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Abstract
forward, particularly on the tradeoff research, which provides a scientific process for rational decision-making

Ecosystem service has become a hotspot of research and application since the concept has been put

among multiple stakeholders based upon a thorough understanding of relationships among varied ecosystem
services. Focusing on practical applications, this paper attempts to sum up specific application and practical values
of ecosystem service tradeoff research based upon a detailed review of different investigation approaches and
methods. The tradeoffs among ecosystem services can be summed up in four categories: mathematical supply
tradeoffs, supply-demand tradeoffs, stakeholder tradeoffs and time/space tradeoffs. The quantitative method used
involves objective and subjective measures. The four tradeoff types have been applied to different processes of
planning/management practices, including goal setting, core area delineation, ecological compensation and public
participation. On the basis of the review, this paper proposes a framework for planning application of ecosystem
service tradeoffs while highlighting those existing limitations and providing recommendations for future work
including data sharing, method simplification, process crossing, fine scale and the integration of quantitative and
qualitative methods to further facilitate the implementation of ecosystem service tradeoff research in practice.

Key words ecosystem services; tradeoff and synergy; spatial planning; planning process
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Table 1 Typical research on mathematical supply tradeoffs and their applications
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Table 2 Typical research on supply-demand tradeoffs and their applications
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Table 4 Typical research on time/space tradeoffs and their applications
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Fig. 1 Planning application of ecosystem service tradeoff research
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Table 5 Challenges in transiting tradeoff research into planning practices
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