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Abstract: The use of life cycle assessment (LCA) allows work to go beyond the traditional scope
of urban nature-based solutions (NBS), in which ecosystem services are provided to citizens, to
include environmental impacts generated over the entire life cycle of the NBS, i.e., from raw material
extraction, through materials processing, production, distribution, and use stages, to end-of-life
management. In this work, we explored how LCA has been applied in the context of NBS through a
critical analysis of the literature. Systems under review were not restricted to one typology of NBS
or another, but were meant to cover a broad range of NBS, from NBS on the ground, water-related
NBS, building NBS, to NBS strategies. In total, 130 LCA studies of NBS were analysed according
to several criteria derived from the LCA methodology or from specific challenges associated with
NBS. Results show that studies were based on different scopes, resulting in the selection of different
functional units and system boundaries. Accordingly, we propose an innovative approach based on
the ecosystem services (ES) concept to classify and quantify these functional units. We also identify
and discuss two recent and promising approaches to solve multifunctionality that could be adapted
for LCA of NBS.

Keywords: life cycle assessment (LCA); nature-based solutions (NBS); ecosystem services;
multifunctionality; urban setting

1. Introduction

The quality of life in most cities of the world is threatened by a number of major
concerns, including increasing pollution levels, urban heat islands, flooding, and extreme
events related to climate change [1]. Because more than half of the world’s population
currently lives in urban areas, a share expected to reach two thirds by 2050 [2], finding
solutions to tackle these issues is extremely urgent.

In parallel, humans have changed ecosystems in the last decades more rapidly and
extensively than in any comparable period of time of the human history, which has resulted
in a substantial and largely irreversible biodiversity loss. Consequently, in 2005 already,
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment estimated that approximately 60% of the evaluated
ecosystem services—the benefits people obtain from ecosystems, such as climate or water
regulation or recreational services—had been degraded over the past 50 years [3].

Aware of the importance and urgency of this issue, many local, regional, and national
public decision makers are promoting the design of urban settings integrating green spaces.
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In particular, revegetation of cities is at the heart of current politics and programs, as
shown by the increasing number of current political plans related to biodiversity and to the
reintroduction of nature and trees in the city (e.g., [4–6]), or, for example, by the “Green
wave” in last French municipal elections [7]. In line with this, the concept of nature-based
solutions (NBS) was recently introduced to refer to the sustainable management and use
of nature for tackling societal challenges. NBS are defined by the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as actions to protect, sustainably manage, and restore
natural or modified ecosystems that address societal challenges effectively and adaptively,
simultaneously providing human well-being and biodiversity benefits [8]. Since then,
clarifications of the concept and typologies were proposed [9] and connections with other
existing concepts related to ecosystem-based approaches were also explored [10].

The European Commission has recently fostered research on NBS with more than
30 European Union (EU)-funded projects under the Horizon 2020 research and innovation
program dedicated to a better knowledge of NBS and with the OPPLA EU Repository of
NBS. The NBS concept has also been rapidly adopted by the economic world, and, in the
past few years, NBS were identified by companies as a strategic frame to reach their carbon
neutral objectives as a way of offsetting their greenhouse gas emissions to meet the Paris
climate goal (e.g., [11]).

Many NBS projects are flowering all around the world, and particularly in urban
areas, as a response to urban concerns given the large range of ecosystem services they
can provide for urban citizens [12]. However, studies on NBS often focus on the utilitarian
aspect of natural capital and ecosystem services provided by NBS without putting them
in perspective with the adverse impacts of these systems and potential environmental
trade-offs [13]. Thus, to ensure a comprehensive assessment of environmental impacts
generated by NBS and to give to the decision makers a complete picture of their environ-
mental performance, the potential adverse impacts that NBS may have on the environment
(environment in the broad sense, i.e., including ecosystems but also human health and
resource depletion) need to be evaluated.

Some authors occasionally studied so-called ecosystem disservices but this concept
mainly focuses on potential nuisance or disturbance for urban citizens (allergenic potential
of plants, unsafety of green spaces, decrease of air quality, e.g., emissions of volatile organic
compounds, undesired species, etc.) due to NBS during their operational life stage [14].
Moreover, they do not capture the upstream and downstream environmental impacts
associated with upstream resource extractions and pollutant emissions that occur beyond
urban borders. Taking a life cycle perspective thus appears necessary to account for the
impacts occurring not only during the use phase of the NBS (when the ecosystem services
are provided), but also during its fabrication/manufacturing, its installation, and its end of
life with the disposal of wastes or the recovery of materials. These impacts can be assessed
with the use of life cycle assessment (LCA), which is a mature, robust, internationally
standardised [15,16], and globally applied multi-criteria analysis approach that helps cover
a wide range of environmental issues (e.g., climate change, eutrophication, or resource
depletion) over the entire life cycle of a product system. The most recognised advantage of
this decision-support tool is to help in identifying hotspots and burden shifting between
impact categories and life cycle stages [17,18] and in proposing appropriate solutions to
mitigate them after the analysis is complete.

Literature studies that assess environmental impacts of NBS through LCA are growing
fast. Some review analyses have already been published; however, because NBS is a very
broad concept, those reviews have only partially tackled the topic, focusing on drainage
systems and stormwater infrastructures [13,19–22] or green roofs [23,24]. Some other
reviews have concentrated their analysis on the links between LCA (among other tools) and
more general concepts encompassing NBS, such as environmental sustainability strategies
for urban territories [25–27]. Nevertheless, no exhaustive works covering a large range of
NBS, from NBS on the ground, water-related NBS, building NBS, to NBS strategies, have
been conducted so far.
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Filling this gap is the ambitious goal of our paper. Can the LCA methodology be used
to drive decision makers towards a complete understanding of the NBS environmental
impacts, and to ensure a fair comparison between NBS systems? Which methodologi-
cal challenges does the application of LCA pose to complex, living, and multifunctional
systems such as NBS? Should the LCA methodology be specifically adapted to NBS assess-
ment? Thus, the objectives are twofold: (1) to derive global trends on the use of the LCA
methodology for the environmental sustainability analysis of urban NBS in a broad sense,
in order to guide LCA practitioners in future LCA studies of NBS, and (2) to identify com-
mon methodological challenges in the field of application of LCA to NBS and to propose
solutions to tackle them.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Methodology for the Collection and Selection of the Literature

An extensive analysis of the literature was performed to compile and analyse all
relevant papers related to LCA of NBS. This allowed the authors to: (1) identify the types of
NBS to which LCA has already been applied, (2) understand how the LCA framework has
been adapted to the specific case of NBS, and (3) underline the methodological challenges
associated with the application of LCA in this domain.

The collection and selection of the analysed literature was performed according to a
two-stage process.

First, a screening stage was conducted based on the search of LCA studies at 15 April
2020 for all NBS typologies described in the list established in the Nature4Cities EU
project (www.nature4cities.eu, accessed on 15 April 2020). The NBS are classified into four
categories: on the ground (e.g., parks and gardens, network structures, food production,
ecological restoration, or systems for erosion control), water-related (including natural and
semi-natural water bodies, but also built structures for water management), on buildings
and structures (typically green roofs and green walls), and strategies and actions for green
space management, waste management, conservation, and urban planning strategies. The
literature survey was limited to the last 20 years (from 2000 to 2020), since the development
of the NBS concept, which dates back to the middle of the 2000s (e.g., [28]), as well
as their assessment through LCA being rather recent. Keywords relative to LCA and
to each NBS type were searched for in both Science Direct and Google Scholar. The
keywords used for the selection of LCA studies were a combination of (i) keywords
for LCA (“life cycle assessment”, “life cycle analysis”, LCA, “Life cycle management”,
“life cycle thinking”, “life cycle sustainability”, “environmental assessment”, and “carbon
footprint”) and (ii) keywords relative to the NBS type, using words close semantically to the
NBS type (see Supplementary Material A), according to the Nature4Cities classification of
NBS [29]. Some systems of the classification not relevant for LCA (mainly urban strategies
and actions) were excluded (see Supplementary Material A). This first search returned
about 3000 documents among scientific and grey literature studies.

Second, a stricter, consecutive selection was performed on title and abstracts (and
full-text, if needed); after reviewing those 3000 documents collected with the first search,
only the studies actually assessing NBS from an environmental point of view (e.g., pure life
cycle costing has been excluded) in an urban context (i.e., studies in a rural context have
been excluded) were selected, which represented less than 4% of the above number. In
contrast, studies only mentioning LCA without applying it on a case study, or the review
papers, were excluded. In addition, for comparison purposes, only individual components
were considered, i.e., combination/deployment of several NBS on a territorial system
were excluded.

Following this selection process, the final corpus of the literature was composed
of 110 documents: 42 studies on NBS on the ground, 28 studies on water-related NBS,
30 studies on NBS on buildings and structures, and 10 studies on strategies and actions
for NBS. The final corpus was essentially composed of scientific publications (97) and
conference papers (4), of bachelor, master, and PhD theses (5), and of technical or scientific

www.nature4cities.eu
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reports (4). The list of all the studies analysed can be found in Supplementary Material B. It
is important to note that some authors carried out the LCA of several, different NBS [30–38].
For comparison purposes, the analysis has been conducted on the LCA study of an individual
NBS rather than on the publication. Because a system can sometimes be classified in several
NBS categories, a main type and a secondary type (if needed) have been assigned to each
system. Consequently, in total, 130 LCAs of individual NBS were analysed (44 LCAs of
NBS on the ground, 43 of water-related NBS, 33 of NBS on buildings and structures, and 10
of strategies and actions).

2.2. Approach to Analyse the Selected Literature

The selected studies were analysed according to several qualitative and quantitative
criteria derived from the respective four phases of LCA (ISO standard 14040:2006): Phase 1—
goal and scope definition, Phase 2—inventory analysis or life cycle inventory (LCI), Phase
3—impact assessment or life cycle impact assessment (LCIA), and Phase 4—interpretation
of the results. For each phase, a set of criteria was selected from the ISO [15,16], ILCD
guidelines [39] and Environmental Footprint [40], and from specific challenges associated
with NBS, as detailed below and summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Description of criteria taken into account within the LCA-NBS literature review.

Analysis Grid

LCA phase 1—Goal and Scope

Functions and functional
unit(s) considered

System boundaries considered
(life cycle stages)

Lifetime of the system
or period of analysis

Geographic location of the
study

LCA phase 2—Life Cycle Inventory (LCI)

Is CO2 sequestration
considered?
(if so, value)

Is it explicitly stated that
the mass balance is respected

for the carbon?

Are emissions in the environment considered after application
of mineral/organic fertilisers or pesticides?

Is the model/source mentioned, or details on calculation given?

LCA phase 3—Life Cycle Impact Assessment (LCIA)

Impact and damages
categories considered and

LCIA method(s) used
Climate change impact (value) Normalisation of the results

(Yes/No)
Weighting of the results

(Yes/No)

LCA phase 4—Interpretation

Contribution analysis
(Yes/No) Main contributors Sensitivity or uncertainty

analysis (Yes/No) Main limitations of the study

2.2.1. Criteria for LCA Phase 1—Goal and Scope

An LCA starts with an explicit statement of the goal and scope of the study, which sets
out the context of the study and the reason(s) for executing the LCA. This key step includes
the precise description of the studied system, its life cycle stages, its boundaries, and the
definition of the functional unit.

The analysis of the scope definition included (i) the choice of the function and the
functional unit (FU), (ii) the definition of system boundaries, and (iii) key information about
the system (lifetime of the system or period of analysis, and geographic location of the
studied system). Regarding the system boundaries, these should define which phases of the
life cycle and which processes belong to the analysed system or are required for providing
its function as defined by the FU [39]. For the specific case of NBS, the analysis investigated
whether or not the case studies included the NBS fabrication (i.e., raw materials extraction,
manufacturing), transportation and installation processes, operation (and maintenance, if
necessary), and possible dismantlement and end of life stages.
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2.2.2. Criteria for LCA Phase 2—Life Cycle Inventory

The LCI identifies, quantifies, and compiles all the flows between the studied system
and the environment, i.e., all resource consumptions (e.g., raw materials, energy, freshwater,
land occupation) and all substance emissions (e.g., chemical emission) to air, water, and
soil compartments.

In this work, the analysis of the LCI phase focused on specific challenges associ-
ated with NBS, i.e., carbon dioxide sequestration, carbon balance, and emissions in the
environment from application of mineral/organic fertilisers or pesticides.

2.2.3. Criteria for LCA Phase 3—Life Cycle Impact Assessment

The impacts potentially caused by the use of resources and land, and/or the release
of emissions from the system are then assessed in the LCIA phase. The inventoried flows
are first classified according to the potential effect(s) they have on the environment, and
then multiplied by a characterisation factor (CF), which aids quantifying the extent to
which the resulting LCI can contribute to a given environmental impact category. Two
main types of impact categories can be chosen at two different positions along the envi-
ronmental cause–effect chain: (1) midpoint impact categories, which indicate a change in
the environment caused by a human intervention, and (2) endpoint or damage impact
categories, which generally assess detrimental impacts on three areas of protection, i.e.,
human health, ecosystem quality, and resources. The large number of midpoint indicators
and their partially abstract meaning can make their appropriation by decision makers
difficult [41]. Endpoint indicators are generally considered more understandable to the
decision makers, even if their level of comprehensiveness is reduced (not all the potential
damages associated with midpoint impacts can be characterised) and their uncertainties are
higher than the midpoints’ ones (due to a significant number of additional, unsubstantiated
assumptions and/or value choices to fill in missing gaps) [41]. Damage modelling also
aids in the understanding and interpretation of midpoint indicators by making results in
different midpoint categories cross-comparable within areas of protection. Various impact
assessment models exist to characterise the inventory flows and assess their potential
impacts, and these characterisation models are generally grouped into LCIA methods
(e.g., IPCC, CML2001, TRACI, ReCiPe, IMPACT 2002+, etc.) [42]. In addition, the LCA
practitioner can carry out the normalisation and/or the weighting of the results, which
are two optional steps under ISO 14044:2006 to support the interpretation towards a fully
aggregated result.

The analysis of the LCIA phase included (i) the impact categories considered of
relevance to the NBS study (at both midpoint and endpoint levels), (ii) the associated LCIA
method(s), (iii) the climate change impact of the system (kg CO2 eq./FU), and (iv) the
application of results normalisation and weighting steps.

2.2.4. Criteria for LCA Phase 4—Interpretation

Last, the interpretation identifies the most significant contributors to the impacts,
evaluates the study considering completeness, sensitivity, and consistency checks, and
provides conclusions, limitations, and recommendations.

The criteria used for analysing the interpretation phase included (i) the identification
of hotspots based on the relative contributions of each system process to the impacts if a
contribution analysis has been conducted either in the text or through a graph, (ii) whether
a sensitivity check was performed or not (i.e., sensitivity analysis and uncertainty charac-
terisation), and (iv) the identification of the main limitations of the study.

3. Results

Even though the search included studies from 2000, all 110 selected documents were
published after 2004, and about half of them within the past five years (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Year of publication of the analysed documents.

Given the large diversity of NBS [29], the ultimate evaluation mainly provided gen-
eral qualitative conclusions on current practices in terms of goal and scope definition,
LCI and LCIA methodological choices, as well as a few quantitative results (e.g., LCIA
results on climate change impact) that must be considered with caution because the diver-
sity of boundaries, modelling hypotheses, LCI databases and impact methods make the
comparison among studies difficult.

3.1. LCA Phase 1—Goal and Scope

Regarding NBS coverage, the analysis shows that not all the types of NBS described
in Table S1 in the Supplementary Material A have been assessed with the use of LCA yet
(Table S2 in the Supplementary Material B). One explanation is that the NBS types that
did not come up in the literature are less common solutions than the ones that came up.
For example, heritage gardens, botanical gardens, green cemeteries, or flower fields are
less common than public green spaces, such as places or squares, or sport fields. In the
same way, urban orchards or vineyards are less common than urban farms. Natural and
semi-natural water bodies, such as reopened streams, reprofiling riverbanks, or gravity
fountains, are also less studied than built structures for water management. In addition,
many NBS from the strategies and actions group are not studied. A limitation can be
the complexity in defining the FU for the assessment, setting the system boundaries and
collecting the data.

The analysis shows that the studies are often based on different scopes and consider
various FUs and system boundaries. This result can be explained by the large variability of
NBS types, which cover many different technological systems; as expected, functions (and
FUs) greatly differ depending on the type of NBS assessed (Table 2).
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Table 2. Functions and FUs considered in the studies analysed, classified according to the NBS type.

NBS Typologies Functions (Functional Units)

O
n

th
e

gr
ou

nd

Pa
rk

s
an

d
G

ar
de

ns

Urban space with specific uses
(recreational areas, safari park,
sports fields)

- Source of biomass to produce bioenergy (mass/year)
- Operational use of a safari park (activity/year)
- To provide a sports field (area of field/year)

Lawn - To provide a surface of lawn/to manage lawn (area of lawn/year)

Large urban public
park/public urban green
space

- To treat wastewater—wetland park (water flow/day)
- To provide park service facilities (energy consumption in the
park/year)
- To sequestrate carbon (mass of CO2)

Single tree/wood
- To incorporate/grow single trees in urban landscape (1 single tree
during its lifespan)
- To provide a grove (area of wood)

U
rb

an
ne

tw
or

k
st

ru
ct

ur
es

Green strip (Buffer strip)

- To protect the water body and to mobilize locally sourced biomass
for electricity production (area of buffer strip or energy produced)
- To provide greenway (area of buffer strip)
- To control stormwater runoff/to treat discharge (impervious
drainage area)

Fo
od

an
d

re
so

ur
ce

s
pr

od
uc

ti
on

Vegetable garden - To produce vegetables (mass of vegetable/year)

Urban farm

- To deliver agricultural products (mass of product or area of
land/roof or number of kcal/capita/day)
- To use land for multiple functions: food production, housing, and
afforestation (area of land)

Ec
ol

og
ic

al
re

st
or

at
io

n/
sy

st
em

s
fo

r
er

os
io

n
co

nt
ro

l/
w

or
ks

on
so

il

Management of polluted area
by plants (phytoremediation)

- To reduce leachate (volume of leachate treated/year)
- To remediate a contaminated site (one site of a certain area)
- To produce biomass (mass of dry biomass)
- To provide energy from biomass cultivated on a contaminated site
(area/year)

Soil and slope
revegetation/mulching/use
of pre-existing vegetation

- To stabilise failed slope (area of failed slope)
- To mulch agricultural land (area of mulched land)
- To landscape an open space (area of open space)

W
at

er

Rain/infiltration garden
- Detention and treatment of stormwater (volume of water treated
or water storage capacity)
- Stormwater treatment (impervious drainage area)

Swales

- To store and transport water for stormwater management
(volume of stormwater)
- To control stormwater runoff (impervious drainage/catchment
area)
- To convey discharge (length)

Constructed wetland for
wastewater treatment

- To treat wastewater (volume of treated water, or number of
person equivalents of treated wastewater with an effluent discharge
requirement)
- To reduce emissions of nutrients and biochemical oxygen demand
(BOD) to acceptable levels (mass of daily organic load of domestic
sewage treated to legal standards)

Remeander rivers - To supply potable water to the end users (volume of supplied
water)

Excavation of new
waterbodies (ponds, lakes)

- To provide clean, potable water (volume of water delivered to
consumers)
- To control stormwater runoff/to treat discharge (impervious
drainage area)
- To store water (storage volume)
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Table 2. Cont.

NBS Typologies Functions (Functional Units)

O
n

bu
ild

in
g

an
d

st
ru

ct
ur

es Intensive/extensive green
roofs

- To serve as a roof = building component (rooftop area, or volume
stratigraphy)
- To produce vegetables (mass of vegetables)
- To minimise runoff quantity and improve runoff quality (volume
of runoff, or impervious drainage area)
- To transfer energy (energy, or area with a given thermal
transmittance, also known as U-value)

Green facade - To serve as a facade = building component (facade area)

St
ra

te
gi

es
an

d
A

ct
io

ns Composting - To manage organic waste (mass of waste)

Sustainable use of fertilisers

- To produce fertiliser (mass of fertiliser)
- To fertilise arable land (mass of fertiliser with a specific nutrient
composition per land area)
- To manage a nutrient-containing substrate (mass of substrate)
- To harvest crop (crop response = (mass of crop/ha)/(mass
fertiliser))
- To produce seaweed extract (mass of product)

Table 2 also shows that, for the same NBS type, various functions may be considered
depending on the goal and scope. A total of 49 out of 130 studies consider the NBS
surface area (m2, ha, etc.) as a functional unit. In six LCA studies [32,43–47], two FUs
are considered for the same function. These are LCA studies of agricultural products
(vegetables or wood products), for which it is common to consider both the mass of product
and the cropland/forest area.

Despite the fact that multifunctionality of NBS is often mentioned in the studies (44%),
it is actually considered only in three studies. Two ways of addressing this issue exist. The
first one consists in considering a different FU for each function. In Golkowska et al. [48],
the authors consider that a buffer strip can, at the same time, (1) protect the water body (cor-
responding FU: 1 ha of buffer strip) and (2) mobilise locally sourced biomass for electricity
production through anaerobic digestion (corresponding FU: 1 kWh of electricity produced).
The second way of addressing multifunctionality is to consider a single, inclusive, func-
tional unit for the whole system. In Rothwell et al. [49], the identified functions of the
urban farm/forest system are (1) food production, (2) housing, and (3) afforestation. Those
are combined in a unique function (to use land for multiple functions), and the authors
consider one FU for the whole scenario, i.e., a surface of peri-urban land. In addition,
results are provided for the horticultural system separately for a mass of agricultural prod-
uct. In Li et al. [50], the identified functions of desealed areas are (1) to increase available
water resource, (2) to alleviate urban water logging disasters, and (3) to reduce rainfall
runoff pollutants. The authors consider a general FU for the whole system, i.e., a surface of
rainwater harvesting (RWH) construction areas.

With regard to the scope of the studies, and, in particular, to the system boundaries,
less than half of the LCA studies (40%) assess cradle-to-grave systems. This mainly con-
cerns parks and gardens (8 out of 15 studies), ecological restorations (5 out of 8 studies),
strategies and actions (5 out of 10 studies), and building structures (16 out of 33 studies).
Structures characterised by food and resource production mainly consider cradle-to-gate
(generally retail gate or consumer gate) systems (only 4 out of 17 studies had cradle-to-grave
boundaries) because of the chosen function (i.e., to produce food).

Regarding geographic location, 40% of the studies refer to European sites, a third of
them (31%) to North American sites, and 18% to Asian sites. Only five studies are located
in South America, four in Oceania, and two in Africa, while three studies do not specify
any location. This information can have a direct effect on the chosen LCIA method (e.g.,
TRACI method for studies from USA).
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System timeframes are generally chosen to be large enough to consider long-term
mechanisms, such as CO2 sequestration, landfill emissions, life of the system (e.g., building),
etc. In total, 25 studies consider a lifetime of the system or period of analysis of less than
20 years, 54 studies with timeframes from 20 years to 45 years (about half of them are set
to 30 years), and 25 studies with timeframes greater than 50 years (with 20 of them set
to 50 years). Note that 26 studies do not specify this information, which is yet crucial for
the analysis.

3.2. LCA Phase 2—Life Cycle Inventory (LCI)

The carbon sequestration capacity of the NBS considered in the studies analysed is
presented in Table 3. Carbon sequestration for NBS on the ground ranged between 0.08
and 290 kg CO2/m2/year. Two publications show a higher carbon sequestration compared
to other systems: Strohbach et al. [51] (carbon storage in tree above-ground biomass) and
Tidåker et al. [52] (carbon storage in turf of golf courses). If we exclude these two outliers,
all carbon sequestrations were lower than 3.4 kg CO2/m2/year.

Table 3. Carbon sequestration of NBS (kg CO2/m2/year) in studies analysed.

Type of NBS Number of
Studies Minimum Maximum Average Standard

Deviation

On the
ground 7 7.81 × 10−2 3.00 × 101 5.18 1.10 × 101

Water 5 3.39 × 10−1 2.32 7.95 × 10−1 8.59 × 10−1

Building 3 4.89 × 10−2 1.88 × 10−1 1.11 × 10−1 7.04 × 10−2

Regarding water and building systems, all carbon sequestrations were, respectively,
lower than 2.3 and 0.2 kg CO2/m2/year.

Only in two studies published by authors from the same research group [53,54] is
the mass balance respected about the elements (including carbon) on the system. Because
pollutant mass balance is crucial to determine wastewater treatment efficiency, those two
studies are pivotal to represent an important aspect in the LCA of constructed wetlands.
Yet, mass balance is also crucial for other natural systems, but no other publication analysed
here performs this exercise.

Only 22 studies out of 69 using organic/mineral fertilisers or pesticides take into
account the emissions occurring in the environment (N2O, NH3, P, heavy metals, active
substances, etc.) after the application of these products. In addition, out of those 22 studies,
only 6 provide information on the models/sources used or the details on the calculations.
Yet, all studies that consider these field emissions emphasize their significance on the
environmental impacts of the studied systems.

3.3. LCA Phase 3—Life Cycle Impact Assessment (LCIA)

Table 4 shows the LCIA indicators considered per category of NBS. At midpoint level,
the impact categories considered by the authors almost systematically include climate
change (with different names of indicators depending on the LCIA method, i.e., Global
Warming/Global Warming Potential (GWP) or Climate Change), very often eutrophication,
acidification (which may be explained by the management of NBS likely to generate this
type of impact), and abiotic resource depletion, and frequently human toxicity, ozone layer
depletion, ecotoxicity (soil, fresh and sea water), photochemical ozone formation, and
respiratory effects. To a lesser extent, indicators to address energy-based impact categories
(e.g., indicator of cumulative energy demand), water deprivation, and ionizing radiation
are also considered. Surprisingly, impacts due to land use (occupation) and/or land use
change (transformation), although specifically relevant when dealing with NBS, are not
much considered (in 23 studies out of 130). At the endpoint level, typical endpoint impact
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indicators referring to the three areas of protection (i.e., human health, ecosystems, and
resources) are almost equally considered.

Table 4. Midpoint and endpoint indicators’ recurrence in the studies analysed, per NBS category and
in total.
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In total, 21 studies are mono-criterion (20 only considered GWP or CO2 emissions,
and one only dealt with water), while 9 multicriteria studies consider two indicators
(mostly GWP and energy, with one exception considering GWP and land use), while
100 multicriteria studies consider more than two indicators. In 12 studies (9%), both
midpoint and endpoint indicators are selected for the impact calculation phase.

The most applied LCIA methods are ReCiPe2008 or 2016 (36 studies) and CML2000
or 2001 (27 studies), followed by TRACI US (14 studies) and IMPACT2002+ (8 studies),
Eco-Indicator (6 studies), and the ILCD method (3 studies). The use of one or another
method necessarily depends on the date of the publication and the geographic location of
the studies. Mix of methods are often used, and sometimes the names of the methods are
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not specified at all (in 21% of the studies). This certainly introduces an uncertainty factor
for the interpretation and comparability of the results from such LCIA studies.

Only values of climate change per square area and per a timeframe have been selected
to compare the climate change impact of NBS (i.e., publications expressing climate change
per water volume, agricultural product, or other FU, or publications giving values in mass
of CO2 without precisions on the area or the time have been excluded). All values have
been converted to a common unit of kg CO2/m2/year. However, the area can refer to
two different areas: either a real, physical area (footprint area) for NBS on the ground,
on buildings, or for some water systems; or a theoretical area (drainage/catchment area),
which is specific to drainage water systems. Thus, results are presented separately for
these two considered areas in Figure 2 and plotted on a logarithmic scale (excluding
four negative values of −0.0073, −0.0058, −0.017, and −0.23 kg CO2/m2/year due to
consideration of carbon storage, respectively, for a green strip, a green roof, a wood, and a
constructed wetland).
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Regarding climate change impacts expressed per footprint area (mainly NBS on the
ground and on buildings), the NBS contributing most to climate change are three ur-
ban farms, a public green space, a golf course, and a green roof. All other NBS have
a climate change impact lower than 10 kg CO2/m2/year. Except for one green roof
(50 kg CO2/m2/year), all building systems have climate change impacts comprised be-
tween 0.4 and 3 kg CO2/m2/year (note that mainly green roof systems are considered due
to a lack of details on units for green wall systems). The NBS with the smallest impacts (i.e.,
< 1 kg CO2/m2/year) are two lawns, one green strip, one green roof, and two water-related
systems (expressed per footprint area).
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Regarding climate change impacts expressed per drainage/catchment area (only water
systems), there is a high variability which cannot be explained by differences between
systems, but rather by differences between publications: all values from Bixler et al. [31]
are higher than the ones from Xu et al. [38].

Regarding normalisation and weighting of the results, the analysis of the papers shows
that authors typically normalise results in 39 studies (30% of the total) and weight them in
20 studies (15% of the total).

3.4. LCA Phase 4—Interpretation

Given the great variety of analysed NBS, no global trend can be observed for the
interpretation of the results. Yet, some recurrent hotspots—i.e., life cycle stage responsible
for the largest relative portion of the impacts and the main processes contributing to the
impacts—can be identified: on the ground, the application of fertilisers and pesticides
and irrigation, and, to a lesser extent, the transportation of materials and maintenance
operations (mowing, pruning) are often responsible for a large part of the impacts. For
water-related and building systems, the consumption and road transportation of materials
often represents the life cycle stage with the largest impacts. However, generally, construc-
tion stage and operational stage do not contribute to the same impacts: the construction
stage is a relevant contributor to abiotic depletion and GWP, while maintenance operations
have large impacts on eutrophication or ecotoxicity.

A sensitivity or uncertainty analysis is performed in almost half of the studies (47%).
The main limitations of the studies are represented by the general lack of data and

their large variability (in terms of field emissions inventories, e.g., N2O emissions from
decomposition of grass clippings, or crop yields, etc.), which is linked to the variability
of NBS within the same type, the excluded life-cycle stages, and the limiting hypotheses
(e.g., not considering production and application of pesticides and fertilisers, or limited
emissions and leaching of contaminants, not considering indirect land use change nor
carbon sequestration and storage, etc.).

4. Discussion

Some methodological challenges raised by the application of LCA to NBS were identi-
fied. The most interesting and debatable issues are predominantly related to the goal and
scope and LCI phases of the LCA method.

4.1. NBS Coverage in LCA Literature

Many NBS types, as described in Table S1 in the Supplementary Material A, did
not come up in the literature. If we exclude uncommon solutions, we still have some
common NBS that were never studied. For example, quarry restoration projects have never
been assessed with LCA according to our review; these projects are usually subject to an
environmental impact assessment (EIA), which is more pertinent than LCA to capture the
local dimension of NBS projects and potentially their impacts on flora and fauna. Many
NBS from the strategies and actions group have also never been assessed with LCA. The fact
that LCA has been historically conceived, developed, and applied to products and services
makes its application to urban planning projects or urban strategies less straightforward
than for human technologies or semi-natural or artificial systems. These NBS cover a wider
area, and the application of LCA to urban scales could present several drawbacks [55],
such as the huge amount of LCI data to compute, a more complicated definition of their
functional unit and boundaries, and a more difficult interpretation of the results, so the
LCA framework needs to be adapted to apply at the regional scale as support to urban
strategies [56]. Yet, LCA could provide valuable information to decision makers and help
them in the elaboration of urban strategies.

In this regard, relevant LCA-based studies that make use of LCI data and/or single-
issue footprint indicators have recently emerged in the literature. For example, the use
of integrated carbon accounting approaches based on the combination between a carbon
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footprint and a carbon sequestration evaluation results in effective showcasing of climate
change mitigation benefits associated with improved management of municipal green
waste [57], forests management strategies [58,59], NBS potential for wetlands–peatlands
and oceans [60,61], solutions of soil amendment with powdered basalt in natural ecosys-
tems [62], and potential implementation of plants and soils within the built environ-
ment [63,64]. This is also true in cases where additional indicators of ecological benefit,
such as the capacity of NBS to remove water pollutants, are added to carbon sequestration
indicators for enhancing the overall impact assessment [65–67], making the LCA approach
an effective tool for tradeoffs and synergies analysis. Research should thus be directed
towards improving the application of LCA to such and other innovative NBS projects,
possibly undertaking an “impacts Vs. benefits” balance (not only of environmental, but
also of economic nature), as highlighted by studies published in the latest months [68–70].

In addition, while, in the European sites’ case, a large number of typologies of NBS are
considered, for other regions, this is not the case. The reason for this finding is not clear, but
it is probably due to a simple issue of occurrences: the more studies are made for a region,
the higher the probability that more NBS typologies are assessed. Such observation never-
theless requires further analysis and feedback in the future, since hydrological, climatic,
and socioeconomic conditions can affect the effectiveness of NBS [71], and thus can play a
role in the choice of NBS. For example, none of the studies conducted in South America,
Oceania, and Africa evaluates NBS typologies on the ground (except for two studies that
assess urban farms), or green walls, hampering the ability to understand whether this is
due to the lack of implementation of NBS in those regions or to the higher fragmentation of
evaluations compared to European sites.

4.2. Use of the Ecosystem Services (ES) Concept to Classify and Quantify the FUs of NBS

NBS are generally implemented to address challenges faced by cities, such as climate
change, increase in flood events, decline in biodiversity, air pollution, etc. Therefore, it is
logical to assume that the functional units chosen in LCA studies shall reflect the urban
services delivered by the NBS, or, in other words, the benefits people obtain from these
ecosystems. These services, named “ecosystem services” (ES), can be divided into four
categories: (1) provisioning services, i.e., the products obtained from ecosystems, such as
food, fibre, fuel, freshwater, ornamental resources; (2) regulating services, such as air quality
regulation, climate regulation, water regulation, erosion regulation, water purification and
waste treatment, pollination, natural hazard regulation; (3) cultural services that provide
recreational, aesthetic, and spiritual nonmaterial benefits; and (4) supporting services,
which are generally indirect or long-time occurring processes necessary for the production
of all other ecosystem services, e.g., soil formation, photosynthesis, primary production,
nutrient cycling, and water cycling [3]. Following this classification, the functions described
in Table 2 can be grouped into the four types of ES provided by the NBS (Figure 3).
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a product (41%), 8 studies related to regulation services (18%), 14 studies to supporting
services (32%), and 4 studies to nonmaterial benefits (9%). Note that only NBS on the
ground consider cultural services, mostly in relation to recreational aspects of NBS (football
field, golf course, safari park, leisure activities). Functions of water-related NBS are mainly
focused on water regulation services provided by the NBS (91%), with only three studies
that consider as function the supply of a volume of freshwater (provisioning service).
Conversely, the functions of building NBS are primarily related to supporting services (83%),
because the studies often consider as function the surface area of a building component (i.e.,
wall or roof), which is an indirect, inclusive function covering many services generated by
green walls and roofs (building structure support, climate, water, air quality regulations,
etc.), and secondarily to direct regulating services (17%), through the function of runoff
management (FU = impervious drainage area) of six green roofs studies. Finally, regarding
strategies and actions NBS, only two studies consider a provisioning service (production
of a seaweed-based biostimulant), whereas other functions are mainly related to support
services (80%), and, more precisely, to nutrient cycling, because NBS were related to a
sustainable use of fertilisers and to the treatment of organic waste through composting.
Nevertheless, the classification of these systems in supporting or provisioning services is
not straightforward because the treatment of organic waste can be just as well associated
with nutrient cycling management as to the provision of a new product (e.g., compost).
Although the link between ES and LCA has been extensively discussed [72–82], it has been,
for now, mainly restricted to the LCIA phase of LCA, and only partially to the LCI phase.
To our knowledge, the use of the ES concept and classification to qualify the functions
and FUs of life cycle models is new in LCA. Using ES directly as FU paves the way to
more relevant and accurate FU and for territorial approaches given that an NBS can have
as many FU as provided ES. This is a change of paradigm: the ES are no longer seen as
positive externalities but rather directly as “units” for comparing NBS.

In addition, note that, if the implementation of an NBS generally provides new urban
services, it can also mean losing some other functionalities (e.g., transformation of a meadow
into a park or it can generate ecosystem disservices, e.g., pollen allergies, introduction of
invasive species, emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) from plants [14], and
these aspects should be taken into account in LCA studies.

4.3. Perspectives to Deal with the Multifunctionality of NBS

The impacts shall be calculated for a functional unit that reflects the service(s) provided
by the system. Yet, NBS are almost systematically multifunctional systems, as confirmed by
Table 2, which shows that multiple functions for the same NBS type may exist depending
on the study. Nevertheless, the literature review shows that, despite being often men-
tioned by the authors (e.g., filtration of air pollutants, carbon dioxide capture, cooling a
building/street, water regulation, etc.), multifunctionality is rarely considered. A probable
explanation is that this issue constitutes a methodological challenge in LCA [83]. Some
guidance has been already provided to handle the multifunctionality issue in the ISO
14044:2006 [16] and in the ILCD Handbook [39], with different approaches for solving
multifunctionality (subdivision of multifunctional processes, system expansion including
substitution, and allocation). More recently, Laurent [84] proposed in her PhD a score-
based procedure to define the main function of the studied system in close relation to the
territory where it is located. To complete the assessment, once a single FU has been selected
(focusing on the main ES supplied by the NBS, or considering an inclusive, general FU,
such as the surface area), the LCA practitioner should, when possible, account for other
functions/services provided by the NBS in the LCI (e.g., energy savings through negative
energy flows, air pollutant removal through negative air emissions flows, other production
of material goods through the consideration of co-products). Multifunctionality is thus
considered through the quantification of additional externalities. However, if this is feasible
for regulating or provisioning ES, it would appear more difficult to envisage for supporting
and cultural ES, because those are less compatible with the set of elementary flows in
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LCI [72]. Loiseau et al. [85–87] propose another radically different but promising approach,
which allows the selection of a main functional unit to be overcome through a change in
paradigm compared to a classic product LCA. These authors have developed a “territorial
LCA” methodology for territories—which are by nature multifunctional systems—in which
a set of land use functions needs to be defined and quantified, as for environmental impacts.
The vector of land-use functions and the vector of environmental impacts are then used
to compute eco-efficiency ratios (impact per functional unit), and there is no more need
to determine the appropriate “main function” of the studied system. The same approach
could also be applied, with little adjustments, to NBS, and decision makers, such as urban
municipalities, could rely on eco-efficiency ratios related to the specific urban challenges
they want to tackle. For example, for an urban park, eco-efficiency ratios giving the climate
change impact (in kg CO2 eq.) per m2 of recreational area or the eutrophication potential
(in PO4

3− eq.) per m3 of wastewater treated could be computed. Another recent and
promising approach has been proposed for agricultural systems by Boone et al. [88] to deal
with the multiple ES provided by ecosystems. Recognising that LCA does not account for
all ES supplied by agroecosystems, thus failing to provide a fair and complete comparison
between organic and conventional systems, the authors propose an allocation procedure
based on the capacity of agricultural systems to deliver ES (including provisioning services,
i.e., agricultural outputs). This approach, if applied to NBS, could pave a way to deal
with multifunctionality (i.e., allocation of impacts between all ES rendered by NBS), whilst
ensuring a more complete comparison of the environmental sustainability of NBS and grey
solutions. However, the main challenge for the application of territorial LCA from Loiseau
et al. or ES allocation from Boone et al. is the quantification of the ecological functions of
NBS, which are generally complex and which depend on specificities of the systems, on
their implementation/maintenance practices and on their environment [72]. In addition,
for the ES allocation method, further research should focus on developing allocation factors
adapted to NBS. On a more philosophical level, multifunctional and complex systems
challenge the whole LCA framework because forcing activities into producing one function
(or even producing anything at all) can limit the LCA practitioner’s ability to see underlying
concepts or truths. Finally, in relation to territorial LCA, a more regional approach to the
LCA of NBS is also needed. NBS should not be planned in isolation if we are calling for
more sustainable and green urban planning, and knowing which combinations are optimal
is essential. The impacts and benefits of several combined NBS might also not be equal
to the sum of the impacts and benefits of each NBS taken into account separately. Few
articles have dealt with combinations of NBS [89–93] and they all focus on urban water
management solutions. They often study water-related NBS at the urban watershed scale
at which water management strategies are deployed. Further research should be dedicated
to investigating the combination of other types of NBS (i.e., not only water-related) in order
to study the additional benefits of NBS combination compared to individual NBS, and also
to propose optimal NBS combinations to urban planners.

4.4. Pros and Cons of a “Surface Area” Function

In order to build a generalised framework encompassing all the benefits provided by
the NBS, a compromise frequently adopted by LCA practitioners in the literature review is
to consider the NBS surface area as a single, inclusive functional unit (in 38% of the studies
analysed). This FU is—often implicitly—associated with the function “to provide multiple
services (social, economic, environmental)”. This is in compliance with the idea that a piece
of land is a source of multiple benefits and resources, as proposed in other assessment
methodologies. For example, the ecological footprint method uses the notion of “productive
land” [94], while the ecosystem services approach uses the notion of “service providing
unit (SPU)” [95] or, more recently, of “service providing area (SPA)” [96]. Nevertheless,
the surface type differs according to the type of NBS. For example, studies on ground
NBS analysed in this paper consider an area of lawn, of sports field, of buffer strip, of
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agricultural land, or of contaminated site to remediate, while studies on building NBS use
a façade area or a rooftop area (see Table 2).

On one hand, considering “surface area” as FU presents the following advantages:
(i) it eases the comparison between NBS providing the same service(s). For example, when
analysing NBS with multiple functions, fixing an FU based on Function A for NBS #1 and
an FU based on Function B for NBS #2 would prevent comparison of NBS #1 and NBS #2 if
they also have a same Function C. (ii) It allows a baseline scenario to be taken more easily
into account. Precisely because the implementation of an NBS is motivated by the need
to provide at least a new, currently lacking, service, it can be difficult to define the same
function before and after implementing the NBS. Considering the occupation of 1 m2 as FU
may allow this issue to be overcome, (iii) it provides consistency between different types
of assessments (e.g., environmental and socioeconomic) and facilitates the comprehensive
assessment of NBS.

On the other hand, considering “surface area” as FU presents the following disad-
vantages: (i) a generic FU based on “surface area” may not be applicable to all NBS, i.e.,
according to the literature review, some NBS have never been assessed through LCA with
surface area as FU (e.g., swales, constructed wetlands for wastewater treatment, or com-
posting); (ii) in addition, even if applicable, an FU based on “surface area” may not be
the most relevant FU that can be chosen for an NBS, as an NBS is rarely implemented to
“occupy an area” per se.

4.5. Baseline Scenario and Comparison of NBS with Grey Solutions

The literature review further shows that the case studies pursue different goals: they
are either conducted for eco-design purpose or with a comparative perspective, generally
comparing NBS (“green solutions”) with so-called “grey solutions”. In the first case, and
in the case of assessing the environmental performances before and after implementing
NBS to support urban planning decisions, the baseline scenario is generally a “no NBS”
scenario, which can also be referred to as “before NBS implementation” (or “business-as-
usual”), assuming that the main services provided by the NBS are not provided before NBS
implementation. This is justified by the fact that, if we implement an NBS in a city, it is
because we want to provide some services that are currently lacking. Yet, this choice is
often implicit in LCA studies and it should be explicitly stated to avoid any bias in potential
comparisons of LCA results.

4.6. Recommended System Boundaries and Time Scale of the System

The present study reveals that only 56 studies consider the end of life of the system
within the life cycle boundaries. Yet, in order to provide a comprehensive assessment
and to identify burdens shifting from one life-cycle stage to another, the boundaries of the
NBS should be from cradle to grave, i.e., from raw material extraction, through materials
processing, production, distribution, and use stages (including NBS management), to end-
of-life management, e.g., disposal or recycling. Regarding the time scale of the system,
even if it will be NBS-specific, it must be long enough, i.e., at least 50 years, to consider
long-term mechanisms, such as CO2 sequestration, landfill emissions, lifetime of buildings,
etc., as shown in the literature review. In addition, most of the LCA studies selected static
parameter values while, in reality, the values are changing with time for NBS and other
technologies. Considering the dynamic nature of NBS can play an important role in the
results. Note that the system time scale is different from the time scale of impacts, which
can range from years (e.g., acidification, eutrophication, and ecotoxicity) to very long time
scales (e.g., climate change, ozone depletion, fossil and mineral depletion).

4.7. Consideration of Emissions in the Environment from the Application of Fertilisers
and Pesticides

The LCI should include material, energy, and emissions flows from the fabrication
of the NBS, through its use phase, up to its disposal. Yet, emissions of pollutants in the
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environment during the application of mineral/organic fertilisers or pesticides, when used,
are generally neither detailed nor even mentioned in the LCA studies analysed. This is a
recurrent shortcoming, yet crucial for the LCA of bio-systems (see, for example [97]). For
instance, emissions, such as nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions, both direct and indirect (i.e.,
due to volatilisation, leaching/runoff), ammonia (NH3), nitrate (NO3

-), and phosphorus
(P) emissions due to nitrogen- and phosphorous-containing fertiliser application, heavy
metals from fertiliser application, and harmful chemical compounds (e.g., active substances
of pesticides), should be taken into account with calculation procedures and hypotheses
described, and sources provided (e.g., [98]) in future assessments of NBS. This can make
more robust the calculation of impacts on climate change, acidification, eutrophication, or
ecotoxicity, provided that LCIA methods have a complete coverage of elementary flows
in order to properly evaluate the impacts. The inclusion of elementary flows will depend
on the targeted impact categories: if we are assessing a climate-change-related indicator, it
is important to include the quantities of powerful greenhouse gases, such as N2O; if we
are assessing acidification, it is crucial to take into account the deposits of nitrogen and
sulphur pollutants (NH3, NOx, SO2, etc.); if we are including eutrophication within the
selected impact categories, it is important to include N and P discharge to water bodies; and,
finally, if we plan to assess ecotoxicity, the inclusion of heavy metals and harmful chemical
compounds is essential. Furthermore, for all NBS where plants are grown, the boundaries
between the LCI and the LCIA are less clear because the soil is both part of the system and
an emission compartment, which is a methodological challenge in LCA [99–101]. Thus,
clearly defining the boundaries between the LCI and the LCIA (i.e., where the LCI stops
and the LCIA models take over) is key for a proper LCA of NBS.

4.8. Carbon Dioxide Sequestration and Carbon Balance

The LCA practitioner must also pay attention to the balance of chemical elements.
Apart from 2 LCA studies out of the 130 LCA studies identified in the literature, in which
the balance of chemical elements was carried out, none of the studies analysed lists the
input and output flows or respects the carbon balance of the system. This is particularly
critical for NBS, because they are often composed of plants that capture carbon dioxide
(CO2) through photosynthesis and store carbon. Thus, the balance on the carbon (C)
element should be respected and detailed in the LCA study (including, if applicable, carbon
dioxide sequestration from plants, carbon content of compost or substrate, emissions from
composting, emissions from biowaste treatment, etc.). The LCA practitioner should also be
careful regarding other nutrient balances (e.g., on nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, etc.)
for NBS which consider, for example, agricultural production.

4.9. Differentiation between the Impacts to Ease the Decision-Making Process

An indicator related to global warming is included in the majority of the LCA studies
on NBS. Other impact categories very often considered by the authors are eutrophication
and acidification. The differentiation between local/regional (such as eutrophication) and
global impacts (such as GWP) is key for the interpretation of the results. Local impacts
occurring on-site are generally essential for municipalities (while local impacts occurring
off-site may not be as important for municipalities), but, over the last decade, global
environmental issues, such as climate change and resource sustainability, have also become
more important in policy making. The results of this review have been used to feed some
of the datasets included in the tool “Environmental assessment” within the Nature4Cities
Platform (www.nature4cities-platform.eu/#/assessProject, accessed on 1 February 2022),
which aims at helping municipalities obtain information about the environmental impacts
of their NBS project. In addition, even if none of the studies distinguish between on-site
impacts (direct impacts due to emissions occurring on the NBS site) and off-site impacts
(indirect impacts due to emissions occurring outside of the NBS site, e.g., manufacturing
plants in other parts of the globe), this information is also key for the interpretation of the
results [85,102]. These impacts may not be given the same weight in decision making for
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NBS implementation. Moreover, in order to identify the main contributors to these impacts
and to propose appropriate solutions to mitigate them (e.g., eco-design), the inventory data
should be accessible and detailed enough, but this is not often the case at present. Access
to the detailed inventory data is, thus, a challenge to ensure a useful interpretation of LCA
results leading to the identification of hotspots.

5. Conclusions

This critical analysis of the literature attempted to derive global trends on the LCA
methodology applied to NBS so far. This exercise was limited in generalisable outcomes
because the NBS greatly differ from one another in their definition, their impacts, and the
issues they are facing. Even if general, harmonised LCA guidelines applicable to all NBS
would be beneficial for the comparison of LCA studies, building such guidelines would not
be feasible in practice due to the variability of such systems. Nevertheless, some common
methodological challenges and research needs in the field of application of LCA to NBS
were identified and propositions to deal with them were made.

First, the definition of the functional unit in the case of multifunctional systems
such as NBS is crucial. We discussed the pros and cons of considering the NBS surface
area as a single, inclusive functional unit. Then, we proposed an innovative approach,
shifting from the use of the ecosystem services (ES) concept in the LCIA phase as usually
discussed in the LCA literature to its use in the scope phase of LCA in order to classify
the functional units of NBS. We also identified two promising approaches to deal with the
multifunctionality of NBS: (1) one based on the “territorial LCA” methodology developed
by Loiseau et al. [87], for territories, which computes eco-efficiency ratios, (2) another
one proposed for agricultural systems by Boone et al. [88], which suggests an allocation
procedure based on the capacity of those systems to deliver ES. These two approaches not
only allow dealing with multifunctionality of NBS, but can also ease the assessment of a
combination of several NBS. However, the main challenge for the application of these two
approaches is the quantification of the ecosystem services generated by the NBS.

Another major challenge is the consideration of emissions in the environment from
the application of fertilisers and pesticides. Approximately 70% of the studies using
organic/mineral fertilisers or pesticides did not take the field emissions into account, which
is a huge lack given their significant impact on the environment. Overall, more attention
should be given to the mass balance on chemical elements (nitrogen, carbon, etc.) in order
to avoid neglecting meaningful input or output flows.

Finally, as a perspective, differentiations between local and global impacts from one
hand, and on-site and off-site impacts from the other hand, are proposed to facilitate
decision-making processes. In addition, depending on the objective of the study, the
assessment of NBS can be carried out at different scales (e.g., object, neighbourhood, city),
and this scale assessment should be adapted to the decision maker.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
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27. Başoğlu, D.; Yöntem, E.; Yöntem, S.; Şenyurt, B.; Yılmaz, Ö. Dynamic Assessment of Nature Based Solutions Through Urban
Level LCA. In Designing Sustainable Technologies, Products and Policies; Benetto, E., Gericke, K., Guiton, M., Eds.; Springer: Cham,
Switzerland, 2018; pp. 293–305. ISBN 9783319669816.

28. Gezelius, S.S.; Refsgaard, K. Barriers to Rational Decision-Making in Environmental Planning. Land Use Policy 2007, 24, 338–348.
[CrossRef]

29. Cerema; Hungarian Society for Urban Planning; Ekodenge; Luxembourg Institute of Science and Technology; Green4Cities;
ACCIONA Infraestructuras; Fundación CARTIF; Agrocampus Ouest; University of Szeged; NOBATEK/INEF4; et al. Deliverable
1.1 of the Nature4Cities Project: NBS Multi-Scalar and Multi-Thematic Typology and Associated Database. 2018. Available online:
https://www.list.lu/fr/news/nature-based-solutions-for-re-naturing-cities-latest-project-results/ (accessed on 11 May 2020).

30. Bhatt, A.; Bradford, A.; Abbassi, B.E. Cradle-to-Grave Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) of Low-Impact-Development (LID) Technolo-
gies in Southern Ontario. J. Environ. Manage. 2019, 231, 98–109. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Bixler, T.S.; Houle, J.; Ballestero, T.; Mo, W. A Dynamic Life Cycle Assessment of Green Infrastructures. Sci. Total Environ. 2019,
692, 1146–1154. [CrossRef]

32. Byrne, D.M.; Grabowski, M.K.; Benitez, A.C.B.; Schmidt, A.R.; Guest, J.S. Evaluation of Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) for Roadway
Drainage Systems. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2017, 51, 9261–9270. [CrossRef]

33. Hengen, T.J.; Sieverding, H.L.; Stone, J.J. Lifecycle Assessment Analysis of Engineered Stormwater Control Methods Common to
Urban Watersheds. J. Water Resour. Plan. Manag. 2016, 142, 4016016. [CrossRef]

34. Jeong, H.; Broesicke, O.A.; Drew, B.; Li, D.; Crittenden, J.C. Life Cycle Assessment of Low Impact Development Technologies
Combined with Conventional Centralized Water Systems for the City of Atlanta, Georgia. Front. Environ. Sci. Eng. 2016, 10, 1.
[CrossRef]

35. Moore, T.L.C.; Hunt, W.F. Predicting the Carbon Footprint of Urban Stormwater Infrastructure. Ecol. Eng. 2013, 58, 44–51.
[CrossRef]

36. Wang, Y.; Ni, Z.; Hu, M.; Li, J.; Wang, Y.; Lu, Z.; Chen, S.; Xia, B. Environmental Performances and Energy Efficiencies of Various
Urban Green Infrastructures: A Life-Cycle Assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 248, 119244. [CrossRef]

37. Wang, R.; Eckelman, M.J.; Zimmerman, J.B. Consequential Environmental and Economic Life Cycle Assessment of Green and
Gray Stormwater Infrastructures for Combined Sewer Systems. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2013, 47, 11189–11198. [CrossRef]

38. Xu, C.; Hong, J.; Jia, H.; Liang, S.; Xu, T. Life Cycle Environmental and Economic Assessment of a LID-BMP Treatment Train
System: A Case Study in China. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 149, 227–237. [CrossRef]

39. European Commission; Joint Research Centre; Institute for Environment and Sustainability. International Reference Life Cycle Data
System (ILCD) Handbook-General Guide for Life Cycle Assessment-Detailed Guidance, 1st ed.; Publications Office of the European
Union: Luxembourg, 2010; ISBN 978-92-79-19092-6.

40. Joint Research Centre (JRC). Suggestions for Updating the Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) Method; Publications Office of the
European Union: Luxembourg, 2019.

41. Bare, J.C.; Hofstetter, P.; Pennington, D.W.; Udo De Haes, H.A. Midpoints Versus Endpoints: The Sacrifices and Benefits. Int. J.
Life Cycle Assess. 2000, 5, 319–326. [CrossRef]

42. Rosenbaum, R.K. Overview of Existing LCIA Methods—Annex to Chapter 10. In Life Cycle Assessment—Theory and Practice;
Hauschild, M., Rosenbaum, R.K., Olsen, S., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018.

43. Pérez-Neira, D.; Grollmus-Venegas, A. Life-Cycle Energy Assessment and Carbon Footprint of Peri-Urban Horticulture. A
Comparative Case Study of Local Food Systems in Spain. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2018, 172, 60–68. [CrossRef]

44. Agrobiofilm Consortium. Agrobiofilm: Compostable Films for Agriculture; Silvex Biobag & ICSE, Ed.; Guide Artes Gráficas: Odivelas,
Portugal, 2013.

45. De Schryver, A.; Guignard, C.; Rossi, V.; Humbert, S. Comparative Life Cycle Assessment of Certified and Non-Certified Wood-Final
Report; Quantis: Lausanne, Switzerland, 2012.

46. Smetana, S.M.; Crittenden, J.C. Landscape and Urban Planning Sustainable Plants in Urban Parks: A Life Cycle Analysis of
Traditional and Alternative Lawns in Georgia, USA. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 122, 140–151. [CrossRef]

47. Rufí-Salís, M.; Calvo, M.J.; Petit-boix, A.; Villalba, G.; Gabarrell, X. Exploring Nutrient Recovery from Hydroponics in Urban
Agriculture: An Environmental Assessment. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2020, 155, 104683. [CrossRef]

48. Golkowska, K.; Rugani, B.; Koster, D.; Van Oers, C. Environmental and Economic Assessment of Biomass Sourcing from
Extensively Cultivated Buffer Strips along Water Bodies. Environ. Sci. Policy 2016, 57, 31–39. [CrossRef]

49. Rothwell, A.; Ridoutt, B.; Page, G.; Bellotti, W. Feeding and Housing the Urban Population: Environmental Impacts at the
Peri-Urban Interface under Different Land-Use Scenarios. Land Use Policy 2015, 48, 377–388. [CrossRef]

50. Li, Y.; Huang, Y.; Ye, Q.; Zhang, W.; Meng, F.; Zhang, S. Multi-Objective Optimization Integrated with Life Cycle Assessment for
Rainwater Harvesting Systems. J. Hydrol. 2018, 558, 659–666. [CrossRef]

51. Strohbach, M.W.; Arnold, E.; Haase, D. The Carbon Footprint of Urban Green Space—A Life Cycle Approach. Landsc. Urban Plan.
2012, 104, 220–229. [CrossRef]

52. Tidåker, P.; Wesström, T.; Kätterer, T. Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Turf Management of Two Swedish Golf
Courses. Urban For. Urban Green. 2017, 21, 80–87. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.08.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2006.04.002
https://www.list.lu/fr/news/nature-based-solutions-for-re-naturing-cities-latest-project-results/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.10.033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30340137
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.07.345
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b01856
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)WR.1943-5452.0000647
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11783-016-0851-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2013.06.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119244
http://doi.org/10.1021/es4026547
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.02.086
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02978665
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2013.11.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104683
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.11.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.06.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2018.02.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.10.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.11.009


Land 2022, 11, 649 21 of 22

53. Risch, E.; Boutin, C.; Roux, P.; Gillot, S.; Héduit, A. LCA in Wastewater Treatment -Applicability and Limitations for Constructed
Wetland Systems: Using Vertical Reed Bed Filters. In Proceedings of the LCM 2011 International Conference on Life Cycle
Management, Berlin, Germany, 28–31 August 2011.

54. Roux, P.; Boutin, C.; Risch, E.; Heduit, A. Life Cycle Environmental Assessment (LCA) of Sanitation Systems Including Sewerage:
Case of Vertical Flow Constructed Wetlands versus Activated Sludge. In Proceedings of the 12th IWA International Conference
on Wetland Systems for Water Pollution Control, Venise, Italy, 4–8 October 2010; pp. 879–887. Available online: https://hal.
archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00572479 (accessed on 23 August 2021).

55. Maranghi, S.; Parisi, M.L.; Basosi, R. Potentialities of LCA for Urban Systems Sustainability Assessment. In Proceedings of the
10th Convegno dell’ Associazione Rete Italiana LCA 2016: Life Cycle Thinking, Sostenibilità ed Economia Circolar, Ravenna, Italy,
23–24 June 2016; pp. 55–62.

56. Loiseau, E.; Junqua, G.; Roux, P.; Bellon-Maurel, V. Environmental Assessment of a Territory: An Overview of Existing Tools and
Methods. J. Environ. Manage. 2012, 112C, 213–225. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Aquije, C.; Schmidt, H.P.; Draper, K.; Joseph, S.; Ladd, B. Low Tech Biochar Production Could Be a Highly Effective Nature-Based
Solution for Climate Change Mitigation in the Developing World. Plant Soil. 2021, 1–7. [CrossRef]

58. Keith, H.; Vardon, M.; Obst, C.; Young, V.; Houghton, R.A.; Mackey, B. Evaluating Nature-Based Solutions for Climate Mitigation
and Conservation Requires Comprehensive Carbon Accounting. Sci. Total Environ. 2021, 769, 144341. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Roman, L.A.; Conway, T.M.; Eisenman, T.S.; Koeser, A.K.; Ordóñez Barona, C.; Locke, D.H.; Jenerette, G.D.; Östberg, J.; Vogt, J.
Beyond “trees Are Good”: Disservices, Management Costs, and Tradeoffs in Urban Forestry. Ambio 2021, 50, 615–630. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

60. Hoyos-Santillan, J.; Miranda, A.; Lara, A.; Sepulveda-Jauregui, A.; Zamorano-Elgueta, C.; Gómez-González, S.; Vásquez-Lavín, F.;
Garreaud, R.D.; Rojas, M. Diversifying Chile’s Climate Action Away from Industrial Plantations. Environ. Sci. Policy. 2021, 124,
85–89. [CrossRef]

61. Stankovic, M.; Ambo-Rappe, R.; Carly, F.; Dangan-Galon, F.; Fortes, M.D.; Hossain, M.S.; Kiswara, W.; Van Luong, C.; Minh-Thu,
P.; Mishra, A.K.; et al. Quantification of Blue Carbon in Seagrass Ecosystems of Southeast Asia and Their Potential for Climate
Change Mitigation. Sci. Total Environ. 2021, 783, 146858. [CrossRef]

62. Goll, D.S.; Ciais, P.; Amann, T.; Buermann, W.; Chang, J.; Eker, S.; Hartmann, J.; Janssens, I.; Li, W.; Obersteiner, M.; et al. Potential
CO2 Removal from Enhanced Weathering by Ecosystem Responses to Powdered Rock. Nat. Geosci. 2021, 14, 545–549. [CrossRef]

63. Kuittinen, M.; Hautamäki, R.; Tuhkanen, E.M.; Riikonen, A.; Ariluoma, M. Environmental Product Declarations for Plants and
Soils: How to Quantify Carbon Uptake in Landscape Design and Construction? Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 2021, 26, 1100–1116.
[CrossRef]

64. Ariluoma, M.; Ottelin, J.; Hautamäki, R.; Tuhkanen, E.M.; Mänttäri, M. Carbon Sequestration and Storage Potential of Urban
Green in Residential Yards: A Case Study from Helsinki. Urban For. Urban Green. 2021, 57, 126939. [CrossRef]

65. Agostini, A.; Serra, P.; Giuntoli, J.; Martani, E.; Ferrarini, A.; Amaducci, S. Biofuels from Perennial Energy Crops on Buffer Strips:
A Win-Win Strategy. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 297, 126703. [CrossRef]

66. Vijayaraghavan, K.; Biswal, B.K.; Adam, M.G.; Soh, S.H.; Tsen-Tieng, D.L.; Davis, A.P.; Chew, S.H.; Tan, P.Y.; Babovic, V.;
Balasubramanian, R. Bioretention Systems for Stormwater Management: Recent Advances and Future Prospects. J. Environ.
Manage. 2021, 292, 112766. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Peñacoba-Antona, L.; Senán-Salinas, J.; Aguirre-Sierra, A.; Letón, P.; Salas, J.J.; García-Calvo, E.; Esteve-Núñez, A. Assessing
METland® Design and Performance Through LCA: Techno-Environmental Study With Multifunctional Unit Perspective. Front.
Microbiol. 2021, 12, 1331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Ghafourian, M.; Stanchev, P.; Mousavi, A.; Katsou, E. Economic Assessment of Nature-Based Solutions as Enablers of Circularity
in Water Systems. Sci. Total Environ. 2021, 792, 148267. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

69. Koroxenidis, E.; Theodosiou, T. Comparative Environmental and Economic Evaluation of Green Roofs under Mediterranean
Climate Conditions – Extensive Green Roofs a Potentially Preferable Solution. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 311, 127563. [CrossRef]

70. Takavakoglou, V.; Georgiadis, A.; Pana, E.; Georgiou, P.E.; Karpouzos, D.K.; Plakas, K.V. Screening Life Cycle Environmental
Impacts and Assessing Economic Performance of Floating Wetlands for Marine Water Pollution Control. J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2021, 9,
1345. [CrossRef]

71. Gómez Martín, E.; Máñez, M.; Schwerdtner Máñez, K. An Operationalized Classification of Nature Based Solutions for Water-
Related Hazards: From Theory to Practice. Ecol. Econ. 2020, 167, 106460. [CrossRef]

72. Alejandre, E.M.; van Bodegom, P.M.; Guinée, J.B. Towards an Optimal Coverage of Ecosystem Services in LCA. J. Clean. Prod.
2019, 231, 714–722. [CrossRef]

73. Bruel, A.; Troussier, N.; Guillaume, B.; Sirina, N. Considering Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment to Evaluate
Environmental Externalities. Procedia CIRP. 2016, 48, 382–387. [CrossRef]

74. Callesen, I. Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Impact Assessment—Inventory Objects or Impact Categories?
Ecosyst. Serv. 2016, 22, 94–103. [CrossRef]

75. Jeswani, H.K.; Hellweg, S.; Azapagic, A. Accounting for Land Use, Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment:
Impacts of Breakfast Cereals. Sci. Total Environ. 2018, 645, 51–59. [CrossRef]

https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00572479
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00572479
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.07.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22929644
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-021-05159-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144341
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33736241
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01396-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33011917
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.06.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.146858
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-021-00798-x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-021-01926-w
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126939
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126703
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112766
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33984642
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2021.652173
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34177833
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.148267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34147786
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127563
http://doi.org/10.3390/jmse9121345
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.106460
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.05.284
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2016.03.143
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.07.088


Land 2022, 11, 649 22 of 22

76. Koellner, T.; de Baan, L.; Beck, T.; Brandão, M.; Civit, B.; Margni, M.; Mila i Canals, L.; Saad, R.; de Souza, D.M.; Müller-Wenk, R.
UNEP-SETAC Guideline on Global Land Use Impact Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in LCA. Int. J. Life Cycle
Assess. 2013, 18, 1188–1202. [CrossRef]

77. Liu, X.; Charles, M.; Bakshi, B.R.; Stief, P.; Dantan, J.; Etienne, A.; Siadat, A. Including Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment:
Methodology and Application to Urban Farms. Procedia CIRP. 2019, 80, 287–291. [CrossRef]

78. Othoniel, B.; Rugani, B.; Heijungs, R.; Beyer, M.; Machwitz, M.; Post, P. An Improved Life Cycle Impact Assessment Principle for
Assessing the Impact of Land Use on Ecosystem Services. Sci. Total Environ. 2019, 693, 133374. [CrossRef]

79. Raymundo Pavan, L.A.; Ometto, A.R. Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment: A Novel Conceptual Framework for Soil. Sci.
Total Environ. 2018, 643, 1337–1347. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

80. Rugani, B.; de Souza, D.M.; Weidema, B.P.; Bare, J.; Bakshi, B.; Grann, B.; Johnston, J.M.; Raymundo Pavan, L.A.; Liu, X.; Laurent,
A.; et al. Towards Integrating the Ecosystem Services Cascade Framework within the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) Cause-Effect
Methodology. Sci. Total Environ. 2019, 690, 1284–1298. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

81. Zhang, Y.; Singh, S.; Bakshi, B.R. Accounting for Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment, Part I: A Critical Review. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 2010, 44, 2232–2242. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Zhang, Y.; Baral, A.; Bakshi, B.R. Accounting for Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment, Part II: Toward an Ecologically
Based LCA. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2010, 44, 2624–2631. [CrossRef]

83. Bjørn, A.; Owsianiak, M.; Laurent, A.; Olsen, S.I.; Corona, A.; Hauschild, M.Z. Chapter 8: Scope Definition. In Life Cycle
Assessment—Theory and Practice; Hauschild, M.Z., Rosenbaum, R.K., Olsen, S.I., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2017.

84. Laurent, F. Optimisation Fonctionnelle et Spatiale de Scénarios de Méthanisation Centralisée Selon Une Approche Systémique
Territoriale Couplée À L’analyse Du Cycle de Vie. Ph.D. Thesis, Université Rennes 1, Rennes, Frence, 2015. Available online:
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02601344/ (accessed on 18 May 2021).

85. Loiseau, E.; Roux, P.; Junqua, G.; Maurel, P.; Bellon-Maurel, V. Implementation of an Adapted LCA Framework to Environmental
Assessment of a Territory: Important Learning Points from a French Mediterranean Case Study. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 80, 17–29.
[CrossRef]

86. Loiseau, E.; Aissani, L.; Le Féon, S.; Laurent, F.; Cerceau, J.; Sala, S.; Roux, P. Territorial Life Cycle Assessment (LCA): What
Exactly Is It about? A Proposal towards Using a Common Terminology and a Research Agenda. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 176, 474–485.
[CrossRef]

87. Loiseau, E.; Roux, P.; Junqua, G.; Maurel, P.; Bellon-Maurel, V. Adapting the LCA Framework to Environmental Assessment in
Land Planning. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 2013, 18, 1533–1548. [CrossRef]

88. Boone, L.; Roldán-ruiz, I.; Van linden, V.; Muylle, H.; Dewulf, J. Environmental Sustainability of Conventional and Organic
Farming: Accounting for Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment. Sci. Total Environ. 2019, 695, 133841. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

89. Wang, Z.; Zhou, S.; Wang, M.; Zhang, D. Cost-Benefit Analysis of Low-Impact Development at Hectare Scale for Urban Stormwater
Source Control in Response to Anticipated Climatic Change. J. Environ. Manage. 2020, 264, 110483. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

90. Brudler, S.; Arnbjerg-Nielsen, K.; Hauschild, M.Z.; Rygaard, M. Life Cycle Assessment of Stormwater Management in the Context
of Climate Change Adaptation. Water Res. 2016, 106, 394–404. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

91. Wang, M.; Zhang, D.; Adhityan, A.; Ng, W.J.; Dong, J.; Tan, S.K. Assessing Cost-Effectiveness of Bioretention on Stormwater in
Response to Climate Change and Urbanization for Future Scenarios. J. Hydrol. 2016, 543, 423–432. [CrossRef]

92. Spatari, S.; Yu, Z.; Montalto, F.A. Life Cycle Implications of Urban Green Infrastructure. Environ. Pollut. 2011, 159, 2174–2179.
[CrossRef]

93. De Sousa, M.R.C.; Montalto, F.A.; Spatari, S. Using Life Cycle Assessment to Evaluate Green and Grey Combined Sewer Overflow
Control Strategies. J. Ind. Ecol. 2012, 16, 901–913. [CrossRef]

94. Global Footprint Network. Ecological Footprint Standards 2009; Kitzes, J., Ed.; Global Footprint Network: Oakland, CA, USA, 2009.
95. Luck, G.W.; Daily, G.C.; Ehrlich, P.R. Population Diversity and Ecosystem Services. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2003, 18, 331–336. [CrossRef]
96. Syrbe, R.; Walz, U. Spatial Indicators for the Assessment of Ecosystem Services: Providing, Benefiting and Connecting Areas and

Landscape Metrics. Ecol. Indic. 2012, 21, 80–88. [CrossRef]
97. Schmidt Rivera, X.C.; Bacenetti, J.; Fusi, A.; Niero, M. The Influence of Fertiliser and Pesticide Emissions Model on Life Cycle

Assessment of Agricultural Products: The Case of Danish and Italian Barley. Sci. Total Environ. 2016, 592, 745–757. [CrossRef]
98. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories; Institute for Global

Environmental Strategies: Hayama, Japan, 2006.
99. Van Zelm, R.; Larrey-Lassalle, P.; Roux, P. Bridging the Gap between Life Cycle Inventory and Impact Assessment for Toxicological

Assessments of Pesticides Used in Crop Production. Chemosphere 2014, 100, 175–181. [CrossRef]
100. Rosenbaum, R.K.; Anton, A.; Bengoa, X.; Bjorn, A.; Brain, R.; Bulle, C.; Cosme, N.; Dijkman, T.J.; Fantke, P.; Felix, M.; et al. The

Glasgow Consensus on the Delineation between Pesticide Emission Inventory and Impact Assessment for LCA. Int. J. Life Cycle
Assess. 2015, 20, 765–776. [CrossRef]

101. Weidema, B.P.; Schmidt, J.; Fantke, P.; Pauliuk, S. On the Boundary between Economy and Environment in Life Cycle Assessment.
Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 2018, 23, 1839–1846. [CrossRef]

102. Larrey-Lassalle, P.; Catel, L.; Roux, P.; Rosenbaum, R.K.; Lopez-Ferber, M.; Junqua, G.; Loiseau, E. An Innovative Implementation
of LCA within the EIA Procedure: Lessons Learned from Two Wastewater Treatment Plant Case Studies. Environ. Impact Assess.
Rev. 2017, 63, 95–106. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-013-0579-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2018.12.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.07.180
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.06.191
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30189550
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.07.023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31470491
http://doi.org/10.1021/es9021156
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20178382
http://doi.org/10.1021/es900548a
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02601344/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.05.059
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.12.169
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-013-0588-y
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.133841
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31422320
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110483
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32250908
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.10.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27750128
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2016.10.019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2011.01.015
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2012.00534.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(03)00100-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.02.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.11.183
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.11.037
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-015-0871-1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-017-1398-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2016.12.004

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Methodology for the Collection and Selection of the Literature 
	Approach to Analyse the Selected Literature 
	Criteria for LCA Phase 1—Goal and Scope 
	Criteria for LCA Phase 2—Life Cycle Inventory 
	Criteria for LCA Phase 3—Life Cycle Impact Assessment 
	Criteria for LCA Phase 4—Interpretation 


	Results 
	LCA Phase 1—Goal and Scope 
	LCA Phase 2—Life Cycle Inventory (LCI) 
	LCA Phase 3—Life Cycle Impact Assessment (LCIA) 
	LCA Phase 4—Interpretation 

	Discussion 
	NBS Coverage in LCA Literature 
	Use of the Ecosystem Services (ES) Concept to Classify and Quantify the FUs of NBS 
	Perspectives to Deal with the Multifunctionality of NBS 
	Pros and Cons of a “Surface Area” Function 
	Baseline Scenario and Comparison of NBS with Grey Solutions 
	Recommended System Boundaries and Time Scale of the System 
	Consideration of Emissions in the Environment from the Application of Fertilisers and Pesticides 
	Carbon Dioxide Sequestration and Carbon Balance 
	Differentiation between the Impacts to Ease the Decision-Making Process 

	Conclusions 
	References

