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Note by thesecretariat

1. In decision IPBES3/1, section Ill, paragraph 2, the Plenary of the Intergovernmental

SciencePolicy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBfppyoved the undertaking

of four regional and subregional assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services fohAfrica, t
Americas, Asia and the Pacific, and Europe and Central Asia (hereinafter called regional assessments)
in accordance with the procedures ,bebautintahnexlpr ep e
to decision IPBES3/3, the generic scoping req for the regionahnd subregionassessments of

biodiversity and eosystem services set out in annex Il to decision IRBAESand the scoping reports

for each of the four regional assessments (decision IPBESnnexes IWII).

2. In response to theecision, a set of six individual chapters and their executive suesaad
a summary for policymakers were produced for each of the regional assessments by an expert group in
accordance with the procedures fesr the preparat

3. The annex to the present note sets out the summary for policymakers of the regional and
subregional assessment for Europe and Central Asia (deliverable 2 (b)), which is underpinned by the
six individual chapters and their executive summaries (IPBEBE). At its sixth sessionhe

Plenary will be invited to approve the summary for policymakers. It will be also invited to accept the
chapters of the assessment, which will be revised following the sixth session to ensure consistency
with the summary fopolicymakers as approved.
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Annex

Summary for policymakers of the regionalassessment reporon
biodiversity and ecosystem service®r Europe and Central Asia of
the Intergovernmental SciencePolicy Platform on Biodiversity and
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Key messages

A precious assetnature and its contributionsto p e o p qua&iy sf life in
Europe and Central Asia

Natureds contr i bu trmbodyascosysem gerioep, lare critically impottant for
livelihoods, economies and a good quality of lifend are therefore vital to sustairing human life

on earth. Naturehas considerable economic and cultural values for socibl&gre also benefitéor
example,human health through its role in medicines, the provision of food for varied diets and support
to mental and physical health through green spaces. The knovdadgristomary practices

indigenous peoples andclal communities alsenhanep e o p dualify of lifeby fostering cultural

heritage and identityn Europe and Central Asiwhich has an area of 31 million square kilometres

the regulatiorof freshwatequality has a median value $1,965 per hectare per year. Other important
regulatingservices includéabitat maintenance ($765 per hectare per year); the regulation of climate
($464 per hectare per year); and the regulation of air quality ($289 per hectare per year).

Nat ur eds c tpedopleiarb unter tbreasdue to the continuirg loss of biodiversity

Sustainingnat ur eds contri butions to people requires t
The continuing decline in biodiversity has had negative consequenchs figliveryof many

ecosystem services over the last decades. These ifdbdetmaintenance, pollination, regulation of
freshwater quantity and quality, soil formation and regulation of floods. These declines have occurred

in part becausef theintensiveagricuture and forestrpractices usetb increase the provision of food

and biomas#ased fuels.

The region of Europe and Central Asia partially relies on net imports of renewable resources

from outside the region The population of Europe and Central Asiasiomes more renewable

natural resources than are produced within the region in spite of the increase since the 1960s in the
production of food and bioma$msed fuels. Central and Western Europe depends orafabfted
imports equivalent tthe annual haest of35 million hectares of cropland (2008 data), a land area the
size of Germany.

Across Europe and Central Asian at ur e 6 s ¢ arenbtreveyuexperiented by people

and communities In Europe and Central Asia combination of food provision and imports means

that the regiois currently food secure huh some areas of Central Asia and Central and Eastern

Europe food security is threatened kxports arising fronlarge-scale land acquisitionsainly by

entties from bothWestern Europe and outside the region. Water secuiitich relies partially on
natureds regul ati on ,aldovanes dceoss thg negioh,iwithyl5 pencentoff u a n't i
people in Central Asia lacking access to safe drinkingmvaihe decline of indigenous and local

knowledge hasegativéy impacted orthe heritage and identity of indigenous peoples and local
communities

The biodiversity of Europe and Central Asia is unigue but threatened

The biodiversity oEEurope and Cental Asia is in continuous strong declineThe extent of natural
ecosystems has declined, gvgptland extenhasdeclined by 5@er censince 1970 and natural and
seminatural grasslands, peatlands and coastal marine habitats have been degraded. Ecosystems have
considerably declined irerms ofspecies diversity. Gheassessed species living exclusively in Europe

and Central Asia, 2Be centare threatened. Among dfleassessed groups of species living in the

region, particularly threatened are mosses and liverwortges0eny, freshwater fish (3per cent,

freshwater snails (3@er cen), vascular plants (3Ber centand amphilans (23per cent. Landscapes

and seascapes have become more uniform in their species composition and thus their diversity has
declined

In recentyears national and international sustainability and conservation policiesand actions
have contributed to reversing some negative biodiversity trendsMore sustainable management of
fisheries and reduction of eutrophicatioasled toanincreasen some fish stocks in areagchas the
North Sea. Endangered habitatsch as Macaronesian woodlanaisg species such as the Ibefiamx
and Europeabison, have recoveredubstantially because t#rgeted conservation efforts.

Overall, progress towards healthy ecosystems is still insufficientVhile some progress has been
made in improving the status biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and genetic
diversity, biodiversity status and trends remain negative ovémateasing conservation efforts and
the sustainability of the use of biodiversity would enhance the chances of nrestomaland
international biodiversityargets
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C. Drivers of change inbiodiversityand naturedés contributior
Europe and Central Asia

Land-use changes the major direct driver of the loss of bothbiodiversity and ecosystem
servicesin Europe and Central Asia. Productionbased subsididsave led to intensification in
agricultureandforestry, and togethemith urban developmenhbave led to biodiversity decline.
Increasing intensitgften impinges on traditional land usgeasing traditional land usasreducel
seminatural habitats of high conservation value and associated indigenous and local knowledge
practicesand culture across the regigkithough potected areas haexpandedn the region

protected areas alonerg#ot prevent biodiversity loss. Only where protected areas are managed
effectivelycanthey contribute to thprevenion of biodiversity loss.

The i mpact of climate change on biodiversity ar
rapidly and is likely to be one ofthe most important drivers in the future. Trends in natural

resource extraction, pollution and invasive alien specidsave led to considerable declines in

biodiversity and ecosystem services, and are likely to continue to pose considdeathreats,

particularly in combination with climate change. Natural resource extraction is still a major

pressure oiodiversity.Furthermore, dspite effective regulationpollution continues tgposea

major threat to biodiversity and human healthalsive alien species have increased in nurifograll
taxonomic groups across #ile subregions of Europe and Central Asiand this has severe effects on
biodiversity andecosystem service$he ndividual and combined effects of #tledirect drivershave

chronic, prolonged and delayed consequefmesiodiversity andhep r ovi si on of natur
contributions to peoplewingto considerable timéags intheresponse of ecological systems.

Economic growth is generally not decoupled from environmental degdation. This decoupling

would require a transformation in policies and tax reforms across the regiorEconomic growth,

as measured through traditional gross domestic prd@i2P), across Europe and Central Asia has

indirectly reinforced driversdf i odi ver sity | oss, which in turn h
people. Across the region, a range of policies, including environmental taxation, have been

implemented to decouple economic growth from detrimental drivers. Furthermore, therasstill ex

policy instruments, such as harmful agricultural and fishing subsidies, which continue to impede
transitions towards a sustainable future. Decoupling would be assisted by new indicators that
incorporate welbeing, environmental quality, employment aglity, biodiversity conservation and
natureds ability to contribute to people.

D. Futuresfor Europe and Central Asia

The continuation of past andpresenttrends in drivers to, and beyond, 2030 (as represented in
businessas-usual scenarios) will inhibit the widespread achievement ofjoalssimilar to and

including the Sustainable Development Goal$-uture scenariosthat focus on achieving a

bal anced supply of nat ur ¢ét smcopaatetadivebsity ofivaduess t o p e
are more likely to achieve the majority ofsuchgoals.Tradeoffs are indicatedetween different
ecosystem servicamder different future scenarios for Europe and Central. Ag&ysof resolving

these trad®ffs depend on political argbcietalvalue judgements. Scenarios that include proactive
decisionmaking on environmental issues)vironmental management approaches that support
multifunctionality,and mainstreaming environmental issues across seatergenerally more

successful in mitiging tradeoffs than isolated environmental polici&cenarios that include

cooperation between countries or regions are expected to be more effective in mitigating undesirable
crossscale impacts on biodiversity aedosystem services

Long-term societd transformation through continuous education, knowledgesharing and

participatory decision-making characterizethe most effectivepathways for moving towards

sustainable futures. These pathways promote resousparing lifestyles and emphasize community
actions and voluntary agreements supported by social and inforrimgsd instruments as well as
rights-based approaches. They support k&tiyjug ecosystem servicasd highlighta diverse rangef

values in comprehensively considering biodiversityandmae 6 s contr i buti ons t o
sectorsand acrosspatial and temporal scalé&theractions such agechnological innovation,
ecosystenbased approachdand sparing or land sharipgould support and pave the way for these

more transformationalolutions.
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Promising governance options for Europe and Central Asia

A mix of governance options, policies and management practices is available for public and
private actors in Europe and Central Asia, butfurther commitment isneededto adopt and
effedively implement them to address the drivers of changeo safeguard biodiversity andto
ensure natureds contri but i on sWedll-designedoqortesspetifcr a
mixes of policy instruments building on, for exammepsysterbased approaches, have been
effective in the governance of biodiversity
regulatory instruments are the backbone of policy mixes, economic, financial, social and
informationbased instruments@vide additional incentives to trigger behaviour chamyazeloping
rightsbased instruments would fully integrate the fundamental principles of good governance,
equalizing power relations and facilitating capatitylding for indigenous peoples and lbca
communities. The mobilization of sufficient financial resources would strengthen institutional
capacities to support research, training, capdmiiiding, education and monitoring activitiéthe
removal of harmful subsidies in various sectoral policesh as agriculture, fisheries and eneigy
Europe and Central Asia, reduces negative impachsaativersityand allowsfor a more cost

effective use of public funds.

Mainstreaming the conservation and sustainable use @fiodiversity and the sustainedprovision
ofnaturedbds cont r i balltsdctoral policteqy plgnsg prqgiaremes, strategies and
practices could be achieved with more proactive, focused and gealiented approaches to
environmental action. Partial progress has been made @kliag the underlying drivers of

biodiversity loss, by mainstreaming across government and sddiaiystreaming could be harnessed
in a threestep procesby: first, raising awareness of the dependence of good quality of life on
biodiversity, seconddefining policy objectives concerning the ecological, economic and sociocultural
needs for achieving sustainaldevelopmentand,third, designing instruments and policy mixes to
support the implementation of effective, efficient and equitable policy ansiaiemaking for nature

and a good quality of life.

Better integration across sectors to coordinate biodiversity governance and the sustainable
delivery of nat ur e 6wouldavadinegatibewotitdornes or natwre apce o p | e
people.Improved coordination would enable better consideration of biodiversitg@raystem
servicestaking tradeoffs between different policy and economic sectors into account. There is, for
example, ample room for further exploiting this potential for thiecaljure, forestry and fisheries
sectorsand urban plannindRegarding an economyide perspective, this includes measuring national
welfare beyond current economic indicators that &d@unt of the diverse values of nature.
Ecological fiscal reforms wdd provide integrated incentives and provide leverage to redirect
activities thatsupport sustainable development.

Increasing participation and stakeholder involvementwill help to integrate various forms of
knowledge in policymaking and decisiormaking while promoting shared responsibility. The
importance of theféective involvement of different actors is recognized in Western and Central
Europe and increasingly also in Eastern Europe and CentralTAssinvolvementan be
strengthened bgareful manitoring andevaluaion, taking various valuemto consideration, including
those of indigenous peoples and local communities.

Box SPM.1
Regionof Europe and Central Asia

The Europe and Central Asia region encompasses 54 couiiisigle $PM.1) in four subregions
(Figure SPM.]). These countries vary greatly in size, including the largedsmallest on Earth,
and have diverse governance structures, cultures, economies, ecoregions and sectasfThe
the region are heterogeneous in termeofperatures, currents, nutrient availability, depths and
mixing regimes. Thee are great differences otata monitoring and availabilitycross the region.
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FigureSPM.1
Regionof Europe and Central Asiawith the four IPBES subregions and regional oceas and

seas
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Table SPM.1
Subregionsand countries of Europe and Central Asia according talecision|PBES-3/1, annex

Wl

Subregion Countries
Western Europe | Andorra, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greec|

Iceland, Ireland, Israeltaly, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco,
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerlar
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

Central Europe | Albania,Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech
Republic Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Poland,
Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slawa, theformer Yugoslav Republic of
Macedmia, Turkey

Eastern Europe | Armenia, Azerbgan, Belarus, Georgi&epublic ofMoldova, Russian
Federation, Ukraine

Central Asia Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan
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Box SPM.2
Naturebds contributions to peopl e

The regional assessment teurope andCentral Asia considers ecosystem services through the le
n at ucon&ribusons topeople (see appendix 2), which embodies both the sciecificept of
ecosystengoods and services and t he notion of naturebds g
systemsNat ur eds contributions can be bennhe Eultucal
context, and are assessed from two complementary perspeotieggneralizingn natureandthe
othercontextspecific. The generalizing perspective includes 18 categories organized into three
partially overlapping groups: regulating, maal and normaterial contributiongFigure SPM.2
{2.1.1}. The contextspecific perspective includes geographical and cultural aspects of indigeno!
local knowledge system$he grading of green and brown colours-igure SPM.2indicates whether
naturebds contributions to people are assoc
Instrumental valuegefer to the value attributed to something as a means to achieve a particular

Relational values are positive valuesgssie d t o Adesirabl e rel ati ¢
and between people and nature.
Figure SPM.2
Naturebds contributions to people and their
relational values
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.  Background

A. Nature and its contributions to peopl ed
Asia

Al. Nature providesvaluable material (e.g, food), regulating (e.g, climate regulation and

pollination) and non-material contributions to people(e.g, learning and inspiration) (Figure

SPM.2). Thesecontributionsar e essential f or pebapdsebétantaual ity
economic, social and culturalialues (vell establishe}f {2.3.5}.

The highesvalued regulatingontributions to peopl& Europe andCentral Asiainclude:the
regulation of freshwater and coastal water qugéigtimated to hava mediarvalueof $1965 per
hectare per yegrhabitat maintenancg765per hectare per yeathe regulation of climate
($464perhectare peyeal); and the egulation of air qualit{$289per hectare per yeafunresolvejl
and established but incomplgt.3.5.2}. Monetary \alues for regulatingontributions to people,
however are sitespecific and vargignificantly across thEurope and Qdral Asiaregion depending
on location habitat,extent ofcontributionand valuation method used.

Naturebs material contributions to people have
conventional market pricegricultural production acrosthe 28 member States of the European

Union generates profits ranging from $233 per hectare per year (cereals) to $916 per hectare per year
(mixed crops), while wood supply from forests generates profits of $255 per hectare per year

{2.3.5.1}.

Nat ur enfagrialcantnibutions to people, which include physical and psychological experiences
linked to tourism and recreation, are estimated to hawediarmonetarywalueof $1,117 per hectare

per year @nresolvei{2.3.5.2}. Other noamaterial contributionssuch as cultural heritage and

identity, may bevaluedusingnon-monetaryapproachegestablished but incomplgt§.3.5.2,
2.3.5.3}Suchvaluesrei ndi cated through peopleds engagemen
spiritual and aesthetic exper@ss, learning, developirigdigenous and local knowledgend by the

desire to conserve areas and iconic speuief éstablisheji{2.2.3}.

Nature and its contributions to people have value for human headtheStablishep{2.3.2},
including their ple in contemporary and traditional medicine, dietary diversisil(establishep
{2.2.2.4, 2.3.2} andurbangreen spacegsétablished but incomplgt.3.2}. Unsustainable
exploitation threatens the survival é6r instancesome medicinal plante$tallished but incompleje
{2.2.2.4}.

Indigenous peoples and local communities hold distinct knowledge about nature and its contributions
to people that have significant value for many local commur(gismblished but incomplgtg2.3.3}.

There has been, however, a losgndigenous and local knowledgdout ecosystems and species

(well establishep{2.2.3.1.2, 2.3.3}as well aglecliningtrends oflinguistic diversity(a proxy for

indigenous and local knowledg@yell establishey{2.2.3.1.2, 2.3.3}.

There isa range of monetary and namnetary approaches to cagtthie multiple values of natures
contibutions to people. Novel approaches enable these values to be integratedi sordeaking
to maximize economic, social and ditg-of-life benefits.

A2.Therearenegati ve trends for the major i-materidf nat ul
contributions to peoplein the Europe and Central Asia regionbetween 1960 and 2@.(well
establishedl{2.2.1, 2.2.3, 2.2.5This hasresulted partly from intensive agriculture and forestry

practices usedo increasethe production of food and biomassbased fuelswhich havehad a
negativeimpact on many regulating services such as soil formation, pollination and the

regulation of freshwater quality (well establishefi{2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.5JThis continuing declinein

regulating contributions can have detrimental consequencdsr quality of life (establishedbut

incompletg {2.3.1.1,2.2.1.2,2.2.1.5,2.2.1.6,2.2.1.7, 2.2.1.8, 1.2222.3.1}

A total of 7out ofthel6assessed at ur eds contri butions to peopl e
Europe and Central Asia, in particular regulating contributions and learning derived from indigenous
and local knowledgenell establishepl{2.2.1, 2.2.3, 2.2.5}These trendare consistent across the

2 For explanation of confidence ternsee appendix 1.

8 These monetary values have been standardized to a common ciifierinyernationatlollari $) and base

year (2017). The standardization procedure adjusts values elicited in a particular currency and year to a standard
currency and yearsing appropriate gross domestic product deflators and purchasing power parity (PPP)
exchange rates.
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subregions of Europe and Central Agigure SPM.3 (well establishepl{2.2.5}. Habitat

maintenance, pollinatiogestablished but incomplgteegulation of freshwater quantity and quality,
formation and protection of soils and regulation of floods are declining becalasetoke

intensfication designed to increase the production of crops, livestock, aquaculture, forest biomass and
cotton as well asurban developmerftvell establishepl{2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.5}. Tradeffs between

material and regulating contributions haxmmpromisedood and water securiiy some areaf2.2.1,
2.2.2,2.2.5}.

The Europe and Central Asia region is currentydf@ecurdecause of food production in the region

and tradedespite the degradation of sevesbh at ur eds regul ating contri bt
food-related indigenous and local knowledgeell establishepl{2.3.1.1, 2.2.1.2, 2.2.1.5, 2.2.1.7,
2.2.1.8,2.2.2.1, 2.2.3.1}. Soil erosion has affectedp®s cent of agricultural land in the European

Union and 23 per cent in Central Asia. Combined with a decline in soil organic mattemighis
compromis€ood production\ell establishef{2.2.1.8}. At thesame time, between 2000 and 2010,
erosion control increased by 20 per cent on arable land in Western and Central Europe {2.2.1.8}. Since
1961, Mediterranean and Central Asian countries have incréasedependence on pollination by
produéng morepollinatordependent fruitsestablished but incomplgt2.2.1.2}. At the same time,
however, the diversity and abundance of wild insect pollinators have declined since the 1950s and
severe losses of the western honeybee have occurred in Europe sincesi®éihed but

incompletg {2.2.1.2}. Continuing rural depopulatiacross the regioand the loss of indigenous and

local knowledge about traditional land use affects food availafgiyecially in remote areas

(established but incomplgté2.2.3.1.2, 2.23.2.1, 2.3.1.1, 4.5.5}. Wild fish catchbavedecreased

since the 1990s, with more sustainable management practices being introduced only recently. Fish
production from aquaculture increased by 2.7 per cent since 88tibljshed but incompléte

{2.2.2.12}.

Water security depengrtialy on the regulation of water quality and quantity by ecosystems, which
is impaired by pollution, decreasing floodplain and wetland area, overexploitation of freshwater
bodies, and climate changes{ablished bunhcomplet¢ {2.2.1.6, 2.2.1.7}. Nevertheless, 95 per cent

of the people in Europe and Central Asia have access to safe drinking water, despite a 15 per cent
decrease in water availability per capita since 1984l establishepl{2.3.1.3}.
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Figure SPM.3

Trendsinnat ur eds
subregions

contr i b u20i6)an EuropecandpCentrad Ase andthed 6 (

Trends ardased on thevidence fronpublicationsand indicatorseporting increasing, decreasing,
constant or mixed trends for eaebosystem servidR .2.5}. The higher level of confidence for the
region of Europe and Central Asia compared with the subregions is the result of the extra publi

that addressed the region as a whole.
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equally experienced across different locations and social groups in Europe and Central Asia
(established but incompled2.3.4.

Intra-regional equity in access todd and a balanced dietlagelyachievedwell establishel
{2.3.1.1} as indicated by, for example, the average dietaryggremply, which ranges from
137 percentin Western Europe to 13ier cenin Central Asieof the average dietary energy
requirenent for the population of the regi¢®.3.1.1}. However, argescale land acquisitions in
Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia by entities outside and within the regipmainly
from Western Europamay compromise thepportunities for certain groups of peopdanfluence

their own food systemsétablished but incomplgtf.3.1.1}. Nat ur e 6 s

contri

factors in influencing the situation in whishme 15 per cenidf people in Central Asjéut only
1 percent in Western Europgck access to safe drinking watesefl establishep{2.3.1.3, 2.3.4p

Within cities, inhabitants have unequal access to green spitbesonsequences for public health and

well-being(established but incomplgtf.2.3.2, 2.3.4.2 . For example, residents in citissthe south

of the European Union have less access to green space than residerttseof, western and central

cities.Publicaccess to forests for recreation is uneven across countiies high level ofaccess
(98 100per centin Nordic and some Baltic countries and lower levels (undgres@ent in some
other Western Europ@&countrieg(well establishel{ 2.3.4.2. There is also temporal inequity as

t hei

but i
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t o d @enérations are benefiting froma t u r ®ilduBonsdogeoplat the expense dfiture
provision gstablished but incomplgt§.2.3.4}.

A4. The population of Europe and Central Asia uses more renewable natural resources than
are produced within the region Figure SPM.4) (well establishell{2.2.4. The region depends on
net imports of both renewable natural resources and material contributions of nature to people
(well establisheyl{2.2.4}. Someof theseimports to Europe and Central Asianegatively affect
biodiversity, natpaopledndfood seautity in dihertparts of the wordd
(established but incompletd2.2.4, 2.3.4}

Measures of ecological footprfrandibiocapacitg® show that Central and Western Europe import

more of natureds contr i budnd@entsl Asiagfell pstablishepe t han I
{2.2.4} (FigureSPM.4. While most of Western and Central Europe and Central Asia have a

fibiocapacity deficit, in Eastern Europe amdrthern parts of Western and Central Europe high

footprints are offset by even highgincapacitieswWell establishepi{2.2.4}. This negatively affects
biodiversity, naturebds contributions to people
and other parts of the worldgtablished but incomplgtf2.2.4, 2.3.4} For instanceaccording ta¢he

technical report 201863 funded by th&uropean Commissiod0Qpercenof t he wor | dbés a
deforestation was the result of consumption bythiem27 member States of the European Union
(established but incomplgt§2.2.4.1}.

WesternEr opeds ecol ogi cal f ©pertpgrsori andifs b iso Gada gil oya@ |

22hectares per person; Central E u r ofipbe éosc afpoaocti ptryic
2lhectares per person; Eastern Eur ofipbe 6osc af poaocti ptryic
53hectares per person; and Central Abiadaphocoty

1.7 hectares per persond]l establishep{2.2.4} (Figure SPM.4.

Food availability in Central and Western Europe relies significantiynports fromcountries both

outside and within the regionof the product 0B85 million hectares aofroplandharvested per year

(2008 data), particularly frorargentina,Brazil, China and the United Statese{l establishejl

{2.2.4}. Western Europe became less srlfficient in crop production between 1987 and 2008, while
the rest of Europe and Central Asia became moresaéfitient (vell establishepl{2.2.4}. Seafood

exports from Europe and Central Asia increased over the period 2008, withNorway, Spain and
theRussia Federatiorbeing the main exporte(w/ell establishepl{2.2.4}. Over the period

1997 2012, theravas a stable pattern of imports to Western Europe of roundwood and wood products
from Central and Eastern Eurofweell establishefi{2.2.4}.

4 Ecological footprint has a variety of definitions, but is defined by the Global Footprint Netwiaknasasure of

how much area of biologically productive land and water an individual, population or activity requires to produce

all the resources it consies and to absorb the waste it generates, using prevailing technology and resource
management practicéslhe ecological footprint indicator used in this report is based on the Global Footprint

Network unless otherwise specified.

5 The definition that fobbws is for the purpose of this assessment dilfiocapacity) has a variety of definitions,

but is defined by the Global Footprint Network thdlash e ecosyst emsd capacity to pi
used by people and to absorb waste material geddsgteumans, under current management schemes and

extraction technologie3The fibiocapacity indicator used in this report is based on the Global Footprint Network
unless otherwise specified.

6 A global hectare is a biologically productive hectare withldvaverage biological productivity for a given year
and depends on the land type.

11
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FigureSPM.4

Difference betweem b i o c a [joa averagg 29 global hectares per person in the region)
and the ecobgical footprint of consumption (4.6global hectares per person; average deficit
1.7 global hectares per person)

The ecologicafootprint quantifies the area neededtoduce on a sustainable basis the renewa
resources it consumes and thus can be asedproxy fortheuseofer t ai n of na|
regulating contributions to people and the area needed to assimilan@0ther waste
sustainablyfiBiocapacity refers to the capacity of a certain area to generate an ongoing supg
renewable resourcesd thuss a proxy for ecosystem productivitd.positive value (green)
indicates @ b i o c anpsaree; & nggative value (red) indicates a deficit. A deficit derives frc
the overuse of local renewable resources or the net impaheiable resources for consumptio
Countries shadeih green have high b i o ¢ a, poahey hawe a reserve despite having a higt
ecological footprint than many other countries

’\.f 0 1000 2000 4000 km
IS S S —

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN BIOCAPACITY AND ECOLOGICAL FOOTPRINT OF CONSUMPTION FOR EUROPE AND CENTRAL ASIA (ECA)
GLOBAL HECTARES PER PERSON

COUNTRIES IN ECA
] I ey [ | COUNTRIES OUTSIDE ECA
-15 -92 69 46 -24 -01 22 44 66

Source Based on Global Footprint Network, 2017.

A5. Biodiversityl oss i mpairs ecosystem functioning and

people (vell establishe§i{3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3fThe wustained delivery of these contributions
requires the maintenance oflifferent levels of biodiversity, i.e, genetic diversity, species
diversity, and the diversity of ecosystems andf landscapesand seascapesaell establishejl
{3.2.4}. At each ofthese levelsthe sustaired delivery of multiple contributions generally
requires higher diversity than the delivery of single contributions (wvell establishell{3.2.5}.

Different organisms, species and communities differ in their contributions to ecosystem processes in
Europe and Central Asigligher biodiversitythereforeincreaseshe capacity of terrestrial, freshver
andmarineecsystemst@ r ovi de nat ur e ds sach astsail formatibni polinationt o
regulation of hazards, regulation of air and water quality, or the provision afiagtkearning and
inspiration(well establishej{ 3.2.1,3.2.2}. Higher biodiversityalso stadizesecosystem functioning

and improvs capacity for evolutionary adaptationdll establishell{ 3.2.3, 3.2.4} The higher the
number of nat ur e 6 g0 be mavitledandbhe loriger théme sparand teedapger e

the areaf their provision the more biodiversity is requiredi¢ll establishel{ 3.2.5}.

Ecosystem functioning is affected by genetic and phenotypic biodiversity within species, and by
functional, taxonomic and phylogenetic diversity betwepecieswell establishepl{3.2.4}. At the
landscape and larger spatial scallegjncreasing similarity of the sets of organisms found at different
placesge.g, owing to the application afimilar and intensive land use over large spatial scadg;es
natureds over al | established butbnoomplgtbacause ddfergrget®ab drganisins
contribute tadifferent contributions of nature to peopleg(l establishep{ 3.2.5}. Thus, the supply of
multiple contributions of nature to pdepequires the maintenance and promotion of high biodiversity
at the landscape lev@dstablished but incomplgtg3.2.5}.
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B.

Trends in biodiversity and attribution to direct drivers

FigureSPM.5
Upper graph: Extinction risk of species in Europe and Central Asia according to the International

Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species in 2015

EX: extinct, CR: critically endangered, EN: endangered, VU: vulnerable, Nif thimatened, DD: data
deficient, LC: least concer@pecies in categories CR, EN, VU are considered threatenebluetzar is
the best estimate of the proportion of threatened and extinct species, assuming that the same pro
DD species is thiaened or extinct as of species with sufficient datg &%, CR, EN, VU, NT, LC).
Only species in comprehensively assessed taxonomic groups are con§ldaredlUCN, 20177

Lower graph: Trend in Red List Indices of species survival weighted by th&raction of the
distribution of each species within the region

The position on thgerticalaxis indicateshe aggregate risk of extinctiptihe closeto onethe lower the
aggregate extinctionisk. The slope indicates how rapidly this extinction riskhanging. For the region
the risk of extinction of species has increased over the last 20 years. Each line represents the mo
Red List Indexvalue,considering uncertainty in the number of species threatened. The shading arg
each line represeésithe extremes, if atlatadeficientspecies were threatened with extinction (above t
line), or if none of them were (below the lin€nly birds, mammals and amphibians are considered |
as these are the only groups that have been comprehensisesged at least twicgource:lUCN, Red
List of Threatened Species, versipdl 73.”

STRUCTURE OF THE IUCN RED LIST CATEGORIES ALL EUROPE AND CENTRAL ASIA
2% 13%
— COC © oo 3% | (estimate of &
Extinct in the Wild (EW) I threatened
Threatened cat S E';' 7% g
Critically Endangered (CR) =
Adeauate dat |—— s 10%
dequate data . Endangered (EN) 2 13%
3
Vulnerable (VU) b
Evaluated g T osu
13%
Near Threatened (NT) l
Allspecies ———LesstConcem(LC)
Total i i i
Data Deficient (D) otal species Endemic species

Not Evaluated (NE)

EASTERN EUROPE
2%
0.2% (EX) 3%

10%

! Western
Europe

“Central Asia

Endemic species

Total species
CENTRAL ASIA

1404  35% 22%

6%

Total species Endemic species Total species Endemic species

7 Available from www.iucnredlist.org.
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Figure SPM.6

Assessment of past~1950 2000) and current (~20012017) trends in biodiversitystatus of

marine, inland surface water and terrestrial ecosystemdor the four subregions and the wholeof

Europe and Central Asia

The figure summarizes the trends in biodiversity status of the assessed units of analysis (habitg

Biodiversity status represents the expert assessment of available indicatorsabfiizioiness,

species richness and the status of endangered species. The trends are presented by unit of an
subregion for terrestrial aridland surfacevaterecosystems, and by sea or ocean area for marine

ecosystems {3.3, Box 3.3}.
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B1l. Of the assessed marine habitats and species, a high percentage are threatened
(established but incomplefevarying between marine areaswell establishe§l{3.3.4.1 7} (Figure
SPM.6). The abundance, range and habitat size of many marine speciestwinking under
human pressuresincluding overfishing, climate change, pollution and invasive alien species
(well establisheyl{3.3.4.1 7, 3.4.6.1}. Present positive trends, mainly due to improved fishing
practices, the establishment of marine protected eeas anda reduction in eutrophication, include
increases in some fish stocks in the North Sea and in plankton diversity in the Black Seell
establishedl{3.3.4.1, 3.3.4.4}. However, monitoring data are generally missing for most marine
habitats and speies. (vell establishepl{3.3.4}.

In all, 53 per cendf thebenthic shallow habitats Western and Central Europe are data deficient.
The corresponding figure is 87 per cent in the Black Sea, 60 per cent in the North East Atlantic,
59 percent in the Meilerranean Sea and 5 per cent in the Baltic $e# éstablishell{3.3.4.11 7}.

Of the assessed benthic habitats, 38 per cent are classified as threatened (critically endangered,
endangered or vulnerable), most of them in the Black Sea (67 per cent) diterfMaean Sea

(74 percent), followed by the North East Atlantic (59 per cent) and the Baltic Sea (8 per cent)
(established but incomplétg8.3.4.1i 7}. In the European Unioramongassessments of the
conservation status species and habitatpesof conservation interesbnly 7 per cent of marine
species and 9 per cent of marine haltitaesshowafif avour abl e ¢ oMoseeverv at i
27 per cent of specieend66 per cent ofassessments bhbitattypes showafi unf avour abl
conservationts a t amdth&@ remaindefare categorded asiunknowrd (established but incomplgte
{3.3.4}.

In Europeand Central Asig26 per cenbf the marine fish species have known trend .dafahose,

72 per cenfare stable26 per centhave declining populations a@ger centhave beelncreasingover

the last decaddgwell establishepl{3.4.6.1}. Seabirds, marine mammals and turtles, and habitat
formers, such as seagrasses and kelps, also declined in abundslhestéblishep{3.4.21 4}. The
distribution or phenology of marine phytoplankton, zooplankton, algae, benthic invertebrates, fishes,
seabirds and mammals has shiftegl( establishepi{3.3.4.1}. In all, 48 per cent of marine animal

and plant species with known population tietf436 decreasing, 59 increasing, 410 stable) have been
declining in the last decade, increasing the extinction risk of monitored sfieigieie SPM.5
(established but incomplgté3.4.1}. Most of thesgresentrends are consistent with the individual

and combined effects afainly overfishing, climate change, pollution and invasive alien species
(established but incomplt§8.3.4.1i 7}. Theimpactof pollution by microplastics oacosystems was
not known untilrecently andevidenceof thoseimpactsis only nowbeing assessg8.3.4}.

on
e

B2. Freshwater species and inland surfacerater habitats are particularly threatened in
Europe and Central Asia (vell establishell A total of 53percentof t he Eur ojveran Uni
and lakes achieved good ecological status in 2015 as defined by the European Union Water
Framework Directive. Similarly 30 per centof water samples inthe Russian Federationwere
above water quality standards (vell establishell A total of 73 per centof the assessments of the
European Uni ono s typeasshswamuafaveurabld carservaten statugwell
established {3.3.3.1}. Across Europe and Central Asia, lakes, ponds and streams ai¢ered and
disappearing as a consequence ofjacultural intensification, irrigation and urban development
combined with climate change\{ell establishe§l{3.3.3.1}.Notable is the case of the Aral Sea,
once the fourth largest lake in the worldwhich hasnow almost disappearecwing to water
abstraction for crop cultivation. The extent of wetlands in Western and Central Europe and the
western parts of Eastern Europé has declined by51 per cent from 1970, while 71 per cent of fish
and 60 per cent of amphibians with known population trends have beeredlining over the last
decade {3.3.3.1, 3.4.5, 3.4.6.2}.

Over 75 per cent of catchment areas in Europe and Central Asia are heavily modified andcsubjec
multiple pressuredn 2015, gooctchemical status, as defined by the European Union Water
FrameworkDirective, was not achieved for surface water bodies by 22 European Union member
States and only 53 per cent of rivers and lakes had good ecologicabstaefined by thEuropean
Union Water Framework Directivdespite some improvements {3.3.3.1} Western and Central
Europe and the western parts of Eastern Edatdeast 37 per cent of freshwater fish and about

23 per cent of amphibiarare currentlythreatened with extinction. In the same area, freshwater
invertebratesre more threatenedijth the most threatened groupsong thos¢hat arewell

16

8 As defined by the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar
Convention) includingVestern and Central Europgusexcluding Anatolia and Israel, and Eastern Europe to an
eastern border following the Ural Mountains, the river Ural to the Caspian Sea, and a southelduyther
KumaManychDepressiorio the Sea of Azov and the Bla8ea, and the Bosporus.
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monitoredbeing gastropods (888 per cent of species threatened depending on whether dataot
deficientspecies are considered threatened), bivalvesi@per cent), crayfish (247 per cent),
crabs (1665 per cent) and dragonfliesi @ per cent)dstablished but incomplgt3.4.5, 3.4.6.2,
3.4.8}.

Freshwater biodiversity trends are primarily driven by habitat destruction and modification caused by
infrastructure for hydropower, navigatiotpdd protection, agriculture, urban development and water
abstraction; pollution from agriculture and industry; the introduction of invasive alien species and
their pathogens; and climate changstéblished but incomplété3.3.2.2, 3.3.3.4, 3.3.3.5.2}.

Progress has been made in water protectighérEuiropean Uniompart ofWestern and Central

Europe, in particular because of the European Union Water Framework Directive. The rate of natural
habitat loss (e.g., wetlands) has slowed in Central and Westethewestern part of Eastern

Europé due to the implementation of binding nature conservation policies or the designation of
conservation areas (e.g., Ramsar sitestaplished but incomplgté3.3.3.1}.

B3. Terrestrial species and habitathavelong-term declining trends in population size, range,
habitat intactness and functioning. Thisdeclineis mainly due toland-use changefor example
unsustainableagriculture and forest managementinfrastructure, urban developmentor

mining, causinghabitat loss modification and fragmentation, and due to climate change {vell
established{3.3.2, 3.4}. The conservation status of some habitats and species that benefit from
targeted conservation actions (e.glarge felids or some species listed in tHeuropean Union

Birds Directive) hasimproved in recent years éstablished but incomple}d3.4.13}.

Across Europe and Central Asia, ddt of 15 habitat types have beéeclining in extenand

biodiversity status since tH950s(Figure SPM.6Y3.3.2.5}. These declines are continuing, albeit at a
slower rate, with some exceptions in the MacaronesmaAtlantic Borealregions of Western and
Central Europewhere recoveries in habitat conservation status have been reganasdlands

tundrg mires and bgshavebeen thenaost affected habitats sintke 1950gestablished but

incompletg {3.3.2}.

Systematic assessments of habitat conservation statusmeyiftr the European UniorThere,

16 percent of terrestrial habitat assessments in the periodi 2002 had favourable conservation
status; Jer cent had unfavourable, but improving trendsp@r cent had unfavourable, but stable
trends; 2Qer cent had unfavourable and declining trends; &kt cent had unknown or unreported
trends relative tohe period 200112006 (vell establishep{3.3.2}.

Since the 1950sariousbiodiversityindicators haveshown a declinén response to both

abandonment of, and intensified use of, agricultural laredl gstablishedor Western Europe and

Central Europeestablished but incompleter Eastern Europe and Central Asia) {3.3.2.9}. From

1980 to 2013, the abundance of farmland common bird species decreased by 57 per cent in Western
and Central Europemell establishejl{3.4.3}. The species diversity of araldeopshas decreased by

20 per cent since 1950 in Western and Central Europe, and the abundance of rare arable plants has alsc
decreasedestablishedut incompletg The genetic diversity of plants cultivatedsitu declined until

the 1960s, owing to theplacement of landraces by modern cultivars, and no further reduction or
increase of diversity was observed after the 198@4# established Europe and Central Asia has

over half of all known breeds of domesticated mammals and birds, but 75 per loegal bird breeds

and 58 per cent of local mammal breeds are threatened with extinction. The numbeiskdiraeds

have declined slightly since 1999, but exact quantification is hampered by the changing number of
documented local breedastablished buincompleté {3.4.13}.

Across Europe and Central As# per cent of terrestrial animal and plant species with known trends
have declinednh population sizever the last decade, increasing the extinction risk of monitored
speciegestablished but incongte) (Figure SPM.5. The main causes of this decline are habitat loss,
degradation and pollution dysgimarily to unsustainablagricultureandforestmanagementatural
resource extraction and invasive alien speastaplished but incomplgtés.4, 3.3.2}. Monocultures,

and all forms of homogeration of landscapes, such as the conversion of grasslands to crops , and
agricultural intensification (especially the conversiomafural andseminatural grassland to more
intensively used pasturelsqvecausechomogenization of ecological communities by supporting
generalist species and impacting habitat specialistii éstablished Climate change is accelerating
changes in species composition and local extinctions in all habitat typke$tablishd), contracting
glaciers, shifting the nival belt to higher altitudesl] establishe)] replacing polar deserts with

tundra (vell establishel] expanding arid areas, and causing shifts in forest habitat (typés
establishe){3.3.2}. National andntemational conservation efforts have shown the potential to
reverse these trends. The letegm population trends of 40 per cent of the breeding bird taxa in Annex
| of the European Union Birds Directive are increasing, compared with 31 per cent for dihgree

bird taxa {3.4.13}. Charismatic mammalian megafauna, such as the Amur tigé&tastarn leopard,

17
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Iberian lynx, and European bison, are all recovering from the brink of extinction because of dedicated
conservation efforts {3.4.3, 3.4.13}

Drivers of change irbiodiversityand nat ureb6s contributio
Europe and Central Asia

Cl.Landuse changeas one of the major direct drivaséchangeinbi odi ver sity and n
contributions to people in Europe and Central Aisiaften posing substantial risks for human

well-being (vell establishell(4.2.1).There are examples of sustainable agricultural and forestry
practices that are beneficial to biodiversity
However, the major trend is increasing intensity of conventional agriculture and forestry that

lead to biodiversity decline gvell establishell Ceasing traditional land use reduces senrmatural

habitats of high conservation value Well establishefland associated indigenous anidcal

knowledge and practices\ell establisheji{4.5.1, 4.5.5}. Protected areas have expanded, but this

alone cannot prevent biodiversity losswell establishe)l{4.5.4}.

Despite the development of more sustainable agricultural potinggractice recent years in some
countries such as organic farmingonventionaintensive agriculture especiallyelated to the
excessivaise ofagrachemicals {4.5.1.1.yeduce natural and sematural habitats, with severe
negative impacts on biodiversigndecosystem functionnell establishefl{4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.5}This
jeopardizes the sustainable management of land and food prodestiablished but incomplgte
(FigureSPMB) {4.5.1, 4.5.2}.Agri-environmentakchemesgcological restoratioand sustainae
approaches to agricultyreuch as agroecology and agroforestitigate somef theadverse effects
of intensive agriculturegistablished but incomplgtét.5.1, 4.5.2}. The dficiency of such measures
depends also atmeinclusion of traditional antbcal knowledge, anthe consideration of biophysical
and sociakultural contexts (established but incomplete) {4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3}.

Productionbased subsidies have driven growth in agriculture, forestry and natural resource extraction,
but this ofteninpinges on traditional land usees{ablished but incompltgt.5.1, 4.5.5}.The bss

of traditionallymanaged sermiatural labitatshas resulted ia decline and loss of associated

biodiversity and ecosystem functions. Demographic trends,dimgwrbanization, continue to

diminish indigenous and locabmmunites with concomitant negative impacts on traditional laise
knowledge, culture and identitiesstablished but incomplgté4.5.5).The economic viability of

indigenous and local commities can be supported by green tourism, demand for products derived
from traditional practices and subsidies for traditional land (ygek establishepl{4.5.5}

There are examples of sustainable forestry and agroforestry prabticeser, the majorénd across

the region is intensification dérestmanagement thatredudes odi ver sity and many
material and nomaterial contributions to peopl€igure SPM8). Logging of intact forestsontinues

across the regiore§tablished but incompt{4.5.3}. The tradeoffs betweertheincreasing intensity

of forestry and delivery afultiple ecosystem servicase recognized as a major challenge for

forestry in Europe and Central Agigable SPM.2).

Protected areas now cover 10.2 per cent ofgben, 13.5 per cent of its terrestrial area and
5.2percent of its marine areavéll establishepl{4.5.4} and their coverage of key biodiversity areas
has been increasing (Fig SPMW.The prioritization and implementation of adequate legal frameworks
for protected area development Hasgely been driven by the adoption of international agreements, as
well as increasing publienvironmental awareness. The perceived taftewith economic
developmengoals, however, hava many cases delayed tdevelopment of, or weakened, adequate
nature conservation polici@dsthough this is variable across the regioell establishell The efficacy
connectivityand representativeness of protected areas are as important as their coverage, &iosvever,
conserationwould also require fostering biodiversity outside protected aveels €stablished

{4.5.4, 3.3}. Eastern Europendthe Balkans have recently experienced armed conflicts, which
negatively affect nature and its contributions to people {4.5.4.2}.
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Figure SPM7

Trends in the proportion of key biodiversity areas completely covered by protected areas in Eur
and Central Asia. There are two types of key biodiversity areas, Important Bird and Biodiversity
(IBAs) and Alliance for Zero Extinctionsites (AZES).
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Figure SPM3
Trends in directdriversofbi odi ver si ty and nat uinehélast20 gears r i

Thefigure summarize the trends irthe five direct drivergor each otthe assessed units of analysis (hab
types). Thdarends ar@resented bynit of analysis andubregion §ee 4.2.1, 4.4, 4.5,4.6,4.7, 4.8, 4.9.2
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C2. The i mpact of climate change on biodiversity

increasing rapidly and is likely to be among the most important drivers in the futurejn
particular in combination with other drivers (established but incompletd4.7.1,4.7.2, 4.9.2}.

The r egi o neipected fo bemaverage 1°€3°C warmer in 204112060 than in 19862005,
with larger increases in the north of the regiael( establishefl{4.7.2.1}. Summers will be drier in

the south of the region and wintersttee in the north, with increasing risks of extreme climatic events
such as droughts and stornest@blished but incomplgtgt.7.1.2} (Figure SPM.8). Indirect climate
change effects, such as increased fire and flood risks and loss of permafralsgaate affecting

biodiversity and nat welesiablisheppdrvil.B, 4. D58 The axeentdofo p e o |

nearsurface permafrost at high latitudes could decrease by between 37 and 81 per cent by 2100
(established but incomplgté4.7.2.4}. In Arctic and alpine regions, permafrost melting will cause
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large greenhouse gas emissions, while steorh heat waves reduce biomass productivity and food
availability for wildlife and livestockynresolvedl{4.7.1}.

Climate changshifts seasonal timingrowth and productivity, species ranges and habitat location,
which affectsbiodiversity, agriculture, forestry, and fisherieg(l establishep{4.7.1.1, 4.7.1.3}.

Many species will not migrate or adapt fast enough to keep pace with projected diteatef change
(established but incomplgté.7.1}. Droughts decrease biomass productivity, increase biodiversity
loss and net carbon flux to the atmosphere, and decrease water quality in aquatic sgpsadtnshed

but incompletg{4.7.1.2, 5.2}. Clima¢ change causes ocean acidification, rising sea levels and
changes ocean stratification, reducing biodiversity, growth and productivity, impairing fisheries and
increasing CQrelease into the atmospheesiablished but incomplgtgt.7.1.1, 4.7.1.3}.

Global economicgrowth is the maiindirect driverof greenhouse gas emissions and hence climate
change\{ell establisheji{4.7.3}. In contrast to global trends, primary energy consumptiorfessil
CO; emissions within the region have declined since 198t@llSncreases in gross domestic product
growth with simultaneously decreasing energy production ande@@sions from 2011 to 2014
suggest the decoupling of G@missions from gross domestic product gromtkl( establishel

{4.7.3}. These apparent deases may be explained, however, by increased transpontakided
emissions in other regions and their iategional flows to Europe and Central Asiiaconclusivég
{4.7.3} (TableSPM.2.

C3. Natural resource extraction, pollution and invasive alierspecies continue to reduce
biodiversity and natureds contributions to peofj
and global trade. Recent policy intervention has reversed some negative impacts of these direct

drivers.

Extraction of biotic and abtic natural resourcchas continued to reduce bio
contribution to people both within Europe and Central Asia and beyond. For biotic resources, the
demand for fish iWestern and Central Europmoupled with the Eropean UniorfCommonFisheries

Policy that restrictextraction, contributes to unsustainable fishing practices and resource depletion
outside Western and Central Europe. While awareness of local resource shortages, such as fish in
Europe, would be expected to be promptegtige increases, displacement from interregional imports
masks these feedbaclestablished but incomplgt§s.2.5, 4.3.1, 4.4.1}.

As an example for abiotic resources, trade liberalization and increasing world market preces ha
increased extraction of ménal resources in Central Asia. Although this has resulted in the mining
industry being one of the largest contributor&P in the subregion, this has led to the depletion of
mineral resources and the loss of ecosystem services important to humaardaltitbeing

(well establisheji{4.4.4.2}.

These examples demonstrate that the depletion of natural resources may not be immediately apparent,
due tofactors such aglobal trade, which then masks or delays effective policy responses. In addition,
harnful subsidiesn thefishing and mineral indsiries reduce extraction prices and accelerate

extraction levels despite declining stockeell establishepl{4.4.1, 4.4.4}. The European Union and

the Russian Federation continue to pay in total about $6rbdimually in such fishing subsidies

(well establishell{4.4.1.3}.

Recent regulations have reduced some pollyfimnexample, sulphur oxides, nitrogen oxides and
heavy metals), but other pollution (ammonia, organic pollution and pestieideésimelag effects of
pollution still threaten biodiversityn Western and Central Europe terrestaieidification has
decreased since 1990 (from 3€r cent to 3 per cent of areas exceeding critical |oslie terrestrial
eutrophication has decreased fr@égpercent to 55 per cent of areas exceeding critical loads

(well establishe}l{4.6.1, 4.6.3}. Marine and coastal eutrophication has decreased, tprogetion

of marine dead zones due to oxygen depletion from nutrient and organic pollutants has increased
markedly reaching, for example, about 100 sites around Western Europeanaboegsstablished

but incomplete{4.6.1, 4.6.2}. Numbers of invasive alien species have increased for all taxonomic
groups (ell establisheji{4.8.2.1}. In Western and CentrBurope, invasive alien species are
increasingalthoughthe recently adopted European Union regulatiomwgasive alien specieould

curb the trend in the futufg.8.2, 4.8.3}. In Eastern Europe and Central Asia, rates of invasion are
lower than in Wetern and Central Europe, but are expected to increase with increasing gross domestic
product and tradee6tablished but incomplet§t.8.1, 4.8.2} TableSPM.2. As drect drivers can

have chronic, prolonged and delayed consequences for biodiversigg@sydstem serviceswing to
timelags in ecosystem responsee(l establishejl{4.5.1, 4.9.1} phosphorous and nitrogen (except
ammonia) pollution is decreasing but, owing to time lags, many lakes, rivers and coastal areas in
Western and Central Europellstio not have a good ecological status {4.6.1, 4.6.2}. Timgs also
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occur between the initial introduction of invasive alien species and their impalteétablishejl
{4.8.1}.

C4. Economic growth is generally not decoupled fronenvironmental degradaion. This
decoupling would require a transformation in policies and tax reforms across the region
(established but incompletd4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.4}.

There is evidence of growth GDP across Europe and Central Asige{l establishell For example,
since2000, gross domestic material consumption has increased across European Union member
States, much of which has been driven by groeuaiiented policieswell establishel{4.3.2}.

However, this economic growth has indirectlinferced drivers of biodiversjtloss, which in turn has
reduced naturebds contri but i on s-useaangeectinmte ehange&s u c h
natural resource extraction, pollution and invasive alien species (Table SPM.2).

Awareness of sustainability challenges hast¢tesbme mstitutional change in the region, including

policies on climate agreements and a range of environmental pdfiaigisermore, recent policy

initiatives have suggested a focus on decoupling economic growth from environmental degradation
{4.3.2,4.3.4}. This decoupling would require a transformation in policies and tax refortimsgitbal

and national levels. Across the region, a range of policies for resource efficiency, including
environmental taxation, have been implemenidg total revenuéom environmental taxes in the
European Union has declined from 6.8 per cent of the total revenues derived from all taxes and social
contributions in 2002 down to 6.3 per cent in 20d@8l( establishep{4.3.1, 4.3.2}.Furthermore,

there still exist poliy instruments, such &armful agricultural and fishing subsidieghich continue

to impede transitions towards a sustainable futestaplished but incomplgtédecoupling would be
assisted by new indicators that incorporate Wwelhg, environmental gulity, employment and equity,
biodiversity conservation and natureds ability

Table SPM.2
Impact of indirect drivergvertical axis)on direct driverghorizontal axis)pf biodiversitylossand
naturebds contr EdopdaandQerdralAsia peopl e in

LAND USE CHANGE

Agricultural land use Forestry Traditional land use Protected area
development
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Climate change Invasive alien species

The colour shows the impact of an indirect driver on a direct driver's effect on biodiversity and nature’s contributions
to people along a gradient from negative to positive effects. The colour intensity from high to low indicates a level of
confidence from well established to unresolved. WE = Western Europe, CE = Central Europe, EE = Eastern Europe,
CA = Central Asia

- Negative | Both ways Positive Lack of evidence
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Futuresfor Europe and Central Asia

D1. Scenario studies for Europe andCentral Asia, with time horizons up to 2100,show
trade-offs betweendifferent ecosystem servicewith implications for biodiversity (Box SPM.3,
Figure SPM.9) {2.2.6, 3.5, 5.3.3, 5.3.4}. Political angbcktal value judgements embedded within
scenarios will determine how these tradeffs are resolved. Scenarios that assume proactive,
environmental decisionmaking; promote environmental management aproaches that support
multifunctionality ; and mainstream environmental issues across sectors, can mitigate
undesirable tradeoffs (established but incomple}g5.3.3}. Moreover, scenarios that assume
cooperation between countries or regions are more efféee in mitigating negative impacts
across geographic scaleg$tablished but incompletg5.3.3}. Such scenarios project more
positive impacts across a broad range of indicators dfiodiversity,nat ur eés contri but
peopleand good quality of life than others (established but incomplexg5.3.3, 5.6.1}.

Scenario studieseeBox SPM.30n scenario archetypesiiggest that reactivapproaches to
environmental issues will have mixed impa&sonomic optimisrscenarios generally lead to
declines irbiodiversityand regulatinggcosystem servicebut to increases iprovisioning ecosystem
serviceqestablished but incomplgtés.3.3, 5.6.1}.Regional competitioscenarios lead to thaost
negative impacts, particularly for nona t e r i a tontribations to pede and indicators of good
quality of life (established but incompltés.3.3, 5.6.1}. In both types of scenarios, development is
driven by economic growth, leading to strong positive effecta fart ucon&ibusionsto peoplewith
market values and negative effects for contributions without market v@sieblished but

incompletg {5.3.3, 5.6.1}.For example, scenarios for Western and Central Europe, \phimfitize
increases in food provision through agricultural expansion enéification, lead to tradeffs with
regulating contributiont peopleand biodiversityLikewise, scenarios for Eastern Europe that focus
on timber extraction lead to highly managed forests with decreased climate regulation and value for
cultural or receational purposes.

Sustainabilityfocused scenarios (e,global sustainable developmeattregional sustainability

assume a proactive approach to environmental ishaeanticipates change and thereby minimizes

adverse impacts and capitalizes on opputies {5.1.1}. Such scenari@sause increases in most of
natureods contributions to people and good qual.
(established but incomplgtés.3.3, 5.6.1}. Tradeoffs occur in these scenarios, especially invajvin

land and water use (such as the effects of reduced agricultural intensity or of increases in bioenergy
cropland, on other land uses and biodiversity) {5.3.3, 5.6.1}.

Impacts undebusinessas-usualscenarios are highly variable regionally. In general,ithpacts on

biodiversity nat ureds contributions to people and goo
economic optimisrandregional competitionbut more negative than foegional sustainabilityand

global sustainable developmdpestablishedut incompletg{5.3.3, 5.6.1}.

Scenarios considering climate change indicate increasagioultural productioriior food, feed and
bioenergy in the northern part of the European Union, but decreases in agricultural and timber
production in the southepart FFigure SPM10). Major water shortages are projected in the long term
for Central Asia, parts of Central Europe, and the Mediterranean, leading to kegffsafite water

use and management in different sectors, including the maintenance of envitalrfloe/s

(established but incomplgtés.3.3}.

Tradeoffs depend on scenario assumptions about lifestyle and consumption, which affect the demand
for natureds contributions to peopl e, and polic
resources. Foexampleglobal sustainable developmesttenarios assume changes in dietary

preferences towards reducing meat consumption, behavioural changes to save water and energy, and
the implementation of integrated and sustainable land and water managemecegrabtse lead to

positive outcomes fdsiodiversity nat ureés contributions to peopl
that assume strong international or transboundary coordination of adaptive measures between multiple
stakeholders lead to more sustble solutions across scales and regions. Scenario assumptions in
inequaltyscenari os also affect how different soci al
people(established but incomplgtés.2.3, 5.3.3}.

D2. Future impacts onbiodiversity andn at ur eds cont r arbunderestimasedt o p e
becausemost scenariosconsideronly a few drivers, notably climate change(well establishejd

{5.2.2, 5.3.2}. Singldriver scenarios also fail to capture driver interactions {vell establisheji

{5.2.2, 5.3.2}.Single-driver and single-sector approaches are likely to misrepresent the direction,
magnitude or spatial pattern of impacts onbiodiversity andn a t u cortribtions to people

leading to poor management or policy decisiongétablished but inompletg {5.3.1}.
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Many scenarios consider climate change as a single dwedlrdstablisheld The few multidriver

scenarios are largely based on the Special Report on Emissions Scenarios of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change and, hence, $amu longterm climate change issues (to 2100). Pollution

and invasive alien species are poorly represented in scenaelbggtablishep{5.2.2}. Land-use
change is rarely considered as a directe driver
because landse change scenarios focus more on the effects of indirect driverpédiay., social
preferences and economics) on land use perssalflished but incomplg{g.2.1}. There are fewer
scenarios of future lanrdse change impactsonbiodiv si ty and natureds contr
empirical studies of past trendsstablished but incomplétesingledriver scenarios fail to capture
feedbacks and synergies between and amongst indirect and direct drivers operating across different
scales (established but incompletés.3.4}. Integrated scenarios and models are explicit about nature

and cover multiple drivers, sectors and scales. This enhances the understanding of complex
interdependencies between human and environmental systems ta sgopdinated decisiomaking
{5.2.2,5.3.1}.

Box SPM.3
Scenario archetypes

The scenario and modelling studies in the literature {5.2.3, 5.3.3.} mapped t®six existing
scenario archetypd$.2.2.- Box 5.3}, which represent diverse plausilfileures for Europe and

Central Asia:

i Businessas-usualassumes the continuation of past and current trends in indirect and dirg
drivers.

i Economic optimisassumes global developments steered by economic growth, resulting
strong dominance of intertianal markets with a small degree of regulation.

i Regional competitionassumesn increasingly fragmented world with a growing gap betwe
rich and poor; increasing problems with crime, violence and terrorism; and strong trade
barriers.

i Regional sustairability assumes shift towards local and regional decisimaking that is

strongly influenced by environmentally aware citizens. A proactive attitude to environme
management prevails, but poor international collaboration obstructs coordinationeto solv|
global environmental issues.

i Global sustainable developmeagsumes an increasingly proactive attitude by policymake
and the public towards environmental issi@eBigh level of international cooperatiand
strong regulation.

i Inequalityassumes inefasing economic, political and social inequalities with power
concentrated in a relatively small political and business elite who invest in green technol

Each scenario archetype consists of different assumptions about future changes in direct and i
drivers as shown imableSPM.3

9Heretheternir e gi o n al Oto desotaiiPBES regiend tput reflects anoregeneral meaning acrotse
assessed literatur@here it is used with reference to subnational, national or larger areas.
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Table SPM.3

Trends in indirect and direct drivers assumed in six scenario archetypesovering time horizons
up to 2100

Arrows in the table are based on expert interpretation of the magnitude of trends inadnigessall
scenarios found within the archetypes. Colour coding is based on expert interpretation of the im
the trend on bi od ributensipdaoyl¢5.2.3t,d nat ur eds cont

INDIRECT DRIVERS DIRECT DRIVERS

Scenario archetype

(Environmental proactivity)
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Figure SPMO

Projected future impacts onbiodiversity, nat ur eds contri butions to peo
six scenario archetypes for Europe and Central Asiap to 2100(see BoxSPM.3 for details ofthe scenario
archetypes) {2.2.6, 3, 5.3.3}

Green symbols with upward arrow indicate an increase, amber symbols a stable trend, and red symbols with
downward arrow a decrease. Full colours indicate evidence frolitetfegurebased orten or moranodelindicators
per scenario archetypshaded colours indicate evidence based on fewer than ten.
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Figure SPM10
Trends in impacts on biodiversity, naturef6s cont

consistent across most scenario archetypes (see Box SPM.3 for details of the scenario archetypes) {5.3.3}

The Western European region has béerded into four partsrorthern, Atlantic, Alpine and southérin view of
the greater number of available studies.
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