using the Evaluation Criteria template to write the Evaluation Criteria section of 
a Terms of Reference (Steps 1-3) and score and rank proposals (Steps 4-6) 

 
Evaluating proposals with the Evaluation Criteria template  
Once the call for tender has ended and the proposals have been received, commissioners can 
go back to the Evaluation Criteria template to qualitatively score and rank proposals. This 
phase corresponds to step 4 to 6 in  
Figure 19.  The scoring is based on:  
 

¶ the number of criteria that the commissioners has identified as essential and that 
are included in the proposal received; 

 

¶ the descriptions of the scope and methodology available in the proposal. 

 
Commissioners can then add the scores given for all sections and rank the proposals. The 
scoring and ranking are qualitative. The commissioners can use them to decide which 
proposals should be given further consideration. Commissioners can refer to our advanced 
content in Annex 8.2 Advanced content to have further guidance on how to assess the quality 
of the scope and methodology of a proposal. 

  

Back to the General 
Information landing page 
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5.1.4 I need examples of use of the templates! 
 
Examples are provided for each question present in the templates. These examples all refer 
to the same hypothetical case described in Box 1 below. The main purpose of these examples 
is to improve the clarity of the questions asked and therefore facilitating a thorough 
comprehension, by the commissioners, of the concepts embedded in each question. 
 
In addition to these question-specific examples, we also provide a complete Terms of 
Reference for the Frame & Scope, Methodology, and Evaluation Criteria sections based on 
the hypothetical case presented in Box 1. These Terms of Reference sections have been 
directly drafted from the three templates provided in this guidance document.  
 
Another suite of examples is also presented in Annex 8.3 Terms of Reference ς Additional 
examples and covers the commissioning of one case study assessment for the following five 
ecosystem service specific topics: 
 

- Agriculture and Forestry related ecosystem services 
 

- Hydrology and Water related ecosystem services 
 

- Air quality and Climate related ecosystem services 
 

- Recreation and Amenities related ecosystem services 
 

- Fishery, aquaculture and marine related ecosystem services 
 

Each of these examples contains the three templates filled out for each ecosystem service 
specific case study. The examples illustrate the flexibility of our guidance and what can be 
produced based on them. 
 

Box 1- Hypothetical example case 

The National Park Mainland is a 5,000 ha large nature area in the east of Belgium. It 
connects three municipalities and consists mainly of forests, heathland, grasslands, inland 
dunes and brook valleys. It maintains a rich and rare biodiversity and also offers large 
recreational opportunities for all ages.  
 
In 2023 it became a National Park. For this nomination, the nature area needed a long-term 
Masterplan and an Operational plan for the next six years. To assess the progress towards 
the goals outlined in the Masterplan, an ecosystem assessment was set up, mapping 
stakeholders, land use, ecosystem condition, and ecosystem services.  
 
In the templates, we answer the questions as if a tender for carrying out this ecosystem 
assessment was sent out by the managing authority, namely the Agency of Nature and 
Forest in Flanders. We particularly focus on the ecosystem service assessment. The overall 
request is to assess a bundle of ecosystem services and to also take into account trade-offs 
between them. 

Back to the General 
Information landing page 
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5.1.5 Important concepts underlying the design of ecosystem service assessment  

5.1.5.1 Economic valuation, social and health 
 
Definitions 
The economic value of ecosystem services is a measure of the human welfare derived from 
their use or appreciation. Economic value is one way to quantify and communicate the 
importance of ecosystem services to decision makers, and can best be used in combination 
with other forms of information to provide a complete picture of how human welfare 
depends on natural capital. Economic value is conventionally measured in monetary units but 
can also be measured in other quantitative units (e.g., time) or in qualitative terms. 
 

The social valuation of ecosystem services considers the social benefits provided by 
ecosystems, and how such benefits are distributed among various groups in society, 
emphasising issues of equity, well-being (including safety, security and health), and social 
cohesion. It highlights how access to and control over natural resources influence (and is 
influenced by) quality of life, cultural identity, social relationships and community resilience. 
Social valuation provides essential insights for the design of methodology by ensuring that 
assessments reflect diverse perspectives and do not reinforce existing inequalities.  
 

Health valuation of ecosystem services considers how ecosystems influence health status, 
and how the condition of ecosystems, including the presence, absence or sustainability of 
certain biophysical structure or functions, may give rise to health benefits or health risks. It 
can provide valuable insights into the impact of ecosystem degradation, conservation and 
restoration on the health of communities. Health valuation can inform all major areas of 
public health planning and practice, as well as aspects of veterinary health and plant health; 
health is increasingly considered from a One Health perspective, accounting for the systemic 
interlinkages between the health of humans, of other biota and of ecosystems. Health 
valuation has close correlations to social benefit valuation, particularly with regard to how 
benefits are distributed between and within groups and communities, and can help identify 
and address trade-offs and disparities. In addition to assessing health benefits and risks in 
general terms (e.g. άǳǊōŀƴ ƎǊŜŜƴǎǇŀŎŜ Ƴŀȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǘŘƻƻǊ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜέΣ ƻǊ 
άƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ŘǳƴŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǎǘƻǊƳ ǎǳǊƎŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ŦƻǊ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέύΣ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 
valuation can also be used to determine the role of ecosystems as drivers of health outcomes, 
meanƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ƻƴ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƛƴ ǊŜŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎ όŜΦƎΦ άŀƛǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
improvements from urban forestry reduce cases of severe asthma in a given city by a specific 
ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊέύΦ 

 
Relevance 
The particular utility of economic value is that it conveys the importance of ecosystem 
services directly in terms of human welfare and uses a common unit of account (i.e. money) 
so that values can be directly compared across ecosystem services, or across other goods and 
services in the economy, and can be included in decision support frameworks such as Cost-
Benefit Analysis. 
 
The social benefit perspective is crucial for methodology design as it ensures that assessments 
of ecosystem services account for different considerations, including equity, cultural 
significance, and community well-being. Integrating social dimensions helps identify who 
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benefits from ecosystem services and who may be vulnerable to their loss, supporting more 
just and inclusive policy and decision-making processes. 
 
Health is a core component of well-being, featuring heavily in individual and community 
assessments of well-being and having a dominant influence on other measures such as quality 
of life, life satisfaction, livelihood security and perspectives on future life opportunities. In an 
era of increasing concerns over emerging and re-emerging infectious diseases and associated 
pandemic risks, antimicrobial resistance, nutrition insecurity, mental well-being and the 
impacts of disasters, health valuation is increasingly important for understanding the health 
impacts of climate change, land use change, pollution and invasive species. From the 
perspective of governance, and for private sector interests, the health sector is a major 
contributor to economies and a major recipient of government funding, and therefore also 
represents a key sector for mainstreaming ecosystem service assessments into national 
planning processes and policy development. 
 
 

5.1.5.2 Capacity and Condition of ecosystems 
 
Definitions 
Ecosystem condition is the quality of an ecosystem measured in terms of its abiotic 
characteristics (i.e., non-living physical and chemical factors such as pH, temperature, salinity) 
and biotic characteristics (i.e., living organisms such as animals and plants, and their 
interactions such as predation). Ecosystem condition indicators can help track changes over 
time. The selection of ecosystem condition variables depends on the context (including data 
availability) and purpose of the assessment, with different considerations being relevant for 
natural and anthropogenic ecosystems3.  
 
Natural capital is a related concept and often used to define the ecosystem properties 
(structure and functions) that  support ecosystem services. Agricultural land, forests, 
watersheds, fisheries, fresh water sources, river estuaries and the atmosphere are capital 
assets that are self-regenerative, but suffer from depletion or deterioration when they are 
over-used4. It is therefore implied that, for levels of ecosystem service use to be sustainable, 
natural capital (i.e., the structures and functions of the ecosystem and its condition) must be 
maintained. The concept is useful for sustainability assessments since it enables us to 
understand biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation as the depletion of natural capital. 
 
Ecosystem service capacity, or ecosystem service potential, describes the ability of an 
ecosystem to generate an ecosystem service under current ecosystem condition, 
management and uses, without negatively affecting the future supply of the same or other 
ecosystem services from that ecosystem3. Ecosystem service capacity is related to the 
concept of natural capital,  it measures the amount of ecosystem service that can be provided 
or used in a sustainable way in the area of interest in the assessment. Ecosystem service 
capacity should be assessed over a sufficiently long period of time because while ecosystem 

 
3 System of Environmental Economic Accounting ς Ecosystem Accounting, United Nations, 2024. 
4 Nature's role in sustaining economic development, Dasgupta, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society 
B, 2010. 

https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rstb.2009.0231
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service can increase with use intensity, if the ecosystem service capacity is eroded, gains in 
ecosystem service will only be short-term. 
 
Ecosystem service supply is the actual provision of ecosystem service in biophysical units. In 
an ecosystem accounting framework5, tables recording the supply of ecosystem services per 
ecosystem types can be derived. They are useful to have an overview of the supply of 
ecosystem services over the ecosystems present in an area of interest. Ecosystem service 
supply can further be measured in terms of other values such as economic values, welfare 
values etc.  
 
Ecosystem service potential supply is the provision of a service by a particular ecosystem, 
measured in biophysical units, irrespective of its actual use. It can be determined for a 
specified period of time (such as a year) in the present, past or future6. 
 
Ecosystem service use is the amount, in biophysical units, of ecosystem service that is actually 
mobilised in a specific area and time by different users or economic sectors. As for the supply, 
in an ecosystem accounting framework5, tables recording the use of each ecosystem services 
per type of beneficiaries (i.e., users) can be derived. In ecosystem accounting, the ecosystem 
service supply must equal the total use. Ecosystem service use can be further measured in 
terms of other values such as economic values, welfare values etc.   
 
Ecosystem service demand is the need for specific ecosystem services by society, particular 
stakeholder groups or individuals. Ecosystem services represent interactions between people 
and ecosystems, hence, ecosystem service supply ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ōƻǘƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ 
properties and on human needs, values, preferences, assets, and institutions7 as well as 
access8. Ecosystem service demand depends on several factors such as culturally-dependent 
desires and needs, availability of alternatives, or means to fulfill these needs. It also covers 
preferences for specific attributes of a service and relates to risk awareness6. If the need can 
be measured, ecosystem service demand can be compared with the levels of ecosystem 
service supply and use, and used to assess possible ecosystem service deficits or underserved 
areas. An assessment of ecosystem service demand can also help understand changes in 
levels of ecosystem service use.  
 
 
Relevance 
Ecosystem services is a concept often used to help explain human reliance on nature and 
frame the decisions we make in terms of the ongoing value of nature to human wellbeing9. 
This is done by establishing causal relationships between ecosystem properties, the flow of 
benefits and human well-being. Making these relationships explicit, provides the grounds for 
understanding questions about sustainable use of nature and sustainability in a wider sense.  

 
5 System of Environmental Economic Accounting ς Ecosystem Accounting, United Nations, 2024. 
6 Mapping of Ecosystem Services, Burkhard and Maes, Pensoft, 2017. 
7 Towards a Threat Assessment Framework for Ecosystem Services, Maron et al., Trends in Ecology and 
Evolution, 2017. 
8 Ecosystem services supply and demand assessment: Why social-ecological dynamics matter, Mehring et al., 
Ecosystem Services, 2018. 
9 Science for the sustainable use of ecosystem services, Bennett and Chaplin-Kramer, F1000 Research, 2016. 

https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
https://ab.pensoft.net/article/12837/
https://www.cell.com/trends/ecology-evolution/abstract/S0169-5347(16)30245-2?_returnURL=https%3A%2F%2Flinkinghub.elsevier.com%2Fretrieve%2Fpii%2FS0169534716302452%3Fshowall%3Dtrue
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041617305806
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC5105881/
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The assessment of ecosystem condition is relevant because it helps assess if natural capital 
and the ecosystem service capacity is maintained or degraded with the use of ecosystem 
services. It can also help establish the outcomes of ecosystem restoration actions. Healthy 
ecosystems have the ability to sustain their typical composition, structure, functioning, and 
capacity for self-organisation over time, within their natural range of variability. Ecosystem 
resilience, i.e. the capacity to recover from disturbances and adapt to environmental 
change10, is associated with the notion of good ecological condition. Assessing ecosystem 
condition helps decision-makers make informed decisions to maintain or restore ecosystems, 
thereby also securing the long-term support of ecosystem services.
 
The concept of ecosystem service capacity is related to ecosystem condition, in the sense that 
it refers to the extent to which the ecosystem can support ecosystem services. Information 
on the capacity of ecosystems to provide ecosystem services is relevant to identify areas with 
high or low potential to support services under different environmental conditions.  
 
When linked to information about levels of ecosystem service use and /  or demand, 
ecosystem service capacity helps identify areas under (un)sustainable land management and 
target suitable strategies for alternative management. Assessing ecosystem services supply 
and use can help indicate spatial mismatches where demand exceeds supply and guide 
targeted interventions, especially to address social and economic disparities in access to 
ecosystem services. 
 
 

5.1.5.3 Spatial and temporal scales 
 
Definitions 
The spatial and temporal characteristics of an ecosystem service assessment refer to the 
dimensions of space and time, respectively, that impact the framing and scoping and the 
methodology of the assessment, as well as the interpretation of the results. Figure 20 below 
summarises all the important concepts associated with space in time in the context of an 
ecosystem service assessment.  
 
The (spatial) extent of the ecosystem assessment refers to the geographical location and the 
overall size or two-dimensional extension of the area of interest.  
 
The spatial resolution (or spatial grain) is defined as the smallest observable unit or the size 
of the spatial units for which data are observed or predicted. It often refers to the (raw) input 
data that is needed or used for the assessment. In remote sensing for example, the spatial 
resolution refers to the size of the area on the ground that's represented by a single pixel in 
an image11.  
 
The spatial scale differs from spatial resolution. It addresses the relationship between the 
area of interest and the level of detail that is required or available (local, regional, national, 

 
10 System of Environmental Economic Accounting ς Ecosystem Accounting, United Nations, 2024. 
11 Mapping of land cover with open-source software and ultra-high-resolution imagery acquired with unmanned 
aerial vehicles, Horning et al., Remote Sensing in Ecology and Conservation, 2020. 

https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
https://zslpublications.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/rse2.144
https://zslpublications.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/rse2.144
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continental, or global extent). The spatial scale can also refer to the ratio of a distance on the 
map to the corresponding distance on the ground: a "large scale" study refers to detailed, 
local studies, while "small scale" refers to broader, less detailed observations (such as a study 
at European scale). While the spatial resolution depends on the available data, the spatial 
scale of the ecosystem assessment can be actively determined based on its purpose. 
Depending on the assessment purpose, spatial aggregation (grouping) or disaggregation 
(disassembling) of the input data may be required. 
 

 
Figure 20 - Important spatial and temporal characteristics of ecosystem service 
assessments. 
 
The temporal characteristics pertain to the timing and duration of the assessment, i.a. how 
time factors impact the assessment process. First of all, this includes the overall duration or 
time period covered by the assessment, termed as temporal extent.  
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Then, the temporal scale needs to be set and refers to the level of temporal detail to be 
considered for (the results of) the ecosystem service assessment, e.g. ranging from short-
term (e.g., daily or weekly) to long-term (e.g., annual or decadal) analyses.  
 
The smallest time increment considered in the assessment is described as the temporal 
resolution. It generally refers to the available resolution of (measured) input data. If the 
temporal resolution of the input data is finer than  the desired temporal scale, temporal 
aggregation is required.  
 
Optionally, the frequency of an assessment can be indicated, for example if regular 
repetitions of the same ecosystem assessment approach are expected. 
 
Relevance 
Ecosystem assessments can be conducted at various spatial and temporal scales with 
different spatial and temporal resolutions. Choosing the appropriate spatial and temporal 
scale is important to ensure that the analysis captures the relevant processes and patterns of 
interest. To ensure that the complexity remains appropriate for the available resources and 
meets the objectives of the assessment, it is important to clearly define and delimit some 
aspects when framing and scoping and conducting the assessment. 
 
 

5.1.5.4 Uncertainty 
 
Definitions 
Uncertainty assessment provides information on the degree of confidence we can have in the 
results. Ecosystem service assessments involve the use of different data sources and methods 
to inform decisions. Each of these entail uncertainties due to gaps in our knowledge and 
inherent variability. Recognising and assessing uncertainties is essential to ensure the results 
are reliable and suitable for decision-making.  
 
There are three main sources of uncertainty that are relevant to ecosystem service 
assessments: scenario uncertainty, model uncertainty, and decision uncertainty12:  
 
Decision uncertainty: the ultimate goal of an ecosystem service assessment is to support 
evidence-based decision-making. However, uncertainty arises in how the results are 
transferred to users, such as decision-makers. Reducing decision uncertainty involves aligning 
the assessment with the specific policy context of the ecosystem service assessment, 
including relevant spatial and temporal scales. Achieving this alignment also depends on how 
well the other sources of uncertainty, scenario development and ecosystem services 
modelling, are addressed.  
 
Scenario uncertainty: scenarios are used to explore how ecosystem services might change 
under different future conditions. By nature, the future is uncertain and so are scenarios as 
there is only limited knowledge to define them. Scenarios are typically built using narratives, 

 
12 Uncertainties in ecosystem services assessments and their implications for decision support ς A semi-
systematic literature review, Walther et al., Ecosystem Services, 2025. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221204162500018X?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221204162500018X?via%3Dihub
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which reflect values, assumptions and interests. Consequently, scenarios inherently reflect a 
limited range of views of the world and its potential futures. The formulation of these 
narratives themselves is also subject to the interpretation of the contractors who translate 
them into quantitative metrics and models to perform the work, leading to another layer of 
uncertainties. To improve the credibility of the results, multiple scenarios that reflect 
different perspectives can be requested. Involving stakeholders in developing these scenarios 
can also help ensure that a wider range of views is included, making the results more 
applicable.  
 
Model uncertainty: ecosystem services are often represented using various types of models, 
such as biophysical, socio-economic, or integrative models13. Yet all models are simplifications 
of real-world processes. Hence, models are limited by inaccurate or incomplete model 
structure, as well as data limitations. While improved data quality and more advanced 
modelling techniques can help reduce some of these uncertainties, others are unavoidable 
(due to lack of knowledge, and inherent variability). We recommend that commissioners 
request an uncertainty assessment and clear documentation of uncertainties. 
 
Relevance 
Uncertainty is an inherent part of ecosystem service assessments and decision-making. While 
it cannot be fully eliminated, explicitly assessing and documenting uncertainty supports 
better risk assessment, helping decision-makers understand the limitations of the evidence. 
This approach has the potential to produce more applicable results by enhancing credibility, 
legitimacy, and relevance14,15. 
 
 

5.1.5.5 Interlinkages between important concepts 
 
All the concepts presented above are important to know because they are key design features 
of integrated ecosystem assessments in general. In particular, biophysical ecosystem service 
assessments are strengthened by adequately considering (i) spatial resolution and scaling, (ii) 
ecosystem condition, (iii) capacity, potential, supply-use of ecosystem services (iv) and 
uncertainty analysis and documentation. The integration of plural values in ecosystem 
assessments is strengthened by considering economic, social and health benefits16. Figure 21 
illustrates that there are linkages between all these assessment design features.  
 
  

 
13 The methodological assessment report on scenarios and models of biodiversity and ecosystem services, 
Ferrier et al., Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), 2016. 
14 Chapter 4. Value expression in decision-making, Barton et al., Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on 
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), 2022. 
15 Uncertainties in ecosystem services assessments and their implications for decision support ς A semi-
systematic literature review, Walther et al., Ecosystem Services, 2025. 
16 Increasing uptake of ecosystem service assessments: best practice check-lists for practitioners in Europe, 
Barton et al., One Ecosystem, 2024. 

https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3793989?v=pdf
https://zenodo.org/records/7701884
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221204162500018X?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221204162500018X?via%3Dihub
https://oneecosystem.pensoft.net/article/120449/
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Figure 21 ς Interlinkages between main ecosystem service assessments design features. 
 
The Terms of Reference templates displayed in this document guide commissioners to 
consider all these assessment design features. These concepts are not stand-alone features. 
Decisions on certain design features have implications for others. Managing these 
interdependencies in the design of ecosystem service assessments require some iterations 
between Terms of Reference templates and their associated questions to ensure consistency 
in the final Terms of Reference. The Terms of Reference templates hyperlinks allow 
commissioners to move back and forth between questions and concepts, facilitating 
reflections and adjustments.  
 
Some examples of these interlinkages between key design features are explained below. For 
further discussion, commissioners can refer to Barton et al. 202417, and Immerzeel et al. 
202418, as well as the advanced content  in Annex 8.2.  
 
Uncertainty -  This links to all ecosystem service assessment design aspects.  Any metrics used 
in the ecosystem service assessment will describe spatial and temporal variability, and have 
measurement and modelling error. How scenarios are defined, assessed and how they are 
communicated to decision-makers requires further uncertainty documentation.  
Documenting uncertainty in all steps of the ES assessment and communicating uncertainty 
contributes to the robustness and reliability of the study results and can increase uptake of 
ecosystem service findings in policy19.  
 

 
17 Increasing uptake of ecosystem service assessments: best practice check-lists for practitioners in Europe, 
Barton et al., One Ecosystem, 2024. 
18 SELINA D4.2. Diagnostic of ES model decision-support capabilities, Immerzeel et al., EU Horizon SELINA, 2024. 
19 Uncertainties in Ecosystem Services Assessments and Their Implications for Decision Support ς A Semi-
Systematic Literature ReviewΩΦ Walther et al.  Ecosystem Services 2025   
 

https://oneecosystem.pensoft.net/article/120449/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2025.101714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2025.101714
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Spatial and temporal scales - All metrics for extent, condition, services and benefits  in an 
ecosystem service assessment  have a spatial and temporal scale and resolution. High spatial 
resolution allows for more detailed and precise mapping of ecosystem services, which is 
essential for localised planning and management. Because information is costly, assessment 
design is budget constrained and one must choose scales and resolutions that are adequate 
for the purpose. 
  
Ecosystem condition - Considering ecosystem condition in ecosystem service assessments 
provides a more holistic and accurate understanding of good ecological status as the capacity 
of ecosystems to deliver services.  Ecosystem condition can be a proxy indicator for ecosystem 
services when data and methods are missing for the latter. Similarly, health and social impact 
can often be explained directly by ecosystem condition variables (e.g., water and air quality). 
Ecosystem management seeks to conserve and restore extent and condition, so ecosystem 
service assessment models addressing condition are more useful for design and monitoring 
of management measures. 
 
Ecosystem services supply, use, demand - Better distinction and measurement of these 
concepts will improve understanding and management of the mismatches between what 
ecosystems can sustainably supply (capacity and potential) and what is required or desired 
by human populations (current use and future demand). Being able to identify supply and 
demand functions for ecosystem services is important for economic welfare valuation 
methods, and identifying current and historic use is key to ecosystem accounting. 
 
Economic valuation of ecosystem services - Economic valuation methods that are compatible 
with both ecosystem service and condition metrics are expected to be more valid and reliable 
in value transfer for multiple decision support applications. A number of valuation methods 
consider health and social benefits.  The choice of economic valuation method should not be 
made without knowing the biophysical metrics measuring change in services, condition and 
ecosystem extent.  
 
Health benefits - These outcomes help extend ecosystem service assessments' relevance for 
human welfare and mobilises wider policy support for values of nature.  As stated above, the 
methods chosen will depend on the metrics available for ecosystem condition and services 
use, and choices made regarding their spatial scale and resolution in order to link models. 
 
Social benefits - These outcomes make ecosystem service assessments more relevant for 
local communities and, by addressing justice issues such as unequal access to services, can 
facilitate more inclusive and legitimate assessment processes. Similarly, the methods chosen 
will depend on the metrics available for ecosystem condition and services use, and choices 
made regarding their spatial scale and resolution in order to link models. 
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5.2 Caveats and limitations 
 

 
 
 

Caveats and 
limitations 
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5.2.1 What to do/not to do with the guidance 
The series of templates aim at providing guidance and support on how to write some sections 
of a Terms of reference to commission ecosystem service assessments with the relevant 
design so the subsequent results meet the ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ. They do not provide 
guidance on: 
 

¶ how to commission an integrated ecosystem assessment; 
 

¶ how to compile, assess, interpret and disseminate the results of an ecosystem service 
assessment; 
 

¶ how to implement the results in decision-making; 
 

¶ how to set up a budget and timelines; 
 

¶ how to ask for an ecosystem service assessment within the budget and timelines set 
by the commissioner. A tiered system considering these constraints will be further 
developed in an upcoming SELINA Deliverable; 
 

¶ alignment with specific standards requested by international and national reporting. 
We recommend in this case to follow the standards specified by the reporting. 

 
The templates are a good starting point for commissioners to improve the clarity of their 
expectations, hence enhancing their communication with contractors and increasing their 
chances of obtaining assessment results that are fit-for-purpose and respond to their 
decision-making needs. Commissioners can decide to go further and use our advanced 
content in Annex 8.2 Advanced content. These appendices give more information and provide 
lists of additional questions the commissioners could answer to be more precise in their 
Terms of Reference and improve the quality of their assessment. 
 
These guidance templates are generic and flexible. They can accomodate a variety of contexts 
and purposes for which an ecosystem service assessment may be needed. They have also 
been designed to support commissioners with different levels of knowledge regarding these 
types of assessment. The relevance and importance of the questions presented in the 
templates might vary depending on the purpose of the assessment, the ecosystem types and 
services of interest, as well as the policy context. 
 

5.2.2 Considering important concepts 
The templates and supporting information provided in the main document do not capture all 
the nuances that underline the choices of the different concepts that can be included in an 
ecosystem service assessment (presented in 5.1.5 Important concepts underlying the design 
of ecosystem service assessment).  For further information on how to integrate them in an 
assessment, we recommend the commissioners to visit our advanced content in Annex 8.2 
Advanced content. 
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5.2.3 Target users and uses 
These guidance templates are generic and flexible. They can adapt to a variety of contexts 
and purposes underlying the needs for an ecosystem service assessment. They also support 
commissioners with different levels of knowledge. First-time commissioners might find some 
template questions difficult to answer. For example, it is assumed that commissioners already 
have some information on the area and ecosystem services of interest. In the event of lack of 
knowledge, we recommend giving a brief and broad description of what is of interest to help 
the contractor ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ The relevance and importance of the 
questions presented in the templates might vary depending on the purpose of the 
assessment, the ecosystem types and services of interest, as well as the policy context. 

 

To guarantee speed and simplicity, commissioners should first check in their organisation for 
internal expertise, whether to conduct the ecosystem service assessment itself, or to write 
the Terms of Reference. The guidance templates can be used by internal experts when writing 
their Terms of Reference, ensuring that all essential aspects have been included in their Terms 
of Reference. If commissioners decide to hire contractors to write their Terms of Reference, 
the templates could also be used as a support by these contractors, either to complement 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ¢ŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŀǎ άǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘǎέ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŜŎƪƭƛǎǘ 
of the essential sections and concepts to go through. 

 

Additional guidance will be ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άminimum 
required assessmentέ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
service assessment and constraints. Such guidance would help the commissioners with 
selecting the questions that are relevant to them in each template. This will be further 
developed in an upcoming SELINA Deliverable. 
 

5.2.4 Adaptations to the private sector  
The ToR guidance presented in this document is not fully adapted to the private sector. An 
upcoming SELINA Deliverable will work on further improving the guidance templates for the 
private sector. If private commissioners still wish to use these guidance, below are a number 
of points that our guidance does not cover or covers only partially: 
 

¶ Impacts and Dependencies: drawing from experiences in SELINA, a key difference 
between public and private sectors lies in how ecosystems, their services and the 
benefits derived from them are framed. In the private sector, ecosystem service 
assessments often center on impact and dependency pathways, which form the core 
of most natural capital evaluations. These pathways trace how specific business 
activities (or impact drivers) lead to changes in natural capital, which in turn influence 
human well-being or affect the organisation's own dependencies and performance. 
The guidance templates do not cover these aspects, which means that private 
commissioners should seek for external guidance on this such as the Framework for 
Integrated Decision-making (2024) developed Capitals Coalition. 
 

¶ {ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎΥ closely tied to the impact and dependency pathways are value 
factors, which are elements that reflect the relative importance, usefulness, or 
relevance of changes in natural capital to stakeholders, or the degree to which an 
organisŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ƻǊ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ !ǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 

https://capitalscoalition.org/capitals-approach/beta-framework-for-integrated-decision-making-documents/
https://capitalscoalition.org/capitals-approach/beta-framework-for-integrated-decision-making-documents/
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sector entities come under increasing pressure from investors, regulators, and 
reporting frameworks, there is now a stronger emphasis on the transparent 
formulation of value factors. This includes more deliberate efforts to engage 
stakeholders, incorporate the perspectives of affected communities, and ensure the 
credibility of data sourcing and validation processes. The guidance templates cover 
quite thoroughly the involvement of stakeholders and are developed to facilitate the 
inclusion of social benefits and dimensions of justice in ecosystem service 
assessments. This might however not be exhaustive enough for the private sector. 
 

¶ Organisational and value-chain boundaries: defining the boundaries of an ES 
assessment carries particular importance in the private sector. Clear articulation of 
both organisational and value-chain boundaries is essential to delineate the scope of 
analysis. Additionally, impact boundaries must be established to distinguish between 
the organisŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ 
the assessment. This boundary-setting is fundamental to ensuring relevance, 
comparability, and accountability in private-sector ecosystem service assessments. 
The guidance templates do not cover these aspects, which means that private 
commissioners should seek for external guidance on this such as the Framework for 
Integrated Decision-making (2024) developed Capitals Coalition. 
 

¶ άaƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ: tƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άƳƛƴƛƳum ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ έ ƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŦƻǊ 
private-ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΦ ! άƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
achieves the basic level of successful usability, as a starting point for further 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƛƴŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άminimum 
ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ ǿƛƭƭ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 
assessment.  Although it was noted above that an upcoming SELINA Deliverable will 
support commissioners on identifying the minimum requirements of an ecosystem 
service assessment depending on their needs and constraints, we recommend private 
ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ άƳƛƴƛƳŀum ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ to have a set of 
minimum requirements for their assessment and then, go through the templates with 
these in mind to ensure an optimal guidance. The guidance templates currently do not 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άƳƛƴƛƳum ǾƛŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέΦ 

 

 
 
 
 
 
  

Back to the General 
Information landing page 

https://capitalscoalition.org/capitals-approach/beta-framework-for-integrated-decision-making-documents/
https://capitalscoalition.org/capitals-approach/beta-framework-for-integrated-decision-making-documents/
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5.3 Frame & Scope template 
 
 

 
 
 

Frame & Scope 
template 
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 F&S summary 
 
 

 
 

Below is a list of the questions included in the Frame & Scope template. Commissioners can 
use this list to select the questions that are relevant to write the Frame & Scope section of 
a Terms of Reference. 
Each question is associated with a link to a more detailed page which will provide a box to 
answer the question, descriptions, examples and the preformatted Terms of Reference text 
that the commissioners can choose to copy-paste and modify to write the Frame & Scope 
section of a Terms of Reference to commission ecosystem service assessment.  
 

1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 
Define the context and aim of the ecosystem service assessment. For this, the 
commissioners can answer the following questions: 

 
 

  
This question 

is relevant 

1.a. What is(are) the purpose(s) of the ecosystem 
service assessment?  
If it is part of a decision-making process, at which 
step(s) of this process is the assessment needed? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.b. Within this(these) purpose(s) or decision-
making step(s), what is the primary objective of the 
ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.c. Which relevant policies should be considered 
for the ecosystem service assessment, given the 
decision-making step and primary objective?  

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.d. What is the social / demographic context of 
the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.e. Should the ecosystem service assessment aim 
at providing recommendations within the decision-
making and policy context? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

 
  

 We recommend to read the 5.1 General Information prior to using the template 

Η

Back to the main landing page 
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2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
Identify and define the intended uses and impacts of the ecosystem service assessment, as 
well as the format(s) of the deliverables that would support such uses and impacts.  
 

We recommend for a stakeholder analysis to be conducted prior to filling this section as it 
will help with: (i) identifying the key stakeholders that are most likely to be interested in the 
outputs, and / or should be involved in the process; (ii) defining the relationships between 
stakeholders. Alternatively, the commissioners can specifically request for such analysis 
to be conducted by the potential contractor (see 4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT section).  
 

The commissioners can answer the following questions: 

 
 

2.1. Intended users and uses 
This question 

is relevant 

2.1.a. How will the commissioner primarily use the 
result(s) of the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

2.1.b.  Who is(are) the anticipated secondary 
user(s) of the results of the ecosystem service 
assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

2.1.c.  How will secondary users potentially use the 
result(s) of the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

2.2. Intended impacts 
This question 

is relevant 

2.2.a. What are the main intended impacts of the 
ecosystem service assessment on decision-making? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

2.2.b. What are the main intended impacts of the 
ecosystem service assessment on  relevant policies 
at various spatial scales (e.g., national, regional 
local)? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

2.2.c. Are there any other impacts that are 
intended by the ecosystem service assessment? If 
yes, which ones? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

2.3. Formats of the deliverables 
This question 

is relevant 

2.3.a. What is(are) the expected format(s) for the 
deliverables of the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

  

Back to the main landing page 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Define the technical scope of the ecosystem service assessment that is required given the purpose 

and intended uses and impacts. It is not intended to be exhaustive as a separate Terms of Reference 
template has been developed to help commissioners identify more in detail what methodology is 
required for their objective(s). It can be useful to invite relevant stakeholders to scope for the needs 
of the general methodological characteristics. 
 

If the commissioners feel they do not have sufficient knowledge of which ecosystems / services 
should be considered, even a general summary of the key habitat or landscape characteristics of the 
area to be covered by the assessment can be useful to include in the Terms of Reference. In such 
cases, it also may be helpful to explicitly invite potential contractors to provide some initial thoughts 
on these questions in their application to the call for tender. 
 

Commissioners can answer the following questions: 

 
 

3.1. Ecosystem type(s) and service(s) 
This question 

is relevant 

3.1.a. What ecosystem type(s) is(are) of interest in 
the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.1.b. What ecosystem service(s) is(are) of interest 
in the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.2. Spatial characteristics 
This question 

is relevant 

3.2.a.  What is(are) geographical location(s) and 
total area(s) (i.e., spatial extent) of the ecosystem 
service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.2.b. At which spatial scale(s) should the results of 
the ecosystem service assessment be presented 
(e.g., results aggregated to administrative scales 
such as regions and counties)?  

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.3. Temporal characteristics 
This question 

is relevant 

3.3.a. What is the time period and temporal 
scale(s) to be considered in the ecosystem service 
assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
This question 

is relevant 

3.4.a. Should the ecosystem service(s) be measured 
in biophysical terms? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.4.b. Should the ecosystem service(s) be measured 
in terms of their economic value in monetary units? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.4.c. What aspects of ecosystem services should be 
measured? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.4.d. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
address social benefits and equity goals? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

Back to the main landing page 
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3.4.e. Should the ecosystem service(s) be valued in 
terms of their relevance to health?  
If yes, should the assessment look at human, animal, 
or plant health, or take a One Health approach 
combining all three with ecosystem health? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.4.f. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
evaluate the conservation, sustainable supply and / 
or use of the ecosystem service(s) of interest? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.4.g. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
include an evaluation of ecosystem condition?   

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

3.5. Scenarios 
This question 

is relevant 

3.5.a. Are future scenarios required in the 
ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

 

4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
Identify and define the desired uses and impacts of the ecosystem service assessment, as 
well as the format(s) of the deliverables that would support such uses and impacts. 
Stakeholders are any group, organisation or individual who are interested in and / or might 
be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to their flows. 
 

Although commissioners might have already carried out an initial stakeholder analysis, we 
recommend that the commissioners ask potential contractors to conduct a supplementary 
stakeholder analysis to identify any additional stakeholders that should be involved. For 
this, the commissioners can answer the following questions: 

 
 

  
This question 

is relevant 

4.a. Should the contractor conduct a stakeholder 
analysis? 

Link to the 
detailed template 

YES / NO 

4.b. Is it anticipated that any stakeholder(s) will be 
involved at any stage(s) of the ecosystem 
assessment process (e.g., assessment 
development, practice, review, reporting)? 

Link to the 
detailed template 

YES / NO 

4.c. If key stakeholders have already been 
identified for direct involvement in the ecosystem 
service assessment: who are they and why have 
they been selected? 

Link to the 
detailed template 

YES / NO 

  

Back to the main landing page 
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Frame & Scope template - detailed questions 
 

5.3.1 CONTEXT AND PUR POSE 

1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

1.a. What is(are) the purpose(s) of the ecosystem service assessment?  
If it is part of a decision-making process, at which step(s) of this process is the assessment 
needed? 
Identify the purpose of the assessment: what will the results of the assessment help you 
achieve? If part of a decision-making process, identify the step(s) for which you require this 
assessment: what will the results of this assessment help you achieve in terms of decision-
making? 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Identifying where and why an ecosystem service assessment is needed is the essential 
first step. It might be that the assessment is needed as part of a decision-process. 
Depending on where the commissioners are in the decision-making process, the 
purpose of the ecosystem service assessment will be different: is it to inform a 
decision? Is it to plan a decision? Is it to monitor the result of a decision?  
 

The overall purpose for conducting an ecosystem service assessment influences the 
objectives of the assessment, the outputs and its overall process of conducting an 
assessment including stakeholder engagement. See the decision-making steps for 
public and private sectors in Annex 8.1 Typology of purposes. 
 
Give me an example answer 
The ecosystem assessment is needed for a combination of strategic and operational 
purposes. It is both demonstrating the importance of a National Park label for nature 
and society and monitoring that the decisions taken are contributing to the goals set in 
the Masterplan of the National Park Mainland. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
This is context-dependent, no general text for Terms of Reference is available. 

Back to the template landing page 
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1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

1.b. Within this(these) purpose(s) or decision-making step(s), what is the primary 
objective of the ecosystem service assessment? 
Identify and describe the primary objective of the assessment. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The primary objective of an ecosystem service assessment will condition the key 
outputs and methodological needs.  
 
Give me an example answer 
The primary objective of the ecosystem assessment is to report on the progress towards 
the goals of the National Park Mainland. Ecosystem services are also an important part 
to communicate and value the impact of the National Park label. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The primary objective of the ecosystem service assessment is [describe your objective]. 
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1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

1.c. Which relevant policies should be considered for the ecosystem service assessment 
given the decision-making step and primary objective? 
Identify the international and national policies that should be considered in the ecosystem 
service assessment. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Once the decision-making step and the primary objective have been identified, it is 
important to identify the policies that should be considered during this assessment. This 
ensures that the assessment and its outputs are relevant, actionable and aligned with 
the current policies. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Two policies are of relevance in our context: 
 

- The nature area is selected as National Park with subsidies from the Flemish 
government. 6-yearly reporting of the status to the National Park Bureau is 
obliged. It is important that the assessment looks at criteria that needs to be in 
the Status report.  

 

- Flemish biodiversity plan. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
This is context-dependent, no general text for Terms of Reference is available. 
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1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

1.d. What is the social / demographic context of the ecosystem service assessment? 
Identify the key social and demographic characteristics of the area and / or populations 
interacting with the ecosystems to be assessed. These characteristics may include age 
distribution, cultural and ethnic composition, income levels, education, livelihood types etc. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The ecosystem service assessment may consider the social and demographic context 
to ensure that it reflects the needs and realities of the people and communities 
interacting with the ecosystems. Doing so can reveal social or economic challenges, 
highlight vulnerable or priority groups, and identify population trends that influence 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ 
tailored communication, inclusive engagement, and more effective, equitable 
reporting. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Recreational development and industrialisation led to prosperity in the region. The 
social and demographic context of the project is quite broad. The National Park 
Mainland lays in the perimeter of three municipalities with a wide range of age groups, 
economic status and ethnic composition. Furthermore, the area attracts visitors from 
all over the country. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
This is context-dependent, no general text for Terms of Reference is available. 
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1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

1.e. Should the ecosystem service assessment aim at providing recommendations within 
the decision-making and policy context? 
Answer yesno, maybe, ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Providing recommendations means identifying and 
describing actionable suggestions to improve or bridge an existing gap of a strategy or 
situation. 
 

Answer in this box (yes, no, maybe, ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ). 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The need for recommendations influences a number of aspects in an ecosystem service 
assessment around the engagement of stakeholders. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Maybe. The purpose of the assessment is reporting but based on the results of the 
assessment, recommendations could be derived for the development of the next 
Operational plan. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
This is context-dependent, no general text for Terms of Reference is available. 
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5.3.2 INTENDED  IM PACTS AND OUTPUTS 

5.3.2.1 Intended users and uses  

2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.1. Intended users and uses 
2.1.a. How will the commissioner primarily use the result(s) of the ecosystem service 
assessment? 
Identify the uses that the results of the ecosystem service assessment will have. What use(s) 
justifies the sponsoring of the call for tender? 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The expected primary uses of the assessment will condition the types and format of the 
outputs needed. 
 
Give me an example answer 
The results will be primarily used to report to the National Park Bureau on the progress 
and development of the National Park Mainland. In addition, the results will be used to 
show the importance of the National Park label for local economy and well-being of the 
surrounding population. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The results of this assessment will be primarily used by the commissioner to/for  [list 
the expected uses that the commissioner will have from the outputs generated by the 
assessment]. 
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2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.1. Intended users and uses 
2.1.b. Who is(are) the anticipated secondary user(s) of the results of the ecosystem 
service assessment? 
Identify the additional stakeholders who will be using the outputs of the assessment. By 
άǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ǳǎŜǊόǎύέ ǿŜ ƳŜŀƴ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊόǎύ ǿƘƻ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ 
utilising the outputs of the assessment. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
It is important to not restrict to the users to the commissioner only as the results of the 
assessment could be useful for other parties. Identifying these secondary users allows 
to have stronger insights on the impacts of assessment and what types and format of 
outputs are needed. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Other users of the results could be members of the municipalities surrounding National 
Park Mainland, nature organisations and other National Parks in Belgium. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Results should also be made available and usable by [list the secondary users]. It is 
anticipated that these parties will primarily use the direct outputs of the assessment as 
[include the answer to question 2.1.c presented on the next page]. 
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2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.1. Intended users and uses 
2.1.c. How will secondary users potentially use the result(s) of the ecosystem service 
assessment? 
Identify the uses that the outputs of the ecosystem service assessment will have for other 
stakeholders than the commissioner of the assessment. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The expected secondary uses of the assessment will condition the types and format of 
the outputs needed. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Secondary users could potentially use the results to: 
 

- communicate that nature not only has biodiversity benefits but also social and 
economic benefits.  
 

- put these socio-economic benefits on the map to support municipal budgets 
 

The approach and methodology may be used by other National Parks in Belgium. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Results should also be made available and usable by [include answer to question 2.1.b 
on the previous page]. It is anticipated that these parties will primarily use the direct 
outputs of the assessment as [list the uses expected from the secondary users]. 
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5.3.2.2 Intended impacts  

2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.2. Intended impacts 
2.2.a. What are the main intended impacts of the ecosystem service assessment on 
decision-making? 
Identify and describe the main intended impacts of the assessment on the decision-making. 
άLƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ medium and long term effects or influences that 
the results of an ecosystem service assessment, for example when used to inform policy or 
design practical interventions, will have upon a decision-making context, society, and / or 
help to address societal challenges. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Considering the intended impacts while asking for an ecosystem service assessment is 
part of making the results of the assessment actionable.  
 
Give me an example answer 
The approach and results of the ecosystem assessment will help the National Park 
Mainland to show its progress towards the goals of the Masterplan and report this to 
the National Park Bureau in order to receive financial support.  
 
The results of the assessments will inform policy decisions on conservation measures.   

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Outputs of the ecosystem service assessment are intended to directly impact [list the 
primary impacts identified]. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.2. Intended impacts 
2.2.b. What are the main intended impacts of the ecosystem service assessment on 
relevant policies at various spatial scales (e.g., national, regional, local)? 
Identify and describe the main intended impacts on policy formulation or implementation 
due to the results of the assessment, assuming they are used by the other stakeholders. 

άLƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ medium and long term effects or influences that 
the results of an ecosystem service assessment, for example when used to inform policy or 
design practical interventions, will have upon a decision-making context, society, and / or 
help to address societal challenges. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Considering the impacts on policies at various spatial scales when requesting an 
ecosystem assessment is part of adopting a broader transformative approach. This 
perspective aids in identifying leverage points that the results may have on society and 
governance systems at local, regional, national, and global levels. 
 
Give me an example answer 
The results will inform the national government on the progress the National Park 
Mainland and also may also generates input to the European obligations of the Nature 
Restoration Law.  
The results of the ecosystem assessment will underline the importance of nature into 
the socio-economic fabric of the municipalities and will inform local budget and policy 
decisions on conservation measures.   
 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The outputs of the ecosystem service assessment are also intended to bring insights to 
[list the policies or policy-makers that the outputs will directly impact] by [describe the 
intended impact on the policies]. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.2. Intended impacts 
2.2.c. Are there any other impacts that are intended by the ecosystem service 
assessment? If yes, which ones? 
Identify and describe any other intended impacts that the results of the assessment are 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ άLƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ 
negative medium and long term effects or influences that the results of an ecosystem service 
assessment, for example when used to inform policy or design practical interventions, will 
have upon a decision-making context, society, and / or help to address societal challenges. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The ecosystem service assessment might have impacts beyond the expected scope of 
the decision-making within which the assessment has been commissioned. Identifying 
and understanding these supplementary impacts are essential to have the full area of 
influence of the assessment. It will also serve to the completion of a risk assessment 
and management plan. 
 
Give me an example answer 
The ecosystem service assessment will enhance the positive attitude towards the 
National Park label; as not all stakeholders are persuaded that it will have a positive 
impact in the region. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Beyond the direct impacts mentioned above, the outcomes of this assessment should 
also act on/influence/affect [list who or what will be affected by the outputs of the 
assessment] through/by [describe the expected impact]. 
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5.3.2.3 Formats  of the deliverables  

2. EXPECTED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
2.3. Formats of the deliverables 
2.3.a. What is(are) the expected format(s) for the deliverables of the ecosystem service 
assessment? 
Select all the formats that apply. 

 

Possible formats Why should choosing this format? 
Results should be 
presented like this 

Executive summary 

Executive summary can be relevant if the key users are non-
expert and need to grasp quickly the essential findings and 
implications without going through the technical details. 
They are very useful tools to ensure that key messages are 
communicated clearly and effectively. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Technical report(s) 
Technical reports are important tools for users requiring 
detailed data-driven insights, or if the methodology is a key 
result of the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Presentation / 
Briefing 

Presentations and briefings are very user-friendly and allow 
to have an overview of the results by the contractors 
themselves. They are the opportunity for the 
commissioners to ask questions and clarification with the 
contractor, ensuring that they understand the work and 
that the fundings will meet their needs. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Training material 

Requesting training material should be particularly 
considered when there is an objective of capacity building 
from users. Training can be both made for trainers and 
trainees. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Tool(s) 

Asking for the development of a special tool particularly 
useful if the results of the assessment should be 
operationalised so the users can reproduce the analyses 
with different data or over time. A tool ensures accessibility, 
standardizsation, replicability and reproducibility. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Scientific publication 

Publishing in the scientific community allows to reach a 
wider audience and contribute to the development of 
knowledge in ecosystem services. It can be relevant to aim 
for a scientific publication to  provide more credibility and 
authority to the results of the ecosystem service 
assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Maps 
Maps are ideal deliverables to see spatial patterns, trends 
and relationships. They are also very intuitive and easily 
understandable by a wide range of users. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Tables 

Tables allow to easily summarise and structure data and 
results. In some contexts such as looking at the provision of 
ecosystem services across time, or ecosystem accounting, 
they are a key format to request. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Videos 

Videos are powerful tools especially when it comes to 
communicating the results to a broader audience. They are 
easy to understand and can more easily popularize complex 
concepts through  storytelling.  They are also very useful to 
represent dynamic environmental/ecological processes and 
changes. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Other (specify) 
 YES / NO / MAYBE /  

5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 
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  Why is this question relevant to me? 

The formats of the deliverables impact the methodology that will be applied in the 
ecosystem service assessment including data inputs and analyses. The choice of the 
format will also strongly affect the expected impacts described previously as they 
condition the accessibility, usability, and actionability of the results. 
 
Give me an example answer 
The ecosystem service assessment will be delivered in the following formats:  
 

- An executive summary informing policy makers; 
 

- A technical report so that the approach can be replicated in the future and by 
other National Parks; 
 

- Tables to easily summarise the results of the assessment; 
 

- A lay man fact sheet/infographic to use in the communication towards citizens 
and other stakeholder groups. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The specific deliverables required in this assessment are: [list the formats selected 
above] 

- An executive summary of [if not applicable to all results, precise the results for 

which this format applies] designed for [precise the target audience if relevant] 

- Technical report covering [if not applicable to all results, describe the results 

for which this format applies] designed for [precise the target audience if 

relevant] 

- Presentation and / or briefing [if not applicable to all results, precise the results 

for which this format applies] designed for [precise the target audience if 

relevant] 

- A (series) of training material designed for [precise the target audience]. This 

training would have to be run [if relevant, precise the number of times per 

year/month] 

- A tool designed at [goal of the tool]. The format of the tool should be aligned 

with its intended uses 

- Maps of [if specific maps are required, describe what the maps should display] 

- Tables of [if specific tables are required, describe what the maps should 

display] 
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- A short videoclip of [if not applicable to all results, precise the results for which 

this format applies] designed for [precise the target audience if relevant] 

- Scientific publications 

- [describe any other required formats] 

 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.3.3 GENER AL METHOD OLOGICAL CH ARACTERISTIC S 

5.3.3.1 Ecosystem type(s) and service(s)  

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.1. Ecosystem type(s) and service(s) 
3.1.a. What ecosystem type(s) is(are) of interest in the ecosystem service assessment? 
Identify and define the ecosystem type(s) that should be focused on in the assessment. 
Ecosystem types refer to different environments where living things interact with each other 
and their surroundings. Examples of ecosystem types include forests, city parks, wetlands, 
sand dunes etc. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
An ecosystem service assessment aims at evaluating the current status of ecosystem 
service(s) in a specific ecosystem types and the change(s) in provision of this service 
over space and time. To do so, the ecosystem types providing the ecosystem services 
of interest should be identified and defined. A number of standard classifications exists. 
If the purpose of the assessment is restricted to national uses and impacts, national 
classifications can be preferred. International classifications can also be used such as 
European Nature Information System, International Union for Conservation of Nature 
Global Ecosystem Typology or the System of Environmental Economic Accounting ς 
Ecosystem Accounting ecosystem type reference classification. 
 
If the commissioners are not clear on which ecosystem types should be focused on, a 
brief description of the area of interest is sufficient. Alternatively, it might also be 
considered to refer to experts to identify and define them, or leave the call of tender 
open for suggestions from potential contractors. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Ecosystem types are all types found within National Park Mainland:  
 

- Forests 
 

- Grasslands 
 

- Heathland 
 

- Inland wetlands 
 

- Sparsely vegetated areas/land dunes  
 

For the condition assessment only forests will be assessed. 

Back to the template landing page 

https://capitalscoalition.org/capitals-approach/frameworkintegrated/
https://cices.eu/resources/
https://cices.eu/resources/
https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting
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  Terms of Reference preformatted text 

Ecosystem types of interest in this ecosystem service assessment: 
- [list the ecosystem types of interest] 
Their definitions can be found [link to the classification system used or other official 
guidance]. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.1. Ecosystem type(s) and service(s) 
3.1.b. What ecosystem service(s) is(are) of interest in the ecosystem service assessment? 
Identify and define the ecosystem service(s) that should be focused on in the assessment. 
Ecosystem services are the contributions of ecosystems that support economic activities and 
other aspects of human well-being, such as urban cooling, flood protection, pollination, 
timber and food provision etc. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
An ecosystem service assessment aims at evaluating the current status of ecosystem 
service(s) in a specific ecosystem types and the change(s) in provision of this service 
over space and time. To do so, the ecosystem services of interest should be identified 
and defined. As for ecosystem types, a number of standard classifications exist. Such 
as  Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES), the System of Environmental Economic 
Accounting ς Ecosystem Accounting (SEEA-EA), the National Ecosystem Services 
Classification System (NESCS Plus), The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity 
(TEEB), the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA), or the Intergovernmental Science-
Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES). If the commissioners 
wish to use their own definition, it is recommended to underline the reasons behind 
this change from more official definitions. The differences between the official and in-
house definition should be clearly highlighted. 
 

If the commissioners are not clear on which ecosystem services should be focused on 
or how to define them, it might be considered to refer to experts. Alternatively, the call 
of tender can be left open for suggestions from potential contractors on that aspect. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Inherent to the ecosystem service approach it is best to assess the total bundle of 
ecosystem services relevant for National Park Mainland. The relevance will be defined 
together with different stakeholders in the area. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem services that should be evaluated in this assessment are: 
- [list the ecosystem services of interest] 
Their definition can be found [link to the classification system used, other official 
ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜΣ ƻǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ]. 

https://project-selina.eu/about
https://www.cbd.int/gbf
https://www.cbd.int/gbf
https://www.epa.gov/eco-research/national-ecosystem-services-classification-system-nescs-plus
https://www.epa.gov/eco-research/national-ecosystem-services-classification-system-nescs-plus
http://www.teebweb.org/wp-content/uploads/Study%20and%20Reports/Reports/Synthesis%20report/TEEB%20Synthesis%20Report%202010.pdf
http://www.teebweb.org/wp-content/uploads/Study%20and%20Reports/Reports/Synthesis%20report/TEEB%20Synthesis%20Report%202010.pdf
https://seea.un.org/sites/seea.un.org/files/documents/EA/seea_ea_f124_web_12dec24.pdf
https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/document.300.aspx.pdf
https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/document.300.aspx.pdf
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5.3.3.2 Spatial  characteristics  

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.2. Spatial characteristics 
3.2.a. What is(are) the geographical location(s) and total area(s) (i.e., spatial extent) of 
the ecosystem service assessment? 
Identify the geographical location(s) and total are(s) in which the assessment should be 
conducted. The geographical location and the total area (e.g., continental, national, 
regional, local) form the spatial extent. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
These are basic information of an ecosystems service assessment. The geographical 
location and spatial extent of the assessment will influence the data to be used and the 
overall methodological approaches. 
 

When defining the geographical location and the spatial extent within which the 
assessment will be carried out, it is important to be aware of possible misalignments 
between the geographical areas and spatial extent at which the ecosystem services are 
provided and the ones at which people benefit from them. Benefits from ecosystem 
services can sometimes occur outside of the geographical area and spatial extent at 
which the ecosystem services are provided. For example, a forest located in the upper 
part of a mountain provides the soil retention service. The benefit from this service is 
the reduction in land-sliding. The beneficiaries of this service are the residents living 
outside of the forest, at the bottom of the mountain. 
 

If the assessment is carried out at several spatial scales, this can support the 
establishment of a decision-making or management that will vary with scales to ensure 
its suitability and relevance. 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on spatial and temporal characteristics! 
 
Give me an example answer 
The assessment takes place on the geographical location and local scale of the National 
Park Mainland. If possible regional scale for ecosystems such as flood protection. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment is to be conducted in [geographical location, if 
relevant add the geographical coordinates] at [spatial extent(s)] level. 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.2. Spatial characteristics 
3.2.b. At which spatial scale(s) should the results of the ecosystem service assessment be 
presented (e.g., results aggregated to administrative scales such as regions and 
counties)? 
Select what applies. The spatial scales apply within the geographical location and spatial 
extent chosen of the ecosystem service assessment. 

 
Possible level of spatial 
representation 

Description 
Results should be 
presented like this 

Fully spatially explicit 

A fully spatially explicit ecosystem service assessment 
does not aggregate the results. It displays ecosystem 
types and services with fine-grained spatial detail. 
This is useful to capture fine-scale spatial patterns and 
interactions that influence ecosystem services, and to 
inform site-specific management actions or 
interventions.  
Use when you need detailed analyses that account for 
spatial heterogeneity and variability. Careful, it 
usually requires more time and resources and data 
availability may be a limiting factor.  

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Aggregation at 
ecological scale 

In this option, results aggregate ecosystem types and 
services by groups that are ecologically meaningful, 
presenting one averaged figure. For example, forests 
can be grouped into deciduous and coniferous 
forests. This is useful to understand the supply of 
ecosystem services across natural boundaries (e.g., 
carbon sequestration in a forest ecosystem depends 
among others on the species composition ).  
Use when the natural boundaries of the ecosystem 
processes are more relevant than administrative 
divisions. Particularly useful for ecosystem service 
dependent on ecological units, such as hydrological 
services, nutrient cycling, or habitat connectivity. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh²  

 
If YES, precise the 
ecological scale: 

Aggregation at 
administrative scale 

In this option, results for ecosystem types and 
services are aggregated by administrative units (e.g., 
municipality, county), presenting one averaged 
figure. This is useful to align ecosystem service 
assessments with decision-making frameworks and 
administrative jurisdictions that manage resources 
and implement policies. 
Use when the focus is on governance, policy-making, 
or management actions that are implemented at 
administrative levels or on integrating ecosystem 
service assessments into planning and policy 
processes. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh²  

 
If YES, precise the 

administrative scale: 
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Why is this question relevant to me? 
The spatial distribution of ecosystem services supply and use, but also the benefits from 
ecosystem services are highly variable, hence this is a crucial aspect to consider in 
decision-making. Identifying discrepancies in space is important to better manage 
inequalities (e.g., in distribution of or access to ecosystem services), but also manage 
synergies, interdependencies and trade-offs between different ecosystem services and 
/ or their associated benefits.  
 

 As for the definition of the geographical location and spatial extent, when defining the 
spatial scale(s) at which the assessment will be carried out, it is important to be aware 
of possible misalignments between the spatial scales at which the ecosystem services 
are provided and the ones at which people benefit from them. Benefits from ecosystem 
services can sometimes occur at spatial scales at which the ecosystem services are 
provided. 
 

Sometimes, a multi-scale approach may be necessary to address different aspects of 
ecosystem supply and use.  For example, ecological and administrative spatial scales 
can be used in conjunction if the decision-making context is directed at specific 
ecosystem types within certain administrative boundaries.   
 

For decision-making purposes or computation reasons, a fully spatially explicit 
assessment may not be relevant. If the decision-making only requires county or 
municipal values to be informed or decided on, aggregating the results of the 
assessment to these units is sufficient. Also, fully spatially explicit analyses can be 
resource-intensive in terms of data acquisition, processing, and analysis. Using 
aggregated data where high resolution is unnecessary can save time and  
resources while still providing useful insights.  
 

Considering the (appropriate) level of spatial representation ensures that an ecosystem 
service assessment is both precise and relevant to the contexts and scales at which 
management and policy decisions are made. The disaggregation through the spatial 
scales chosen should be restricted to the geographical location and spatial extent 
chosen. 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on spatial and temporal characteristics! 
 
Give me an example answer 
The assessment needs to be as spatially explicit as possible within the context of the 
available data. If not possible, at the least aggregation per biotope is needed. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Within the geographical and spatial extent of this ecosystem service assessment, the 
results should be presented as [fully spatially explicit; aggregated at precise the 
ecological or administrative scale(s) of relevance] 
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5.3.3.3 Temporal charac teristics  

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.3. Temporal characteristics 
3.3.a.  What is the time period and temporal scale(s) to be considered in the ecosystem 
service assessment? 
Identify the total time period (or interval) for which the ecosystem service assessment is to 
be conducted. It may also be a single (e.g., annual) assessment without repetition. Then 
specify the temporal scale, in which you need the results reported. The temporal scale 
represents the  unit of time in which the results should be presented (aggregated if needed) 
such as by year, by quarter, by month, etc. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
@ 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
As ecosystem services (supply, use, and demand) and their benefits vary across time, 
vary across time, it is important to clearly indicate the period of time the ecosystem 
service assessment needs to cover (e.g., 2020-2025). In a second step, it is also 
necessary to specify the temporal scale in which the results should be reported such as 
annual average, quarterly or monthly averages. An overall example would be an 
assessment conducted for the time period 2020-2025 with results broken down by 
quarters. 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on spatial and temporal characteristics! 
 
Give me an example answer 
The assessment should be conducted over the years 2024-2030. Results should be 
reported for each year within this time period. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should be conducted for [indicate the period of 
time]. The results should be reported [temporal scale]. 
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5.3.3.4 Valuati on of ecosystem services  

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.a. Should the ecosystem service(s) be measured in biophysical terms? 
Answer yes no, maybe, or ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Valuing, or quantifying, ecosystem services in 
biophysical terms means that the assessment measures the physical quantity of the 
ecosystem service (e.g., tonnes of crops produced, tonnes of carbon sequestrated, number 
of recreational visitors). 
 

Answer in this box (yes, no, maybe, ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ). 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Biophysical valuation enables us to assess the physical/material contribution of 
ecosystems to human well-being as well as helps to identify how ecosystem 
characteristics affect the level of ecosystem services. Biophysical ecosystem service 
assessments can also enable us to evaluate whether the levels of use of ecosystem 
ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, ecosystem services need  to be measured in biophysical terms. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure ecosystem service in biophysical 
terms. 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.b. Should the ecosystem service(s) be measured in terms of their economic value in 
monetary units? 
Answer yes, no, maybe, ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Economic value is a measure of the contribution of 
the ecosystem service(s) to human wellbeing. It is generally measured in monetary units to 
facilitate direct comparison and aggregation with the values of other goods and services 
(e.g., for inclusion in decision support frameworks such as cost-benefit analysis). It is 
recommended to first value service in biophysical terms before valuing them in monetary 
terms. 
 

Answer in this box (yes, no, maybe, ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ). 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Economic value in monetary terms facilitates a more direct link to the economy and 
provides a measure of the importance of ecosystem services to human wellbeing. 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on economic valuation! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, where possible the economic value of ecosystem services should be quantified in 
monetary units. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the economic value of ecosystem 
service in monetary terms. 

Back to the template landing page 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.c. What aspects of ecosystem services should be measured? 
Select what applies. 

 
Aspects of ecosystem 
services that can be 
measured 

Description 
This aspect should 

be measured 

Ecosystem service 
supply 

The supply of ecosystem services is the measure in 
biophysical units of the contribution of ecosystems to the 
economy or society more generally (i.e., what quantity is 
being supplied?). It can be further valued in terms of other 
values such as their economic value in monetary units (i.e., 
how much does this supply represent in the economy?). 
We recommend the supply to be assessed and reported 
together with the use of the ecosystem service. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Ecosystem service  
use 

The use of ecosystem services refers to the measure in 
biophysical units of the utilisation or consumption of the 
service by users or those who benefit from the services 
(i.e., what quantity is being used?). It can be further valued 
in terms of other values such as their economic value in 
monetary units (i.e., how much does this use represent in 
the economy?). 
We recommend the use to be assessed and reported 
together with the supply. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Ecosystem service 
demand 

The demand for ecosystem services is the measure in 
biophysical units of the need for specific ecosystem 
service(s) by society, particular stakeholder groups or 
individuals (i.e., what quantity of an ecosystem service is 
needed?). For instance, the area of pollination dependent 
crops is a way of assessing the need for pollination services 
by farmers. It can be further valued in terms of their 
economic value in monetary units (i.e., how much does this 
need represent in the economy?). 
The demand may not be equal to the use, as needing 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜŘΣ  
accessed and used. The assessment of ecosystem service(s) 
demand can be of interest in scenario analyses or and to 
identify areas with deficits of ecosystem service(s). 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
An ecosystem service assessment aims at evaluating the current status of ecosystem 
service(s) in a specific ecosystem types and the change(s) in supply, use and / or 
demand of this service over space and time. To do so, the supply (i.e., provision) of the 
ecosystem services of interest should be quantified whether it is in biophysical and / or 
economic values. The supply is the basic first information that should be reported in an 
ecosystem service assessment to be relevant for decision-making.  
 

However, focusing only on the supply does not inform on who is consuming the 
ecosystem services, neither on how the quantity of services is being used by the 
consumers /  users. We recommend the supply to be assessed and reported together 
with the use to understand the full flow of ecosystem services: how much is being  
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Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the [supply, use, demand] of the 
ecosystem service(s) of interest. 

produced? And who is using and how much is being used? Identifying who is using / 
benefitting from the ecosystem services and how much of the provision of these 
services is being consumed by users / beneficiaries is central to any decision-making. 
This allows to identify who will be impacted by a change in provision of the services and 
how they will be affected. 
 

Finally, assessing the demand for ecosystem services helps estimating whether the 
provision of services is sufficient to meet their societal demand. For instance, are there 
enough pollinators to fulfil the needs of pollination dependent crops? 
 

It is important to note that the demand does not equal the use. In the example above, 
we can imagine that some farmers need crop-Ǉƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŦƻƻŘ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
have the necessary ecosystem types providing this service around their crops. This 
means ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ Ǉƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ 
it. Inversely, some other farmers may have their crops surrounded by ecosystem types 
providing the pollination service but only grow crops that are non-pollinator 
dependent. This means that these farmers could use the pollination service but they 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƛǘΦ 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Supply and use should be measured. The demand is not necessarily requested but could 
be interesting to know for certain ecosystem services such as pollination and recreation 
in order to detect deficits. 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.d. Should the ecosystem service assessment address social benefits and equity goals? 
Answer yes, no, maybe, or ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦ {ƻŎƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
of life. Equity goals focus on guaranteeing that these are fairly distributed among social 
groups. Social benefit is a measure of the contribution of ecosystem services to societal well-
being and equity. It can be quantified using metrics such as availability and access to 
ecosystem services, reduction in social vulnerabilities, social inclusion, etc. 
 

Answer in this box (yes, no, maybe, or ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ). 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Including social and equity metrics ensures that the assessment addresses inequalities, 
particularly for vulnerable or underserved populations. 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on social benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, if information is available on social benefits, such as nature contact and nature 
connectedness (i.e., the way people connect to nature and social cohesion), need to be 
taken into account. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the social value of ecosystem 
services using relevant metrics. 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.e. Should the ecosystem services be valued in terms of their relevance to health?  
If yes, should the assessment look at human, animal, or plant health, or take a One Health 
approach combining all three with ecosystem health? 
Answer yes, no, maybe, or ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Ecosystem services are crucial to health, including 
the health dimension in an ecosystem service assessment allows to take into account the 
wider impacts of changes in ecosystem services on the society and the environment. The 
health scope will inform the selection of assessment methodology, stakeholder engagement 
and reporting. The One Health approach is an approach that recognises the interconnection 
between people, animals, plants and their shared environment. 
 

Answer in this box (yes, ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ). 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
This ecosystem service assessment may consider the importance of ecosystem services 
to: 

- health benefits, health risks and / or health outcomes,  
 

- relationships between ecosystems, their services and specific priority health 
issues,  
 

- delivery of health services or planning of health interventions, 
 

- economic importance to private sector health entities,  
 

- the benefits of the assessment to health sciences, etc. 
 

It is important to identify the specific dimensions of health to be included, and consider 
whether established approaches such as One Health may be useful; this will determine 
the kinds of data, metrics, indicators and stakeholders to be incorporated into the 
assessment process. Interlinkages between human health and the health of other biota 
and of ecosystems are well established and form the basis of the One Health approach; 
an assessment considering any one compartment in isolation may not provide a 
sufficiently robust output for some intended uses or users, so this question requires 
careful consideration 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on health benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes. Impacts on human health should be taken into account qualitatively and where 
possible quantitatively. Ecosystem health is embedded in the ecosystem condition 
assessment requested in this tender.  
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Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the value of ecosystem services in 
terms of their relevance to health using relevant metrics. By health we more specifically 
refer to [human health, animal health, plant health, One Health approach]. 
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3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.f. Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate the conservation, sustainable 
supply and / or use of the ecosystem service(s) of interest? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Sustainable use of ecosystem services means that 
the services  ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ used until depletion, but will be available for 
future generations. Sustainable supply of ecosystem services means that they will continue 
to be provided in the long term and be available for future generations. The assessment of 
sustainable levels of supply and use facilitates the evaluation of sustainability of use, 
management and conservation measures. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
  Why is this question relevant to me? 

Since the UN Convention of Biological Diversity was opened for signature in 1992, the 
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and the benefits it provides has been 
the central focus of nature policy in Europe and beyond. Looking at sustainability of 
supply and use of ecosystem services allows for long-term planning, putting in place 
adaptation and mitigation strategies.  
 
Conservation and sustainable use are critical as they link to ecosystem condition, 
ecosystem capacity and ecosystem service supply, which are relevant to all services. 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, it would be relevant to assess the sustainable use of the ecosystem service 
especially for wood production and recreation. Important to avoid too much impact on 
the condition of the forest. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should evaluate the sustainable [use, supply, or 
both] of these service(s), to [if possible, precise why sustainability is important for the 
decision-making within which the assessment fits]. 



 

113 
 

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.4. Valuation of ecosystem services 
3.4.g. Should the ecosystem service assessment include an evaluation of ecosystem 
condition? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Ecosystem condition characterises the state of health 
of ecosystems. Ecosystem services are sensitive to a change in condition of the ecosystem 
that provides the service. Ecosystems in bad condition might have less capacity to provide 
ecosystem services. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Ecosystem condition is the state of health of ecosystems and directly influences the 
supply of ecosystem services as it determines whether or not ecosystems can 
effectively provide services. Indeed an ecosystem in poor condition might result in poor 
provision of ecosystem services such as a fewer number of services provided, or small 
provision of the services. While an ecosystem in good condition may lead to a higher 
level provision of ecosystem services.  
 
It is important to take into account ecosystem condition together with ecosystem 
services to have a more complete picture and identify the potential risks in the 
provision of the ecosystem services and where they could occur. 
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, the assessment should include an evaluation of ecosystem condition, specifically 
for the forests. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should include an evaluation of the condition of the 
ecosystem(s) providing the ecosystem service(s) of interests.  
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5.3.3.5 Scenari os  

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
3.5. Scenarios 
3.5.a. Are future scenarios required in the ecosystem service assessment? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Identify if there is a need to conduct the assessment 
while taking into account scenarios reflecting a change in policy, climate or other 
environmental conditions, change in governance etc. In modelling, future scenarios 
represent a range of potential futures that one would like to predict. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 
 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Future scenarios can be important to request if the overall purpose of the ecosystem 
service assessment is to inform. Broadly, scenarios help assessing ecosystem services 
and their associated benefits in different conditions such as policy context, climate 
change, land uses, land management etc. Looking at scenarios in ecosystem service 
assessment can also help with identifying different trade-offs between scenarios but 
also how trade-offs between ecosystem services and /or their benefits change over the 
scenarios considered. 
 

Scenarios are a way of dealing with uncertainties about the future. They also allow to 
identify risk and facilitate long-term planning and adaptation.  
 
Where can I find more questions to be more detailed in my Terms of Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, the assessment takes land use changes due to the implementation of the 
operational plan  into account. This way the impact of the restoration can be measured 
and the actions of the plan revised if necessary. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should include a scenario analysis to [describe 
reason(s) why a scenario analysis should be conducted]. 
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5.3.4 STAKEH OLD ER ENGAGEMENT  

4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
4.a. Should the contractor conduct a stakeholder analysis? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. A stakeholder analysis aims at identifying and 
understanding third parties (i.e., individuals, groups, organisations/institutions) who are 
interested in or are expected to have an impact on the process of the ecosystem service 
assessment and / or its results. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 
 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Although commissioners might know which stakeholders should be involved in the 
ecosystem service assessment, conducting a stakeholder analysis will help with 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ 
comes to minority and / or vulnerable social groups. 
 

The results of a stakeholder analysis should be reviewed throughout the assessment 
process to take into account potential new stakeholders emerging from the results of 
the assessment itself. 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, it is interesting to do a stakeholder analysis to identify the key stakeholders. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Prior to starting the assessment, the applicant will be asked to conduct a detailed 
stakeholder analysis to identify the key stakeholders that will be involved in the 
development of the project. 
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4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
4.b. Is it anticipated that any stakeholder(s) will be involved at any stage of the ecosystem 
assessment process (e.g., assessment development, practice, review, reporting)? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Stakeholder engagement means that key parties 
will be consulted during the development of the assessment and the evaluation of the 
results and deliverables. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Stakeholders are any group, organisation or individual who are interested in and / or 
will or might be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to their flows. 
Involving key stakeholders is essential to have an inclusive and integration ecosystem 
service assessment. There are several other reasons including: 
 

- For quality insurance and knowledge integration. Some stakeholders are data 
holders and their input can be very relevant for selecting the appropriate data 
to be used. Also, when it comes to local assessments, local stakeholders usually 
have good local ecological knowledge as well as a general knowledge of the area 
and societal contexts. 
 

- For legitimacy. Involvement creates a sense of ownership of the assessment 
process and results. This might encourage the use of the results outside of the 
context of this assessment. 
 

- For realistic implementation. Involving a range of relevant stakeholders means 
involving a range of complementary expertise and perspectives. This can help 
ensuring that the assessment fits within the correct governance structure and 
processes, but also leads to control for its feasibility notably by identifying the 
relevant barriers and levers. 

 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, stakeholders are expected to be involved, especially in identifying the relevant 
ecosystem services in National Park Mainland. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Stakeholders are expected to be involved throughout the ecosystem service 
assessment. Key stakeholders who could be involved are [include the answer to 
question 4.c presented on the next page]. 
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4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
4.c. If key stakeholders have already been identified for direct involvement in the 
ecosystem service assessment: who are they and why have they been selected? 
Identify the stakeholders who should be consulted during the development of the 
assessment. This can be based on an earlier stakeholder analysis or primary considerations 
ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Stakeholders are any group, organisation or individual who are interested in and / or 
will or might be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to their flows.  
Stakeholders have different expertise and perspectives. It is useful to think about what 
the commissioners need and how stakeholders are expected to be impacted by the 
assessment and / or use the results of the assessment. This makes the assessment 
process more inclusive and ensures for quality, legitimacy and feasibility. 
 
Give me an example answer 
It is expected that the three municipalities on which the National Park Mainland lays , 
Nature organisations and farmers should be involved. It will enhance the integration 
of local knowledge and legitimacy of the results. Other scientists doing research in 
National Park Mainland should also be involved in order to exchange data and validate 
results of the assessment. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Stakeholders are expected to be involved throughout the ecosystem service 
assessment. Key stakeholders who could be involved are [list the key stakeholders who 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ κ ƻǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ 
previously conducted stakeholder analysis]. 
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5.4 Methodology template 

 
 
 
 

Methodology 
template 
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 Methodology_summary 
 
 

 
 
Below is a list of the questions included in the Methodology template. Commissioners can 
use this list to select the questions that are relevant to them to write the Methodology 
section of a Terms of Reference. 
Each question is associated with a link to a more detailed page which will provide a box to 
answer the question, descriptions, examples and the preformatted Terms of Reference text 
that the commissioners can choose to copy-paste and modify to write the Methodology 
section of a Terms of Reference to commission ecosystem service assessment. 
 

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
Describe in further details what are the technical requirements of the ecosystem service 
assessment. For this, commissioners can select the sections that apply to them below, and 
answer their corresponding questions. Including all of the sections below will result in a 
more exhaustive assessment than if only a few of them are included. The choice of 
including any of the sections below is based on the overall purpose and context of the 
assessment, as well as the resources available (e.g. time, budget) to the commissioners. 
 

The commissioners can identify the sections of relevance below before moving on to the 
list of questions. 
 

 
 

  

 We recommend to read the 5.1 General Information prior to using the template 

Η

Back to the main landing page 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 

 
 

1.1. Economic valuation 
This question 

is relevant 

1.1.a. Which economic valuation method(s) should 
be applied in the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.1.b. Should the assessment include indicators of 
the contribution of ecosystem service(s) to 
economic development such as employment and 
growth? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.2. Sustainability and ecosystem condition 
This question 

is relevant 

1.2.a. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
evaluate how the condition of ecosystems 
influences the levels of ecosystem services supply 
and use? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.2.b. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
define sustainable levels for the supply and / or use 
of ecosystem services? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.2.c. What aspects of ecosystem condition are you 
interested in? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.3. Social characteristics 
This question 

is relevant 

1.3.a. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
results be disaggregated by social groups to better 
understand who benefits from ecosystem services? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.3.b. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
evaluate and report the attitudes, perceptions, and 
values of social groups towards ecosystem 
services? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.4. Health characteristics 
This question 

is relevant 

1.4.a. What aspects of health are you interested in? 
Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.4.b. Should the results of the ecosystem service 
assessment evaluate and report the attitudes, 
perceptions, and values of social groups towards 
health-relevant ecosystem services? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.4.c. Should the ecosystem service  assessment 
establish health links with specific ecosystem types 
and / or ecosystem services? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 
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1.5. Relationships between ecosystem services 
This question 

is relevant 

1.5.a. Should the ecosystem service assessment 
identify potential interrelationships between 
ecosystem services and the benefits they provide? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.6. Spatial and temporal characteristics 
This question 

is relevant 

1.6.a.  Should the ecosystem service assessment 
evaluate how the distribution of ecosystem 
service(s) and / or the benefits they provide vary 
across space? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.6.b.  Should the ecosystem service assessment 
evaluate how the distribution of ecosystem 
service(s) and / or the benefits they provide change 
over time? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

1.7. Scenarios characteristics 
This question 

is relevant 

1.7.a. What scenarios should be taken into account 
in the ecosystem service assessments? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

 

2. UNCERTAINTY 
Describe how the uncertainties linked to the ecosystem service assessment should be 
assessed and reported. Uncertainty refers to the degree of confidence we can have in the 
results of an assessment. It includes both natural variability and gaps in knowledge or data. 
Quantifying uncertainties is important as these can have implications for decision-making. 
For this, the commissioners can answer the following questions: 

 
 

  
This question 

is relevant 

2.a. Should the uncertainties inherent to the 
ecosystem service assessment be assessed and 
documented for the purpose of the decision-
making? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

IF YES, ANSWER THE QUESTION BELOW 

2.b. What is the preferred reporting format to 
document  uncertainties? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

  

Back to the main landing page 
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3. VALIDATION 
Outline the expectations for validating the ecosystem service assessment. Broadly, 
validation means evaluating the quality of the assessment including the scope, the 
methodology employed and the results. For this, the commissioners can answer the 
following questions: 

 
 

  
This question 

is relevant 

3.a. How should the methodology and results of the 
ecosystem service assessment be validated? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

IF YES, ANSWER THE QUESTION BELOW 

3.b. Should the results be compared to other 
published reference data in the validation process? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

 

4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
Identify at which steps of the ecosystem service assessment stakeholders should be 
informed, consulted or participate. Then, give your preference for how the stakeholders 
should be involved. Stakeholders are any group, organisation or individual who are 
interested in and / or might be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to their 
flows. For this, the commissioners can answer the following questions: 

 
 

  
This question 

is relevant 

4.a. At which step(s) of the ecosystem service 
assessment should the stakeholders be informed, 
consulted, or participate? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

4.b. What methods should be used for involving 
stakeholders in the ecosystem service assessment? 

Link to the 
detailed question 

YES / NO 

  

Back to the main landing page 
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Methodology template - detailed questions 
5.4.1 METH ODOLOGIC AL CHARACTERISTIC S OF  THE OUTPUTS 

5.4.1.1 Economic  valuation 

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 

1.1. Economic valuation 
1.1.a. Which economic valuation method(s) should be applied in the ecosystem service 
assessment? 
Select what applies. Choosing the type of primary valuation methods is voluntary, if the 
ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ   

 
Possible valuation 
method 

Description 
Valuation should be 
carried out this way 

Value transfer 
methods 

Value transfer is the use of results from existing primary studies 
to predict values or related information for other sites or policy 
contexts. Using value transfer methods is generally faster, less 
resource intensive and can be applied over larger geographic 
scales in comparison with primary valuation methods. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Primary valuation 
methods 

Primary valuation methods produce new or original 
information generally using primary data for the specific 
location of the assessment. Results directly reflect the 
characteristics of the ecosystem and beneficiaries. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

IF YES TO PRIMARY VALUATION METHODS, COMMISSIONERS MAY CHOOSE FROM THE 
METHODS BELOW: 

Revealed 
preference 
methods 

Revealed preference methods observe the behaviour of 
beneficiaries and their use of ecosystem services to elicit 
values. These methods are applicable to valuing a narrow set of 
ecosystem services including recreation, tourism, visual 
amenity, and moderation of hazards (e.g., flooding, air 
pollution).  

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Stated preference 
methods 

Stated preference methods use public surveys to ask 
beneficiaries to state their preferences for, generally 
hypothetical, changes in the provision of ecosystem services. 
These methods are widely applicable to value all ecosystem 
services but can suffer from bias due to survey design and the 
hypothetical nature of recorded preferences. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Market prices 

Prices of some ecosystem services can be obtained from 
markets or surveys of businesses and households. This 
approach is only applicable to ecosystem services that are 
traded in markets (e.g., extracted resources, carbon credits) 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Replacement cost 

The replacement cost estimates the value of an ecosystem 
services as the cost of replacing it with a human-made service. 
It is only applicable to ecosystem services that have human-
made alternatives (e.g., coastal protection by seawalls, water 
supply by reservoirs). 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Damage cost 
avoided 

The damage cost avoided method estimates the value of 
ecosystem services that provide some form of protection (e.g., 
mitigation of floods, filtration of pollutants, climate regulation) 
as the cost of damage that is avoided. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 
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Social cost of 
carbon 

The social cost of carbon (SCC) is a special case of the damage 
cost avoided method used to value global climate regulation. 
The SCC is the monetary value of damages caused by emitting 
one tonne of CO2 in a given year. The SCC therefore also 
represents the value of damages avoided by reducing the 
emission or sequestering one tonne of CO2. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Net factor income 

The net factor income method estimates the value of 
ecosystem services that are inputs into the production of 
marketed goods (e.g., filtration of drinking water, nursery for 
fisheries) as revenue from sales of the good minus the cost of 
other inputs.   

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Production 
function 

The production function method estimates the value of 
ecosystem services that are inputs into the production of 
marketed goods (e.g., filtration of drinking water, nursery for 
fisheries) by estimating a statistical function that models the 
value of different inputs into production.   

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Hedonic pricing 

Hedonic pricing is a revealed preference method that estimates 
the influence of ecosystem services on the prices of marketed 
goods (usually residential property). It is applicable for valuing 
recreational use, visual amenity and filtration of air pollution by 
urban green. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Travel cost 
method 

The travel cost method estimates the value of nature based 
recreation using data on travel costs and visit rates. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Contingent 
valuation 

Contingent valuation involves asking beneficiaries to state their 
willingness to pay for ecosystem services through public 
surveys. This method can be applied to value all ecosystem 
services. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Choice modelling 

Choice modelling (or discrete choice experiments) involves 
asking beneficiaries to state their willingness to pay for 
ecosystem services by making choices between alternative 
levels of provision and payment. This method can be applied to 
value all ecosystem services. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Other (specify) 
 YES / NO / MAYBE /  

5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Economic valuation methods include a wide range of approaches for estimating the 
contribution of ecosystem services to human well-being. This question is relevant if the 
commissioners wish to specify which economic valuation methods should be applied in 
the ecosystem service assessment. The choice of which valuation method(s) should be 
applied is dependent on the ecosystem services to be valued (some methods are 
directly relevant to specific services), data and resource availability, and the required 
level of certainty and site-specificity of the results. 
 

 ! ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƛǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎέ ŀƴŘ άǾŀƭǳŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƴŜǿ ƻǊ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ 
using primary data for the study area whereas the latter set of methods use existing 
information from valuation studies conducted elsewhere and make adjustments to 
reflect the characteristics of the study site. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
[if value transfer methods are chosen] 
The study should design and apply value transfer methods to estimate the economic 
value of each identified ecosystem service. Transferred values should be adjusted to 
reflect the characteristics of the study site in terms of ecosystem extent, condition, 
population of beneficiaries and income level. This could involve the use of available 
databases of ecosystem service values and / or the use of published value transfer 
functions. 
 

[if primary valuation methods are chosen] 
The ecosystem service assessment should design and apply [relevant primary valuation 
methods, OR add the primary valuation methods chosen if any] to estimate the 
economic value of the ecosystem service(s) of interest, including the collection of 
required data through surveys of beneficiaries in the study area (if any). 
 

Back to the template landing page 

Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on economic valuation! 
Give me an example answer 
Considering our knowledge of economic valuation and the foreseen budgets, we would 
use value transfer methods, adjusted to the characteristics of the study site. 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.1. Economic valuation 
1.1.b. Should the assessment include indicators of the contribution of ecosystem 
service(s) to economic development such as employment and growth? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. If yes and if commissioners have the knowledge, they 
can specify the type of economic indicator of interest. 
The economic importance of ecosystem services can be quantified through indicators such 
as the contribution to economic development, sectors of the economy, or employment. 
These indicators can be useful for communicating the importance of ecosystem services to 
decision makers and the general public. 
 

 Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. If yes, specify. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the contribution of the ecosystem 
service(s) of interest to the economic development of the area of interest. [Particular 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀǊŜΧΣ hw Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ 
describe and justify the economic indicators that will be used]. 

Why is this question relevant to me? 
This question is relevant if commissioners want the ecosystem service assessment to 
quantify indicators of economic importance. Potentially relevant indicators include the 
contribution of ecosystem services to economic development, specific sectors of the 
economy, or local employment. These indicators can be useful for communicating the 
importance of ecosystem services to decision makers and the general public. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on economic valuation! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes. Measures of the contribution of the ecosystem services to the economic 
importance should be complied, particularly indicators for recreation sector and local 
employment. 
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5.4.1.2 Sustai nability and ecosys tem  condition 

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.2. Sustainability and ecosystem condition 
1.2.a. Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate how the condition of 
ecosystems influences the levels of ecosystem services supply and use? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Ecosystem condition relates to the quality of an 
ecosystem. The levels of ecosystem service(s) supply and use may vary depending on 
changes in condition of the ecosystem that provides the service. Ecosystem service(s) supply 
is the provision of service(s) by the ecosystem(s). Ecosystem service(s) use is the utilisation 
of service(s) by those who benefit from them. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Ecosystem condition assessments are based on the evaluation of the levels of 
ecosystem properties. The properties of the ecosystem  will, in turn, determine the 
levels of ecosystem services supply and use. Degraded ecosystems may have lost their 
capacity to supply ecosystem services. Maintaining ecosystems in good condition is 
central to sustainability. This question is relevant if we wish to assess, for example, the  
consequences of protecting ecosystems from current levels of use, or of ecosystem 
restoration actions in terms of ecosystem services supply and use.   
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Maybe. As we ask for a forest ecosystem condition it would be nice to link the forest 
condition to the supply of ecosystem services, depending on the variables used in the 
biophysical assessment. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should include analyses to highlight and understand 
the influence of ecosystem condition on the [supply, use] of the ecosystem service(s) 
of interest. In their proposal, the contractor will clearly describe and justify the 
methodology that will be used. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.2. Sustainability and ecosystem condition 
1.2.b. Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate and define sustainable levels 
for the use and / or supply of ecosystem services?  
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Sustainable use of ecosystem services means that 
ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ used until depletion and will still be available for future 
generations.  Sustainable supply of ecosystem services means that they will continue to be 
provided long-term and be available for future generations. Defining sustainable levels 
refers to the evaluation and identification of maximum use that is compatible with the 
supply of ecosystem services. If these levels are respected, the ecosystem condition and 
ability to deliver services for future generations is maintained. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Protecting and preserving the biodiversity that underpins ecosystem services helps 
maintain ecosystems resilience and ensures long-term service provision. Evaluating and 
defining the need for protection of ecosystems and their restoration along with levels 
of use ensure that ecosystem services are not overused, helping to maintain the ability 
of ecosystems to provide ecosystem services for future generations. It supports 
informed decision-making for long-term ecosystem health and resilience. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, especially the sustainable use of wood needs to be analysed. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should define the sustainable levels for [supply, use] 
of the ecosystem service(s) of interest. In their proposal, the contractor will clearly 
describe and justify the methodology that will be used to identify and define these 
levels. 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.2. Sustainability and ecosystem condition 
1.2.c. What aspects of ecosystem condition are you interested in?  
Ecosystem condition encompasses a lot of different dimensions. Select those of interest in 
this assessment. 

 
Dimension of ecosystem 
condition 

Description 
This dimension should be 

measured in the assessment 

Index of general 
ecosystem condition 

This kind of index is an overarching measure of 
ecosystem condition. It is usually a 
combination of all or some of the indicators 
mentioned below. It is useful to give an 
overview of the condition of an ecosystem. It 
can also help in broad scale assessments of the 
linkages between levels of pressures and use, 
and trade-off analysis between ecosystem 
condition and ecosystem services. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Biotic  indicators - 
Species 

Species condition indicators show how well 
species are doing in an ecosystem such as the 
size of the population, the reproductive 
success or their spatial distribution within the 
ecosystem.  
It can be very important to measure them to 
identify whether the level of use of ecosystem 
service exceeds the supply. For instance, 
species condition indicators based 
on  population recruitment will help 
determine whether harvest levels in fisheries 
and game are sustainable. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Biotic indicators - 
structure 

Structural condition indicators show how well 
the physical structure of an ecosystem (i.e., 
whether a forest consists of tree, shrub and 
herb layers, and dead wood) is doing. For 
example, the amount of dead wood can inform 
on the supply of ecosystem services such as 
habitat provision for native biodiversity and 
vegetation cover on  soil retention and erosion 
control. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Biotic indicators - 
function 

Functional condition indicators can inform 
about the level of specific ecological functions 
and processes of an ecosystem. These 
indicators are based on identifying and 
grouping species with similar ecological 
functional characteristics. For example, 
pollinators, organic matter decomposers, and 
herbivores. Diversity of functional groups is 
ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΩ ƳǳƭǘƛŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ and 
the potential supply of multiple ecosystem 
services. Diversity within functional groups can 
ensure ecosystem resilience, which is key in 
facilitating sustainable supply of ecosystem 
services. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Abiotic - Physical 
indicators 

Abiotic physical condition indicators show 
levels of non-living physical components of an 
ecosystem such as the pH of the soil, or the 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 
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salinity and temperature of water.  If affected, 
they can have an impact on the supply of 
ecosystem services. Abiotic physical indicators 
include for instance, the levels of the water 
table of wetlands and the water holding 
capacity of the soil. If these levels change, this 
will result in an impact on ecosystem services 
provided by wetlands including  changes in 
carbon storage and resilience to drought spells 
of croplands, respectively. 

Abiotic - Chemical 
indicators  

Abiotic chemical condition indicators show the 
chemical properties in water, soil and air of an 
ecosystem. Examples are levels of nitrates in 
soil and water  through the addition of 
fertilizers, or particulate matters in the air 
through pollution.  Changes in the chemical 
properties of an ecosystem impact the supply 
of their services such as habitat provision for 
biodiversity. 
These indicators can help with identifying 
areas with chemical imbalances to be 
addressed, or target areas for depollution.. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Landscape-level 
characteristics 

Landscape condition indicators help assess 
how an ecosystem is physically organised in 
space. They help with identifying whether 
ecosystems are fragmented in space, or 
support a good connectivity allowing species 
to move between different patches. This is 
notably critical to ensure the supply of 
ecosystem services such as habitat provision 
for biodiversity. 
These indicators are particularly helpful to 
guide landscape level land-use planning, 
conservation and restoration. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

 
 
  Why is this question relevant to me? 

Ecosystem condition indicators represent properties of an ecosystem. They allow to 
evaluate which aspects of an ecosystem are in good or bad condition. As there are 
different families of condition indicators measuring different aspects of an ecosystem 
condition, it is important to measure several types of condition properties to have a 
holistic overview of the condition of an ecosystem. On the other hand, measuring 
specific ecosystem properties (e.g. population recruitment, occurrence of functional 
groups, chemical properties), can help establish cause-effect relationships between 
ecosystem properties and levels of ecosystem service supply, thus enabling 
quantitative assessments of ecosystem services change.  
 
To summarise several indicators, they can be assembled in so-called indices. These 
indices are composite measures representing the overall state or condition of an 
ecosystem. Indices are particularly useful when  the purpose is to assess how the 
general ecosystem condition state relates to the levels of supply of ecosystem 
service(s). 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The evaluation of ecosystem condition in this assessment should encompass the 
following aspects [choose what is relevant from the list below]:  

- An index of general ecosystem condition covering at least [biotic  condition 
indicator(s) for species composition, biotic condition indicator(s) for the 
structure of an ecosystem, biotic condition indicator(s) for the functions of an 
ecosystem, abiotic condition indicator(s) for the physical state of an ecosystem, 
abiotic condition indicator(s) for the chemical state of an ecosystem, condition 
indicator(s) for the landscape-level characteristics of an ecosystem]. 

- Biotic condition indicators for [species composition, ecosystem structure, 
ecosystem functions] 

- Abiotic condition indicator(s) for the [physical, chemical characteristics of the 
ecosystem] 

- Landscape characteristics indicator(s) 

Indicators and indices can be compared to values in  a reference state of condition. 
Such comparisons help provide a general overview of how the properties of an 
ecosystem have evolved compared to a known reference state, thus indicating an 
increase or a decrease. These comparisons are useful to, for example, assess the 
general need for ecosystem restoration or to measure the effect of restoration actions. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition! 
 
Give me an example answer 
The evaluation of ecosystem condition in this assessment should encompass the 
following aspects: biotic and abiotic indicators, fragmentation and combine this in a 
general index. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.1.3 Soci al char acteristics  

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.3. Social characteristics 
1.3.a. Should the ecosystem service assessment results be disaggregated by social groups 
to better understand who benefits from ecosystem services? 
!ƴǎǿŜǊ ȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Understanding who benefits from the ecosystem 
services guarantees that inequities are identified and addressed. This approach highlights 
who benefits, who is excluded, and how interventions can improve well-being and equity. 
Examples of social groups are: gender, age, race, ethnicity, (dis)ability, income status, etc. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Identifying social groups most reliant on ecosystem services highlights the populations 
at greatest risk from any reduction in access or supply. Understanding access barriers 
provides actionable insights for addressing inequities and ensuring that specific groups 
are not excluded from the benefits of ecosystem services. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on social benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
No. The focus lays on the supply of ecosystem services rather than demand. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the distribution of the ecosystem 
service(s) of interest by social groups or variables (e.g. income, age, gender). 
Dependency(ies) on and / or access(es) to ecosystem services should be clearly 
reported using measurable indicators (e.g., demand, proximity, frequency use, and 
availability) to identify which groups face the greatest barriers or are most dependent 
on specific ecosystem services. In their proposal, the contractor will clearly describe 
and justify the methodology (including indicators and metrics) that will be used. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.3. Social characteristics 
1.3.b. Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate and report the attitudes, 
perceptions, and values of social groups towards ecosystem services? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. This allows to investigate whether the ecosystem 
service assessment will document how different social groups perceive, value, and 
prioritize ecosystem services. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Attitudes, perceptions, and values provide insights into how ecosystem services are 
viewed and prioritized. This helps align the assessment with the needs/ expectations of 
(relevant) stakeholders/actors. This is of particular relevance if the assessment aims at 
delivering recommendations. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on social benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, stakeholders will be involved in the selection of relevant ecosystem services. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should report the attitudes, perceptions, and values 
of social groups toward the ecosystem service(s) of interest. The results should lead to 
deliver actionable insights based on stakeholder preference. In their proposal, the 
contractor will clearly describe and justify the methodology that will be used. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.1.4 Health charac teristics  

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.4. Health characteristics 
1.4.a. What aspects of health are you interested in? 
Select what applies. 

 
Aspects of ecosystem 
services that can be 
measured 

Description This aspect should be 
measured 

Health benefits 

Health benefits include goods or services which 
promote good health or offer avenues for positive 
health interventions. 
 

Considering health benefits (e.g., supplied by 
salutogenic environments, or provided by medicinal 
resources) in an ecosystem service assessment can 
identify important resources for maintaining or 
enhancing health. For example, access to high quality 
green areas in cities can help to reduce stress and 
encourage physical activity among urban residents. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Health risks 

Health risks refers to potential threats to good health, 
including drivers of disease emergence. 
 

Considering actual or potential health risks (e.g., of 
exposure to pathogens or natural hazards) in an 
ecosystem service assessment can greatly enhance 
health promotion efforts and related prevention and 
preparedness efforts. For example, changes in 
ecosystem structure and function can alter the 
ecology of infectious diseases, leading to increased 
risk of disease emergence in wild or domesticated 
species, and humans. Another example is how loss of 
coastal ecosystem condition can increase exposure of 
coastal communities to risk of coastal flooding, storm 
surges and tsunamis, with significant, social and 
economic implications. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Health outcomes 

Health outcomes refers to the status of health as a 
result of an intervention or exposure to one or more 
conditions. 
 

Considering health outcomes (e.g., the incidence or 
prevalence of positive or negative health status at 
varying population scales, and / or across time) in an 
ecosystem service assessment can help to quantify 
the social, cultural and economic aspects of 
ecosystem condition and ecosystem change. While 
health risks and benefits refer generally to the ways 
in which ecosystem types and /or services may impact 
or improve health, health outcomes refer more 
specifically to the measurable health effects 
associated with access to (or changes to) ecosystem 
services. For example, an assessment of health 
outcomes arising from an increase in high quality 
green and blue urban environments might quantify 
reductions in mental health visits to primary care 
services in a specific population across multiple years. 
Another example would be a determination of the 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 
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rise or fall in incidence of water-borne disease in a 
specific community within a specific period after 
changes to aquatic ecosystems used for potable 
water supply. 

 
 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Assessments considering health benefits, risks, and / or outcomes can identify the 
likelihood and consequences of impacts associated with specific development or 
management strategies. However, the criteria by which ecosystem-health relationships 
are to be assessed will inform the selection of assessment methodology, stakeholder 
engagement and reporting, and the utility of the assessment outputs. 
 

For example, a generalised assessment of health benefits or risks might focus on 
qualitative methods such as community self-reporting as well as a general 
understanding of the relationships between health and specific ecosystem services, and 
the opinions of health care providers and civil society organisations, whilst an 
assessment of health outcomes may require more detailed use of epidemiological 
methods and engagement with medical scientists or health economists.  General 
assessments of benefits or risks may be most useful in broad communications of the 
linkages between ecosystems and health, for public engagement or wider 
mainstreaming efforts, and to provide a general health context for decision makers. 
Detailed assessments of health outcomes can help quantify costs and risks in social, 
cultural, and / or economic terms, inform health strategies and action plans and design 
of targeted interventions, or support the development of a more robust evidence base 
for the link between ecosystems and well-being and the implications of environmental 
change. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on health benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, the three aspects of health should be considered if possible and if data are 
available. Health benefits of interest are more specifically the potential for reduction of 
stress and improvement of mental health associated with access to the natural area of 
National Park Mainland. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should consider the health dimension. In particular 
it should include an evaluation of health [benefits, risks, outcomes]. 

Back to the template landing page 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.4. Health characteristics 
1.4.b. Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate and report the attitudes, 
perceptions, and values of social groups towards health-relevant ecosystem services? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Investigate whether the ecosystem service 
assessment will document how different social groups perceive, value, and prioritize 
ecosystem services. These perceptions may include cultural significance, recreational use, 
or economic reliance. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The relationships between ecosystems and health can be highly dependent upon 
prevailing social and cultural contexts, traditions, worldviews or experiences. 
Understanding diverse perceptions ensures that the assessment results better account 
for community values and cultural priorities, and can add important detail to the 
assessment of health risks, benefits or outcomes. it is also key to ensuring that 
assessments of health-relevant ecosystem services address issues of health equity, and 
can also help avoid or resolve conflicts by revealing  broader contexts and  balancing 
competing interests. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on health benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, the consideration of the health benefits of National Park Mainland should consider 
the ability of different age groups to access the areas as well as their specific 
preferences in terms of the location, routes of access to, and overall design of green 
areas. 

Back to the template landing page 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should capture social groups' attitudes, perceptions, 
and values toward specific ecosystem services of relevance to health, focusing on their 
social, cultural, and economic importance. 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.4. Health characteristics 
1.4.c. Should the ecosystem service assessment establish health links with specific 
ecosystem types and / or ecosystem services? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. This determines whether the ecosystem service 
assessment will consider general relationships between environmental compartments 
(e.g. air, water, soil, urban environments, rural landscapes etc.) and health, or aim to 
provide a more detailed understanding of the impact of defined ecosystems types and / or 
their services on specific health issues. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
This seeks to clarify the extent to which an assessment should explore the relationships 
between ecosystems, their services and health, which in turn will inform stakeholder 
engagement and the selection of assessment methods. It asks commissioners to decide 
whether an assessment should identify general, non-specific connections between the 
natural environment and health (e.g., άƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
opportunities which can support good mental and physical well-ōŜƛƴƎέύ ƻǊ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ 
explore more detailed cause-effect relationships between specific ecosystems and 
health (e.g., άƳƛȄŜŘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƻƻŘƭŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƻǳǘŘƻƻǊ 
enthusiasts for their diversity of flora and fauna, which visitors describe as being 
important for relaxation and inspiration and therefore more attractive for physical 
activity such ŀǎ ƘƛƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέύΦ   
 

The decision will usually be informed by the policy, social and cultural context of the 
assessment, and depend upon the intended audiences for the results. Detailed 
assessments may be important for public health planners to identify ecological drivers 
of health status, to inform health policies and markets, or to strengthen the evidence 
base for nature-based solutions. However, a more general assessment may be 
preferred if the aim is to  provide signposts for future research and policy, or to help 
mainstream ecosystem service approaches into the health sector at a higher level. 
The choice will influence the methodological approach, notably the type and scope of 
data and the appropriate metrics and indicators to use, and guide engagement with 
stakeholders and other experts. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on health benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, the assessment will seek to provide evidence for the specific ecosystems or 
ecosystem services which may influence the health of the local community. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Linkages between [health risks, benefits, outcomes] and the ecosystem services and / 
or types focused on in the ecosystem service assessment should be identified. The 
strength, direction and / or sustainability of these linkages should also be clearly 
highlighted and described. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.1.5 Rel ati onshi ps between ecosystem services  

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.5 Relationships between ecosystem services 
1.5.a Should the ecosystem service assessment identify potential interrelationships 
between ecosystem services and the benefits they provide? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Interrelationships between ecosystem services, 
between benefits, or between ecosystem services and their benefits means that the services 
and / or benefits are related and affect each other. There are a number of ways ecosystems 
services and / or benefits can be related such as interdependencies, synergies, trade-ƻŦŦǎΧ 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
There are a number of ways by which ecosystem services and /or their benefits can be 
linked to each other. Some examples are: 
 

- Interdependency: this means that ecosystem services and / or their benefits rely 
on other ecosystem services and / or benefits. For example, the provision of 
pollinator-dependent food depends on the pollination service, which in turn 
depends on habitat provision services (i.e., habitats providing nesting and 
flower resources). An example of interdependency between a benefit and an 
ecosystem service would be the mental and physical health benefit supplied by 
green spaces which depend on the recreation service these areas can provide. 
 

- Trade-offs: this means that  improving one service and / or a benefit might 
reduce one or several  service(s) and / or benefit(s), because they are 
responding to the same driver of change, or because they are causal related. 
For example, draining wetlands for agriculture increases the provision of food 
but decreases flood mitigation, water filtration and retention, and carbon 
storage  services. An example of trade-offs between ecosystem services and 
benefits would be the increase of recreational access to a natural area which 
might impact its cultural or spiritual significance to local communities, which in 
turn can have negative implications for social and mental health. 

 

- Synergies: this means that enhancing one ecosystem service will enhance 
(an)other ecosystem service(s). For example, coral reefs provide habitat 
maintenance for native biodiversity and nursery services to fisheries at the 
same time that their conservation provides coastal protection. Likewise for 
benefits,  synergies mean that receiving one benefit will strengthen another 
benefit. For example, urban green spaces supply urban cooling which provides 
health benefits by reducing heat-related illnesses, this in turn also provides a 
social benefit by improving social well-being. 
 

These relationships between ecosystem services and between the benefits they  
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should identify and quantify the strength of 
potential interrelationships between the [ecosystem service(s) of interest, benefits 
provided by ecosystem services, ecosystem services and the benefits they provide]. In 
their proposal, the contractor will clearly describe and justify the methodology that will 
be used to identify and quantify these trade-offs. 

provide are crucial to take into account for decision-making. They are necessary to 
understand when assessing sustainability, as well as for identifying and analysing 
situations where maximizing certain benefits may inadvertently diminish others. 
 

Recognising trade-offs between services helps understanding, in a holistic way, the 
possible impacts of a certain intervention aiming at one service on other services. Such 
evaluations also help balance competing priorities, ensuring equitable access to 
benefits. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on sustainability and condition, as well a social benefits and 
health benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes. We would like to have an insight in the synergies and trade-offs between 
ecosystem services. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.2.6 Spatial  and temporal  characteristics  

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.6. Spatial and temporal characteristics 
1.6.a. Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate how the distribution of 
ecosystem service(s) and the benefits they provide vary across the space? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. This helps determine whether the assessment should 
quantify and track how the ecosystem service supply, use, demand but also the benefits 
derived from them vary across the geographic areas and spatial scales (e.g., continental, 
national, regional, local) considered in the assessment. For example, this could allow to 
identify differences in supply and / or benefits between different countries, regions, 
municipalities, or other relevant areas. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Ecosystem services are the ecological process by which benefits are provided. For 
example water filtration, urban cooling, and pollination of crops are ecosystem 
services, while the associated benefits are the availability of clean drinking water, the 
reduction of heat-related illnesses, and food production. 
 

Ecosystem services are not evenly distributed across geographic areas and spatial 
scales. This means that their supply, use, demand but also associated benefits vary 
across both geographic areas and spatial scales. Studying the spatial variation of the 
ecosystem services supply support decision-making by identifying where the services 
are available to beneficiaries and where they are not. Overlapping this with the spatial 
distribution of use and demand also allows to highlight whether the demand for 
ecosystem services meet the actual need for them. This also allows to reveal trends in 
supply and access, supporting strategic decisions on sustainable supply and use of the 
services. From a social benefits perspective, this is particularly relevant as it helps 
identifying underserved locations and prioritize interventions where they have the 
greatest impact.  
 

Regarding health benefits, accounting for the spatial variation is crucial as these 
benefits can occur outside of the spatial scale and geographical area in which the 
ecosystem types and their service are. For example, the restoration of wetlands 
enhances the capacity to retain water and mitigate floodings, which in turn reduces 
incidence of waterborne diseases and disaster fatalities in downstream communities 
due to avoided floodings.   
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on spatial and temporal characteristics, as well a social 
benefits and health benefits! 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The assessment should evaluate the spatial variations in the levels of [supply, use, 
demand] of the ecosystem service(s) of interest [and their associated benefits] over the 
spatial extent and scales considered in this assessment. Results should highlight the 
trends and identify key drivers of change. [if relevant, add the following sentence] These 
variations will have to be specifically put in relation with sustainable [supply, use]. In 
their proposal, the contractor will clearly describe and justify the methodology that will 
be used. 
 

[if relevant, add the following sentence] The assessment should also provide 
recommendations for maintaining or enhancing the [supply, use] of the ecosystem 
service(s) of interest [and their associated benefits] without negatively affecting the 
ecosystem condition.  
 

Give me an example answer 
Yes. The assessment should look for the supply of ecosystem services only to the 
geographical scale of the National Park Mainland. For the benefits such as recreation 
and climate mitigation, it will go beyond this scale as the area attracts visitors from 
outside the geographical scale of the National Park Mainland. Also, the effects of 
climate mitigation are not necessary visible on the local scale. 

Back to the template landing page 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.6. Spatial and temporal characteristics 
1.6.b.  Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate how the distribution of 
ecosystem service(s) and the benefits they provide change over time? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. This allows for quantifying and tracking how the 
ecosystem service(s) supply, use, demand but also the benefits derived from them vary over 
time due to management actions, environmental factors, or policy changes. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
The supply, use and demand of ecosystem services are not constant over time. 
Depending on the selected ecosystem services, it may be reasonable to consider 
temporal fluctuations in the assessment.  
 

For example, the pollination service in European countries is only supplied over late 
spring to the beginning of fall. This means that pollinator-dependent crops for food 
production will be strongly dependent on seasonality. In some regions, due to a 
combination of climatic factors, there can be a mismatch between the flowering period 
and the time interval when pollinators are active. Assessing the activity patterns of 
pollinator species along the season will determine temporal variation of pollination 
services for different crops. Studying this temporal variation of the ecosystem services 
supports decision-making by identifying when the services are available to 
beneficiaries and when they are not. This also allows to reveal trends in supply and 
access, supporting strategic decisions on sustainable supply and use of the services. 
 

From a social benefits perspective, it is particularly relevant to consider changes over 
time as it ensures that strategies are designed to sustain or enhance social benefits in 
the long term. Likewise, monitoring changes in health benefits over time helps 
decision-makers understand the long-term impacts of ecosystem service management 
on societal well-being and adjust strategies accordingly. 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on spatial and temporal characteristics, as well as social 
benefits and health benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes, the intention of the assessment is to see how the actions taken in the National 
Park Mainland help in reaching the goals of the Masterplan. The assessment should 
evaluate the temporal variations in the level of supply of the ecosystem services and 
related benefits over the time period and temporal scale considered in the assessment. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The assessment should evaluate the temporal variations in the levels of [supply, use, 
demand] of the ecosystem service(s) of interest [and their associated benefits] over the 
time period and temporal scale(s) considered in this assessment. Results should 
highlight trends and identify key drivers of change. In their proposal, the contractor will 
clearly describe and justify the methodology that will be used. 
 

[if relevant, add the following sentence] The assessment should also provide 
recommendations for maintaining or enhancing the [supply, use] of the ecosystem 
service(s) of interest [and their associated benefits] without negatively affecting the 
ecosystem condition. [if relevant, add the following sentence] These variations will have 
to be specifically put in relation with sustainable [supply, use]. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.1.7 Scenari os charac teristics  

1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
1.7. Scenarios 
1.7.a. What scenarios should be taken into account in the ecosystem service 
assessments? 
Identify the previously chosen metrics for which a scenario analysis is required. List and 
describe the scenarios that should be taken into account. Even a broad description of goals 
for which the scenarios are required is sufficient. In modelling, future scenarios represent a 
range of potential futures that one would like to predict. 
 

Answer in this box. 

 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Future scenarios can be important to request if the overall purpose of the ecosystem 
service assessment is to inform, guide or to request for recommendations. They are a 
way of dealing with uncertainty about the future. Scenarios allow to identify risk and 
facilitate long-term planning and adaptation.  
There are different types of scenarios such as: 
 

- land use and land cover change including restoration, deforestation 
management plans, etc.; 
 

- climate change including different level of global warming, changes in rainfall 
and drought patterns, etc. 
 

- changes in policy and governance including environmental policies and 
incentives, etc.; 
 

- disaster risk reduction and resilience including adaptative planning to extreme 
events, development of green infrastructure and nature-based solutions, etc; 
 

- etc. 

 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty! 
 
Give me an example answer 
The assessment needs to consider land use and land cover changes and development 
of nature based solutions. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should include a scenario analysis to [reason(s) why 
a scenario analysis should be conducted]. Scenarios that should be considered are: 
 

- [brief description of scenario 1] 

- [brief description of scenario 2] 

- ώΧϐ 

In their proposal, the contractor will clearly describe and justify the scenarios and 
methodology that will be used. 
 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.2 UNCER TAIN TY 

2. UNCERTAINTY 
2.a. Should the uncertainties inherent to the ecosystem service assessment be assessed 
and documented for the purpose of the decision-making? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Uncertainty is present in all ecosystem service 
assessments. It is essential that both the commissioners and potential contractors are 
conscious of the sources of uncertainty that matter for a particular purpose. We recommend 
that commissioners ask for the assessment and documentation of uncertainties pertaining 
to any results of their requested assessment. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Various uncertainties are inherent in the assessment of ecosystem services and their 
translation to decision-makers. This means that any results and decisions taken from 
them will be associated with a degree of uncertainty. Uncertainties have different 
sources, they can come from the data sources used, the choice of the model and their 
parameters, as well as the interpretation that commissioners will have of the results. 
Broadly, Uncertainties can be classified in three families: decision uncertainties, model 
uncertainties, scenario uncertainties. For more information refer to section 5.1.5.4 
Uncertainty. 
 
Informed decision-making needs to take into account these uncertainties as they 
pertain to the robustness, relevance, and reliability of the results upon which they rely. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Yes. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should to evaluate and document uncertainty 
arising in the assessment. The contractor should clearly discuss the reliability of the 
methods and results in the context of their uncertainty and what it means for the 
decision-making that would arise from any of the results of this assessment. When 
reporting uncertainties, the contractor should clearly explain and justify the choice of 
methods used. 

Back to the template landing page 
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2. UNCERTAINTY 
2.b. What is the preferred reporting format to document uncertainties? 
Select what applies. 

 

Possible formats Why should I choose this format? 
I would like this 

format 

Uncertainty 
section/report 

Ask the potential contractors to document 
uncertainties in a separate section of the main report 
or as a separate short deliverable. A structured report 
can use clear language and summary tables to 
highlight uncertainties across results, data sources, 
and models. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Visual summary 

Contractors should report uncertainties using visual 
tools like confidence maps, interval bars in plots, or a 
traffic light system (green-orange-red) to show result 
reliability. These visual cues make uncertainties 
easier to understand, especially for those with less 
experience. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Decision-relevant 
summary 

These summaries are designed for decision-making 
and can take different forms based on 
commissioners' needs. Options include executive 
highlights for key uncertainties, risk profiles outlining 
risks in management choices, and an assumption 
register listing critical assumptions and their impacts. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Scenario-based 
documentation 

This documentation is relevant only if a scenario 
analysis is requested. Commissioners can ask for 
comparative tables, best- and worst-case outcomes, 
or qualitative scenario narratives to explore 
uncertainties and alternative results. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Participatory 
documentation 

This is a basic, qualitative approach to documenting 
uncertainties, relying on expert and stakeholder 
judgments. Engaging stakeholders helps capture their 
perceptions of uncertainties and their potential 
impact on results. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Technical 
appendices 

Commissioners can request advanced technical 
documentation as appendices, detailing data, 
models, and uncertainty analysis. This should include 
model structure, parameters, assumptions, and 
sensitivity analysis to show how input changes affect 
results. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Other (specify) 
 YES / NO / MAYBE /  

5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 
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Why is this question relevant to me? 
Documenting uncertainty can be costly, but neglecting it may lead to even greater costs 
in the long term, potentially resulting in unintended consequences and unfavourable 
outcomes. Sources of uncertainties are numerous, potential contractors need to be 
aware of the expectations of the commissioners and what the results will be used for 
to choose the best assessment and reporting of uncertainties. 
 
Being aware of the minimum documentation requirements to support a decision, and 
having a conscious approach to whether there are uncertainty thresholds that may 
stop a decision, is part of rational decision-making. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Uncertainty can be reported in the format of  a Participatory documentation based on 
expert judgement. We aim for a qualitative assessment of uncertainties. Assumptions 
taken in the modelling need to be clearly reported. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should to evaluate and document uncertainty 
arising in the assessment. The contractor should clearly discuss the reliability of the 
methods and results in the context of their uncertainty and what it means for the 
decision-making that would arise from any of the results of this assessment. When 
reporting uncertainties, the contractor should clearly explain and justify the choice of 
methods used. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.3 VALIDATION  

3. VALIDATION 
3.a. How should the methodology and results of the ecosystem service assessment be 
validated? 
Select what applies. Validating the methodology means ensuring that the metrics, data, 
choice of scenarios and analyses, and stakeholder involvement plan chosen meet the goals 
of the commissioners. Validating the results of the assessment means verifying that the 
findings are accurate, reliable, and answer the goals of the commissioners. 

 

Validation process Description 
Validation should be carried 

out this way 

Internal validation 
of the methodology 
and / or results 

The validation process will not involve third parties 
such as external stakeholders.  
 
Examples of internal validation of the methodology 
can be planning a pilot to test the methodology 
before scaling it up. It can also be peer-reviews 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
models or code that are planned to be used. More 
simply, it can be indicating that there will be ground-
truthing. 
 
Examples of internal validation of the results can be 
peer-ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǘŜŀƳΣ ƻǊ 
comparison with similar ecosystem service 
assessment conducted previously. It can also include 
the use of published reference data to compare how 
the results differ from publicly acknowledged 
references or benchmarks. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

External validation 
of the methodology 
and / or results 

The validation process will involve external third 
parties such as stakeholders. Stakeholders can be 
involved in numerous ways such as advisory boards, 
public consultations or workshops. Section 4. 
Stakeholder Engagement expands more on this. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

 
 
  Why is this question relevant to me? 

Validating the methodology helps avoiding biases, ensures transparency, and confirms 
that appropriate methods are used to ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ Ǝƻŀƭǎ. 
 
Validating results ensures that the conclusions drawn are based on accurate, 
representative data. This step is essential to avoid misleading commissioners and other 
potential stakeholders with incorrect information that could lead to improper decision-
making. 
 
Validation improves credibility, transparency and accountability in an ecosystem service 
assessment. It ensures that the assessment is accurate, trustworthy, and applicable to 
real-world decision-making. By validating an ecosystem service assessment at different 
steps, we also ensure comparability with previous work done, and can identify 
important caveats and limitations that commissioners and potential other stakeholders 
should be aware of when using the results of the assessment. 
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Involving third parties in the validation process can be more costly as it implies using 
more resources such as time and organisation of meetings and events. It is important 
for the contractor to know how the commissioners would prefer the validation to be 
carried out to prepare the workplan accordingly and select relevant stakeholders if 
required. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Validation of the results will be done internally and externally. Internally by comparing 
the results with available literature and externally through a workshop with different 
stakeholders. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The ecosystem service assessment should validate the methodology and results of the 
ecosystem service assessment. The validation process should involve the 
commissioners. It should be carried out [internally to its organisation; externally and 
involve third parties such as stakeholders; both internally to the ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ 
organisation, and involved third parties such as stakeholders]. The potential contractor 
should clearly describe the validation process that they expect to put in place during 
the assessment. 

Back to the template landing page 
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3. VALIDATION 
3.b. Should the results be compared to other published reference data in the validation 
process? 
Answer yes, noΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ. Reference data are baseline or benchmark datasets 
or already published figures that will be used to compare the results of the ecosystem 
service assessment. Commissioners might want to list some key datasets or figures they 
would like the results to be comparable with. Alternatively, stakeholders can be consulted 
to identify these references. 
 

Answer in this boȄ όȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύ. 

 
 
 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Comparing results to other published data can give an estimation of the quality of the 
results. If they are expected to be close to some already published figures but are very 
different, it is an indication that the methodological approach chosen might have some 
flaws or can significantly improve the approach taken in previously published reports. 
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty! 
 
Give me an example answer 
The results of the assessment can be compared with specific studies done on certain 
ecosystem services in parts of National Park Mainland. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The validation process of the ecosystem service assessment should notably include a 
comparison of the results with other key published data including [if relevant, list the 
key data and figures]. The potential differences should be discussed and explained. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.4.4 STAKEH OLD ER ENGAGEMENT  

4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
4.a. At which step(s) of the ecosystem service assessment should the stakeholders be 
informed, consulted, or participate? 
Identify when the stakeholders should be informed, consulted or participate in the 
ecosystem service assessment. Stakeholders are any group, organisation or individual who 
are interested in and / or might be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to 
their flows. In the context of an ecosystem service assessment, stakeholders notably include 
those who directly or indirectly benefit from the service, those who try to regulate the use, 
the experts in the science of ecosystem services, or the data holders. For this, the 
commissioner can choose from the table below: 

 
Possible steps of the 
assessment process at which 
involving stakeholders 

Description 
Stakeholder should be 
involved in this step 

Development of the 
methodology 

Consult/participate: stakeholders have a 
direct role in designing the approach. It 
might be relevant to involve stakeholders 
with key technical expertise to overcome 
some very specific technical difficulties in 
the methodological approach. 
 
Inform: provide updates and transparency 
on the progress of the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Validation of the methodology 
(e.g., metrics, indicators, data, 
choice of scenarios and 
analyses) 

Consult/participate: stakeholders have an 
advisory role as the method has already 
been selected by the potential contractors 
and / or commissioners. It might be 
relevant to involve stakeholders with key 
technical expertise to quality ensure that 
the methodology that will be applied 
meets the minimum technical 
requirements for the objective(s) of the 
assessment. 
 
Inform: provide updates and transparency 
on the progress of the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Validation of the results 

Consult/participate: stakeholders with 
specific and different source of expertise 
may be a strong support for validating the 
results of the an assessment. This gives 
more credibility and legitimacy to the 
results. It also ensures that they are 
understood by future potential users and 
compliant with their use(s). 
 
Inform: provide updates and transparency 
on the progress of the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Data collection 

Consult/participate: stakeholders can 
directly participate in data collection as 
respondents, and / or can help disseminate 
the means of collecting data such as 
surveys. This notably facilitates the 
inclusion of local knowledge in the 
assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 
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Inform: provide updates and transparency 
on the progress of the assessment. 

Interpretation of the results 

Consult/participate: stakeholders have 
local and practical knowledge that can help 
contextualise the results, avoid 
misinterpretation and identify gaps. This 
also supports a sense of ownership of the 
results of the assessment by other 
stakeholders.  
 
Inform: provide updates and transparency 
on the progress of the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Communication and 
dissemination of the results 

Consult/participate: stakeholders can 
directly participate in the co-creation and 
dissemination of the key messages from 
the results of the assessment. 
Alternatively, they can also be used as 
channels of dissemination and 
communication of the results to a larger 
audience. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Other (specify) 
 YES / NO / MAYBE /  

5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Why is this question relevant to me? 
Stakeholder involvement provides legitimacy to the assessment process, it also ensures 
that results are communicated properly and that everyone impacted by the assessment 
is being included. Finally, it facilitates continuous feedback on methods, results and 
data used, which participates in the validation of the assessment. 
 
Involving stakeholders can however be costly and it is important to do it strategically 
and identify the steps at which their involvement is necessary to choose the most 
adapted format of engagement.  
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty and social benefits 
 
Give me an example answer 
Stakeholders participate in the validation of the results and communication of the 
results. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
! ŎƭŜŀǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳΣ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ 
participation at different stages of the assessment including [list the steps of the 
assessment in which stakeholders should be informed, consulted or participate]. 
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4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
4.b. What methods should be used for involving stakeholders in the ecosystem service 
assessment? 
Describe how the stakeholders should be involved. Stakeholders are any group, organisation 
or individual who are interested in and / or will or might be affected by ecosystem services 
and any change made to their flows. In the context of an ecosystem service assessment, 
stakeholders notably include those who directly or indirectly benefit from the service, those 
who try to regulate the use, the experts in the science of ecosystem services, or the data 
holders. For this, the commissioner can choose from the table below: 

 
Possible ways of involving 
stakeholders during the 
assessment process 

Description 
Stakeholders should be 

involved this way 

Newsletters or email 
updates 

This format is very relevant to inform the 
stakeholders on the progress of the 
assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Websites 

This format is very relevant to inform the 
stakeholders on the progress of the 
assessment, the events to come, or the 
communicating and disseminating the results. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Webinars 

This format facilitates direct communication 
and interaction with stakeholders. It helps 
inform stakeholders on the progress of the 
assessment, the events to come, or 
communicating and disseminating results. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ KNOW 

Stakeholders events such as 
forums 

This format brings stakeholders together, 
which  can facilitate discussions between them 
and with the commissioners and / or 
contractors of the assessment. It helps with 
directly integrating the stakeholders and 
shows a higher level of consideration of their 
feedback and inputs. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Advisory boards, expert 
groups, focus groups, or 
steering committees 

These formats are direct channels of inputs 
and feedback from the stakeholders 
throughout the assessment process. It may be 
relevant to create an advisory group of 
stakeholders with specific expert or local 
knowledge to ensure the robust and safe 
development of the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Public consultations 

This format is very inclusive as it is not aimed 
at specific stakeholders only, but is open to all. 
Public consultations can take place in 
meetings, written forms, organised debates, 
deliberative groups etc. Note that 
Environmental Impact Assessment regulations 
may require certain procedure for public 
hearing. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Workshops 

This format allows a direct interaction with 
stakeholders and facilitates knowledge 
transfer but also the collection of local and 
expert knowledge relevant to the assessment. 

YES / NO / MAYBE /  
5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

Other (specify) 
 YES / NO / MAYBE /  

5hbΩ¢ Ybh² 

 Back to the template landing page 
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Why is this question relevant to me? 
Stakeholder involvement provides legitimacy to the assessment process, it also ensures 
that results are communicated properly and that everyone impacted by the assessment 
is being included. Finally, it facilitates continuous feedback on methods, results and 
data used, which participates in the validation of the assessment. 
 
Involving stakeholders can however be costly and it is important to do it strategically 
and choose the most adapted format of engagement.  
 
Where can I find more information or additional questions to detail my Terms of 
Reference? 
Visit our advanced content on uncertainty and social benefits! 
 
Give me an example answer 
Stakeholders will be involved through advisory boards, expert groups, focus groups, or 
steering committees. Workshops should also be organised around the validation 
process. Public consultation is also a possibility on ecosystem services and other 
benefits that cannot be quantified. 

Terms of Reference preformatted text 
Stakeholder engagement should preferably include [format(s) of stakeholder 
involvement chosen] to [reason(s) for which the format(s) has(have) been chosen] 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.5 Evaluation Criteria template 
 

 
 
 

Evaluation Criteria 
template 
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Evaluation_Criteria_summary 

 
 

 
This template is different from the two previous ones for Frame & Scope and Methodology. 
Its aim is twofold:  
 

i. Support the writing of the Evaluation Criteria section of a Terms of Reference by 
identifying scoping and methodological criteria that are essential to commissioners. 
For thisΣ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ōƭǳŜ ŎƻƭǳƳƴ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ άWRITING EVALUATION 
CRITERIAέΦ  !ǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΣ ōƻȄŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 
and preformatted Terms of Reference text are provided to facilitate the writing of the 
Evaluation Criteria section of a Terms of Reference. 

 
ii. Support the evaluation of proposals received by commissioners once the call for 

tender has been closed. For this, commissioners should use the yellow column entitled 
άEVALUATING PROPOSALSέΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ Ǌƻǿǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǘŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

 
The guidance presented in this template is solely focused on the evaluation of the scope 
and methodology of a proposal, it does not provide any guidance on how to evaluate a 
proposal in its entirety. Refer to 5.1 General Information for a detailed description of use and 
limitations of this template. 
  

 We recommend to read the 5.1 General Information prior to using the template 

Η

Back to the main landing page 
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5.5.1 FR AME & SCOPE 

1. FRAME & SCOPE 
 

 
WRITING EVALUATION 

CRITERIA 
EVALUATING 
PROPOSALS 

 
Is this criteria essential 
to the assessment?  

Is this criteria included in 
the proposal received?  

Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

1.a. Include recommendations to 
decision-making 

     

1.b. Correspondence with the 
requested format of the results 

     

1.c. Include the ecosystem types 
of interest 

     

1.d. Include the ecosystem 
services of interest 

     

1.e. Include the correct the 
spatial extent(s) 

     

1.f. Include the correct time 
period and temporal scale for 
the results 

     

1.g. Include the correct spatial 
scales for the results 

     

1.h. Quantify ecosystem services 
in biophysical terms 

     

1.i. Quantify ecosystem services 
in terms of their economic value 
in monetary terms 

     

1.k. Quantify ecosystem service 
supply, use, demand 

     

1.l. Include an evaluation of 
sustainable use and / or supply 

     

1.m. Include social aspects      
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 YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

1.n. Include health aspects      

1.o. Include an evaluation of 
ecosystem condition 

     

1.p. Include a stakeholder 
analysis 

     

Qualitative appreciation of the 
proposal 

 

 Qualitative score:             /5  

 
  

Where can I find more information to add more criteria and / or evaluate proposals? 
Visit our advanced content! 
 
What are the associated Frame & Scope template sections? 

Criteria Frame & Scope section 

1.a. 1. Context and Purpose 

1.b. 2.3 Formats of the deliverables 

1c.-1.d. 3.1 Ecosystem type(s) and service(s) 

1.e. 3.2 Spatial characteristics 

1.f.-1.g. 3.3 Temporal characteristics 

1.h.-1.o. 3.4 Valuation of ecosystem services 
 

 
What do these terms mean? 
Spatial extent: refers to the geographical location and overall size of the area in which 
the ecosystem service assessment should be conducted. For more information refer to 
the Frame & Scope section above. 
 

Time period: the interval of time that the assessment should cover, for example 2020-
2024. For more information refer to the Frame & Scope section above. 
 

Temporal scale: the unit of time in which the results should be compiled such as annual 
average, quarterly average, monthly average. For more information refer to the Frame 
& Scope section above. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to their alignment with 
the frame & scope defined in the call, as well as the methodological approach(es) 
chosen to include the criteria of importance. Particular care should be given to: 

-  [add the key components of the scope that are of high importance]. 

Spatial scale: the spatial level at which the results should be compiled. In this guidance, 

three options were offered: fully spatially explicit, ecological scales (e.g., deciduous 
versus coniferous forests), and administrative scales (e.g., regions, counties, 
municipalities). For more information refer to the Frame & Scope section above. 
 

Ecosystem service supply: The supply of ecosystem services is the measure in 
biophysical units of the contribution of ecosystems to the economy or society more 
generally (i.e., what quantity is being supplied?). It can be valued in terms of their 
economic value in monetary units (i.e., how much does this supply represent in the 
economy?). For more information refer to the Frame & Scope section above. 
 

Ecosystem service use: The use of ecosystem services refers to the measure in 
biophysical units of the utilisation or consumption of the service by users or those who 
benefit from the services (i.e., what quantity is being used?). It can be valued in terms 
of their economic value in monetary units (i.e., how much does this use represent in the 
economy?). For more information refer to the Frame & Scope section above. 
 

Ecosystem service demand: The demand for ecosystem services is the measure in 
biophysical units of the need for specific ecosystem service(s) by society, particular 
stakeholder groups or individuals (i.e., what quantity of an ecosystem service is 
needed?). It can be valued in terms of their economic value in monetary units (i.e., how 
much does this need represent in the economy?). For more information refer to the 
Frame & Scope section above. 
 

Sustainable use and supply: Sustainable use of ecosystem services means that the 
ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ  ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŘŜǇƭŜǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
future generations. Sustainable supply of ecosystem services means that they will 
continue to be provided in the long term and be available for future generations. For 
more information refer to the Frame & Scope section above. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.5.2 METH ODOLOGY 

5.5.2.1 Methodol ogical charac teristics  of the outputs  

2. METHODOLOGY 
2.1. Methodological characteristics of the outputs 

 
 

 
WRITING EVALUATION 

CRITERIA 
EVALUATING 
PROPOSALS 

 
Is this criteria essential 
to the assessment?  

Is this criteria included in 
the proposal received?  

Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

2.1.1. Economic valuation 

2.1.1.a. Specify and justify the 
economic valuation methods that 
will be used 

     

2.1.1.b. Quantify indicators of the 
contribution of ecosystem 
service(s) to economic 
development 

     

2.1.2. Sustainability and ecosystem condition  

2.1.2.a. Quantify the impact of 
ecosystem condition on 
ecosystem service supply 

     

2.1.2.b. Define and evaluate 
sustainable levels for the use and 
/ or supply of ecosystem services  
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Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

2.1.2.c. Quantify relevant 
dimensions of ecosystem 
condition 

     

2.1.3. Social characteristics  

2.1.3.a. Disaggregate results of 
the ecosystem service 
assessment by social groups to 
identify beneficiaries  

     

2.1.3.b. Assess and report the 
attitudes, perceptions, and 
values of social groups towards 
ecosystem services 

     

2.1.4. Health characteristics 

2.1.4.a. Measure of health risks      

2.1.4.b. Measure of health 
benefits 

     

2.1.4.c. Measure of health 
outcomes 

     

2.1.4.d. Assess and report the 
attitudes, perceptions, and 
values of social groups towards 
health-relevant ecosystem 
services 

     

2.1.4.e. Establish health links 
with specific ecosystem types 
and / or ecosystem services 

     

2.1.5 Relationships between ecosystem services 

2.1.4.a.  Identify potential 
interrelationships between 
ecosystem services and the 
benefits they provide 

     

2.1.6 Spatial and temporal characteristics 

2.1.6.a. Evaluate the spatial 
distribution of ecosystem 
service(s) and / or benefits  

     

2.1.6.b. Evaluate the temporal 
distribution of ecosystem 
service(s) and / or benefits  
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Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

2.1.7. Scenarios 

2.1.7.a. Include relevant 
scenarios 

     

Qualitative appreciation of the 
proposal 

 

 Qualitative score:             /5  

  

Where can I find more information to add more criteria and / or evaluate proposals? 
Visit our advanced content! 
 
What are the associated Methodology template sections? 

Criteria Methodology section 

2.1.1.a -2.1.1.b 1.1 Economic valuation 

2.1.2.a -2.1.2.c 1.2 Sustainability and ecosystem condition 

2.1.3.a ς 2.1.3.b 1.3 Social characteristics 

2.1.4.a ς 2.1.3.e 1.4 Health characteristics 

2.1.5.a 1.5 Relationships between ecosystem services 

2.1.6.a ς 2.1.6.b 1.6 Spatial and temporal characteristics 

2.1.7.a 1.7 Scenarios characteristics 
 

What do these terms mean? 
Ecosystem condition: the quality of an ecosystem. For more information refer to the 
Methodology section above. 
 

Sustainable levels: refers to the maximum consumption and provision of ecosystem 
services above which the ecosystem condition and ability to deliver services for future 
generations is maintained. For more information refer to the Methodology section 
above. 
 
 

Health risks: refers to potential threats to good health, including drivers of disease 
emergence. For more information refer to the Methodology section above. 
 

Health benefits: benefits includes goods or services which promote good health or 
offer avenues for positive health interventions. For more information refer to the 
Methodology section above. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to their alignment with 
the methodological characteristics defined in the call. The proposed methodological 
approach(es) to measure the methodological characteristics defined above including 
modelling methods, metrics and indicators should be clearly described and justify. Of 
particular importance are the following methodological characteristics: 
 

- [if relevant, key components of the methodological characteristics that are of 
high importance]; 

- [Χ] 
 

 

Health outcomes: refers to the status of health as a result of an intervention or 
exposure to one or more conditions. For more information refer to the Methodology 
section above. 
 

Interrelationships: refer to how different services or benefits influence each other. This 
influence can be either positively (synergies), negatively (trade-offs), or through 
dependence (interdependencies). For more information refer to the Methodology 
section above. 
 

Scenarios: in modelling, future scenarios represent a range of potential futures that 
one would like to predict. For more information refer to the Methodology section 
above. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.5.2.2 Uncertainty  

2. METHODOLOGY 
2.2. Uncertainty 

 

 
WRITING EVALUATION 

CRITERIA 
EVALUATING 
PROPOSALS 

 
Is this criteria essential 
to the assessment?  

Is this criteria included in 
the proposal received?  

Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

2.2.a. Assess and document 
uncertainties arising in the 
ecosystem service assessment  

     

2.2.b. Include a clear reporting 
format for uncertainties 

     

Qualitative appreciation of the 
proposal 

 

 Qualitative score:             /5  

 
 
 
  

Where can I find more information to add more criteria and / or evaluate proposals? 
Visit our advanced content! 
 
What are the associated Methodology template sections? 

Criteria Methodology section 

2.2.a. -2.2.b. 2. Uncertainty 
 

What do these terms mean? 
Uncertainty: Uncertainty refers to the degree of confidence we can have in the results 
of an assessment. It includes both natural variability and gaps in knowledge or data. 
Quantifying uncertainties is important as these can have implications for decision-
making. For more information refer to the Methodology section above. 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to the following 
criteria: 

- the approach taken to document and report uncertainties in relation to 
decision-making, modelling and scenarios if applicable. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.5.2.3 Validati on 

2. METHODOLOGY 
2.3. Validation 

 

 
WRITING EVALUATION 

CRITERIA 
EVALUATING 
PROPOSALS 

 
Is this criteria essential 
to the assessment?  

Is this criteria included in 
the proposal received?  

Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

2.3.a. Include a clear workplan 
and timeline for the validation of 
the methodology, and / or results 
of the ecosystem service 
assessment  

     

2.3.b. Involvement of 
stakeholders in the validation 
process of the ecosystem service 
assessment  

     

2.3.c. Validation of the results of 
the ecosystem service 
assessment includes comparison 
with published reference data 

     

Qualitative appreciation of the 
proposal 

 

 Qualitative score:             /5  
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to the following 
criteria: 

- the approach taken to validate the methodology and results of the ecosystems 
service assessment. 

Where can I find more information to add more criteria and / or evaluate proposals? 
Visit our advanced content! 
 
What are the associated Methodology template sections? 

Criteria Methodology section 

2. 3.a. -2.3.c. 3. Validation 
 

What do these terms mean? 
Validation: means evaluating the quality of the assessment including the scope, the 
methodology employed and the results. For more information refer to the 
Methodology section above. 
 

Stakeholders: Any group, organisation or individual who are interested in and / or will 
or might be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to their flows. In the 
context of an ecosystem service assessment, stakeholders notably include those who 
directly or indirectly benefit from the service, those who try to regulate the use, the 
experts in the science of ecosystem services, or the data holders. 
 

Published reference data: baseline or benchmark datasets or already published figures 
that will be used to compare the results of the ecosystem service assessment. For more 
information refer to the Methodology section above. 
 

 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.5.2.4 Stakehol der engagem ent  

2. METHODOLOGY 
2.4. Stakeholder engagement 

 

 
WRITING EVALUATION 

CRITERIA 
EVALUATING 
PROPOSALS 

 
Is this criteria essential 
to the assessment?  

Is this criteria included in 
the proposal received?  

Criteria YES NO YES NO 
5hbΩ¢ 
KNOW 

2.4.a. Include a clear workplan 
and timeline to inform, consult 
and / or make stakeholders 
participate in the ecosystem 
service assessment   

     

2.4.b. Propose relevant modes of 
stakeholder involvement 
throughout the ecosystem 
service assessment 

     

Qualitative appreciation of the 
proposal 

 

 Qualitative score:             /5  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Where can I find more information to add more criteria and / or evaluate proposals? 
Visit our advanced content! 
 
What are the associated Methodology template sections? 

Criteria Methodology section 

2.4.a.-2.4.b. 4. Stakeholder engagement 
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Terms of Reference preformatted text 
The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to the following 
criteria: 

- the approach taken and timeline to inform, consult and involve stakeholders 
throughout the ecosystem service assessment. The applicants will identify the 
foreseen ways of engaging with the stakeholders throughout the assessment. 
The applicants might also refer to specifically relevant stakeholders in 
alignment with the scope of the assessment. 

 

Stakeholders: Any group, organisation or individual who are interested in and / or 
might be affected by ecosystem services and any change made to their flows. In the 
context of an ecosystem service assessment, stakeholders notably include those who 
directly or indirectly benefit from the service, those who try to regulate the use, the 
experts in the science of ecosystem services, or the data holders. 

Back to the template landing page 
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5.6 Terms of Reference ï Example based on the templates 
 

 
 
 

Terms of Reference ς 
Example based on the 

templates 
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The example of Terms of Reference text for the Frame & Scope, Methodology, and Evaluation 
Criteria below are based on the hypothetical case example presented in 5.1.4 I need example 
of use of the templates! It shows how the answers from the templates and the preformatted 
Terms of Reference text can be used and further adapted to obtain a tailored Terms of 
Reference. More examples are available in Annex 8.3. 
 

5.6.1 Frame & Scope 
1. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 
 

The National Park Mainland is a 5,000 ha large nature area in the east of Belgium. It 
connects three municipalities and consists mainly of forests, heathland, grasslands, inland 
dunes and brook valleys. It maintains a rich and rare biodiversity and also offers large 
recreational opportunities for all ages. In 2023 it became a National Park. A long-term 
Masterplan and an Operational plan for the next 6 years were developed.  
 

The primary objective is to measure the progress towards the goals of the Masterplan and 
report this to the National Park Bureau. In addition, it also demonstrates the importance of 
the National Park label for nature restoration and the local community.  
  
Relevant policies to be considered in this assessment include the criteria set to assess the 
National Parks set by the National Park Bureau and the EU Nature Restoration Regulation 
with particular attention to the Flemish Nature restoration plan (expected 2026).  

 
2. INTENDED IMPACTS AND OUTPUTS 
 

The results of this assessment will be primarily used by the commissioner: i) to monitor and 
evaluate the success of restoration of ecosystems in National Park Mainland, ii) to report 
the benefits of these measures to The National Park Bureau, stakeholders, and the public. 
 

Results will also be made available and usable for partners within the National Park 
Mainland strategic board. It is anticipated that these parties will primarily use the direct 
outputs of the assessment as a communication tool showing the value of nature for society 
and underpin the restoration measures taken. The approach and methodology may be used 
by other National Parks.  
 

Although recommendations for further governance of the National Park are not explicitly 
requested, outputs of the ecosystem service assessment are expected to directly impact 
the operational Plan of National Park Mainland.  The results of the ecosystem assessment 
will underline the importance of nature into the socio-economic fabric of the municipalities 
and will inform local budget and policy decisions on conservation measures.  Beyond the 
direct impacts mentioned above, the outcomes of this assessment should also affect public 
awareness, fostering community support for further actions. 
 

 
  



 

174 
 

3. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
 

Ecosystems and ecosystem services 
Ecosystem types of interest in this ecosystem service assessment are all types found within 
National Park Mainland boundaries being : 
 

- Forest 
- Grassland 
- Heathland 
- Inland wetland 
- Sparsely vegetated areas/land dunes  

 

Inherent to the ecosystem service approach it is best to assess the total bundle of 
ecosystem services relevant for National Park Mainland. The relevance will be defined 
together with different stakeholders in the area. Their definition can be found in CICES. 
 

The ecosystem service assessment should identify and quantify the strength of potential 
interrelationships between the ecosystem services. In the proposal, the contractor will 
clearly describe and justify the methodology that will be used to identify and quantify these 
trade-offs. 
 
Geographical and temporal scale 
The ecosystem service assessment is to be conducted in the geographical location and local 
scale of the National Park Mainland. If possible regional scale for ecosystems such as flood 
protection. 
 

Within the geographical and spatial extent of this ecosystem service assessment, the 
results should be presented as spatially explicit as possible within the context of available 
data. The assessment should be conducted over the years 2024-2030. Results should be 
reported for each year within this time period, so the temporal variations in the level of 
supply of the ecosystem services and related benefits could be evaluated.  
 
Biophysical an monetary value 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure ecosystem service in biophysical and 
where possible monetary terms. Supply and use should be measured. The demand is not 
necessarily requested but could be interesting to know for certain ecosystem services such 
as pollination and recreation to detect deficits. The assessment needs to measure all 
relevant ecosystem services qualitatively and where data is available quantitatively.  
 
Social and health values 
The ecosystem service assessment should measure the social values. It will also consider 
the value of ecosystem services in terms of their relevance to human health using relevant 
metrics, especially health benefits and risks of contact with nature.  If data are available 
health outcomes could be included. Forest health will be measured through the forest 
condition assessment that will be included in this assessment.  
 
Sustainability and ecosystem condition 
The ecosystem service assessment should include an evaluation of the condition of forest 
ecosystems. It should include analyses to highlight and understand the influence of this  
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ecosystem condition on the supply of the ecosystem service(s) of interest. In their proposal, 
the contractor will clearly describe and justify the methodology that will be used.  The 
evaluation of ecosystem condition in this assessment should encompass the following 
aspects: a general index of ecosystem condition, biotic indicators (species, structure, 
function), abiotic indicators (physical and chemical), and landscape-level characteristics. 
The assessment shall identify and evaluate sustainable use levels for the ecosystem services 
wood production, and recreation. 
 
Spatial and temporal characteristics 
The assessment should evaluate the spatial variation in the condition of the ecosystems 
and the supply levels of carbon sequestration services over the spatial extent, scales, time 
period and temporal scale considered in this assessment. Results should provide 
recommendations for maintaining and /  or enhancing the supply of the ecosystem services 
of interest without negatively affecting ecosystem condition. 
 
Scenarios 
The ecosystem service assessment should include a scenario analysis to measure the 
impact of the restoration measures. Scenarios that should be considered are: Land use and 
land cover changes following the operational plan.  
 
The specific deliverables required in this assessment are: 

- An executive summary designed for informing national and local policymakers. 
- Technical report covering approach and methodologies designed to be replicated in 

time or by other National Parks. 
- Tables of the ecosystem services supply to easily summarize the results of the 

assessment. 
- A lay man fact sheet /  infographic to use in the communication towards citizens and 

other stakeholder groups. 
 

 
4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
 

Prior to starting the assessment, the applicant will be asked to conduct a detailed 
stakeholder analysis to identify the key stakeholders that will be involved in the 
development of the project. 
 

Key stakeholders who could be involved are the three municipalities on which National 
Park Mainland lays, Nature organisations and farmers should be involved.  It will enhance 
the integration of local knowledge and legitimacy of the results.  Other scientists doing 
research in National Park Mainland should also be involved in order to exchange data and 
validate results of the assessment.  
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5.6.2 Methodology 
1. METHODOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OUTPUTS 
 

Valuation 
The study should design and apply value transfer methods to estimate the economic value 
of each identified ecosystem service. Transferred values should be adjusted to reflect the 
characteristics of the study site in terms of ecosystem extent, condition, population of 
beneficiaries and income level. This could involve the use of available databases of 
ecosystem service values and/or the use of published value transfer functions. 
 

The ecosystem service assessment should also measure the contribution of the ecosystem 
service(s) of interest to the economic development of the area of interest. Particular 
economic indicators of interest are impacts on the recreation sector and local employment.  
The ecosystem service assessment should report the attitudes, perceptions, and values of 
social groups toward the ecosystem service(s) of interest. The results should lead to deliver 
actionable insights based on stakeholder preference.  
 
Ecosystem condition 
It should include analyses to highlight and understand the influence of the ecosystem 
condition on the supply of the ecosystem service(s) of interest. In their proposal, the 
contractor will clearly describe and justify the methodology that will be used.  The 
evaluation of ecosystem condition in this assessment should encompass the following 
aspects: biotic indicators (species, structure, function), abiotic indicators (physical and 
chemical), and landscape-level characteristics. These will be combined in a general index of 
ecosystem condition 

 
2. UNCERTAINTY 
 

The ecosystem service assessment should evaluate and document uncertainty arising in 
the assessment. The contractor should clearly discuss the reliability of the methods and 
results in the context of their uncertainty and what it means for the decision-making that 
would arise from any of the results of this assessment. When reporting uncertainties, the 
contractor should clearly explain and justify the choice of methods used. 

 
3. VALIDATION 
 

The ecosystem services assessment should validate the methodology and results of the 
ecosystem service assessment. The validation process should involve the commissioners. It 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾƻƭved third 
parties such as stakeholders. The validation process of the ecosystem services assessment 
should notably include a comparison of the results with other key published data including 
studies done in National Park Mainland. 

 
4. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
 

Stakeholders are expected to be involved in different stages of the ecosystem service 
assessment including identification of relevant ecosystem services, valuing certain 
ecosystem services, validation and communication of the results. This can be done 
through the existing advisory board, scientific expert group and focus groups.  

 
Back to the main landing page 
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5.6.3 Evaluation Criteria 
 
1. FRAME & SCOPE 
 

The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to their alignment with 
the frame and scope defined in the call, as well as the methodological approach(es) chosen 
to include the criteria of importance. Particular care should be given to: 
 

- Include the ecosystem types of interest; 
- Include the correct time period and temporal scale for the results; 
- Include the correct spatial scales for the results; 
- Quantify ecosystem services in biophysical terms and monetary values; 
- Quantify ecosystem service supply and use; 
- Include social and health aspects; 
- Include an evaluation of forest ecosystem condition; 
- Include a stakeholder analysis. 

 
2. METHODOLOGY 
 

The proposals sent by the applicants will be evaluated according to their alignment with 
the methodological characteristics defined in the call. The proposed methodological 
approach(es) to measure the methodological characteristics defined above including 
modelling methods, metrics and indicators should be clearly described and justified. Of 
particular importance are the following methodological characteristics: 
 

- Specify and justify the economic valuation methods that will be used in the 
assessment; 

- Quantify indicators of the contribution of ecosystem service(s) to economic 
development; 

- The approach taken to document and report uncertainties in relation to decision-
making, modelling and scenarios if applicable; 

- The approach taken to validate the methodology and results of the ecosystems 
service assessment; 

- The approach taken and timeline to inform, consult and involve stakeholders 
throughout the ecosystem service assessment. The foreseen ways of engaging with 
the stakeholders and  the relevant stakeholders in alignment with the scope of the 
assessment, will be assessed in the stakeholder analysis.  

 
  

Back to the main landing page 
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7. Annex 
7.1 Typology of purposes 

 
  

What would you like to know? 

Purposes for Public Sector  

Purposes for Private Sector? 
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7.1.1 Public Sector ecosystem service assessment purposes 

7.1.1.1 Purpose in the policy cycle 
 
9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎǳōǎŜǘ ƻŦ Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ 
contributions to people (IPBES20 Values Assessment, 2022). An ecosystem service assessment 
that is explicit about its purposes, and which identifies the entry point in a policy or project 
cycle, reduces uncertainty about the kind of decision the assessment is supporting, has 
potentially better targeting of the assessment, and a greater potential for uptake by 
stakeholders.  Policy cycles are often thought of as public, but the generic figure could apply 
ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǘȅǇŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ άǇƻƭƛŎȅέ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ άŀ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀŎǘƛƻƴόǎύέ 
(Figure A.1). 

  

Figure A.1 - Policy cycle and generic purposes of ES assessment (valuation). Source: 
Intergovernmental Science ς Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services Values 
Assessment, Pascual et al. 2023. 

!ƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ŀ άǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿƛƴŘƻǿά (Rose et al., 2020). The 
identification of policy windows refers to the strategic assessment of the external political, 
social, and economic contexts in which policy decisions are made (Michaels et al., 2006). It 

 
20 Intergovernmental Science ς Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services Values Assessment 
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involves recognising specific moments or conditions when policymakers and key stakeholders 
are particularly receptive to new ideas, evidence, or policy proposals related to biodiversity, 
ecosystem condition and ecosystem services Table A.1 presents the generic steps and 
purposes in the policy cycle, and associated questions for identifying purpose (Kato-Huerta et 
al., 2023). 
 
Table A.1- Generic purposes and their associated generic steps in the policy cycle.  

Generic purposes Associated generic steps of the policy cycle 

INFORM 

Agenda setting -  Ecosystem Service assessment to support 
commitment to agreed goals 
 
Often assessments to inform and raise awareness about the 
importance of a previously undocumented ecosystem and its 
ecosystem services. Directed at specific non-research 
audiences -  ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƘŀƴ Ψǘƻ ǿƘƻƳ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩΦ  
 
Needs addressed with this purpose: Does your proposed 
assessment aim to address the importance of a previously under-
documented ecosystem assessment? Is it communicated to a 
specific audience other than researchers?  
 

Policy evaluation -  Ecosystem service assessment to evaluate 
policy ex post and achieve understanding for new agenda setting 
cycle 
 
Needs addressed with this purpose: Does your proposed 
assessment aim at retrospectively evaluate performance of a 
policy ? 

DESIGN 

Policy formulation ς Ecosystem service assessment to support 
design of policy alternatives 
 
It can be argued that almost all knowledge can be leveraged to 
support policy formulation, and that policy formulation and 
updating takes places continually.  Often these assessments are 
consultancies and not published because they explore 
alternatives that will not be proposed. For example, ecosystem 
service willingness-to-pay studies that explore feasible payment 
for ecosystem services levels; gap analysis; ecosystem service 
mapping to identify ΨŎƻƭŘΩ ǎǇƻǘ ŀǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 
measures. 
 
Needs addressed with this purpose: Does your proposed  
assessment aim for strategic planning? Listing of possible policy 
settings or scenarios? Generating alternatives or identifying 
ΨǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎΣ ƻǊ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
policy proposals?  
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DECIDE 

Policy adoption ς Ecosystem service assessment to support 
decisions about which policy alternatives to implement 
 
Needs addressed with this purpose: Does your proposed 
assessment suggest a ranking of different decision alternatives 
facing stakeholders ? For example through some form of cost-
effectiveness, benefit-cost or multi-criteria decision analysis? 
 

Policy implementation -  Ecosystem service assessment to 
inform, redesign, decide regarding the running management 
measures to implement the policy ς trial and error identifying 
needs for evaluation 
 
Needs addressed with this purpose: Does your proposed 
assessment take place after a policy has been adopted, to adopt 
how it is implemented through management measures? For 
example to monitor implementation, to adjust technical 
implementation, redesign measures? For instance, ecosystem 
accounts are an example of assessment conducted during an 
implementation, assessment or accounting period 
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7.1.1.2 Detailed purposes in the policy cycle 
 
When you have chosen your general purposes try to define the detailed purpose as 
exemplified below in Table A.2. The IPBES Values Assessment supporting material provides a 
detailed definition of these purposes. 
 
Table A.2 - Classification of detailed valuation purposes (intended and actual). Source: 
adapted from Barton et al. 2022 

General 
purpose 

Specific 
examples from 
Ecosystem 
services 
valuation (ESV) 

Short description Description 

INFORM 
  
  
  

Formative 
Affirmative 

Value formation 
or affirmation 
(not used 
decisively or 
for  technical 
purposes) 

A paper that mentions ESV/NCPV 
valuation process  as a resource for 
training and education, or a process 
used to help stakeholders form, 
express, or affirm importances of 
nature. The valuation setting is 
designed for the purposes of forming, 
and answering research questions 
about values.  Value formation / 
affirmation through participation in 
these studies is not used for any of the 
decisive or technical purposes below. 

Awareness 
raising 
  
  

Advocacy and 
raising awareness 
of total value, 
trade-offs, 
conflicts, 
scenarios. 
  

An article that suggests or advocates 
that ESV/NCPV results are influential, 
or should be influential in creating the 
awareness, with respect to the 
importance of environmental issues, 
ecosystems preservation, etc. i.e. 
where ESV reveals, demonstrates, 
suggests the importance of ecosystems 
for society, including where it brings 
conflict with other values. Not  related 
to a specific policy or decision to be 
made. 

Justification 
(ex post of a 
decision) 
  

Evaluation of 
existing projects 
and policies (ex 
post) 

An article where ESV/NCPV is used to 
justify (or to challenge) already made 
decisions, existing projects, policies or 
instruments. The key criterion here is 
άex-postέΥ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ 
has been made, the policy adopted and 
implemented. 
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Accounting & 
Indicators 

Assessment of 
historic trends 

An article where ESV is used for 
ecosystem accounts or single 
indicators to assess long-term historic 
trends, of physical or monetary 
ecosystem services.  Can include first 
time demonstration of indicator with 
the intention of accounting over 
multiple periods. Studies that just 
value the current state with no 
mention of follow-
up/trends/accounting perspective, are 
awareness raising. 

  
DECIDE 
  

Recommend 
-ations & 
guidance 

Guidances, 
strategies, plans 

ESV/NCPV has been used to justify 
which values are considered in 
recommendations, strategies, 
guidance documents for decision-
making (e.g. meta-analysis for 
guidance values,  EIA guidelines, 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΧύ 
  

Participation 
  

Negotiation, 
arguments for 
discussion, shared 
norms & conflict 
resolution 

ESV/NCPV has been used as a 
process  to organise or support the 
expression of preferences, opinions, 
positions, of stakeholders or people in 
a context where a decision had to be 
made, and before it had to be made (ex 
ante a decision). 

Formulation of 
decision problem 
and structuring 

ESV/NCPV has been used as a process 
or an instrument to structure the 
expression of preferences, opinions or 
positions of stakeholders, by 
formulating the options under scrutiny. 

Prioritization 
Trade-offs 
  

screening 
alternatives 

ESV/NCPV has been used to define and 
specify the alternatives to be 
considered in a decision to be 
made.  Valuation has been used in 
benefit-cost analysis or multi-criteria 
analysis to identify a set of alternatives 
that pass some minimum criteria (e.g. 
net present value > 0) 

ranking 
alternatives 

ESV/NCPV has been used to rank 
alternatives considered in a decision to 
be made, a policy to be designed.  E.g. 
by ranking alternatives by net present 
value in a CBA, or by total utility our 
outranking in a multi-criteria analysis. 



 

191 
 

Environmental 
management 
criterion 

Policy target-
setting 

ESV/NCPV has been used to specify, 
and especially quantify, the target of a 
given policy or instrument to be 
decided upon or implemented  (e.g. 
thresholds, biological indicators, 
quality levels, compliance rates, 
reserve area target, restoration, 
conservation targets etc. ). 

  

Criteria for 
spatial targeting 
(zoning, 
planning) 

ESV/NCPV has been used to produce a 
zoning and a spatial planning of 
environmental policies, instruments 
(prioritization of conservation 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΧύΦ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
services as valuation. 

Allocation of 
rights to land and 
natural resource 
use 

ESV/NCPV to determine welfare from 
changes in operating, use, extraction, 
emissions rights regimes.  Rights could 
include ownership / licencing / 
permitting / certification / quotas/ 
responsibilities / use norms and rules. 
  

DESIGN 
POLICY 
  

Price-setting 
  

Environmental 
standard setting 
(implicit pricing) 

ESV/NCP has been used to value a 
physical minimum standard or 
conservation target: e.g. harvesting 
quota allocation, pollution emissions 
permits, reserve site selection 

Pricing, setting 
incentive levels 
(explicit pricing) 

ESV/NCP has been used to specify an 
economic parameter of an economic 
instrument: tax and fees rates, level of 
payment for ecosystem 
services.  Explicit use for pricing: does 
not include payment instrument for 
eliciting willingness-to-pay (in CVM, CE 
studies) used to estimate welfare 
estimates. 

Damage 
compensation 

Establishing 
levels of damage 
compensation 

ESV/NCP has been used to quantify the 
damages and the compensation 
required, in a legal  process 
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7.1.1.3 Example of detailed purposes in the policy cycle 
 
The generic policy purposes in the policy cycle (Figure A.1) Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ΨǊŜŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŜŘΩ ǿƘŜƴ 
addressing a particular ecosystem and a particular actor.  In Table A.3,  purposes are 
distinguished as strategic, operational and tactical for a municipality.  Strategic-operational-
tactical have long-medium-short term context not captured in the generic policy cycle.   A 
cross-walk with the generic policy cycle purposes in Figure A.1 is outlined. 
 
 
Table A.3 - Example - Municipal purposes of mapping and valuation of urban trees. Source: 
Translated from Table 1 in Barton et al. 2024. 
 

Overall purpose Detailed purpose Examples related to valuation of urban trees 

1.Political and 
strategic 
  
Agenda setting and 
policy formulation & 
adoption  

General awareness 
  

Communication about the importance of 
trees between different agencies in the 
municipal administration, with politicians 
and decision-makers, with citizens and the 
media. 

  

Visibility in maps 
  

the municipalities' legal and strategic 
documents, regulations and guidelines. 

  

Climate accounts 
  

trees' total contribution over time to the 
municipality's carbon storage and emissions. 

  

Nature accounting 
and budgeting 
  

Change analyses for green area, condition 
and ecosystem services; calculation of the 
economic value of ecosystem services to 
justify allocations for maintenance and 
restoration 

  

Nature & Health 
Strategy 
  

highlight tree canopy coverage available for 
human health and quality of life for 
prioritizing planting. 

  

2. Operational 
  
Policy 
implementation 
& 
evaluation 

Planning climate 
change adaptation 
  

map the spatial effect of trees on surface 
runoff in catchments. 

  

Planning nature-
based solutions 
  

map the spatial distribution of ecosystem 
services in the building zones. 

  

Biodiversity 
planning 
  

map tree species as a basis for more resilient 
planting strategies. 

  

Site analysis in the 
early phase 
  

map the location of trees, the effect on the 
degree of utilisation, the location of 
buildings and the protection/preservation of 
land in area development, area plans and 
zoning plans. 
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3. Tactical 
 
Implementation 
only  

Building permit 
and Blue-Green 
Factor (BGF) norm 
  

calculation of the tree-crown deck's 
contribution to BGF on a property 

  

  
Compensation 
measures 
physically 
  
  

tree planting measures to compensate for 
the loss of physical ecosystem services in 
connection with developments. 

  

Compensation 
financially 
  

Documented wood inventory can be the 
basis for preservation in land-use planning 
and local regulations with compensation 
claims for trees that are felled without a 
permit. 
Data basis for method for valuation of trees 
(VAT) 
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7.1.2 Private Sector ecosystem service assessment purposes 

7.1.2.1 The Governance for Valuation Framework 
 
In the framework for Governance for Valuation, Capital Coalition shows the steps to make 
better-informed decisions and a common structure for reporting to build confidence in 
valuation of capitals (Figure A.2). 

 
Figure A.2 - Links between the Capitals Protocol and the Governance for Valuation. Source: 
Governance for Valuation, Capitals Coalition, 2024. 

  

https://iucn.org/resources/conservation-tool/iucn-global-ecosystem-typology
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7.1.2.2 Does a private sector ñcapitals assessmentò have the same purpose as a 
public sector ecosystem service assessmentò? 

 
The difference is mainly one of different boundaries: integrated capitals assessment looks at 
(i) impacts of operations and (ii) dependencies in the value chain from the perspective of the 
company. The impacts and dependencies on natural capital are for all intents and purposes 
ecosystem service assessments.  However, in the public decision-support context ES 
assessment is usually of actors impacts on ecosystems and their services.  The public sector 
ǎŜƭŘƻƳ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻss of ecosystem services in their value 
chains. In summary, for impacts the purposes of public policy and private project cycles are 
quite aligned.  
 
There are similarities between the decision-making processes of the public policy cycle, the 
typical business decision-making process (Roobeek et al, 2023; Hilton & Platt, 2015) and the 
Capitals Protocol.  See Table A.4Table A.3 below for a cross-walk .  In table 2 we have merged 
ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ άŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ŦǊƻƳ  Governance for Valuation, 
Capitals Coalition.  
 
 
Table A.4 - Table Cross-walk of decision-making steps and purposes for ES assessment in a 
capital assessment. Source: derived from Roobeek et al, 2023; Hilton & Platt, 2015  and 
Capitals Coalition, 2024 

Capitals protocol 
integrated 
decision-making 
steps 

Business decision-making steps Examples of purposes for 
capitals assessments in 
Governance for Valuation 

Assemble 
  

1.Agenda setting 
Agree on the decisions to inform 
  

To understand key impacts and 
dependencies, and associated 
risks and opportunities to 
prioritize management actions. 
To identify and evaluate 
potential investment 
opportunities. 
To determine the total holistic 
value of an asset / land holding 

2.Gathering  information 
Scope the interdependence of 
activities in terms of four capitals 

 

https://capitalscoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Governance_for_Valuation.pdf
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3.Identifying alternatives 
and decide how to value impacts 
and dependencies of decisions on 
capitals 

To inform the setting of 
ambitious targets & actions. 
(at the company, product or 
project level); 

Assess 

4.Assessing the options 
Integrated valuation of material 
impacts and dependencies for 
business and society for all forms 
of capital 
Validate and verify key 
assumptions and results 

To determine whether 
something is contributing 
towards net zero or net positive 
(e.g., nature positive, or water 
positive). 
To establish an appropriate 
amount of ecological 
restoration and compensation. 
  

5.Choosing an option 
Make the decision and agree on 
actions 

To compare multiple options 
(e.g., investment options) to 
optimise between trade-offs 
between capitals and values 
and decide on a preferred 
option. 
To prioritise items from a long 
list (e.g., high-risk sites / 
products / activities). 

Act 

6.Take action 
Integrate the decision and values 
of all capitals in business planning 
and strategy 

  
To facilitate transformation as 
to the way companies and 
stakeholders operate. 

(Report) 
Transparency 
requirements 
Confidence 
criteria 
Value Notes 

7.Evaluation and reviewing and 
reporting your decisions  

To generate a range of outputs 
informing internal and / or 
external stakeholders of the 
approach and results of the 
above applications. 
To prioritise or contextualise 
information for non-financial 
(sustainability) reporting. 
To report on the impact of a 
project or series of projects, 
e.g., to investors in the 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƎǊŜŜƴΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƻǊ 
sustainability bonds. 
To help inform and / or educate 
staff internally to transform 
behaviours and inform strategy. 
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7.2 Advanced content 
  

What would you like to know more about? 

Social benefits in ecosystem service 
assessments  

Health benefits in ecosystem service 
assessments  

Spatial and temporal characteristics in 
ecosystem service assessments  

Economic valuation in ecosystem service 
assessments  

Condition and capacity in ecosystem service 
assessments  

Uncertainty characteristics in ecosystem 
service assessments  
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7.2.1 Social benefits in ecosystem service assessments  

7.2.1.1 General information 
 
 
This section offers an overview of key concepts, definitions, and background information for 
integrating social benefit considerations into ecosystem service assessments. Social aspects 
are central to understanding how ecosystem services are distributed, accessed, and valued 
by various social groups. Moreover, this integration is vital to ensure that ecosystem service 
assessments reflect the lived experiences of all communities, focusing on who benefits and 
who is excluded. 
 
1. What are social benefits? 
In this document, social benefits (Figure A.3) derived from ecosystem services encompass 
improvements in health, quality of life, economic stability, and cultural identity, among many 
others (Schmidt et al., 2016). These benefits can range from direct, material advantages (such 
as access to water or food) to more intangible values (such as spiritual or cultural connections 
to nature) (Chan et al., 2012). However, these benefits are often unequally distributed, with 
certain groups facing barriers to access or being entirely excluded from the advantages of 
ecosystem services altogether (Selmi et al., 2021). 
 
2. Why are social benefits important? 
Understanding the social dimensions of ecosystem services involves recognising how 
different social groups connect with different ecosystem types and the services they provide. 
This includes how people rely on ecosystem services for their livelihoods, cultural practices, 
and overall well-being. The sociodemographic context  (such as age, gender, income, and 
ethnicity, etc) is critical in shaping how individuals interact with ecosystems and which 
services they benefit from (Calderon-Argelich et al., 2021). For instance, women, youth, and 
Indigenous communities often experience different access rights or legal entitlements 
compared to other groups (Basu et al., 2021; Satyal et al., 2016). This disparity can be 
exacerbated by historical injustices and unequal power dynamics that must be carefully 
examined to prevent the perpetuation of harms. 
 

 
Figure A.3- Conceptual framework of the relationship between ecosystems, ecosystem 
services and social benefits. Source: MAES et al., 2014 
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While social benefits are important, ensuring justice in ecosystem service assessments (Figure 
A.4) requires more than simply identifying the distribution of benefits (Loos et al., 2022). It 
also entails making sure that the assessment process is inclusive and equitable. This involves 
addressing questions such as who has the right to participate, whose values are recognised, 
and whether the distribution of benefits and burdens is fair (Kato-Huerta & Geneletti, 2022). 

 

 
Figure A.4 - ¢ƘŜ άƛŎŜōŜǊƎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
management. According to Loos et al., (2022) the Justice dimensions in ecosystem service 
assessments and management can be visualised as an iceberg. Instead of focusing solely on 
the visible, distributive aspects, the authors emphasized the importance of delving deeper into 
the social-ecological system to uncover and appreciate the diverse values, knowledge systems, 
capabilities, and power dynamics that shape decision-making processes around ecosystem 
services." 
 

3. How does the advanced content complement the Terms of Reference templates? 

The advanced questions in this document complement the original questions posed in 
{9[Lb!Ωǎ ¢ŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ό¢ƻwύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŜƭǇ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ŘŜƭǾŜ 
deeper into the social dimension of ecosystem service assessments, considering not only who 
benefits but also who may be excluded, whose voices are heard, and how their needs, values, 
and perspectives are represented. By integrating these considerations from the beginning, 
commissioners can ensure that the assessment is not only scientifically and technically sound 
but also socially robust, inclusive, and aligned with principles of equity and justice.  
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7.2.1.2 Social benefits in Framing and Scoping for an ecosystem service 
assessment 

 
The framing and scoping phase establishes the foundation for the entire ecosystem service 
assessment. This phase involves key decisions regarding what will be studied, whose 
perspectives will be considered, and the expected impact of the assessment. If equity and 
justice are not explicitly addressed at this stage, they will unlikely emerge significantly in later 
phases. 
This section presents a series of advanced questions that expand upon the SELINA ToR Frame 
and Scope template, helping commissioners integrate social benefit relevance and inclusivity 
from the early stages. As such, these questions invite commissioners to reflect on: 

 

 

¶ Whether historically underrepresented groups (such as informal land users, ethnic 
minorities, youth etc) ought to be included, and 
 

¶ ²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ 
purpose. 

 

When used thoughtfully, the questions can enhance the fairness, credibility, and usefulness 
of the assessment for everyone whose outcomes may be impacted. 

 

Should the identification of key stakeholders include under-represented or non-
institutional groups? 

Description: Many assessments primarily involve visible, formal stakeholders such as 
government agencies. This approach can overlook critical perspectives from groups that 
depend on ecosystem services yet receive little formal recognition.  
 

Example: The assessment could explore how different groups may have unequal capacities 
to participate in or influence decisions related to ecosystem services. This might include 
identifying where certain groups require additional support to engage meaningfully, or 
where others may dominate due to their institutional or political advantages. 

 

Should the assessment analyse how the social and demographic context may influence or 
constrain access to ecosystem services? 

Description: A list of demographic characteristics of the population relevant to the 
assessment (e.g. age, income, ethnicity) is a good starting point, but potentially not enough 
to understand how different people interact with their ecosystems. What matters is how 
those characteristics shape opportunities, risks, and barriers related to ecosystem services. 
This question helps ensure that the assessment includes a detailed, contextual social 
analysis that informs decision-making. 
 

Example: Stakeholder engagement strategies could be adapted to reflect the capacities, 
interests, and roles of different groups. This may involve a deeper level of involvement for 
those directly affected by decisions, and a lighter level of engagement for those with 
advisory or supportive roles. 
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Should equity and social benefit goals be a core part of the assessment's purpose? 

Description: Without clearly defining equity goals from the beginning, it is unlikely that  
methods and outputs will align with social justice outcomes. This question ensures that the 
assessment describes ecosystems and works towards fairer outcomes for various groups, 
particularly those historically excluded from the benefits they provide. 

 

Example: The framing of the assessment could include an explicit aim to support more 
equitable access to the benefits ecosystems provide. This may involve identifying groups 
that are currently underrepresented in planning or who receive fewer benefits, and 
ensuring the assessment provides insights that help address these disparities. Integrating 
equity goals early on also increases the likelihood that future decisions based on the 
assessment will be fair, inclusive, and socially relevant. 
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7.2.1.3 Social benefits in designing the Methodology of an ecosystem service 
assessment 

 

An ecosystem service assessment methodology involves more than just a technical 
framework. It forms the foundation determining whose realities are captured, whose values 
are recognised, and whose needs are ultimately addressed in the results. When social 
dimensions are poorly integrated into the methodological design, the assessments risk 
misrepresenting reality, excluding marginalised voices, or reinforcing existing inequities. 

 

This section offers commissioners a series of advanced questions designed to integrate 
broader social and justice considerations into the methodological framework of an ecosystem 
service assessment. These questions build on the ones already posed in the SELINA ToR 
Methodology template by highlighting issues frequently overlooked in standard designs, such 
as: 
 

¶ Whether power dynamics and barriers to participation are recognised in stakeholder 
analysis 

¶ How different groups should be engaged at various levels of the process, 

¶ How data are disaggregated (and whether they reflect overlapping vulnerabilities), 

¶ Whether the full range of cultural, spiritual, and relational values is captured using 
appropriate methods, 

¶ How trade-offs between ecosystem services affect different social groups 

¶ How the long-term impacts of decisions are evaluated across generations. 
 

Should the stakeholder analysis assess power, influence, and vulnerability differences 
among social groups? 

Description: General stakeholder consultation risks being too broad, potentially resulting 
in box-ticking rather than meaningful input. Some groups may require more intensive 
support, translation, or safe spaces to engage effectively, while others may already possess 
strong decision-making structures. This question ensures that engagement strategies are 
equitable, responsive, and tailored to the realities of different population groups relevant 
to the assessment process. 

 

Example: The assessment could explore how different groups may have unequal capacities 
to participate in or influence decisions related to ecosystem services. This might include 
identifying where certain groups require additional support to engage meaningfully, or 
where others may dominate due to their institutional or political advantages.  

 

Should stakeholder engagement be tailored to different levels of involvement (e.g., 
inform, consult, co-design), depending on group context? 

Description: General stakeholder consultation risks being too broad, potentially resulting 
in box-ticking rather than meaningful input. Some groups may require more intensive 
support, translation, or safe spaces to engage effectively, while others may already possess 
strong decision-making structures. This question ensures that engagement strategies are 
equitable, responsive, and tailored to the realities of different groups relevant to the 
assessment process. 
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Example: The assessment could differentiate how stakeholders are involved based on their 
relationship to the ecosystem services, their capacity to participate, and their level of 
influence or vulnerability. For instance, communities that are directly and heavily impacted 
by ecosystem management decisions might be engaged more intensively, through co-
design processes or regular dialogue. In contrast, groups with more indirect stakes may be 
engaged primarily through consultations or information sharing. Tailoring engagement in 
this way helps ensure that those most affected by the outcomes are meaningfully involved 
and that engagement efforts are efficient and proportionate to the roles of stakeholders.  

 

Should the ecosystem service assessment address intersecting forms of disadvantage 
when disaggregating results? 

Description: Disaggregation is essential for uncovering who benefits from and who is 
excluded from ecosystem services. However, standard disaggregation by a single category 
(e.g., gender or income) can mask more complex issues. For example, people's experiences 
are shaped by overlapping disadvantages that interact in complex ways. This question aims 
to capture these intersecting inequalities as addressing this complexity leads to more 
accurate, fair, and actionable assessments. 

 

Example: The assessment could consider how multiple, overlapping factors, such as gender, 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅΣ Řƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΣ ƻǊ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 
to access, use, or benefit from ecosystem services. Rather than analysing one dimension at 
a time, this approach can uncover how certain combinations of disadvantage may amplify 
exclusion or vulnerability. Including intersectional analysis can help decision-makers better 
understand who is most at risk and tailor responses accordingly. 

 

Should the assessment include culturally appropriate methods for eliciting diverse 
values? 

Description: Standard data collection methods may not fully capture the diverse values 
people associate with ecosystem services, particularly cultural, spiritual, and relational 
values. Indigenous, rural, or marginalised communities often hold these values, which may 
not be expressed in conventional terms.  Addressing this question could help ensure that 
the assessment provides respectful, representative results rooted in the lived experiences 
of the population groups involved or affected by the assessment. 

 

Example: The assessment might use methods that are responsive to different ways of 
expressing value, particularly when dealing with services that are spiritual, symbolic or 
identity-related. For example, participatory tools, storytelling, or visual methods may be 
more effective in capturing these non-material values than surveys or economic metrics. 
This approach ensures that the perspectives of targeted populations with culturally specific 
relationships to ecosystems are respectfully and accurately represented in the results. 

 

Should the ecosystem service assessment evaluate trade-offs between different social 
benefits that ecosystem services provide? 

Description: Decisions regarding the management and use of ecosystem services risk 
benefiting some groups while disadvantaging others. For example, improving access to one 
type of benefit may lead to reduced access to another. Without assessing how trade-offs 
play out ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎƛƴƎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǊ 
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introducing new forms of exclusion. This question encourages the assessment to be 
transparent about who wins, who loses, and what can be done to address potential 
imbalances. 
 

Example: The assessment could explore how actions to enhance certain ecosystem services 
may unintentionally reduce access to other services, or shift benefits away from one group 
toward another. For instance, increasing recreation access may lead to restrictions on 
resource extraction, or a conservation measure might limit land access for traditional users. 
Identifying these trade-offs in advance enables more transparent decision-making and 
supports the development of strategies to mitigate harm or redistribute benefits fairly. 

 

Should the assessment consider intergenerational equity and change over time? 

Description: Today's decisions regarding the use and management of ecosystem services 
influence future access to services, both for marginalised groups and future generations 
(Golub et al., 2011). Without a long-term perspective, assessments may prioritise short-
term gains at the expense of long-term equity. This question aims to provide results 
sensitive to temporal dynamics and considers the need to maintain fair access over time. 

 

Example: The assessment could examine how current ecosystem service use and 
management decisions may influence the ability of future generations to access those same 
services. This includes reflecting on whether current benefits are being achieved at the cost 
of future supply, and whether today's resource use is adaptable to future environmental or 
social change. Considering intergenerational fairness helps ensure that long-term impacts, 
especially for young people and future communities, are not overlooked in favour of short-
term gains. 

 
Should the results of the ecosystem assessment evaluate the capacity of mitigation, 
adaptation, and resilience of the most vulnerable social groups to changes in supply and 
access to ecosystem service(s) or condition?  
Description: Ecosystem service assessments should go beyond simply identifying which 
groups benefit from services. It is crucial to evaluate how vulnerable or marginalised groups 
can mitigate the impacts of changes in ecosystem services or adapt to shifts in availability 
due to environmental changes or management decisions. Understanding this resilience 
capacity can guide decisions on how to enhance their ability to cope with disruptions in 
service supply or access. 

 

Example: The assessment might analyse whether vulnerable or marginalised groups have 
the resources, knowledge or institutional support needed to adapt to changes in ecosystem 
services, including reduced supply, degraded condition or restricted access. Highlighting 
these dynamics can guide interventions aimed at reducing risk, building adaptive capacity, 
and supporting long-term social resilience in the face of ecosystem change.  
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7.2.1.4 Social benefits in evaluating a proposal for an ecosystem service 
assessment 

 
This section assists commissioners in assessing whether proposals effectively address the 
social dimensions of ecosystem service evaluations. The aim is not merely to verify the 
inclusion of social aspects but to examine how they are framed, what methods are proposed 
ŦƻǊ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎǊŜŘƛōility, 
fairness, and usefulness. The questions extend beyond those in the Evaluation Criteria ToR 
template, helping to uncover more nuanced strengths or gaps in the handling of social 
considerations. 
 

Recognising that detailed research may not be feasible at the proposal stage, it remains 
important for applicants to demonstrate a basic awareness of key social factors that could 
ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ tǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻǳǘƭƛƴe broad 
intentions or summarise planned approaches; in such instances, commissioners are 
encouraged to follow up during negotiations to clarify or expand on these aspects. 
 

In addition to identifying what is included or missing, this section invites commissioners to 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩǎ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-
making. Each question is paired with an explanation and example to encourage thoughtful 
review and ensure that assessments are not only technically sound but also socially 
responsive and inclusive. 

Does the proposal demonstrate a clear understanding of the social context of the 
assessment area? 
Description: A proposal should demonstrate awareness of the social dynamics in the area 
where the assessment will take place. This includes identifying who uses and depends on 
ecosystem services, how different groups interact with the landscape, and the historical, 
economic, or cultural contexts that shape those relationships. 

While detailed research is not expected at the proposal stage, potential contractors should 
demonstrate a basic understanding of the key social factors likely to influence the 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǎǘŀƎŜΣ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƻƴƭȅ present a 
broad summary of what will be used. In that case, it would be helpful for the commissioners 
to follow up and ask for more details during the negotiation phase. 

 

Example: The proposal could identify different social groups who use local ecosystem 
services, recognising that their needs and values may vary. The proposal could also note 
that further work will be needed during the assessment to confirm these differences and 
unŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ 
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Does the proposal justify the choice of social indicators and data types used to assess 
social benefits? 
Description: Proposals should explain why specific social indicators or data types are 
chosen (e.g. whether they aim to reflect ecosystem services availability or access, 
ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΣ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎȅΣ ŜǘŎύ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ 
Indicators must be meaningful within the context of the ecosystem services being studied 
and relevant to the population under study.  
At the proposal stage, applicants might only present a broad summary of what will be used. 
In that case, it would be helpful for the commissioners to follow up and ask for more details 
during the negotiation phase. 

 

Example: If a proposal includes only standardised socio-economic indicators (e.g., income 
levels or education) without justifying their relevance or mentioning locally meaningful 
values (e.g., recreation use, spiritual ties), it may fail to reflect what matters most to people 
on the ground. 

 

Does the proposal show how it will analyse and interpret social data to inform decision-
making? 
Description: This question entails that an assessment should not only focus on collecting 
social data but also on how such data will be used. A strong proposal should clearly explain 
how findings on social values, perceptions, or dependencies will inform conclusions and 
decision-making processes. It should also clarify how social data will be synthesised with 
biophysical or economic information. At the proposal stage, applicants might only present 
a broad summary of what will be used. In that case, it would be helpful for the 
commissioners to follow up and ask for more details during the negotiation phase. 

 

Example: If the proposal collects community preferences but fails to describe how those 
preferences will inform the final recommendations, there is a risk of symbolic inclusion with 
little actual influence on outcomes. 

 

Does the proposal include a plan for returning results to targeted communities and 
stakeholders? 
Description: Proposals should clearly explain how they plan to share findings with those 
who provided data or will be impacted by the assessment. This includes the formats (e.g., 
community presentations, summary leaflets, translated materials) that will be used, as well 
as the methods for conducting follow-up engagement. Sharing results transparently 
strengthens accountability, trust, and local relevance. It also ensures findings are validated, 
potentially corrected, and used in meaningful ways by targeted populations. 
 

Example: A proposal that plans to publish only in academic journals or policy briefs may 
limit access to findings for targeted groups. This can undermine the legitimacy of the 
assessment and reduce its long-term usefulness in local decision-making. 
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7.2.1.5 Social benefits in evaluating the outcomes of a study after completion 
 
Once an ecosystem service assessment has been completed, it is essential to evaluate not 
only the technical quality of the outputs but also the extent to which the social dimensions 
were meaningfully addressed. While Section 4 focused on assessing how well a proposal plans 
for the inclusion of socially relevant outputs, Section 5 guides commissioners in reviewing 
whether those intentions translated into credible, equitable, and useful outcomes. 

 

5ƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎƻŀƭǎκƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 
proposal or Terms of Reference? 

Description: A key way to evaluate the credibility of an assessment is to compare its 
outcomes to its stated goals. If the proposal or ToR included commitments to equity, 
disaggregation, or participatory engagement, the final results should reflect those 
intentions. Commissioners should assess whether the work delivered met expectations, 
and if not, whether any limitations were transparently explained. 

 

Example: If key social aspects that were prioritised early on are absent from the final report 
or appear underdeveloped, social goals were not fully integrated during implementation, 
or there were unaddressed constraints in the process. 

 

5ƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭƭȅ ŀǇǇƭȅ ƛǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ 
when interpreting and presenting results? 
Description: A well-executed assessment should not only describe the social context but 
also use it to shape how findings are analysed, explained, and communicated. This includes 
demonstrating how local realities influenced the interpretation of the results. It also 
requires transparency about any limitations in the data or understanding, as well as how 
these may affect the conclusions drawn. Acknowledge this helps ensure that the 
assessment results are credible and usable, especially for decisions that could have a direct 
impact on the targeted population. 

 

Example: The final assessment should show that the social context was meaningfully 
considered. For example, it may reflect on how different groups interpret or are affected 
by the findings, and explain any assumptions or data limitations. This helps decision-makers 
understand who could be most impacted by proposed actions and where additional care, 
adaptation, or support may be needed when using the results to shape policies or 
interventions. 

 

Have the methodological process and its limitations been clearly described and 
documented in the final assessment? 

Description: A clear documentation of methods and the limitations inherent to them is 
critical for assessing the reliability and usability of results, especially in the context of social 
benefit assessment, where indicators are often context-dependent. This includes describing 
how social data were collected, why specific metrics and indicators were chosen, and what 
uncertainties, biases, or constraints may affect the interpretation of the findings.  This 
question is also closely linked to the broader issue of uncertainty in assessing ecosystem 
services. Commissioners may review the Uncertainty Detailed Guidance Document when 
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interpreting how methodological limitations could affect the confidence in socially relevant 
findings.  
 

Example: If the assessment provides results on social benefits but does not explain how 
those results were produced and what their limitations are, it may give a false sense of 
completeness or confidence. This can impact how results are interpreted and incorporated 
in decision-making, and potentially reduce their usefulness or legitimacy.  

 

 

Are the social findings presented in a way that is accessible, relevant, and actionable for 
decision-makers and targeted populations?  
Description: Even if social data were collected and analysed accordingly, poor presentation 
can make them unusable. Commissioners should assess whether findings are 
communicated effectively, whether they inform real-world decisions, and whether they are 
presented in formats that the target assessment population can access and engage with. 
This includes visual clarity, language accessibility, and the use of narratives or case examples 
alongside statistics, maps, and other visual aids. 

 

Example: If social data are difficult to interpret, not connected to recommendations, or not 
shared in formats suited for a range of audiences, the assessment's usefulness and 
credibility may be diminished,  even if the analysis itself is robust. 
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7.2.1.6 Glossary of relevant terms for understanding social benefits in the context 
of an ecosystem service assessment  

 

Term Definition 

Social Benefits 
(concerning ecosystem 
services) 

Positive impacts of ecosystem services on people's lives, 
including well-being and quality of life. 

Social Groups 
Groups defined by shared characteristics such as gender, age, 
income, or livelihood, etc, that influence how they relate to 
ecosystems. 

Disaggregation 
Breaking down data by social categories to reveal differences 
in access to or benefits from ecosystem services. 

Intersectionality 
Understanding how overlapping social identities create unique 
experiences of advantage or disadvantage. 

Equity 
Fairness in the distribution of benefits, burdens, and decision-
making power among different social groups. 

Justice (Environmental 
or Social) 

Includes fairness in outcomes, processes, and recognition of 
different rights and values in environmental contexts. 

Participatory Methods 
Approaches that actively involve stakeholders in the design, 
implementation, or interpretation of assessments. 

Cultural Values 
Non-material values like identity, heritage, and spiritual 
meaning that are derived from ecosystems. 

Access to ecosystem 
services 

The ability of people to use or benefit from ecosystem 
services, influenced by rights, norms, or infrastructure. The 
perception of access to ecosystem services can also be 
subjective 

Availability of ecosystem 
services 

The actual presence or provision of ecosystem services in a 
specific area or at a particular time. 

Dependency 
The degree to which people or communities rely on specific 
ecosystem services for their livelihoods, health, or well-being. 

Resilience 
The ability of communities or systems to adapt to and recover 
from changes in ecosystem services. 

Recognition 
Acknowledging and respecting the rights, values, and 
knowledge systems of all social groups, particularly 
marginalised or Indigenous communities. 
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Term Definition 

Procedural Justice 
Fairness in the decision-making process, ensuring that all 
targeted groups have the opportunity to participate 
meaningfully. 

Distributive Justice 
Fair distribution of the benefits and burdens resulting from 
ecosystem management or environmental decisions. 

Feedback Mechanism 
A structured process to gather, assess, and respond to input 
from stakeholders after the delivery of results or during 
project phases. 
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7.2.2 Health benefits in ecosystem service assessments  

7.2.2.1 General information 
The Terms of Reference (ToR) guidelines relating to health in this document aim to help 
commissioners determine whether it is important for them to include health within the 
scope of their ecosystem service assessment, and to decide how such health-related 
assessments should be focused; these decisions will in turn inform the selection and 
engagement of stakeholders and the kinds of scientific information, indicators, metrics and 
outputs which may be most relevant. 

 

However, health is a broad and complex subject and understanding how it relates to the 
biophysical components and condition of ecosystems, their extent, other ecosystem services 
and various management options, or the degree to which spatial and temporal scales should 
be considered, can seem daunting. Unfortunately, conceptual frameworks for understanding 
ecosystem services have often approached health in relatively imprecise or ambiguous ways, 
for example placing health as an ill-defined or limited concept in the realm of cultural 
ecosystem services and overlooking not only the primary importance of health as a 
component of well-being but also failing to address the multiple and complex ways in which 
ecosystems and health are intertwined, and how such interlinkages are influenced by social, 
cultural and economic factors. This has not helped the uptake of health issues within 
ecosystem service assessments, and furthermore has hindered the mainstreaming of 
ecosystem service approaches into the health sector. 
 

To provide further support to commissioners in overcoming some of the major barriers to 
uptake, this section offers an overview of key concepts, definitions, and background 
information for integrating health considerations into ecosystem service assessments. It also 
provides some more advanced content which a commissioning entity for an ecosystem 
service assessment may wish to consider in order to ensure that an assessment of the linkages 
between ecosystems services and health appropriately consider the range of issues and 
mediating factors which may be most relevant in their particular thematic, geographic or 
policy context(s). 
 
 
1. What is health? 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ άƘŜŀƭǘƘέ Lƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΤ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛǎ 
broadly synonymous with ecosystem condition, and therefore not considered directly here. 
However, ecosystem health, the health of humans, and the health of plants, animals and 
other biota are intimately connected, and ecosystem service assessments can be employed 
to explore any or all of these dimensions; for further informationΣ ǎŜŜ ά¦ǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ hƴŜ IŜŀƭǘƘ 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέΣ ōŜƭƻǿΦ 
 

¢ƘŜ /ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜŀƭǘƘ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ό²IhΣ мфпуύΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀǎ άŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ 
complete physical, mental and social well-being, and not merely an absence of disease or 
ƛƴŦƛǊƳƛǘȅέΦ  This definition was ground-breaking and of great significance at the time by its 
inclusion of mental health issues, and by recognising the important influence which society 
has (including through social relationships, community connections and cultural practices) on 
the health of individuals, families, and communities. However, this definition is often 
considered inadequate in a modern context, when the existence and persistence of multiple 
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ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊǎ ƻƴ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
makes the notion of a state of complete well-being seem somewhat unobtainable. 
Furthermore, under the WHO definition, many in society who suffer from long-term illness 
might be considered to be unhealthy, even though they may otherwise lead happy, 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ Lƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 
put forward, with a greater focus on the capacities of individuals to overcome health 
problems and return to active life. This has important parallels in the concept of ecosystem 
health, with its focus on resistance and resilience, and the capacity of ecosystems to 
withstand and recover from disturbance. 
 

This broader view of health is useful in the context of understanding and assessing the role 
which ecosystem services play in shaping our health. It offers a conceptual framework 
wherein we can recognise not only the direct ways which ecosystems support health ς e.g. 
by providing medicinal resources, nutritious food, or spaces for restorative recreation -  but 
their importance as the broader settings within which healthful, active lives can be led ς e.g. 
by sustaining cultural diversity, and by supporting social connections and cohesive 
communities. 
 

For the purposes of this document, a health benefit from an ecosystem services is defined as 
άŀƴ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŀƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜόǎύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǎΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴǎ 
or enhances physical, mental and / or social well-being for individuals, communities or groups 
of people, including via the provision of settings and resources for the prevention or 
treatment of ill-health, for enhancing health outcomes, for addressing or reducing health 
ǊƛǎƪǎΣ ŀƴŘ κ ƻǊ ōȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎΦέ 

This definition takes a very anthropocentric viewpoint, in line with the framing of ecosystem 
ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ άbŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜέΣ ōǳǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘǳƳŀƴ 
health in an ecosystem service assessment is always explored in the context of the health of 
ecosystems and of other species. 
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2. The determinants of health 
The health of an individual, community or broader population is affected by a range of social, 
economic, environmental, cultural and biological factors, broadly referred to as the 
determinants of health or of health outcomes. 

 

Figure A.5 - Conceptual framework for the links between ecosystem services and health 
from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Source: WHO, 2005. 
 
Some indicative examples of these determinants are included in Table A.5 below. These 
determinants can act in complementary, synergistic, additive, cumulative or contradictory 
ways. For example, in a society with a high degree of social cohesion and a sense of collective 
self-interest, and  which promotes outdoor activities such as hiking in nature, one may expect 
that several key indicators of mental and physical fitness would trend positive across the 
general population. However, people whose economic circumstances force them to live in 
substandard housing or in urban areas with relatively high levels of air pollution, may 
experience worse health outcomes relative to the broader population. In other words, the 
interplay between social, economic, and environmental factors is not straightforward and 
should never be assumed to be uniform across any population.  
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For commissioners of ecosystem service assessments, this simply requires that the social, 
economic and demographic contexts of the population relevant to the ecosystem service 
assessment are taken into account ς often a prerequisite for ensuring that any ecosystem 
service assessment is designed, conducted, reported and / or communicated in a just and 
equitable manner. Indeed, noting the importance of social well-being as a key component of 
health, it is important to recognise that health aspects are closely related to social aspects, 
and often constitute a core element of assessments of the contribution of ecosystem services 
to society in general, or to specific populations, social groups, or communities. This will be 
particularly important if it is intended that the results of an assessment should be of value to 
the health sector, or to exploring potential relevance of ecosystems services to health 
policies, since issues of health equity and health inequality are a significant and growing 
concern for the health sciences, planners and practitioners.   
 

Table A.5 - Examples of key determinants of health outcomes. 
 

Type of determinant 
of health 

Examples 

Biological Genetic predispositions, age, sex 

Social Social connections, familial relationships, community cohesion 

Economic 
Education attained, income level, employment status and type of 
employment 

Environmental 
Access to safe and nutritious food, air and water quality, the built 
environment, access to green and blue spaces 

Behavioural Smoking, exercising, diet, alcohol or illicit drug use 

Cultural 
Cultural norms, profile of / engagement in arts and heritage 
pursuits, sense of place and identity, environmental values 

 
Therefore, if health aspects are to be included in an ecosystem service assessment it is 
strongly recommended that the inclusion of social aspects is given careful 
consideration.  Social aspects are not covered in this section except where additional context 
is deemed useful, and readers are advised to review the relevant questions on social aspects 
in the main text and the related advanced content section. 

 
 
3. Why are health benefits important? 
Health interacts with and affects many other aspects of well-being ς ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
work and socialise, to participate in family life, and be an active part of the community. As 
such, in many cases it may be singled out as the most crucial element of well-being. Health is 
also an important component in self-reported assessments of well-being, and an important 
consideration in determinations of quality of life (WHOQOL, 1994, Skevington 2009). From an 
economic perspective, investments in health and healthcare account for a significant amount 
of public expenditure at regional, national and local levels, with an EU average investment 
equivalent to approximately 11% of GDP and 20% of gross national budgets, as well as being 



 

218 
 

a key area of household expenditure for individuals and families. Furthermore, the health 
sector directly or indirectly encompasses a broad diversity of scientific disciplines, policy 
sectors and areas of economic activity; as such, the health sector may be seen as an important 
ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ όWŀƎǊƛő Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлύΦ IŜŀƭǘƘ ƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 
component of well-being and sustainability, influencing individual and societal metrics on 
quality of life, lived experience, personal development and social interaction (e.g., Ruggeri et 
ŀƭΦΣ нлнлύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ƛƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
people. 
 
 
4. Using the One Health approach 

The growing body of research evidence on the links between biodiversity and health as given 
rise to several cross-cutting disciplines and initiatives over the past 25 years, including 
conservation medicine, ecohealth, healthcare without harm, and One Health (all of which 
have much in common). Perhaps the most well-known and widely utilised is One Health, a 
concept which is recognised in the context of multilateral environmental agreements 
including the UN Convention on Biological Diversity, and is referenced in the preamble to the 
2022 Global Biodiversity Framework as a key consideration for its implementation. 
 
In essence, the One Health concept recognises that the health of humans, animals, plants and 
ecosystems are intimately interconnected in multiple ways, and that efforts to address 
challenges for one dimension of health without accounting for the influence of others will 
frequently prove ineffective in the long term.  Recent experience of the Covid-19 pandemic 
has provided clear examples of the connections between the health of the environment, 
human health and the health of other species (IPBES, 2020), leading to the inclusion of the 
One Health approach as a key element of the Pandemic Agreement adopted by the World 
Health Assembly in May 2025. Figure A.6 below provides a useful illustration of how impacts 
on the health of ecosystems can impact on human health.   
 
While the focus of most ecosystem service assessments will be on human health, 
commissioners should recognise that this will often require consideration of how the 
sustainability of health-related ecosystem services relate to ecosystem condition, and how 
changes in the health of animal or plant populations may also impact human health. For 
example, habitat loss may be a driver for increased interactions between wildlife and 
livestock, leading to increased risk of veterinary diseases in domesticated animals, with a risk 
of spillover into human populations. Therefore, when setting out the frame and the scope of 
the assessment, commissioners should decide the degree to which the health of non-human 
biota should be included. 
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Figure A.6 - Schematic of relationships between ecosystem change and human health. 
Source: Myers et al., 2013 

  

5. How does the advanced content complement the Terms of Reference templates? 

The advanced questions in this document complement the original questions posed in 
{9[Lb!Ωǎ ¢ŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ό¢ƻwύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŜƭǇ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 
understand and explore the health dimension of ecosystem service assessments. Again, it is 
strongly advised that commissioners seeking to incorporate health dimensions into their 
ecosystem service assessments also take social dimensions into account, in order to ensure 
that the core issues surrounding health equity and justice are built into the assessment 
framework from the beginning.  
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7.2.2.2 Health in Framing and Scoping for an ecosystem service assessment 
 
The framing and scoping phase establishes the foundation for the entire ecosystem service 
assessment. This involves key decisions regarding what dimensions of health will be 
considered, which will inform the design and selection of assessment methods, indicators and 
metrics, stakeholder engagement, and report outputs. 
 

At this stage, there are three key points to consider when seeking to include the health 
dimension: 

1. What dimensions of health will be studied ς e.g. is the focus to be only on human 
health, or also animal health (e.g. livestock or other domesticated animals, and / or 
wildlife), plant health (e.g. food crops or other domesticated plant species, and / or 
wild flora) 
 

2. The extent to which the health scope will be related to the health of wider ecosystems 
(i.e. ecosystem condition) through a One Health approach 

 

3. Whether and to what extent social dimensions will also be included in the assessment, 
with particular consideration to be given to dimensions of justice 

 
From a health perspective, including social considerations is important in order to account for 
the social, economic and cultural determinants of health. It recognises that different 
communities or groups within society can have distinct relationships with their local 
biodiversity resources and ecosystem services, and that their perspectives on the local 
environment, including their store of traditional ecological knowledge, can often be a key 
factor in the relationships between ecosystems and their health. 
 

As stated in the advanced questions for social aspects, if issues of equity and justice are not 
explicitly addressed at this stage, they will unlikely emerge significantly in later phases. 
Excluding such considerations from the assessment will significantly limit the value of the 
outputs, and reduce their relevance to actors working with the health sciences or the wider 
heath sector. Commissioners should refer to that section and related questions in the ToR 
when considering health during the framing and scoping phase of the assessment. 
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7.2.2.3 Health in designing the Methodology of an ecosystem service assessment  
 

This section offers commissioners a series of advanced questions designed to help integrate 
more detailed health considerations into the methodological framework of an ecosystem 
service assessment. 
 

A key consideration will be whether the assessment will consider the potential health 
benefits from ecosystem services (i.e. the ways in which ecosystems can support health, such 
ŀǎ άǳǊōŀƴ ǇŀǊƪǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέύΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ health risks 
posed by ecosystems or ecosystem change (i.e. the potential disservices to health arising from 
ecosystems, or the ways that loss of ecosystem services could negatively impact health, such 
ŀǎ άƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǇŜŀǘƭŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ ƻǊ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέύΣ ƻǊ 
health outcomes (i.e. the actual measured changes to population health related to the 
availability and use of ecosystem services, often related to a specific geographic and / or 
ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǿƻƻŘƭŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ŀ 
measured reduction in mental health referrals in a specific community over a specific period 
ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜέύΦ 
 

As with the framing and scoping phase, it is strongly recommended that the commissioners 
review and incorporate the social aspects of an ecosystem service assessment alongside the 
health aspects. This will ensure that the appropriate stakeholders are engaged, that the 
health needs, challenges and perspectives of all relevant groups are accounted for, that the 
often unique health challenges of vulnerable groups are considered, that the relevant metrics 
and indicators are identified, and ultimately that the reporting of health linkages are robust 
enough to inform decision-making. 
 

Should the assessment account for confounding factors which affect or mediate the 
relationships between ecosystems and health? 

Description: Drawing direct linkages between ecosystem services and health ς particularly 
health outcomes ς risks oversimplification and can lead to inaccuracies which can impact 
the reliability or efficacy of any ecosystem-based approaches (or nature-based solution) to 
health challenges. If the results of the assessment are to be used to inform health policy or 
guide development of health interventions, then the role of other determinants of health 
ς e.g. social, cultural, economic, and wider environmental factors ς should not be 
overlooked. 
 

Example: The assessment could explore how (and to what extent) various health issues are 
influenced by social and economic factors, and the extent to which the role of ecosystem 
services in shaping health outcomes is mediated by those other factors. This may vary 
between various social groups, and in some cases the health of the most vulnerable groups 
may be least influenced by ecosystem services ς and yet have the greatest potential to 
benefit from improved access to those services. 
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Should these linkages be assessed in the context of ecosystem condition? (association / 
causation / settings-based approaches / resource management)? 

Description: A One Health approach may seek to determine how the health of an ecosystem 
may influence the sustainability and availability of ecosystem services related to health. 
Health stakeholders may be particularly interested to understand how ecosystem condition 
relates to their key priorities. For example: what level of ecosystem deterioration may 
represent a health risk, or what level of ecosystem restoration may present a health 
benefit? Will enhancing the condition of green and blue urban environments improve 
health outcomes for the local population? Will wetland restoration be likely to significantly 
reduce the risk of water-borne diseases?  Will reforestation of degraded land reduce the 
risk of tick-borne infections? 
 

Example: The assessment can start by identifying what particular aspects of health may be 
associated with the ecosystem types in question. Then, by understanding if and how those 
health areas may be influenced by the ecosystems in question, detailed questions about 
the role of specific ecosystem types and their condition can be prepared.  This can be 
further related to the main health issues of relevance to the target human population being 
considered, as identified by local health authorities or practitioners, or through discussions 
with local communities or other stakeholders. 

  
Should the spatial and temporal characteristics of these linkages be assessed? 
(epidemiology / interactions with other determinants -  climate, development, 
demography etc.)? 
Description: Ecosystems and any health risks or health benefits associated with the services 
they provide may be separated in space and time. For example, nutritional benefits of 
consuming fish harvested from marine or coastal fisheries may be important to populations 
far removed from those ecosystems. Conversely, the spillover of an infectious disease from 
wildlife to livestock or humans as a result of deforestation can have global public health 
implications. The commissioner may wish to decide whether and to what extent such 
spatial and temporal relationships might need to be considered. This generally requires 
some consideration of demographics, social and economic factors, and in some cases inputs 
from epidemiology. 
  
Example: The assessment could first consider whether the health benefits or risks 
associated with ecosystem services are currently being experienced by local communities, 
or whether they are contingent upon some scenario of ecosystem change (perhaps a new 
land management strategy or restoration plan) being realised. The assessment can then 
consider the time frame within which the change in ecosystem services relevant to health 
(positively or negatively) is likely to occur, and the potential geographic range of 
populations who may be exposed to those benefits or risks. For example, creation of a new 
nature reserve open to the public for recreational purposes may attract (and benefit) 
visitors from a wide catchment. Creation of a new regional food brand based on local 
sustainable produce may yield positive impacts on local social and mental well-being in the 
short term, but have nutritional benefits more widely and over a longer period. 
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What indicators and metrics are most appropriate for the assessment, communication 
and / or reporting of the health aspects of ecosystem services? 

Description: The choice of indicators will be informed by the specific health dimensions to 
be considered, including whether human, animal or plant health is to be addressed, which 
specific health issues might be included, and which populations or social groups are likely 
to be affected. It will also be dependent upon the purpose of the assessment and the 
intended audience ς for example, health practitioners may require specific health metrics 
or the use of epidemiological models. 
 

Example: The assessment might first consider the level of detail required for reporting on 
health benefits, risks or outcomes, the availability of relevant data, and whether existing 
ecological (or health) indicators can be used or adapted. For example, an assessment of the 
importance of pollination to dietary health may wish to consider metrics for the yields of 
foods from entomophilous crops, as well as the nutritional value of those crops and their 
contribution to local diets. Similarly, an assessment of the mental health benefits of 
enhancing biodiversity in urban parks may wish to consider community perspectives on the 
values attributed to parks and urban nature, as well as epidemiological data on mental 
health issues within the local population. Alternatively, an assessment of health risks posed 
by the spread of avian influenza by wild birds that may use a restored wetland might 
consider feeding, roosting, breeding and migratory patterns of water birds as well as 
geographic information on agroecosystems and animal health monitoring data. 
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7.2.2.4 Health in evaluating a proposal for an ecosystem service assessment 
 

This section assists commissioners in assessing whether proposals effectively address the 
health dimensions of ecosystem service evaluations. The aim is not merely to verify the 
inclusion of health aspects but to examine the level of knowledge of the proposer, how health 
issues are identified, what methods are proposed for assessing them, and what these choices 
indicate abouǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŜȄǘŜƴŘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ 
those in the Evaluation Criteria ToR template, helping to uncover more nuanced strengths or 
gaps in the handling of health aspects of the assessment. 
 
Recognising that detailed research may not be feasible at the proposal stage, it remains 
important for applicants to demonstrate a basic awareness of key relationships between 
ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ. Proposals 
might only outline broad intentions or summarise planned approaches; in such instances, 
commissioners are encouraged to follow up during negotiations to clarify or expand on these 
aspects. 
 
Does the proposal demonstrate a clear understanding of the relationships between 
ecosystems and health relevant to the assessment area? 

Description: The proposal should demonstrate a clear understanding of the generalised 
relationships between ecosystem services and health. 
 

While much of the details of the relationships between ecosystems and health in the 
research area will not be known at the proposal stage, prospective contractors should 
nevertheless be able to identify potential linkages and propose areas for detailed 
assessment or specific focus based on the parameters set out by the commissioner ς e.g. 
from the geographic area to be assessed, major ecosystem types in the area, the policy 
context, and social and cultural context. 
 

If specific health issues have been identified by the commissioners in the invitation to 
tender, then the proposal should be able to identify key ecosystems or ecosystems services 
of relevance to those health issues. Even if only discussed in broad terms, there should be 
some awareness demonstrated of how the assessment can be targeted to explore any 
linkages. If such detail is not provided in a proposal, the commissioning entity may consider 
requesting further information, perhaps during a negotiation phase, to determine how 
ecosystem and health relationships will be assessed. 
 
Example: The proposal could identify key health issues which may be linked to local 
ecosystems; for example, aquatic ecosystems and wetlands may be associated with health 
issues linked to water quality, whilst agricultural ecosystems may be linked to health 
aspects of air, water and soil quality, nutrition security, etc. Conversely, if health issues have 
already been highlighted to prospective contractors then the key ecosystems and 
ecosystem services of relevance could be identified for an initial assessment; for example, 
if non-communicable disease such as cardio-vascular illnesses or diabetes are a concern, 
then ecosystems associated with air quality and those which offer opportunities for physical 
activity may be important. Such general associations can usually be inferred in order to 
inform the selection of methods, indicators, stakeholders etc. 
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Does the proposal demonstrate an awareness of key stakeholder groups likely to affect, 
be affected by, or be interested in relevant health issues? 

Description: Including stakeholders who have a role or interest in local health issues or how 
those issues link with local ecosystems may expand the pool of consultees significantly, so 
it is important that some general indication of how this will be addressed is provided. 
 

Certain health issues may fall under the remit of specific national or local government 
agencies or non-governmental organisations or other civil society groups. This may include 
health service executives, health-focused charities and research bodies, or other 
organisations providing advocacy or support for specific health challenges. Depending on 
the degree to which animal or plant health issues are to be considered, organisations active 
in veterinary health or phytosanitary issues may be important. It may also include non-
health organisations focused on health-relevant activities, such as companies engaged in 
ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƻǊ ƻǳǘŘƻƻǊ ǇǳǊǎǳƛǘǎΣ άŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƎŜέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊǎ ŜǘŎΦ 
 
Example: The proposal may identify an initial list of stakeholder groups to be considered, 
linked to an understanding of how ecosystems in the area for the assessment may be linked 
with health issues. For example, an assessment of health benefits of urban ecosystems may 
aim to consider physical, social and mental health aspects, which may require input from 
urban health authorities, active age groups, mental health charities, local youth 
organisations and sports clubs, social housing groups, and urban mobility advocates, etc. 

 
Does the proposal show how it will collate, analyse and interpret health data generated 
by the assessment? 

Description: A proposal should identify the type of health data which is to be utilised in the 
assessment, and this should be linked to an understanding of the health issues which the 
assessment might consider. For example, a general assessment of health benefits or risks 
associated with certain ecosystems or ecosystem changes may not require detailed 
population level health data, however some useful data may be gathered using social-
scientific methods. Alternatively, a more detailed focus on health outcomes arising from 
the use of (or changes in availability of) ecosystem services may require epidemiological 
data, which may be available from relevant health authorities or research institutions. 
 

It is important that any health data to be gathered for the assessment is handled 
appropriately, accounting for any issues of data protection and privacy which may arise. If 
it is proposed that health data will be gathered from individuals or groups within a target 
population then a clear method for handling this data in line with applicable laws, policies 
and best practice (e.g., the GDPR21 in the EU).    
 

This issue also has a links to issues of social benefits and justice ς for example, it should be 
clear from the proposal whether the data collection strategy will address issues of 
representativeness (i.e., which groups the data represents) 
A proposal should also identify any confounding factors which may mediate the 
relationships between ecosystems and health in the area to be assessed, For example, for 
some health issues where social and economic factors may play a crucial role in determining 
health outcomes, the proposal should allow commissioners to understand how these will 

 
21 General Data Protection Regulation, European Council and Parliament, 2018  

https://gdpr.eu/
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be integrated with health data, or otherwise factored into the interpretation of the results 
of the health-related assessment. 
 
Example: The proposal should identify general types of data to be used in the assessment 
of health aspects and potential sources of that data, and provide suggestions (as a 
minimum) on how the data will be gathered, managed and analysed ς e.g., an assessment 
may seek to utilise existing open access health datasets from a local health executive, or 
collaborate with health researchers or epidemiologists working on relevant areas or issues. 
The proposal should identify any data privacy and security issues involved, and identify 
relevant standards or best practice methods to be employed in data processing ς e.g., the 
proposal may include information on GDPR-compliance. Where there is ambiguity in a 
proposal, further details may be gathered through a negotiation phase of the tender 
process. 
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7.2.2.5 Health in evaluating the outcomes of a study after completion 
 

Once an ecosystem service assessment has been completed, it is essential to evaluate not 
only the technical quality of the outputs but also the extent to which the health dimensions 
were meaningfully addressed. While Section 8.2.2.4 focused on assessing how well a proposal 
plans for the inclusion of health relevant outputs, Section 8.2.2.5 guides commissioners in 
reviewing whether those intentions translated into credible and useful outcomes. 
 
5ƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 
proposal or Terms of Reference? 

Description: The key objectives of the health-related assessment of ecosystems services ς 
e.g., to identify potential or actual health benefits or risks associated with certain 
ecosystems or with changes in land use, etc., or to identify the contribution of ecosystems 
to certain health outcomes, or to use data on ecosystems services to develop a One Health 
strategy  - should be clearly met in the completed work, or at the very least any incomplete 
work should be clearly rationalised and explained ς e.g., lack of availability of relevant 
health data, lack of engagement of key health stakeholders, etc. 
 
Example: If specific health issues were identified or prioritised early on but are not 
adequately or completely addressed in the assessment outputs, then as a minimum these 
should be identified in the reports and a clear explanation for the deficiencies should be 
provided so that the shortfalls can be tackled in future work. 

 
5ƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ-based interpretation of the 
relationships between health and ecosystems, demonstrating a clear understanding of 
the mechanisms involved? 
Description: The assessment should present a clear picture not only of the relationships 
between health and ecosystem services but also of the mechanisms involved, whether they 
are through direct or indirect use of ecosystems benefits or exposure to green and blue 
environments, etc. Any interpretation of relationships should be based on an 
understanding of real-world situations and account for any relevant policy, social, or 
cultural contexts. Depending on the initial objectives of the assessment, this may require 
consideration of the interplay between environmental, social, cultural and economic 
determinants of health. It should also be clear from the outputs whether the results are 
representative of a specific population, or whether results may vary for certain groups in 
society. 
 
Example: It should be clear from the final reports whether associations between 
ecosystems and health have been appropriately linked to ecosystem structures, functions, 
or condition, and whether the flow of health-related ecosystems services is generalised or 
assessed in detail. A clear determination of how conclusions were drawn from the data used 
should be presented. This will be particularly important if the outputs are to be of use in 
developing further health-related assessments, in guiding nature0based solutions or other 
ecosystem-based approached to health, or for communicating with actors in the health 
sector. 

  



 

228 
 

7.2.2.6 References  
 
FAO, UNEP, WHO, and WOAH. 2022. One Health Joint Plan of Action (2022ς2026). Working 
together for the health of humans, animals, plants and the environment. Rome. 
https://doi.org/10.4060/cc2289en 
 
IPBES (2020) Workshop Report on Biodiversity and Pandemics of the Intergovernmental 
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany, 
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4147317  
 
WŀƎǊƛő ¢Σ .Ǌƻǿƴ /Σ .ƻȅŎŜ ¢Σ WŀƎǊƛő ± όнлнмύΦ The impact of the health-care sector on national 
economies in selected European countries. Health Policy: 125(1), 90-97. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2020.10.009 
 
Kretsch C E (2016) Ecosystem Services and Health. In: Potschin M, Haines-Young R, Fish R, 
Kerry-Turner R (2016) Routledge Handbook of Ecosystem Services. pp. 520-534 
 
Myers S S, Gaffikin L, Golden C D, Ostfeld R S, Redford K H, Ricketts T H, Turner W R, Osofsky 
S A (2013)  Human health impacts of ecosystem alteration. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences USA: 110(47):18753-60. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1218656110  
 
Ruggeri K, Garcia-Garzon E, Maguire Á, Matz S, Huppert F A (2020). Well-being is more than 
happiness and life satisfaction: a multidimensional analysis of 21 countries. Health and 
Quality of Life Outcomes: 18, 192 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12955-020-01423-y  
 
Skevington S M (2009). Quality of life, biodiversity and health: Observations and 
applications. In: Sala O E, Meyerson L A, Parmesan C (2009) Biodiversity change and human 
health: From ecosystem services to spread of diseases, 129-142.Island Press 
 
World Health Organisation (1948). Constitution of the World Health Organisation. Available 
at https://www.who.int/about/governance/constitution 
  
World Health Organization. (2005). Ecosystems and human well-being : health synthesis : a 
report of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/43354  
 
World Health Organization Quality of Life. (2012). WHOQOL User Manual. WHO Division of 
Mental Health and Prevention of Substance Abuse. Available at 
https://www.who.int/tools/whoqol/whoqol-100 
  

https://doi.org/10.4060/cc2289en
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4147317
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2020.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1218656110
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12955-020-01423-y
https://www.who.int/about/governance/constitution
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/43354
https://www.who.int/tools/whoqol/whoqol-100


 

229 
 

7.2.3 Economic valuation in ecosystem service assessments  

7.2.3.1 General information 
 
Economic value is simply a means to describe how important the things we use are to us, 
including our use of ecosystem services and natural capital. It is generally the case that there 
are no prices that reflect the value of ecosystem service because to a large extent they are 
not traded in markets (e.g., climate regulation, coastal protection, biodiversity). As a result, 
we tend not to take the value of ecosystem services into consideration when we make 
decisions that affect extent and condition of ecosystems. When we investigate the 
consequences of environmental change (e.g., climate change, land use change, pollution) we 
need to fully understand the effects on ecosystem services and human well-being.  
 
Economic valuation tries to measure the importance of environmental change, usually in 
monetary terms, in order to communicate the scale of impacts to human well-being. Such 
information can be used to raise awareness of the economic importance of ecosystems, set 
fees for the use of ecosystem services, or determine compensation payments for 
environmental damage. 
 
Economic valuation of ecosystem services involves identifying and quantifying the 
contribution of environmental resources to human well-being; and incorporating this 
information into decision-making and the design of financing mechanisms and policy 
instruments. 
 
Economic valuation methods do not stand alone but are often used in combination with other 
methods for assessing environmental change and the provision of ecosystem services. The 
added value of using economic valuation methods is that the importance of ecosystem 
services is expressed in terms of human welfare and measured in common units (i.e., money), 
allowing values to be aggregated across ecosystem services and directly compared with the 
values of other goods and services in the economy. 
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7.2.3.2 Economic valuation in Framing and Scoping for an ecosystem service 
assessment 

 
1. Why is the valuation of ecosystem services important in decision-making? 
The rationale for valuation of ecosystem services to support decision making is as follows: 
ecosystem services contribute substantially to human welfare and in some cases are 
fundamental to sustaining life (e.g., climate regulation, nutrient recycling). The natural capital 
from which these services flow is, however, finite and cannot necessarily be regenerated or 
replaced. With growing human populations and consumption per capita increasing over time, 
it is highly likely that human use of natural resources will outstrip their availability (i.e., human 
use of the environment will be unsustainable). These simple realities of resource limitation 
mean that choices have to be made between alternative uses of available resources; and 
every time a decision is made to do one thing, this is also a decision not to do another. In 
other words, values on each option are being subtly applied. This valuation is unavoidable 
and is the essence of decision making. So if valuation of alternative resource uses is 
unavoidable in making decisions, it is arguably better to make these values explicit and ensure 
that they are well informed in order to aid decision making. The valuation of ecosystem 
services attempts to do this.  
 
 
2. What can economic valuation bring to decision-making? 
There are many decision-making contexts in which information on the economic value of 
ecosystem services may be useful, including to:  
 

¶ Raise awareness of the value of the environment. Estimates of the value of 
ecosystems can highlight its importance to the public and to policy makers; 
 

¶ Design effective policy instruments for environmental management. Resource use 
and polluting activities affecting ecosystems can be managed using policy instruments 
such as taxes, transferable quotas, certification and labelling, and trade restrictions; 

¶ Design mechanisms for sustainable financing, including setting appropriate fees for 
use of ecosystem services; 
 

¶ Compare costs and benefits of alternative uses of the environment or alternative 
conservation and restoration activities; 
 

¶ Reveal the distribution of costs and benefits of management decisions among 
different stakeholders. Transparently measuring who incurs the costs and who 
receives the benefits of resource management provides key information for decision 
makers; 
 

¶ Include ecosystem service values in ecosystem accounts with the aim of measuring 
the importance of natural capital to the economy and identify whether the 
exploitation of resources is unsustainable; and 
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¶ Set compensation for environmental damage. Information on the full costs of 
environment damage can be used to determine the level of compensation that needs 
to be paid. 

 
3. Limitations and criticisms of ecosystem valuation 
Ecosystem services valuation provides a useful framework for identifying and quantifying the 
benefits that humans derive from nature. There are, however, a number of limitations to the 
effective implementation of this framework and criticisms of attempting to value ecosystem 
services that are useful to be aware of. 
 
The limitations or barriers to implementing the ecosystem service approach include: 
 

¶ Lack of knowledge and understanding of the underlying state and functioning of 
ecosystems. The bio-physical relationships between ecosystem functioning and the 
provision of ecosystem services are often not well understood and are characterized 
by high uncertainties. Similarly, the understanding of long-run impacts, sustainability, 
positive and negative feedbacks and thresholds effects is limited. An understanding of 
such relationships, however, is fundamental to determining how policy decisions that 
affect natural capital stocks and ecosystem functioning will filter through to changes 
in the flow and value of ecosystem services. 

¶ A related challenge in assessing ecosystem services is due to the complexity of trade-
offs between different ecosystem services. In many cases, the level of sustainable 
activity for one ecosystem service may not be compatible with the sustainable level 
of another. For example, trade-offs have been observed between fisheries and 
tourism sectors in which restricting one, benefits the other. Such trade-offs introduce 
further complexity to any analysis since it becomes necessary to consider how the one 
use of a resource affects other potential uses. This, however, can also be seen as a 
strength of the ecosystem service framework in that is enables these trade-offs to be 
explicitly analysed.  
 

¶ Ecosystem service assessments are resource intensive and time consuming. The 
physical and social scientific methods applied to assess ecosystem services are 
sophisticated, time consuming and often expensive to implement. Economic valuation 
methods generally require extensive data, which may not be available especially for 
small scale studies. Moreover, the necessary technical expertise to conduct valuation 
studies is often lacking in the agencies that are responsible for environmental 
protection and resource management. 

 
The criticisms and potential risks of the ecosystem service approach include: 
 

¶ Quantification and valuation of ecosystem services may lead to their commodification 
(the transformation of something e.g., goods, services, nature etc. into commodities 
or objects of trade) that can then be sold. Many ecosystem services are public goods 
that beneficiaries enjoy without any charge for their use. There is concern that the 
process of quantifying the value of such services is a step towards setting prices for 
them and requiring beneficiaries to pay. Such a development potentially represents a 
transfer of wealth from beneficiaries to resource owners.  
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¶ The explicit identification of resource owners, custodians, users, and beneficiaries can 
raise questions of property rights, tenure and conflict. The tenure or property rights 
to many natural resources remains unassigned. For society, this can be both a positive 
characteristic from the perspective that such resources are open to all, or a negative 
characteristic from the perspective that such resources tend to be over-exploited. A 
potential risk in applying an ecosystem service approach is that issues of resource 
ownership become sources of conflict between different stakeholders. 
 

¶ Valuation of ecosystem services can lead to changes in the management of natural 
resources to favour the highest value uses, to the detriment of lower valued uses. A 
potential result of an ecosystem assessment is the recommendation to manage a 
resource (e.g., a forest) to increase the availability of high value ecosystem services 
(e.g., tourism) as the expense of relatively low value ecosystem services (e.g., non-
timber forest products). Without sufficient and appropriate compensation, this can 
have distributional consequences across stakeholder groups.  
 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ 
traditional understanding of the relationship between humans and the environment 
in some cultures and can disrupt traditional approaches to managing common natural 
resources. The concept of humans as recipients of benefits from nature, as opposed 
to part of the natural system, might be at odds with some indigenous and traditional 
systems of managing natural resources even to the point that it alters the 
effectiveness of such systems. 

¶ The ecosystem service approach narrows the conception of the value of nature to 
anthropocentric or utilitarian values. The concept of nature having intrinsic value 
irrespective of any benefits it contributes to people does not fit in the ecosystem 
services framework. 
 

¶ The ecosystem services approach has not resulted in substantial changes in 
environmental policy or human behaviour to address the serious environmental 
ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴŜǘ ŦŀŎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 
natural resources to avoid major environmental disasters (e.g., climate change, 
massive loss of biodiversity) is not taking place. The ecosystem services approach has 
only resulted in small incremental changes in environmental and development 
policies and not the fundamental changes in economic systems that are necessary.  
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7.2.3.3 Economic valuation in designing the Methodology of an ecosystem service 
assessment  

 
1. Economic valuation methods 
A variety of methods have been developed for quantifying the importance of ecosystem 
services. These valuation methods are designed to span the range of complex interactions 
between the natural environment and people. The intention of this guidance is to provide an 
understanding for commissioners of ecosystem service assessments on which valuation 
method can be used to value each ecosystem service, and explain the key strengths, 
limitations, and data requirements of each method. It is beyond the scope of this guidance to 
provide a complete manual on how to apply each valuation method. Indeed, some methods 
are highly technical, require advanced expertise and have lengthy manuals devoted to 
explaining their application.  
 
It is important to note that bio-physical, economic and social valuation methods are not 
mutually exclusive but more often provide complementary information on the importance of 
ecosystem services. 
 
Figure A.7 provides a representation of the available economic methods for valuing 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ ! ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƛǎ ƛƴǘƻ άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎέ ŀƴŘ 
άǾŀƭǳŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƴŜǿ ƻǊ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ 
using primary data whereas the latter methods use existing information from primary 
valuation studies, as described more fully below. 
 

 
Figure A.7 - Overview of economic valuation methods. Source: Brander (2018a) 
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2. Primary valuation methods 
Primary valuation methods are those that produce new or original value information 
generally using primary data. Table A.6 provides an overview of primary valuation methods, 
typical applications, limitations and indicates which primary valuation methods can be used 
to value which ecosystem service.  
 
An important distinction between primary valuation methods is the difference between 
revealed preference methods (those that observe actual behaviour of the use of ecosystem 
services to elicit values) and stated preference methods (those that use public surveys to ask 
beneficiaries to state their preferences for, generally hypothetical, changes in the provision 
of ecosystem services). Revealed preference methods may be favoured since they reflect 
actual behaviour but are limited in their applicability to some ecosystem services. Stated 
preference methods on the other hand rely on responses recorded in surveys or experiments 
but are more flexible in their application and can in principle be used to value any ecosystem 
service. 
 
It should be noted that different valuation methods produce different measures of economic 
value that are not necessarily equivalent and cannot be directly compared. The valuation 
method, and the measure of economic value that it estimates, will have a substantial bearing 
on the magnitude of the value estimated. It is therefore important to understand what each 
measure is and to select a measure that is relevant to the case in hand. There are numerous 
existing publications that provide guidance on the use of primary valuation methods.  
The choice of which valuation method to use is determined to a large extent by what is being 
valued. The applicability of some valuation methods is limited to specific ecosystem services.  
Figure A.8 illustrates this by drawing linkages between a set of ecosystem services and the 
valuation methods that are most applicable to value them.  

 
 
Figure A.8 - Linkages between ecosystem services and relevant primary economic valuation 
methods. Source: Brander (2018b) 
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Table A.6 - Primary valuation methods, applicability to ecosystem services, examples and limitations. ES stands for ecosystem service. Source: 
(adapted from Table A2, Brander 2013) 

Valuation 
method 

Approach 
Data requirements and 
sources 

Application to 
ecosystem services 

Example ecosystem 
service 

Limitations 

Market 
prices 

Prices for ES that are 
directly observed in 
markets. 

Prices of some ES can 
be obtained from 
markets or surveys of 
businesses and 
households. 

ES that are traded 
directly in markets. 

Timber and fuel wood 
from mangroves; fish; 
ecotourism. 

Market prices can be distorted e.g. 
by subsidies. Most ES are not 
traded in markets. 

Public pricing 

Public expenditure 
or monetary 
incentives 
(taxes/subsidies) for 
ES as an indicator of 
value. 

Data on public 
expenditures on the 
provision of ES 
obtained from 
government reports or 
key informants. 

ES for which there 
are public 
expenditures. 

Watershed protection 
to provide drinking 
water; Purchase of land 
for protected area. 

No direct link to preferences of 
beneficiaries. 

Defensive 
expenditure 

Expenditure on 
protection of ES. 

Data on public or 
private expenditure 
obtained from 
government reports, 
key informants, or 
surveys of businesses 
and households. 

ES for which there is 
public or private 
expenditure for its 
protection. 

Recreation and 
aesthetic values from 
protected areas. 

Only applicable where direct 
expenditures are made for 
environmental protection related to 
provision on an ES. Provides lower 
bound estimate of ES benefit. 

Replacement 
cost 

Estimate the cost of 
replacing an ES with 
a man-made service. 

Estimates of 
construction costs can 
be obtained from 
experts or based on 
past investments.  

ES that have man-
made equivalents. 

Coastal protection by 
dunes (replaced by 
seawalls); water 
storage and filtration 
by wetlands (replaced 
by reservation and 
filtration plant). 

No direct relation to ES benefits. 
Over-estimates value if society is 
not prepared to pay for man-made 
replacement. Under-estimates 
value if man-made replacement 
does not provide all of the benefits 
of the original ecosystem. 

235 

 



 

236 
 

Valuation 
method 

Approach 
Data requirements and 
sources 

Application to 
ecosystem services 

Example ecosystem 
service 

Limitations 

Restoration 
cost 

Estimate cost of 
restoring degraded 
ecosystems to 
ensure provision of 
ES. 

Estimates of 
restoration costs can 
be obtained from 
experts or based on 
past investments. 

Any ES that can be 
provided by restored 
ecosystems. 

Coastal protection by 
dunes; water storage 
and filtration by 
wetlands. 

No direct relation to ES benefits. 
Over-estimates value if society is 
not prepared to pay for restoration. 
Under-estimates value if 
restoration does not provide all of 
the benefits of the original 
ecosystem. 

Damage cost 
avoided  

Estimate damage 
avoided due to 
ecosystem service. 

Data on past damage 
costs and frequencies 
can be obtained from 
government reports 
and household surveys. 

Ecosystems that 
provide storm, flood 
or landslide 
protection to houses 
or other assets. 

Coastal protection by 
dunes, mangroves and 
reefs; river flow control 
by wetlands; landslide 
protection by forests. 

Difficult to quantify changes in risk 
of damage to changes in ecosystem 
condition. 

Social cost of 
carbon (SCC)  

The monetary value 
of damages caused 
by emitting one 
tonne of CO2 in a 
given year. The 
social cost of carbon 
(SCC) therefore also 
represents the value 
of damages avoided 
for a one tonne 
reduction in 
emissions.  

Estimates of the SCC 
can be obtained from 
Integrated Assessment 
Models of climate-
economy impacts and 
published summaries of 
model results.  

Carbon storage and 
sequestration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Carbon sequestered 
and stored by 
protected or restored 
mangroves. 

SCC is a specific application of the 
"damage cost avoided" method. 
SCC is characterized by high 
modelling uncertainties and partial 
coverage of climate change 
impacts. 
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Valuation 
method 

Approach 
Data requirements and 
sources 

Application to 
ecosystem services 

Example ecosystem 
service 

Limitations 

Opportunity 
cost 

The next highest 
valued use of the 
resources used to 
produce an 
ecosystem service. 

Data on the value of 
alternative land uses 
(e.g. agriculture, 
aquaculture, housing, 
hotels etc.) can be 
obtained from markets 
and surveys of 
businesses and 
households. 

All ecosystem 
services. 

The opportunity cost of 
ecosystem services 
from a natural 
ecosystem might be 
the value of agricultural 
output if the land is 
converted to 
agriculture instead of 
conserved in a natural 
state. 

Measures the cost of providing 
ecosystem services instead of the 
benefit. 

Net factor 
income 
(residual 
value) 

Revenue from sales 
of a marketed good 
with an ES input 
minus the cost of 
other inputs.  

Revenues can be 
obtained from markets; 
costs can be obtained 
from business surveys. 

Ecosystems that 
provide an input in 
the production of a 
marketed good. 

Filtration of water by 
wetlands; commercial 
fisheries supported by 
mangroves and reefs. 

Tendency to over-estimate values 
since all normal profit is attributed 
to the ES. 

Production 
function 

Statistical estimation 
of production 
function for a 
marketed good with 
an ES input. 

Data on production, 
inputs, costs and 
revenues can be 
obtained from business 
surveys. 

Ecosystems that 
provide an input in 
the production of a 
marketed good. 

Soil quality or water 
quality as an input to 
agricultural production. 

Technically difficult. High data 
requirements. 
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Valuation 
method 

Approach 
Data requirements and 
sources 

Application to 
ecosystem services 

Example ecosystem 
service 

Limitations 

Input-Output 
Models 

Quantifies the 
interdependencies 
between economic 
sectors in order to 
measure the impacts 
of changes in one 
sector to other 
sectors in the 
economy. 
Ecosystems can be 
incorporated as 
distinct sectors. 

Data on production 
inputs, outputs and 
prices for multiple 
economic sectors can 
be obtained from 
government statistics. 
Data on ecosystem 
inputs and outputs can 
be observed or 
modelled using bio-
physical methods.  

Ecosystem services 
with direct and 
indirect use values, 
particularly inputs 
into production. 

Ecosystem inputs into 
agriculture; or into the 
tourism sector. 

Requires substantial data on 
ecosystem-economy linkages to 
parameterise connections between 
sectors. 

Hedonic 
pricing 

Estimate influence of 
environmental 
characteristics on 
price of marketed 
goods (usually 
residential property). 

Data on house prices 
and characteristics can 
be obtained from 
estate agents or public 
records. Data on 
environmental 
characteristics can be 
observed or modelled 
using bio-physical 
methods.  

Environmental 
characteristics that 
vary across goods 
(usually houses).  

Urban green open 
space; air quality 
moderated by 
ecosystems. 

Technically difficult. High data 
requirements. Limited to ES that 
are spatially related to property 
locations. 

Travel cost 

Estimate demand for 
ecosystem 
recreation sites 
using data on travel 
costs and visit rates. 

Data on travel costs 
and visit rates can be 
obtained through 
visitor surveys. 

Recreational use of 
ecosystems. 

Recreational use of 
beaches, reefs, national 
parks etc. 

Technically difficult. High data 
requirements. Limited to valuation 
of recreation. Complicated for trips 
with multiple purposes or to 
multiple sites. 
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Valuation 
method 

Approach 
Data requirements and 
sources 

Application to 
ecosystem services 

Example ecosystem 
service 

Limitations 

Contingent 
valuation 

Ask people to state 
their WTP for an ES 
through surveys. 

Data collected through 
public surveys. 

All ecosystem 
services. 

Biodiversity; 
recreation; landscape 
aesthetics; flood risk 
attenuation. 

Expensive and technically difficult 
to implement. Risk of biases in 
design and analysis. 

Choice 
modelling 
(choice 
experiment)  

Ask people to make 
trade-offs between 
ES and other goods 
to elicit WTP. 

Data collected through 
public surveys. 

All ecosystem 
services. 

Biodiversity; 
recreation; landscape 
aesthetics; flood risk 
attenuation. 

Expensive and technically difficult 
to implement. Risk of biases in 
design and analysis. 

Group / 
participatory 
valuation 

Ask groups of 
stakeholders to state 
their WTP for an ES 
through group 
discussion.  

Data collected in 
workshop settings. 

All ecosystem 
services. 

Biodiversity; 
recreation; landscape 
aesthetics; flood risk 
attenuation. 

Risk of biases due to group 
dynamics. 
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3. Value transfer methods 
Decision-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ƭƻǿ ŎƻǎǘΦ bŜǿ ΨǇǊƛƳŀǊȅΩ Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ 
research, however, is generally time consuming and expensive. For this reason, there is 
interest in using information from existing primary valuation studies to inform decisions 
regarding impacts on ecosystems that are of current interest. This transfer of value 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǾŀƭǳŜέ ƻǊ άōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊέΦ 
 
Value transfer is the use of research results from existing primary studies at one or more sites 
ƻǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ όάǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƛǘŜǎέύ ǘƻ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƻǊ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ όάǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎƛǘŜǎέύΦ ±ŀƭǳŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ƛǎ ŀlso known as benefit transfer but 
since the values that are transferred may be costs as well as benefits, the term value transfer 
is more generally applicable. 
 
In addition to the need for expeditious and inexpensive information, there is often a need for 
information on the value of ecosystem services at a different geographic scale from that at 
which primary valuation studies have been conducted. So even in cases where some primary 
valuation research is available for the ecosystem of interest, it is often necessary to 
extrapolate or scale-up this information to a larger area or to multiple ecosystems in the 
region or country. Primary valuation studies tend to be conducted for specific ecosystems at 
a local scale whereas the information required for decision-making is often needed at a 
regional, national or multi-national scale. Value transfer therefore provides a means to obtain 
information for the scale that is required. 
 
The number of primary studies on the value of ecosystem services is substantial and growing 
rapidly. This means that there is a growing body of evidence to draw on for the purposes of 
transferring values to inform decision-making. With an expanding information base, the 
potential for using value transfer is improved. 
 
Value transfer can potentially be used to estimate values for any ecosystem service, provided 
that there are primary valuations of that ecosystem service from which to transfer values. 
Value transfer methods have been employed widely in national and global ecosystem 
assessments, value mapping applications and policy appraisals. The use of value transfer is 
widespread but requires careful application. The alternative methods of conducting value 
transfer are described here: 
 

¶ Unit value transfer uses values for ecosystem services at a study site, expressed as a 
value per unit (usually per unit of area or per beneficiary), combined with information 
on the quantity of units at the policy site to estimate policy site values. Unit values 
from the study site are multiplied by the number of units at the policy site. Unit values 
can be adjusted to reflect differences between the study and policy sites (e.g., income 
and price levels). 
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¶ Value function transfer uses a value function estimated for an individual study site in 
conjunction with information on parameter values for the policy site to calculate the 
value of an ecosystem service at the policy site. A value function is an equation that 
relates the value of an ecosystem service to the characteristics of the ecosystem and 
the beneficiaries of the ecosystem service. Value functions can be estimated from a 
number of primary valuation methods including hedonic pricing, travel cost, 
production function, contingent valuation and choice experiments. 
 

¶ Meta-analytic function transfer uses a value function (see above) estimated from the 
results of multiple primary studies representing multiple study sites in conjunction 
with information on parameter values for the policy site to calculate the value of an 
ecosystem service at the policy site. Since the value function is estimated from the 
results of multiple studies it is able to represent and control for greater variation in 
the characteristics of ecosystems, beneficiaries and other contextual characteristics. 
This feature of meta-analytic function transfer provides a means to account for 
simultaneous changes in the stock of ecosystems when estimating economic values 
for ecosystem services (i.e., ǘƘŜ άǎŎŀƭƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳέύΦ .ȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ 
ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ άǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƛǘŜέ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀǊŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŎƛƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƛǘŜέΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŀ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ 
relationship between scarcity and ecosystem service value. This parameter can then 
be used to account for changes in ecosystem scarcity when conducting value transfers 
at large geographic scales. 

 
These three principal methods for transferring ecosystem service values are summarized in 
Table A.7 together with their respective strengths and weaknesses. The choice of which value 
transfer method to use to provide information for a specific policy context is largely 
dependent on the availability of primary valuation estimates and the degree of similarity 
between the study and policy sites. In cases where value information is available for a highly 
similar study site, unit value transfer may provide the most straightforward and reliable 
means of conducting value transfer. On the other hand, when study sites and policy sites are 
different, value function or meta-analytic function transfer offers a means to systematically 
adjust transferred values to reflect those differences. Similarly, in the case that value 
information is required for multiple different policy sites, value function or meta-analytic 
function transfer may be a more accurate and practical means for transferring values. Using 
meta-analytic functions that include a parameter for ecosystem scarcity provides a means to 
account for simultaneous changes in the stock of ecosystem on the value of all ecosystem 
services (i.e., ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅ άǎŎŀƭŜ-ǳǇέ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎύΦ 
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Table A.7 - Value transfer methods, strengths, weaknesses. ES stands for ecosystem service. 
Source: adapted from Table 3, Brander (2013) 

Method Approach Strengths Weaknesses 

Unit value 
transfer 

Select appropriate 
values from existing 
primary valuation 
studies for similar 
ecosystems and 
socio-economic 
contexts. Adjust unit 
values to reflect 
differences between 
study and policy sites 
(usually for income 
and price levels). 

Simple 

Unlikely to be able to 
account for all 
factors that 
determine 
differences in values 
between study and 
policy sites. Value 
information for 
highly similar sites is 
rarely available. 

Value function 
transfer 

Use a value function 
derived from a 
primary valuation 
study to estimate ES 
values at policy 
site(s). 

Allows differences 
between study and 
policy sites to be 
controlled for (e.g. 
differences in 
population 
characteristics). 

Requires detailed 
information on the 
characteristics of 
policy site(s).  

Meta-analytic 
function 
transfer  

Use a value function 
estimated from the 
results of multiple 
primary studies to 
estimate ES values at 
policy site(s). 

Allows differences 
between study and 
policy sites to be 
controlled for (e.g. 
differences in 
population 
characteristics, area 
of ecosystem, 
abundance of 
substitutes etc.). 
Practical for 
consistently valuing 
large numbers of 
policy sites. 

Requires detailed 
information on the 
characteristics of 
policy site(s). 
Analytically complex.  
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7.2.4 Sustainability and condition in ecosystem service assessments  

7.2.4.1 General information 
 

This section offers an overview of key concepts, definitions, and background information for 
integrating the properties of ecosystems, their structures and functions, into ecosystem 
service (ES) assessments. This integration is critical to ES assessments since ecosystems 
underlie ES, and changes in their properties will result in changes in ES. Also, both ES use and 
actions to protect and / or restore ecosystems will affect ES supply. In this section we aim to 
explain how these interlinkages are understood and how ecosystem properties can be 
measured.   
 

 

1. What is ecosystem condition? 
The notion of good ecosystem condition is related to ecosystem resilience, i.e. the capacity 
of ecosystems to recover from disturbances and adapt to environmental changes (United 
Nations et al., 2024). Ecosystems, including their biodiversity (Life under Water and Life on 
Land), addressing climate change and ensuring clean water are the pillars of sustainable 
societal development (Figure A.9).  
 

Ecosystem condition indicators refer to measurements of ecosystem properties that enable 
us to evaluate its composition, structure, and functioning over time. Ecosystem condition 
measurements are used to assess and monitor ecosystem change and, in this way, help 
identify opportunities for protecting, restoring and sustainably managing them. 

 

 

Figure A.9 - A new way of viewing the Sustainable Development Goals and how they are all 
linked to food. Nature supports societal values and these further, sustainable economy 
Natural capital and ecosystem services flows from ecosystems to society and the economy. 
Source: Stockholm Resilience Centre. 
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2. How do ecosystem properties relate to ES supply? 

In a broad sense, the purpose of ES assessments is to raise awareness of the dependency of 
human well-being on nature. These assessments are especially relevant in decision-making 
situations where the benefits from nature are not taken into account, and where decisions 
lead to negative impacts on nature. Built on this background, the science and practice of ES 
aims at developing models and methods that quantify and /  or describe how ecosystems 
support human well-being.  
 

ES supply represents magnitudes of what ecosystems provide to society. Levels of ES supply 
depend on the properties of the ecosystem, which can be measured in different ways, using 
different variables (see examples in Table A.8). In some contexts, they are conceptually 
referred to as ES capacity. In more in-depth ES assessments, commissioners may require 
contractors to specify the kind of variables used to quantify both ecosystem properties and 
9{ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ Ψ{Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ¦ƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅΩ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ 
information about how to relate the choice of variables to the relevant level of detail of the 
assessment and how to consider knowledge gaps and variability.  
 

Table A.8 - Examples of ecosystem properties connected to ES supply, use and demand; and 
examples of variables to operationalize the different ES components. 9{ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΩ 
variables can be used to derive ecosystem condition indicators. In the SEEA EA22 framework 
(United Nations, 2024), account tables include ecosystem type (the service providing unit), 
ecosystem condition, ES supply and ES use. In the framework, no distinction is made of ES 
potential supply, or between ES actual supply and use. Hence, in these cases indicators of 
ecosystem condition and ES potential supply could be used interchangeably if the data are 
intended for analyses of sustainable levels of use. Definitions of the terms are provided in 
8.2.4.5 Glossary below) 
 

ES type 

Ecosystem 
properties from 
which condition 
indicators can be 
derived 

ES potential 
supply 

ES (actual) 
supply = ES 
use 

ES demand 

Provisioning 
 

Wood 
provisioning 

Volume of timber 
(m3) 

Volume of 
harvestable 
timber per year 
(m3/yr) 

Volume of 
timber 
harvested in 
a particular 
year (m3/yr) 

Volume of 
timber needed 
beyond current 
use (m3/yr) 

Regulating & 
Maintenance 
 

Water 
purification 
services (water 
quality 
regulation) - 

Ability of the 
ecosystem to 
retain and 
breakdown 
pollutants 
measured as the 
presence and 
abundance of 

Amount of 
pollutants 
removed or 
volume of 
clean water 
produced per 
year (m3/yr) 

Volume of 
drinkable 
water 
consumed 
(m3/yr) 

Volume of 
drinkable water 
needed beyond 
current use 
(m3/yr) 

 
22 System of Environmental Economic Accounting ς Ecosystem Accounting 
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ES type 

Ecosystem 
properties from 
which condition 
indicators can be 
derived 

ES potential 
supply 

ES (actual) 
supply = ES 
use 

ES demand 

Retention and 
breakdown of 
pollutants  

decomposer 
(functional) species 
groups in the soil 

Regulating & 
Maintenance 
 

Waterflow 
regulation - 
Peak flow 
regulation  

Ability of the 
ecosystem to 
retain water and 
regulate peak 
flows  

Total area that 
is saved from 
once-in-
hundred-years 
flood events 
(daa (decares) 
or ha) 

Area with 
buildings 
that is saved 
from once-
in-hundred-
years flood 
events (daa 
(decares) or 
ha) 

Area required 
for 
infrastructure 
that is safe from 
once-in 
hundred-years 
flood risk 
beyond current 
built area (daa 
(decares) or ha) 

Cultural 
Recreation-
related; 
Spiritual, 
artistic & 
symbolic  

Features of a 
nature reserve that 
enables an 
experience in 
nature, e.g. wildlife 
and bird species 
richness, old-
growth forest 
character, 
presence of rare 
birds, absence of 
noise (bird species 
diversity, 
occurrence of rare 
species, old-
growth forest 
features)  

Maximum 
number of 
visitors to the 
nature reserve 
that ensures 
that the quality 
of the nature 
experience is 
maintained 
(number of 
visitors/yr or 
season) 

Number of 
visitors per 
year visiting 
a nature 
reserve 
(number of 
visitors/yr or 
season) 

Number of 
potential visitors 
to the nature 
reserve (number 
of visitors/yr) 

Cultural 
Recreation-
related  

Population size 
and recruitment 
rates of fish 
species attractive 
for recreational 
fishing (number of 
recruits/yr) 

Number of fish 
allowed to be 
caught by 
anglers each 
summer 
(number of  
fish/yr) 

Number of 
fish caught 
by anglers 
each 
summer 
(number of 
fish/yr) 

Number of fish 
that could be 
caught beyond 
the levels set by 
current 
regulation 
(number of 
fish/yr) 

 

  



 

247 
 

3. How are Ecosystem condition, ES supply and ES use related to sustainability? 

To the extent that ecosystem condition reflects the properties of ecosystems that underpin 
ES supply, ecosystem condition and ES are interconnected. However, the relationship 
between them varies among different services and ES models. One assumption in ES theory 
is that physical and biological diversity improve short-term performance and long-term 
resilience of ES to environmental changes (Smith et al., 2017). This provides a strong 
argument for sustainable ecosystem management. 

 
However, in the SEEA EA guidelines ς the currently most advanced attempt to operationalize 
ES through reporting to national statistics ς ecosystem condition criteria aim to include 
ecosystem properties which can , to a large extent, be independent of those integrated in ES 
ƳƻŘŜƭǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
associated measured variables and indicators, should encompass more than just those 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ŧƛƴŀƭ 9{ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƘǳƳŀƴǎέ ό¦ƴited Nations et al., 2024). Hence, the 
SEEA EA aims to provide a general view of how changes in ecosystem conditions affect the 
provision of services through its logic chain, and by connecting ES flows to ecosystem 
occurrences. Although this integration can support better decision-making for sustainable 
management and policy development (La Notte et al., 2022), it limits the scope of information 
to guide actions towards sustainable use objectives. There is a need to overcome the 
limitations of traditional mƻŘŜƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅΣ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻƴ άōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέ 
(ecosystem properties per se) or ES. Integrating these models can provide a more 
comprehensive understanding of how changes in ecosystem properties affect the provision 
of services (Meraj et al., 2022). Integrating ecosystem condition variables into ES modelling is 
crucial to accurately assess and predict changes in human well-being. Ecosystem condition 
variables linked to ES include species occurrences and population viability metrics, soil health, 
water quality, and vegetation cover, which are essential for maintaining the ecological 
functions that underpin ES (Weiskopf et al., 2022).  
 
Disentangling the concepts of ecosystem condition, ES potential supply, actual supply and 
use, and demand, is important for clarity and consistency of ES assessments. These 
components of ES models (Table A.8) can help identify mismatches between human needs 
ŀƴŘ ǿƛǎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻǊ ǿƛǎƘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ 
management decisions related to sustainability. For instance, if demand exceeds sustainable 
supply, then interventions, such as ecological restoration, actions to reduce consumption, 
and policy changes, are needed to ensure the resilience and sustainability of the socio-
ecological system. Assessments that clearly distinguish and address these concepts could 
facilitate the uptake in policy making by ensuring transparent and credible step-by-step 
procedures, and could help policy evaluation by assessing mismatches, considering 
flow/supply feedback loops, and monitoring responses to current policies 

Sustainable levels of ES use can be understood as those levels of use that do not exceed the 
capacity of ecosystems to supply ES. In ES assessments, sustainable levels of ES use can be 
assessed in different ways.  
 
One way can follow the SEEA EA statistical standards (United Nations, 2024; Figure A.10). 
Here the capacity of the ecosystem to supply ES is determined by the ecosystem condition, 
and in turn, the value of ES supply equals that of ES use. Hence, it is not possible to assess 
whether the levels of use are sustainable or not (i.e., if the levels of use exceed ES supply). In 
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this framework, the (un-)sustainable levels of use need to be assessed by monitoring changes 
in ecosystem condition, i.e., if ecosystem condition shows negative trends, one can assume 
that the levels of use exceed the capacity of ES supply (or ES potential supply; Burkhard et al., 
2012).   
 

 

Figure A.10 - The place of ecosystem condition accounts in a natural capital accounting 
framework. Ecosystem extent and ecosystem condition define the total capacity to deliver ES. 
Using this capacity generates a flow of ES. Source: Maes et al., 2018 
 

A second way is to calculate the potential ES supply independently of the levels of ES use. In 
these cases, sustainable use levels can be determined by assessing the difference between 
the levels of ES potential supply and use. Unsustainable use levels are established when the 
values of ES use exceed those of ES potential supply.  

 

4. How does ES use relate to ES demand?  
In ES assessments, the levels of use represent current ES use values. However, the need or 
demand for ES may not correspond to levels of ES use. In ES assessments, ES demand can be 
higher than the level of ES supplied. An analysis of ES demand can help understand areas or 
actors where ES are undersupplied. Declining levels of ES use can also be understood as trends 
in ES demand. 
 
  
5. How does the advanced content complement the Terms of Reference templates? 

The advanced questions in this document complement the original questions posed in 
{9[Lb!Ωǎ ¢ŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ό¢ƻwύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŜƭǇ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǘƘƛƴƪ 
through possible more advanced uses of the ES assessment, including answering questions of 
sustainable use of ES, and accordingly, request contractors to provide more detail in the 
biophysical valuation of ES.  
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7.2.4.2 Ecosystem Condition, ES supply, Use & Demand in Framing and Scoping 
for an ecosystem service assessment 

 

Should the assessment include a general metrics of ecosystem condition (i.e. an index of 
ecosystem condition)?  

Description: An overarching metrics of ecosystem condition, as proposed for ecosystem 
accounting (SEEA EA; United Nations et al., 2024) can be suitable if the purpose of the ES 
assessment is to relate levels of ecosystem services with a general metrics of ecosystem 
condition, without considering causal or functional relationships between ecosystem 
properties and ES supply.  
 

Example: The analysis of the spatial correspondence between areas with different levels of 
overall ecosystem condition with types and levels of ES supply, without considering causal 
linkages.   

 

Should the assessment of ES supply explicitly identify variables that will enable 
monitoring ecosystem condition? 

Description: Attempts to implement an approach without explicit reference to the 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ όaŀǎŜȅƪ 
et al, 2017) because while ES can increase with use intensity, if the condition of the 
ecosystem is eroded, gains in ES will only be short-term. The authors also stress the 
importance of being able to disentangle reversible and irreversible ES loss, as well as to 
understand the nature of the undersupplied or functionally extinct ES. Both factors are 
highly relevant to guide ecosystem restoration actions. 
 

Example: With robust (timely and sensitive to change), ecologically grounded indicators, 
declines in ecosystem condition can be used as early warnings of threats to the supply of 
ES (Mace et al., 2015).   

 

Should the assessment aim to set ES-based targets of ecosystem restoration? 

Description: Ecosystem restoration has been at highest priority globally - the UN Decade of 
Ecosystem Restoration 2021-2030 ς with goals that aim to both reverse trends in loss of 
biodiversity and to improve ES. 
 

Example: The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) identifies the following ES that could 
be addressed in restoration actions i.e.: 

¶ Combat climate change: Forests, wetlands, and other ecosystems act as natural 
carbon sinks, absorbing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. 
 

¶ Protect biodiversity: Restoring habitats can help species recover from population 
declines and prevent extinction. 
 

¶ Improve livelihoods: Ecosystem restoration can create jobs and provide benefits for 
local communities, such as improved water quality and increased agricultural yields. 

 

  



 

250 
 

Should the assessment of ES supply and ES demand enable monitoring trends and 
evaluating threats to future ES supply?  

Description: Maron et al. (2017) stressed the importance of developing frameworks that 
enable the assessment of risks related to both the undersupply of an ES and / or the 
complete cessation of supply, not only for quantifying the current state of ES supply and 
demand. Tracking trends in ES supply over time can enable us to assess important effects 
on human well-being and to assess the likelihood of (further) ES loss. In these cases, ES 
threat assessments must evaluate both ES supply (i.e. the potential of ecosystems to 
generate benefits for people) and demand (i.e. the level of service provision desired or 
required by people) (Maron et al., 2017). Such framework would enable to understand the 
following questions (adapted from Maron et al., 2017):  
 

1. the human well-being implications due to persistent unmet demand 
 

2. the degree to which ES demand is met through flows of ES from other regions 
 

3. the degree to which ES demand is met through substitution by technology or built 
infrastructure or other means 
 

4. whether demand declines or ceases due to changes in human preferences, through 
emigration or other kinds of loss of those demanding the service 
 

5. Priority-setting for ecosystem restoration actions and monitoring their impact on ES 
  
Example: Monitoring state and trends in both ES supply and demand can be used to assess 
whether current and future ES are sustainable. Socio-ecological thresholds can be identified 
to avoid crossing them and not meeting sustainability objectives (also Arias-Maldonado, 
2013). 

 
 
  



 

251 
 

7.2.4.3 Ecosystem Condition, ES supply, Use & Demand in designing the 
Methodology of an ecosystem service assessment 

 
Should the assessment provide details about the development of ecosystem condition 
metrics? 
Description: A typical example of operationalizing an overarching ecosystem condition 
assessment is the one provided in the guidelines for ecosystem accounting (United Nations, 
2024). Ecosystem condition in the SEEA EA is described through combinations of physical, 
chemical, and biological indicators whose change can be tracked over time. The values of 
ecosystem variables are transformed to a common scale which enables comparability 
between areas and in time. These indicators can be aggregated into an index that reflects 
the overall condition of the ecosystem (Czúcz et al., 2021a) 
 

Example: The SEEA EA uses an Ecosystem Condition Typology (ECT) (United Nations et al., 
2024); a hierarchical system for organising data on ecosystem condition characteristics, 
applicable to all ecosystem types. It provides a structured approach for selecting variables 
and indicators, facilitating data aggregation and enhancing comparability among different 
assessments. The ECT combines different properties of ecosystems, including structures 
and functions, in agreement with the idea that to address questions of ecosystem 
properties, ES and sustainability, the biotic components of ecosystems cannot be seen in 
isolation; ecosystem-level functions are important as well (Mace et al., 2012). The ECT 
includes six classes of ecosystem state variables (see Table A.9). Those variables are 
sensitive to human pressures and climate change which make them suitable as indicators 
of ecosystem responses to land and water management. 
 

Table A.9 - Ecosystem Condition Typology from the System of Environmental Economic 
Accounting ς Ecosystem Accounting. Source: United Nations et al., 2024 

 
 

 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































