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Key objective of this session

 (i) Review recent developments related to the ecosystem 

services classification (CICES) and propose final version; 



Issue Papers

 Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services 

(CICES) 2011 - Update (R. Haines-Young and M. Potschion)

 Classifciation and prioritisation of ecosystem services (S, 

Manyard and S. Cork)

 Linking the Ecosystem Accounting Framework with country 

specific indicators (A. Hauser, B. Schweppe-Kraft  E. 

Schwaiger, M. Nagy, C.Schlatter)



Structure of discussion? 

What is common between the papers and different

How do we use information on these papers to deliver in the 

next few months

 Can we agree on a classficiation which can feed into 

developing accounting system



Comparison of Papers

 Objective

 Definition

 Functions

 Services

 Benefits

 Boundaries for classification



Definition of ecosystem services

 CICES (2009):  

 Objective – Propose a new standard classification of ecosystem 

services that is both consistent with accepted categorization and 

allows easy translation of statistical information between 

different applications

 Defines ecosystem services as contributions that ecosystems 

make to human well-being. They arise from the interactions of 

biotic and abiotic processes, and refer specifically to the ‘final’ 

outputs or products from ecological systems. 



Definition

 The classification recognises these outputs to be 
provisioning, regulating and cultural services, but 
it does not cover the so-called ‘supporting 
services’ originally defined in the MA.

 Supporting services are treated as part of the 
underlying structures, process and functions that 
characterise ecosystems.

 They are indirectly consumed or used and 
simultaneously facilitate the output of many ‘final 
outputs’,

 Hence they were best dealt with in environmental 
accounts in other ways



Definition of Themes
 Provisioning theme includes all material and energetic 

outputs from ecosystems-They are tangible as well as 
consumed and used directly

 Both biotic and abiotic outputs considered but in the context 
of minerals subsoil assets are excluded

 Regulating and Maintenance – all ecosystem outputs that are 
not consumed but affect the performance of individuals, 
communities and populations and their activities

 Cultural and social – includes all non-material ecosystem 
outputs that have symbolic, cultural or intellectual 
significance



Positive features
 Hierarchial structure followed 

 3 familiar service themes,   9 principal class of services

 23 service groups, 59 service types

 The classes are as generic as possible

 Cross-referencing feasible with other ecosytem service classifications 
and to UN common products classification, international standard 
international classification and classification of individual consumption 
by purpose. 

 Both biotic and abiotic outputs from ecosystems included

 The regulation and maintenance theme include habitat services

 The service descriptors become progressively more specific at lower 
levels

 Is capable of handling the issue of spatial scale







Different studies reviewed by 

Australian Paper

 this issues paper reviews the Australian studies and 

examines how well they fit into the CICES classification 

and identifies the deivations if any

 Bennett- Uses a service-based approach to examine links 

between soil management, soil health, and public benefits 

in Australian agricultural landscapes. 

 Goulburn Broken – Aims to provide an insight into the full 

range of ecosystem services currently provided in a 

catchment (highly dominated by agricultural land use), and 

provide the basis for a more detailed assessment of what 

might happen to those services under a set of scenarios for 

the future. 



Typology of values in Australia

 Gwydir - Aimed to gauge the most important ecosystem 

services to the Gwydir community (in terms of their input to 

cotton growing); 

 to assess the vulnerability and ease of management of the 

various ecosystem services; 

 to develop analytical approaches and tools to assess 

ecosystem services; and 

 to assess the ecological, economic and social impact of 

changes in delivery of priority ecosystem services. 



Review of Australian studies

 South East Queensland (SEQ) - Stakeholders across a region 

collaborated to develop an ‘agreed’ ecosystem services 

framework to incorporate into policy planning. 

 Wallace1 -Wallace proposed an alternative classification. 

Wallace’s main concern was that previous classifications did 

not express ecosystem services in terms of the contribution 

they made to human wellbeing – thus his approach was a 

variation on approaches that link processes with services and 

services with benefits. 



On board with CICES

 It is important to distinguish between ecosystem structure, process, and 
function; 

 It is important to distinguish between ecosystem functions and services; 
and 

 It is useful to distinguish between services and benefits.

 Some way of coding ecosystem services based on their scale could 
facilitate alignment of ecosystem services classifications with 
classifications of markets (which often are based on scale from local to 
global)

 The time scales that ecosystem services are generated over are 
important

 Agree with CICES that categories should be as generic as possible and 
linked in a nested hierarchy to accommodate different scales of concern 
or thematic content’. 

 Australian experience of developing ecosystem service classifications 
fits broadly within the CICES. 





Linking the ecosystem accounts with country specific 

indicators Hauser et al

 Weber (2011) developed the accounts based on a comprehensive framework 
taking into account the depreciation and other aspects relevant for national 
accounting. They developed the concept of accessibility for three components

 a. Carbon/Biomass 

 b. Fresh Water 

 c. Green Infrastructure Neighbourhood Ecosystem Services (GINES) 

 Switzerland, Austria, Germany used pragmatic indicators for those ecosystem 
services that have been considered as being relevant for these countries. 

 For Switzerland, these indicator set has been published Staub et al. (2011). 

 The Austrian indicator set concentrates on ecosystem services relevant for 
agriculture. 

 Based on the work of the Swiss , the Environment Agency Austria has 
established an inventory of final ecosystem goods and services for direct use by 
humans in the Austrian agricultural sector





Issues posed for discussion (CICES)

 To what extent is the hierarchial structure of CICES suitable 
for meeting the requirements for analysis at different spatial 
and thematic scales of resolution?

 Does this hierarchial structure support the analysis and 
reporting of changes in the value of different kinds of good 
generated  by ecosystem services?

 Does the criterion of renewability remain an appropriate 
boundary condition for defining the scope of CICES?

 Is the present structure of CICES necessary and/or sufficient 
to support the implementation and testing of the 
experimental ecosystem capital accounting framework?



Some unresolved issues for discussion 

(Maynard and Cork)

 What is the appropriate terminology to be applied that will 

resonate with a wide range of stakeholders and/disciplines ?

 How to account for ecosystem services, the benefits of which 

are evident at multiple scales? 

 How to account for ecosystem services and benefits that are 

not yet recognised? 

 How to account for ecosystem services, the benefits of which 

are in the future? 



Key questions raised? (Austria, Swiss, Germany) 

 How can existing sets of indicators for ecosystem goods and services be 

integrated into or related to the framework proposed by Weber (2011)

 How to deal with: 

 differences in scope (limited range of ecosystem services vs. broader 

scope of differentiation of CICES and of indicator sets by national 

agencies) and 

 differences in the geographical scale 



Road Map for Ecosystem Accounting
 Key Objective of ecosystem accounting

 The classification of services depend on the purpose

 Ecosystems are not homogeneous

 Complexity of ecosystems

 Need for verifiable evidence base/measurable indicators (FOEN)

 Terminology needs to be simplified and represent realities in data generation

 Understanding of trade-offs

 Issue of scale is very much relevant

 Where , what, How much of ecosystem service?

 Abiotic resources should be included under eeosystem service

 Resilience – Mature ecosystems

 How do we deal with multiplicity of values and interactions?

 Systemic approach required



Operationalizing the ecosystem accounting

 Classification consistent with Central Framework

 1) Physical supply and use table

 2) Asset accounts in physical and monetary terms (transactions 
between economy and environment)

 3) Sequence of economic accounts (payment for environmental 
taxes, subsidies, grants, rent)

 4) Functional accounts for environmental transactions 
(investments in technology, environmental protection expenditure 
accounts etc)

 5) Table containing demographic and employment

 Bipphysical indicators need to be monetised using market based 
approaches to be consistent with SEEA




