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A B S T R A C T

Ecosystem services (ES) underpin human well-being, but their complex synergies or trade-offs are a challenge for
matching ES supply and demand. This study presents a framework for integrating ES synergies/trade-offs and
approaches (“win-win”, “small loss-big gain” and “ES replacement”) to improve the match between ES supply
and demand. We applied the framework in a watershed on China’s Hainan Island, where local ES supply and
demand are severely out of balance. Based on the analyses of ES synergies/trade-offs and their drivers, selecting
the “win-win” approach (planting rubber with intercropped medicinal plants) and “ES replacement” approach
(transitioning some secondary forest into rubber intercropped with medicinal plants) together could effectively
improve the match between the supply and demand of agricultural product provision (its supply-demand ratio
increased from 0.65 to 1.3) without disrupting the established supply-demand matches of water resource pro-
vision, soil retention, flood mitigation and water purification services. Our framework contributes to a new
perspective for improving the match between ES supply and demand.

1. Introduction

Ecosystem services (ES) are the benefits that people obtain from
ecosystems directly or indirectly (MA, 2005), and they provide a
bridging communication platform between human society and nature.
Humans depend on ES to survive (Mehring et al., 2018). However,
fulfilling the food, fiber, water, and shelter needs of the more than
7 billion people on Earth often comes at the expense of degrading
natural ecosystems (MA, 2005), and will influence the future supply of
ES and in turn the long-term fulfillment of human needs. Therefore,
minimizing the differences between ES supply and demand (ESSD) and
simultaneously managing the trade-offs between multiple ES are critical
for achieving the goal of sustainable ES management (Geijzendorffer
et al., 2015).

ES supply cannot be studied without considering ES demand
(Mehring et al., 2018). ES management targets should aim to ensure
that the supply of ES is greater than demand (Maron et al., 2017),
which here we refer to as the supply “matching” the demand. In recent

years, studies have evaluated the matching of ESSD (such as using the
ratio of supply to demand) to reveal resource shortages (Kroll et al.,
2012; Boithias et al., 2014); clarify the spatial matching and dynamic
changes of ESSD on the basis of land use and land cover (LULC)
(Burkhard et al., 2012; Bryan et al., 2018) and disaggregated popula-
tion characteristics; assess the mismatch between ES supply and de-
mand to inform urban management (Larondelle et al., 2016); explore
the relationship between the ES-providing area and ES-benefiting area
by analyzing ES flow (Palomo et al., 2013); and construct an ES eva-
luation framework for integrating ES demand and supply (Wei et al.,
2017). These studies help us understand ESSD mismatches in different
contexts. However, improving the matching of ESSD is still one of the
great challenges for satisfying human needs and demands
(Geijzendorffer et al., 2015; Mehring et al., 2018).

The critical difficulty encountered when matching ESSD is that ES
trade-offs can occur when the maximization of certain services comes at
the expense of others (Rodríguez et al., 2006; Oconnell et al., 2018).
Better matching of ESSD for some services is usually accompanied by
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poorer matching of ESSD for other services (Kroll et al., 2012). In-
formation about the mechanisms of ES trade-offs can provide valuable
information that can help us improve the relationship between ES and
human well-being. Furthermore, empirical evidence clearly indicates
that human interventions (labor, technology and capital) have often
contributed to the maintenance and enhancement of ecosystems and
thus the delivery of ES via land use management (Geertsema et al.,
2016). Therefore, trade-off characteristics should be clearly identified
based on understanding the complex relationship of ES in the process of
management to reduce (or possibly eliminate) trade-offs and achieve
win-win situations (Howe et al., 2014).

In practice, coordinated approaches to ES trade-offs can inform
ecosystem management by designing specific landscapes (Dosskey
et al., 2012), identifying and protecting areas of trade-off “hotspots”
and high ES provision (Johnson et al., 2014; Zheng et al., 2016), in-
creasing biodiversity (Gamfeldt et al., 2013), and adopting organic
agriculture with economic and environmental benefits (Badgley et al.,
2007), among others. Therefore, these approaches can be used to guide
the implementation of land-use planning (Goldstein et al., 2012), en-
vironmental protection planning and mitigation actions (Kennedy et al.,
2016) for specific ecosystem service improvement. Although improved
ecosystem management can be achieved by understanding ES trade-offs
and ES coordinating approaches can realize “win-win” goals in in-
dividual cases (Zheng et al., 2016), society’s demand for ES is diverse
(e.g., basic materials, health, security) (MA, 2005) and it remains a
challenge to integrate ES trade-offs and coordinated approaches into
the matching of ESSD to meet people’s diverse demands at regional
scale. This paper established a four-step analytical framework to in-
tegrate ES trade-offs and their coordinated approaches into the
matching of ESSD. We demonstrated this approach in the Hongmao
watershed in the central mountainous area of China’s Hainan Island to
show the practicality of the framework. Our goal is to provide a new
research perspective for matching ESSD.

In this study the “supply of ES” referred to the services that a par-
ticular ecosystem can actually provide for human use within a given
time period and region (Burkhard et al., 2012). Likewise, the “demand
for ES” referred to the amount of a service required or desired by so-
ciety (Villamagna et al., 2013).

2. Conceptual framework

A four-step conceptual framework was developed for integrating ES
synergies/trade-offs into the matching of ESSD (Fig. 1).

2.1. Step 1: identifying stakeholders and the goals of ESSD assessment

The first step in applying the framework involves identifying sta-
keholders and the goals of ESSD assessment. The main tasks are:

(i) Defining the stakeholders. At the start, the different stakeholders
(e.g., local people, the government, land managers or investors)
are defined using a field survey, local or national policies and so-
cial statistics analysis (Cavenderbares et al., 2015a).

(ii) Identifying the goals of ESSD assessment. Based on the general ana-
lysis of ES flow, as well as of stakeholders and their ES demands for
basic materials for a good life, health, security, good social rela-
tions, and freedom of choice and action (MA, 2005), the ES status
(surplus or deficiency) and goals for specific stakeholders are
identified and confirmed.

(iii) Identifying the spatiotemporal scale. Based on the stakeholders at
different spatial scales and ES flows, the geographical boundaries
(local, regional, watershed, national or global) and temporal scales
(growth season, year, decade or century) are defined. These defi-
nitions are essential because past or present management practices
will affect future ES supply, and future needs will also affect cur-
rent management practices (McNally et al., 2011). Furthermore,

spatial scale features often determine the ES of interest (García-
Nieto et al., 2013; Palomo et al., 2013).

2.2. Step 2: assessing ESSD

Step 2 involves assessing and mapping ESSD within a specific spa-
tiotemporal scale. The main tasks are:

(i) Establishing an indicator system for ES assessment. Based on different
stakeholders and their different ES demands, an indicator system is
established for ES assessment with an aim to improve the stake-
holders’ well-being.

(ii) Assessing ESSD. ES supply can be assessed using biophysical
models, participatory questionnaire surveys, expert knowledge,
monetary valuation, ecological footprint methods or other tech-
niques (Wolff et al., 2015; Wei et al., 2017). ES demand can be
assessed using social criteria (e.g., poverty line; water quality
standard, average food or water resource consumption), experi-
ential knowledge (e.g., allowable soil erosion) or other metrics.

(iii) Mapping ESSD. Mapping can reveal the spatial relationship be-
tween service-providing areas and service-benefiting areas and
help managers to conduct spatial planning (Burkhard et al., 2012;
Syrbe and Walz, 2012). An ES model and spatial tools such as
ArcGIS (https://www.arcgis.com/), Integrated Valuation of Eco-
system Services and Trade-offs (InVEST) (Boithias et al., 2014),
Soil and Water Assessment Tool (SWAT) (Pennington et al., 2017)
and Artificial Intelligence for Ecosystem Services (ARIES) (Bagstad
et al., 2014) can be used to identify and map the spatial distribu-
tion of ESSD.

2.3. Step 3: Judging the matching between ES supply and demand

In this step, judgements are made about the matching of ESSD. The
main tasks are:

(i) Establishing criteria for the matching of ESSD. Depending on the
types of ES (direct use/consumption services, risk reduction/pre-
vention services, and cultural services) (Wolff et al., 2015), some
methods may be more appropriate than others for identifying the
criteria for matching ESSD. These techniques include the supply-
demand ratio (Li et al., 2016) and the proportional contribution of
ES supply to demand (Baró et al., 2015), among others.

(ii) Judging the matching of ESSD. A mismatch of ESSD occurs if dif-
ferences exist in quantity or quality between the supply of ES and
the human demand for ES (Geijzendorffer et al., 2015). Mis-
matches can occur at different temporal and spatial scales and
among different stakeholders. Therefore, this step needs to clearly
identify the matching aspects of ESSD (for different temporal or
spatial scales or different stakeholders) and to determine the main
types or aspects of ES supply that cannot meet demand (or that
exceed demand).

(iii) Assessing the trends of ESSD. Partly due to the lack of a formal ap-
proach for identifying which ES are under threat and to what ex-
tent, ES provision is either incompletely or obliquely considered in
environmental impact assessment, state of the environment re-
porting, and conservation planning (Koh et al., 2016; Maron et al.,
2017). At this stage, the degree to which the adequate and sus-
tainable provision of a given ES is threatened should be assessed by
combining information on the states and trends of both ES supply
and demand with reference to two critical thresholds: demand
exceeding supply and ecosystem service “extinction” (Koh et al.,
2016; Maron et al., 2017).

2.4. Step 4: Attaining goals or identifying solutions to goals

If a targeted ES supply matches demand (i.e., if supply equals or
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exceeds demand), the goal is achieved and the analysis is complete.
If targeted ES supply does not match demand (i.e., if concerned

supply is less than demand), coordination approaches can be found to
improve the matching of ESSD through (i) analyzing ES synergies/
trade-offs and their drivers and (ii) identifying coordinated approaches
to match ESSD.

(i) Analyzing ES synergies/trade-offs and their drivers. A change in one ES
can lead to changes of other ES due to their synergy or trade-off
relationships (Lee and Lautenbach, 2016). First, the common re-
lationships and synergy/trade-off characteristics between targeted
ES under different LULC and land management practices should be
understood through correlation analysis, trade-off curve analysis, a
rose diagram (Mouchet et al., 2014; Landuyt et al., 2016) or other
techniques. Then, the drivers of these complex relationships of ES
should be identified, such as agricultural development, urban ex-
pansion, trade and ecological policies.

(ii) Identifying coordinated approaches to match ESSD. If synergistic re-
lationships exist among the targeted ES, effective measures can be
adopted to improve both the related ES. For example, ecological
restoration improves soil retention, sandstorm prevention and
carbon sequestration simultaneously (Ouyang et al., 2016). The
main challenge is to coordinate the trade-off relationships of ES to

improve the matching of ESSD for targeted ES. Currently, there are
three main types of coordinated solutions.

A) “Win-win” approaches. Based on the shared driver(s) of multiple ES
and agricultural production practice (Zheng et al., 2016), the ES
trade-off relationship can inform coordinated approaches (e.g.,
changing land “extensification” and land management practices)
while improving all targeted services. For example, choosing ap-
propriate rubber inter-planting species can not only increase pro-
duction provision services (Langenberger et al., 2016), but also
improve regulation services (soil retention and flood regulation)
(Liu et al., 2016b).

B) “Small loss-big gain” approaches. According to the ES trade-off dri-
vers that are identified for different types of land, the supply of
specific services can be reduced to improve services that are in
lower supply (or higher demand) by transforming LULC. For ex-
ample, Goldstein et al. (2012) found that by transforming low-in-
come pasture into areas that produce higher-income biofuels, both
the financial return from agricultural fields and water quality will
increase considerably (a “big gain”), although carbon storage will
decrease slightly (a “small loss”) (Goldstein et al., 2012).

C) “ES replacement” approaches. The replacement approach involves
increasing one targeted ES at the expense of another ES. When in-
creasing agricultural production or expanding constructed areas to

Fig. 1. Framework for matching the supply and demand of ecosystem services by using ecosystem service synergies/trade-offs.
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accomplish an ES goal, it is crucial to find the most appropriate
areas for replacement. For example, Johnson et al. (2014) found
that when converting grassland and forest into cropland by con-
sidering the trade-off between agricultural production and carbon
storage, it was cost-effective to expand along the edges of currently
cropped areas by selective extensification rather than by the
“business-as-usual” intensification method (Johnson et al., 2014).

When the targeted ES supply does not match demand, Steps 2–4 of
the framework involve an iterative process. After Step 4, the analysis
returns to Step 2 for ESSD evaluation until the matching of ESSD is
improved satisfactorily and a management approach is deemed to be
feasible.

In addition, because human needs change with population growth,
human preferences and other factors, ES supply and ES demand are
unbalanced in most cases (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al., 2015). ESSD
matching is also a dynamic process. Thus, the ESSD matches should be
checked at different development stages or in different policy and socio-
economic contexts.

3. Case study

3.1. Research area

We applied the framework on Hainan Island, China. Hainan Island
(18° 10′–20° 10′ N, 108° 37′–111° 03′ E) is located in the southern part
of China and has a tropical monsoon climate. The central mountainous
area of Hainan Island is the source of three main rivers (Changhua
River, Wanquan River and Nandujiang River), it is one of the most
important areas for ecosystem service conservation (Ouyang et al.,
2016) and is one of the nine areas of intense biodiversity conservation
in China (Chen, 1994). However, most of the economically dis-
advantaged towns in Hainan Island are concentrated in the central
mountainous area, and natural disasters such as floods and soil erosion
occur frequently (Zeng et al., 2009). Therefore, meeting the needs of
residents for various ecosystem services (such as product provision, soil
conservation and flood mitigation) is an important challenge for eco-
system management in this region.

A watershed is a suitable spatial extent for effective LULC man-
agement (Bisson et al., 1997). The Hongmao watershed in Baisha Li
Autonomous County in the central mountainous area of Hainan Island
was selected for verifying the framework described in Section 2. This
watershed covers approximately 6.56 km2, with elevations ranging
from 420m to 1490m and annual precipitation of 1800–2700mm. The
main ecosystem types in the watershed include primary forest, sec-
ondary forest, and various types of plantations (Fig. 2). About 260
people live in the watershed. The ecosystems are the main source of

income for the watershed residents (Wen et al., 2017). Furthermore,
data availability in such a small watershed is good.

3.2. Materials and methods

3.2.1. The selection of ES
The major ecological problems (floods and soil erosion) in the study

watershed, the relatively low economic level and need for key ES (basic
materials for a good life, health and security, as identified in the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment) (MA, 2005) informed our selection
of ES. We chose product provision services (representing basic material
needs), water resource provisioning and water purification (re-
presenting health needs for clean water resource), and soil retention
and flood mitigation services (representing safety requirements) as the
ES under study. The assessment was conducted at the temporal scale of
a year (2016). The specific indicators and data sources are listed in
Table 1.

3.2.2. Assessment of ES supply and demand
3.2.2.1. Mapping and valuation of ES supply and demand. (1) Product
provision

Supply. Product provision service refers to the diverse products
provided by terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems (Ouyang et al., 2016)
for maintaining human well-being. A range of agricultural products
(e.g., rice, rubber, Alpina oxyphylla) were the main income source of the
farmers supporting their demand for basic materials in the central
mountainous region of Hainan Island (Eq. (1)). We standardized agri-
cultural products with different units into monetary value (per capita
net income of agricultural product provision per person) for the supply
of product provision (SAP) in Hongmao watershed to compare the
supply and demand of basic materials for human well-being.

= × ×=SAP Y C E A
P

[ ( ) ]i
n

i i i i1 (1)

where SAP is the per capita net income of agricultural product provision
(yuan/person/yr). Yi, Ci, Ei and Ai are a crop’s annual yield ((including
rubber, Areca catechu, rice and Alpinia oxyphylla) per km2 (kg/km2), the
market price of the crop (yuan/kg), the crop’s annual production cost
per km2 (yuan/km2) and the crop’s land area (km2), respectively. P
represents total population (person). The above parameters were ob-
tained from the household questionnaire survey described in 3.2.2.2.

Demand. Demand for crop products referred to the minimum ex-
penditure on goods and services to maintain basic subsistence demand
under certain social development conditions. We used the per capita net
income of rural residents (8000 yuan/person/year) as the income de-
mand of residents which is the standard set by the Chinese government
for comprehensively building a comfortable and successful society
(CPC, 2012).

Fig. 2. Location of Hongmao watershed in the central mountainous area of Hainan Island, China.
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(2) Water resource provision, water purification, soil retention and
flood mitigation

The SWAT model was used to model the provision of water re-
sources, water purification, soil retention and flood mitigation services,
which can predict the long-term effects of land management practices
on water yield, soil yield and agricultural chemical load and flooding in
complex watersheds with different soil types, LULC and management
practices (Neitsch et al., 2011). Therefore, we used SWAT to model
water resource provision, water purification and flood mitigation ser-
vices.

(i) Water resource provision
Supply. Water resource provision refers to the available water yield

for human use within a given region (Boithias et al., 2014). We used the
outlet water yield for Hongmao watershed to quantify the supply of the
water resource provision service (SWR) in 2016 (Eq. (2)). The outputs of
the SWAT model that were related to water quantity were used to
quantify and map annual water yield (Neitsch et al., 2011):

= × + + ×S A Q Q Q( ) 10WR watershed surf lateral gw
3 (2)

where SWR is the supply of water resource provision service (m3). Qsurf,
Qlateral, Qgw are the amount of surface runoff, lateral flow contribution
and groundwater from streamflow for year (mm), respectively.
Awatershed is the area of Hongmao watershed (m2).

Demand. Water resource demand (DWR) is the sum of human water
demand and river ecological flow requirements in a specific area. We
used the human and environmental water requirements to represent the
demand for water resource provision in the Hongmao watershed.
Human water demand included water consumption by livestock, people
and agricultural consumption (e.g., irrigation) based on population and
the area of consumptive land in the Hongmao watershed. River ecolo-
gical flow requirements referred to the average flow that a river should
maintain in order to sustain good ecological function which account for
30% of the average annual discharge (MWR, 2014). Eq. (3) was used to
determine water resource demand, as follows:

= × + × + × + ×
= =

D P Q L Q I Q F 30%WR P
i

n

i i
j

n

j
1 1 (3)

where DWR is the demand for water resource provision service (m3); P is
the total population, Qp is the water quota of rural residents (m3/
person) and the unit is similar for the animals. L is the number of li-
vestock of type i, Qi is the water quota per unit of livestock type i, I is
the sowing area of crop type j (ha), and Q is the irrigation water con-
sumption of crop type j per unit area (m3/ha). F is the annual discharge
(m3). The water quota and irrigation water consumption was referenced
to the normal water use in Hainan Province (Hainan Provincial Water
Affairs Department, 2017). Other parameters were obtained from the
household questionnaire survey described in 3.2.2.2.

(ii) Water purification
Supply. Water purification supply (SWP) refers to the ability of an

ecosystem to purify polluted surface runoff (Bukvareva et al., 2017),
which was represented by the reciprocal variable of monthly mean
concentration of total nitrogen (TN) in our study. We used the outputs
of the SWAT model that were related to N and the following equation to
quantify and map the water purification service (Eq. (4)) (Carvalho-
Santos et al., 2016):

= = + + +S W W W W W QWP TN OUT ORGN OUT NO OUT NH OUT NO OUT_ _ 3_ 4_ 2_

(4)

where WTN_OUT refers to the TN concentration at Hongmao watershed
outlet (mg/L). WORGAN_OUT, WNO3_OUT, WNH4_OUT, WNO2_OUT and Q are
organic N, nitrate N, ammonium N, nitrite N (mg) and total water yield
(L), respectively.

Demand. Water purification demand (DWP) refers to the water
quality that meets the needs of local people for a healthy life. According
to the environmental quality standard for surface water in China (SEPA,Ta
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2002), we used the water quality demand standard (Dstandard) of local
residents (1mg/L) as the water purification demand.

(iii) Soil retention
Supply. Soil retention supply (SSR) refers to the ability of ecosystems

to retain soil within a given time which was presented by the inverse
variable of soil erosion intensity (t/km2/yr). SWAT uses the modified
Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) to estimate soil yield (Eqs. (5) and
(6)).

=sed Q q area K C P LS CFRC11.8( · · ) · · · · ·surf peak hru USLE USLE USLE USLE
0.56 (5)

= =S sed
A

[ ]·10
SR

t

watershed
i 1

6
(6)

where sed is soil load in metric tons per day (t/day), Qsurf is surface
runoff volume (mm/day), qpeak is peak surface runoff rate (m3/s),
areahru is the area of a hydrological response unit (ha), KUSLE is USLE
soil erodibility factor, CUSLE is the USLE cropping management factor;
PUSLE is the USLE conservation support practice factor, LSUSLE is the
USLE slope length and gradient factor, and CFRC is a roughness factor
(all factors are dimensionless), i is day and t is the total number of days
of a year. Awatershed is the area of Hongmao watershed (m2).

Demand. The demand for the soil retention service (DSR) refers to the
demand for soil erosion reduction in inhabited areas that are prone to
soil erosion which was represented by the inverse variable of allowable
soil erosion intensity (the maximum intensity of soil loss that can be
sustained by the land while still maintaining long-term soil fertility and
land productivity) (Stefano et al., 2016). We used the allowable erosion
intensity (500 t/km2/yr) in our study area (MWR, 2008) as the demand
line for the soil retention service. The less the soil erosion intensity is,
the higher the soil retention services is.

(iv) Flood mitigation
Supply. The flood mitigation supply (SFM) refers to an ecosystem’s

capacity to reduce the amount of storm runoff from heavy rainfall
(Stürck et al., 2014); in other words, it refers to the contribution of an
ecosystem to security and risk reduction (Wolff et al., 2015). A LULC
matrix approach which linked different LULC to different capacities for
flood mitigation within the Hongmao watershed were applied to
quantify SFM. The flood mitigation capacities of different land use types
were based on the surface runoff reduction. Since Hongmao watershed’s
floods were mainly formed by surface runoff after torrential rain, we
used the surface runoff from a typical torrential rain event (319mm/
24 h, 18 November 2016) to map the relative capacity of each LULC for
flood mitigation in ArcGIS on a scale ranging from 0 to 5. Then, areas
with similar flood mitigation capacities were united into a single
polygon. The polygon was intersected with the LULC map and spatial
statistics were derived from the LULC. Finally, we defined the flood
mitigation capacity for every LULC on the base of their representation
(in percent) within the polygons of corresponding capacity. The de-
tailed method can be found in Nedkov and Burkhard (2012). A value of
0 represents no relevant capacity to supply flood mitigation service, a
value of 5 represents the highest capacity (Nedkov and Burkhard,
2012).

Demand. The demand for flood mitigation service (DFM) refers to the
demand for flood reduction in inhabited areas that are prone to flood
hazard. We assumed that the most vulnerable areas would have the
highest demand for flood regulation, and that the demand can be de-
termined by considering both vulnerability and risks (Nedkov and
Burkhard, 2012). We used the LULC matrix method to quantify DFM,
which was represented by the relative flood mitigation demand of
different LULC types according to historical flood inundation condition,
topographic, demographic and economic data from local people and
local authorities. The method has been widely used to quantify the
relative magnitude of flood mitigation demand with a relative scale
ranging from 0 to 5 (Nedkov and Burkhard, 2012; Nedkov et al., 2015).

We determined that paddy land (value of 4) and residential land (value
of 5) in the study area had the highest demand for flood regulation,
primary and secondary forests, shrubland and waterbodies had no de-
mand (value of 0), and Areca catechu plantation (value of 2), inter-
cropped rubber plantation (value of 2), rubber plantation (value of 1)
and dry land (value of 3) had intermediate demand by interviewing
local resident.

3.2.2.2. Data sources. (i) Household questionnaire data
Product provision data were collected by a face-to-face household

questionnaire survey in May, 2017. A total of sixty households were
surveyed. The survey included questions on the yield, area, income,
cost of different crop types (e.g., Areca catechu, rice and Alpinia oxy-
phylla), the species and number of livestock (cattle, pigs, sheep and
chickens), human population, historical flood inundation conditions
and house prices. The method was similar to the previous survey or-
ganized by Peng et al. (2017).

(ii) SWAT model parameters
The LULC data were obtained from interpretation of digital images

collected by the SPOT-6 satellite (1.5m resolution) and corrected
through a site survey using a global positioning system. A soil map
(1:50,000) and related soil properties data were obtained from the
Hainan Academy of Environmental Sciences, China and another site
experiment (e.g., soil erosion intensity under different LULC) conducted
by Wen et al. (2017). Daily climate data and observed surface water
discharge data were obtained from a HOBO U30 weather station and
two H-Water Weir auto-recording runoff instruments (sub-watershed 4
and 10) located in the Hongmao watershed. Digital elevation model
data, with a spatial resolution of 30m, were provided by the Institute of
Remote Sensing and Digital Earth Chinese Academy, Beijing, China.

3.2.2.3. SWAT model calibration and validation. The Hongmao
watershed was divided into 12 sub-watersheds and 170 hydrological
response units. Five out of twenty-two parameters were chosen as the
most sensitive using a Latin hypercube sensitivity analysis in the SWAT
CUP software package which can help SWAT model calibration of daily
surface water discharge (Table A.1). Following the sensitivity analysis,
we conducted calibration and validation of the SWAT model to reduce
uncertainty and increase the accuracy of prediction results. Two sub-
watersheds (Fig. 2) where we had hydrological stations were selected
for calibration (sub-watershed 10) and validation (sub-watershed 4) of
surface water discharge (daily data of 2016), respectively. We used
Manual Calibration Helper to calibrate repeatedly. Model performance
was considered good according to a Nash–Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE) of
0.90 and 0.79 and a coefficient of determination (R2) of 0.91 and 0.91
in the calibration and validation period respectively (Mwangi et al.,
2016) (Fig. A.1).

The soil erosion predictions from the SWAT model were calibrated
using the soil export from 5 sub-watersheds (NSE= 0.69, R2= 0.79)
which included the main LULC types in the Hongmao watershed and
soil erosion data collected from experimental plots for each LULC type
(Primary forest, Secondary forest, Areca catechu, Rubber and Rubber-
Alpinia oxyphylla plantations) (Fig. A.2) (Wen et al., 2017). The ni-
trogen concentration was measured at the outlet of the same sub-wa-
tershed where soil erosion was calibrated (NSE= 0.69, R2= 0.79) by
InVEST model (water yield and nutrient delivery ratio module) (Fig.
A.3) (Sharp et al., 2018).

3.2.3. Matching ES supply and demand
ES can be classified into two main categories: those that satisfy

human desires (regulation services and some cultural services) and
those that satisfy consumption or direct use demands (provision ser-
vices and some cultural services) (Wolff et al., 2015). Therefore, we
used different methods to identify the matching between supply and
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demand of different ES.
(i) Consumption or direct use services
In this case study, direct use services were water purification and

soil retention services. We used the supply-demand ratio to judge the
matching of ESSD for product provision, water resource provision ser-
vices (Table 1; (Eq. (7) and (8)).

=M S /DAP AP AP (7)

= SM /DWR WR WR (8)

where MAP, SAP and DAP mean the ESSD match magnitude, supply and
demand of product provision service. MWR, SWR and DWR mean the
ESSD match magnitude, supply and demand of water resource provi-
sion service.

(ii) Services that satisfy desires
Services that satisfy desires include water purification, soil retention

and flood mitigation in this study. Because the inverse indicators for
water purification (nitrogen concentration) and soil retention (soil
erosion intensity) were used in this study, we selected Dstandard/S
(supply) to represent the matching of ESSD, where higher ratios reflect
a higher contribution to water purification and soil retention (Eq. (9)
and (10)).

=M D /SWP standard WP (9)

=M D /SSR standard SR (10)

where MWP, Dstandard and SWP mean the ESSD matching magnitude,
demand standard and supply of water purification service. MSR,
Dstandard and SSR mean the ESSD matching magnitude, demand standard
and supply of the soil retention service.

Since the magnitude of flood mitigation depends largely on natural
conditions and it is difficult to quantify the demand, we evaluated their
ESSD matching as follows (Eq. (11)) (Li et al., 2016):

= + +M (S D )/[(S D )/2] 1FM FM FM max max (11)

where MFM means the ESSD match magnitude for flood mitigation; Smax

and Dmax means the maximum value of flood mitigation supply and
demand.

For the above matching index for the five ecosystem services (pro-
duct provision, water resource provision, water purification, soil re-
tention, and flood mitigation), a ratio greater than or equal to 1 in-
dicated that the supply at least matched demand. A ratio< 1 indicated
supply was inadequate to meet demand.

3.2.4. Analysis and regulation of ES trade-offs
In the analysis and regulation of ES trade-offs, the degree of

matching of ESSD immediately identified an ES that had an insufficient
supply. Then, according to the main driver(s) of the ES, the relation-
ships and trade-off characteristics among ES under the main drivers
(such as LULC and land management measures) were analyzed. Based
on the matching characteristics of ESSD and the spatial distribution of
ES, potential ways to match ES were sought by making full use of ES
trade-off characteristics. Finally, the matching of ESSD was achieved
(or at least improved) by considering ES trade-off characteristics, ESSD
relationships and land use scenarios.

In this case study, we analyzed ES trade-off characteristics under
different LULC using the average ES benefit from different land uses.
We develop the scenarios based on local land use planning and the local
planting conditions of crops. (1) Local land use planning. We obtained
information on transformable land from Baisha Li Autonomous County
Multiple-Plan Integration map (General Planning of Baisha Li
Autonomous County (Spatial Class 2015–2030)) where the goal was to
protect natural forest and basic farmland to maintain local and regional
food and ecological security (Lü et al., 2017). Land used for rice and
corn production, abandoned rice land and natural forest were not

considered eligible for conversion; (2) Planting condition of crops. For
example, rubber and Areca catechu could be planted only in areas where
the elevation was less than 700m and the slope was less than 30°
(Langenberger et al., 2016).

Then we used a rose diagram to show the trade-off magnitudes of
different LULC. The ES benefit was calculated as Eq. (12) (Bradford
et al., 2015):

=ES ES ES
ES ESi

iobs min

max min (12)

where ESi is the benefit of ES type i; ESibos is the observed value of ES
type i; and ESmax and ESmin represent the maximum and minimum va-
lues, respectively, of ESi.

3.3. Results

3.3.1. Step 1: identifying stakeholders and the goals of ESSD assessment
The ecosystems in Hongmao watershed provided diverse agri-

cultural products and clean water for local farmers, basic cropland and
natural disaster mitigation for local and national governments (as well
as local farmers), and rich biodiversity for global beneficiaries.
Therefore, the stakeholders in the study area were local farmers, gov-
ernments and global beneficiaries. Due to the local poverty and rich
biodiversity in the Hongmao watershed, the goals of the ESSD assess-
ment were to increase the well-being of local farmers without sacrifi-
cing the benefits for government and global stakeholders, including the
area of farmland and natural forest. To this end, we have interviewed
60 households in the Hongmao watershed.

3.3.2. Step 2 and Step 3: assessing ESSD and judging their matches
For agricultural product provision, the average net income per ca-

pita in the watershed was 5175 yuan/person/year on the basis of the
income characteristics of different LULC. This amount was far less than
the 8000 yuan/person/year needed to achieve China’s national goal of
building a comfortable and successful society. Therefore, the supply-
demand ratio for agricultural product provision was only 0.65, meaning
that local agricultural supply was inadequate to meet the goal. The
annual water yield of the Hongmao watershed was 1.2× 107m3, which
is far more than the annual total water demand of only 0.9× 106m3.
The supply-demand ratio of the water resources provision was 13.76,
indicating that supply is greater than demand (Figs. 3 and 4).

The mean monthly N concentration of the watershed outlet was
0.33 ± 0.19mg/L, which was lower than the required standard of<
1mg/L. The supply-demand ratio for water purification was 3.1.

The soil erosion intensity of the whole watershed (66.97 t/km2/yr)
was lower than the allowable soil erosion standard (500 t/km2/yr),
indicating that the supply of soil retention was greater than its demand.

The areas with low flood mitigation service and high flood risk
(value 0 and value 1) were mainly distributed in farmland and re-
sidential areas at low elevations, accounting for 6% of the whole wa-
tershed. The demand-supply ratio of flood mitigation service was 2.4
(Figs. 3 and 4).

Considering our goals in the watershed, we need to improve the
supply and demand ratios of agricultural product provision without
decreasing the ratios of other ecosystem services.

3.3.3. Step 4: identifying solutions to goals
The matching analysis of ESSD indicated that the main goals of

ecosystem management were to improve the ecosystem services of
agricultural product provision without decreasing the matches of other
ecosystem services. The assessment and mapping of ecosystem services
showed how LULC changes impacted the uneven delivery of multiple
ecosystem services (Fig. 5) due to their synergies and trade-offs. The
mapping also suggested that in contrast to secondary forest, increasing
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the areas of rubber plantations, Areca catechu plantations, and espe-
cially rubber intercropped with the medicinal plant Alpinia oxyphylla
can increase the agricultural product provision service, but at the ex-
pense of water purification, flood mitigation and soil retention services
(Fig. 5).

The matching characteristics of ESSD and ES relationship under
different LULC types (Fig. 5) suggested that the following approaches
may increase the matching of ESSD through increasing agricultural
product provision and other regulating services simultaneously: (1) a
“win-win” approach that transferred monocultural rubber plantations
into rubber intercropped with Alpinia oxyphylla plantations (accounting
for 5.5% of the whole watershed area); and (2) an “ES replacement”
approach to that transferred some secondary forests into rubber inter-
cropped with Alpinia oxyphylla plantations (Fig. 5). Then, we applied
these two approaches together. We transferred the appropriate sec-
ondary forest (elevation< 700m and slope<30°) and rubber planta-
tions into rubber intercropped with Alpinia oxyphylla plantations (ac-
counting for 13.6% of the whole watershed area).

After implementing the two strategies together, the supply and de-
mand ratio of agricultural product provision increased from 0.65 to
1.30. There was also slight increase in the supply and demand ratio of
annual water yield (from 13.76 to 14.29). The supply and demand ratio
decreased for water purification (from 3.09 to 2.10), soil retention
(from 8.91 to 7.47) and flood mitigation (from 2.4 to 1.2) but still met
its demand (Fig. 4).

Fig. 3. Distribution of targeted ecosystem services in Hongmao watershed, Hainan Island, China. Note: for flood mitigation service, a 0 value shows that there is no
relative capacity to supply flood mitigation service, value of 5 represents the highest capacity.

Fig. 4. Supply and demand ratios for targeted ecosystem services in 2016 under
coordination scenario. Note: Orange bars and orange+blue bars represent the
original condition of ES in 2016. The green and blue bars represent the increase
and decrease of the supply-demand ratio, respectively, as a result of co-
ordinated approaches. The match line (ratio= 1.0) indicates the ecosystem
service supply equals its demand.

Fig. 5. The relationship among multiple ecosystem services under different land use and land cover types. Note: Larger radius indicates higher ecosystem service.
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4. Discussion

The critical target for ecosystem management is to increase the
matching of ESSD (Geijzendorffer et al., 2015) and improve well-being
in multiple dimensions (e.g., basic material needs for good life, health,
safety) (MA, 2005). However, one of the main challenges for improving
the matching of ESSD is to reconcile ES trade-offs (Turkelboom et al.,
2017; Cavenderbares et al., 2015a). Many case studies have shown that
some trade-offs could be coordinated through different approaches
(e.g., riparian vegetation conservation, organic agriculture develop-
ment) (Power, 2010). In contrast to single exploration of ES synergy
and trade-off characteristics (Mouchet et al., 2014; Lee and Lautenbach,
2016) and single analysis of the relationships between ESSD
(Villamagna et al., 2013; Stürck et al., 2014), our study developed an
effective research framework and a new perspective to integrate ES
trade-offs and their coordinated approaches to matching ES supply and
demand to meet the changeable ES needs of humans. ES trade-offs re-
quire us to first understand the mechanisms behind ES trade-offs. Two
potential mechanisms may lead to ES trade-offs (Mouchet et al., 2014).
(i) Intrinsic trade-offs reflect the fact that the delivery of multiple ES
depend on the same ecosystem process. For example, afforestation in
arid and semiarid areas will promote photosynthesis and, in turn, in-
crease carbon sequestration at the expense of water quantity (Jia et al.,
2014). (ii) Management-induced trade-offs, whereby focusing on one
ES often leads to the decrease of other ESs through three main man-
agement measures. (a) A reduction in plant functional groups or traits
will decrease the resistance of a community to diseases and the delivery
of ES (Gamfeldt et al., 2013). For example, transformation of primary
forest into agroforestry will result in the trade-off between carbon se-
questration and crop production (Gamfeldt et al., 2013). (b) External
human inputs (e.g., chemical fertilizers and pesticides) affect the bio-
physical chemical process and food web, which result in a trade-off
between agricultural product provision and water purification (Johnson
et al., 2014). (c) Altering landscape configuration and composition may
impact the source-sink process, species and physical interdependency
across space and in turn cause ES trade-offs, such as between surface-
water quality and crop production (Qiu and Turner, 2015), and be-
tween crop pollination and crop production (Elmqvist et al., 2013). In
our case study, the trade-offs between rubber production, soil retention,
and water purification may be caused by the removal of plant func-
tional groups (conversion from natural forest to monocultural rubber
plantations), external human inputs (e.g., fertilizer application), as well
as landscape changes (e.g., the area composition of landscape types).

The possible mechanisms leading to ES trade-offs also provide im-
portant information and knowledge for managers to coordinate the
trade-offs and achieve win-win goals. Based on the different mechan-
isms behind ES trade-offs, different coordinated approaches could be
taken. (i) For intrinsic ES trade-offs, coordination can come from
choosing the appropriate species and location to replace one LULC (“ES
replacement”) or key ecosystem attribute (Felipelucia, et al., 2018). For
example, choosing an area where precipitation is suitable for affor-
estation could reduce the trade-off between water quantity and net
primary production in arid areas (Jia et al., 2014). (ii) Ecological in-
tensification and biodiversity conservation approaches (“win-win”) can
increase functional diversity and, in turn, improve the delivery and
resilience of ES (Geertsema et al., 2016), such as agroforestry and crop
diversification. (iii) Identifying ecological leverage points (“small loss-
big gain”) could improve targeted ES, albeit at the expense of small
losses of other ES (Qiu and Turner, 2015), such as protecting riparian
zones (Zheng et al., 2016) and protecting important ES area (Ouyang

et al., 2016). The latter two approaches can help reduce or even
eliminate ES trade-offs from both LULC change and management
choices. In our case study, to coordinate the trade-offs of ES, we im-
plemented both a “win-win” approach (planting rubber and rubber
intercropped with Alpinia oxyphylla) and an “ES replacement” approach
(rubber intercropped with Alpinia oxyphylla) together, which were
identified by an ES synergy/trade-off analysis under different LULC
types (Fig. 5). As a result, the matching between the supply and demand
of targeted ES (agricultural product provision and flood mitigation)
improved. The supply of other ES still exceeded their demand (water
resource provision, water purification and soil retention) (Fig. 4). The
case study demonstrated that our framework provided a feasible ap-
proach to improving the match of ESSD by analyzing and coordinating
the different trade-offs of ES.

Although many coordinated approaches already exist to mitigate ES
trade-offs (Zheng et al., 2019), it’s difficult to realize a complete
matching of ESSD. On the one hand, ES demand is diverse and may
change over time and spatial scale because of societal, governmental
and cultural differences and market price fluctuation (Elwell et al.,
2018; Wolff et al., 2015; Cavenderbares et al., 2015b;). For example,
local people care more about direct sustenance of livelihood from ES
while and governments consider biodiversity as the main goal
(Turkelboom et al., 2017). On the other hand, the fulfillment of ES
demand is constrained by biophysical conditions which need us exhibit
multi-scale correlation and telecoupling (e.g. socioeconomic and en-
vironmental interactions between different places) (Liu et al., 2016a;
Peng et al., 2017; Zheng et al., 2013). For example, the supply and
demand of flood mitigation service is difficult to match because that
people usually are located in places of low relevant supply capacities
(Stürck et al., 2014). In our case study both static and sectional data
were used to test the framework, which also support its applicability. In
fact, ES trade-offs and ESSD characteristics will change with time and
market price variations (Rodríguez et al., 2006; Pennington et al.,
2017). Our framework was used to improve and inform the matches of
ESSD in practice. Dynamic analyses are important to represent the
changing relationships of ES trade-offs and ESSD in the real world.

5. Conclusion

Reconciling the mismatch between ES supply and demand is a great
challenge for sustainable ecosystem management. In this study we de-
veloped an effective research framework and new perspective to in-
tegrate ES synergies and trade-offs under different drivers. We used
coordinated approaches to inform the matching of ES supply and de-
mand to meet the changeable ES needs of humans. By using the fra-
mework, we found that the mismatch between agricultural production
within the watershed of China’s Hainan Island could be improved by
analyzing ES trade-offs under different LULC and identifying two co-
ordination methods (“win- win” and “ES replacement”) without sacri-
ficing the matching of other ES. Our framework extends previous stu-
dies and provides a practical approach to quantitatively analyze the
matching status and distribution characteristics of multiple ESSD
(especially provisioning and regulating services), and to further im-
prove the matching of ESSD.
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Appendix A

Fig. A1. Simulated and observed daily runoff in calibration and validation periods.

Fig. A2. Simulated and measured soil erosion intensity under different sub-watersheds.

Fig. A3. Simulated nitrogen concentration values of InVEST and SWAT model under different sub-watersheds.
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Appendix B. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100939.

References

Badgley, C., Moghtader, J., Quintero, E., Zakem, E., Chappell, M.J., Aviles-Vazquez, K.,
Samulon, A., Perfecto, I., 2007. Organic agriculture and the global food supply.
Renewable Agric. Food Syst. 22, 86–108.

Bagstad, K.J., Villa, F., Batker, D., Harrisoncox, J., Voigt, B., Johnson, G.W., 2014. From
theoretical to actual ecosystem services: mapping beneficiaries and spatial flows in
ecosystem service assessments. Ecol. Soc. 19, 706–708.

Baró, F., Haase, D., Gómez-Baggethun, E., Frantzeskaki, N., 2015. Mismatches between
ecosystem services supply and demand in urban areas: a quantitative assessment in
five European cities. Ecol. Ind. 55, 146–158.

Bisson, P.A., Lee, R.G., Turner, M.G., 1997. Approaches to management at the watershed
scale. Creating a forestry for the 21st century. Sci. Ecosyst. Manage. 39–253.

Boithias, L., Acuña, V., Vergoñós, L., Ziv, G., Marcé, R., Sabater, S., 2014. Assessment of
the water supply: demand ratios in a Mediterranean basin under different global
change scenarios and mitigation alternatives. Sci. Total Environ. 470, 567–577.

Bradford, John B., D’Amato, A.W., 2015. Recognizing trade-offs in multi-objective land
management. Front. Ecol. Environ. 10, 210–216.

Bryan, B.A., Ye, Y., Zhang, J.E., Connor, J.D., 2018. Land-use change impacts on eco-
system services value: incorporating the scarcity effects of supply and demand dy-
namics. Ecosyst. Serv. 32, 144–157.

Burkhard, B., Kroll, F., Nedkov, S., Müller, F., 2012. Mapping ecosystem service supply,
demand and budgets. Ecol. Ind. 21, 17–29.

Bukvareva, E., Zamolodchikov, D., Kraev, G., Grunewald, K., Narykov, A., 2017.
Supplied, demanded and consumed ecosystem services: prospects for national as-
sessment in Russia. Ecol. Ind. 78, 351–360.

Carvalho-Santos, C., Sousa-Silva, R., Gonçalves, J., Honrado, J.P., 2016. Ecosystem ser-
vices and biodiversity conservation under forestation scenarios: options to improve
management in the Vez watershed, NW Portugal. Reg. Environ. Change 16,
1557–1570.

Cavenderbares, J., Balvanera, P., King, E.G., Polasky, S., 2015a. Ecosystem service trade-
offs across global contexts and scales. Ecol. Soc. 20 (1).

Cavenderbares, J., Polasky, S., King, E.G., Balvanera, P., 2015b. A sustainability frame-
work for assessing trade-offs in ecosystem services. Ecol. Soc. 20 (1).

Chen, L., 1994. China Biodiversity Conservation Action Plan. China Environmental
Science Press.

CPC (National Congress of the Communist Party of China), 2012. Compilation of
Documents of the 18th National Congress of the Communist Party of China. People's
Publishing House (in Chinese).

Dosskey, M., Wells, G., Bentrup, G., Wallace, D., 2012. Enhancing ecosystem services:
designing for multifunctionality. J. Soil Water Conserv. 67, 37A–41A.

Elmqvist, T., Tuvendal, M., Krishnaswamy, J., Hylander, K., 2013. Managing trade-offs in
ecosystem services. In: Kumar, P., Thiaw, I., (Eds.), Values, Payments and Institutions
for Ecosystem Management. pp. 70–89.

Elwell, T.L., Gelcich, S., Gaines, S.D., López-Carr, D., 2018. Using people’s perceptions of
ecosystem services to guide modeling and management efforts. Sci. Total Environ.
637, 1014–1025.

Felipelucia, M.R., Soliveres, S., Penone, C., Manning, P., Der Plas, F.V., Boch, S., Allan, E.,
2018. Multiple forest attributes underpin the supply of multiple ecosystem services.
Nat. Commun. 9 (1).

Gamfeldt, L., Snall, T., Bagchi, R., Jonsson, M., Gustafsson, L., Kjellander, P., Ruiz-Jaen,
M.C., Froberg, M., Stendahl, J., Philipson, C.D., Mikusinski, G., Andersson, E.,
Westerlund, B., Andren, H., Moberg, F., Moen, J., Bengtsson, J., 2013. Higher levels
of multiple ecosystem services are found in forests with more tree species. Nat.
Commun. 4, 1340.

García-Nieto, A.P., García-Llorente, M., Iniesta-Arandia, I., Martín-López, B., 2013.
Mapping forest ecosystem services: from providing units to beneficiaries. Ecosyst.
Serv. 4, 126–138.

Geertsema, W., Rossing, W.A., Landis, D.A., Bianchi, F.J., Van Rijn, P.C., Schaminée, J.H.,
Van Der Werf, W., 2016. Actionable knowledge for ecological intensification of

agriculture. Front. Ecol. Environ. 14 (4), 209–216.
Geijzendorffer, I.R., Martín-López, B., Roche, P.K., 2015. Improving the identification of

mismatches in ecosystem services assessments. Ecol. Ind. 52, 320–331.
Goldstein, J.H., Caldarone, G., Duarte, T.K., Ennaanay, D., Hannahs, N., Mendoza, G.,

Polasky, S., Wolny, S., Daily, G.C., 2012. Integrating ecosystem-service tradeoffs into
land-use decisions. PNAS 109, 7565–7570.

Hainan Provincial Water Affairs Department, 2017. Hainan Province Norm of Water Use.
Hainan Provincial Bureau of quality and Technical Supervision (in Chinese).

Howe, C., Suich, H., Vira, B., Mace, G.M., 2014. Creating win-wins from trade-offs?
Ecosystem services for human well-being: a meta-analysis of ecosystem service trade-
offs and synergies in the real world. Glob. Environ. Change 28, 263–275.

Jia, X., Fu, B., Feng, X., Hou, G., Liu, Y., Wang, X., 2014. The tradeoff and synergy be-
tween ecosystem services in the Grain-for-Green areas in Northern Shaanxi, China.
Ecol. Ind. 43, 103–113.

Johnson, J.A., Runge, C.F., Senauer, B., Foley, J., Polasky, S., 2014. Global agriculture
and carbon trade-offs. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, 12342–12347.

Kennedy, C.M., Miteva, D.A., Baumgarten, L., Hawthorne, P.L., Sochi, K., Polasky, S.,
Oakleaf, J.R., Uhlhorn, E.M., Kiesecker, J., 2016. Bigger is better: Improved nature
conservation and economic returns from landscape-level mitigation. Sci. Adv. 2,
e1501021.

Koh, I., Lonsdorf, E.V., Williams, N.M., Brittain, C., Isaacs, R., Gibbs, J., Ricketts, T.H.,
2016. Modeling the status, trends, and impacts of wild bee abundance in the United
States. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 113 (1), 140–145.

Kroll, F., Müller, F., Haase, D., Fohrer, N., 2012. Rural–urban gradient analysis of eco-
system services supply and demand dynamics. Land Use Policy 29, 521–535.

Landuyt, D., Broekx, S., Goethals, P.L.M., 2016. Bayesian belief networks to analyse trade-
offs among ecosystem services at the regional scale. Ecol. Ind. 71, 327–335.

Langenberger, G., Cadisch, G., Martin, K., Shi, M., Waibel, H., 2016. Rubber intercrop-
ping: a viable concept for the 21st century? Agrofor. Syst. 1–20.

Larondelle, N., Lauf, S., 2016. Balancing demand and supply of multiple urban ecosystem
services on different spatial scales. Ecosyst. Serv. 22, 18–31.

Lee, H., Lautenbach, S., 2016. A quantitative review of relationships between ecosystem
services. Ecol. Ind. 66, 340–351.

Li, J., Jiang, H., Bai, Y., Alatalo, J.M., Li, X., Jiang, H., Liu, G., Xu, J., 2016. Indicators for
spatial–temporal comparisons of ecosystem service status between regions: a case
study of the Taihu River Basin, China. Ecol. Ind. 60, 1008–1016.

Liu, J., Yang, W., Li, S., 2016a. Framing ecosystem services in the telecoupled
Anthropocene. Front. Ecol. Environ. 14, 27–36.

Liu, W., Zhu, C., Wu, J., Chen, C., 2016b. Are rubber-based agroforestry systems effective
in controlling rain splash erosion? Catena 147, 16–24.

Lü, Y., Zhang, L., Zeng, Y., Fu, B., Whitham, C., Liu, S., Wu, B., 2017. Representation of
critical natural capital in China. Conserv. Biol. 31 (4), 894–902.

Maron, M., Mitchell, M.G., Runting, R.K., Rhodes, J.R., Mace, G.M., Keith, D.A., Watson,
J.E., 2017. Towards a threat assessment framework for ecosystem services. Trends
Ecol. Evol. 32 (4), 240–248.

McNally, C.G., Uchida, E., Gold, A.J., 2011. The effect of a protected area on the tradeoffs
between short-run and long-run benefits from mangrove ecosystems. PNAS 108,
13945–13950.

MA (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment), 2005. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.
Ecosystems and Human Wellbeing: A Framework for Assessment. Island Press,
Washington, DC.

Mehring, M., Ott, E., Hummel, D., 2018. Ecosystem services supply and demand assess-
ment: why social-ecological dynamics matter. Ecosyst. Serv. 30, 124–125.

Mouchet, M.A., Lamarque, P., Martín-López, B., Crouzat, E., Gos, P., Byczek, C., Lavorel,
S., 2014. An interdisciplinary methodological guide for quantifying associations be-
tween ecosystem services. Global Environ. Change 28, 298–308.

Mwangi, H.M., Julich, S., Patil, S.D., McDonald, M.A., Feger, K.H., 2016. Modelling the
impact of agroforestry on hydrology of Mara River Basin in East Africa. Hydrol.
Process. 30, 3139–3155.

MWR (Ministry of Water Resources of the People’s Republic of China), 2008. Standard for
classification and gradation of soil erosion. China Water Conservancy and

Table A1
The most sensitive parameters and final calibrated values of parameters.

Parameter Description Sensitivity index Minimum Maximum Optimal values

CH_N1 Manning’s “n” value for the tributary channels 0.0000 0.01 30 0.014
SOL_K Soil hydraulic conductivity (mm/hr) 0.0004 0 2000 1.44
GWQMN Threshold depth of water in the shallow aquifer required for return flow to

occur (mm H2O)
0.0477 0 5000 1000

USLE_P USLE practice factor 0.0859 0 1 Primary forest: 0.015
Secondary forest: 0.01
Areca catechu: 0.6
Rubber:0.15 Rubber-Alpinia oxyphylla:
0.11

ESCO Soil evaporation compensation factor 0.0925 0 1 0.04

L. Wang, et al. Ecosystem Services 37 (2019) 100939

11

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100939
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0225


Hydropower Press (in Chinese).
MWR (Ministry of Water Resources of the People’s Republic of China), 2014. Specification

for calculation of environmental flow in rivers and lakes. China Water Conservancy
and Hydropower Press (in Chinese).

Nedkov, S., Boyanova, K., Burkhard, B., 2015. Quantifying, modelling and mapping
ecosystem services in watersheds. In: Ecosystem Services and River Basin
Ecohydrology. Springer, Dordrecht, pp. 133–149.

Nedkov, S., Burkhard, B., 2012. Flood regulating ecosystem services—Mapping supply
and demand, in the Etropole municipality, Bulgaria. Ecol. Ind. 21, 67–79.

Neitsch, S.L., Williams, J., Arnold, J., Kiniry, J., 2011. Soil and Water Assessment Tool
Theoretical Documentation Version 2009. Texas Water Resources Institute.

Oconnell, C.S., Carlson, K.M., Cuadra, S.V., Feeley, K.J., Gerber, J.S., West, P.C., Polasky,
S., 2018. Balancing tradeoffs: reconciling multiple environmental goals when eco-
system services vary regionally. Environ. Res. Lett. 13 (6).

Ouyang, Z., Zheng, H., Xiao, Y., Polasky, S., Liu, J., Xu, W., Wang, Q., Zhang, L., Xiao, Y.,
Rao, E., 2016. Improvements in ecosystem services from investments in natural ca-
pital. Science 352, 1455–1459.

Palomo, I., Martín-López, B., Potschin, M., Haines-Young, R., Montes, C., 2013. National
Parks, buffer zones and surrounding lands: mapping ecosystem service flows. Ecosyst.
Serv. 4, 104–116.

Peng, W., Zheng, H., Robinson, B.E., Li, C., Wang, F., 2017. Household livelihood strategy
choices, impact factors, and environmental consequences in Miyun Reservoir
Watershed, China. Sustainability 9, 175.

Pennington, D.N., Dalzell, B., Nelson, E., Mulla, D., Taff, S., Hawthorne, P., Polasky, S.,
2017. Cost-effective land use planning: optimizing land use and land management
patterns to maximize social benefits. Ecol. Econ. 139, 75–90.

Power, A.G., 2010. Ecosystem services and agriculture: tradeoffs and synergies. Philos.
Trans. R. Soc. B 365 (1554), 2959–2971.

Qiu, J.X., Turner, M.G., 2015. Importance of landscape heterogeneity in sustaining hy-
drologic ecosystem services in an agricultural watershed. Ecosphere 6, 1–19.

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D., Kain, J.H., Haase, D., Baró, F., Kaczorowska, A., 2015. Urban
self-sufficiency through optimised ecosystem service demand. A utopian perspective
from European cities. Futures 70, 13–23.

Rodríguez, J.P., Beard, T.D., Bennett, E.M., Cumming, G.S., Cork, S.J., Agard, J., Dobson,
A.P., Peterson, G.D., 2006. Trade-offs across space, time, and ecosystem services.
Ecol. Soc. 11, 28.

SEPA (State Environmental Protection Administration of China), 2002. The Surface Water
Environmental Quality Standard. China Environmental Science Press, Beijing (in
Chinese).

SEPA (State Environmental Protection Administration of China), 2002. Environmental
quality standards for surface water. China Environmental Science Press.

Stefano, C.D., Ferro, V., 2016. Establishing soil loss tolerance: an overview. J. Agric. Eng.

47 (3), 127–133.
Sharp, R., Tallis, H.T., Ricketts, T., Guerry, A.D., Wood, S.A., Chaplin-Kramer, R., Nelson,

E., Ennaanay, D., Wolny, S., Olwero, N., Vigerstol, K., Pennington, D., Mendoza, G.,
Aukema, J., Foster, J., Forrest, J., Cameron, D., Arkema, K., Lonsdorf, E., Kennedy, C.,
Verutes, G., Kim, C.K., Guannel, G., Papenfus, M., Toft, J., Marsik, M., Bernhardt, J.,
Griffin, R., Glowinski, K., Chaumont, N., Perelman, A., Lacayo, M., Mandle, L.,
Hamel, P., Vogl, A.L., Rogers, L., Bierbower, W., Denu, D., Douglass, J., 2018. InVEST
3.5.0. post369+n021389ab834b User’s Guide. The Natural Capital Project, Stanford
University, University of Minnesota, The Nature Conservancy, and World Wildlife
Fund.

Stürck, J., Poortinga, A., Verburg, P.H., 2014. Mapping ecosystem services: the supply
and demand of flood regulation services in Europe. Ecol. Ind. 38, 198–211.

Syrbe, R.U., Walz, U., 2012. Spatial indicators for the assessment of ecosystem services:
providing, benefiting and connecting areas and landscape metrics. Ecol. Ind. 21,
80–88.

Turkelboom, F., Leone, M., Jacobs, S., Kelemen, E., Garciallorente, M., Baro, F., Rusch, V.,
2017. When we cannot have it all: ecosystem services trade-offs in the context of
spatial planning. Ecosyst. Serv. 566–578.

Villamagna, A.M., Angermeier, P.L., Bennett, E.M., 2013. Capacity, pressure, demand,
and flow: a conceptual framework for analyzing ecosystem service provision and
delivery. Ecol. Complexity 15, 114–121.

Wei, H., Fan, W., Wang, X., Lu, N., Dong, X., Zhao, Y., Ya, X., Zhao, Y., 2017. Integrating
supply and social demand in ecosystem services assessment: a review. Ecosyst. Serv.
25, 15–27.

Wen, Z., Zhao, H., Liu, L., Ouyang, Z., Zheng, H., Mi, H., Li, Y., 2017. Effects of land use
changes on soil water conservation in Hainan Island, China. Chin. J. Appl. Ecol. 28,
4025–4033.

Wolff, S., Schulp, C.J.E., Verburg, P.H., 2015. Mapping ecosystem services demand: a
review of current research and future perspectives. Ecol. Ind. 55, 159–171.

Zeng, H., Zheng, D., Yang, S., Wang, X., Gao, Y., Fu, Z., 2009. RS & GIS based assessment
of adsorptive non-point source pollution in eucalyptus and rubber plantation at the
water source area of Hainan. 2009 IEEE International Geoscience and Remote
Sensing Symposium. IEEE pp. III-152–III-155.

Zheng, H., Li, Y., Robinson, B.E., Liu, G., Ma, D., Wang, F., Lu, F., Ouyang, Z., Daily, G.C.,
2016. Using ecosystem service trade-offs to inform water conservation policies and
management practices. Front. Ecol. Environ. 14, 527–532.

Zheng, H., Robinson, B.E., Liang, Y.C., Polasky, S., Ma, D.C., Wang, F.C., Ruckelshaus, M.,
Ouyang, Z.Y., Daily, G.C., 2013. Benefits, costs, and livelihood implications of a re-
gional payment for ecosystem service program. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 110,
16681–16686.

Zheng, H., Wang, L., Wu, T., 2019. Coordinating ecosystem service trade-offs to achieve
win–win outcomes: A review of the approaches. J. Environ. Sci. 82, 103–112.

L. Wang, et al. Ecosystem Services 37 (2019) 100939

12

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2212-0416(18)30532-1/h9000

	Ecosystem service synergies/trade-offs informing the supply-demand match of ecosystem services: Framework and application
	Introduction
	Conceptual framework
	Step 1: identifying stakeholders and the goals of ESSD assessment
	Step 2: assessing ESSD
	Step 3: Judging the matching between ES supply and demand
	Step 4: Attaining goals or identifying solutions to goals

	Case study
	Research area
	Materials and methods
	The selection of ES
	Assessment of ES supply and demand
	Mapping and valuation of ES supply and demand
	Data sources
	SWAT model calibration and validation
	Matching ES supply and demand
	Analysis and regulation of ES trade-offs

	Results
	Step 1: identifying stakeholders and the goals of ESSD assessment
	Step 2 and Step 3: assessing ESSD and judging their matches
	Step 4: identifying solutions to goals


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	mk:H1_24
	Supplementary data
	References




