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Since the publication of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA), the global interest for “ecosystem services” has rapidly grown in scientific studies and policy makers’ agenda. At the international level, many initiatives—i.e., the Economics of Ecosystem Services and Biodiversity (TEEB), the Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES), and the Intergovernmental Platform for Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)—have analyzed and incorporated the ecosystem services framework in the environmental and forestry policy targets. Therefore, in the last two decades the concept of ecosystem services has become the leitmotiv of natural resource management. The scientific community is analyzing the ecosystem services from different theoretical and practical perspectives, with the aim to integrate biophysical, economic and social aspects in a global framework. Starting from these considerations, the aim of the Special Issue “Assessing, Valuing and Mapping Ecosystem Services” (https://www.mdpi.com/journal/forests/special_issues/Assessing_Ecosystem—accessed on 14 April 2021) is to promote the debate and the sharing of knowledge and experiences about assessing, valuing and mapping ecosystem services provided by natural, semi-natural, and urban forests. The 13 papers published deal with the biophysical assessment and socio-economic evaluation of four categories of ecosystem services as classified by the MEA, as follows: provisioning, regulating, supporting, and cultural services. Four papers focus on the following ecosystem services provided by green infrastructures and urban forests: Krajter Ostoić et al. [1] provided basis for the quantification of cultural ecosystem services from tree-based urban green space in the city of Zagreb (Croatia), while Battisti et al. [2] assessed and mapped green area ecosystem services—provisioning and regulating services—of the city of Turin (Italy). Instead, Matasov et al. [3] investigated the feasibility of a network of wireless, low cost, and multiparameter monitoring devices, Tree Talkers (TT+), to monitor single-tree eco-physiological parameters in a green area located in the city of Moscow (Russia). Sacchelli et al. [4] assessed psychological and physiological responses of people when exposed to different forest stands (Turkey oak, European beech, black pine and Douglas-fir stands) compared to urban areas. Another two papers considered the provisioning services (non-wood forest products), as follows: Izumi [5] focused on what kinds of forest products—e.g., shiitake mushrooms, charcoal, and fuelwood—were historically used and shipped in 642 villages in the late 19th century in Iwate Prefecture (Japan), while Olah et al. [6] estimated the potential of forest stands for edible mushroom growing in a case study in central Slovakia (Banskobystrický self-governing region). Another five papers analyzed the regulating services (i.e., water cycle, natural hazard protection, and climate change mitigation) from an interdisciplinary perspective, as follows: Báliková et al. [7] analyzed and compared stakeholders’ opinions toward the water-related ecosystem services provided by forests (142 stakeholders from 23 countries), while Vuletić et al. [8] investigated financing schemes of the forests and water sectors in four Southeast European countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia, and Slovenia), with the aim to understand the relationship between the existing payments for ecosystem services (PES) schemes and the theoretical PES definition. Accastello et al. [9] proposed and tested a harmonized model—ASFORESEE (Alpine Space FORest Ecosystem Services Economic Evaluation)—for economic evaluation of forest protection against rockfalls in a case study in the Italian Alps. Ovando and Speich [10] developed an uneven-aged forest economic decision-making model that determines the harvesting schedules and forest structure capable to maximize landowner revenues in a spatially explicit way, when both timber and water have an economic value. Always in the regulating services category, Flores-Hernández et al. [11] estimated Agave lechuguilla Torr. aboveground biomass for determining the carbon stores (regulating services) in natural ecosystems in three states in Mexico (Coahuila, San Luís Potosí, and Zacatecas). The last two papers focused on stakeholders’ opinions towards multiple ecosystem services, as follows: Case et al. [12] investigated the opinions of 24 Native Americans (tribal members and representatives of tribal organizations) toward 78 resources and species divided into six groups of benefits, whereas Schneider et al. [13] involved 53 stakeholders (forester managers and nature conservation authorities) in a consultation process with the aim to understand the ecosystem services provided by protected areas (Natura 2000 sites) in the Czech Republic.
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