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INTRODUCTION

The action 5 of the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 requires
the assessment and mapping of ecosystem services to
support the protection and restoration of ecosystems and their
services (Maes et al., 2013). A spatially explicit assessment
in bio-physical terms is essential to quantify and value
ecosystem services (Hein et al., 2006). Moreover, it is a
principal requirement for ecosystem services maps which can
support ecosystem or landscape planning, ecosystem
management and conservation of biodiversity (Tallis &
Polasky, 2009; Caspersen & Olafsson, 2010; Koschke et al.,
2012; Burkhard et al., 2013). 
Mountain regions provide many ecosystem services, which
are essential on the local and regional level, such as provision
of food, fibre and drinking water, as well as flood regulation
and recreation (MEA, 2005; Gios et al., 2006). At the same
time, many of them are of great importance for the related
lowland regions, because ecosystem services supply and their

beneficiaries may be in different locations (Fisher et al.,
2009; Bagstad et al., 2013). The delivery of ecosystem
services in general is mainly influenced by the landscape
composition and configuration (Schröter et al., 2005;
Metzger et al., 2006; Verburg et al., 2009). In mountain
regions, many ecosystem services also depend on
topographical conditions (De Groot, 2002) which influence
ecological functions and processes, for example microclimate
(Beniston, 2006), plant distribution and growth (Gottfried et
al., 1999; Dirnböck et al., 2003), soil development, soil
moisture and nutrient availability (Becker et al., 2007).
Although there is a growing number of studies dealing with
mapping ecosystem services on the landscape scale (see
Martínez-Harms & Balvanera, 2012 for review), only
few spatially explicit studies of ecosystem services were
carried out in mountain regions, especially in the Alps
(Grêt-Regamey et al., 2008; Lavorel et al., 2011; Schirpke et
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The following spatial datasets were used for mapping
ecosystem services:

• Land use/cover map with a scale of 1:10,000
(Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2001),
integrated with forest typologies (Autonomous Province
of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2009);

• Digital Elevation Model (DEM) with a spatial resolution
of 20x20 m (Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South
Tyrol, 2000), from which slope and aspect were derived;

• Municipality borders map (Autonomous Province of
Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2010);

• Precipitation data (Autonomous Province of Bolzano-
South Tyrol, 2011).

Mapping ecosystem services

Multiple ecosystem services (forage production, timber
production, water supply, carbon sequestration, soil stability,
soil quality, aesthetic value) were quantified in bio-physical
terms for the whole area of South Tyrol. All ecosystem
services were assessed on landscape scale and mean values
were calculated for the 116 municipalities of South Tyrol.
These mean values were used for ecosystem services maps
with natural breaks classification for symbology (Figure 2).
To identify synergies and trade-offs, the correlations between
ecosystem services were tested by Spearman’s correlation for
rank-ordered data. For each ecosystem service, the applied
method is shortly described in the following.
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al., 2013). Moreover, it is important to evaluate the
interrelations of multiple ecosystem services regarding
their synergies and trade-offs (Bennett et al., 2009;
Raudsepp-Hearne et al., 2010).
This study aims to assess multiple ecosystem services of
mountain regions on the landscape scale, including forage
production, timber production, water supply, carbon
sequestration, soil stability, soil quality, and the aesthetic
value. All ecosystem services were quantified in bio-physical
terms for South Tyrol accounting for the specific
topographical conditions of mountain regions. Finally,
the different ecosystem services were summarized on
municipality level and bundled into similar groups to assess
synergies and trade-offs.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study area and input data

The Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol (Italy),
organized in116 municipalities, is located in the Central Alps
and covers an area of 7.400 km² (Figure 1). Elevation ranges
from 194 m to 3.893 m and about 40 % of the area is situated
above 2.000 m. Almost 50% of the total area is covered by
forest and about 30% is used for agriculture. While the lower
valleys are characterized by strong anthropogenic use with
settlements and intensive agriculture (mainly orchards and
vineyards), dairy farming and forestry prevail in regions
above 900 m a.s.l. . With increasing elevation, agriculture is
getting less intensive.
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Figure 1. Location of the study area and main land use/cover classes of South Tyrol.
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Forage production

Forage quantity of permanent grassland was estimated based
on the productivity of different grassland types (Egger et al.,
2005; Tasser et al., 2012) and taking into account the
growing season, which depends on elevation and the climate
zone (Harflinger & Knees, 1999). The resulting forage
quantity was corrected by slope and aspect and by the total
amount of summer precipitation (April to September) which
is limiting the forage production. For more details see Egger
et al. (2005) and Schirpke et al. (2013).

Timber production

Potential timber production was mapped for forest areas by
relating the forest types of the land use map to average yearly
growth rates of the different forest types as estimated by the
second Italian National Forest Inventory on regional level
(INFC, 2005). 

Water supply

Water supply is defined as the amount of available water for
domestic and industrial use, tourism and energy supply
during the main growing season (Mai – August) where the
water demand for agricultural production is highest and water
shortages are most critical (Grashey-Jansen, 2010). To
quantify the water supply, the water balance was calculated
based on precipitation and evapotranspiration. Monthly mean
precipitation was interpolated from point measurements and
corrected with elevation (Sevruk, 1997). Evapotranspiration
was based on the days with vegetation growth (Harflinger &
Knees, 1999) and mean evapotranspiration rates of the
different land-use types. Subsequently, evapotranspiration
was corrected by slope and aspect. For more details see
Schirpke et al. (2012). 

Carbon sequestration

Mapping and quantification of carbon stocks was based on
above- and belowground phytomass of vegetation types and
carbon densities related to the land use/cover classes.  Carbon
stock values were derived from literature data complemented
with own measurements. For more details see Schirpke et al.
(2013) and Tappeiner et al. (2008). Carbon sequestration of
forests was quantified based on the average yearly growth
rate of forest types (INFC, 2005). The associated amount of
fixed carbon was estimated by applying a biomass expansion
factor, the wet-to-dry ratio and the carbon fraction (Federici
et al., 2008).

Soil stability

Mapping of soil stability was based on the Universal
Soil Loss Equation (Wischmeier and Smith 1978) and
included slope, root density, and vegetation cover. Slope
characteristics were derived from the DEM; root density and
the percentage of vegetation cover were based on a root
model and own measurements (Tasser et al., 2005). All
variables were weighted equally and a soil stability index
with values from 0 to 100 was calculated on pixel basis.

Soil quality

To assess the soil quality, the Biological Soil Quality (BSQ)
index (Parisi et al., 2005) was used as an indicator. Soil
quality is related to the number of soil macrofauna groups
well adapted to soil habitats which can be measured by the
Ecomorphological index (EMI). The BSQ of each land use
class was based on the sum of the EMI of all present taxa
(Rüdisser et al., in pers. comm.). 

Aesthetic value

The aesthetic value was derived from a photo-survey
comprising 24 pictures of different typical mountain
landscapes. A total of 966 persons, locals and tourists, were
interviewed in different locations in the Central Alps
and asked to value the pictures according to their beauty
(1 = “I do not like it at all” … 10 =” I like it very much”).
Mean preference values were calculated for each picture.
As the pictures presented specific land use/cover types, it was
possible to associate them to the land use/cover classes of the
map (Timmermann, 2012). 

Cluster analysis

To group municipalities with similar ecosystem services, a
Hierarchical (agglomerative) Cluster Analysis (HCA) was
applied after rescaling mean values for each municipality of
South Tyrol from 0 to 1. Thereby, the Euclidean distance
measure and Ward’s linkage method were used and the group
membership at each step of cluster formation was written to
a file. We used the Euclidean distance measure, because it
weights large differences more heavily than several small
differences, which results in greater sensitivity to outliers
(McCune & Grace, 2002).
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Figure 2. Mean ecosystem service values for all municipalities of South Tyrol. All ecosystem services are presented in bio-physical terms with
natural breaks classification.



RESULTS

Mean values of the different ecosystem services were
mapped for each municipality of South Tyrol. Thereby,
differences of ecosystem services supply were revealed for
the 116 municipalities (Figure 2). Forage production is
highest in the central and eastern part of South Tyrol for
municipalities with a high percentage on permanent
grassland. While high mountain regions, in particular along
the main mountain ridge of the Alps, are characterized by a
water surplus, the municipalities in the valleys show a great
water deficit, especially those with intensive permanent
cultivations in the Adige Valley. Carbon stock decreases
with increasing elevation. Timber production, carbon
sequestration, soil stability and soil quality are highest for
municipalities with a high percentage of forest, which are
located mainly in the central and eastern part. On contrast,
the aesthetic value is lowest for these municipalities and
highest for high mountain regions, especially in the western
part of South Tyrol. 
To identify municipalities with similar ecosystem services, a
cluster analysis was carried out leading to 5 clusters (Figure 3).
Mean ecosystem services values for the different clusters are
summarized in Table 1. Cluster 1 consists of mountain
municipalities dominated by forest and characterized by the
highest values for timber production, carbon sequestration,
soil stability and soil quality, whereas the aesthetic
values is lowest in comparison with the other clusters.
Cluster 2  contains small valley municipalities with intensive
agricultural use, i.e. orchards and vineyards. It has the
lowest values for forage production, timber production, water
supply, soil stability, and soil quality. Cluster 3 includes
valley municipalities with large differences in elevation, high
percentage of artificial areas, forest and intensive agriculture.
These municipalities have the highest values for carbon
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stock, a good carbon sequestration and soil quality, while
forage production and water supply are low. Cluster 4
comprises of mountain municipalities which have the
highest values for forage production, good values for timber
production, water supply and soil stability. Cluster 5
represents large high mountain municipalities which have the
highest water supply and the highest aesthetic value, whereas
carbon stock and carbon sequestration are lowest.

DISCUSSION

In line with other studies (Gimona & van der Horst, 2007;
Naidoo et al., 2008; Egoh et al., 2009), the assessed
ecosystem services for South Tyrol are mainly related to land
use/cover, which in mountain regions is conditioned by
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Table 1. Mean ecosystem services values for the 5 clusters.
Topographical variables, land use/cover distribution and mean area
are reported for each cluster.

Figure 3. All municipalities of South Tyrol were grouped into 5 clusters
by Hierarchical (agglomerative) Cluster Analysis (HCA) based on
rescaled mean ecosystem services values of the 116 municipalities.

Ecosystem Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5
services (N = 16) (N = 12) (N = 16) (N = 47) (N = 25)

Forage production 4.69 0.50 1.38 6.89 4.04
(dt ha-1)

Timber production 5.18 1.55 3.24 3.48 1.90
(m³ ha-1)

Water supply 107.6 -572.5 -245.1 157.5 297.2
(mm ha-1)

Carbon stock 77.4 73.1 79.0 58.4 36.6
(t ha-1)

Carbon sequestration   1.5 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.5
(t ha-1)

Soil stability 35.9 17.0 24.4 31.8 19.7
(index)

Soil quality 179.2 155.8 170.5 166.4 163.8
(index)

Aesthetic value 6.15 6.57 6.41 6.37 6.82
(index)

Topography

Elevation (m a.s.l.) 1281.6 404.1 871.0 1575.1 2066.1
Slope (°) 23.0 14.0 21.0 24.0 28.4

Land use/cover (%)

Artificial surfaces 1.8 17.7 5.0 2.4 1.1
Orchards/vineyards 1.2 39.6 25.0 0.6 0.7
Permanent grassland 16.7 1.5 7.5 29.3 30.8
Forest 76.8 38.4 57.3 57.6 33.5
Rocks 3.0 0.9 4.3 9.7 29.6
Water 0.4 1.8 0.8 0.4 0.7
Glacier 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 3.7

Mean area (km²) 41.2 14.1 32.9 61.6 125.5
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topography influencing plant distribution and growth,
soil development, soil moisture and nutrient availability
(Dirnböck et al., 2003; Becker et al., 2007). Many
ecosystem services (timber production, carbon sequestration,
soil stability and soil quality) are positively related to forest,
and, therefore, municipalities with a high forest percentage

have higher values. Especially in the valley bottom, soil
sealing and intensive agriculture lead to a decline of these
services. Furthermore, our results reveal strong synergies
between these ecosystem services, but also trade-offs with
the aesthetic value (Table 2).
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Table 2. Correlation matrix according to Spearman’s rank correlation test for the ecosystem services values for all municipalities of South Tyrol
(n = 116).

Forage Timber Water Carbon Carbon Soil Soil Aesthetic 
production production supply stock sequestration stability quality value

Forage production .379** .327** -.348** .213* .694** -.053 -.323**

Timber production .379** -.029 .515** .950** .860** .667** -.849**

Water supply .327** -.029 -.721** -.248** .051 .023 .270**

Carbon stock -.348** .515** -.721** .703** .269** .483** -.591**

Carbon sequestration .213* .950** -.248** .703** .757** .712** -.885**

Soil stability .694** .860** .051 .269** .757** .421** -.769**

Soil quality -.053 .667** .023 .483** .712** .421** -.488**

Aesthetic value -.323** -.849** .270** -.591** -.885** -.769** -.488**

** P< 0.01; * <0.05.

In mountain regions, topographic characteristics affect
ecosystem services (De Groot, 2002; Schirpke et al., 2013).
Our maps indicate that forage production generally decreases
with increasing elevation, because the growing season is
shorter and land-use intensity is lower on alpine pastures and
meadows than on meadows on the valley bottom with several
cuts per year. The total quantity, however, mainly depends
on the land use. Furthermore, forage production is limited by
water availability which causes lower production rates in the
western part of South Tyrol with very low precipitation.
Water supply follows the trend of precipitation and increases
with increasing elevation (Sevruk, 1997). While high
mountain municipalities have a water surplus, the
municipalities in the valley show negative values during the
main growing season because permanent cultivations, such as
orchards and vineyards, have a very high water consumption.
Hence, the beneficiaries of this ecosystem service are the
valley municipalities, for which the water coming from the
high mountains is fundamental, affecting agricultural
production and water availability for domestic and industrial
use. Even on the regional scale, i.e. within South Tyrol,
ecosystem services flows from a source area to a benefitting
area are of great importance (Fisher et al., 2009). On the
global scale, mountains are considered the water towers of
the world and more than half of the population relies on water
coming from the mountains (Beniston, 2006). 
Regarding cultural ecosystem services, the aesthetic value
is linked to both land use/cover and topography. High
mountain regions have the highest aesthetic value which can

be explained by more natural land cover, high visibility and
high landscape diversity (Ribe, 2009; Schirpke et al., 2013).
As especially forest, permanent cultivations and bare
agriculturally used landscapes were less preferred by the
respondents in the photo-survey, these regions have the
lowest aesthetic value. 
The cluster analysis confirms these findings by grouping the
municipalities according to their ecosystem services into
clusters which can be associated to topography, especially
elevation, and land use/cover. Moreover, the cluster analysis
reveals synergies and trade-offs between multiple ecosystem
services as described above and confirmed by the correlation
matrix (Table 2).
Due to the differences in land use/cover on the local and
regional scale, a spatially explicit assessment of ecosystem
services is necessary to support decision makers regarding
an appropriate management of natural resources and
ecosystem services.

CONCLUSIONS

Many ecosystem services are sensitive to topography and,
therefore, ecosystem services assessments, in particular their
quantification in bio-physical terms, have to consider the
particular topographic and climate conditions of mountain
regions. As even on the regional scale great differences



41MAPPING ECOSYSTEM SERVICES IN MOUNTAIN REGIONS

between ecosystem services supply can be found, a spatially
explicit assessment and mapping of ecosystem services is
essential to support landscape planning, ecosystem
management and conservation of biodiversity.

REFERENCES

Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2009.
Tipologie forestali in Alto Adige. Forest department,
Bolzano.

Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2011.
Precipitation data. Hydrographic department, Bolzano.

Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2001. Carta
dell'uso reale del suolo 1:10000. Informatic department,
Bolzano.

Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2000.
Digital Elevation Model. Resolution 20 m. Informatic
department, Bolzano.

Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, 2010.
Municipality borders map 1:10000. Informatic department,
Bolzano.

Bagstad K.J., Johnson G.W., Voigt B., Villa F., 2013. Spatial
dynamics of ecosystem service flows: A comprehensive
approach to quantifying actual services, Ecosystem Services
4, 117-125.

Becker A., Körner C., Brun J.J., Guisan A., Tappeiner U.,
2007. Ecological and land use studies along elevational
gradients. Mountain Research and Development 27(1),
58-65.

Beniston M., 2006. Mountain weather and climate: a general
overview and a focus on climatic change in the Alps.
Hydrobiologia 562(1), 3-16.

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

Burkhard B., Crossman N., Nedkov S., Petz, K., Alkemade
R., 2013. Mapping and modelling ecosystem services for
science, policy and practice. Ecosystem Services 4, 1-3.

Caspersen O.H., Olafsson A.S., 2010. Recreational mapping
and planning for enlargement of the green structure in greater
Copenhagen. Urban forestry & urban greening 9(2), 101-112.

de Groot R.S., Wilson M.A., Boumans R.M.J., 2002. A
typology for the classification, description and valuation
of ecosystem functions, goods and services. Ecological

Economics 41, 393-408.

Dirnböck T., Dullinger S., Gottfried M., Ginzler C.,
Grabherr G., 2003. Mapping alpine vegetation based on
image analysis, topographic variables and Canonical
Correspondence Analysis. Applied Vegetation Science 6(1),
85-96.

Egger G., Angermann K., Aigner S., Buchgraber K., 2005.
GIS-Gestützte Ertragsmodellierung zur Optimierung des
Weidemanagements auf Almweiden. BAL – Bundesanst. für
Alpenländ. Landwirtschaft, Gumpenstein.

Egoh B., Reyers B., Rouget M., Bode M., Richardson D.,
2009. Spatial congruence between biodiversity and
ecosystem services in South Africa. Biological conservation
142(3); 553-562.

Federici S., Vitullo M., Tulipano S., De Lauretis R., Seufert
G., 2008. An approach to estimate carbon stocks change in
forest carbon pools under the UNFCCC: the Italian case.
IForest - Biogeosciences For 1, 86-95.

Fisher B., Turner R.K., Morling P., 2009. Defining and
classifying ecosystem services for decision making.
Ecological Economics 68, 643-653. 

Gimona A., van der Horst D., 2007. Mapping hotspots of
multiple landscape functions: a case study on farmland
afforestation in Scotland. Landscape Ecology 22, 1255-1264.

Gios G., Goio I., Notaro S. Raffaelli R., 2006. The value of
natural resources for tourism: A case study of the Italian Alps.
International Journal of Tourism Research 8, 77-85.

Gottfried M., Pauli H., Reiter K. Grabherr G., 1999. A
fine-scaled predictive model for changes in species
distribution patterns of high mountain plants induced by
climate warming. Diversity and Distributions 5, 241-251.

Grashey-Jansen S., 2010. Pedohydrological case study of two
apple-growing locations in SouthTyrol (Italy). Agricultural
Water Management 98(2), 234-240.

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

Harflinger O., Knees G., 1999. Klimahandbuch der
österreichischen Bodenschätzung. Klimatographie. 1. Teil.
Universitätsverlag Wagner - Innsbruck. Wien.

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

INFC, 2005. Inventario Nazionale delle Foreste e dei
Serbatoi Forestali di Carbonio. Ministero delle Politiche



42 SCHIRPKE U. / Ann. Bot. (Roma), 2014, 4: 35–43

Agricole Alimentari e Forestali, Ispettorato Generale - Corpo
Forestale dello Stato. CRA - Unità di Ricerca per il
Monitoraggio e la Pianificazione forestale. Available at:
http://www.infc.it.

Koschke L., Fürst C., Frank S., Makeschin F., 2012. A
multi-criteria approach for an integrated land-cover-based
assessment of ecosystem services provision to support
landscape planning. Ecological Indicators 21, 54-66.

Lavorel S., Grigulis K., Lamarque P., Colace M.P., Garden
D., Girel J., Pellet G., Douzet, R., 2011. Using plant
functional traits to understand the landscape distribution of
multiple ecosystem services. Journal of Ecology 99, 135-147.

Maes J., Teller A., Erhard M., Liquete C., Braat L.,
Berry P., Egoh B., Puydarrieux P., Fiorina F., Santos F.,
Paracchini M.L., Keune H., Wittmer H., Hauck J., Fiala I.,
Verburg P., Condé S., Schägner J.P., San Miguel J.,
Estreguil C., Ostermann O., Barredo J.I., Pereira H.M.,
Stott A., Laporte V., Meiner A., Olah B., Royo Gelabert E.,
Spyropoulou R., Petersen J.E., Maguire C., Zal N.,
Achilleos E., Rubin A., Ledoux L., Brown C., Raes C.,
Jacobs S., Vandewalle M., Connor D., Bidoglio, G., 2013.
Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services.
An analytical framework for ecosystem assessments under
action 5 of the EU biodiversity strategy to 2020. Publications
office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

Martínez-Harms M.J., Balvanera P., 2012. Methods for
mapping ecosystem service supply: a review. International
Journal of Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services &
Management 8(1-2), 17-25.

McCune B., Grace J.B., 2002. Analysis of ecological
communities. MjM Software design, Glenden Beach.

MEA (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment), 2005.
Ecosystems and Human Well-Being. Synthesis. A Report of
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Island Press,
Washington.

Metzger M.J., Rounsevell M., Michlik A., Leemans R.,
Schröter D., 2006. The Vulnerability of Ecosystem Services
to Land Use Change, Agriculture, Ecosystems &
Environment 114, 69-85.

Naidoo R., Balmford A., Costanza R., Fisher B., Green R.E.,
Lehner B., Malcolm T.R., Ricketts T.H., 2008. Global
mapping of ecosystem services and conservation priorities,
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 105,
9495-9500.

Parisi V., Menta C., Gardi C., Jacomini C., Mozzanica E.,
2005. Microarthropod communities as a tool to assess
soil quality and biodiversity: a new approach in Italy,
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 105(1–2), 323-333.

Raudsepp-Hearne C., Peterson G.D., Bennett E.M., 2010.
Ecosystem service bundles for analyzing tradeoffs in diverse
landscapes. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 107, 5242-5247.

Ribe, R.G., 2009. In-stand scenic beauty of variable
retention harvests and mature forests in the U.S. Pacific
Northwest: The effects of basal area, density, retention
pattern and down wood. Journal of Environmental
Management 91, 245–260.

Schirpke U., Bottarin R., Tappeiner U., 2012. Nachhaltiges
Wassermanagement in Südtirol - wo wird mehr Effizienz
nötig? In: Strobl, J., Blaschke, T., Griesebner, G. (eds.)
Angewandte Geoinformatik 2012. Wichmann, Berlin,
524-532.

Schirpke U., Leitinger G., Tasser E., Schermer M.,
Steinbacher M., Tappeiner U., 2013. Multiple ecosystem
services of a changing Alpine landscape: past, present
and future. International Journal of Biodiversity Science,
Ecosystem Services & Management 9(2), 123-135.

Schröter D., Cramer W., Leemans R., Prentice I.C., Araujo
M.B., Arnell N.W., Bondeau A., Bugmann H., Carte, T.R.,
Gracia C.A., de la Vega-Leinert A.C., Erhard M., Ewert F.,
Glendining M., House J.I., Kankaanpaa S., Klein R.J.T.,
Lavorel S., Lindner M., Metzger M.J., Meyer J.,
Mitchell T.D., Reginster I., Rounsevell M., Sabate S.,
Sitch S., Smith B., Smith J., Smith P., Sykes M.T.,
Thonicke K., Thuiller W., Tuck G., Zaehle S., Zierl B., 2005.
Ecosystem service supply and vulnerability to global change
in Europe. Science 310, 1333-1337.

Sevruk B., 1997. Regional dependency of precipitation-
altitude relationship in the Swiss Alps. Climatic Change
36(3), 355-369.

Tallis H., Polasky S., 2009. Mapping and valuing ecosystem
services as an approach for conservation and natural-resource
management. The Year in Ecology and Conservation
Biology, Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 1162,
265-283.

Tappeiner U., Tasser E., Leitinger G., Cernusca A., Tappeiner
G., 2008. Effects of historical and likely future scenarios of
land use on above- and belowground vegetation carbon
stocks of an alpine valley. Ecosystems 11(8), 1383-1400.

Tasser E., Schermer M., Siegl G., Tappeiner U., 2012. Noi
artefici del paesaggio - Essenza ed evoluzione del paesaggio
culturale in Alto Adige, Tirolo del Nord e Orientale. Athesia,
Bolzano.

Tasser E., Tappeiner U., 2005. New model to predict rooting
in diverse plant community compositions. Ecological
modelling 185(2), 195-211.



43

Timmermann F., 2012. Landschaftspräferenzen in Tirol und
Südtirol. Bsc, Technische Universität München.

Verburg P.H., van der Steeg J., Veldkamp A., Willemen L.,
2009. From land cover change to land function dynamics: A
major challenge to improve land characterization. Journal of
Environmental Management 90, 1326-1335.

Wischmeier W.H., Smith D.D., 1978. Predicting Rainfall
Erosion Losses - a Guide to Conservation Planning. US
Department of Agriculture, Washington (DC).

MAPPING ECOSYSTEM SERVICES IN MOUNTAIN REGIONS


