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Abstract: 
 
Institutions around the world have established a number of environmental valuation 
databases that summarize the wealth of valuation studies conducted over the past few 
decades. Such databases (including the Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory, 
ENVALUE, New Zealand non-Market Valuation Database, Value Base Swe, Ecosystem 
Services Database, and Review of Externality Data) can serve a number of different uses. 
However, since each of these databases is unique in their set-up, they exhibit a wide array 
of characteristics that may or may not best facilitate the needs of a user. The purpose of 
this paper is to evaluate these databases using a criteria, element, and indicator 
framework in order to shed light on those that exhibit the most favorable characteristics 
for a diverse set of users.  The framework includes a rating scheme that allows for an 
easy comparison of key components in each database.  The scheme is based on the 
performance of the indicators derived from key elements of each criterion.  Based on the 
rating outcome of each database, recommendations are made for further improvements. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to evaluate six widely known environmental valuation 
databases in order to shed light on those that exhibit the most favorable characteristics for 
a diverse set of users.  
 
Each database is evaluated using a criteria, element, and indicator framework. The 
following figure provides a schematic of this framework. Here, there are two criteria, six 
elements, and 20 indicators.  
 

A Framework for Evaluating Environmental Valuation Databases a 

 
The indicators used in the evaluation are as follows: 

 

• Under the Usability element, indicators include: Descriptive Tags; Navigation by 
TAB and Arrow Keys; Help File or User Tutorial; Searching Capabilities; and 
Home Page Visual Quality.  

 

• Under the Accessibility element, indicators include: Finding the Database; 
Accessing the Database; and Database Access Cost. 

 

• Under the Benefits Transfer element, indicators include: Commodity Description; 
Population Description; Location Details; Comparable Welfare Measurement; 
Validity Test; and Number of Similar Studies. 

 
 

• Under the Benefit Function Transfer element, indicators include (in addition to 
those in the Benefits Transfer element): Function Description; and Suitable 
Number of Studies. 

Ease of Use Content

Usability Accessibility BT BFT SB EB

5 Indicators 3 Indicators 6 Indicators 2 Indicators 1 Indicator 3 Indicators

Criteria…

Element… 

Indicators

a BT=Benefit Transfer; BFT = Benefit Function Transfer; SB = Simple Bibliography; and EB = 
  Extensive Bibliography. 
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• Under the Simple Bibliography element, the indicator includes: Number of 
Categories.  

 

• Under the Extensive Bibliography element, indicators include:  Number of 
Studies; Datedness of Database; Number of Studies per Category. 

 
The above framework includes a rating scheme that allows for an easy comparison of key 
components in each database.  The scheme is based on the performance of the indicators 
derived from key elements of each criterion.   
 
The databases that are evaluated include: (i) Environmental Valuation Reference 
Inventory (EVRI); (ii) ENVALUE; (iii) New Zealand non-Market Valuation Database 
(NZ NMDB); (iv) VALUEBASE SWE; (v) Ecosystem Services Database (ESD); and 
(vi) Review of Externality Data (RED). The following table summarizes the average 
element ratings of the databases (as derived from individual indicator ratings).  
 

Summary Evaluation of Environmental Valuation Database Ratings. 
     Database Rating (/5)a     

Criteria Element EVRI ENVALUE NZ NMDB 
VALUEBASE 

SWE ESD RED 
        
Ease of  Usability        4.4 3.4 2.8 2.4 4.8 2.6 
Use Accessibility   2.7 4.7 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.3 
        
 Benefits Transfer   4.3 3.2 1.5 3.2 1.8 1.3 
Content Benefit Function Transfer  4.5 1.5 1 2 1.5 1 
 Simple Bibliography    5 5 2 3 5 3 
  Extensive Bibliography   3.7 2.0 3.3 2.7 2.0 3.0 
 Average Rating: 4.1 3.3 2.4 2.9 3.1 2.4 
a A rating of 5 indicates excellent coverage of the element, while a rating of 1 indicates poor coverage of 
the element.  
 
This report also details database strengths, weaknesses, and makes recommendations to 
providers about ways to improve their individual databases for a diverse set of users. 
Recommendations range from providing an automatic subscription process (to ensure 
quick access) to including more detailed information on study location descriptions.  
 
Finally, this report indicates that database providers could make efforts in two general 
areas. First, they could improve their ability to track users. This would prove useful when 
assessing user profiles and purpose of usage. Of special interest would be the number of 
government researchers using the database for policy development. Second, database 
providers could improve collaboration with other providers. Within the collaborations, 
they could establish an agreed-upon set of database evaluation indicators, similar to those 
presented in the current report.  These indicators could then be used to standardize coding 
procedures within each database and allow for more compatibility between databases. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Over the last 30 years, one of the most significant and fastest evolving areas of research 
in environmental and ecological economics involves the valuation of non-market 
environmental goods and services (Turner et al. 2003).  A recent study by Adomowicz 
(2004) found dramatically increasing trends in the number of publications using non-
market environmental valuation methods over the past 40 years.  The use of such 
methods as contingent valuation has engendered a heated debate between proponents and 
critics (Carson 2000), however these methods are still widely used and promoted as 
effective ways to address market externalities. With the advent of green accounting, these 
valuation techniques have been increasingly included in policy research and formulation.    
 
Along with the increasing numbers of environmental valuation studies, has come the 
development of environmental valuation databases. Pioneering databases such as the 
Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory (EVRI) and ENVALUE contain a myriad 
of studies pertaining to environmental amenity valuation (Villa et al. 2001). These 
databases, as discussed more explicitly later in this paper, have emerged largely because 
environmental valuation studies are known to be time consuming in their application and 
costly to carry out (Ruijgrok 2001). Establishing such a database can help facilitate a 
researchers’ ability to find and use the results gleaned from other studies in order to value 
other non-market resources of interest. This activity has become known as a “benefits 
transfer”, and consists of the adaptation and use of economic information derived from a 
specific site(s), under certain resource and policy conditions, to a site with other 
resources and conditions (Rosenberger & Loomis 2001). 
 
In addition to benefits transfers, environmental valuation databases can serve a number of 
other uses. Examples include teaching tools for university Professors; and repositories of 
information for teachers, researchers, and government officials to draw upon to remain 
up-to-date on historical and more recent research.  
 
The purpose of this paper is to evaluate six widely known environmental valuation 
databases using a criteria, element, and indicator framework in order to shed light on 
those that exhibit the most favorable characteristics for a diverse set of users.  The 
framework includes a rating scheme that allows for an easy comparison of key 
components in each database.  The scheme is based on the performance of the indicators 
derived from key elements of each criterion.  Based on the rating outcome of each 
database, recommendations are made for further improvements. 
 
This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide an overview of six 
environmental valuation databases, including: (i) Environmental Valuation Reference 
Inventory (EVRI); (ii) ENVALUE; (iii) New Zealand non-Market Valuation Database 
(NZ NMDB); (iv) VALUEBASE SWE; (v) Ecosystem Services Database (ESD); and 
(vi) Review of Externality Data (RED). Then, in Section 3, we present the criteria, 
element, and indicator framework used to rate each valuation database. Section 4 
provides the rating results, and Section 5 discusses our recommendations for further 
improvements.      
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2.0 DATABASE OVERVIEW 
 
2.1 Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory (EVRI) 
 
The Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory (http://www.evri.ca/) was developed 
by Environment Canada in collaboration with the US Environmental Protection Agency.  
Developed over the last decade and subject to much critique and review, developers are 
now confident that the EVRI is ready for large-scale entry of studies. 
 
The EVRI is intended primarily as a tool to assist policy analysts using the benefits 
transfer approach to estimate economic values for changes in environmental goods and 
services or human health.  The EVRI is available in English, French or Spanish. 
 
The EVRI's abstracts of valuation studies outline the pertinent valuation issues and 
results necessary for a researcher to identify the best candidate studies for a potential 
benefits transfer. There are six main categories of information that include: (i) Study 
Reference; (ii) Study Area and Population Characteristics; (iii) Environmental Focus of 
the Study; (iv) Study Methods; (v) Estimated Values; (vi) and Alternative Language 
Summary. 
 
In the “Searching Module”, there are two ways to search the EVRI: (i) a general text 
search; and (ii) a searching protocol.  The general text search (Figure 1) is similar to an 
internet-search engine and performs queries based on the entered text.   

 

Figure 1. General text search function in EVRI database. 

 
 
The searching protocol (Figure 2), allows for studies to be selected based on five 
categories including: (i) similarity of environmental issues; (ii) geographic 
characteristics; (iii) specific environmental assets or goods and services; (iv) specific 
geographic characteristics; and (v) economic measure and market characteristics.   
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Figure 2. Searching protocol function in EVRI database. 

 
 
Once the searching protocol has been established by selecting from the aforementioned 
drop-down menus, the results can be viewed in the screening module (Figure 3).  The 
relevant studies, once identified, can be added to a list which is then saved with a 
descriptive name for use at a later date. 

 
Figure 3. Search results presented in EVRI Screening Module. 
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2.2 ENVALUE 
 
The ENVALUE environmental valuation database (http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/envalue/) 
was developed by the New South Wales Environmental Protection Agency of Australia 
and is available only in English. 
 
The intended purpose of the ENVALUE database is to assist decision makers in 
government and industry as well as academics, consultants and environmental groups, to 
incorporate environmental values into cost-benefit analyses, environmental impact 
statements, project appraisals and overall valuation of changes in environmental quality. 
 
The ENVALUE database contains studies dealing with a multitude of environmental 
issues. The values have been converted to 2002 dollars to facilitate comparison between 
studies.  The database provides guidance on transferring estimates to other sites and 
includes various studies on the topic of benefits transfer in the 'Conceptual Studies' 
section. 
 
Searching the ENVALUE database involves selecting a search variable from a list 
(Figure 4).  Upon variable selection, a sub-list appears along with all the studies 
pertaining to the selection criteria.  By clicking on the author, the details of the study are 
presented (Figure 5). 
 

Figure 4. Sequence showing the search function in ENVALUE database. 
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Figure 5. Search results of study in ENVALUE database. 

 
 
2.3 New Zealand Non-market Valuation Database (NZ NMDB) 
 
The New Zealand Non-Market Valuation database (http://learn.lincoln.ac.nz/markval/) 
was developed by Geoff Kerr of Lincoln University in Canterbury, New Zealand.  This 
database enables easy identification of non-market valuation studies that have been 
undertaken in New Zealand.  As it is limited to include studies undertaken in New 
Zealand, the database contains relatively few entries as compared to the previously 
mentioned databases.  This database is available in English only.   
 
The NZ NMDB allows for two searching modes: (i) author search; and (ii) study search. 
The author search interface (Figure 6) allows the user to choose an author’s last name 
from a drop down list.    

 

Figure 6. Author search in NZ NMDB. 

 
The study search interface (Figure 7) includes date, type, and object of study as checkbox 
headings that the user can select.   
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Figure 7. Study search in NZ NMDB. 

 
 
Upon selecting search criteria, a list of results is displayed. The results present a short 
overview of the study conducted including references (Figure 8). 
 

Figure 8. Search results in NZ NMDB. 

 
 
 



 

 7

2.4 VALUEBASE SWE 
 
The Valuation Study Database for Environmental Change in Sweden known as 
VALUEBASE SWE (http://www.beijer.kva.se/valuebase.htm) was developed at the 
Beijer International Institute of Ecological Economics within a project funded by the 
Swedish Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
The VALUEBASE SWE database is available as an English language Excel Spreadsheet 
(Figure 9) and contains columns of information pertaining to the studies listed.  Searching 
the database is limited to built-in search tools in Excel such as the “find” tool. 
 

Figure 9. VALUEBASE SWE spreadsheet. 

 
 
2.5 Ecosystem Services Database (ESD) 
 
The Ecosystem Services Database (http://esd.uvm.edu/cgi-bin/esd.c?reset=1) was 
developed at the Ecoinformatics Collaboratory, Gund Institute for Ecological Economics, 
University of Vermont.  Intended as a data and analysis portal to assist the informed 
estimation of the economic values of ecosystem services, this database offers impressive 
data retrieval and visualization capabilities.  In addition, it offers online analysis, 
aggregation, classification and projection of ecosystem services. 
 
Available in English only, the ESD has three basic search features. Specifically, the data-
class search allows bibliographic (Figure 10), data/model (Figure 11), and values (Figure 
12) to be searched while the geographic search function allows the user to select a 
location from an interactive map. Additionally, the ESD contains a “knowledge map” 
search function.  Knowledge maps are an interactive device that allows the user to 
explore graphically the ways knowledge is represented, structured, and linked in the ESD. 
 

http://www.beijer.kva.se/
http://www.internat.naturvardsverket.se/
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Figure 10. Bibliographic query form in ESD. 

 
 

Figure 11. Data/Model query form in ESD. 

 
 

Figure 12. Value query form in ESD. 

 
 
The search results (Figure 13) can be saved as “views” or “bookmarks”.  The ESD has 
multiple options within each search function that allow the user to aggregate values to 
their specifications. 
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Figure 13. Results page in ESD showing value of aggregated ecosystem service. 

 
 
2.6 Review of Externality Data (RED) 
 
The Review of Externality Data database (http://www.red-externalities.net/) was 
developed and funded by the European Commission under the Energy, Environment and 
Sustainable Development Program of the Directorate General for Research. It is available 
in English only.  
 
The RED is intended as a tool to assist policy makers in capturing the effect of 
externalities produced from new policies that have sustainable development as their core 
concern.   
 
RED evaluates the state of science on externalities research and the level of knowledge 
achieved so far in a particular area by: (i) carrying out an extended search and review of 
externalities literature in Europe and other parts of the world; (ii) developing a database 
where externality data are recorded, together with information useful for understanding 
the situation investigated in each study; and (iii) demonstrating the range of issues 
investigated using externalities analysis and considering the strengths and weaknesses of 
different approaches and studies. 
 
There are two ways to search the RED database: (i) a string search; and (ii) a guided 
search.  The string search (Figure 14), allows for a number or document search and 
multiple windows are presented in which the user inputs relevant search words.   
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Figure 14. String search function in RED database. 

 
 
The string search (Figure 15) contains eight fields of information: (i) Title; (ii) Authors; 
(iii) Thematic Area; (iv) Technology; (v) Receiving Environment; (vi) Burden; (vii) 
Receptor; (viii) Approach & Method. These relatively vague descriptions are explained 
more thoroughly in the guided search where drop down menus for each field are 
presented.  These drop-down menus are further refined with additional fields from which 
the user can select.   

 

Figure 15. Guided search function in RED database. 

 
 
 
Once relevant search criteria are identified, the relevant studies are presented from which 
the user can select to view specifics pertaining to each study (Figure 16). 
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Figure 16. Results screen showing relevant studies in RED database 

 
 
3.0 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 
Each environmental valuation database will be evaluated using a criteria, element, and 
indicator framework. The framework is intended to shed light on those databases that 
exhibit the most favorable characteristics for a diverse set of users. Figure 17 provides a 
schematic of this framework. Here, there are two criteria, six elements, and 20 indicators.  

 

Figure 17. A Framework for Evaluating Environmental Valuation Databases a 

 

Ease of Use Content

Usability Accessibility BT BFT SB EB

5 Indicators 3 Indicators 6 Indicators 2 Indicators 1 Indicator 3 Indicators

Criteria…

Element… 

Indicators

a BT=Benefits Transfer; BFT = Benefit Function Transfer; SB = Simple Bibliography; and EB = 
  Extensive Bibliography. 
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In what is to follow, each database will be evaluated using a rating scheme. Specifically, 
each indicator in the evaluation framework will be rated, using an ordinal five-point 
scheme. Here, a rating of five represents an excellent coverage of the indicator 
considered. A rating of one represents a low, or an inadequate, amount of coverage.   
 
In order to move from indicator-level ratings to an overall database-level rating, a method 
for weighting the indicators, elements, and criteria must be defined.3 After discussions 
with experts in the field, it was decided that each indicator would be given equal weight 
in the determination of individual element ratings, and that each element would be given 
equal weight in the determination of the overall rating. This allocation accommodates the 
views expressed by the experts that the ‘ease of use’ criteria should be given less weight 
than the ‘content’ criteria (as there are more elements in the latter). Therefore, after each 
indicator is rated, the ratings will be aggregated under each element and then divided by 
the number of indicators in that element to arrive at an average element rating.  Then, all 
element ratings (under each criteria) will be aggregated and divided by the total number 
of elements to derive a weighted average rating for the database.  
 
The components of Figure 17 are explained more fully below.  
 
3.1 Criteria #1: Ease of Use 
 
The ease at which a database can be used can directly affect the number of users of the 
database.  A simple and easy to use database will gain popularity among teachers, 
government officials, and researchers interested in environmental valuation.  Two 
elements make up the Ease of Use criteria: (i) Accessibility; and (ii) Usability. Under the 
Accessibility element, there are five indicators. Under the Usability element, there are 
three indicators, as explained below. 
 
3.1.1 Ease of Use Element #1: Usability   
According to Nielson (1993), usability is a general concept that cannot be measured but 
is related to several usability parameters that can be measured, including effectiveness, 
efficiency, and satisfaction.  For all intents and purposes it is assumed here that user 
satisfaction accounts for both effectiveness and efficiency of a database.  In measuring 
usability, indicators that are thought to increase user satisfaction and/or user friendliness 
are measured. The following describes the Usability element indicators used in this study. 
   
3.1.1.1 Usability Indicator #1: Descriptive Tags 
 
Most website development tools include the option to enter descriptive information that 
can appear when the mouse button is held over a link on a web page.  These descriptive 
tags provide information to the user about the active link.  In measuring this indicator, 
lack of descriptive tags corresponds to a low rating while higher ratings depend upon the 
amount of description contained in the tag.  

                                                           
3 It should be noted here that there are an infinite number of possible weighting allocations, and that any 
chosen allocation will have its critics. Those interested in using their own weighting scheme can consult 
Appendix 1 where the non-weighted indicator ratings are summarized. 
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3.1.1.2 Usability Indicator #2: Navigation by TAB and Arrow Keys 
 
An important aspect of site navigation is the ability to select features of the site without 
having to use the mouse.  This serves to increase the efficiency at which a user can 
navigate a database.  In measuring this indicator, the relative ease at which a user can 
search based on TAB and arrow keys will be evaluated. 
  
3.1.1.3 Usability Indicator #3: Help File or User Tutorial 
 
With today’s technology, computer programmers have the potential to create far reaching 
and comprehensive databases. However, the databases may become difficult for a user to 
navigate, let alone search.  Help files and user tutorials are excellent devices to guide 
users. In measuring this indicator, absence of a help file or user tutorial corresponds to a 
low rating while higher ratings depend upon the quality and effectiveness of the help file 
or user tutorial. 
   
3.1.1.4 Usability Indicator #4: Searching Capabilities 
 
The ease at which information can be retrieved influences the usability of the database.  
Simple keyword searches allow a user to look for relevant information while improved 
search functions containing drop down boxes allow the user to specify other relevant 
information.  In measuring the searching capability, absence of a search function 
corresponds to a low rating while higher ratings depend on the ease of using that 
particular search function.     
  
3.1.1.5 Usability Indicator #5: Home Page Visual Quality 
 
The quality of a database homepage can greatly influence the amount of users.  While 
rather subjective in judgment, homepage visual quality will be assessed with respect to its 
general visual appeal based on format, graphics and the use of the latest technology in 
homepage design.  
 
3.1.2 Ease of Use Element #2: Accessibility  
 
As an end user, easy database accessibility is essential in conducting thorough research.  
Often, the robustness of research results depends not only on the quality of data but also 
the quantity.  Quick and easy access to valuation databases allows researchers the 
opportunity to browse for similar studies and bibliographic references in sequence with 
their own research. In measuring accessibility, the ease at which an end user can find and 
access the database will be assessed. The following describes the Accessibility element 
indicators used in this study:  
 
3.1.2.1 Accessibility Indicator #1: Finding the Database  
 
Web page source codes contain words and phrases that are used by search engines in 
querying. Two popular internet search engines will be used to search the term 
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“Environmental Valuation Database”.  Apart from the proprietary database name, this 
search term is most likely to be entered by first time users or seasoned policy makers 
alike.  The results will be represented on a comparative scale based on their respective 
rating on the search engines results page. 
  
3.1.2.2 Accessibility Indicator #2: Accessing the Database 
 
Some databases require new users to initiate a login ID and a personal password.  This 
allows for exclusive content that may not be accessible to guests or un-registered users.  
The number of steps involved to register a new user will be recorded for each database, 
starting from the database homepage.  The results will then be converted to a comparative 
scale representing ease of access. 
 
3.1.2.3 Accessibility Indicator #3: Database Access Cost 
 
Some databases require a paid subscription for access while others require a paid 
subscription for access to additional information.  The cost associated with accessing 
each database will be recorded and converted to a comparative scale with no access cost 
receiving a high rating and cost to access receiving a lower rating. 
 
3.2 Criteria #2: Content 
 
Content is a very important aspect of any database.  The extent and quality of database 
content directly affects the amount of users and the robustness of their research.  
Database users could be conducting a range of activities ranging from academic/policy 
research to teaching. In evaluating content, possible uses of the database from the user's 
perspective (elements) are included. Four elements make up the Content criteria. They 
include: (i) Benefits Transfer; (ii) Benefit Function Transfer; (iii) Simple Bibliography; 
and (iv) Extensive Bibliography. A number of indicators are involved with each element. 
These are described below. 
 
3.2.1 Content Element #1: Benefits Transfer 
 
Benefits transfers have traditionally taken two forms: (i) single point transfer; and (ii) 
average value transfers. While a single point benefits transfer is based on using an 
estimate from a single relevant research study, an average value transfer is based on 
averaging benefits estimates provided in a set of relevant studies to a policy site of 
interest (Rosenberger & Loomis 2001).  Average value benefits transfers typically require 
more information than single point transfers as they require an appropriate set of primary 
research studies with similar site characteristics.  
 
Benefits transfer requires information on methods and units of measurement, as well as 
the social, ecological and economic context of valuation studies (Villa et al. 2001).  The 
indicators represent key aspects requiring similarity between study and policy sites in 
order to perform an accurate benefits transfer. The indicators described below have been 
adapted from Desvousges et al. (1992) and Rosenberger & Loomis (2001). 
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3.2.1.1 Benefits Transfer Indicator #1: Commodity Description 
 
An accurate description of the environmental attribute being measured is imperative for 
successful benefits transfer.  To be transferable, a standardized unit of measure is needed 
as well as a description of the commodity.  This allows the user to select from various 
studies that are relevant to commodity in the site of interest.  In measuring this indicator, 
a low rating corresponds to an incomplete description of the environmental commodity 
while a higher rating corresponds to the level of detail surrounding the environmental 
commodity of interest.    
 
3.2.1.2 Benefits Transfer Indicator #2: Population Description 
 
Considerable variation is found in a population’s preferences for environmental goods 
and services as well as the dollar value they associate with these goods.  In transferring 
benefits, the difference in study and policy site populations must be similar in order to 
limit the potential biases arising from dis-similar populations.  In assessing the population 
description, databases that simply report population in numbers without a description will 
receive lower ratings while higher ratings correspond to population descriptions that 
include information for the population, such as describing the rural to urban ratio.   
 
3.2.1.3 Benefits Transfer Indicator #3: Location Details 
 
Similar to population, location can greatly influence the environmental value being 
measured. Among the most prominent issues pertaining to location include the distance 
decay function that measures how benefits decline with increasing distance from the 
study site.  Information about the location is beneficial to researchers as it allows them to 
further judge the relevance of study sites used for benefits transfer.  In assessing location 
details, databases that simply report a location without a description will receive lower 
ratings while higher ratings correspond to location descriptions that include information 
about the location, such as industrial or residential zones.    
  
3.2.1.4 Benefits Transfer Indicator #4: Comparable Welfare Measurement 
 
Vast amounts of literature exist acknowledging the disparity between willingness to pay 
(WTP) and willingness to accept (WTA).  Measurement techniques often lend themselves 
favorably to some studies while adding bias to others.  It is for this reason that a 
description of measurement technique is provided so the researcher can acknowledge any 
potential bias that may arise from that particular method.  In assessing the welfare 
measurement, databases that simply report a dollar value will receive a lower rating while 
higher ratings correspond to databases that include a dollar value and a description of the 
welfare measure used to generate that value.   
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3.2.1.5 Benefits Transfer Indicator #5: Validity Test 
 
Construct validity tests allow for the verification of data with conventional thinking on 
aspects relating to socio-economic and demographic characteristics.  Environmental 
valuation studies that have passed a validity test are general seen to adhere to what is 
expected of the policy issue. For these reasons validity tests are important to include in 
any type of benefits transfer.  In measuring the validity test indicator, databases that do 
not report whether a validity test has been conducted receive a lower rating while higher 
ratings are associated with databases that include a description of the validity test 
conducted. 
 
3.2.1.6 Benefits Transfer Indicator #6: Number of Similar Studies 
 
While numerous relevant studies are not necessarily as important for conducting single 
point benefits transfers, average benefits transfers require an adequate amount of primary 
studies with which to make an average.  Assessing the number of similar studies requires 
the use of hypothetical environmental valuation study.  For this purpose, water pollution 
will constitute the environmental value while an inland river in a country in which the 
database is found will be the location.  These policy site criteria will be entered into each 
database and the resulting studies will be rated according to the number of relevant 
studies returned.   
 
3.2.2 Content Element #2: Benefit Function Transfer  
 
Benefit function transfers entail the use of a model that statistically relates benefit 
measures with study factors such as characteristics of the user population and the 
resource being evaluated.  Meta-regression analysis functions can be estimated from 
several independent primary research projects (Rosenberger & Loomis 2001, VanKooten 
et al. 2004).   
   
Benefit transfer functions require the same information as the Benefits Transfer technique 
(Commodity, Population, Location, and Validity test) with the addition of a benefit 
function and a suitable number of studies. These indicators represent key aspects required 
for conducting a benefit function transfer between study and policy site. 
 
3.2.2.1 Benefit Function Transfer Indicator #1: Function Description 
 
Function transfers focus on statistical models estimated in primary research. These 
models relate value measures with measures of study site characteristics. The functions 
are adapted to the characteristics of the policy site in order to estimate environmental 
values for the policy site (Rosenberger & Loomis 2001).  In measuring the function 
indicator, low ratings correspond to databases that do not provide functions while higher 
ratings are dependent on the completeness of description in the function provided. 
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3.2.2.2 Benefit Function Transfer Indicator #2: Suitable Number of Studies 
 
Meta-regression analysis requires a suitable amount of studies in order to allow for 
statistical inference of the results.  Typically in economics, a dataset of 30 is adequate to 
identify economic trends.  In measuring the suitable amount of studies, another 
hypothetical policy involving water pollution is used.  For this purpose, water pollution 
will constitute the environmental value while an inland river in a country in which the 
database is found will be the location.  These policy site criteria will be entered into each 
database and the resulting studies will be rated according to the number of relevant 
studies returned. 
 
3.2.3 Content Element #3: Simple Bibliography  
 
Environmental valuation databases can constitute a simple bibliography for teachers to 
use as a teaching tool.  By introducing students to the environmental valuation databases 
and/or particular valuation studies within them, instructors can show students tables or 
figures depicting valuation methods, pioneering studies, or results. 
 
The range of environmental values, regions and valuation techniques represent key 
aspects of environmental valuation as it exists today.  The indicator presented below 
represents the categorization of these key aspects.  
 
3.2.3.1 Simple Bibliography Indicator #1: Number of Categories 
 
A user of a simple bibliography would require information on the different aspects that 
compose an environmental valuation database.  These aspects include the different 
environmental values measured, the different regions in which they are measured and 
lastly, the techniques used in measuring them.  In assessing this indicator, a simple tally 
of the categories (values, regions, and techniques) found within each database will be 
undertaken.  Where applicable, categories will be assimilated to allow for a comparison 
of the results.   
 
3.2.4 Content Element #4: Extensive Bibliography  
 
In order to conduct state of the art research and policy analysis, the extent of current 
research must be known.  A complete bibliography would contain up-to-date valuation 
studies and summary information pertaining to study region, value, and measurement 
technique.   
   
The indicators for extensive bibliography will be based (in addition to those for the 
simple bibliography) on the number of studies present in each category and the datedness 
of the database. 
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3.2.4.1 Extensive Bibliography Indicator #1: Number of Studies 
 
This indicator represents the total number of studies in each database.  While relative to 
the size of the region that the database focuses on, this indicator gives an overall 
impression of the comprehensiveness of the database.  Since two of the databases 
evaluated in this study are limited in focus to their respective countries, their rankings 
will be scaled up according to the land base they represent in relation to the land bases 
represented by the international databases.  Although simple in nature, this augmentation 
allows for a more equal comparison of databases for this indicator. 
 
3.2.4.2 Extensive Bibliography Indicator #2: Datedness of Database 
 
Current and up to date information is essential in conducting any type of research.  In 
assessing the datedness of the data, the date of last entry will be looked at.  Last entry 
studies dated 2003 or prior will receive lower rating while last entries dated 2004 and 
2005 will receive higher ratings. 
 
3.2.4.3 Extensive Bibliography Indicator #3: Number of Studies per Category 
 
A quantifiable indicator of database content is a useful measure of database content for 
researchers, academics, and policy makers.  Amalgamating each database entry into one 
of nine categories will serve as the basis for this indicator.  A low number of entries 
relative to the total number of entries in the database will correspond to a lower rating 
while higher ratings correspond to a greater number of entries relative to the total number 
of entries.  Essentially, databases with equal coverage of all environmental values will 
receive a higher rating than databases with skewed coverage. 
 
4.0 EVALUATION AND COMPARISONS 
 
This section applies the aforementioned rating scheme to each database.  
    
4.1 Criteria #1: Ease of Use 
 
4.1.1 Ease of Use Element #1: Usability   
 
Tables 1 to 5 present the rating results of the Usability element indicators, including: (i) 
descriptive tags; (ii) navigation by TAB and Arrow keys; (iii) help file and user tutorial; 
(iv) searching capabilities; and (v) home page visual qualities.   
 
Overall, the ESD rated the highest in terms of usability.  The excellent home page visual 
qualities, useful tutorial, and multiple search functions contributed to the high rating.  The  
EVRI database rated second highest with similar characteristics as the ESD, however it 
was lacking in the descriptive tags indicator.  The ENVALUE database rated third 
highest.  Although it doesn’t contain a tutorial, it has multiple sort functions and an 
appealing design. The NZ NMDB, rated fourth highest, did not rate as high as the first 
three databases due to the absence of a tutorial and the limited amount of search 
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functions. The RED database was similar to the NZ NMDB’s rating due to the difficulty 
in using guided searches and the (relatively) unappealing visual characteristics of the 
homepage. Finally, the VALUEBASE SWE database rated the lowest.  Contributing to 
this low rating is the absence of search functions within the database, and the absence of 
a tutorial (however a glossary is present which provides descriptions of terms). 
 

Table 1. Usability Indicator #1: Descriptive Tags.a 

            
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI Limited in descriptiveness  2 
ENVALUE Lacking 1 
NZ NMDB Lacking 1 
VALUEBASE SWE Lacking 1 
ESD Very Descriptive 4 
RED Lacking 1 

a A rating of 5 indicates excellent coverage of the indicator, while a rating of 1 indicates poor coverage of 
the indicator.  
 

Table 2. Usability Indicator #2: Navigation by TAB and Arrow Keys. 
             

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Able to use TAB and arrow keys 5 
ENVALUE Able to use TAB and arrow keys 5 
NZ NMDB Able to use TAB and arrow keys 5 
VALUEBASE SWE Able to use TAB and arrow keys 5 
ESD Able to use TAB and arrow keys 5 
RED Able to use TAB and arrow keys  5 

 
Table 3. Usability Indicator #3: Help File and User Tutorial. 

             
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI Tutorial very Useful 5 
ENVALUE Not present 1 
NZ NMDB Not present 1 
VALUEBASE SWE No tutorial or help file, Glossary 3 
ESD Tutorial Very Useful 5 
RED Guided search-difficult to use  2 

 
Table 4. Usability Indicator #4: Searching Capabilities. 

             
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI Multiple search functions 5 
ENVALUE Multiple sort functions 5 
NZ NMDB 2 search options 3 
VALUEBASE SWE Non-Searchable 1 
ESD Multiple search functions 5 
RED Key word and guided search 3 
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Table 5. Usability Indicator #5: Home Page Visual Qualities. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Visually appealing, up to date design 5 
ENVALUE Visually appealing, up to date design 5 
NZ NMDB Visually appealing 4 
VALUEBASE SWE Database presented as spreadsheet 2 
ESD Visually appealing, up to date design 5 
RED Dated design, text heavy 2 
       

4.1.2 Ease of Use Element #2: Accessibility 
 
Tables 6 to 8 present the rating results of the Accessibility element indicators, including: 
(i) finding the database; (ii) accessing the database; and (iii) database cost. 
 
Overall, the ENVALUE database rated the highest in terms of accessibility.  This 
database is easy to find, to access, and it is free for all to use. The VALUEBASE SWE 
database rated second since, although relatively easy to find and free to access, this 
database requires the user to download the actual database, which may pose problems for 
inexperienced users. The NZ NMDB and ESD databases tied for third since, although 
easy and free to access, they are difficult to find. The RED database ranked fourth place 
due to its difficulty being found by a search engine. in addition to the occurrence of 
internal server errors that periodically reject the user from entering.  The EVRI database 
rated last since, although it is easy to use, it is only free for EVRI-CLUB members 
(including Canada, United States, France and United Kingdom users), requires a 
substantial amount of information from subscribers, and turnaround time for 
subscriptions is approximately 24 hours (the latter of which may not be appropriate for 
short-term, or one-time users).4   
 

Table 6. Accessibility Indicator #1: Finding the Database. 

              
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI Appears in 2nd  page of Google & Yahoo 3 
ENVALUE Appears in 1st page of Google & Yahoo 4 
NZ NMDB Not within 1st 5 pages of either 1 
VALUEBASE SWE Appears in 1st page of Google & Yahoo 3 
ESD Not within 1st 5 pages of either 1 
RED Not within 1st 5 pages of either 1 

 
 
 

                                                           
4 It should be noted here, however, that: (i) there are many benefits to having detailed subscriber profiles 
(as discussed in the conclusions); and (ii) the EVRI subscription weight-time has be shorter than 24 hours 
for some users.  
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Table 7. Accessibility Indicator #2: Accessing the Database. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Substantial info required, 24 hour wait 1 
ENVALUE Immediate access 5 
NZ NMDB Immediate access 5 
VALUEBASE SWE Requires download of database 4 
ESD Immediate access 5 
RED 1 Click to enter (some script errors) 4 

 

Table 8. Accessibility Indicator #3: Database Cost. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Free for EVRI Club Members 4 
ENVALUE Free 5 
NZ NMDB Free 5 
VALUEBASE SWE Free 5 
ESD Free 5 
RED Free 5 

 
4.2 Criteria #2: Content 
 
4.2.1 Content Element #1: Benefits Transfer 
 
Tables 9 to 14 present the rating results of the Benefits Transfer element indicators, 
including: (i) commodity description; (ii) population description; (iii) location details; 
(iv) welfare measure description; (v) validity test; and (vi) number of similar studies.  
 
Overall, the EVRI database rated the highest in terms of possessing the desirable 
characteristics needed to conduct benefits transfers.  Commodity, population and location 
descriptions are extensive in addition to a well-described welfare measure. Validity tests 
are lacking, yet they may be present within individual studies.  This database also 
contains an adequate amount of studies for the hypothetical water example. The 
ENVALUE and VALUEBASE SWE databases rated second highest.  The main reason 
these two databases rated lower than the EVRI database is that the former databases may 
contain an in-adequate number of studies for the analysis (as is the case for the 
hypothetical water example used in this analysis). The ESD rated fourth as it was lacking 
in a few elements (it has an excellent welfare measure description). The NZ NMDB 
database rated fifth since, although commodity description is adequate, population and 
location details are lacking.  Also, there is a limited description of welfare measurement, 
there is no validity test, and there is an in-adequate amount of studies for the hypothetical 
water example. Finally, the RED database rated the lowest.  Every critical characteristic 
required for successful benefit transfer was either lacking or not present. No studies were 
found in this database that were similar to the hypothetical water example. 
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Table 9.  Benefits Transfer Indicator #1: Commodity Description. 
            

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI General and specific descriptions  5 
ENVALUE Measured value description  5 
NZ NMDB General description only 3 
VALUEBASE SWE General and specific descriptions 5 
ESD Lacking in description 1 
RED Detailed within guided search  3 

 

Table 10. Benefits Transfer Indicator #2: Population Description. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Extensive population description 5 
ENVALUE Not a required field- semi descriptive 4 
NZ NMDB No Population description 1 
VALUEBASE SWE Limited population description  3 
ESD No Population description 1 
RED No population description 1 

 

Table 11. Benefits Transfer Indicator #3: Location Details. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Extensive location description 5 
ENVALUE Location description-semi descriptive 4 
NZ NMDB No location description 1 
VALUEBASE SWE Descriptive location- Limited-semi 3 
ESD Limited to info contained in abstract 2 
RED Limited to region, country 2 

 
Table 12. Benefits Transfer Indicator #4: Welfare Measure Description. 

              
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI Extensive description 5 
ENVALUE Semi descriptive  3 
NZ NMDB Limited 2 
VALUEBASE SWE Descriptive 4 
ESD Extensive description 5 
RED Limited  1 
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Table 13. Benefits Transfer Indicator #5: Validity Test. 
       

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Not present 1 
ENVALUE Not present 1 
NZ NMDB Not present 1 
VALUEBASE SWE Present semi descriptive 3 
ESD Not present 1 
RED Not present  1 

 
Table 14. Benefits Transfer Indicator #6: Number of Similar Studies. 

              
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI 65 studies (water example) 5 
ENVALUE 4 studies (water example) 2 
NZ NMDB 2 studies (water example) 1 
VALUEBASE SWE 2 studies (water example) 1 
ESD 2 studies (water example) 1 
RED Unable to determine 0 

 
4.2.2 Content Element #2: Benefit Function Transfer  
 
Tables 15 and 16 present the rating results of the Benefit Function Transfer element 
indicators, including: (i) function description; and (ii) suitable number of studies.  
 
Overall, the EVRI database rates first in providing a relatively high level of information 
about the function, and includes information on the equation used in the study. It also 
contains an adequate amount of studies for the hypothetical water example. The 
VALUEBASE SWE and ESD databases rate second highest as they include some 
function information, but it is not present for all study entries. They also contain an in-
adequate amount of studies for the hypothetical water example. The ENVALUE database 
rates third highest since it provides only a limited description of the benefit function 
(however additional information is sometimes present in the conceptual studies category). 
It also contains an in-adequate amount of studies for the hypothetical water example. The 
final three databases tie for last in the ratings for Benefit Function Transfers. These 
databases generally contain little to no information pertaining to a benefit function. They 
also generally contain an in-adequate amount of studies for the hypothetical water 
example. 

Table 25. Benefits Transfer Function Indicator #1: Function Description. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI Provides valuation and equation function info 4 
ENVALUE None – limited function information 2 
NZ NMDB No function information 1 
VALUEBASE SWE Some function information 3 
ESD None-limited function information 2 
RED No function information 1 
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Table 36. Benefits Transfer Function Indicator #2: Suitable Number of Studies. 
              

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI 65 studies (water example) 5 
ENVALUE 4 studies (water example) 1 
NZ NMDB 2 studies (water example) 1 
VALUEBASE SWE 2 studies (water example) 1 
ESD 2 studies (water example) 1 
RED  Unable to determine 1 

 
4.2.3 Content Element #3: Simple Bibliography  
 
Table 17 presents the rating results of the Simple Bibliography element indicator that 
includes the “Number of Categories”.  
 
Overall, the EVRI, ENVALUE, and ESD databases rated highest in terms of their ability 
to be used as a simple bibliography.  An extensive array of values, regions and methods 
are included in these databases. The VALUEBASE SWE and RED databases tied for 
second, with the former having studies limited to only one region, and the latter having 
studies covering only three environmental values. The NZ NMDB scored last because it 
has a low number of values and methods as compared to the other databases. 
 

Table 47. Simple Bibliography Indicator #1:  Number of Categories. 
            

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI 7 values, extensive regions, 20 methods 5 
ENVALUE 9 values, 27 regions, 14 methods 5 
NZ NMDB 8 values, 1 region,6 methods 2 
VALUEBASE SWE 7 values,1 region, 19 methods 3 
ESD 24 values, extensive regions, 9 methods 5 
RED 3 values, 12 regions, 19 methods 3 

 
4.2.4 Content Element #4: Extensive Bibliography  
 
Tables 18 and 19 present the rating results of the Extensive Bibliography element 
indicators, including: (i) number of studies; and (ii) datedness of database.   
 
Overall, the EVRI database rates first, as it contains the most entries (1283) and is up-to-
date with the latest studies being conducted in 2005 (however the EVRI database 
contains a relatively skewed, or higher, number of studies focusing on water and animal 
value categories). The NZ NMDB database rates second as it contains a fair number of 
entries for its representative land base and is up to date with at least one study being 
recorded for 2004. However, this database has a relatively skewed number of studies in 
various value categories. The RED database rated third highest since, although the last 
date of data entry is in-determinable, as it has an adequate amount of studies for an 
international database and it has relatively equal coverage of environmental values. The 
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VALUEBASE SWE database rated fourth as it contains a fair amount of entries for its 
representative land base, and is fairly up to date with thirteen studies being recorded for 
2003. The ENVALUE and ESD databases tied for fifth since, although they are relatively 
extensive (containing roughly 400 and 350 entries respectively), they are land-value 
dominate (skewed) and are relatively not up to date relative to other databases. 
 

Table 58. Extensive Bibliography Indicator #1:  Number of Studies. a 

            
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI 1283 studies 5 
ENVALUE 413 studies 4 
NZ NMDB  100 (+) studies 4 
VALUEBASE SWE  172 studies 4 
ESD 343 studies 3 
RED 200 (+) studies  3 
a Valuation Databases that focus on studies in particular regions of the world (such as 
VALUEBASE SWE & NZ NMDB) are given a one unit higher rating than they 
would otherwise have received under a world-focused database evaluation.   
 

Table 69. Extensive Bibliography Indicator #2:  Datedness. 
            

Database Comments Rating (/5) 
EVRI (2)-2005, (45)-2004, (48)-2003 5 
ENVALUE (3)-2000 1 
NZ NMDB (1)-2004, (2)-2003 4 
VALUEBASE SWE (13)-2003 2 
ESD (5)-2002 1 
RED  Unable to determine 1 

 

Table 20. Extensive Bibliography Indicator #3:  # of studies per category. 

            
Database Comments Rating (/5) 

EVRI Water and animals dominate 1 
ENVALUE Land dominate 1 
NZ NMDB Human impact (recreation) dominate 2 
VALUEBASE SWE Manmade structures etc dominate 2 
ESD Land dominate 2 
RED Fairly even coverage 5 

 
4.3 Evaluation Criteria Summary 
 
Table 21 provides a summary of the evaluation criteria, weighted in accordance with the 
method set out in Section 3. In what follows below, we describe the strengths and 
weaknesses of each database, as they pertain to the results in Table 21, and provide some 
recommendations for further developments.  
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Table 21. Summary Evaluation of Environmental Valuation Database Ratings.a 

                  
  Database Ratings (/5)     Criteria Element 
EVRI ENVALUE NZ NMDB VALUEBASE 

SWE 
ESD RED 

        
Ease of  Usability        4.4 3.4 2.8 2.4 4.8 2.6 
Use Accessibility   2.7 4.7 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.3 
        
 Benefit Transfer   4.3 3.2 1.5 3.2 1.8 1.3 
Content Benefit Function Transfer  4.5 1.5 1 2 1.5 1 
 Simple Bibliography    5 5 2 3 5 3 
  Extensive Bibliography   3.7 2.0 3.3 2.7 2.0 3.0 

Weighted Average Rating  4.1 3.3 2.4 2.9 3.1 2.4 
a A rating of 5 indicates excellent coverage of the element, while a rating of 1 indicates poor coverage of 
the element.  
 
4.3.1 Database Strengths 
 
As observed in Table 21, each database exhibits somewhat unique strengths. The 
following summarizes the strengths of each database reviewed: 
 

• The EVRI database was rated the highest out of the six databases reviewed.  It 
contains a vast array of values, regions and evaluation methods that lend 
themselves to benefit and benefit function transfer.  Its search functions allow 
easy retrieval of relevant studies and the content is up to date.  It is comprehensive 
in content and is very user friendly due to its instructive tutorial. 

 
• The ENVALUE database was rated second highest out of the six databases 

reviewed.  It is fairly comprehensive in content with a straight-forward and easy 
to use search function.  The conceptual studies section provides information on 
state of the art environmental valuation techniques while the annotated 
bibliography contains important characteristics identified for the majority of the 
use elements. 

 
• The NZ NMDB is a comprehensive representation of environmental valuation 

studies in New Zealand.  The search function is straightforward and easy to use. 
 

• The VALUEBASE SWE database provides a comprehensive representation of 
environmental valuation studies in Sweden.  It contains a wide array of values and 
includes information pertaining to validity tests and details of functions used in 
certain studies.  The database download feature is advantageous to due its 
portability. 

 
• The ESD was rated third highest out of six databases evaluated, which is 

impressive given that this is the youngest of the databases considered in this 
study.  It has an easy to use informative tutorial and contains multiple features 
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that other databases lack, such as aggregation and geographical comparison of 
environmental values.  Additionally, it has explicitly stated values that include the 
welfare measure of the environmental value or ecosystem service.   

 
• The RED database contains a wide array of values reported internationally.  The 

guided search function contains detailed lists by which the user can query studies.   
 
4.3.2 Database Weaknesses 
 
Each database exhibits unique weaknesses. Weaknesses specific to each database are 
listed as follows:       
 

• The EVRI database requires a subscription in order to gain access.  This might 
deter short-term or one-time users due to the time required to process a 
subscription.  Additionally the EVRI database requires a subscription fee for non 
EVRI-CLUB members.   

 
• The ENVALUE database is relatively dated, as the newest entry found was for the 

year 2000.  In addition, numerous fields are incomplete for some entries.  This 
poses problems for researchers seeking complete and up-to-date studies. 

 
• The NZ NMDB was rated one of the lowest of the six databases reviewed.  

Numerous aspects contribute to the low rating.  It lacks several critical aspects 
required for successful benefit transfer and benefit function transfer.  Since this 
database is limited to studies conducted in New Zealand its potential for benefit 
transfer is also limited.  Additionally, the study descriptions (in the results page) 
only include a brief description of the study with limited information. 

 
• The VALUEBASE SWE database is limited by its spreadsheet design.  The 

nature of a spreadsheet does not lend itself to substantial amounts of text within 
individual cell boxes. Searching this database is limited to built-in search tools 
found in spreadsheet software.  Being limited to studies conducted in Sweden, this 
database has limitations in benefit transfer applications.  

 
•  The ESD does not lend itself to benefits transfer or benefits function transfer as it 

is lacking in several of the required characteristics. While it reports a dollar value 
for an ecosystem service, it does not include the additional information required 
by a benefits transfer practitioner.   

 
• The RED database is difficult to navigate and requires a great deal of time to 

grasp the guided search concept.  The terminology within the guided search 
module is vague and confusing.  This database does not take advantage of leading 
edge website design technology. 
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4.3.3 Recommended Improvements 
 
Each of the databases reviewed above have ways that they could be improved. Some 
recommended improvements specific to each database are as follows:      
 

• The EVRI database could provide an automatic subscription process, thereby 
ensuring quick access to the database.  Additionally, the incorporation of validity 
test information would increase the applicability for this database to be used in 
benefit transfer. 

 
• The ENVALUE database could include a typical search module to improve 

usability. Additionally, the addition of a key word search would allow users to 
search for relevant words that may not be included in the hierarchy based search. 

 
• The NZ NMDB database could focus on expanding the information contained in 

the results page. This would increase the applicability of this database for each 
use evaluated.  However, this would require the addition of more detailed 
commodity, population, and location descriptions.   

 
• The VALUEBASE SWE database could focus on transferring itself from a 

spreadsheet format to a searchable database format. This would allow for more 
efficient querying of studies in addition to the possibility for additional 
information not suitable to spreadsheet format (figures etc.). 

 
• The ESD could focus on incorporating the elements deemed necessary for 

benefits or benefits function transfer.  Additional details of commodity, 
population, and location characteristics could be added to the search results to 
provide the user with more information on the study of which the dollar value is 
interpolated from. 

 
• The RED database could focus on providing a glossary or more informative 

guided search module. This is needed to make this database more user-friendly.  
Descriptions of the environmental value in question are vague and need better 
explanation.  Technical issues relating to internal errors need to be addressed as 
these were frequent and not results of the evaluator’s computer configuration as 
multiple computers were used with up to date web browsers. 

 
In addition to the individual database recommendations described above, we suggest that 
database providers should make efforts in two areas. First, they could improve their 
ability to track users. This would prove useful when assessing user profiles and the 
purpose of usage. Of special interest would be the number of government researchers 
using the database for policy development.5 Second, database providers should work to 
improve their collaboration with other database providers. Within the collaborations, they 

                                                           
5 Currently, only EVRI requires a user to set up a profile by selecting a profession, interests, etc.  
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could establish an agreed-upon set of database evaluation indicators, similar to those 
presented in the current report.  These indicators could then be used to standardize coding 
procedures within each database. This standardized valuation reporting framework would 
allow for compatibility between databases, and could lead to the amalgamation of all six 
environmental valuation databases in the long-run (if desired). 
 
5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
This report has reviewed and evaluated six widely known environmental valuation 
databases (including Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory, ENVALUE, New 
Zealand non-Market Valuation Database, Value Base Swe, Ecosystem Services Database, 
and Review of Externality Data) within a criteria, element, and indicator framework. The 
purpose was to shed light on those that exhibit the most favorable characteristics for a 
diverse set of users.  
 
Findings of the database evaluations reveal that while bibliography users are provided a 
vast and comprehensive resource of environmental valuation studies conducted 
throughout the world, benefit transfer and benefit function transfer users are generally 
provided with too little information. Additionally, there are many augmentations that 
could be made to improve the usability of the databases. Finally, by making efforts to 
track user profiles and increase collaboration between databases, providers can ensure 
that their databases are most effectively used.   
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7.0 APPENDIX 1. Complete Evaluation of Environmental Valuation Database Ratingsa 

         
         
   Database Ratings (/5) 
Criteria Element Indicator /5 EVRI ENVALUE NZ NMDB ValueBase  ESD RED 
         
Ease of Use Usability Descriptive Tags 2 1 1 1 4 1 
  Navigation by TAB and Arrow Keys 5 5 5 5 5 5 
  Help File or User Tutorial 5 1 1 3 5 2 
  Searching Capabilities 5 5 3 1 5 3 
  Home Page Visual Quality 5 5 4 2 5 2 
         
Ease of Use Accessability Finding the Database 3 4 1 3 1 1 
  Accessing the Database 1 5 5 4 5 4 
  Database Access Cost 4 5 5 5 5 5 
         
Content Benefits Transfer Commodity Description 5 5 3 5 1 3 
  Population Description 5 4 1 3 1 1 
  Location Details 5 4 1 3 2 2 
  Comparable Welfare Measurement 5 3 2 4 5 1 
  Validity Test 1 1 1 3 1 1 
  Number of Similar Studies 5 2 1 1 1 0 
         
Content Benefit Transfer Function Function Description 5 2 1 3 2 1 
  Suitable Number of Studies 5 1 1 1 1 1 
         
Content Simple Bibliography Number of Categories 5 5 2 3 5 3 
         
Content  Extensive Bibliography Number of Studies 5 4 4 4 3 3 
  Datedness of Database 5 1 4 2 1 1 
  #of Studies per Category 1 1 2 2 2 5 
         
 
a A rating of 5 indicates excellent coverage of the indicator, while a rating of 1 indicates poor coverage of the indicator.  
 
 



 


	Under the Usability element, indicators include: Descriptive Tags; Navigation by TAB and Arrow Keys; Help File or User Tutorial; Searching Capabilities; and Home Page Visual Quality.
	Under the Accessibility element, indicators include: Finding the Database; Accessing the Database; and Database Access Cost.
	Under the Benefits Transfer element, indicators include: Commodity Description; Population Description; Location Details; Comparable Welfare Measurement; Validity Test; and Number of Similar Studies.
	Under the Benefit Function Transfer element, indicators include (in addition to those in the Benefits Transfer element): Function Description; and Suitable Number of Studies.
	Under the Simple Bibliography element, the indicator includes: Number of Categories.
	Under the Extensive Bibliography element, indicators include:  Number of Studies; Datedness of Database; Number of Studies per Category.
	Figure 1. General text search function in EVRI database.	2
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	2.0 DATABASE OVERVIEW
	2.1 Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory (EVRI)
	2.2 ENVALUE
	2.3 New Zealand Non-market Valuation Database (NZ NMDB)
	2.4 VALUEBASE SWE
	2.5 Ecosystem Services Database (ESD)
	2.6 Review of Externality Data (RED)

	3.0 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
	3.1 Criteria #1: Ease of Use
	3.1.1.1 Usability Indicator #1: Descriptive Tags
	3.1.1.2 Usability Indicator #2: Navigation by TAB and Arrow Keys
	3.1.1.3 Usability Indicator #3: Help File or User Tutorial
	3.1.1.4 Usability Indicator #4: Searching Capabilities
	3.1.1.5 Usability Indicator #5: Home Page Visual Quality
	3.1.2.1 Accessibility Indicator #1: Finding the Database
	3.1.2.2 Accessibility Indicator #2: Accessing the Database
	3.1.2.3 Accessibility Indicator #3: Database Access Cost

	3.2 Criteria #2: Content
	3.2.1.1 Benefits Transfer Indicator #1: Commodity Description
	3.2.1.2 Benefits Transfer Indicator #2: Population Description
	3.2.1.3 Benefits Transfer Indicator #3: Location Details
	3.2.1.4 Benefits Transfer Indicator #4: Comparable Welfare Measurement
	3.2.1.5 Benefits Transfer Indicator #5: Validity Test
	3.2.1.6 Benefits Transfer Indicator #6: Number of Similar Studies
	3.2.2.1 Benefit Function Transfer Indicator #1: Function Description
	3.2.2.2 Benefit Function Transfer Indicator #2: Suitable Number of Studies
	3.2.3.1 Simple Bibliography Indicator #1: Number of Categories
	3.2.4.1 Extensive Bibliography Indicator #1: Number of Studies
	3.2.4.2 Extensive Bibliography Indicator #2: Datedness of Database
	3.2.4.3 Extensive Bibliography Indicator #3: Number of Studies per Category


	4.0 EVALUATION AND COMPARISONS
	4.1 Criteria #1: Ease of Use
	4.2 Criteria #2: Content
	4.3 Evaluation Criteria Summary

	5.0 CONCLUSIONS
	6.0 REFERENCES
	7.0 APPENDIX 1. Complete Evaluation of Environmental Valuation Database Ratingsa

