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Abstract

Forests provide a wide range of ecosystem services, from timber and non-wood
products (provisioning services) to carbon sequestration, hydrogeological protection
(regulating services), and recreation and aesthetic experiences (cultural services). Non-
marketed forest ecosystem services tend to be undervalued due to the lack of a market
price and a clear understanding of their vital support to socio-economic systems.
Ecosystem services are interlinked, and therefore the optimization of one typology of
services can affect negatively other services. Consequently, forest management choices
include trade-offs. This study focused on the supply and spatial distribution of
ecosystem services in a forest area in the Italian Alps. The ecosystem services were
evaluated both in biophysical and economic units. Spatial data on land cover and forest
biomass growth and harvest rates together with data from field interviews were used.
GIS was used to spatially analyze and visualize the distribution and provision of
ecosystem services. The total supply and economic value of the forest ecosystem
services was calculated and mapped. Provisioning services accounted for one third of
the total economic value while regulating services resulted in almost 60% of the total.
These were concentrated in areas of high risk of avalanches and landslides. The
outcomes of this study highlight the need for integrating biophysical and economic
evaluation, especially to assess and value regulating ecosystem services to better
recognize both their importance and spatial distribution. Mapping ecosystem services
serves as an important tool to identify priority areas and to better communicate and
visualize information on ecosystem services.
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Introduction

Connecting biophysical aspects of ecosystems and human well-being through the
notions of natural capital and ecosystem services has been an essential step to recognize
the societal dependence on natural ecosystems (Daily, 1997). The idea of the usefulness
of nature’s functions and services started to appear in the scientific literature from the
late 1960s (Helliwell, 1969; Odum, 1971; Westman, 1977; Ehrlich and Ehrlich, 1981;
de Groot, 1987). Costanza and Daly (1992) used a functional definition of capital to
define the concept of “natural capital” focusing on the relationship between stocks and
flows. The stocks of natural capital generate valuable flows of ecosystem good and
services. Costanza et al. (1997) defined ecosystem services as “the benefits human
population derives, directly or indirectly, from ecosystem functions”. Boyd and Banzhaf
(2007) provided an alternative definition stating that ecosystem services are the
ecological component directly consumed or enjoyed to produce human well-being.
Fisher et al. (2009) discussed several possible definitions of ecosystem services,
proposing that ecosystem services derive from ecological functions and are directly or
indirectly utilized to produce human well-being.

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment showed that two thirds of our planet’s
ecosystem services are in decline or threatened, and the degradation of ecosystem
services often causes substantial harm to human well-being (MA, 2005). The principle
of strong sustainability suggest that natural capital can rarely be replaced by man-made
capital, emphasizing the need for preserving ecosystem structure and function to ensure
a continuous flow of life supporting ecosystem services (Ekins et al., 2003; van den
Bergh, 2010; Farley, 2012).

To account for the benefits provided by ecosystems, several assessment and valuation
methods have been developed to estimate the value of nature and its services (Costanza
et al., 1997; Farber et al., 2002; Jorgensen, 2010; Ulgiati et al., 2011; Burkhard et al.,
2012). Monetary valuation of ecosystem services has been proposed as an important
tool to raise awareness and communicate the importance of ecosystems and biodiversity
to policy makers (Balmford et al., 2002; Costanza et al., 1997; de Groot et al., 2012;
TEEB, 2010). Decistons in resource management are mostly affected by ecosystem
services for which it is possible to define a market price, while non-marketed ecosystem
services are frequently disregarded with possible negative consequences on their
integrity.

Ecosystems are complex, adaptive systems characterized by non-linearity. When
reaching a certain threshold, ecosystems can switch into a new equilibrium state,
possibly leading to a loss of life sustaining benefits (Holling, 1973; Folke, 2006;
Burkhard et al., 2011). Crossing a threshold can lead to the irreversible loss of critical
natural capital after which the ecosystem does not provide ecosystem goods and
services. For instance, removing too much forest cover can lead to severe soil erosion
driving the forest ecosystem to deforestation. In the vicinity of thresholds, a small
decrease in the physical quantity of ecosystem services can cause a large increase in the
marginal economic value, making monetary analysis of ecosystem services
inappropriate (Farley, 2012; Limburg et al, 2002). According to Farley (2008),
monetary valuation could be used to help allocation decisions between conservation and
conversion when the stocks of critical natural capital or ecosystem services are healthy
and resilient. Instead, when reaching ecological thresholds, the biophysical quantities



and quality of ecosystem structure become more relevant information. Spangenberg and
Settele (2010) provided a detailed discussion on pros and cons of applying economic
valuation for ecosystem services assessment.

Forests provide a wide range of ecosystem services, from timber and non-wood
products to carbon sequestration, watershed protection, and recreation (de Groot et al.,
2002; MA, 2005). Forests in mountain areas are especially important for the protection
of human activities against natural hazards such as avalanches, rock falls, and landslide
erosion (Dorren et al., 2004). Concerns about greenhouse gas emissions, future shortage
and rising prices of fossil fuels and natural resources are leading to a growing interest
for wood biomass as renewable material and energy source (Buonocore et al., 2012,
2014). On the other hand, forests are intended to play an important role as carbon
storage while also meeting the needs of biodiversity conservation and ecotourism. Since
ecosystem services are interlinked, the optimization of one typology of services can
affect negatively other services (Bennett et al., 2009), and therefore all forest
management choices include trade-offs.

Former studies on forest ecosystem functions and services focused on a single or few
services: timber production and carbon sequestration (Seidl et al., 2007; Béttcher et al.,
2008; Canadell and Raupach, 2008; Cherubini et al., 2011), outdoor recreation
(Zandersen and Tol, 2009), and protection against natural hazards (Teich and Bebi,
2009; Olschewski et al., 2012). Other authors studied forest ecosystems by considered
multiple services (Grét-Regamey et al., 2008, and in press; Grét-Regamey and Kytzia,
2007; Hoffrén, 1997; Matero and Saastamoinen, 2007; Croitoru, 2007; Merlo and
Croitoru, 2005; Pearce, 2001; Olschewski et al., 2010; Vihervaara et al., 2010). With
specific reference to the Alpine context of North Italy, Gios et al. (2006) estimated the
benefits of natural resources focusing on tourism while Goio et al. (2008) compared
standard accounting, green accounting, and total economic value to evaluate the benefits
produced by forests in the Province of Trento. In the same area, Notaro and Paletto
(2012) performed an economic valuation of the protective function of forest against
natural hazards.

Mainstreaming ecosystem services into policy and decision making depends on the
availability of spatially explicit information describing ecosystems and the flow of their
services (Maes et al., 2012). There are different approaches for mapping ecosystem
services. Some approaches use biophysical measures (Vihervaara et al., 2010; Burkhard
et al., 2012), while others generate maps of monetary values (Costanza et al., 1997; La
Notte et al., 2012; Kubiszewski et al., 2013).

In this study, biophysical assessment and economic valuation were integrated to
investigate multiple forest ecosystem services in Fiemme and Fassa Valleys (Province
of Trento, North Italy). The research questions to address were: What is the supply and
spatial distribution of ecosystem services in the study area, and what is the value of
those ecosystem services? To address these questions, the ecosystem services were
evaluated and mapped first in biophysical units and then in economic terms. Moreover,
the Total Economic Value (TEV) of the investigated ecosystem services was calculated
and mapped.



Material and Methods

The study area: Fiemme and Fassa Valleys

Fiemme and Fassa are two valleys forming the municipality of Cavalese located in the
Autonomous Province of Trento, North Italy (Fig. 1). The total area of Fiemme and
Fassa Valleys is 73,600 ha of which 39,970 ha are covered by forests (54% of the total
surface), indicating the importance of forest ecosystem in the study area. The main
forest types are: Norway spruce (Picea abies L.) with 80% of the total area, larch (Larix
europea Mill.) with 10%, and Scots pine (Pinus sylvestris L.) and beech (Fagus
sylvatica L.) accounting for 10% of the total area. The whole area is located in a
mountainous region with an altitude ranging from 1,000 to 2,600 meters. The climate is
characterized by cold, dry winters and cool, rainy summers. The snow period in the
valleys lasts from November to March while the higher altitudes are affected by snow
until May. The mean annual temperature is around 5°C with a mean annual
precipitation of 1,108 mm (Marchetti and Panizza, 2001).

Land cover categories

I inland waters

Pasture

[] Heterogeneous agricultural areas

=] Open spaces with littte or no vegetation

I Forests

§ B8 Scrub and/or herbaceous vegetation associations
0 < 20 B Artificial surfaces

Fig. 1. Land cover map of Fiemme and Fassa Valleys, Province of Trento, North Italy. Data source:
Corine Land Cover 2006.

Fiemme and Fassa Valleys are renowned for high quality timber productions, among
which the valuable wood for the manufacture of the famous Stradivarius violins. All
forestry activities in the study area take place according to 10-year forest management
plans ensuring the sustainable exploitation of forests. The local forest management is
based on the “close-to-nature” forestry approach that suggests selective cutting practices
allowing the remaining forest to naturally regenerate over time (Carbone and Savelli,
2009). The forest area is divided into production and protection areas according to the
characteristics of the landscape (i.e., steepness and risk of natural hazards) so that in the
protection areas the rate of cutting ranges from 0% to 10% while in production areas it



reaches about 65% of the annual increment. Of the total forest cover, 76% belongs to
production and 24% to protection areas.

Timber production generates wood residues that are partially (around 50%) chipped and
burned, together with wood residues from local sawmills, in local power plants to
produce heat and electricity (Valente et al., 2011; Buonocore et al., 2014). The demand
for wood biomass to supply local energy production is growing in the area (Zambelli et
al., 2012). Wood biomass is also extensively used as firewood for heating private
houses.

Another important economic sector in Fiemme and Fassa Valleys is tourism. The region
attracts tourists especially for winter sports and summer trekking, with more than one
million visitors per year to the region.

Data and calculation procedures

There are multiple definitions of the concept of ecosystem services (e.g., Costanza et al.,
1997; Daily, 1997; MA, 2005; Boyd and Banzhaf, 2007; Fisher et al., 2009). They all
agree on the general idea, but they also make some differences in the use of terms
ecosystem process, ecosystem structure, ecosystem function, ecosystem service, and
ecosystem benefit (Lamarque et al., 2011; Crossman et al., 2013). According to de
Groot et al. (2010), the structure and processes of ecosystems are necessary to underpin
ecosystem functions that have the capacity or potential to provide services. In this view,
ecosystem services are the actual flows of services providing benefits to humans that
can be valued in economic terms. The biophysical indicators used to assess the actual
provision of different ecosystem services, as well as the economic indicators adopted
for their monetary valuation, are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Investigated ecosystem services and related biophysical and economic indicators.

Ecosystem service Biophysical indicator Economic indicator

Provisioning services

Timber Volume of harvest Market value of timber
Wood fuel Amount of wood fuel for bioenergy Market value of wood chips
Firewood Amount of firewood for heating private houses ~ Market value of firewood
Game Number of hunted animals Market value of meat
Mushrooms Amount of mushroom harvest Market value of mushrooms
Berries Amount of betries harvest Market value of berries

Regulating services

Carbon sequestration Amount of carbon sequestered above ground Carbon emission permit price

Hydrogeological protection Area (ha) protecting against natural hazards Cost of bioengineering technologies

Water cycling Water consumption Market value of domestic water
Cultural services

Recreation: Tourism Number of tourists Willingness to pay (WTP) of tourists

Recreation: Hunting Number of hunters Hunting cost (pernnit, license, insurance)

Recreation: Mushroom picking  Number of permits for mushroom picking Cost of mushroom permits

Primary and secondary data on the biophysical indicators and their spatial distribution
were collected from Autonomous Province of Trento, field interviews, and scientific
publications, and then further processed. Geographical data on land cover together with
forest biomass growth and harvest rates were used. Market price method was used to



assign a monetary value to wood and non-wood forest products. For the economic value
of timber, an average market price of 95 €/m’ in Fiemme and 98 €/m’ (PAT, 2011) in
Fassa Valley was used. The current consumption of fresh water was estimated based on
the average water consumption in Italy of 175 L person”' day™' (Istat, 2012). The market
price of domestic water in the Province of Trento of 1.20 €/m® was used to calculate the
monetary value of water. Carbon sequestration (kg of CO;) was estimated using the
following formula:

increase in wood biomass (m?) * wood density (kg/ma) * % dry mass * % carbon * 3.67 * 120%

where 3.67 is the conversion factor from C to CO, and 120% accounts for the roots. The
emission permits regulated by the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme were
used to estimate the economic value of carbon sequestration. An average price of 15 €/t
CO, was used (World Bank, 2010).

Landscape stabilization is one of the main functions of forests in mountainous regions
(Brang et al., 2006). In this study, the ecosystem service of hydrogeological protection
included both direct and indirect protection against natural hazards. A forest provides
direct protection for infrastructures and human activities, and indirect protection in
terms of watershed protection and soil conservation. GIS data and thematic layers were
used to estimate the hectares for each typology of hydrogeological risk: primary and
secondary risk of avalanches and landslides. The replacement cost method was applied
to estimate the monetary value of hydrogeological protection. Four different
bioengineering technologies were identified and their production costs were calculated,
assuming that these technologies would provide a substitute for hydrogeological
protection required in the risk areas if the forest did not exist. The most cost efficient
technologies were chosen: simple palisade and cutting terraces for primary and
secondary risk of landslides and snow fences and snow stands for primary and
secondary risk of avalanches.

The prices of hunting permits, license and insurance were used to estimate the minimum
level of willingness-to-pay for hunting activities. The cost of permits for mushroom
picking, required to people coming from outside Fiemme and Fassa Valleys, was used
as an estimation of the recreational value for this activity. As mushroom picking is free
of charge for the local population, local inhabitants were not considered in this
valuation. The landscape and recreational value of the forests related to tourism was
estimated by updating the outcomes of a former contingent valuation of the recreational
and aesthetic value in the study area by Notaro et al. (2008).

Economic valuation methods

To allow the comparison of the benefits of various goods and services, the Total
Economic Value (TEV) approach (Pearce, 1993) was used to encompass all components
of utility derived from ecosystem services using money as a common unit of
measurement. Demand curves for ecosystem services are difficult to estimate. When
assuming that ecosystem services cannot be increased or decreased to a large extent by
human actions, their supply curve is almost vertical (Costanza et al., 1997). In this case,
a conservative estimate of the economic value of an ecosystem service can be defined as

EV = sig;,



where s;is the supply and p; the price or shadow price of an ecosystem service i.
Consequently, the total economic value (TEV) of ecosystem services can be calculated

as
n
TEV = Z SiD;
i=1

where n is the total number of services considered in the study. The methods used for
economic valuation of ecosystem services were market price, replacement cost, and
benefits transfer (using contingent valuation) method. When ecosystem services are
tradable commodities they have a market price that can be used to indicate their value,
assuming that the market is well-functioning. Typically, the provisioning services (e.g.,
food and timber) are proper market commodities and thus market price information can
be used to calculate their values. However, for non-commodity ecosystem services, such
as the regulating services, there are no individually observed market prices, so that non-
market valuation methods are needed. These non-market valuation methods can
produce a shadow price, which represents, in monetary units, the marginal contribution
that an increase of a specific good or service can make to the satisfaction of human
preferences (Howarth and Farber, 2002). In the case of ecosystem services, the shadow
price is the net benefit that an additional unit of an ecosystem service will contribute to
human well-being (Dasgupta, 2008; Dasgupta and Duraiappah, 2012).

Some common non-market valuation methods include replacement cost method that is
based on the principle that the value of an ecosystem service can be estimated based on
the cost of replacing that service with an artificial substitute (Dixon et al., 1997). This
method is most appropriate in cases where the cost of replacement will be or has already
been paid. When applying replacement cost method the following conditions should be
met: 1) the human-made system provides the same functions as the original ecosystem
(i.e., it is a close substitute for the replaced service); 2) the engineered system is the
least costly alternative for the service; and 3) there is a public demand for this
alternative, meaning that people would be willing to pay the costs instead of losing the
service (Notaro and Paletto, 2012).

The benefit transfer method can be used to value ecosystem services by adapting an
estimate of benefits from studies already completed in another location with similar
characteristics (Richardson et al., in press). In this study, the benefit transfer method
was applied to value the cultural service of tourism by transferring information from a
previous study using a contingent valuation approach (Notaro et al., 2008).Contingent
valuation is based on surveys where people are asked how much they would be willing
to pay (WTP) for specific environmental services. It is a stated preference method
because people are asked to directly state their values instead of deducing values from
actual choices, as it is the case when using revealed preference methods (Bateman and
Willis, 1995). The fact that contingent valuation is based on what people declare they
would pay instead of what people are observed to pay induces both strength and
weaknesses. One of the strengths is that this method is capable of estimating in
monetary terms non-use values of ecosystem services that do not involve market
purchases or direct participation. However, a weakness is that, especially in the case of
regulating and supporting services, the general public is not familiar enough with
ecosystem functions and services and, moreover, the complexity of the issue makes the
survey description very difficult (Nunes and van den Bergh, 2001). In addition, if



people have not had to pay for the services in the past, they could be also unwilling to
understand the need to pay for them now or they might want to act as free-riders hoping
that others would pay for the services.

Results

Table 2 summarizes the biophysical flows, the average economic values per hectare,
and the total monetary values calculated for different forest ecosystem services in
Fiemme and Fassa Valleys. The economic value of provisioning services accounted for
about 10,063,000 € yr_l of which 86% was due to timber. The economic value of
regulating and cultural services accounted for around 19,136,000 € yr ' and 3,569,000 €
yrfl. The TEV, calculated as the addition of all investigated ecosystem services, resulted
in 32,768,000 € yr_l (Table 2). The provisioning services represented 31% of the TEV,
while the regulating and cultural services were 58% and 11% of the TEV. The service
of hydrogeological protection showed a major relative importance both among the
regulating services (68%) and in the TEV (40%).

Table 2. Total biophysical amounts, average economic values per hectare, and total economic values of
ecosystem services in Fiemme and Fassa Valleys.

EcoRyswmimisenvice Biophysical Thait Shadov&t Economic value* Economic value
value price/unit (€/ha/yr) (Eryr)

Provisioning services

Timber 89,500 m’ 97 218 8,693,135

Wood chips 7,326 m’ 21 4 153,855

Firewood 15,176 m’ 24 9 364,234

Game 1,429 head 148 5 211,660

Mushrooms 39,645 kg 14 14 597238

Berries 14,197 kg 6 2 83,156
Regulating services

Fresh water 2,511,394 m’ 1 75 2,999,615

Carbon sequestration 201,350 t CO, 15 76 3,020,246

Hydrogeological protection 6,946 ha 1,888 328 13,116,047
Cultural services

Recreation: tourists 1,094,866 person 3 7/ 7k 3,090,281

Recreation: hunting 498 person 774 10 385,425

Rereation: mushrooming - permit - 6 227,423
Total Economic Value (TEV) 32,902,310

* Average value calculated considering the whole forest area in Fiemme and Fassa Valleys.

In Figures 2-5, the results of the spatial distribution of timber, carbon sequestration,
hydrogeological protection, and recreation and aesthetic experiences are shown both in
biophysical and economic units. Figure 6 shows the spatially explicit map of the total
economic value of the bundle of ecosystem services.
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Discussion

In this work, the provision, spatial distribution, and value of forest ecosystem services
were explored. The assessment performed to the forest ecosystem in the Alpine region
of Fiemme and Fassa Valleys showed that the forests provide multiple valuable
ecosystem services in the area (Table 2). As visualized in Figures 2—6, the investigated
ecosystem services were not equally distributed as there were forest areas that provided
different services with different levels of supply. For timber and carbon sequestration,
the most important areas were located in Fiemme Valley, on the left side of the maps
(Fig. 2 and 3). Instead, hydrogeological protection played a more crucial role in Fassa
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Valley, on the right side of the map (Fig. 4). Aesthetic and recreational areas were found
in both valleys (Fig 5). By producing spatially distributed estimates of ecosystem
services based on a specific data collection of local biophysical and economic variables,
instead of using only average values or benefit transfer, it is possible to better support
local decision making involving forest planning and management.

Besides timber, the regulating ecosystem services, especially hydrogeological protection
against natural hazards played a crucial role in the study area. Although timber
production is often valued above other forest services, in the Alpine regions, the control
of water courses and soil conservation has a primary role over wood production (Dorren
et al, 2004; Brang et al., 2006; Notaro et al., 2008). Also, in this study, the
hydrogeological protection was substantial. In fact, regulating services accounted
almost 60% of the total economic value, and these were concentrated in areas of high
risk of avalanches and landslides (Table 2, Fig. 4).

The value of hydrogeological protection was estimated using the replacement cost
method. It can be argued that replacement cost is not a strict measure of economic value
since it is not based on people’s willingness to pay for the service. However, in the case
of protection function, it is reasonable to assume that there would be a demand for the
service, unless people would move, in case the forest cover was removed (Notaro and
Paletto, 2012). Therefore, people would be willing to pay the most cost effective
technological solution that could perform the same service, i.e., to directly protect
infrastructures and human activities and indirectly protect soil and watersheds against
natural hazards.

The contribution of the investigated ecosystem services to the money economy, i.e., the
amount of money that actually passed through markets, was about 12,500,000 € yr ' of
which timber accounted for 70%, while the total economic value of the investigated
forest ecosystem services was around 32,900,000 € yr_1 (Table 2) when considering also
the services that are not currently marketed. These results mean that almost two thirds
of the economic value was not visible to the markets. Markets determine economic
decisions, and consequently, affect the use of natural resources. Market failures
associated with ecosystem services that are often free public goods, can lead to greater
conversion of ecosystems than is economically justified. In fact, at the global level,
multi-functional forest landscapes are often being converted into mono-functional
systems, like forest plantations or croplands maximizing only one service, thus
providing short term economic benefits to some stakeholders at the expense of long-
term well-being of many (de Groot et al., 2010).This confirms that it is important to
explicitly account for and value all the ecosystem services, especially those without
markets to facilitate well-balanced long term sustainable management of forest
resources.

In the map of the total economic value (Fig. 6), the areas with higher values are
characterized mainly by either high level of timber harvest and carbon sequeswation
(Fiemme Valley) or hydrogeological protection (Fassa Valley). Maximizing the total
economic value of multiple ecosystem services has been proposed as one of the
approaches to look for the optimal mix of ecosystem services in land use planning and
management. TEV can be used as one of the indicators to identify areas with high
ecosystem service value. Still, as an aggregated indicator, it does not consider what are
the ecosystem services behind the value and who are the stakeholders receiving the
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benefits from ecosystems. Different stakeholders and stakeholders at different spatial
scales can have diverse interests in ecosystem services (Hein et al., 2006). For example,
increased timber production could increase the income of forest owners and companies
and create some labor opportunities but could decrease the landscape and recreational
benefits for local people and tourists. Similarly, at the scale of a watershed, upstream
forest users influence downstream water supply and forest degradation might lead to
increased risk of flood risk. Furthermore, for global stakeholders the service of carbon
sequestration and storage might be valuable for climate regulation.

As noted before, 60% of the total surface in Fiemme and Fassa Valleys has a forest
cover, and therefore forests area an important part of the natural capital in the area.
Increasing demand for wood as renewable material and energy source can pose future
challenges to the sustainable management of forests. In addition to the traditional wood
production, forests should also provide increased amount of renewable energy, carbon
storage and recreational possibilities.

Maximizing all ecosystem services simultaneously is often not possible but rather
increasing one service leads in many cases to the decrease of another one. There can be
also synergies among some services, for example among the regulating ones (Bennett et
al., 2009). Based on the generated maps of ecosystem services (Figures 2-5) and a
generalized functional relationship between different ecosystem services by Braat and
ten Brink (2008) in Fig. 7, some possible trade-offs and synergies were reasoned. There
are services that did not occur together at large extend, e.g., timber and hydrogeological
protection, or timber and recreation and aesthetic experiences, and some that occur
together, e.g., timber and wood chips provision. Understanding these trade-offs is
important for policy when deciding among different forest management options.

The close-to-nature forest resource management, currently practiced in the study area,
which uses mainly selective cutting, enables forests to keep their multi-functionality and
provide a balanced combination of provisioning services (timber, bioenergy), regulating
services (carbon sequestration, hydrogeological protection), and cultural services
(recreation). The actual timber and bioenergy production could still be increased, in the
sustainable harvest limits, because the annual felling is around 60% of the annual wood
increment. Still, increased exploitation of forest in terms of timber and bioenergy could
translate into lower level of several ecosystem services because of direct effects on land
use and land-use change (Kraxner et al., 2013). Even if wood biomass was used in the
limits of the annual increment, especially increased use of forest biomass for energy
production, including the roots, can threat biodiversity and nutrient cycling of forest
ecosystems (Pyoréld et al., 2012). On the other hand, increasing utilization of wood
chips could reduce the use of fossil fuels in the local power plants and thus improve the
environmental performance of energy production in the area (Buonocore et al., 2012,
2014; Hayha et al., 2011). Further research should be carried out to quantitatively assess
trade-offs among different ecosystem services, especially provisioning versus regulating
and cultural services, within the forest ecosystem under alternate forest management
regimes. To better analyze the trade-offs, dynamic ecosystem models or models of
ecological production functions would be required (Daily et al., 2009).
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Fig. 7. Braat and ten Brink (2008) described the generalized functional relationships between the level of

ecosystem services (ESL) related to different land use intensities. R — regulating, P — provisioning, Cr —
cultural-recreational, and Ci — cultural-information services.

As highlighted by several authors, there is a urgent need for standardizing the ecosystem
services assessment approach and framework in order to overcome some inconsistencies
in definitions of services and method for assessing and mapping them (Maes et al.,
2012; Seppelt et al., 2012; Edens and Hein, 2013; Crossman et al., 2013). Moreover, to
gain a broad, interdisciplinary understanding of the system’s features, it would be
important to combine biophysical and economic evaluation approaches, starting from
biophysical metrics to derive economic estimates of ecosystem service values.

Ecosystem functions and services have value because they are essential for our
existence and to satisfy our material, cultural, and emotional needs (Daily, 1997).
Although valuing nature is essential to mainstreaming conservation, it is not a goal in
itself (Daily et al., 2009). Giving monetary value to nature does not mean that the values
would be exchange values that could be considered substitutes to other type of capital
(Kubiszewski et al., 2013). Rather, ecosystem service valuation is an essential
instrument to underline the importance of healthy ecosystems for human well-being.
Instead of contrasting conservation and economic activity of ecosystems, the ecosystem
service approach aims at showing the added value that ecosystem functions and services
provide to society (Primmer and Furman, 2012). Due to common metrics, a comparison
of the market and non-market services becomes possible. However, from the
methodological point of view, the received monetary value can vary greatly according
to the chosen method. When mapping monetary values, the accuracy of the underlying
biophysical maps also affects the results (Maes et al., 2012).

According to Ruckelshaus et al. (2013) the ability to derive economic values from
biophysical ecosystem service estimates has proven to increase discussion of the
importance of nature’s services among decision makers. Nevertheless, they also found
that decision makers do not always wish to have monetary estimated of natural capital
and ecosystem services. In many cases, biophysical assessment of ecosystem services
can be sufficient. Biophysical assessment in services’ natural units can provide a solid
accounting base. Still, data availability of the biophysical flows and relations between
services and incompatible units can cause problems in the assessment.
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Finally, ecosystem service assessments can support environmental resources
management to protect and maintain overall ecological functioning. In particular,
mapping ecosystem services serves as an important tool to identify priority areas and
trade-off among different ecosystem services and to better communicate and visualize
information on them. This can help include ecosystem services in policies of nature
conservation, natural resources management, and urban planning. According to Maes et
al. (2012), quantitative spatial data on the supply and demand for ecosystem services
could also provide information for policy impact assessment to assess future gains or
losses and support the development of financial instruments to finance investments in
ecosystems.

Primmer and Furman (2012) stressed that the segregated administration of ecosystems
(e.g., nature conservation, commercially exploited ecosystems, land use changes) poses
challenges to the integration of different maps for spatial forest planning and
management. They also argued that in many cases measuring and valuing ecosystem
services have not directly led to increased use of this knowledge, and therefore applying
ecosystem service values in concrete decision-making situations requires further
attention. In this study, the benefits of forest ecosystem services were evaluated and
their spatial distribution was assessed at local scale, based on local forest management
units and related management plans, that is relevant for policy making. Further
investigations should explore how ecosystem service assessment is perceived and
applied by the local policymakers and forest managers in Fiemme and Fassa Valleys.

Conclusion

This study showed that forests in Alpine areas provide humans with a wide range of
ecosystem services. Utilizing GIS allowed estimating the biophysical and economic
values of forest ecosystem services both in the regional level but also in specific
locations, thus enabling identification of the most important areas and possible trade-off
and synergies among services. A major part of the benefits that the forests provide do
not have direct markets but they are rather public goods. Therefore, their valuation is
relevant to assist long-term decision on sustainable forest management. Finally,
biophysical and economic assessments can complement each other to provide a more
broad and comprehensive evaluation on both ecological and socio-economic dimensions
of ecosystems and their services.

14



References

Balmford, A., Bruner, A., Cooper, P., Costanza, R., Farber, S., Green, R.E., Jenkins, M., Jefferiss, P.,
Jessamy, V., Madden, J., Munro, K., Myers, N., Naeem, S., Paavola, J., Rayment, M., Rosendo, S.,
Roughgarden, J., Trumper, K., Turner, R.K., 2002. Economic reasons for conserving wild nature.
Science, 297, 950-953.

Bateman, I.J., Willis, K., 1995. Valuing Environmental Preferences: Theory and Practice of the
Contingent Valuation Method. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK.

Bennett, E.M., Peterson, G.D., Gordon, L.J., 2009. Understanding relationships among multiple
ecosystem services. Ecology Letters, 12, 1394-1404.

Boyd, J., Banzhaf, S., 2007. What are ecosystem services? The need for standardized environmental
accounting units. Ecological Economics, 63, 616—626.

Braat, L.C., ten Brink, P., (Eds.) 2008.TheCost of Policy Inaction: the Case of not Meeting the 2010
Biodiversity =~ Target. = Report to the  European  Commission Under  Contract:
ENV.G.1/ETU/2007/0044, Wageningen, Brussels, Alterra Report 1718/
/http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/economics/index_en.htmS.

Brang, P., Schonenberger, W., Frehner, M., Schwitter, R., Thormann, J.J., Wasser, B., 2006. Management
of protection forests in the European Alps: an overview. Forest, Snow and Landscape Research, 80,
23-44,

Burkhard, B., Kroll, ., Nedkov, S., Miiller, ¥., 2012. Mapping ecosystem service supply, demand and
budgets. Ecological Indicators, 21, 17-29.

Burkhard, B., Fath, B.D., Miiller, F., 2011. Adapting the adaptive cycle: Hypotheses on the development
of ecosystem properties and services. Ecological Modelling, 222, 2878—-2890.

Buonocore, E., Hiayhi, T., Paletto, A., Franzese, P.P., 2014. Environmental costs and impacts of forestry
activities: A multi-method approach to environmental accounting. Ecological Modelling, 271, 10-20.

Buonocore, E., Franzese, P.P., Ulgiati, S, 2012. Assessing the environmental performance and
sustainability of bioenergy production in Sweden: a life cycle assessment perspective. Energy, 37, 69—
78.

Bottcher, H., Kurz, W.A,, Freibauer, A., 2008. Accounting of forest carbon sinks and sources under a
future climate protocol—factoring out past disturbance and management effects on age—class
structure. Environmental Science and Policy, 2, 669—686.

Canadell, J.G., Raupach, M.R., 2008. Managing Forest for Climate Change Mitigation. Science, 320,
1456—-1457.

Carbone, F., Savelli, S., 2009. Forestry programmes and the contribution of the forestry research
community to the Italy experience. Forest Policy and Economics 11, 508-515.

Cherubini, F., Stramman, A.H., Hertwich, E., 2011. Effects of boreal forest management practices on the
climate impact of CO, emissions from bioenergy. Ecological Modelling 223, 59-66.

Costanza, R., Daly, H.E., 1992. Natural capital and sustainable development. Conservation Biology, 6,
37-46.

Costanza, R., d’Arge, R., de Groot, R., Farber, S., Grasso, M., Hannon, B., Limburg, K., Naeem, S.,
O’Neill, R.V,, Paruelo, J., Raskin, R.G., Sutton, P., van den Belt, M., 1997. The value of the world’s
ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 387, 253-260.

Croitoru, L., 2007. How much are Mediterranean forests worth? Forest Policy and Economics 9, 536—
545.

Crossman, N.D., Burkhard, B., Nedkov, S., Willemen, L., Petz, K., Palomo, I., Drakou, E.G., Martin-
Lopez, B., McPhearson, T., Boyanova, K., Alkemade, R., Egoh, B., Dunbar. M.B., Maes, J., 2013. A
blueprint for mapping and modelling ecosystem services. Ecosystem Services, 4, 4—14,

Daily, G.C., 1997. Introduction: what are ecosystem services. In: Daily, G.C. (Ed.), Nature’s services.
Island Press, Washington DC, pp. 1-10.

Daily, G.C., Polasky, S., Goldstein, J., Kareiva, P.M., Mooney, H.A., Pejchar, L., Ricketts, T.H., James
Salzman, J., Shallenberger, R., 2009. Ecosystem services in decision making: time to deliver. Front
Ecol Environ, 7, 21-28.

Dasgupta, P., 2008. Nature in economics. Environmental and Resource Economics, 39, 1-54.

Dasgupta, P., Duraiappah, A., 2012. Chapter 1: Well-being and wealth. In UNU-IHDP and UNEP, 2012.
Inclusive Wealth Report 2012. Measuring progress toward sustainability. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

15



de Groot, R., Brander, L., van der Ploeg, S., Costanza, R., Bernard, F., Braat, L., Christie, M., Crossman,
N., Ghermandi, A., Hein, L., Hussain, S., Kumar, P., McVittie, A., Portela, R., Rodriguez, L.C., ten
Brink, P., van Beukering, P., 2012. Global estimates of the value of ecosystems and their services in
monetary units. Ecosystem Services, 1, 50- 61.

de Groot, R., Alkemade, R., Braat, L., Hein, L., Willemen, L., 2010. Challenges in integrating the concept
of ecosystem services and values in landscape planning, management and decision making.
Ecological Complexity, 7, 260-272.

de Groot, R., Wilson, M.A., Boumans, R.M.J,, 2002. A typology for the classification, description and
valuation of ecosystem fiinctions, goods and services. Ecological Economics, 41, 393—-408.

de Groot, R., 1987. Environmental Functions as a Unifying Concept for Ecology and Economics.
Environmentalist, 7, 105—109.

Dixon, J.A., Scura, L.F., Carpenter, R.A., Sherman, P.B., 1997. Economic Analysis of Environmental
Impacts. Earthscan Publications, London, UK, 210 pp.

Dorren, L.K.A., Berger, F., Imeson, A.C., Maier, B., Rey, F., 2004. Integrity, stability and management of
protection forests in the European Alps. Forest Ecology and Management, 195, 165-176.

Edens, B., Hein, L., 2013. Towards a consistent approach for ecosystem accounting. Ecological
Economics, 90, 41-52.

Ekins, P., Simon, S., Deutsch L., Folke, C., de Groot, R., 2003. A framework for the practical application
of the concepts of critical natural capital and strong sustainability, Ecological Economics, 44, 165—
185.

Ehrlich, P., Ehrlich, A ., 1981. Extinction: The Causes and Consequences of the Disappearance of Species.
Random House, New York.

Farber, S.C., Costanza, R., Wilson, M.A., 2002. Economic and ecological concepts for valuing ecosystem
services. Ecological Economics 41, 375-392.

Farley, J., 2012. Ecosystem services: The economics debate. Ecosystem Services, 1, 40—49.

Farley, J., 2008. The role of prices in conserving critical natural capital. Conservation Biology, 22,
1399-1408.

Fisher, B., Tumer, R.K., Morling, P., 2009. Defining and classifying ecosystem services for decision
making. Ecological Economics, 2009, 643—653.

Folke, C., 2006. Resilience: The emergence of a perspective for social-ecological systems analyses.
Global Environmental Change 16, 253-267.

Gios, G., Goio, I., Notaro, S., Raffaelli, R., 2006. The Value of Natural Resources for Tourism: a Case
Study of the Italian Alps. Intemational Journal of Tourism Research, 8, 77-85.

Goio, I, Gios, G., Pollini, C., 2008. The development of forest accounting in the province of Trento
(Italy). Journal of Forest Economics, 14, 177-196.

Grét-Regamey, A., Brunner, S.H., Altwegg, J., Bebi, P. Facing uncertainty in ecosystem services-based
resource management. Jourmal of Environmental Management, In Press.

Grét-Regamey, A., Bebi, P., Bishop, I.D., Schmid, W.A., 2008. Linking GIS-based models to value
ecosystem services in an Alpine region. Joumal of Environmental Management, 89, 197-208.

Grét-Regamey, A., Kytzia, S.; 2007. Integrating the valuation of ecosystem services into the Input—
Output economics of an Alpine region. Ecological Economics, 63, 786—798.

Hein, L., van Koppen, K., de Groot, R.S., van lerland, E.C., 2006. Spatial scales, stakeholders and the
valuation of ecosystem services. Ecological Economics, 57, 209-228.

Helliwell, D.R., 1969. Valuation of wildlife resources. Regional studies, 3, 41-49.

Holling, C.S., 1973. Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annual Review of Ecology and
Systematics, 4, 1-23.

Hoffrén, J., 1997. Finnish forest resource accounting and ecological sustainability. Research Reports, vol.
224 Statistics Finland.

Howarth, R.B., Farber, S., 2002. Accounting for the value of ecosystem services. Ecological Economics,
41,421-429.

Hayha, T., Franzese, P.P., Ulgiati, S., 2011. Economic and environmental performance of electricity
production in Finland: a multicriteria assessment framework. Ecological Modelling 223, 81-90.

Istat, 2012. Indicatori ambientali urbani. Accessed in March 15, 2014.

Jorgensen, S.E., 2010. Ecosystem services, sustainability and thermodynamic indicators, Ecological
Complexity, 7, 311-313.

Kraxner, F., Nordstrom, E-M., Havlik, P., Gusti, M., Mosnier, A, Frank, S., Valin, H., Fritz, S., Fuss, S.,
Kindermann, G., McCallum, 1., Khabarov, N., Bottcher, H., See, L., Aoki, K., Schmid, E., Mathé, L.,

16



Obersteiner, M., 2013. Global bioenergy scenarios - Future forest development, land-use implications,
and wade-offs. Biomass and Bioenergy, in press.

Kubiszewski, 1., Costanza, R., Dori, L., Thoennes, P., Tshering, K., 2013. An initial estimate of the value
of ecosystem services in Bhutan. Ecosystem Services, 3, el 1-e21.

Lamarque, P., Quétier, F., Lavorel, S., 2011. The diversity of the ecosystem services concept and its
implications for their assessment and management. Comptes Rendus Biologies, 334, 441-449.

La Notte, A., Maes, J., Grizzetti, B., Bouraoui, F., Zulian, G., 2012. Spatially explicit monetary valuation
of water purification services in the Mediterranean bio-geographical region. Intemational Journal of
Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services & Management, 8, 26-34.

Limburg, K.E., O’Neill, R.V., Costanza, R., Farber, S., 2002. Complex systems and valuation. Ecological
Economics 41, 409-420.

MA (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment), 2005. Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis. Island
Press, Washington D.C. World Resources Institute.

Maes, J., Egoh, B., Willemen, L., Liquete, C., Vihervaara, P., Schigner, J., Grizzetti, B., Drakou, E.G.,
LaNotte, A., Zulian, G., Bouraoui, F., Paracchini, M.L., Braat, L.C., Bidoglio, G., 2012. Mapping
ecosystem services for policy support and decision making in the European Union. Ecosystem
Services, 1, 31-39.

Marchetti M., Panizza M., 2001. Geomorphology and Environmental Impact Assessment: A case study in
Moena (Dolomites-Italy). In: Marchetti, M., Rivas, V., (eds.), 2001. Geomorphology and
Environmental Impact Assessment. Swets & Zeitlinger B.V. 235 pp.

Matero, J., Saastamoinen, O., 2007. In search of marginal environmental valuations — ecosystem
services in Finnish forest accounting. Ecological Economics, 61, 101-114.

Merlo, M., Croitoru, L., (Eds.), 2005. Valuing Mediterranean Forests, Towards Total Economic Value,
CABI Publishing, Oxford, UK, Cambridge, MA, USA, p. 406.

Notaro, S., Paletto, A., 2012. The economic valuation of natural hazards in mountain forests: An
approach based on the replacement cost method. Joumnal of Forest Economics, 18, 318—328.

Notaro, S., Paletto, A., Raffaelli, R., 2008. The Economic Valuation of Non-productive Forest Functions
as an Instrument towards Integrated Forest Management. In: Cesaro, L., Gatto, P., Pettenella, D.
(eds.), 2008. The Multifunctional Role of Forests — Policies, Methods and Case Studies. EFI
Proceedings No. 55.

Nunes, P.A.L.D., van den Bergh, J.C.J.M., 2001. Economic valuation of biodiversity: sense or nonsense?
Ecological Economics, 39, 203-222.

Odum, H.T., 1971. Environment, Power and Society. Wiley, New York.

Olschewski, R., Bebi, P., Teich, M., Wissen Hayek, U., Grét-Regamey, A., 2012. Avalanche protection
by forests — A choice experiment in the Swiss Alps. Forest Policy and Economics, 15, 108—113.

Olschewski, R., Klein, A-M., Tschamtke, T., 2010. Economic trade-offs between carbon sequestration,
timber production, and crop pollination in wopical forested landscapes. Ecological Complexity, 7,
314-319.

PAT (Autonomous Province of Trento), 2011. Relazione annuale sull'andamento della
commercializzazione del legname in Provincia di Trento - anno 2010. Camera di Commercio
Industria Artigianato e Agricoltura di Trento.

Pearce, D.W., 2001. The Economic Value of Forest Ecosystems. Ecosystem Health, 7, 284-296.

Pearce, D.W., 1993. Economic Values and the Natural World. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Primmer, E., Furman, E., 2012. Operationalising ecosystem service approaches for govemance: Do
measuring, mapping and valuing integrate sector-specific knowledge systems? Ecosystem Services, 1,
85-92.

Pyorala, P., Kelloméki, S., Peltola, H., 2012. Effects of management on biomass production in Norway
spruce stands and carbon balance of bioenergy use. Forest Ecology and Management 275, 87-97.

Richardson, L., Loomis, J., Kroeger, T., Casey, F. The role of benefit transfer in ecosystem service
valuation. Ecological Economics, In Press.

Ruckelshaus, M., McKenzie, E., Tallis, H., Guerry, A., Daily, G., Kareiva, P., Polasky, S., Ricketts, T.,
Bhagabati, N., Wood, S.A., Bernhardt, J., 2013. Notes from the field: Lessons learned from using
ecosystem service approaches to inform real-world decisions. Ecological Economics, in press.

Seidl, R., Rammer, W, Jager, D., Currie, W.S., Lexer, M.J., 2007. Assessing wrade-offs between carbon
sequestration and timber production within a framework of multi-purpose forestry in Austria. Forest
Ecology and Management, 248, 64-79.

Seppelt, R., Fath, B., Burkbard, B., Fisher, J.L., Grét-Regamey, A., Lautenbach, S., Pert, P., Hotes, S.,
Spangenberg, J., Verburg, P.H., Van Oudenhoven, A.P.E., 2012. Form follows function? Proposing a

17



blueprint for ecosystem service assessments based on reviews and case studies. Ecological Indicators,
21, 145-154.

Spangenberg, J., Settele, J., 2010. Precisely incorrect? Monetising the value of ecosystem services.
Ecological Complexity 7, 327-337.

TEEB, 2010. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: ecological and economic foundation.
Earthscan, Cambridge.

Teich, M., Bebi, P., 2009. Evaluating the benefit of avalanche protection forest with GIS-based risk
analyses—A case study in Switzerland. Forest Policy and Management, 257, 1910-1919.

Ulgiati, S., Zucaro, A., Franzese, P.P., 2011. Shared wealth or nobody’s land? The worth of natural
capital and ecosystem services. Ecological Economics 70, 778—787.

Valente, C., Spinelli, R.C., Hillring, B.G., 2011. LCA of environmental and socio-economic impacts
related to wood energy production in alpine conditions: Valle di Fiemme (Italy). Journal of Cleaner
Production, 19, 1931-1938.

Van den Bergh, J.C.J.M,, 2010. Extemality or sustainability economics? Ecological Economics, 69,
2047-2052.

Vihervaara, P., Kumpula, T., Tanskanen, A., Burkhard, B., 2010. Ecosystem services — A tool for
sustainable management of human-environment systems. Case study Finnish Forest Lapland.
Ecological Complexity, 7, 410-420.

Westman, W.E., 1977. How much are nature’s services worth? Science 197, 960—964.

World Bank, 2010. State and Trends of the Carbon Market 2010. World Bank, Washington, DC.

Zambelli, P., Lora, C., Spinelli, R., Tattoni, C., Vitti, A., Zatelli, P., Ciolli, M., 2012. A GIS decision
support system for regional forest management to assess biomass availability for renewable energy
production. Environmental Modelling & Software 38, 203-213.

Zandersen, M., Tol, R.S.J., 2009. A meta-analysis of forest recreation values in Europe. Joumnal of Forest
Economics, 15, 109-130.

18



