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1. Introduction
Ecosystem services (ES) are generally defined as the benefits people obtain from ecosystems MA, 2003()
. It is usually assumed that ES include ecosystem goods (such as food) and services (such as waste assimilation) Costanza et al., 1997(; MA, 2003)
. Changes in quality or quantity of ecosystem services have value insofar as they either change the benefits associated with human activities or change the costs of those activities. These changes in benefits and costs either have an impact on human welfare through established markets or through non-market activities. Therefore it is meaningful to ask how changes in the quantity or quality of various types of natural capital and ecosystem services may have an impact on human welfare Costanza et al., 1997()
. 
Spatial plans have the capacity to induce such changes, by determining development options and how those options translate in a given territory. However, the integration of ES in policies and plans has been reported as poor de Groot et al., 2010()
. Moreover, the integration of ES in Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is poorly covered in scientific literature, being essentially covered until now by technical reports. SEA could provide better guarantees that ES are taken into account in decision-making processes. 
The goal of this research is to define a profile of the Portuguese regional planning context, concerning the degree of ES integration in regional spatial plans (RSP) and respective SEA reports.
2. Methodology
2.1. Qualitative analysis of RSP and SEA reports

A semi-automated qualitative analysis of Portuguese RSP and corresponding SEA reports was conducted, regarding key terms associated with the concept of ecosystem services.  The identification of these terms was based in ecosystem services’ reference literature, namely Costanza et al. 1997()
, de Groot et al. 2002()
 and MA 2003()
. Since the documents under analysis are written in Portuguese, reference literature in that language was also used for identification of key terms, namely Pereira et al. 2009()
. 
The key terms used are presented in Table 1. These are the English translations of the Portuguese key terms used. As shown in Table 1
, some of the key terms were used in association, because they can appear separated in the same sentence or paragraph, but still be directly related to each other in the message conveyed by the documents under analysis. For each occurrence, a specific code was used for ease of data gathering. The recording unit for coding was the paragraph. The automated component of the analysis was the use of the “Find text” function within the software Foxit Reader© version 4.3.1.0218.
Table 1 – Key terms used for qualitative analysis of Portuguese RSP and corresponding SEA reports.
	Key term
	Associated key term
	Code

	ecosystem(s)
	goods / services
	A1

	
	benefits
	A2

	
	human well-being
	A3

	ecosystemic
	goods / services
	B1

	
	benefits
	B2

	
	human well-being
	B3

	biodiversity
	goods / services
	C1

	
	benefits
	C2

	
	human well-being
	C3

	natural capital
	-
	D

	ecosystem functions
	-
	E

	environmental services
	-
	F


The location of key terms’ occurrences within the structure of the RSP and SEA reports was also recorded for further analysis. Recognition of ecosystem services high up in the hierarchy of plan contents (e.g. overall goals of the plan) can be interpreted as the degree of importance given to the concept. In the case of SEA reports, it is also different if ecosystem services are acknowledged for example only in the description of the baseline situation, and not in the assessment of effects or in the recommendations. 
2.2. The Portuguese RSP and SEA reports

A total of eight RSP were analysed, covering the whole of Portugal’s territory. Six of them correspond to NUTS
 II units and two of them to agglomerations of NUTS III units. Some of them are still waiting for its legal publication. In those cases, the most recent technical proposal available for the RSP was used for analysis. Little changes are expected between those proposals and the legal versions of RSP.
In Portugal, the generic structure of RSP is defined by the 2005 guidelines for the development of RSP GSEOTC, 2005()
 issued by the Office of the Secretary of State for Spatial Planning and Cities. Despite differences in structure among Portuguese RSP, it is generally possible to fit the structure of each RSP in that generic structure Mascarenhas et al., 2012()
. Therefore, this was the structure assumed to organize the locations of key terms’ occurrences in RSP documents, as shown in Section 3.
In order for this type of assessment itself to be meaningful, policy relevant, and useful , it must also be framed within a larger policy context Norton, 2008()
. In this line of thought the National Program of Land Use Policy of Portugal (PNPOT) was also analysed, as it provides the legal framework for RSP development in Portuguese regions and can therefore enrich the interpretation of results. The same rationale was followed for SEA, therefore the Portuguese guide for good practice in SEA Partidário, 2007()
 was also analysed.
The SEA reports of all the RSP subject to SEA were analised, in a total of six reports. Although the specific location of key terms’ occurrences in each SEA report was recorded, a generic report structure was assumed for presentation of results in Section 3, taking into consideration the European Directive on SEA Directive 2001/42/CE()
, the Portuguese guide for good practice in SEA Partidário, 2007()
 and the SEA reports themselves, as they do not follow exactly the two previous documents and there is variability among their structures (meaning the way their contents are organized).
3. Results
The occurrences of key terms in Portuguese RSP, according to the assumed generic RSP structure, are presented in Table 2. As for the SEA reports, results are presented in Table 3. Regarding the PNPOT, only two occurrences were recorded (C1; F) in a section of the document regarding the description of the territorial organization, trends and performance. That section is descriptive of the Portuguese land use reality. No occurrences were recorded in the Action Programme section, which lays down the national guidelines for spatial planning. In the case of the Portuguese guide for good practice in SEA no occurrences whatsoever were recorded.
Table 2 – Occurrences of key terms in Portuguese RSP. Different key terms within the same idea (same paragraph) are separated by “/”. Multiple occurrences of key terms in the same section of the generic RSP structure are separated by “;”.

	Generic structure
	RSP

	
	Açores
	Alentejo
	Algarve
	Área Metropolitana de Lisboa
	Madeira
	Centro
	Norte
	Oeste e Vale do Tejo

	Vision for the region
Ambition

(long term goals)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Territorial Strategic Options 
1. Strategic axis (overall guidelines for territorial intervention)
	
	A1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Territorial model 
2.1. Overall scheme 

2.2. Structuring systems 

2.3. Territorial units 
	
	
	D
	F; F
	
	A1
	A1/C1/F; C1/F; F
	

	Interaction with sectorial policies
	D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Guiding standards
1.  General

2. Specific by intervention domain 

3. Specific by territorial unit 
	
	
	
	F
	
	
	F; F
	F; F

	Monitoring and evaluation system 
	D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3 – Occurrences of key terms in SEA reports. Different key terms within the same idea (same paragraph) are separated by “/”. Multiple occurrences of key terms in the same section of the generic RSP structure are separated by “;”.
	Generic structure
	SEA Report

	
	Açores
	Alentejo
	Área Metropolitana de Lisboa
	Centro
	Norte
	Oeste e Vale do Tejo

	Executive summary
	
	
	
	
	
	D

	SEA goals and indicators
	D
	
	
	
	
	

	Identification of relevant/critical assessment factors
	A1/ A3/ C1/ C3
	
	A1
	A1/ A3; D
	
	

	Baseline description and evolution trends without RSP
	A1/ A3; A1/ A3/ C1/ C3/ E; A1; A2/ C2
	C2
	A1; A1
	A1/ A3/ C1/ C3/ E; A1/ A2/ E; A1/ C3; A1/ C1; A1/ C1; C2; D; E
	A1/ C1; D
	

	Strategic impacts assessment
	A1; A1; C2
	
	A1; A1
	A1/ C1; A1/ C1; A1; A1/ A3/ C1/ C3; A1/ C1; A1/ C1; A1/ C1; D 
	
	

	Opportunities and risks
	
	
	
	
	A1/ D/ F; D; D; F
	D

	Recommendations / Follow-up guidelines
	D; D
	
	
	A1/ C1
	A1/ C1
	F; F

	Synthesis / Conclusions
	D
	
	A1; A1; A1
	D
	
	D

	Appendices
	
	
	
	
	
	A1; F


4. Preliminary findings
The analysis of Portuguese RSP and SEA reports showed that the degree of integration of the ES concept varies across them. Some make no reference at all to any of the key terms while others make several references to different key terms, showing a diversity of ways to refer to the concept of ES.  A few of them explicitly refer to specific categories of ES, like supporting functions of ecosystems for example. This means that some regions might be better prepared for strategically safeguarding or improving the ES provided by their territory. 
A qualitative analysis of the occurrences in the RSP shows that, although ES are acknowledged by the plans, rarely there are goals or objectives explicitly relating to ES. In the case of SEA reports, only one of them (for the RSP Centro) explicitly calls for a need to assess the ES of the region under analysis, to support development strategies. Also, at this stage there seems to be no link between the degree of ES consideration in SEA reports and in corresponding RSP. This can be illustrated with RSP Centro, which has only one reference to ES, when its SEA report is the one with more references to ES across many sections of the document.
These results might be related with poor guidance at national level, both for RSP and for SEA, as shown by the results for PNPOT and the Portuguese guide for good practice in SEA. It is important to stress that all except one (RSP Madeira) of the documents analysed in this research were published after the generally assumed milestone for ES that was the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment. This seems to indicate a weak impact of that global effort in terms of spatial planning and SEA in Portugal.
However, even if the occurrences of the key terms are sometimes scarce in the documents, it is possible to find references to the need for promoting economic activities which depend upon natural resources, in a harmonious way. Dependence of economic activities upon natural resources is often recognized, although more implicitly. The most common economic activities for which this recognition is associated are traditional activities and tourism. 
The general concept of ES was the focus of this analysis. A more detailed analysis could include determining if specific ecosystem service types were, or were not, considered in RSP and SEA reports. Such analysis could reveal that several ecosystem services are implicitly considered in RSP and SEA reports. 
The results here presented refer to the product of a planning process (the plan’s legal document) and do not include the planning process itself. The same applies to the SEA process, where the SEA reports were the object of analysis, leaving out the assessment process itself. This may disregard elements that could help explain some results of the RSP and SEA reports analysis. For future research, the analysis of the processes leading to the documents could overcome some methodological issues identified by Glaves et al. 2010()
, namely causal and narrative analysis and identification of underlying theories and reasons which may have influenced the process and product.
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� According to the European Common Classiﬁcation of Territorial Units for Statistics.
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