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Ecosystem Service Option or bequest value of nature 
CICES class name Characteristics or features of living systems that have an option 

or bequest value 

CICES Section Cultural (Biotic) 

CICES Class code 3.2.2.2 

 

Brief Description 

● The things in nature that we want future generations to enjoy or use 
● The biophysical characteristics or qualities of species or ecosystems 

(settings/landscapes/cultural spaces) which people seek to preserve for 
future generations 

 

Sample Indicators 

Indicator values from 

Experiment or direct 
measurement  Survey  

Expert assessment  Statistical- or census data 
 

Model or GIS 
 

Literature values  

Stakeholder participation 
 

Not provided  

 
Table 1: Field Scale 

Indicator Unit 
Indicator  

values from 
[1] Adaptability/ flexibility of soils as an option for land use 
change. Indicator value calculated as:  

𝐼 =
∑ | 𝑙𝑜𝑔 (

𝑖
𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑥 )|

𝑛
 

With: I – Indicator value, i – variable i measured, imax – 
maximum ecologic potential of variable i in benchmark 
reference, n – number of variables. Where performance is 
considered better than in the benchmark and deviation, 

therefore, has a positive effect, | 𝑙𝑜𝑔 (
𝑖

𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑥 
)| is subtracted 

from the sum instead of added. For this ecosystem service, 
variables were:  

-Soil organic matter [% dw]  
-Earthworm abundance [number*m-2]  
-Number of earthworm taxa [-] 

- 

,  
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-Number of nematode taxa [-]  
-Number of micro-arthropods taxa [-] 
-Physiological diversity bacteria [biolog. CLPP: Hill's slope] 

 

 

 

Table 2: Regional Scale 

Indicator Unit 
Indicator 

values from 

[2] Intrinsic value of biodiversity: values for land cover classes. 
The matrix by Burkhard et al., 2012 (DOI: 
10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.06.019) was dataset and used in this 
study. 

Index 0 - 5 

 

 
 
Table 3: National Scale 

Indicator Unit 
Indicator 

values from 

[3] Cropland or grassland in protected agricultural areas (e.g., 
Natura2000, Biosphere reserves, IUCN category V areas, 
World Heritage UNESCO sites related to agricultural 
landscape, landscape conservation areas) 

# 
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24* The impact area discussed on this factsheet is not a focus of the cited paper 


