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La struttura del SEEA EEA
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Procedura adottata dal JRC per INCA
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1. Quantificazione in termini fisici ! % ;

____________________
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2. Traduzione in termini monetari Prvsical erms

Monetary terms

3. Costruzione delle tabelle ‘

supply table use table
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Ecosystem services

provisioning

regulation
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Tavola riassuntiva

Quantificazione

Conti biofisici e monetari . Valuazione monetaria
biofisica

PROVISIONING
Generazione biomassa agricola Semplificato Prezzo di mkt
Generazione biomassa forestale Semplificato Prezzo di mkt
REGULATING AND MAINTENANCE
Impollinazione Modellizzazione Prezzo di mkt
Ritenzione del suolo Modellizzazione Costo di surrogazione
Purificazione dell’acqua Modellizzazione Costo di surrogazione
Regolazione dei gas serra Semplificato Carbon rates (OECD)
Mantenimento degli habitat Modellizzazione Choice experiment
Riduzione del rischio d’inondazione Modellizzazione Costo del danno evitato
CULTURAL
Ricreazione (basata sulla natura) Modellizzazione Costo del viaggio
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Tabella Risorse

2 Ecosystem type
Year 2012, EUR/km
©
2 B E: % >3 8 & 53
g 3 g £% 32 8, & £ £
Ecosystem service g 8 g % -rgu § -c% :';' &;?L% § Z § < %
Crop provision 27,670
Timber provision 10,820
Global climate regulation* 0 0 8,380 Not available
Flood control 430 630 7,160 Not available
Crop pollination 6,050
Nature-based recreation 380 2,530 19,320 22,980 14,590
Value (EUR/km”) 810 22,000 44,010 | 22,980 14,590
Values rounded to the nearest tens
*Net ecosystem flows (in Vallecillo et al. 2019a gross flows are also reported)
5 European

»* %

Commission



Tabella Impieghi

Year 2012, million EUR Economic units

) 4] -

E zZ Z 8 5 =wz| E

5 s 3 < 5§ =22 B

Q = © c @ o 9 =

c o c Q - o 9

oo (i = n o

Ecosystem service < T

Crop provision 20,560 20,560
Timber provision 14,550 14,550
Global climate regulation 14,400 | 14,400
Flood control 800 0O 2,400 1,380 11,730 16,310
Crop pollination 9,720 9,720
Nature-based recreation 50,390 50,390
Total 31,080 14,550 2,400 1,380 62,120 14,400 | 125,930

Values rounded to the nearest tens
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Approccio basato su modellizzazione
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Recap: dalla mappatura alla contabilizzazione

/ Socio-economic
SYsS S

Service
demand

® Service
& potential

Benefit

r
| Ecosystem service use :» - Economia
|

I (actual flow) « Societa

Tabelle Impieghi-Risorse
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Nature-based local outdoor recreation

ecvg ﬂ
= :'_"3_“)"':'1":"":" “ f L r 3

Land cover, water quality, ~ Proximity (roads, urban areas)
protected areas)

Potential Demand
(‘Areas for daily recreation’) |
. S
: Use (actual flow) : Benefits
SEEA EEA | %
accounting : %
tables 1
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Nature based recreation Potential

For accounting: ‘recreational
areas for daily use’

i, TR L) 7 T ] .\
- - : > Recreation potenial in 2012 9 k
'?:Z':fzt'on Opportunity Spectrum \‘\?Aj Share of 'recreational areas - ) N

fordaily use' (%)

—— EU country boundaries

Non EU territories

—— EU country boundaries - : 2 T \
Non EU territories ) A

500 km

/ECJRC 2017 o
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Nature based recreation demand

Use of recreational areas

Use of recreational areas Share of population beyond 4 km

Share of population within 1 km

0
g 1-5
. 6-20
6-20
21-80
Il 21 -0 = 81-100
Bl s - 100 )

—— EU country boundaries
—— EU country boundaries
Non EU territories

Non EU territories

EC-JRC 2017

EC-JRC 2017\ 9 .
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Nature based recreation actual flow

Potential visits
(flow)

How often do they use
recreational areas?

Potential users
(within 4 km)

Mobility model
(in cooperation with Silvia Ferrini-CSERGE)

Number of visits

20,000,000 .| Actual flow
18,000,000 outdoor recreation
Visitkm2 in 2012
16,000,000 <5
14,000,000 \ 6-10
s

12,000,000 = M 530
10,000,000 i - »30

8,000,000 —— EU country boundaries

Non EU territories

6,000,000

4,000,000

2,000,000

0
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Esempio di tabelle Impieghi-Risorse in
termini monetari

Type of economic unit

Secondary sector
Tertiary sector

Primary sector
Households

outdoor recreation
mlln euro year 2000

AT
BE

BG
CcY
cz
DE

DK
EE
2
ES
Fl
FR
HR
HU
IE

13

Rest of the world - exports

Type of ecosystem unit
w
g
2 =
@ 3 =
) s § 3 :
g g & : 3
o © - E
B - = ) = 5
o - s ° > - c
v
5 & - * = 5 B = =
c = - 5 =] .,, © @ S
] s 2 = 8 © T v 8
& & & £ = & = & 8
Type of economic unit Type of ecosystem unit
- 8
g = s
074| 2443] e8aa| 2595| 33623] 7763 5.80 . . B = B £ 3
267| 7168| 6539| 2347| a40a24| 27 1804 091| 239 o <| 8 2 5 =
=] = 2 £ = = w @
o19| se1| 2414 1012| 17906| 1018 175 01| oo 5% 5 5| = -2 £ g £
c =
022| oss| oz 37a]  3a7a] 1n 0.12 47| - g >% 32 2|8 = e
g I ERERBEER.
048| 7838 49042 | o014 431 - - T3 £ <|3 £ § 8 2T s o3
E E ® [ Oolg & 5 8 © g 8§ p «
3740 | 1,0337 902735 | 3225| 12586] 2219| 750 Egt 3 glg g g5 853 ¢ 8
1216 | 12557 45736 | 1766] 13457 52.67 227 a »n = = |6 5§ 6 3 a2 x 0O
0.30 203 84.97 1.09 38.60 037 0.11 outdoor recreation
007| 7614 55105 | 3985 92| 1s2| 1m miin euro year 2000
068 | 23218 122837| 9440| 1489] 2128 363
002 134 44052 | 2108| 12833 046 < AT 022
137| 37185 220520 18288 3722 2008 s1s BE 59151
031 19 15786 798 04| oo 2121
089| s168 67891 .
008| 353 0.88

1,002.62
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Population with high level of satisfaction

Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Qual’e il valore del servizio
ricreativo (quotidiano) in EU?

~ 50 mld euro (2012)

Importante per il benessere:
life satisfaction index

Correlation met demand and life satisfaction in 20

60

20

40

20

20

10

with recreational and green areas (%)

= [
SEQ | o =
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Share of met demand

Come ¢ cambiato nel tempo?

Changes in the use of nature-based recreation
(2000-2012)

+20.4%

M Recreation potential  m Recreation demand

Variazione annuale +1.7%

100%
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Come puo essere migliorato?

EC-JRC 2017 -\

Use of recreational areas
Share of population beyond 4 km
0
1-5
6-20
I 2 -20
& - 81-100

- EU country boundanes

Non EU teritories

Applicazione di policy

Ripristino dell’ecosistema:
Misure per garantire equita di accesso ad
aree ricreative (SDG 11)

‘Green planning’ nelle aree peri-urbane

41% della populazione nel 2012 non puo gioire
della ricreazione in aree naturali su base quotidiana
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Crop pollination by wild insects ﬂ
Wild bees
< o i

SEEA EEA
accounting
tables
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Offerta potenziale
dall’ecosistema

Domanda:
coltivazioni che hanno
bisogno di impollinazione

=~ / | Pollination potential

Pollination demand in 2008
ha/km?
0-1
2-3
M5
s 10
-3
| | Nodata

EC-JRC 2017 2k /EGJ/RC 2019 Y de
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Flusso di impollinazione
utilizzato dal settore agricolo

Domanda del settore agricolo
rimasta insoddisfatta

o E—— . ;{_ [ 7 . o : / ~

Actual flow in 2006 ) Share of unmetdemand | Li
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Tabella Impieghi-Risorse
per I'impollinazione

Agriculture

(%]
4]
=

S 3

9] 9]

a 2
bl

c » @

© Q =3

" o © wv

E = o — e -

1] = o * o) v S 0
Q = c K c 3 st o]

N o = © [e) o +
(V] w (] = ©
- [ S el Q GJ @ = [J]

[=3 < = s} ©n Q > c = €
Q = = = = © e} = Fe] o
< @) O o o o %) n i =

Other

EU 28, mlin euro

238 3,794 503 1,844 1,550 5,210

2006 7 287 1,585 1,135 5,928
2012 2367 7,176 3,418 246 8,475

Type of economic unit Type of ecosystem unit
Agriculture
v
[}
<
2 8
g g 8
o] n bt
c w0 [} o
© o Q c
o %) o © %] o
© k= pus = = + a
@ > = - © o S » S © 2
a & c B3 c 3 = o S ¢ S
o 5 %) ko 9] © o ® o c 2 © ]
- S Pl 1] m © = [J] (7] 0] [=% n Q
§ & & & £ 5 3 s 5 5ls| g o g s
< @] @] o @) o %) %) i = ) © O [G) o
EU 28, mlin euro
Supply table
crop pollination
2000 2,668
2006 3,130
2012 4,357
SNA met demand
12000588 1,941 1,142 673 148 1,845 69 348 191 2,69
2006 682 2,343 1,217 436 106 2,124 66 410 155 2,932
2012 712 2,946 1,240 466 170 4,323 106 807 110/3,221
SNA unmet demand
W703 2,045 1,795 548 60 1,374 414 13 1,350 2,376
2006 761 2,313 1,960 425 28 1,390 201 57 972 2,845
2012 823 2,604 2,115 426 46 2,805 253/2,249 812 2,721
Use table
op pollinati
2000 67 1,037 58 35 30 575 20 97 10 139
2006 797 1,267 627 73 27663 70 118 151
2012 833 1,626 63 24 30 1,348 32 229 166
*
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Qual’¢ il valore del servizio
dell’impollinazione Agricola in EU?

\ o ‘)
~10 mld EUR (2012) Come ¢ cambiato nel tempo’
' Changes in the contribution of pollination to
crop production (2000-2012)

11% della produzione totale di
coltivazioni (fra quelle che hanno
bisogno di impollinazione)

+15%

u Pollination potential Pollination demand

Aumento annuale del 1.2%

European
Commission
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Come puo essere migliorato? L DL .
P 5 Ripristino di habitat favorevoli

agli impollinator1 selvatici

Share of unmet demand

Percentage (%)
[ lo-10

[ 111-25
[26-50
Bl 51 -75
Il 76 - 100
No data

45% delle coltivazioni che
dipendono dagli impollinatori non

00000

e : T presentano habitat favorevoli

European
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Forest  Nature

T Imperviousness
N F

Soil texture (hydrological classes)

Flood control POTENTIAL
Service Providing Areas (SPA)

22

SEEA EEA
accounting

Flood control

Runoff retention by ecosystems

Economic assets in flooding areas

DEMAND for flood regulation
Service Benefiting Areas (SBA)

tables
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Offerta potenziale
dell’ecosistema (SPA)

Domanda:
zone residenziali, coltivazioni,
siti produttivi, infrastrutture

Fa

Ecosystem service potential
Dim ensionless indicator
[J6-40 |
[ 41-60 j
Wl -0 f
51100 |
I

—— EU country boundaries |

Non EU territories

EC-JRC 2018 4 0

Demand for flood regulation
Demand_allyears
Share SBA (%)

o

1
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Flusso di riduzione del rischio
di inondazione utilizzato

Domanda rimasta
insoddisfatta

N 1 N

Actual flow
Use ofthe service in ha

0

1-15

16-50
H s1-100
B 101-250
M - 250

—— EU country boundaries
Non EU temitories

| B 251 - 1,000

Extent of artificial areas not
protected by ecosystems (ha)
0-50
51-250

I 1.001-2,000
M >2.000

"7 No demand

......

ECJRC 2018~ f ; & 2

ECRC2019
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Qual’¢ il valore della riduzione del rischio di inondazione in EU?

Aree costruite Aree agricole
~ 16 mld euro (2012) EE fﬂ‘ =
823 k EUR/km? 6 k EUR/km?
Come ¢ cambiato nel tempo? 11 valore & aumentato
del 2%
25 European

Floodplain -2006 Floodplain -2012 Commission



Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Come puo essere migliorato?

Perdita dovuta alla coversione
d’uso del suolo

7% di1 aree artificiali

26

Soluzioni Basate sulla Natura (NBS)

Ripristino dell’ecosistema

~{ B 251 - 1,000

Extent of artificial areas not L

protected by ecosystems (ha) f
0-50
51-250

I 1,001 - 2,000
I > 2,000

| No demand

J
EC-JRC 2019 Ny . ; ; . ale
1
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Approccio semplificato
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Generazione di biomassa agricola e forestale

; / | EC~JRC 2014
Food crop production 2010 | 2 N
100¢ -/ f | L \ H
- / | m X S uman
== 10;12'0 ee—nloey e .." il
2}0“-40 I' it b A

inputs

Planting, chemical
products, harvest

I 080
N =0 - 120

Natural
iInputs

Sun, nutrients,
water

Yield

Produzione agricola
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Generazione di biomassa agricola come
contributo dell’ecosistema

JRC TECHNICAL REPORTS JRC TECHNICAL REPORTS

Agricultural biomass as provisioning

ecosystem service: quantification of

energy flows The emergy perspective: natural
and anthropic energy flows in
agricultural biomass production

| FOOD BIOMASS PRODUCTION FLOWS | .

energy

2. Transport energy
A. Genetic Capital /
1. R & D; production
& + # energy
;I‘

4. Soil management

Natural /‘( 5.: ::::::::: )
Units of energy: MJ]/ha = ( -

B. Environmental &
Regulating Services

Natural Inputs
Yield

EC =

Residual fiber




Tabella

Agriculture

- %) )
© © Q N Q
(] =
- - - w© < ] 5 e kol @ &
(7] 2 ] 2 © [ € o 4]
- < o £ o o - o)
mpi I-RISOFSe = £ 3 . 2z g 25 2 E,
& 2 = 2 = 2 s € S & 3 2 2 <
g 5 8 8 € B & 2 5 Z £ B 8 |6
EU 28 mlin euro
SNA prod
2000 ,747 8,870 1,522 8,260 1,138 3,780 1,820 1,251 5,172 3,622 14,149 8,261
2006 14917 2,203 7,390 1,463 7,633 1,243 4,161 1,561 878 4,773 3,660 14,647 8,388
201 4,059 2,252 9,446 1,751 11,858 1,867 8,435 3,229 910 4,000 4,637 19,152 10,349
Type of economic unit Type of ecosystem unit
Agriculture
1%]
O
o
T ] o ) c
- Q © N oo 5]
- g 88 5 g 5 ¢z B
< = o = bl [e) © <
2 N (0] s - [7] o =1 5 c 2 v 5
£ 2z 2 g & B 8 3 2 £ s g 8 € 5
3 5 8 8 E B 2 | L B a | o & & 6 &
EU 28, mlin euro
pply table
crop provision
2000
2006
2012
other factors
2000 13,309 2,253 6,582 1,002 6,8 878 2,810 1,305 916 4,247 2,630 9,105 7,169
2006 11,723 1,811 5,425 965 942 3,042 1,065 639 3,918 2,646 9,427 7,305
2012 18,761 1,867 6,927 9,710 1,403 6,115 2,151 667 3,280 3,357 12,362 8,928
Use table
crop provision
2 494 2,288 520 1,389 260 969 515 334 925 992 5,0@
2006 3,194 392 1,965 498 1,311 300 1,119 496 240 856 1,014 5,220 1,083
2012 5,298 385 2,519 603 2,149 463 2,321 1,078 243 720 1,280 6,790 1,421 .’*”*. European
Commission




Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Qual’¢e il valore della
[J [J [J , A 3
generazione di biomassa Com’¢ cambiato nel tempo?

agricola in EU?

Annual yield (million tonne)

800
Contributo dell’ecosistema o
~ 20 mld euro (2012) Yo
l 200
0 0
21 A) del Valore tOtale della Year 2000 Year 2006 Year 2010* Year 2012
prOdUZi()ne W ES provision ™ Human inputs

Aumento per decennio del 7%

31 European
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Come puo essere migliorato?

7 —
Ecosystem contribution (ratio)

oo
B on-o02
[ Jo21-03
L[] 031-05
o5+
7///4 No data

v’ Diminuire 1’uso dei

fertilizzanti

v Promozione di pratiche
Agricole estensive
v Aumento dell’agricoltura

biologica
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Qual’¢ il valore della
generazione di biomassa Come ¢ cambiato nel tempo?

forestale in EU?

Net Annual Increment (million m3)
800

Contributo dell’ecosistema e

~ 15 mld euro (2012) o I I I I

73 % della CreSCita totale Year 2000 Year 2006 Year 2010* Year 2012

B ES provision Human inputs

Aumento per decennio del 1%

33 European
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Uso diretto dell’info contabile

Qual’¢ il valore della regolazione dei GHG in EU?

CO, sequestration (proxy) Anno 2012

Gross flow: 14 billion euro

Ecosystem
uptake
Emissions
econ. activ.

Ecosystem
emissions

Ecosystem units Economic sectors
Net flow: 9 billion euro

Mitigazione da parte dell’ecosistema: 7% delle emission di CO,

Fonte dati: LULUCF

European |
Commission
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JRC TECHNICAL REPORT

LInking accounts for ecosystem Services
and Benefits to the Economy THrough

bridging (LISBETH) Da INCA a LISBETH

Natural Capital Accounts and economic modeis:
interoction and applications
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Ecological Economics

AN Volume 124, April 2016, Pages 145-152

ELSEVIER

p—

The accounting push and the policy

pull: balancing environment and Problem
economic decisions identification

Michael Vardon 2 2 & B, Peter Burnett ¢, Stephen Dovers ?

: Environmental Science & Policy .
accounts
How the System of Environmental-
Economic Accounting can improve data l

environmental information systems
Monitoring - Implementation

and data quality for decision making
Database setting Accounts compilation ! Assessment and Modelling

Michael Vardoen* & H, Juan-Pablo Castaneda 5 Michael Nagy €, Sjoerd Schenau <
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LInking accounts for ecosystem Services and
Benefits to the Economy THrough bridging

INCA

Combined
&I ‘ DI presentations
: » Direct
o g Va® d Input-output
BT, analysis
- . N Modelling
Economics
a General
National _ Equilibrium models
accounts Bridging % Indirect

Finance

LISBETH
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1 p

/
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Costruzione di Combined Presentations

40

! Ecosystem i Flows from the rest ! s
! Types EC : Type of economic unit oftheworld | ! Food Availability
Selected products* . Other Supply Use ‘ .
| Cropland E | Agricultural Crop processed Imports | Exports | I Food Food sE.lppIy
! t N industry (isic A 01) (t) (t) ® ! (t) |(Kcal/capita/day)
Wheat : | :
Barley : | !
Qats ! ‘ !
Maize (corn) i | 1l
Potatoes | |
Sugar beet | i |
Rapeseed or | |
colza seed | q |
Sunflower seed 1 |
L------I LB B B _§ & _§ N "]

Natural Capital
Input component

ECOSYSTEM

Nutrition component

SOCIETY

* % %

* ¥

*
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Combined presentation: es. orzo

41

S 1 | L | | | | | | I I I I I S 1 | |
Ecosystem
Countries Type: c};oplandﬂl Economic sector: Agriculture Flo::: tfz(f"tllll::;ltf; dthe IF ood Availability I
Use I
supply from from ecosystem from agriculture | yyports Exports Food Food I
ecosystem to nd human input | to manufacturing () (t) I (t) supply

agriculture (t) to agriculture (t) ) (Kcal/pe/day)
AT | Austria 170,916 662,466 120,000 162,746 75,722 _ 2,897 2
BE |Belgium 54,942}| 359,100 341,000] 1,774,768 342,001 1,148 !
BG |Bulgaria 148,935 661,932 133,000 614 325,128 F 7,761 6
CZ |Czechia 436,446 1,616,467 381,000 28,912 362,154 | 2,000 !
DE |Germany h 2,234,130 & 10,391,300 1,825,000] 1,408,889| 1,534,747 0, 25,720 2
DK | Denmark 1,201,375 |8 4,058,700 127,000 83210 1,041,699 1 114 0
EE |Estonia F 141,640 |_g 341,300 49,000 8,137 84909 g 7,393 39
EL |Greece 383571" 336,461 108,000 70,448 2,021 h' 4,909 3
ES |Spain 1,232,954 }'I 5,956,300 700,000 276,184 71113 0] 2351 0
FI  |Finland 466,395 1 1,581,000 130,000 4,081 93,206 F 26,963 33
FR |France 11,341,189 }|| 11,341,189 26,000 96,518| 4,657,446 | 61,998 6
HU |Hungary 368,561 | 996,110 101,000 68,642 2994761, 653 1

IE |Ireland 279,875 [ 1,260,700 179,000 198,305 69,465 I 3288
IT |Italy _ 177,704 | g 940,234 251,000 497,731 6,220 g 30,408 3
LT |Lithuania 241,118 ]|* 741,900 55,000 34,548 101,609 | ¥ 24,931 55
LU |Luxembourg 5,799 1 37,900 8,000 4,675 13,5921 15
LV |Latvia 110,876 1 248,600 30,000 110,983 113,927 _ 49235 151
NL |Netherlands 63,421 }|I 205,912 405,000 1,546,509 84,630 | 25,965 8
PL |Poland 1,329,304 4,180,200 780,000 197,035 320,873 | L 251,104 34
PT |Portugal 5,457 21,151 150,000 225,471 4560 I 15,000 9
RO |Romania _ 282,099 | 5 986,361 378,000 138,024 688,075 g 22,115 7
SE |Sweden 507,107 | 1,701,700 77,000 61,023 494457 0 15049 11
SI  |Slovenia L 16522 84,727 35,000 15,897 8,600 3,967 13
— s e oo - s o e S e e s .. h e —

* X 5
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Sustainability scoreboard (es. orzo)

19% « DE
Statistiche Agricole (fonte: ESTAT) 33% o
m ES
20% kK
= PL
Sustainability scoreboard (fonte JRC-FAO) e = Others
10% 11%
Mkt Food EcoCon Barl
Indicator Indicator Indicator arley
Austria =
Belgium e
Bulgaria B
Czechia K
Germany K
Denmark E
Estonia e
Greece —
Spain E
Finland 28.20 22.54 54.97 Pl
France |
Hungary E
Ireland = Mkt Indicator
Italy -_ = Food Indicator
Lithuania s B EcoCon Indicator
Luxembourg .
Latvia I
Netherlands 6.13 |
Poland 45.77 23.20 61.83 PL e
Portugal 6.79 43.94 PT e
Romania 5.48 52.29 RO
Sweden 8.10 ] e —
Slovenia 19.97 9.42 R —
Slovakia 33.89 17.29 60.94 S ——
United Kingdom 21.45 417 2515 UK p
EU 31.67 12.28 44.69 U—

o
=
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Conti basati sul consumo: esempio del
servizio di «purificazione dell’acqua»

Water Purification
POTENTIAL FLOW

DEMAND for
Water Purificatio

BENEFIT

SEEA EEA
supply and
use tables

European
Commission
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region a

region b

region ¢

Struttura dell’analisi I0 multiregionale

region a region b region ¢

"

region &
regionb
region ¢

mrFéctorlnbuts

mrEmissions

mrResources

mrMaterials

b=t

mrFinalDemand

mrFDEmissions

mrFDMaterials

Imagine tratta da www.exiobase.eu

44
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- domestic input-output table for 1 region
D bilateral trade tables between 2 regions

final use of domestic product

D final use of imported product

D factor inputs table for 1 region

. environmental interventions for 1 region
. environmental resource use table for 1 region
. material use table for 1 region

. issions from final use ies for 1 region

. material use by final use categories for 1 region

In questo lavoro abbiamo usato il database pubblicato
nel 2013 del World Input-Output database (WIOD), con il
seguente livello di disaggregazione:

* 40 paesi di cui uno “resto del mondo”,

« 35 industrie

- serie temporale: 1995-2011

Abbiamo preso in considerazione la puriricazione
dell’'acqua solo nei paesi europei

European
Commission




Importatori ed esportatori netti del
servizio di «purificazione dell’acqua>»

Germany -
United Kingdom -
Russia

Portugal -
Austria 4

Sweden -

Ireland

Italy -

Poland -

France

e Exports

| —— BN Imports

~1000 0 1000 2000
Net tons of N removed

[ maggiori importatori del servizio ecosistemico di depurazione dell’acqua stanno
importando questi servizi da paesi 1 cui corpi idrici sono fortemente inquinati dall’azoto

45
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Quali sono 1 bacini che registrano «overuse»

L

Legend

(N tons/km, year 2005)
B -zo0-

L A1--0.25

025--0.07

0.07-0

Non EU temitories

= EC-JRC 2017
_=—

La maggior parte delle azioni per
migliorare lo stato ecologico dei

corpi idrici € pianificato a livello
di bacino

Nuove alternative per affrontare il
degrado dei corpi idrici
dovrebbero essere considerate alla
luce di queste informazioni

European
Commission




Flussi interregionali di «purificazione

dell’acqua» contenuta nei prodotti agricoli

Italy

Ireland

France

Poland

Netherlands

Spain
Czech Republic
Germany

Denmark

Germany

United Kingdom

Italy
Spain

France

].ﬂ Belgium
Netherlands

Una prospettiva di sistema dovrebbe considerare non solo flussi di servizi ecosistemici

generati in loco ma anche il loro contenuto nei prodotti commercializzati
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Invasione della vespa asiatica
(Vespa Velutina) lato INCA

v

ES
Potential

ES Actual flow

Demand

SNA benefits

/

Non-SNA benefits

‘Type of economic unit J i Type of ecosystem unit

Agriculture
8
£
] N
2 o g s
Sz 8 & ] g
§ 3 5 E R g o T
s £ s € & g s £|.| 2 5 =
£ 5§ 3 T § o ol o TlE § 2 2 &
3 £ £ 8 £ & 2 5 || &g ¢ £
< (o] (o} o O -4 %3 v} i = o o o o o

EU 28, miln euro
Supgyy table

crop pollination

12000 2,668
12006 3,130
2012 4,357

588 1941 1,142 673 148 1,845 69 348
2006 682 2343 1217 436 106 2,124 66 410
012 712 2,946 1,240 466 170 4,323 106 807

'SNA unmet demani
2000 703 2,045 1,795 548 60 1,374 414 1399 1,350 2,376
2006 761 2,313 1960 425 28 1,390 201 1,057 972 2,845
2012 823 2,604 2,115 426 46 2,805 253 2,249 812 2,721

Use table
crop pollination

2000 667 1,037 58 35 30 575 20 97 10 139
2006 797 1,267 62 23 22 663 20 118 8 151
2012 833 1,626 63 24 30 1,348 32 229 6 166

Apples, pear and peaches
Citrus fruits

Other fruits

Other oilseeds

Pulses

Rapeseeds

Soya

Sunflower

Flax and hemp

Tomatoes

France Italy Spain Portugal Germany Belgium Netherlands
502.86 562.79 486.59 185.97 681.01 298.35 324.54
1.34 52.46 114.45 8.26 - - -
155.21 349.93 612.64 42.26 153.42 121.87 117.88
2.56 0.01 1.11 0.15 0.71 0.35 0.07
12.71 1.27 1.63 0.25 11.77 0.23 0.25
209.13 2.02 1.74 - 1,037.68 14.59 2.05
3.12 4.87 0.10 - 0.40 - -
57.41 13.49 12.47 0.39 12.39 - 0.63
13.24 0.04 0.37 0.60 2.38 0.68
18.93 98.10 63.78 35.99 2.99 10.65 37.49




Invasione della vespa asiatica
(Vespa Velutina) lato GTAP

SNA benefits e
_:’ Country#a T ) {?
e ——— . &
AETOYEE e ] E
_pCountry #2 . . L I S S e e P
| Country#1 : : 1 I Country #n : J
[
: Private expendi Private | : [ : Private Private expenditure |
| household | : : : | household |
| Taxes Private Loy : ! | Taxes Private |
| . 2 cgnsumption I : | | Neti - cqnsumption :
: Primary | : Primary J, |
| | Production: acds Regional Savings ! _— Savings Regional fadars—  production: :
: fims — household | : household - firms |
| axes |
]I T Imports | : [mmﬂ;jr |
| Taxes GJvernme.nt | | | | - Governmelnt |
cgnsumption | cegnsumption |
| Govemr'nent | Rest of the |I Gavemr‘nenr |
: Lexpenditure | Goyemnment | World : Govemnment expenditure | D ue d oman d e
| |
| Exports 1 T T | Exports - =
+ |
| | ! | di policy
| ' [ '
_______________________ 4 e i . g g} i, s e s
Belgium France German Ital Netherlands Portugal Spain UK
g vy gal op Cosa sarebbe successo se la
V?getab/es, foItS, pU/SES 0.10 0.82 0.34 0.26 1.45 2.65 0.74 0.71 Vespa asiatica non avesse
Oil seeds 0.37 1.42 0.07 0.56 4.23 0.01 0.18 0.81 ; ; - )
Vegetables oils & fats 0.78 1.20 012 054 0.44 001 049 1.18 invaso i paesi Europei?
Plant based fibers 0.05 0.98 0.03 0.16 1.26 0.00 0.001 0.33
Belgium France Germany Italy Netherlands Portugal Spain UK
, Cosa succederebbe se la
Vegetables, fruits, nuts 5.58 0.01 3.49 0.70 3.81 0.62 0.74 5.00 . B .
Oil seeds 1.51 0.00 137  0.88 1.11 074 027 335 vespa asiatica invadesse le
Vegetables oz!s & fats 5.13 0.00 5.19 0.78 8.01 1.11 0.74 4.71 a/ter- regioni?
Plant based fibers 6.77 - 7.91 0.60 0.22 - 0.08 1.02




Domanda 1: assenza vespa asiatica

1
0 5 e O - = —
NL +15%, FR +12% o i i & B ONM S W N oA Sa Afca Asa ROW
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Domanda 2: diffusione vespa asiatica
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Legend / 1

Users I— — s f |

r=1

L | General audience | / \ |
= I[ , Problem \ |
/, \ Accounting practicioners | lidentiﬁcation |
—-— — I
- e g ' \
Economic analysts IL L |\

Level of expertise

Relatively
easy

Tools
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e.g. descriptive statistics analysis
accounts
e.g. indicator calculation
data

e.g. modelling procedures l,

AR

17/ I

4 |

Assessment and modelling /|
I Monitoring Implementation  \

O . O - — e e e o s o s e o o el

Accounts compilation

- . <

Database setting
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Possibili legami con i SDGs/1

1 NO
POVERTY

Tddil

1.5 -> unmet demand

g :K;‘ <
r o
o XY
-ﬂ ' ¥ oy | i

2.4 -> unsustainable flow 2.4 -> unmet demand

00440

6.3, 6.6 -> unsustainable flow

Y

1.5 -> enabling pressure

|.ﬂ!q§w :ff | :"?

8.4 -> unsustainable flow

DECENT WORK AND
ECONOMIC GROWTH

YYY X

i
ail
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Possibili legami con i1 SDGs/2

11.7 -> unmet demand

o4l 2 ] o

12.2, 12a -> MRIO analysis

13 eroi i

13.2 -> enabling pressure

ﬂ_;%’% i;ﬁ_p A (YYXX) \Jj,#

15.1, 15.2, 15.3, 15.4, 15.8 -> ES potential and ES sustainable flow

PARTNERSHIPS X
17 FOR THE GOALS : __\1:1:_: @ =<
B o0, 5% | P . ANIYYYY

17.14, 17.19 -> bridging economic models
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Grazie per l'attenzione

Per informazioni e domande contattare:

alessandra.la-notte@ec.europa.eu

Team leader: Joachim Maes (joachim.maes@ec.europa.eu) European

Commission




