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Ecosystem Service | Disease control

CICES class name Disease control

CICES Section Regulation & Maintenance (Biotic)

CICES Class code 2.23.2

Sample Indicators

Indicator values from

Experiment or direct measurement é Survey =4
Expert assessment _0'/__| Statistical- or census data ﬁ]ﬁ
Model or GIS Literature values L1
Stakeholder participation @ Not provided ®
Table 1: Field Scale
. . Indicator
Indicator Unit
values from
[ eaf damages: Maximal percentage of young leaves %
infected in the year é
[IPlant damages: Dieback. Percentage of (coffee) plants %
infected in the plot é
' Damage from diseases six weeks after planting. Based on Index 1-3

visual inspection of 40 randomly selected plants.

['Fruit Damages: Incidence of Ceratocystis canker. Maximal
percentage of fruits infected in the year

%

%

With: i — variable i measured, imax — maximum ecologic
potential of variable i in benchmark reference, n — number
of variables. Where performance is considered better than
in the benchmark and deviation, therefore, has a positive

[l Level of injury severity, fruit loss, leaf loss, LAl loss ® M
[l Indicators or models to assess the impact of pesticides Not provided ® n
[“Indicator value calculated as:
i
3 | log(—)|
I= max
n : 4 m

7
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effect, | log(i;.)l is subtracted from the sum instead of

added. For this ecosystem service, variables were:

-Soil organic matter [% dw]

-pH in KCI

-Number of nematode taxa [-]

-Number of micro-arthropod taxa [-]

-Density of nematode plant-parasites [number per 100 g
soil]

Table 2: Regional Scale

. . Indicat
Indicator Unit ndicator
values from

I Disease prevalence Not provided

L1
[®I'Host and vector abundances Not provided

L0
[®l|nfection levels Not provided

L1
"IExpert-/stakeholder rating of how much of this ecosystem | 6-point Likert-
service can be provided by a landscape (represented by a scale (none - —
land use map) highest -

capacity)

[ Expert-/stakeholder rating based on pairwise comparisons | 1 (equal
of landscapes (represented by land use maps) in an capacity) - 9
Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP). Experts select the (absolute ]

landscape with higher capacity for providing this ecosystem
service and rate the difference between the two landscapes

preference of
one landscape)

BIHuman diseases: number of diseases and effects amon #
man ¢ & 25
local inhabitants ,
Table 3: National Scale
. . Indicator
Indicator Unit
values from
81 Density of hedgerows m * ha'

N
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