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ABSTRACT

Identifying and measuring ecosystem services involving local stakeholders has been characterised as
a novel approach in the literature. This article describes the methodology used in the participatory
workshops, the lessons learned, and the specific results of applying the Tessa method. The methodology
was piloted with 56 researchers and technicians, more than 22 institutions, and 54 livestock producers
involved with the grassland conservation initiative, Alianza del Pastizal. Identified change agents with
the most significant impact include the absence of a rural workforce, the lack of family succession,
and weeding and overgrazing of grasslands. The primary ecosystem services identified included
the production of fodder, meat/wool, wildlife forage, way of life/culture, and medicinal plants. The
methodology presented here is replicable, capable of expansion to more groups, contributes to a
better understanding, by the producers, of their problems and points to the need for the development
of public incentive policies.

Keywords: Extensive livestock farming. Ways of life. Sociocultural perceptions. Native grasslands.
Incentive-based policies. Conservation.

RESUMEN

Identificar y medir servicios ecosistémicos involucrando actores locales tiene cardcter novedoso
en la literatura. El articulo describe el método utilizado en los talleres participativos, las lecciones
aprendidas y los resultados especificos de la aplicacion del método Tessa. La metodologia fue aplicada
de forma piloto con 56 investigadores y técnicos, mds de 22 instituciones y 54 productores ganaderos
involucrados con la iniciativa de conservacion de campo natural, Alianza del Pastizal. Los agentes
de cambio con mayor impacto, apuntados por los participantes, fueron la ausencia de trabajadores
rurales, la falta de sucesion familiar, el enmalezamiento y sobrepastoreo de los campos. Los principales
servicios ecosistémicos, produccion de forraje, carne/lana, alimentacion para fauna silvestre, modo de
vida/cultura y plantas medicinales. La metodologia es replicable, capaz de ser expandida a mds grupos
aportando al mejor conocimiento por parte de los productores de sus problemas y apuntando para la
necesidad de desarrollo de politicas publicas de incentivo.

Palabras clave: Ganaderia extensiva. Modo de vida. Percepcion sociocultural. Campo natural. Politicas
de incentivo. Conservacion.

The concept adopted worldwide for ecosystem services (ES) is anthropogenic: “benefits provided by
ecosystems to humans” (MEA, 2005, p. 23). However, in developing public policies, local stakeholders,
the primary beneficiaries and maintainers of the ecosystem, do not always have a central and
omnipresent role in discussing important issues. This approach emphasises the role of culture in
defining all links between people and nature (DIAZ et al., 2018).

South American natural temperate and subtropical fields, which are spatially heterogeneous (BERRETTA
et al., 2000), constitute the primary forage base of Uruguay. It is the most important nutritional resource
for cattle and sheep breeding and includes one of the most critical assets in terms of biodiversity (MGAP,
2012). A diversity of species coexists in grazing contexts and depends on it to remain productive and
existing. This combination provides a range of valuable ecosystem services that affect human well-
being (VIGLIZZO; FRANK, 2006; WEYLAND et al., 2017).

Identifying ecosystem services with participatory methodologies involving users and beneficiaries
of natural fields is novel in the literature. According to the analysis made by Castillo (2019, p. 120),
publications on the SE thematic and social dimensions, specifically “giving voices to different actors”,
are scarce in South America. Most research (61%) lacks the inclusion of local actors; of that, only 13%
address the agents of change (causes/factors of alteration of the natural ecosystem).
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The Toolkit for Ecosystem Service Site-Based Assessment (Tessa) provides accessible guidance for
low-cost methods to assess the benefits people receive from nature at particular sites to generate
information that can be used to influence decision-making (PEH et al., 2017). However, it does not have
defined protocols for rural ecosystems or proposed a method for identifying and involving stakeholders.

The Tessa methodology was first applied in the countryside ecosystem in Brazil in the year 2016 by
Schossler (2016), then Argentina (SCHOSSLER et al., 2016a), Paraguay (SCHOSSLER et al., 2016b) and
then Uruguay between the years 2016 and 2020 funded by BirdLife International. The lessons learned
in this article result from applying the method in participatory workshops in the four countries with
56 researchers involved with the SE and social dimensions thematic, more than 22 institutions and 54
participating producers associated with the Alianza del Pastizal.

The Alianza del Pastizal (AP), an initiative to promote sustainable livestock farming, works to preserve
natural pastures, also called temperate grasslands, among livestock farming communities in Uruguay,
Paraguay, Argentina, and Brazil. One of the projects they promote is the certification of estates with
at least 50% of the area with natural grasslands in a good state of conservation (PARERA et al., 2014).

The objectives of the article are a) to describe the method used in the participatory workshops for the
assessment of ecosystem services and agents of change as a basis for the development of the Tessa
methodology; b) to disseminate the lessons learned in the pilot workshops in the four countries; c) to
report the results of the case study in Uruguay.

In February 2016, a pilot workshop was held with professionals and technicians working with natural
grasslands to inform and evaluate the Tessa methodology in Uruguay. In addition, the tools and
characteristics that were necessary for the selection of the study sites were also discussed.

The study “site” was defined as the management unit or potential study unit. The possible area can be
protected, identified as necessary from a biodiversity point of view. The site should be an operational
or potential management unit, such as a protected area or an area important for birds and biodiversity.
It generally ranges in size from 100 to 100,000 ha, with boundaries established by stakeholders.

For the site selection, we used the historical environmental certifications based on the Grassland
Conservation Index (ICP), which were developed by the Alianza del Pastizal (PARERA et al., 2014).
Data from 215 certified farms in Uruguay were evaluated. Properties with the most representative ICP
ranges in the country were chosen. These were located close to each other, in a landscape of biological
importance, with similarities of fields, land use, and producers as ranchers in natural grasslands. Based
on these criteria, Colonia Juan Gutiérrez was chosen, which had 30 certified properties organized in the
Sociedad de Fomento de la Colonia Juan Gutiérrez (SFCJG).

Colonia Juan Gutiérrez (CJG) is located between the latitudes of 320 12,554’ and 320 7,530’ South and
the longitudes of 570 15,198’ and 570 26,308’ West. It is in the department of Paysandu and the city
of Guichdn. CJG has an area of 8,300 hectares and approximately 30 properties, most of which practice
cattle ranching, with an average of 300 hectares per property. The properties’ fields belong to the
National Institute of Colonization (INC), and the producers are tenants and must follow the INC criteria.
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The Colonia is located at the confluence of the Queguay Grande and Queguay Chico rivers, where
the Montes del Queguay Managed Resource Protected Area is located (Figure 1). The boundaries of
the protected area are defined by the limit of the potential flooding surface. The area was valued for
entry into the National System of Protected Areas (Snap) for its environmental diversity highlighting its
uniqueness and low degree of intervention. This area also has elements of interest for protecting the
ecosystem and priority species for conservation (MEDINA et al., 2019). The Snap protects producers

with the presence of a park ranger.
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The SFCIJG, founded in 1975, is an association of producers, where each participant maintains legal
independence and managerial autonomy and takes part voluntarily in a joint effort (BAEZ, 2005).

The Instituto Plan Agropecuario supports, articulates and develops projects with the CIG and other
institutions (MACHIN, 2019) such as the Instituto Nacional de Investigacién (Inia), the Ministerio de
Ganaderia Agricultura y Pesca (Mgap) and, the Comisidon Nacional de Fomento Rural, all of this supported
by the SFCJG legal entity.

The Alianza del Pastizal has historically collaborated with the producers of Colonia. In 2014, the
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) financed a project where 30 CJG farms were certified with
the ICP. In addition to that initiative, between 2013 and 2017, Inia and New Zealand developed the
“Uruguay Family Farm Improvement Project” titled “Improving the Sustainability of Family Farming
in Uruguay” to evaluate the ICP at the start and the end of the project.

This article discusses the execution of the “Preliminary Scoping Assessment”, which is step 2 of the
Tessa method (Figure 2). This step addresses the questions: a) What will change in the ecosystem
services because of management decisions, and b) What impact will this have on different groups of
producers according to the benefits the chosen site confers?
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Applying a participatory methodology to evaluate
ecosystem services in the Pampa biome: lessons
learned from the Tessa methodology in Uruguay
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Figure 2 | Steps of the Tessa method in the pampas and the use of the Grassland Conservation Index (Step 1 and 5).

Source: Created by author, adapted from the guide of PEHL et al. (2017).
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The expected results identify the ES that will be evaluated in the field and make it possible to answer
the questions for the next methodological steps (Step 5).

The method adopted for the workshops had three main steps: first, the presentation and sensitisation on
the central theme of “ecosystem services”; the second step is the group exercises described below, and the
third step is the discussion and generalisation of the relevant information arising from the workshop.

The information generated was compiled and evaluated, and easy-to-interpret graphs where
stakeholders can quickly identify their perceptions were generated. Hypothetical changes in ecosystem
services and their distribution under an alternative state (if the targeted threats are established,
e.g., change due to agriculture) were compared. The results were then interpreted about possible
management strategies.

Step 1: Presentation and raising awareness

A brief explanation of approximately 30 minutes was given in empathetic and straightforward language
on the concept, classification, and examples of ecosystem services in natural grasslands.

Step 2: Group exercises: descriptions and tables used to identify agents of change and ecosystem services.

Producers are divided into small groups of up to 5, and each group completes the basic Tessa information
table (completing parts 1 and 2 described below). Worksheets are provided with an explanation of the
steps to follow with tables to fill out (Table 1). Additionally, a map of a representative property of the
study area (in which the participating stakeholders are included) is distributed. This map contains the
total area and area according to soil type, paddocks, and current use.

The first step is to identify the area occupied by each vegetation cover/use since many ecosystem
services are provided at the habitat level and are directly associated with the type of vegetation
cover. Then, a classification of the main habitats is completed using the information on the type and
percentage of the system occupied.

Identification of threats and agents of change

In addition to identifying threats and agents of change, the impact of management policies, possible
actions for change on some producers and institutions, and management policies and positive actions
on some individuals and institutions were estimated.
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Identification of agents of change (threats)

Threats Time (next Scope (proportion Severity (e.g., degree of Impact
of the site 10 years) of the site of habitat degradation (Time + Scope
(pressures)  More than 4 years that is affected) habitat, size of + Severity)
2. Within 4 years 1. Small area of effect)
3. Now 2. Some of the area 1. Low
3. Most of the area Moderate
3. High

Identification of ecosystem services (benefits)

Benefits Current Status (Score Five prioritized Alternative status Five services
0-5) services in current (Score 0-5) prioritized in the
5 = very important status 5 = very important alternative state

Characterization of the main ecosystem services

Benefits (5) Who benefits? How has availability How will this benefit What are the
prioritized Local/District/National/  changed in the last five change in the main agents of
from table 2 Global years? alternative state? change
Large increase Large increase (cause/factor) of
1. little increase 1. little increase this change?
0. no change 0. no change
-1. Little decrease -1. Little decrease
-2. Large decrease -2. Large decrease

The first step is completed by estimating possible short- and medium-term decision outcomes,
meaningl10 years from now, and caused by current trends at the site without any intervention to
mitigate those trends. The estimation of outcomes should consider a) the current and potential agents
of change for the site in short to medium term (now or in the next 10 years); b) how immediate are
these changes; c) how likely are these changes to occur?; d) what is the extent of these changes to the
habitats and biodiversity of the site in terms of area and what will be the magnitude of the change
(extent); e) how will these agents of change affect the habitats and biodiversity of the site in terms
of the magnitude of effect? (e.g., degree of habitat degradation, size of effect). This last scenario is
referred to as the “alternative state”.

Inthe alternative state or change scenario, itis necessary to emphasise the productive, social, ecological,
and economic benefits of altering the current state. Evaluating a particular ecosystem service is a
practical step to know the benefits it provides to people. Still, it is essential to understand the social,
ecological, and economic consequences of changing its current (conserved) state compared to a
plausible alternative. An alternative form may be the replacement of the natural grassland by agriculture
or restoring the present natural grassland, using various management plans and improvements by
adding agricultural inputs. Impact assessments resulting from changes in land use may be more helpful
to decision-makers than single state values. Comparative estimations can directly impact biodiversity
and ecosystem services, and they can also provide information on who is affected (PEH et al., 2013).
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Ecosystem services identification

A sheet is provided with a brief explanation of what ES are, their classifications and beneficiaries.
Participants start the process by identifying all the benefits provided by natural grasslands in the study
region. It is necessary to define and identify the ecosystem services provided by the focus areas to
evaluate the range of ecosystem services provided by the sites at all scales. This exercise also allows
for the potential contributions of the identified ES at the national and global levels. Table 2 was used
for this purpose, where, in the first column, all the benefits are rated from 0-5. 0 = not relevant, 1 = of
little importance, 5 = very important. Then, from the highest-scoring benefits in the list, five priority
benefits are agreed upon for the site in its current state. The second step is to do the same for the
alternative state (if the threats noted above influenced the site) by identifying the benefits provided
in the alternative state and their importance, measured on the same scale of 1 to 5. As before, five
priority benefits are identified for the alternative state.

Step 3: Plenary discussion to select the most critical ecosystem services.

Characterisation of the primary ecosystem services, their beneficiaries, likely changes, and agents of change.

Using the group discussion methodology, the primary services that emerged from the group work
were determined. Special attention was paid to the ideas of non-repetition and complementation of
services: which were more important? which were repeated or complementary? The questions of this
step were explained, and the answers were completed during the plenary.

It is essential to ensure that in the quantification of ES, there is no double counting. This could occur if
the processes and services and the final products are all considered additive components. For example,
the value of pollination and crop pest regulation is beneficial processes that manifest through increased
food production (a benefit). Therefore, if the value of food production itself is accounted for, crop
pollination and pest regulation should not be valued aggregated independently. This additive criterion
makes it possible to generate a model free of duplicates and considering that only additive criteria are
entered (BALMFORD et al., 2011).

At this stage, it is essential to finalise the collected information and generate group discussions to arrive
at the crucial benefits and threats and obtain trends and possible future changes.

The objective of this step is to be able to explain a model with the best possible cost/benefit ratio.

Pilot workshop with researchers and technicians

The workshop series involved 13 different institutions and was facilitated by 18 instructors, researchers,
and disseminators in natural grasslands. As a result, the objectives of the Tessa method were achieved,
allowing for the subsequent definition of research foci and information dissemination in the study area.
Furthermore, with a duration of 4 hours, the objectives of methodological adequacy for the following
work with producers of the research focus were met.

Workshop with local livestock producers
This workshop was held with 12 traditional livestock producers from Colonia Juan Gutiérrez, instructors
from the Faculty of Agronomy of the University of the Republic of Uruguay, Snap representatives, the

administrator and director of the protected area, and the president of the SFCJG. The objective of this
second workshop was to learn about the perception of the users and keepers of the selected study site.
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The perceptionofranchersandresearchers wasshownto be stronglyinfluenced by their experiences with
nature, sense of place, and its benefits (CORTES-CAPANO, 2020; FAGERHOLM et al., 2020; GOLDSTEIN
et al., 2012; RAYMOND et al., 2016; TALLIS; POLASKY, 2009). By recognising the interdependencies
between livestock production and ecological systems, the agents of change identified (Figure 3) in this
work are linked to the landscape chosen for the study. These results align with similar participatory
studies (CORTES-CAPANO, 2020; FORMOSO et al., 2020) done in Uruguay, which allows for the
extrapolation of the information to other territories.

- Lack of workforce - Weeding
- Overgrazing

- Family succession

- Cultural erosion - Ratio sheep/cattle

- Production intensification

- Infraestructure 0 b

PERCEPTION
MAIN

THREATS
- Drought - Forestation
- Climate Change - Ag?lCUIture
- Mining
[4]

Schossler et al, 2021

Source: Created by author

The first group [1] is characterised by social issues, where the absence of a rural workforce and the lack
of family succession have the most significant impact on the rural population. Producers cite farm size
(land division by inheritance), land tenure, and the ageing of the rural population as primary factors
for these threats.

Landscape-supported well-being is related to multiple, or lack thereof, interconnected elements that
can inform collective visions of well-being in the future (FAGERHOLM et al., 2020). The participant
groups highlight their concern with cultural erosion (characterised by the loss of occupations),
depopulation in the countryside, and the devaluation of one’s own culture. Although these results
predate the pandemic, likely, the way of life of these cattle ranching communities did not change.
Therefore, these ranching families could have served as psychological and environmental refugees,
given that Uruguay has a high rural population, which according to the world report on happiness the
well-being per person, as well as the average well-being and life expectancy have increased in 2021
compared to the years 2006-2008 (HELLIWELL, 2021).

Changesinthe provision of ES can have very differentimpacts on individuals withina community because

access to and control of resources, and alternatives, is determined by factors like land ownership,
gender, culture, ethnicity, and social status (DAW et al., 2011). In addition, structural problems appear

Sustainability in Debate 278 ISSN-e 2179-9067




Schossler et al.

to have a high impact on conservation, although these are associated with a lack of incentives to the
sector. What characterises this is the lack of electricity, connectivity, and road conditions, also cited as
threats by Formoso et al. (2020, p. 59).

Biodiversity conservation objectives in this cultural landscape cannot be pursued independently of
social development objectives (CORTES-CAPANO, 2020). Factors affecting production such as weeding
and overgrazing [2] are essential to stakeholders, although these are typical responses to management
challenges and historical grassland use problems. At the national level, the GEO Report on State and
Perspectives of the Environment in Uruguay indicated in 2009 that 30% of the country’s territory
suffered some degree of erosion where crops like soybean, rice, and corn are responsible for 87% of
the eroded areas, and overgrazing for 12% (PEREZ, 2020).

At the landscape scale, the excessive presence of some undesirable plant species is of concern to
producers and technicians. The following species were cited, in order of importance for the weeding/
weediness of the field and consequent drop in livestock productivity: Bacharis coridifolia (myo-mio),
Eryngium horridum (cardilla), Eupatorium buniifolium (chirca), Baccharis trimera (carqueja) and Heimia
salicifolia (quiebra arados). Cited as weeds, they are native fields and cannot be confused with invasive
exotic species (CEEI, 2014); their threat is not characterised by presence but by frequency, therefore,
the number of species per square meter.

On a larger scale, land-use change has a high impact due to forestation (RESTREPO-OSORIO, 2020) and
intensive agriculture [3]. Mining was another activity that emerged; however, according to the actors
involved, it is not so worrying. Nevertheless, the identification of drivers (direct and indirect) that affect
ES (DIAZ et al., 2015) is urgent given that the grasslands of the Rio de la Plata are some of the fastest
agricultural expansions not only in Latin America but in the world (BAEZA; PARUELO, 2020) This factor
makes it one of the most modified biomes around the globe (BALDI; PARUELO, 2008; HANNAH, 1995;
PARUELO, 2007).

External factors, no less important, such as drought and climate change [4], are perceived as threats and
join the possibility of an increase in extreme climatic events with the forecast of a 1.5-degree increase
intemperature (IPCC, 2021). This is predicted to occur ten years earlier than expected, which is believed
to cause a greater frequency and/or intensity of some meteorological and climatic phenomena (IPCC,
2021). However, on the other hand, these factors could encourage natural grasslands production due
to resilience and resistance (NABINGER et al., 2009).

Two aspects resulting from the main threats are the reduction of the pastoral area, given that today
the remaining grasslands in Uruguay occupy 64% of its original vegetation (CORTELEZZI; MONDELLI,
2014), and sheep production decreased from 26.5 million head in 1991 to 6.4 million in 2019 (OPYPA,
2019). This reality influences, for example, the conservation of biodiversity and, in the case of sheep,
the weeding of fields.

When threats influence ecosystem services, alternative states and benefit delivery trends are defined
(Table 1), i.e., resource availability and likely changes. Perceptions between researchers and producers are
divergent (Figure 4) in most ES. However, there are points in which they coincide, namely the behaviour of
outcomes in the carbon sequestration delivery trend and the likely change and loss of livelihood.
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Figure 4 — Result of the trend in delivery (next 5 years) of the five primary ES targeted and the likely change (10
years) perceived by researchers and producers (where 2 = large increase, 1 = small increase, 0 = no change, -1 =
small decrease, -2 = large decrease).

Source: Created by author

The increase in beef and wool production would be due to the adoption and dissemination of better
production practices, greater access to technical advice, and availability of information and connectivity
by producers in the field. On the other hand, the producers’ vision is that, in addition to the increase
in agriculture, the intensification of sown pastures and feedlots also suggest an increase in grain
production, increasing the supply of this type of foodstuff for the population and livestock.

According to the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2003, p. 30), ES are categorised into provisioning,
regulating and supporting and habitat and cultural services. The provisioning category [1] was shown
to have the highest number of services rated as necessary in both the researchers and the producer
group: production of fodder (cattle and sheep feed), meat, wool and honey, water quality and quantity,
medicinal plants, and genetic material.

The researchers scored all ES with the same degree of importance (value 5), and this behaviour occurred
in most of the countries where the methodology was applied (SCHOSSLER et al., 2021).

The issue of water, its quality and quantity, for people, animals, and beneficiaries further away, such as
city dwellers, was one of the most important benefits for all groups. Its importance aligns with the IPCC
findings (2021, chapter 8), which concludes with high confidence that human-caused climate change
has driven detectable changes in the global water cycle.
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Benefits that are more difficult to measure, such as biodiversity [2] and culture [4], are associated with
habitat transformation, homogenisation, and disturbance (MODERNEL et al., 2016). Like this study,
Cortés-Capano et al. (2020, p. 845) also revealed that landowners’ management decisions and their
primary needs are not primarily motivated by economic interests but also by cultural values, sense of
place, relationship with nature, and traditional ranching. The main activity in the landscape of interest
is extensive cattle ranching, which is traditionally associated with low productivity (OPYPA, 2017).
However, a high cultural value is related to this type of ranching because the gaucho is the ecosystem
manager (MODERNEL et al., 2018). Gorosabel et al. (2020) recently carried out an extensive literature
review where it was found that studies related to values and immaterial, cultural contributions are
scarce in the mentioned context.

On the impacts on soil conservation, both groups were clear that agriculture can maintain carbon
sequestration and control erosion depending on the practices adopted. This is especially true when
compared with overgrazing cases, which tend to be very common in traditional livestock systems. The
benefits categorised as habitat [3] are forage for wildlife and shelter and shade for animals.

The actions noted thatalready occurinthe territory of interest are related to technical and environmental
assistance institutions (Snap and IPA) and the participation in development projects. This factor affirms
the importance of governance processes in addressing conflicts of interest in using natural resources.

The producers’ actions that are not occurring and are highlighted as necessary include the registration of
native forests for tax exemption and the development of projects to promote better cattle ranching practices.

The positive impacts on nature include carbon sequestration, water quality, air purification, and the

users and keeper’s socio-cultural values in an integrated valuation of ecosystem services (MARTIN-
LOPEZ et al., 2014) potentiates the success of projects and the application of recommended practices.
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This is possible because this approach considers, as in any rural development strategy, the producer
and their objectives as a central figure in decision making (NABINGER et al., 2009).

Generating data based on the integration of local stakeholders, institutions and technicians, with
participatory consultations makes it possible to obtain a product with a high level of consensus among
all participants. An example of this approach is the application of the Methodology for the participatory
evaluation of rangelands (PRAGA) in Uruguay (CORTES-CAPANO et al., 2020; FORMOSO et al., 2020).

The chosen area was suitable for two crucial aspects: homogeneity due to the same environment of
natural grasslands with native riparian forests and the exact profile of the participants. There were
productive discussions, given that they shared similar production challenges.

The inter-institutional nature of the work and the participation of the producers in other projects made
it easier for the participants to perceive the importance of their contribution to the process. Returning
the study results is essential for users to accept new participatory projects. In that case, a talk was
presented at a cattle ranchers meeting, “Encuentro de Ganaderos”, in October 2019, where a portion
of the results was presented.

From the Tessa methodology

e Using the “alternative state”: using this concept at the beginning of the engagement
process was difficult for participants to understand. Therefore, it was decided not to
present the “alternative state” map proposed in the Tessa guide. Instead, the alternative
states emerged throughout the exercises, making the process easier.

e Regarding the quality of the map: the most user-friendly alternative for the producers
was a printed satellite map from the Google Earth platform. For the producers’ use, the
document must contain the land use, the animal load, the floodable area, the agricultural
area, and the surface soil area..

Regarding the workshop methodology
e Importance of sensitisation: the success of the work lies in the sensitisation of the
stakeholders to the importance of activity results obtained. Important aspects utilised for
this purpose were guaranteeing a publication with the data collected and the commitment
to return the results.
e Number of participants: at most, 20 participants were divided into up to 5 working groups.
e Duration: based on the experience gathered in the other three countries, the total duration

of the workshop of 5 hours achieves good results. However, it discourages participants
before the end of the activities, which is crucial for finalising points of view.
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Identifying the benefits and threats of the natural grasslands with an ecosystemic vision of production
and conservation with the participation of resource users and researchers influences the adoption of
sustainable management and strengthens arguments for decision-makers. The results generated in
the workshops achieved the objective of identifying the ecosystem services and threats perceived by
producers and researchers.

According to the users, the impact of the lack of incentives and primary structure (energy, connectivity,
schools) in the countryside for rural people has profound consequences on the generational changes
of livestock raising in Uruguay, which has a combination of livestock production and citizen well-being
unique in the world.

The richness of the work was in learning and using the innovative application of the participatory
method in pilot form and integrating the opinion of the users to solve the problems at hand. In addition,
territorial governance and the in-depth analysis of institutions, such as IPA and Snap, regarding the
different topics in the CJG facilitated the optimal use and advancement of the methodology.

Recognising the limitations of case studies with participatory methodologies, we consider our results
positive and the method replicable. We believe this method to apply to more producer groups to contribute
to the development of public policies to encourage the conservation of natural grassland ecosystems.

To all the producers of Colonia Juan Gutiérrez and participants of the workshops and the NGO BirdLife
International for their financial support.
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