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Ecosystem Service Abiotic filtration, sequestration and storage of 
waste 

CICES class name Mediation by other chemical or physical means (e.g., via 
filtration, sequestration, storage or accumulation) 

CICES Section Regulation & Maintenance (Abiotic) 

CICES Class code 5.1.1.3 

 

Brief Description 

● Natural processing of wastes by abiotic ecosystem elements 
● Mediation of waste, toxic substances and other nuisances, by natural 

chemical and physical processes that can contribute to people’s well-
being 

 

Sample Indicators 

Indicator values from 

Experiment or direct 
measurement  Survey  

Expert assessment  Statistical- or census data 
 

Model or GIS 
 

Literature values  

Stakeholder participation 
 

Not provided  

 
Table 1: Regional Scale 

Indicator Unit Indicator  
values from 

[3] Nitrate leaching  kg * ha-1 * yr-1 

 
[2] Risk of nitrate leaching: exchange frequency of the soil 
water in the root layer. Infiltration rate divided by field 
capacity 

% 

 

[1] Mechanical filtration capacity: infiltration capacity, 
calculated as: 

𝐼𝐶 = 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑆𝑜𝑖𝑙 ∗ (1 − 𝑠) 

 With: IC – infiltration capacity, PermSoil – soil permeability 
[cm*d-1], s – share of anthropogenic surface sealing 

cm * d-1 

,  

[1] Physicochemical filtration capacity, calculated as: 

𝐼𝐶𝑝ℎ𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑐𝑜𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑚 = 𝐶𝐸𝐶𝑒𝑓𝑓 ∗ (1 − 𝑠) 

cmol(+) * kg dm-1 

,  
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With: ICphysicochem – physicochemical filtration capacity, CECeff – 
effective cation exchange capacity, s – share of anthropogenic 
surface sealing)  

[4] Volume of purified water  
m3/ (km2 *year) 

 

[4] Mass of a specific nutrient retained  ton/ (km2 * year) 
 

[5] Area of undisturbed creek banks that serve as buffers to 
pesticide and fertilizer runoff 

Not provided 
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