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Introduction:  
Ecosystem Goods and Services 

• Ecosystem Goods and Services (EGS) 

oBenefits delivered by nature  -> directly or indirectly harnessed by human  
(De Groot et al. 2002). 

oCan be extrapolated to economic value (e.g. fisheries, tourism, etc.) 
 
oKey information for management  purposes 

  

The Challenge: Development Vs Conservation. 

•  Wetlands: Abused for development and other human activities 

(Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2013). 
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Introduction:  
Why we needed a new method? 

• Issues in Ecosystem Goods and Services (EGS) Studies: 

• Lack of EGS studies on wetlands   (NOT too many wetlands described) 

• Scarce valuation assessments    (“NO” Economic value) 

• General Lack of resources for EGS assessment  (NOT  a simple task) 

Also: 

• The need for new approaches for Non-market related EGS   

 (e.g. carbon and nutrients dynamics, flood/storm assimilation, water quality.) 

• Public willingness ≠ Real value 

oCultural bias in estimations 

• The Proposal:  

• All-inclusive method, simple toolkits, easy to replicate 
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Objectives 

• Design a new, innovative and evidence based 
methodology for realistic assessment and 
valuation of ecosystem goods and services 
(EGS). 

 

• Test the new protocol on a real case study area. 

 

• Use the LNR Farlington marshes (Portsmouth, 
UK) as our test site, and assess it’s EGS. 

Farlington Marshes  
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Location: Farlington Marshes  

Site features: 
oHabitats 

oCoverage and length 

o Infrastructure. 
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Methodology: Protocol’s Design  

Alternative Ecosystem Services Valuation 
Approach (AESVA) 

• Two months to develop and test. 

• Designed as a FAST Assessment Protocol 

•  Two prong-approach with four tools were 
design to deliver evidenced-based value of 
wetlands EGS assessment  

• Products:  
• Simple Report 
• Detailed Report 
• Scientific Article 

Scheme of the AESVA protocol. 
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IMPLEMENTATION,  
RESULTS  

and  
DISCUSSION 
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Implementation 

1)The Ecosystem Characterization data Collection 
template (EC-DCS) was used for the preliminary 
site description 

oPrintable template 

oHolistic description to be applied on site 

oAround 20 minutes per location. 

Scheme of the AESVA protocol. 
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Results STEP 1- EC-Data Collection Sheet 

(Boyd & Banzhaf 2007).  
 
Economic aspects  
Barbier et al. 1997  
Ledoux  & Turner 2002  
 
Ecological-functional features  
De Groot et al. 2002;  
Remoundou et al. 2009;  
Potts et al. 2014  
 
Mixed characteristics  
Bockstael et al. 1995; 
 Barbier et al. 1997;  
Hueting et al. 1998;  
Liquete et al. 2013;  
Potts et al. 2014 
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2) The Ecosystem Characterization Site Proforma (EC-
SP) was used for the general description of the 
ecosystem. 

oDigital template.  

oMultiple written sections addressing the main 
descriptive characteristics of the ecosystem. 

 

Scheme of the AESVA protocol. 

Place Name:  LNR Farlington Marshes 

Site Name: Main Marsh            Site Code: 

S2 

Location: Portsmouth, Hampshire, UK 

Site Coordinates: 50°49'58.13" N   1°01'36.26" W 

Area:  461,424 m2 

Project: FAMEVA 

Date of Survey: 16-June-2016 

 

Figure 1. Map of the study area. 

General Overview:  This is the biggest area of the whole marsh (41% of the coverage), and it is exceptional for being 

the most “prairie-like” site of the marsh dominated, mostly, by short grasses. It covers the marsh from north to south, 

with the main lagoon running across its western border. It appears to be the main grazing site, and during the survey 

the Cattle were present only in this area (though this might be circumstantial). The site appears to be in good condition 

(impact index 4/5). 

Ecosystem Characteristics 

Geomorphology: Dry ground (potentially floodable in case of extreme events), mostly covered by short vegetation. 

Various ponds can be found in this area, as well as channels from the network than run across the whole marsh. 

Processes: Not many processes of the EC-DCS template were addressed. It is suggested that, as a wetland, carbon 

sequestration and natural drainage could be one of the most relevant services. Other confirmed and potential support-

regulation processes or functions listed for this site in the Goods and Service table are erosion prevention, 

maintenance of life cycles and maintenance of genetic biodiversity. 

Biodiversity:  Rabbits and Cattle were found in this area. This site may offer nesting potential for some bird species, 

and also a good hunting ground for prey birds. In terms of vegetation, it is important to note that it is dominated by 

short grass.  Nevertheless, bushes and reed bed patches can be found in some areas. 

Ecosystem Goods and Services: This area is mostly used for grazing. Nevertheless, it offers other EGS that can be 

seen in the general table summarizing all the EGS addressed for each site. 

Management Information:   

The site is used for grazing, as grazing cattle were spotted in this area, most of them congregated in the southern area 

close to the main lake: because of this, some water tanks can be found across this area (Picture B). 

A footpath is clearly visible and it can be recognized by visual clues such as the presence of tyre prints on the ground, 

the revision of Google Earth images, and the information panels on the area. However, access to this area is 

prohibited due to health and safety considerations and ground nesting birds which are highly sensitive to disturbance. 

Due to its proximity to the lagoon, this area may require special surveillance in order to protect the lagoon and the 

sensitive species from potential human disturbance. 

Other images:  

  

A) Main Marsh panoramic view, B) Drinking tank for cattle. 

 

B A 

Implementation 
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Results 
EC Site Proforma EGS Pre-Assessment 

STEP 2- EC-Site Proforma 
Scoring for EGS 

Relevance 
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3) The EGS valuation Matrix (EGS-VM) was used for 
the quantification of EGS 

o Interactive spreadsheet where the user puts 
the economic values of the EGS.  

oDesigned in a smart way that allows: 

- Inclusion of the contribution per area unit 
(e.g. £/hectare)  

- The automatic estimation of the total value, 
The fixed contribution for the whole area (e.g. 
a fixed value such as land value) or the variable 
contribution (e.g. yearly rates of contribution 
as £/year).  

Scheme of the AESVA protocol. 

Implementation 
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Economic Contribution per 

EGS TSI 
 Area unit 

(£/m^2) 

Area unit 

(£/acre) 

Total area 

Variable value  

(£/year) 

Total area 

Fixed 

Value (£)  

Length 

unit 

(£/m) 

Total Length of 

the addressed 

features (£)* 

Observations 
Give information about the economic values assigned to each 

of the EGS, including detailed calculations and notes that can 

make this and self-explanatory table. Include citation of the 

sources of gathered information. Include appropriate 

explanations when the EGS is not addressed or not applicable 

for the study case, or if its valuation is being considered or 

merged into another category. 

Water purification 53 

0.18   200,340       

These services are likely to be occurring as the 

presence of the meadows, reed bed patches and other 

features aid to keep water bodies clear of excess of 

nutrients and even other contaminants. However, in 

this case, the surrounding areas are not under an 

specific pressure of this kind and it could be said that 

these features do not play an special depurative role 

despite that of keeping balanced their own habitat’s 

quality (if compared with other well-known examples 

where natural and artificial wetlands are used as green 

filters for sewage water treatment). In this case it could 

be said that the value of these features is related to the 

cost of restoration-replacement to provide or maintain 

the same environmental quality. 

Estimation from previous studies: Water quality 

improvement 1,793 – 2,676 £/ha/yr (Morris and 

Camino 2011) 

Regulation of 

Contaminants 
8 

Regulation of 

Nutrients 
50 

Coastal Protection 80         2,000 2,800,000 

-Price of alternative measures to protect the shoreline 

against erosion from sea. Several examples can be 

used. For this scenario the Gabion revetment was 

selected as a suitable option, and its value is 2,000-

5,000 £/meter. UK Environment Agency (2015). Cost 

estimation for coastal protection.  

Results STEP 3- EGS-Valuation Matrix 

 Automatic fields 

 Requires size data from characterization section. 
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4) The EGS valuation Report (EGS-VM) was used to 
report the valuation data. 

 

o Interactive spreadsheet derived from the 
previous EGS-VM.  

oAggregation by categories 

oCustomizable fields  depending on the 
purpose. 

Scheme of the AESVA protocol. 

Implementation 
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RESULTS: EGS ASSESSMENT 

• EGS Economic Value Summary 
• Aggregated by “type of benefit” categories 

• Different output configurations are possible 

STEP 4- EGS-Valuation Report 
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DISCUSSION: Performance 

 The AESVA is an adaptable and useful 
approach that can be applied to conduct a full 
EGS valuation.  

 

 It is time and budget friendly. It takes less time 
(2-3 weeks) compared to other approaches 
which can takes months or more 

 

 AESVA was developed to be used for multiple 
scenarios (e.g. different kinds of habitats, 
information sources, or users). 

 

 We will share resources trough Research Gate. 

 

 

$ 

https://www.researchgate.net/project/Alternative-approach-for-the-economic-valuation-of-Ecosystem-Goods-and-Services
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Alternative-approach-for-the-economic-valuation-of-Ecosystem-Goods-and-Services
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DISCUSSION 

Ideas for future development:  

 Fine tuning with potential users and experts 

 App software to make it simple 

 GIS integration + Drone surveying 

 

In the search of funding, testers and 
collaborators:  

 Follow project online 
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Alter
native-approach-for-the-economic-
valuation-of-Ecosystem-Goods-and-Services 

   Email: cajabrett@gmail.com 
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Conclusions 

• The AESVA is a versatile and easy to use method to achieve reliable 
valuation of EGS.  

• Exceptional for its simplicity and the inclusion of innovative traits. 

• Can be used as ready-to-use framework or modified to fit 
different purposes. 

 

• The EGS assessment of Farlington Marshes was successful for both 
pre-established purposes: 

• Serving a as a case study to run, test and fix the protocol. 

 

• Contribute to the knowledge of the local natural reserve. 

Email: cajabrett@gmail.com 
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