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2.33 million km2, 657 administrative districts and four stages 



First stage 
Monetary valuation (based on values from Costanza et al., 1997) 
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Second Stage 
Biophysical valuation: based on changes in carbon stocks and fluxes:  

above- and below-ground-biomass, NPP, EVI, etc. 
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Above- and below-ground carbon stocks in Argentinean ecosystems (source: Viglizzo et al., 2012). 



Comparative valuation of ecosystem services 
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Comparative valuation of ecosystem services (source: Carreño et al., 2012). 



Tradeoffs between ecosystem and economic service provision 
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Third stage 
Bio-physical assessment of specific ecosystem services 

through environmental indicators 
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Supporting literature  



References: EC. Erosion control , WR. water flow regulation, CR. Climate regulation, PR. precipitation regulation,  
TR. Temperature regulation. GNR. gaseous N removal, N/PR. Nitrogen and phosphorus retention by  riparian plants.  
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Fourth stage 
Are all ecosystem services well supported by science?  

More than 4000 cases in total provided by 
29 meta-analysis and 23 review articles  



Relationships among scientifically confirmed cases and the average economic value (2007 price levels) of specific services  according to data  
by De Groot et al. (2012). References: EC. Erosion control , WR. water flow regulation, GR. Gases regulation, PR. precipitation regulation,  

TR. Temperature regulation. GNR. gaseous N removal, N/PR. Nitrogen and phosphorus retention by  riparian plants 
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Is monetary valuation scientifically sound? 



What have we learned after 12 years of assessing  
ecosystems services in Argentina? 

The value of some essential ecosystem services can differ substantially when they  
are assessed through monetary or biophysical methods. 

Some ecological principles that lie behind the notion of ecosystem service  
are not fully supported by scientific knowledge. 

Not always the results of the monetary valuation of ecosystem services are  
supported by sound scientific evidence. 

Four conclusions 

In general, private organizations in Argentina paid more attention to our outcomes  
than governmental agencies. 



One hypothesis to be tested in Argentina 

In Argentina, the annual number of meetings on ecosystem service  
preservation and the loss of ecosystem services are highly correlated.  

Number of meetings on ecosystem service preservation 
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