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Research progress on the application of ecosystem service assessment in policy

LI Ruonan'?, LIU Rui'”?
(1. State Key Laboratory of Urban and Regional Ecology, Research Center for Eco-Environmental Sciences, Chinese Academy of
Sciences, Beijing 100085, China; 2. University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: Scientific assessment of ecosystem services is the basis of ecological protection policy making, but the influence
range and application effect in policy making are still in the exploratory stage. Based on the classification of ecosystem services and
the commonly used assessment methods of the function and value provided by ecosystem services, this paper analyzed the objective
setting, regional demarcation and beneficiary identification of ecosystem services in the development of ecological protection policy.
Based on the requirements of ecological security and ecological civilization system in China, the application effects of ecosystem
services in ecological protection policies were discussed by using typical application cases from national to local scales. Furthermore,
the entry points of future ecosystem service assessment in the application of ecological protection policy were proposed, namely,
standardizing the assessment methods, establishing the relationship between ecosystem process-services-residents' well-being, and
focusing on policy innovation based on ecosystem service assessment. It is expected to provide support for ecosystem protection and
ecological civilization system construction.
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Fig. 2 Technical process of ecological protection red line demarcation
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