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1. In paragraph 2 of section Il of decision IPBES-3/1, the Plenary of the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) approved the undertaking
of four regional and subregional assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services for Africa, the
Americas, Asia and the Pacific, and Europe and Central Asia (hereinafter referred to as regional
assessments) in accordance with the procedures for the preparation of the Platform’s deliverables set
out in annex | to decision IPBES-3/3, the generic scoping report for the regional assessments of
biodiversity and ecosystem services set out in annex 11 to decision IPBES-3/1, and the scoping reports
for each of the four regional assessments (decision IPBES-3/1, annexes IV-VII).

2. In response to decision IPBES-3/1, a set of six chapters (IPBES/6/INF/3-6), together with a
summary for policymakers (IPBES/6/4-7), were produced for each of the regional assessments by an
expert group, in accordance with the procedures for the preparation of the Platform’s deliverables, for
consideration by the Plenary at its sixth session.

3. In paragraph 7 of section 1V of decision IPBES-6/1, the Plenary approved the summary for
policymakers of the regional assessment for Europe and Central Asia (IPBES/6/15/Add.4) and
accepted the chapters of the assessment, on the understanding that the chapters would be revised
following the sixth session as document IPBES/6/INF/6/Rev.1 to correct factual errors and to ensure
consistency with the summary for policymakers as approved. The annex to the present note, which is
presented without formal editing, sets out the final set of chapters of the assessment for Europe and
Central Asia including their executive summaries.

A laid-out version of the final regional assessment report of biodiversity and ecosystem services for
Europe and Central Asia (including a foreword, statements from key partners, acknowledgements, a
preface, the summary for policymakers, the revised chapters and annexes setting out a glossary and
lists of acronyms, authors, review editors and expert reviewers) will be made available on the website
of the Platform prior to the seventh session of the Plenary.

K1801493 060718



IPBES/6/INF/6/Rev.1

Annex

Chapters of the regional assessment report on biodiversity and
ecosystem services for Europe and Central Asia of the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services

Disclaimer on maps

The designations employed and the presentation of material on the maps used in this report do
not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystems Services concerning the legal status
of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its
frontiers or boundaries. These maps have been prepared for the sole purpose of facilitating the
assessment of the broad biogeographical areas represented therein.
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Preface
What is an assessment?

An assessment is a critical evaluation of information, to inform decisions on a complex, public issue
(MEA, 2005). An assessment does not generate new data, but seeks to create new understanding
through summary, sorting and synthesis using different methods to manage complexity. It includes
academic and grey literature, as well as insights from indigenous and local knowledge (ILK).

The IPBES Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia was conducted by a group of experts with
a broad range of knowledge and skills, most of whom were nominated by Governments, and the
remainder by organizations. The Assessment is supported by evidence, not based on advocacy, and
relates to a particular time period (usually 1950-2050, but earlier or later where appropriate) and to
the geographical domain of Europe and Central Asia.

The IPBES context for the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia

Objective 2(b) of the IPBES work programme is to “strengthen the science-policy interface on
biodiversity and ecosystem services at and across subregional, regional and global levels by producing
“regional/subregional assessments on biodiversity and ecosystem services” for: Africa, the Americas,
Asia-Pacific, and Europe and Central Asia (Decision IPBES-3/1: Work programme for the period 2014—
2018: Annex IV-VIl). The implementation of the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia
followed a scoping study that responded to requests by Governments, multilateral environmental
agreements and other stakeholders in the formulation of key policy questions. These policy questions
included: a) general questions relevant to all IPBES regional assessments and, b) questions specific to
the Europe and Central Asia region. The scoping study resulted in a generic scoping report (Decision
IPBES-3/1: Work programme for the period 2014-2018, Annex lll: Generic scoping report for the
regional and subregional assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services (deliverable 2 (b))) and
scoping reports for each of the four regions, which have guided the implementation of the Regional
Assessment for Europe and Central Asia according to the timetable outlined in Figure 1. The IPBES
Plenary approved the summary for policymakers, and accepted the chapters of the Assessment
Report, at its sixth session in March 2018.

Each of the four regional IPBES assessments share the same generic policy questions and follow the
same chapter structure, which maps onto the IPBES conceptual framework. All regional assessments
also integrate relevant aspects of the IPBES thematic and methodological assessments (outlined
below) and consider trans-regional teleconnections in nature, nature’s contributions to people! and
good quality of life, and in the underlying drivers. While the Regional Assessment for Europe and
Central Asia focuses on the regional scale, it also considers subregional or finer scales where
necessary. Many examples of drivers, biodiversity, ecosystem services, and good quality of life concern
national to local scales. Moreover, the local scale often offers the best opportunity for the integration
of indigenous and local knowledge and other knowledge systems. Thus, the general coarse-scale focus
of this assessment is rooted in a synthesis of information across a range of scales from local to the
Europe and Central Asia region as a whole. The outcomes of the regional assessments are stand-alone

1 Nature’s contributions to people encompass the positive contributions, or benefits, and occasionally negative
contributions, losses or detriments, that people obtain from nature. The term resonates with the original use of the term
ecosystem services in the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005), and goes further by
explicitly embracing concepts associated with other worldviews on human—nature relations and knowledge systems.
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products that also inform the IPBES Global Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(deliverable 2c).

Figure 1 The deliverables and time table of the first IPBES work programme 2014-2018.
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The assessment process

The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia was undertaken by an expert team of 118
individuals comprising two assessment co-chairs, a further 12 coordinating lead authors, 85 lead
authors, six fellows and 13 review editors. The experts were selected in 2015 by the co-chairs;
representatives of the IPBES Bureau and multidisciplinary expert panel (MEP) from the region; and the
IPBES secretariat, from nominations by Governments and organizations, to cover a spectrum of
disciplines including indigenous and local knowledge. The selected expert team was supported by
numerous contributing authors. The 13 review editors assessed the adequacy of author responses to
reviewer comments. The evidence presented in the assessment was derived from the peer-reviewed
and publicly available literature or correctly cited and publicly available grey literature, as well as
indigenous and local knowledge (Roué and Molnar, 2016).
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Implementation of the assessment followed eight procedural steps. A first draft of the report chapters
was prepared by the author team (1). This draft was peer reviewed in an open and transparent process
by Governments, other stakeholders and all interested experts who responded to an invitation by the
IPBES Executive Secretary by registering and submitting review comments (2). This facilitated
stakeholder engagement and provided a broad set of comments through which the assessment’s
legitimacy was enhanced. A second draft of the report chapters and first draft summary for
policymakers (SPM) were prepared by the author team under the guidance of the review editors and
the multidisciplinary expert panel, considering comments from the review (3). These two documents
were reviewed a second time by Governments, and other stakeholders (4), leading to the preparation
of the final draft of the report chapters and summary for policymakers by the author team under the
guidance of the review editors and the multidisciplinary expert panel (5). The summary for
policymakers was then translated into the six official languages of the United Nations, checked for
accuracy by the author team, and prepared in formats suitable for indigenous and local knowledge
holders (6). The final draft of the report chapters and summary for policymakers were made available
to, and reviewed by, Governments who provided written comments (7), culminating in the review and
approval of the summary for policymakers, and the acceptance of the report chapters at the 6th
session of the IPBES Plenary in Medellin in March 2018 (8).

The relationship between the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia and the
other IPBES assessments

Besides the four regional assessments, the IPBES work programme (see Figure 1) encompasses
completed or ongoing assessments including the Thematic Assessment on Pollinators, Pollination and
Food Production; the Methodological Assessment on Scenarios and Models of Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services; the Thematic Assessment on Land Degradation and Restoration; and the Global
Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. These assessments report at the regional to
global scales, and also provide important case studies at the landscape scale. The summary for
policymakers of the Thematic Assessment on Pollinators, Pollination and Food Production, was
approved and its chapters accepted at the 4th meeting of the Plenary of IPBES in 2016 (IPBES, 2016).
It assessed the role of, and status and trends in, animal pollinators and pollination networks and
changes in pollination that underpins food production. The assessment informs policy responses to
declines and deficits in pollination and contributes to Aichi Biodiversity Target 14 on safeguarding and
restoring ecosystems that provide essential contributions to people. The Thematic Assessment on
Land Degradation and Restoration provides information to support decision-makers in reducing the
negative environmental, social and economic consequences of land degradation, and in restoring
degraded land to enhance nature’s contributions to people). The assessment identifies areas of
concern and the potential solutions to the challenges posed by land degradation as well as highlighting
critical knowledge gaps and priority areas for research and investment (Decision IPBES-3/1, Annex VIII:
Scoping for a thematic assessment of land degradation and restoration (deliverable 3 (b) (i))). The
IPBES Global Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services synthesizes evidence based on
biodiversity and nature’s contributions to people (IPBES/4/INF/9: Guide on the production and
integration of assessments from and across all scales (deliverable 2 (a))) from across the Earth. It is
based strongly on the outcomes of the four regional and subregional assessments, but also reports on
literature that uses methods applied at the global scale. Where appropriate and necessary,
information elaborated during the progress toward these other IPBES assessments also contributed
to the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia.
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The policy context

Almost all countries in Europe and Central Asia use (agreed-upon) relevant international frameworks
to guide national strategy and action. The IPBES assessment of Europe and Central Asia was, hence,
and as requested by the scoping document, undertaken in the context of the United Nations 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development and Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020. The assessment
examines progress towards the Sustainable Development Goals of the 2030 Agenda and the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets of the Strategic Plan. Its time frame covers current and projected trends
corresponding with timelines for the 2030 Agenda (2030), and the Strategic Plan (2020) and its 2050
vision. The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, in particular, exists in the broader context of the
United Nations Decade on Biodiversity. In 2010, the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity
invited the United Nations General Assembly to consider declaring 2011-2020 the United Nations
Decade on Biodiversity (CBD, 2010), which the General Assembly did in a resolution in the same year,
"with a view to contributing to the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity for the period
2011-2020" (United Nations, 2011).

The involvement of different stakeholders

Stakeholders can be considered in two groups, based on how they engaged with the Regional
Assessment of Europe and Central Asia (Decision IPBES-3/4: Communications, stakeholder
engagement and strategic partnership, Annex Il: Stakeholder engagement strategy (deliverable 4 (d))):

1. Contributors - scientists, knowledge holders including indigenous and local knowledge
holders, practitioners and others;

2. End users - regional governments, national Governments and multilateral environmental
agreements, subnational and local governments, United Nations agencies, inter-
governmental organizations, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), other practitioners
within the private sector and the public.

As stakeholder engagement is an important element for the relevance, effectiveness, credibility and
overall success of IPBES, stakeholder values, needs and concerns were embedded within the
assessment process from the start. The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia has engaged
with the broader stakeholder community to better understand and communicate the causes of the
loss of nature and nature's contributions to people, including the role of humans and the
consequences for human well-being. Involving stakeholders is important in recognising their diverse
conceptualisations of values, adding societal aspects when assessing drivers and scenarios and
evaluating policy support tools. Although different stakeholders may have different priorities, they all
aim to have their knowledge, views and values considered within the IPBES process, including its
assessments. Stakeholders can bring complementary perspectives to those of Government, which also
helps to identify and prioritize the most relevant knowledge gaps. Different stakeholder organizations
can play an important role in the engagement of IPBES with different sectors of society. For these
reasons, IPBES provides an opportunity for stakeholders to contribute to informing decision-making.
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Executive summary

The IPBES Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia critically evaluates and summarizes the
available knowledge on the status and trends of nature and its contributions to people. Nature is
protected for its diverse values and because it is essential for sustaining human life. To conserve the
planet's variety of life - including the human species - and to ensure that people benefit from nature’s
contributions now and into the future, effective policies and actions are required, based on a broad
understanding of what is happening and why. The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia
supports decision-making processes by identifying options, opportunities and trade-offs building upon
the best available data and information in compiling policy-relevant knowledge (1.1).

Assessing new knowledge is highly relevant and timely. More than 50 previous international and
national assessments demonstrate that biodiversity and ecosystems have intrinsic value and are
essential for human life. Since the publication of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment in 2005, there
are now four times as many scientific papers on biodiversity and ecosystem services, their drivers and
their consequences for people, and on related options for decision-making. To support decision-
making it is necessary to synthesize the most recent scientific literature in combination with the grey
literature and indigenous and local knowledge (1.1).

The assessment responds to requests from Governments. In requesting this assessment,
Governments have recognized the problems arising from the loss of biodiversity and nature’s
contributions to people and the potential of relevant information for future decision-making.
Governments posed a number of policy-relevant key questions that underpin the Regional Assessment
for Europe and Central Asia. Questions in common with the other IPBES regional assessments concern
the dynamics of, and interplay between, nature’s contributions to people, the underlying biodiversity
and ecosystems, the drivers of change in biodiversity and ecosystems, their diverse values and
relevance for human well-being. Further policy-relevant questions are specific to the Europe and
Central Asia region. How can ecosystems be protected through investments, regulations and
management regimes for terrestrial, freshwater, coastal and marine systems? What are the effects of
production, consumption and economic development on biodiversity and ecosystem services and
their contributions to human well-being? How can sectoral policies and new policy instruments
encourage opportunities arising from the contributions of biodiversity and ecosystem services to
human well-being? The assessment seeks to inform policy, public and private decisions, to raise public
awareness and to initiate new research (1.1, 1.2).

Answering the region-specific key questions offers important knowledge concerning progress
toward the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, the Sustainable Development Goals, and national policies.
The questions specific to Europe and Central Asia map directly onto the Aichi Biodiversity Targets and
are relevant to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Goals 14 and 15 address biodiversity and
ecosystems explicitly and correspond closely with the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Beyond Goals 14 and
15, several Sustainable Development Goals address the broader importance of biodiversity and
ecosystems for human well-being. The European Union Biodiversity Strategy 2020 aims to halt
biodiversity loss in the European Union, restoring ecosystems where possible, and stepping up efforts
to avert global biodiversity loss. This underpins the European Union’s commitment to the Convention
on Biological Diversity and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets by integrating policies on the ecosystem
services approach into member States' economies and planning. Non-European Union countries
contribute to the implementation of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets through national strategies, plans
or programmes. Most Europe and Central Asia countries have developed a national biodiversity
strategy and a corresponding action plan (1.2, 1.4).

12
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The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia also takes account of the requests and
knowledge of actors other than Governments and provides information for them. Identifying the
existing and potential links between nature, nature’s contributions to people, and human well-being
supports the actions of a wide range of stakeholders in addition to Governments. Non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), academic organizations and private businesses can protect and enhance
biodiversity and ecosystem services through a number of actions, including management practices,
education and awareness raising. The assessment provides relevant evidence upon which
stakeholders can base such actions, which involved consulting stakeholders throughout the
assessment process (1.2, 1.4).

Europe and Central Asia is characterised by strong differences in terms of industrialization and
governance that have a high impact on the state of biodiversity and nature’s contributions to
people. There is large variability between the Europe and Central Asia subregions in governance
systems, cultures, economies, ecoregions and sectors, as well as data monitoring and availability.
Europe and Central Asia also has a long history of land management with major human intervention
arising from high population densities in the west, but less intervention in the east. Europe and Central
Asia faces many important transboundary issues, for example for water resources, pollution, and
invasive species, which cut across the subregional divisions (1.3).

Processes within Europe and Central Asia have a large influence on the rest of the world, and Europe
and Central Asia depends strongly on other world regions. Such influences include teleconnections
via global markets that can displace impacts on biodiversity and ecosystems from Europe and Central
Asia to other parts of the world, leading to a large ecological footprint elsewhere. Dependencies
include the import of food, feed, fibre and other goods. Western and Central Europe’s consumption,
in particular, has impacts on land, water and biodiversity in other regions of the world (1.3).

The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia addresses the interactions between nature
and people through the IPBES conceptual framework, accounting for the different worldviews and
values that exist within the region. To guide the assessment process, IPBES has developed and applied
a conceptual framework, an integrated valuation approach and a strategy that integrates information
from different knowledge systems, including indigenous and local knowledge. A number of actions
were implemented to base the assessment on multiple worldviews and value systems, including the
knowledge of local practitioners such as farmers and foresters. Thus, the assessment accounts for
different worldviews and values, which underpins its credibility, legitimacy and relevance (1.1, 1.5).

The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia communicates confidence in its findings using
qualitative self-assessment in line with the standardised IPBES confidence terms. The need for
confidence language arises from the differences in the availability of evidence across subregions,
across taxa, and over time. Confidence levels for key messages and findings as well as knowledge gaps
are used systematically, including a traceable account of their supporting information and data, to
facilitate comparison and interpretation towards policy. Data-related and method-related limitations
and issues beyond the scope of this assessment are clearly stated (1.5, 1.6).

The evidence base contains inevitable biases in coverage of the different components and values of
nature. Only a small proportion of species are studied to any degree. Out of about 8 million species
that exist globally, the 2016 Red List of Threatened Species assessed 82,954 of the estimated 1.64
million species that have been described. Within Europe and Central Asia, only 2,493 species were
described on the Red List in 2016. Of the studied species some groups have complete coverage (all
known bird and mammal species), while other groups have far less known about them (e.g. only 7%
of known plants and <1% of fungi). Answering the policy-relevant questions requires knowledge about
the three dimensions of values of nature: nature's values (i.e. biodiversity), nature's contributions to
people (i.e. ecosystem services) and aspects of good quality of life. While the assessment covers these
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three dimensions equally, better supporting evidence on nature's contributions to people and good
quality of life would improve the assessment's capacity to answer the policy-relevant questions (1.1,
1.6).
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1.1 Introduction

1.1.1 The purpose of the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia

The conservation and sustainable use of nature matter for its intrinsic value (Batavia & Nelson, 2017)
and because it provides the basis for livelihoods, economies and the good quality of life of people
throughout the world (Decision IPBES-5/1, Annex IV: Scoping report for a thematic assessment on the
sustainable use of wild species: deliverable 3 (b) (iii)). Effective and urgent action is required to halt
the loss of biodiversity to secure the planet's variety of life, which includes human life (CBD, 2010;
Tittensor et al., 2014; United Nations, 2015). These actions require a strong knowledge base, good
communication between scientists and decision-makers, and the will to act.

The IPBES Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia is based on a request from Governments,
multilateral environmental agreements and other stakeholders to investigate the key policy questions
outlined in Box 1.1. IPBES member States have recognized the dependence of quality of life and the
economy on nature, and have requested new knowledge about the importance of nature for the
human species. Hence, the assessment critically evaluates and summarizes the available knowledge
on the status and trends of nature (including biodiversity) and nature’s contributions to people?
(including ecosystem services) and how they support good quality of life. The assessment also
evaluates the underlying causes and consequences of change in the past, present and future in
support of governance towards sustainability and good quality of life. Section 1.7.2. describes how the
policy-relevant questions structure the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia.

Box 1.1: Policy-relevant question.

General questions

1. How do biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services contribute to the economy, livelihoods, food
security, and good quality of life in the regions, and what are the interdependences among them?

2. What are the status, trends and potential future dynamics of biodiversity, ecosystem functions and ecosystem
services that affect their contribution to the economy, livelihoods and well-being in the regions?

3. What are the pressures driving the change in the status and trends of biodiversity, ecosystem functions,
ecosystem services and good quality of life in the regions?

4. What are the actual and potential impacts of various policies and interventions on the contribution of
biodiversity, ecosystem functions and ecosystem services to the sustainability of the economy, livelihoods, food
security and good quality of life in the regions?

5. What gaps in knowledge need to be addressed in order to better understand and assess drivers, impacts and
responses of biodiversity, ecosystem functions and services at the regional level?

Questions specific to Europe and Central Asia

6. How can ecosystems that provide ecosystem services, such as those underpinning ecosystem-based
adaptation to climate change and nature-based solutions to sustainable development, be protected through
investments, regulations and management regimes for terrestrial, freshwater, coastal and marine systems?

7. What are the effects of production, consumption and economic development on biodiversity and ecosystem
services and their contribution to human well-being? Major links with other regions will be assessed;

2 Nature’s contributions to people encompass the positive contributions, or benefits, and occasionally negative
contributions, losses or detriments, that people obtain from nature. The term resonates with the original use of the term
ecosystem services in the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005), and goes further by
explicitly embracing concepts associated with other worldviews on human—nature relations and knowledge systems.
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8. How can sectoral policies and new policy instruments encourage opportunities arising from the contribution
of biodiversity and ecosystem services to human well-being?

Figure 1 @ Simplified diagram of the sectors and processes addressed by the IPBES Europe
and Central Asia policy questions.

Red numbers: generic IPBES questions; black numbers: Europe and Central Asia-specific questions.
Key to symbols reflecting the IPBES conceptual framework (Diaz et al., 2015) (see Section 1.1.5).

il P
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End of Box 1.1

1.1.2 Why is this assessment important?

Nature and its contributions to people are fundamental to the existence of humans as a species and
for our societies and their future development. Nature and its contributions to people are, however,
continuing to decline, largely because of human actions. Of 2,493 species assessed in Europe and
Central Asia, 13% are included on the Red List of Threatened Species of the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN), which constitutes 6.5% of the total number of the species included on
the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, globally (IUCN, 2017). The IPBES Regional Assessment for
Europe and Central Asia responded to the need to establish a broader understanding of nature and
its contributions to people for the past, present and future through an evidence base in support of
effective options for policies and actions to maintain ecosystem integrity. The assessment analyses
the relationship between nature and people for the region, based on the latest knowledge and the
inclusive IPBES approach. It informs future decisions through a comprehensive analysis of the
dynamics of, and interplay between, biodiversity and ecosystems (or nature), their drivers, and their
contributions to people. It also identifies opportunities for sustainable development and good quality
of life arising from nature.

1.1.3 Review of previous assessments

Previous global assessments on the status of nature and its contributions to people showed that the
levels or quality of both are declining (Leadley et al., 2013; MEA, 2005). Over the past 50 years, humans
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have changed ecosystems more rapidly than ever before; 60% of ecosystems are degraded and often
overexploited, and pressures on nature are increasing despite the growing number of responses to
tackle biodiversity loss (Butchart et al., 2010; Leadley et al., 2013; MEA, 2005; Tittensor et al., 2014).
Effective responses can be achieved by mainstreaming nature, and its importance to good quality of
life, at all societal levels, as in the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2012-2020 and its Aichi Biodiversity
Targets (CBD, 2010).

Overall, the state of nature (biodiversity and ecosystems) is deteriorating in Western, Central and
Eastern Europe (see for example: European Commission, 2015b; EEA, 2015b). Approximately, 60% of
the European Union-level species assessments and 77% of the European Union-level habitat
assessments indicate an unfavourable or deteriorating status (EEA, 2015b; European Commission,
2015b). Nevertheless, some species are returning to Western, Central and Eastern Europe after long
periods of absence, for example, the European bison and the Eurasian beaver (Batbold et al., 2016;
European Commission, 2015b; Olech, 2008).

The state of nature is also deterioriating in Central Asia (Appleton et al., 2012; Zoi International
Network, 2011) (Figure 1.2). Its most distinctive species are, and have been, heavily impacted. For
example, the last tigers in the region are thought to have been killed in the 1950s; the snow leopard
is extremely rare; and the saiga antelope is critically endangered (Mallon, 2008; Zoi International
Network, 2011). Some positive signs are, however, observed in the development of policies for
conservation and the expansion of protected areas (Figure 1.2).

Of the 54 countries in Europe and Central Asia, only one has not submitted a fifth national report? to
the Convention on Biological Diversity. Other national biodiversity or ecosystem assessments are
available for the majority of the Europe and Central Asia countries with an updated list of current
assessments available through IPBES (see http://catalog.ipbes.net/).

3 The fifth national reports provide, among other aspects, an update on the national status and trends of, and threats to,
biodiversity, using national biodiversity indicators and also an assessment of the progress towards the Aichi Biodiverity
Targets and the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020.
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Figure 1 @ Summary of the trends on the status of nature (biodiversity and ecosystems)
in Central Asia. Source: Zoi International Network (2011).
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Since the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment (2005), the body of scientific knowledge on nature and its
contributions to people has quadrupled by the end of 2016 (based on a Scopus search using
“biodiversity” and “ecosystem services” as search terms). The Regional Assessment for Europe and
Central Asia covers previous and new knowledge in a synthetic assessment of the region. Scientific
and societal debate on the valuation of nature and its contributions to people has generated new
insights. For example, publications about “human well-being” increased rapidly after the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment concluded in 2005 and continued to rise after the publishing of the initial “The
Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity” (TEEB) reports in 2010 (see Figure 1.3).
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Figure 1 @ Changing frequency of keywords in the scientific literature to reflect the
prevalence of these terms.

Data generated from the Scopus database for all publications from 1960 to 2016 (using search terms as shown
in the legend, except “human well-being” AND each of the other terms). The actual number of publications
associated with each search term is shown in parentheses. The vertical axis shows the proportion within each
search term published in each year to show the changing use of search terms through time. Each vertical black
line represents a key moment relevant for global policy: the Rio Conventions in 1992 (||) ; Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (| ); The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (|l).
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1.1.4 Why another assessment? The added value of the Regional Assessment for Europe
and Central Asia

The Europe and Central Asia assessment aims to be broad and inclusive, builds on previous
assessments and takes into account not only new research, but also evolved insights. Previous
assessments covered various aspects of nature, nature’s contributions to people and good quality of
life. Some of these assessments were more inclusive in terms of world views and diverse values than
others, but this was done implicitly (e.g., MEA, 2005). Nature has mainly been linked with a limited set
of instrumental values (e.g., TEEB, 2010a). Although the valuation field has been developing rapidly,
most assessments have emphasized traditional economic (monetary) valuation approaches (e.g. TEEB,
2010a). More recent regional assessments (e.g., Jacobs et al., 2016) and research projects (e.g.,
OPERAs, 2017; OpenNESS, 2017) have been more inclusive of stakeholders and diverse values. The
Regional Assessment of Europe and Central Asia explicitly covers the diverse values connected to
nature, nature’s contributions to people, and good quality of life (see Figure 1.4) according to the
IPBES conceptual framework (see Section 1.1.5) (Diaz et al., 2015; Pascual et al., 2017). These values
range from values of nature itself (individual organisms, biophysical assemblages, biophysical
processes); regulating, material and non-material contributions of nature to people; new options for
nature's contributions to people; and good quality of life from cultural, societal and individual
perspectives.
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The policy questions summarising Government requests (see Section 1.1.1) require these diverse
values to be addressed, with a main focus on nature’s contributions to people and to good quality of
life (Figure 1.4). Based on the conceptual framework, the Europe and Central Asia assessment aims to
have a balanced representation of these different values. This responds more closely to policy
demands and is a novelty of IPBES compared with previous assessments.

Figure 1 @) () Europe and Central Asia policy questions explicitly refer to diverse values. Bars
are based on the number of times value targets are mentioned in the eight Europe
and Central Asia policy questions. Policy questions are described in Section 1.1.1;
@ The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia effectively covers diverse
values. Bars based on cross-validated coverage estimates per value focus and per
chapter. Value foci are introduced in Section 1.5.2.
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IPBES assessments are the first assessments on nature and its contributions to people to have been
through a formal process to establish political legitimacy and to respond directly to requests from
Governments. Of the 54 countries in Europe and Central Asia, 38 are members of IPBES. Moreover,
many stakeholders from the region are part of IPBES’s stakeholder network, including learned
societies, NGOs, and representatives of indigenous and local communities. The assessment also uses
a broad variety of knowledge and evidence sources beyond the natural sciences. All chapters consider
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indigenous and local knowledge (ILK). The assessment is therefore a legitimate and credible analysis
relevant to all levels of governance and decision-making, from multinational organizations, through
national Governments to the local level, and relevant to a broad audience.

1.1.5 The IPBES conceptual framework

IPBES has developed and approved a conceptual framework to summarize the components of the
system comprised of people and nature, and the relationships between them (Diaz et al., 2015; IPBES,
2014). Figure 1.5 is a simplified version of the conceptual framework as adopted by the second
meeting of the IPBES Plenary. It retains all the essential elements, but some of the detailed wording
for each of the elements has been removed from the boxes to improve readability.

The IPBES conceptual framework provides structure and comparability to the assessments that IPBES
is producing at different spatial scales, on different themes, and in different regions. It was developed
through a transparent and participatory process and explicitly considers diverse scientific disciplines,
stakeholders, and knowledge systems, including indigenous and local knowledge. It is essential for
interpreting the finding of the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia and links strongly to
the diverse values discussed in Section 1.5.2. The framework also provides common terminology for
use across IPBES assessments. The six chapters of the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central
Asia map onto the conceptual framework as indicated in Table 1.1.

Integrative, but explicit conceptual frameworks are particularly useful tools in fields requiring

interdisciplinary collaboration. They help to cope with complexity by clarifying and focusing thinking

about relationships, and supporting communication across disciplines and knowledge systems and

between knowledge and policy. The main elements of the IPBES conceptual framework are:

¢ Nature: the natural world with an emphasis on the diversity of living organisms and their
interactions among each other and with their environment.

¢ Anthropogenic assets: including knowledge, technology, work, financial assets, and built
infrastructure that, together with nature, are essential in the co-production of nature’s
contributions to people.

¢ Nature’s contributions to people: all the contributions of nature, both positive and negative, to
the quality of life of humans as individuals and societies.

¢ Drivers of change: all external factors that affect nature, and, consequently, the supply of nature’s
contributions to people. The conceptual framework includes drivers of change as two of its main
elements: institutions, governance systems and other indirect drivers on the one hand and direct
drivers on the other:

0 Institutions and governance systems are among the root causes of the direct anthropogenic
drivers that affect nature. They include systems of access to land, legislative arrangements,
international regimes (such as agreements for the protection of endangered species) and
economic policies.

0 Direct drivers, both natural and anthropogenic, affect nature directly. Direct anthropogenic
drivers result from institutions and governance systems and other indirect drivers. They
include human-caused habitat conversion and climate change, pollution, exploitation of
ecosystems and species, and species introductions. Direct natural drivers also directly affect
anthropogenic assets and quality of life (e.g. a volcanic eruption can destroy roads and
cause human deaths), but these impacts are not the main focus of IPBES.

e Good quality of life: the achievement of a fulfilled human life. It is a highly values-based and
context-dependent element comprising multiple factors such as access to food, water, health,
education, security, and cultural identity, material prosperity, spiritual satisfaction, and freedom
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of choice. A society’s achievement of good quality of life and the vision of what this entails directly
influences institutions and governance systems and other indirect drivers and, through them, all
other elements in the conceptual framework.
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Figure 1 @ The IPBES conceptual framework. Source: Diaz et al. (2015).
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The inclusive nature of the conceptual framework, in terms of contributions, stakeholders, knowledge
systems and worldviews, necessarily requires the consideration of diverse value systems. Value
systems vary among individuals, within groups, and across groups at various temporal and spatial
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scales. For example, some nations tend to be more dominated by value systems that prioritize
individual rights and others by value systems that prioritize collective and community-level values
(Diaz et al., 2015). The Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia covers the diverse values of
nature, including non-anthropocentric, instrumental and relational values. This involves a range of
different data and information sources that typically are not found within a single assessment, such
as biophysical and socio-ecological models, socio-economic and socio-cultural valuation and
gualitative data such as that based on discursive accounts and social elicitation methods. Accounting
for the differences in data availability, and their representativeness for, and acceptance by, different
disciplines is challenging both in synthesizing findings and in attributing confidence to these findings.

Table 1.1: How the IPBES conceptual framework maps onto the chapters of the Europe and Central
Asia assessment.

Chapter Conceptual framework boxes and fluxes
Chapter 1: Setting the scene All the boxes and fluxes of the conceptual
framework

Chapter 2: Nature’s contributions to people and | “Nature’s contributions to people” and their
quality of life relation to “good quality of life”

Chapter 3: Status, trends and future dynamics of | “Nature” and its relation to
biodiversity and ecosystems underpinning

. o “Nature’s contributions to people”
nature’s contributions to people

Chapter 4: Direct and indirect drivers of change | “Institutions and governance and other indirect
in biodiversity and nature’s contributions to | drivers” and their relation to “direct drivers”
people

Chapter 5: Current and future interactions | All the boxes and fluxes of the conceptual
between nature and society framework

Chapter 6: Options for governance and decision- | “Institutions and governance and other indirect
making across scales and sectors drivers” and their effects on all other boxes of
the conceptual framework

1.2 Relevant stakeholders

1.2.1 Who does this assessment concern?

Governments and multilateral environmental agreements requested that the Regional Assessment for
Europe and Central Asia be conducted. It is therefore directly relevant to Governments, as it answers
their specific policy questions (see Section 1.1.1). Nevertheless, nature’s contributions to people have
effects not only at different ecological scales, but also at different organizational scales, from the
individual to the community, and administrative scales from the local to the international. For
instance, material contributions may be of interest to indigenous peoples and local communities (e.g.
timber), but the same source can also be of interest at higher institutional levels (e.g. carbon
sequestration). Furthermore, national or global stakeholders and indigenous and local communities
may differ in their emphasis on the conservation of nature and sustainable use, and the enhancement
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of the aesthetic, cultural heritage, natural and recreational quality of their living environment. In
addition, especially for indigenous peoples and local communities, ecosystems may also be a places
of rituals and a point of reference in cultural and spiritual narratives (Hein, 2006; Reyers et al., 2013;
Raudsepp-Hearne & Peterson, 2016).

Many stakeholder groups were directly or indirectly involved in the production of the Regional
Assessment for Europe and Central Asia - directly through data and knowledge sharing and reviewing
drafts, and indirectly by encouraging, facilitating and supporting the participation of scientists and
knowledge holders within the assessment (see also the preface for the assessment procedure and
Section 1.5). The assessment experts obtained stakeholder knowledge, views and values through
discussions at IPBES stakeholder days, IPBES Plenary meetings and by stakeholders reviewing drafts.
In addition, grey literature was analysed and knowledge holders were consulted as experts. By
including different knowledge and data sources and values, and allowing for a transparent process, an
assessment gains credibility, legitimacy and relevance (Cash et al., 2003).

1.2.2 Which benefits are available to stakeholders?

Stakeholder incentives and benefits associated with involvement in the assessment include the
opportunity to contribute to the IPBES process, the inclusion of stakeholder-derived data and the
acquisition of knowledge. Consequently, the capability to develop partnerships and to learn from
insights from other disciplines increases as well as the potential for capacity building, identified from
an IPBES stakeholder analysis survey (IPBES/5/INF/16: Implementation of the stakeholder
engagement strategy). Stakeholder groups have specific information needs, but also derive different
benefits from the insights and knowledge contained within the assessment (see discussion below).
Stakeholders acknowledge that the IPBES process in general, and the Regional Assessment for Europe
and Central Asia in particular, bring together different disciplines and stakeholder groups. In doing so,
the participants gain insights into diverse conceptualisations of values and social and political contexts
leading to the building of partnerships.

Regional (supra-national) Governments and national Governments. The questions posed by
Governments are outlined in Section 1.1.1. The assessment offers insight into the best indicators to
assess the status and trends of biodiversity and nature’s contributions to people, as well as pinpointing
data gaps. It also highlights the necessary responses and the potential opportunities and differences
between countries.

Subnational governments: Subnational and local public actors have an interest in opportunities for
investment in nature that leads to social and economic benefits. They request independent sources
of information about how nature can help society to cope with future challenges such as water
scarcity, climate change or air pollution and to enhance the living standards of citizens.

Multilateral environmental agreements and United Nations agencies: United Nations agencies have
a range of scientific advisory processes in addition to being responsible for multilateral environmental
agreements. Information provided through the assessment can contribute substantially to informing
these processes. Multilateral environmental agreements have subsidiary bodies or other mechanisms
to consider scientific and technical evidence. The information provided by the assessment contributes
to some of these subsidiary bodies and mechanisms as a means of improving their effectiveness.
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Intergovernmental organizations: Policy-relevant information provided by the assessment is also an
important source of information about nature, its contributions to people, and good quality of life, for
broader intergovernmental organizations.

Practitioners and implementers: Many organizations, including NGOs, and individuals involved in the
operational management of nature and its contributions to people in practice can access IPBES
products, such as policy support tools, and learn how these can be applied to conservation and
sustainable use of nature (Decision IPBES-3/4: Communications, stakeholder engagement and
strategic partnerships). The assessment provides examples and case studies for the use of such tools.

The scientific community: The assessment supports the scientific community in gathering information
from different data sources and regions to highlight knowledge gaps and provide evidence to fill these

gaps.

Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities: Indigenous peoples and local communities are the main
users and caretakers of nature and its contributions to people over large areas of Europe and Central
Asia. Their understanding of nature, drivers, futures and policies can help to develop subregional or
local actions and policies that are more relevant and acknowledge indigenous rights. The assessment
serves as an important forum for discussion and knowledge co-production, which is urgently needed
to improve the livelihoods of indigenous peoples and local communities.

Private Sector: Business is often based on the use of natural resources and frequently has an impact
on ecosystems, but the private sector can also find opportunities by aligning business activities with
benefits to nature. To achieve this, the private sector requires insight into how to align their actions
with goals of conservation and sustainable use by better recognizing and responding to
interdependencies and impacts on nature (TEEB, 2010b). Businesses are also decision-makers and
have an important role to play in the conservation, use and management of biodiversity and
ecosystems upon which they depend. The information within the assessment supports the
implementation of sustainable solutions that avoid, minimize or offset impacts on ecosystems and
identifies the interdependencies between business and ecosystems.

The general public: “The people who are affected and those who provide resources are increasingly
asking for evidence that interventions improve ecosystem services and human well-being.” (Carpenter
et al., 2009). The assessment provides the general public with an independent source of knowledge.

1.2.3 Policy instruments for different stakeholders

An important function of the IPBES process is to support policy formulation and implementation by
identifying policy relevant tools and methodologies. Stakeholders have a number of options and
instruments available to protect and enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services. Policy instruments
may take many different forms including environmental standards and regulation, economic
incentives, education, capacity building and awareness raising (a non-exhaustive list is found in
IPBES/4/INF/14: Information on work related to policy support tools and methodologies (deliverable
4 (c))). Policy instruments are often referred to as being designed by public authorities, but IPBES
embraces design by all stakeholders including citizen organizations and indigenous peoples and local
communities (IPBES/4/INF/14).
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Four different categories of policy instruments for different actors have been identified in Chapter 6
(adapted from IPBES/4/INF/14):

1. Legal and regulatory instruments, for example implementing and articulating laws and
regulations, planning instruments;

2. Economic and financial instruments or price-based instruments, for example fiscal instruments,
and quantity-based instruments such as tradeable permits;

3. Social and information-based instruments with an emphasis on the intertwined relationship
between ecosystems and socio-cultural dynamics, including: (i) information related instruments
such as eco-labelling, and environmental education; (ii) self-regulation and corporate social
responsibility; and (iii) enhancement of the collective actions of local communities;

4. Rights-based instruments and customary norms, that integrate rights, norms, standards and
principles into policy, planning and implementation, for example by reconciling conservation and
human rights standards, e.g. the rights and institutions of indigenous peoples, and heritage sites.

Various public and private actors can choose from a wide range of policy instruments to achieve their
objectives. Traditionally, centralised and decentralised Governments have shaped environmental and
biodiversity conservation policies, largely building on legal and regulatory instruments. Such
hierarchical decision-making has increasingly been complemented by other governance modes
addressing and involving private actors through economic, financial, social and information-based
instruments. Furthermore, rights-based instruments and customary norms offer ways to reconcile
human rights standards, and to foster complementarity with human well-being (IPBES/4/INF/14). The
latter category is especially important to help develop regionally and locally relevant actions and
policies for indigenous peoples and local communities. In practice, policy instruments are usually
applied in combination in policy mixes (see Chapter 6).

Capacity building is another important function of the IPBES process. As Figure 1.6 illustrates, capacity
building typically represents the development and strengthening of human and institutional resources
through the ability to perform functions, to solve problems, and to achieve objectives at individual,
societal and institutional levels (United Nations, 2006). Addressing both public and private sectors
plays a key role in successful capacity building processes. The Regional Assessment for Europe and
Central Asia supports capacity building through new knowledge generation, particularly in the
identification and quantification of nature’s contributions to people and to good quality of life (Diaz
et al. 2015). New knowledge can result, for example from long-term biomonitoring on permanent
plots, from comparative studies or from experiments. Such records have the potential to contribute
to more informed assessments of future changes in biodiversity patterns. By raising awareness at the
individual level, such information facilitates appropriate strategies, plans and programmes developed
at higher institutional levels.
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Figure 1 @ Potential contribution of the Regional Assessment for Europe and Central Asia
to capacity building. Source: Own representation.
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Education also plays an important role in supporting societal choices that affect biodiversity and
ecosystem services. Stakeholders can promote the work done in the assessment through local and
region-wide networks and help by disseminating information to relevant communities. In this way,
the assessment will raise awareness for important biodiversity and ecosystem issues across
stakeholder groups, and across geographic locations.

1.3 Description of the region

This section introduces the basic characteristics of the Europe and Central Asia region, including the
geographic area, the subregional structure, the geographical characteristics including the region’s
main ecosystem types (units of analysis), together with their most important societal trends in recent
history. The basic facts necessary for interpreting the findings of later chapters are introduced.

1.3.1 Overview of the region

Europe and Central Asia encompasses four subregions (see Figure 1.7) and 54 countries (see Table
1.2). These countries vary greatly in size, including the largest and smallest on Earth, have diverse
geography and history, but also common properties in terms of geography and climate, history and
social systems. The region shares many cultural norms and historical features reflected in some
similarities in land use, environmental history, and nature and its contributions to people.
Nevertheless, the region encompasses high heterogeneity in natural and socio-cultural aspects. The
seas that surround the region are also very heterogeneous in terms of temperatures, currents,
nutrient availability, depths and mixing regimes.

In the assessment, we refer to the IPBES subregions where the data fully covers one or more of them.
However, the data shown often represents other divisions, mainly the European Union or “Continental
Europe” (sensu European Environment Agency). This includes Western and Central Europe, excluding
Anatolia and Israel, and Eastern Europe to a eastern border following the Ural mountains, the river
Ural to the Caspian Sea, and a southern board to the Manych valley to the Sea of Azov and the Black
Sea, and the Bosporus. When referring to Europe we therefore refer to the geography just illustrated,
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recognizing that not all data sources will perfectly match this geography. Otherwise we refer to IPBES
subregions (Figure 1.7).

Table 1.2: The subregions and countries covered by the Europe and Central Asia assessment.

Subregion

Countries

Western Europe | Andorra, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland,

Ireland, Israel, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 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, Slovenia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey

Eastern Europe | Armen