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Quantifying Flood Regulating ES in
Watersheds — Arizona, USA and Bulgaria
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NLCD 1992 - National Land Cover Map of flood regulating ecosystem
Dataset service supply capacities in the study
maps of test watershed and the case areas
study area’s locations

In collaboration with Francina Dominguez and Zhao Yang (UA)



Bulgaria - KINEROS

Malkl Iskar

CORINE Land Cover maps of test Map of flood regulating ecosystem service
watersheds and the case study areas’ supply capacities in the three study areas.

locations



COMPARISON
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Flood regulating ecosystem service supply capacities of the different land cover
classes for Bulgaria and USA case studies



Arizona, USA - KINEROS

San Pedro River Subwatersheds - Arizona, USA
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Land cover maps (left) and maps of

flood regulating ecosystem service
v supply capacities (right) in the three
— oy ‘ study areas in Arizona, USA.




Bulgaria - KINEROS

Ravna, Vidima, Yantra Rivers Watersheds - Bulgaria
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Land cover maps (top) and maps of
flood regulating ecosystem service
supply capacities (bottom) in the three
study areas in Bulgaria



Ranges of the model results’ values for the indicators of flood regulation ecosystem

service supply
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COMPARISON

Land cover class Capacities by watershed
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Publication: Boyanova, K., Nedkov, S., Burkhard, B., 2014,
“Quantification and mapping of flood regulating
ecosystem services in different watersheds — case
studies in Bulgaria and Arizona, USA". in: Bandrova, T,
Konecny, M., Zlatanova, S. (Eds). T hematic Cartography for

the SUCiE‘ty", Springer




Quantifying freshwater provision and water purification ES in
watersheds by applying SWAT hydrological model and Water
Footprint concept
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Hoekstra & Mekonen, 2012



This is the concept for Bulgaria

For Arizona — to discuss with Gloria Salmoral,
CEIGRAM-Technical University of Madrid




Technical issues:

USA-Europe Soil and Land cover classification
differences

Complications:
* To run models

* For comparative analysis

IMPORTANT TASK AND ISSUE FOR
TRANS-ATLANTIC NETWORK!!!



Quantifying groundwater recharge ES — to
discuss with Natalia Limones, USE



Implementation in policy and decision-making —
in collaboration with Owen/ Murielle/
Violeta....and others



Thank you!
Gracias!
Merci!
Dank u!
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