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Methods Analysis of Problems, Conflicts, Exlpressed Needs, Targets...
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Fig. 1: Integrative Methodological Approach (IMA)
Step 3 and 4: The major research effort focused on integrating evaluation functions directly into WBalMo. Transfer functions were
used where results from WBalMo were not directly compatible with the economic evaluation process. The economic valuation refers to
different policy strategies in the context of two possible future development scenarios: Globalisation (A1) and Regionalisation (B2).
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Fig. 8: Impact matrix for scenario A1 (globalisation), 2% discount
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