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Executive summary 

The recent EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 highlights that while we need nature to survive, 

“healthy and resilient societies depend on giving nature the space it needs1”. This includes the 

nature present in Europe Overseas, where important biodiversity hotspots are not governed 

by EU environmental rules. 

 

The biodiversity found in EU overseas entities is of outstanding value to human societies and 

economies are facing multiple interconnected threats. A striking example can be found in New 

Caledonia, where the dry forest ecosystem hosts an amazing number of endemic flora species 

that represent 60% of its inventoried species. This ecosystem is also highly threatened; its 

geographic coverage is now extremely fragmented and has dramatically reduced to only 1% 

of its original area.  

 

In order to reverse the impacts of threats such as climate change and pollution, actions such 

as conservation, restoration and sustainable management of EU Overseas’ ecosystems is 

fundamental, in addition to implementing the equivalent environmental rules called for in the 

2030 Biodiversity Strategy. In order to have the greatest impact in reversing the degradation 

of and minimising threats to ecosystems, it is essential to not just understand the status of the 

EU Overseas ecosystems, but also the drivers of degradation. Identifying the types of threats 

and quantifying the level of risk of ecosystem collapse through tools such as the IUCN Red 

List of Ecosystems (RLE), can better inform conservation action and policies, as well as 

promote the value of ecosystems to affected stakeholders. 

 

The RLE provides a standardized and globally recognised framework to assess the risk of 

collapse of an ecosystem, identifying to what extent ecosystems are threatened or 

endangered. The risk categories, based on those used by the IUCN Red List of Species 

(RLTS), help to, systematically, assess and understand natural and manmade risks faced by 

an ecosystem. RLE assessments across all continents have been used to guide conservation 

practitioners and governments to prioritize environmental actions and policies. Furthermore, 

through the process of executing an RLE assessment, proponents can benefit from the added 

value of increased stakeholder engagement and sharing of data and expertise. 

 

This study takes the first steps towards an RLE assessment of EU´s overseas ecosystems. 

With the support of the MOVE Project (Facilitating Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems 

and their Services (MAES) to support regional policy in Overseas Europe: mobilizing 

stakeholders and pooling resources) local stakeholders were engaged to collaborate in a 

technical feasibility study for RLE. The study identified information and data needs as well as 

major barriers for 1) conducting RLE assessments in EU ORs and OCTs, and 2) promoting 

those for conservation and ecosystem management purposes. A survey approach was used 

in seven EU ORs and OCTs across biogeographic regions to gain an overview of the feasibility 

of local, national, global or overseas entity specific RLE assessments. For each of the seven 

studied, the Azores, Canary Islands, Dutch Caribbean, the Falkland Islands, French Guiana, 

                                                           
1 COM (2020) 380 final, Communication from the commission to the European parliament, the council, the 

European economic and social committee and the committee of the regions EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030: 
Bringing nature back into our lives. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/communication-
annex-eu-biodiversity-strategy-2030_en.pdf 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/communication-annex-eu-biodiversity-strategy-2030_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/communication-annex-eu-biodiversity-strategy-2030_en.pdf
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Martinique and Reunion, the feasibility of conducting an RLE assessment was individually 

determined based on data access, data quality, sufficient stakeholder engagement and 

capacity. 

 

Overall participants showed great interest in an ecosystem assessment and in going ahead in 

their respective OR or OCT, with 22% of participants already planning or in the process of 

executing an assessment and 62% of participants interested in facilitating one albeit with 

further assistance. Most respondents called for local or entity-wide assessments rather than 

assessing ecosystems at a national or local level although the priority ecosystems for 

assessment differed between entities. Encouragingly, the study shows a plethora of data 

availability and accessibility. Overall, 90% of respondents mentioned that they have access to 

various sources of information on ecosystem processes and 62% indicated they could quantify 

known threats thereby enabling the elaborating of conceptual models, a key first step for 

conducting informed RLE assessments.    

 

However, the accessibility and coverage (full, partial or none) for the different types of data 

needed for an RLE (spatial, field, bibliographic and expert knowledge) differs greatly between 

ecosystem types and overseas entities. Perhaps most notable is the point of data access, as 

respondents from the same entity were not aware of data sources indicated by others. Results 

highlighted the real need for information and resource sharing. This only further supports the 

importance of conducting RLE assessments as in the course of executing an RLE 

assessment, novel stakeholders are engaged and data shared through technical workshops. 

Other key areas of concerns were the lack of stakeholder engagement in some entities and 

limited field information on abiotic and biotic variables of ecosystems. Specifically, the 

historical trends and future predictions of abiotic and biotic features is lacking. 

 

In all but one case, the recommendation was for RLE assessments to advance (unless already 

started) although the context (scale, ecosystem type) differed between entities as data gaps 

are likely to be filled during the course of the assessment. Only in a couple of cases did lack 

of stakeholder engagement prove to be a barrier, leading to a recommendation for further data 

gathering prior to an RLE assessment taking place. In most case studies, there was sufficient 

spatial, biotic and abiotic data, as well as a robust understanding of threats, for the RLE 

protocol to be initiated and to ensure that the actual process of doing an RLE would provide 

sufficient added value to stakeholders and biodiversity.  

 

By assessing the state of their ecosystems, using a scientifically robust and globally 

recognised tool such as RLE, the EU’s ORs and OCTs would lead the way in evidence-based 

conservation prioritizing and mainstreaming informed environment policies. 

 

 

 



8 
 

  Chapter 1: Introduction  

This feasibility study supplements and is built upon the results presented in the various reports 

produced, as deliverables, within the framework of the MOVE project under “Activity 2 - 

Engaging stakeholders to assess the state of the art and prioritize project contributions” and  

“Activity 3 – Knowledge sharing and information repository”. 

These prior reports were themselves based upon 1) a scientific literature review to provide 

insight into the state of ecosystem services research in the EU Overseas and 2) on a series 

of surveys that were designed to better understand stakeholders’ perceptions and 

relationships with ecosystems and ecosystem services. This provided the justification for the 

selection of the seven MOVE case studies. 

1.1 Unique value, services and threats for EU biodiversity overseas  

 

The EU ORs and OCTs support a diverse range of unique ecosystems, and sustain a large 

number of endemic and threatened species, representing an exceptional biodiversity network 

stretched across the globe. Most of the EU overseas consists of islands, located in all the 

oceans of the world, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, the Indian Ocean and the Southern one. 

The diversity of their biogeography makes these territories unique global hotspots of 

biodiversity containing 70% of the EU biodiversity, as well as 20% of the world’s coral reefs 

and lagoons2. They encompass some of the world’s most diverse ecosystems, from coral reefs 

and mangrove forests to tropical rainforests, from mountain ecosystems to polar- and subpolar 

seas. These ecosystems provide multiple relevant ecosystem services from a local to global 

scale. For example, at a global level, they include key regions for the world’s fish stocks, while 

locally; communities rely directly on the natural capital provided by their ecosystems in the 

form of ecotourism, nutrition, clean water and more. Healthy ecosystems provide essential 

and indispensable services such as food, medication, purification of water and air, as well as 

social and recreational services.  In order to strike a better balance between human and 

environmental wellbeing, a robust scientific knowledge baseline for the different ecosystem 

types is needed, especially given the finite resources of this planet.  

 

Yet the nine ORs and over twenty OCTs of the EU are often overlooked when assessing 

biodiversity and designing biodiversity strategies. General knowledge on island ecosystem 

services, and especially on how to map and assess them, is lacking. At the global level, many 

countries have significant data gaps on biodiversity knowledge, along with facing difficulties 

sharing and disseminating information widely among stakeholders. These challenges can 

hinder and undermine the decision and policymaking processes for the elaboration of 

conservation as well as natural resources use and management strategies and plans.  

 

Knowledge and data availability, and in some cases the lack of baseline information, is a major 

constraint to undertaking full biodiversity assessments; thus, slowing down progress in policy 

to preserve, protect and restore biodiversity. As emphasized in the recently published EU 

Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, investing in research, innovation and knowledge sharing is key 

for compiling and generating the best data and information.  

 

                                                           
2 Petit, J. and Prudent, G., 2008. Climate Change and Biodiversity in the European Union Overseas Entities, IUCN, Brussels. 
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This is particularly relevant in order to achieve the ambitious commitments that the EU 

Commission would like to propose for the new global framework for post-2020 at the upcoming 

15th Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity. The ambition should 

be that, by 2050, all of the world’s ecosystems are restored, resilient, and adequately 

protected.  

 

Similarly, the new strategy proposes a determined plan for restoring ecosystems across land 

and sea that will require a comprehensive and robust monitoring and compilation of data, of a 

different nature, to better determine the timelines and criteria for restoration and the 

sustainable use of ecosystems.  

 

ORs and OCTs are prone to a greater negative impact on their biodiversity, due to both their 

geography, natural and human driven factors; including invasive alien species, climate 

change, pollution or unsustainable use of natural resources. In all of the EU ORs and OCTs 

(Annex 1), a standardised framework underpinned by strong scientific principles appears 

as the most appropriate means for conserving and protecting the unique biodiversity across 

geographical and temporal scales. 

1.2 Ecosystem assessment in the EU Overseas and the EU policy  

 

The BEST initiative started as a follow up to the “Message from La Reunion Island” in July 

2008 during the conference on “The European Union and its Overseas Entities: Strategies to 

counter Climate Change and Biodiversity Loss” organised under the French Presidency of the 

EU:  

«There is an urgent need for EU Member States and the European 

Commission, together with the ORs and OCTs, to establish a voluntary 

scheme for the protection of species and habitats, inspired by the Natura 

2000 approach. This scheme should be easily accessible, flexible, adapted 

to the local situation, balance conservation and development needs, as 

well as take into account existing mechanisms and tools. The 

implementation of the scheme should be based on local commitment and 

shared financing».  

 

Underlining the important need to better capture the critical importance of the EU Overseas’ 

Biodiversity and environmental challenges from an EU policy point of view, this Message from 

Reunion Island includes 11 strategic areas with recommendations. This political testimony 

stressed the need of a dedicated funding mechanism to support the conservation of the EU 

Overseas. The BEST initiative is one tangible political follow up to this Message.  

 

The BEST Initiative can be divided in four phases so far: the BEST Preparatory Action (BEST 

PA) adopted by the European Parliament in 2010 as a preparatory phase for putting in place 

the necessary processes and measures; and the BEST-2011, BEST-2012, BEST III. Since 
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2011, the BEST Initiative has supported the conservation of biodiversity and sustainable use 

of ecosystem services in the nine EU ORs and 25 OCTs through 90 projects3. 

 

In its Strategy on Biodiversity by 2020, the European Union included the objective that “all 

Member States will map and evaluate the state of ecosystems and their services in their 

national territories by 2014, assess the economic value of these services and will promote the 

integration of these values in quantifiable and transparent systems at European and national 

level by 2020” (Figure 1).   

The new EU Biodiversity 

strategy for 2030 sets up a new 

EU Nature Restoration Plan with 

the ambition to improve “the 

condition of all ecosystems by 

reducing pressures on habitats 

and species and ensuring all use 

of ecosystems is sustainable.” 

However, the new EU strategy 

acknowledges as well that 

important regulatory gaps hinder 

restoration such as the fact that 

there is still “no requirement to 

map, monitor and assess 

ecosystem services, ecosystem 

health and ecosystem 

restoration efforts, including to 

enhance climate mitigation and 

adaptation”. In this regard, the 

EU Overseas could be qualified 

as “blind spots”4 with a relative 

paucity of mapping and 

ecosystem assessment studies 

in comparison with the European mainland where extensive mapping and assessment efforts 

have been made (e.g. EU-initiated initiatives and projects such as MAES, ESMERALDA and 

CICES).   

 

A recent overview conducted by the French National Museum of Natural History (MNHN) on 

the existing inventories in the French Outermost Regions highlights in this regard the existence 

of inventory efforts that would deserve further update and completions5.  For instance, habitats 

typology is often out of date with gaps. The analysis concludes that French Outermost Regions 

are far from being without lists of habitats and species but in order to support new biodiversity 

                                                           
3 BEST PA, The BEST Preparatory Action: Promoting biodiversity action in the EU’s Outermost Regions and Overseas Countries 

and Territories. European Union, 2017. Available at: https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/best_pa_web.pdf;  
4 Sieber I., Borges P., Burkhard B., 2018, Hotspots of biodiversity and ecosystem services: The Outermost Regions and 

Overseas Countries and Territories of the European Union. One Ecosystem 3: e24719;  
5 Touroult J., Poncet R., Gigot G., Gargominy O., Dupont P., Guitet S., Gaudillat V., Lepareur F., Mazière J. de, Michez N., Milon 

T. and Régnier C., 2019. État des lieux des référentiels taxonomiques et écosystémiques dans les RUP françaises. Rapport 
PatriNat (AFB, CNRS, MNHN) – 2019.  

 

Figure 1. Policies linked to the EU Biodiversity Strategy, which were 
identified as key for the achievement of the strategies targets by the 

AQUACROSS H2020 project. 
 

https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/best_pa_web.pdf
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conservation efforts; it would be useful to combine an ecosystem approach with data on 

threatened and endemic species.6 Under this light, from a European policy point of view, the 

Natura 2000 principles would need to be reassessed in order to better factor the climate 

change impact and to support the identification of a network of ecosystems and species that 

are resilient.7 This last point would be surely a valuable insight for the implementation of the 

new EU Biodiversity Strategy that plans to explore, under a new impact assessment, the 

possibility to establish an “EU-wide legally binding methodology and provisions to map, assess 

and achieve good condition of ecosystems’ in view of safeguarding their capacity to deliver 

services and provide benefits such as climate regulation, water regulation, soil health and 

pollination”. 

 

The new Biodiversity Strategy, aiming for healthy and resilient societies, tackles the key 

drivers of biodiversity loss, such as unsustainable use of land and sea, overexploitation of 

natural resources, pollution, and invasive alien species. This ambitious and coherent strategy 

aims to put biodiversity on the path to recovery by 2030.Tobust standards and databases are 

critical to contribute and accelerate towards achieving the new set of targets.  

 

Finally, many of EU’s ORs and OCTs are also islands, which means they have access to 

island specific platforms such as the Global Island Partnership (GLISPA) with the mission of 

“promoting action to build resilient and sustainable island communities by inspiring leadership, 

catalysing commitments and facilitating collaboration for all islands”. These innovative and 

supportive platforms/partnerships help in mobilizing islands states to safeguard their unique, 

diverse and vulnerable ecosystems.  

1.3 Need for assessments of ecosystem status 

 

It is necessary to increase the understanding of these rare EU biodiversity hotspots, and how 

best they can be preserved in a changing conservation, development and climate scenario. 

The adoption of robust and updatable ecosystem health baselines will catalyse the uptake of 

the recently published EU Biodiversity Strategy within the EU Overseas. A clear understanding 

of the functioning and dynamics of ecosystems is critical to design and implement actions that 

contribute the most towards the achievement of the targets included on the abovementioned 

strategy.   

 

The IUCN Red List of Ecosystems (RLE), adopted by IUCN in 2014 as the global standard for 

ecosystem risk assessment, can deliver such a standardised baseline and enable ecosystem 

types to be compared, ranked, and prioritized in conservation planning and management. As 

of today, multiple jurisdictions have included the RLE within their legislation and government 

regulatory instruments.  

 

The IUCN RLE involves a participatory process that engages stakeholders and gathers 

available and accessible data. This study, the first of its kind, analyses the feasibility of an RLE 

                                                           
6 As it is recommended by Polak T., Watson J. E., Bennett J. R., Possingham H. P., Fuller R. A. & Carwardine J. 2016. Balancing 

ecosystem and threatened species representation in protected areas and implications for nations achieving global 
conservation goals. Conservation Letters, 9(6): 438-445;  
7 In this regard, it is important to note that Natura 200 and the EU Nature Directives are not applicable to the French 

Outermost regions, unlike the Spanish and Portuguese ones.  

http://www.glispa.org/
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assessment in a subset of EU ORs and OCTs. Reporting also on data availability and 

recommended next steps, the following seven EU Overseas entities have been selected within 

the MOVE project, covering six of the seven biogeographical regions with European presence: 

the Azores, Canary Islands, Dutch Caribbean, the Falkland Islands, French Guiana, 

Martinique and Reunion.  

 

The selection criteria for the different case studies were a) the type and representativeness of 

ecosystems in each MOVE territory; b) their involvement in MAES; and c), the stakeholders' 

expectations related to MAES and MOVE project. The local and specific knowledge, the 

geographic data availability and the information collected from stakeholders were also 

considered. The MOVE project Deliverable D.2.3 – “Justification of the regional Case studies 

and Terms of Reference”, developed as a deliverable for the MOVE project, provides a 

detailed narrative for each of the seven entities together with a description of their major 

challenges, stakeholders and sources of information.   

 

There is considerable data available and assessments have been done in the selected 

territories, despite the common bottlenecks in data sharing and gathering. For example, within 

the frame of the BEST Preparatory Action8 several ecosystems profiles have been elaborated, 

providing an updated overview of the biodiversity uniqueness, threats and challenges in all 

the ORs and OCTs (see map of the overview of ecosystem assessments in Annex 2). These 

profiles have been a rich and key source of information to undertake this preliminary data 

assessment in six of the seven regions as follows: Amazonia, Caribbean, Indian Ocean, 

Macaronesia, Pacific and South Atlantic.  

 

This technical report constitutes a feasibility study aiming at bringing to light the accessibility 

and use-ability of existing data and results, in order to enable the implementation of a common 

protocol for ORs and OCTs using the standardised RLE global protocol. It identifies and 

analyses the data and information gaps precluding a full-fledged RLE assessment for the 

seven targeted EU overseas entities, at a territory, regional and/or global scale, with the 

ultimate aim of deploying ecosystem conservation, protection and sustainable management 

measures aligned with the newly EU 2030 Biodiversity Strategy.  

 

More than offering a factual assessment, RLE risk assessments support policy-makers and 

the private sector to drive conservation priorities in the OR and OCTs. While more effective 

protection of biodiversity in ORs and OCTs will depend on a range of factors, particularly 

available funding mechanisms, the assessment of an ecosystem and its services is essential 

for the further biodiversity mainstreaming into sectoral policies, strategies, plans and practices. 

 

There is still progress to be made for biodiversity’s integration in sectors such as the 

development and planning. The lack of understanding of the potential and benefits of 

biodiversity together with a limited access to meaningful information about the range of 

biodiversity values and the cost of it loss9 amplify the relative slow progress. When applied at 

the appropriate scale, RLE provides value as a reporting mechanism to inform governments 

                                                           
8 EU dedicated website including ecosystem profiles:  

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/index_en.htm;  
9 EC report (2008). ‘The Cost of Policy Inaction (COPI) the case of not meeting the 2010 biodiversity target’. Available at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/economics/pdf/copi.zip.  

https://moveproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/MOVE_Act.2_Deliverable-D.2.3-Justification-of-the-Regional-Case-Studies-and-Terms-of-Reference-1.pdf
https://moveproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/MOVE_Act.2_Deliverable-D.2.3-Justification-of-the-Regional-Case-Studies-and-Terms-of-Reference-1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/regions/amazonia_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/regions/caribbean_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/regions/indianocean_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/regions/macaronesia_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/regions/pacific_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/regions/south_atlantic_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/economics/pdf/copi.zip


13 
 

and the global community on progress towards achieving international and national targets 

(e.g. Aichi targets and SDGs) but also as a framework to guide local to national restoration 

policy/legislation/regulation beyond conservation and restoration domains10.  

 

1.4 The IUCN Red List of Ecosystems  

 

IUCN pioneered the way for systematic and standardized assessment of species risk of 

extinction, through the Red List of Threatened Species. Until recently, no equivalent standard 

existed at the ecosystem level11. Assessing the conservation status of ecosystems is crucial 

to understand their functional and spatial conditions, and eventually their capacity for 

maintaining and providing ecosystem services (ES) vital to society. As such, IUCN with its 

Commission for Ecosystem Management developed RLE. In 2014, IUCN adopted at a global 

level the RLE Categories and Criteria12 as a scientifically robust and consistent framework for 

monitoring the conservation status of ecosystems between regions and over time to plan 

appropriate conservation actions, applicable at local, national, regional and global levels. The 

RLE, underpinned by strong scientific-foundations, evaluates the level of degradation and 

identifies the level of risk of ecosystem collapse thus informing better ecosystem management 

solutions and help identifying areas that need fast and effective actions.  

 

Assessments using the RLE protocol estimate the risk of collapse of ecosystems according to 

a set of threats previously identified. To align with the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, 

RLE adopts the same IUCN Threats Classification Scheme (Figure 2). The categorisation and 

description of threatening processes and stresses together with informative conceptual 

models enable the conducting of uniform and comparable assessments for any ecosystem 

type, at local, national, regional or global scales.    

 

A key component of any RLE assessment, a conceptual model assists in understanding the 

ecosystem dynamics and informing the selection of the key variables for assessing change in 

abiotic and biotic function. Collapse is understood to mean “the transformation of identity, a 

loss of defining features, and a replacement by a different ecosystem type”13.  

 

There are five criteria for assessing the risk of ecosystem collapse, each with their own data 

and knowledge requirements:  

A) Reduction in geographic distribution 

B) Restricted geographic distribution 

C) Environmental degradation 

D) Disruption of biotic processes or interactions 

E) Quantitative analysis that estimates the probability of ecosystem collapse.  

                                                           
10 Rowland JA, Bland LM, Keith DA, et al., 2019. Ecosystem indices to support global biodiversity conservation. Conservation 

Letters. 2019;e12680. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12680;  
11 Keith D.A., Rodríguez J.P., Rodríguez-Clark K.M., Nicholson E., Aapala K., et al., 2013. Scientific Foundations for an IUCN 

Red List of Ecosystems. PLoS ONE 8(5): e62111. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0062111; 
12 For more information, visit the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems website, https://iucnrle.org/;  
13 Bland L.M., Keith D.A., Miller R.M., Murray N.J. and Rodríguez J.P. (eds.), 2016. Guidelines for the application of IUCN Red 

List of Ecosystems Categories and Criteria, Version 1.0. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix + 94pp. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12680
https://iucnrle.org/
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The evaluation of these criteria allows the assignation of one of the eight possible categories 

of risk of loss of characteristic native biota (Figure 2): Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered 

(EN), and Vulnerable (VU), Near Threatened (NT), Least Concern (LC), Data Deficient (DD), 

Not Evaluated (NE) and Collapse (CO). Collapse is the endpoint of ecosystem decline, and 

occurs when all occurrences of an ecosystem have moved outside the natural range of spatial 

and temporal variability in composition, structure and/or function. This natural range of 

variation must be explicitly defined in the description of each ecosystem type. Collapse is thus 

a transformation of identity, a loss of defining features and a replacement by another and 

essentially different ecosystem type14. 

 

A robust application of the RLE Categories and Criteria requires a synthesis of the diverse 

causes, mechanisms and pathways of ecosystem decline within the generic risk assessment 

framework, as well as calculations based on quantitative estimates of variables (Figure 3).  

 

The use of the RLE methodology leads to the identification of the variables implicated in 

ecosystem’s collapse processes and their variation across time.  

 

The assessments are based on systematic measurements and could therefore contribute to 

a better understanding of ecosystems functioning and dynamics. Based on the RLE 

assessment, recommendations can then be made to develop and prioritise accurate 

monitoring, planning, management and ecosystem dynamic predictions for the ecosystems of 

the EU’s ORs and OCTs. 

 

Additionally, the RLE protocol can contribute to informing effective ecosystem management 

to address threats and drivers of change while providing a scientific-based pathway for 

understanding the variation of ecosystem health status over time. Repeated RLE 

assessments can be a potential means to monitor effectiveness and progress of conservation 

and restoration actions. 

 

                                                           
14 Rodríguez J.P., Keith D.A., Rodríguez-Clark K.M., et al., 2015. A practical guide to the application of the IUCN Red List of 

Ecosystems criteria. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 2015;370(1662):20140003. doi:10.1098/rstb.2014.0003.  

 

Figure 2.  Possible categories of risk for the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems. Collapse is defined as when all occurrences of 
an ecosystem have moved outside the natural range of spatial and temporal variability in composition, structure and 
function. Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN), and Vulnerable (VU), Near Threatened (NT), Least Concern (LC), 
Data Deficient (DD), Not Evaluated (NE) and Collapse (CO).    
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1.5 Informing policy and decision-making for improving ecosystem 

management and prioritizing investments 

 

By executing an RLE assessment, the process and outputs can have decisive impacts on 

policy and conservation priorities. In 2019, two key publications (Bland et al., 2019, Alaniz et 

al., 2019) demonstrated that several countries, notably, Finland, Norway, South Africa, and 

Colombia, are already using ecosystem red lists to inform conservation legislation, policy, and 

planning. Their review of 2,821 ecosystem assessments, conducted in 100 countries at 

varying scales (Figure 4), suggested that RLE could be embedded at national scales into 

conservation legislation, land-use planning, monitoring and reporting, and ecosystem 

management. In addition, RLE indices can provide key information to monitor progress toward 

global biodiversity and climate targets.  

 

By applying the IUCN RLE and interpreting the results of the assessments, it is possible to 

demonstrate how improved ecosystem management can reduce risks, enhance resilience, 

promote adaptation, and allow stakeholders to make informed land/water-use management 

decisions based on robust and credible information. Priorities can then be determined on the 

basis of reducing risks on collapse and maintaining supply of various ecosystem services. 

This also opens up the potential of ecosystems being integrated into Nature-based Solutions 

for societal challenges. 

 

          Figure 3. Mechanisms of ecosystem collapse, and symptoms of collapse risk (Keith, 2013). 
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The execution and subsequent adoption of this approach will diagnose and quantify the threats 

and salient mechanisms driving change in ecosystem functioning and service provision. 

Furthermore, the identification of key indicators support monitoring the impacts of change and 

allow for informed long-term adaptive and sustainable management in a targeted, cost-

effective and efficient manner.  

 

The IUCN RLE is based on both scientific data and local knowledge and the assessment 

procedure necessitates the engagement and collaboration of local stakeholders; a 

participatory process by which policy-making decisions can be facilitated and influenced. As 

a communication tool, RLE assessments can be used to inform the public about the current 

state of their ecosystems and build understanding of ecosystem science. On a secondary 

basis, the IUCN RLE contributes to prioritize investments in ecosystem management and 

restoration by highlighting the economic costs of reduced ecosystem services and potential 

economic impact.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Overview of the on-going and completed Red List of Ecosystems assessments by 2019, (Bland, 2019). 
To be noted that the European Red List of Habitats was an adaptation from the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems.  
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  Chapter 2: Methodology of feasibility study  

 

This study is part of the MOVE project (Facilitating Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems 

and their Services (MAES) to support regional policy in Overseas Europe: mobilizing 

stakeholders and pooling resources). MOVE project’s main objective is to fill the gaps in MAES 

implementation between continental and overseas EU member states, involving policy 

makers, researchers and the civil society in the development of methodologies for mapping 

and assessing the condition of ecosystems and their services, through the development of 

seven case studies across the ORs and OCTs. 

 

From a deliberative process bringing together the consortium partners and the stakeholders, 

a prioritized list of possible contributions by the project will be compiled, to be validated by the 

stakeholders in local workshops. In order to contribute to this activity, this feasibility study 

demonstrates the opportunity and added value of adopting a common protocol to conduct 

ecosystem risk assessment(s) in the EU Overseas entities.  

 

In order to conduct this feasibility study, seven EU Overseas entities have been chosen based 

on the following criteria (MOVE project, 2020)15:  

a) the type and representativeness of ecosystems in each MOVE territory;  

b) their involvement in MAES; and  

c) the stakeholders' expectations related to MAES and MOVE project. 

 

The feasibility study covers thus six of the seven biogeographical regions with European 

presence: Azores, Canary Islands, Dutch Caribbean, Falkland Islands, French Guiana, 

Martinique and Reunion.  Based on the information gathered from local MOVE partners and 

their networks, local stakeholders and decision-makers (Table 1), this study looks to assess 

the feasibility of a full-fledged Red List of Ecosystem in the abovementioned EU Overseas 

entities. Each of the partners also contributed to this feasibility study through their respective 

extended networks, including local NGOs, scientific entities and research institutions as well 

as government representatives. Over 50 people have therefore contributed to this feasibility 

study.  

 

The elaboration of a step-by-step work plan, see figure 5, has been key to conduct a 

preliminary and collective study that relies on 1) peer-to-peer support, 2) the integration and 

interpretation of compiled data and, 3) a science-policy stakeholder dialogue.  

 

The preliminary phase to obtain the results of this study was possible thanks to the support of 

the FRCT team. The identification and establishment of a network of key actors specific for 

this study has been crucial to formulate the challenge – across the targeted EU entities – and 

to elaborate the conclusions and recommendations. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
15 MOVE project, European Commission Directorate General Environment Grant Agreement no. 

07.027735/2018/776517/SUB/ENV.D2. Deliverable D.2.3 - Justification of the regional Case studies and Terms of Reference.  
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Table 1.  Regions and local partners for the MOVE RLE feasibility study. 

Region Classification MOVE consortium partner 

The Azores OR Fundo Regional para a Ciência e Tecnologia 

Canary Islands OR 

Universidad de la Laguna 

Asociación Biodiversidad Atlántica y Sostenibilidad (ABAS) 

Dutch Caribbean OCT 

Wolfs Company  

Institute for Environmental Studies, Faculty of Science, Vrije 

Universiteit Amsterdam 

The Falklands 

Islands 
OCT South Atlantic Environmental Research Institute (SAERI) 

French Guiana OR 
Centre de Coopération Internationale en Recherche 

Agronomique pour le Développement (CIRAD)  

Martinique OR 
University of Portsmouth 

Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD) 

Reunion  OR Université de la Réunion  

 

The details of the different procedural steps are as follows:  

1. Organisation of a group briefing session: aiming to provide an overview on the 

objectives and methodology of the feasibility study as well as to respond questions / 

concerns from the MOVE consortium partners, thus to ensure their engagement and 

to facilitate the data compilation process.  

 

2. Elaboration of a data availability questionnaire: in Excel to compile information on 

data availability and accessibility, as well as on the interest for conducting an 

ecosystem risk assessment(s) by using the IUCN RLE protocol.  

 

3. Organisation of virtual explanatory sessions: to provide tailored information and 

respond to the requests and concerns.  

 

4. Dissemination of the questionnaire:  through a wider network of stakeholders. To 

encourage participation and ease the data compilation process, the questionnaire was 

translated into Portuguese and French for the relevant EU Overseas entities.  

 

5. Data and information analysis: to identify and analyse overall trends, ecosystem 

threats and limitations as practical inputs for elaborating recommendations and 

guidance for foreseeable opportunities for conducting IUCN RLE assessments in line 

with the recently published EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030. 

The questionnaire was the core element for understanding the current status and extent of the 

existing scientific knowledge and data resources. It was designed by simple to complex 

questions for drawing the responding into a situation through perception and interest. Its 
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dissemination combined with personal briefing sessions have been used over an extensive      

range of entities as an alternative to in-person meetings.  

The questionnaire was composed by two main sections:  

1. Overview of the interest in conducting such ecosystem risk assessment and baseline 

knowledge for considering the possible next steps according to the:  

▪ area of interest: entity, OCT or OR, national-wide (all territories within a same 

country), regional (biogeographic region), global;  

▪ ecosystem type: single or multiple ecosystem assessment;  

▪ ecosystem description: ecological processes, biotic interactions, major threats;    

▪ potential partners: experts and/or organisation likely to constitute the technical 

committee, in charge of the scientific validation of the evaluations.  

 

2. Availability and accessibility of data for evaluating spatial and functional symptoms, as 

part of a full-fledged Red List of Ecosystems assessment. The information collected is 

generally complete and accurate.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Simplified step-by-step work plan adopted to conduct this feasibility study. 
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  Chapter 3: Overview of questionnaire results  

 

The results and recommendations deriving from the study are based on the responses of the 

online questionnaire providing all interested stakeholders with the opportunity to engage on a 

voluntary basis.  Bearing in mind the seven chosen overseas entities, and responding to the 

demand of the MOVE coordination team, the questionnaire was also offered in French and 

Portuguese. 

Over a period of five months, 45 surveys from 39 participants were collected. Some 

participants submitted surveys for multiple OTs; hence, the greater representation of some 

territories compared to others such Azores and Reunion. Additionally, the extensive 

dissemination and communication of this study underpinned by a high participants’ 

engagement clearly influenced the total number of responses (Table 2).  

Overall, the participants represented a variety of organisations (Figure 6) although it should 

be noted that while some sectors were represented across all the overseas entities (e.g. 

universities and research centres), other sectors only participated for some of the entities. For 

example, within this time it was not possible to gather the responses of law firms or the private 

sector for a few of the overseas entities. 

Table 2. Number of survey responses per 
territory. 

Territory 
Number of 

survey 
responses 

The Azores 11 

Canary Islands 5 

Dutch Caribbean 4 

The Falkland Islands 3 

French Guiana 5 

Martinique 5 

Reunion  12 

Total 45 

 

  

Overall participants showed great interest in an ecosystem assessment to go ahead in their 

respective ORs or OCTs, with 22% already planning or in the process of executing one and 

62% of participants interested in facilitating one albeit with further assistance. This interest 

covered all the participating overseas entities, with assessments known to be planned in all 

except for Martinique. 

EU member 
Number of 

survey 
responses 

Netherlands 4 

France 22 

Portugal 11 

Spain 5 

United Kingdom 3 

Total 45 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 Figure 6. The affiliations of the 39 participants that took part in 

the RLE feasibility study. 
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Most respondents indicated a need for local ecosystem assessments or entity wide 

assessments of certain ecosystems. By comparison, there seems to be a much lower demand 

for national or global assessments currently, although some participants indicated an interest 

in them. This trend also does vary somewhat territory by territory (Table 3). 

When asked which ecosystems participants are planning to assess or wish to assess, there 

was no shared trend between the overseas entities. Instead the plan or preference for 

assessment was extremely territory specific, likely reflected the expertise of the participant 

and the resources at hand. For example, in Azores terrestrial ecosystems were the priority, 

while in the Canary Islands this was marine ecosystems. This may reflect the importance of 

those ecosystem types in those territories, as will be expanded upon in the individual case 

studies. 

Table 3. Priorities for scale of ecosystem assessment.16 

Territory 
 
Majority interest for scale of assessment 
 

The Azores  Local (5) Terrestrial (3) 

Canary Islands  
Entire OCT-OR (2) or Regional (biogeographic) 
(2) 

Marine (4) 

Dutch Caribbean  Local (3) Terrestrial (1) or Coastal (1) 

The Falkland Islands  Local (1) or Entire OCT-OR (1) or Regional (1) Multiple (2) 

French Guiana  Local (2) or Entire OCT-OR (2) Multiple (1) or Terrestrial (1) 

Martinique  Entire OCT-OR (4) Coastal (4) 

Reunion  Entire OCT-OR (8) Multiple (5) 

 

3.1 Overview of data availability  

 

Across all territories, data is available to some extent on ecosystem distribution, features 

(abiotic and biotic), processes and threats to varying extents (Figure 7). The type of data 

(spatial, field, bibliographic and expert knowledge) differs greatly in accessibility and coverage 

(full or partial) between different survey responses for the same territory. Within a single 

territory, while all three types of information might be accessible, not all participants were 

aware of that. For example, in the Azores, only three of eleven participants expressed 

knowledge of experts on the distribution of their ecosystems. This suggests that overall there 

is a real need of information and resources sharing. This could be achieved either through 

collaboration across sectors towards a common goal (for example on a Red List of 

Ecosystems Assessment) or through a centralized database. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
16 Number of respondents with this preference is shown in brackets. 
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Figure 7. Participant’s knowledge of data availability for the different types of data needed for an RLE 

assessment. 

 

3.1.1 Distribution of ecosystems  

 

Data for mapping the current distribution of the ecosystem was largely available and 

accessible across all targeted overseas entities, with most having access to spatial, 

bibliographic data and expert knowledge for certain ecosystem units. The only exception is 

the Falkland Islands where there is a lack of identification of bibliographic data and expert 

knowledge, although this is likely due to the low level of responses received from that entity.   

Where past spatial data is available, as is the case in 69% of survey responses, it generally is 

in the form of partial coverage of the last 50 years. A very limited amount of spatial data is 

available for historical (about 1750) or future distributions. In fact, only in the Azores and 

Reunion confirmed the availability of future predictions, for specific ecosystems. 

 

3.1.2 Abiotic and biotic data 

 

In comparison to spatial data availability, the overseas entities have access to limited field 

information resources on abiotic and biotic variables related to their ecosystems. In most 

cases, the data available is in the form of partial coverage varying to a large extent according 

to the ecosystems type. This may be in part due to the considerable number of variables from 

various species distributions. The low transfer and knowledge sharing level is definitely a 

limiting factor, i.e. participants from the same territory indicated to have access to experts and 

resources that others do not. 

Overall, when available, the data is mostly available for current measurements of abiotic and 

biotic features of ecosystems, while historical and future predictions are either non-existent or 

are still to be identified. For abiotic features, no participant responded positively to availability 

of any historical data, while future predictions were only identified for the Azores. 

 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Ecosystem distribution

Abiotic and biotic features

Ecosystem processes

Threats

Available Partially available Not available
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3.1.3 Ecosystem processes  

 

A similar pattern in data accessibility for ecosystem processes was noted, as with ecosystem 

distribution and features. One area of concern was the lack of full field data for ecosystem 

processes in the Falkland Islands as most other overseas entities have partial data for the 

ecosystem processes for at least one ecosystem. This may mean that the data is yet to be 

gathered or that a data source has not been identified. 

 

3.1.4 Identification of threats 

 

Participants were asked whether they felt they had the resources to describe the threatening 

processes and pressures, their effects on the ecosystem structure and functionalities that 

could result in a state of collapse. Ninety percent of respondents mentioned that they can refer 

and have access to various sources of information (field observations, bibliographic data and 

expert knowledge) thereby enabling the elaborating of conceptual models, a key step for 

conducting informed RLE assessments.    

When asked whether the most relevant threatening processes and pressures can also be 

quantified, in terms of “relative severity” for any abiotic or biotic variable, each overseas entity 

responded positively with particular nuances related to the ecosystem and resources type. 

Overall 62% of respondents responded “Yes” with a further 27% indicating this could be done 

to some extent for certain threatening processes. 

In terms of which threats have a greater impact on ecosystem units, different trends emerged 

from the poll of responses. Threats identified by participants were grouped into generalised 

classes (e.g. classing both marine litter and marine plastics as pollution), which allowed the 

identification of the top mentioned threat classes and territory-specific threats. Invasive 

species followed by pollution were the most mentioned threats facing the ORs and OCTs in 

this study (Figure 8). Many threats mentioned linked in some way to land degradation or 

human activity including algae bloom, ecosystem fragmentation, agriculture, land-use change 

and mismanagement, urban and infrastructure development, land degradation, shipping, 

tourism and logging.  

 

Figure 8. Frequency of threat identification for individual ORs and OCTs by participants. 
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Similarly, as to the threat classification, abiotic and biotic features written down by respondents 

were grouped to identify the priority features affected across the eight entities. Water quality, 

soil health and climatic variables were identified the most frequently as being affected in 

relation to the threats indicated previously (Figure 9).  

 

 
 

Figure 9. Frequency of abiotic impact variables for individual ORs and OCTs by participants. 

In regards to biotic features impacted by the above threats, there is predominant focus on the 

impact on species variables (Figure 10). This included species diversity, abundance, biomass, 

reproduction rate, density, distribution and inter-species relationships, and likely reflects the 

available biodiversity data. A lower percentage of respondents also indicated ecosystem 

coverage and processes as being affected. In some cases, more extended information on the 

biotic impact of threats was indicated to be available at the level of individual species and/or 

ecosystems.  

 

Finally, both biotic and abiotic features lack historical data and future predictions, which could 

pose a challenge in executing an RLE assessment. However, engaging the full list of experts 

provided by participants is a critical first step to overcome this gap toward conducting a full-

fledged RLE assessment in the EU Overseas.   

 

Figure 10. Frequency of biotic impact variables for individual ORs and OCTs by participants. 
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  Chapter 4. Case studies 

4.1 The Azores 
 

Territory of: Portugal 

 

Region: Macaronesia 

Total area (km2): 2,333 

Exclusive Economic 
Zone (km2): 

954,000 

No. main islands: 9 

Max elevation (m): 2,351 

No. Inhabitants: 246,400 

No. Invasive Species 
(GISD): 

44 

 

The Azores is composed of nine islands: Santa Maria and São Miguel (Eastern Group), 

Terceira, Graciosa, São Jorge, Pico and Faial (Central Group) and Flores and Corvo (Western 

Group), as well as some uninhabited islets. The Azorean landscape is of volcanic nature, and 

as such is nutritionally rich. The archipelago has 13 Ramsar sites and is represented by many 

mires and bogs in the upper regions, as well as relic laurel forest, which has oftentimes been 

recolonised by novel introduced species and opened to grassland for grazing. These 

ecosystems provide key services to the local communities such as water regulation by 

indigenous forests or physical stabilisation by peat bogs.  

The marine area surrounding the Azores is rich in biodiversity and this OR has the largest 

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) in the EU. The Azores have a history of preserving their 

natural resources, and the territory can be described as a patchwork of protected areas. 
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4.1.1 Azores Situational Analysis 

 

The Azores is the largest OR to make up Macaronesia, a biogeographic region that includes 

the Canary Islands and Madeira. They are part of the Nature 2000 Network whose sites cover 

more than a third of the total land area in this region. The Azores are also a UNESCO Global 

Geopark17, including 19 municipalities and 156 civil parishes and has a population of 246,772 

inhabitants. 

 

The economy depends heavily on the island's natural resources with industry depending 

heavily on agriculture, specifically livestock and dairy production, as well as fisheries. Tourism 

has been identified as the sector which has the greatest potential for growth, based on the 

sustainability of Azores as a destination. The “Assumptions and context for the Action plan 

2014-2020”18 for the Azores emphasizes the role and sustainability of a maritime economy. 

The untapped potential that the island's marine territory holds for the development of new 

biotechnology processes and products was also noted in the plan. 

 
As an OR of Portugal, Azores is part of their concluding or ratification of treaties and 

conventions such as CBD, CITES, the Bern Convention, the Bonn Convention and the Ramsar 

Convention. The CBD Fifth report (2015) for Portugal recognised the need to quantify the 

ecosystem services19. There are also more specific policies relevant to the OR such as the 

EC Birds and Habitats directives and the Natura 2000 network, the Man and Biosphere 

programme and the network REDBIOS. 

 

4.1.2 Azores RLE Feasibility study 

 

The RLE feasibility study on the Azores was facilitated through Fundo Regional para a Ciência 

e Tecnologia (FRCT).  Besides the FRCT, a broad coverage of stakeholders was engaged for 

this report in the Azores, with 11 responses from representatives of academia, NGOs, 

government (regional and local) and the private sector (Figure 11). Although FRCT and most 

participants were not currently planning to conduct an ecosystem risk assessment, they 

showed much interest in doing so with the support of IUCN and the MOVE project consortium. 

The University of the Azores did indicate they were in the process of planning an assessment 

at the territory level. While the area of interest for conducting the assessment for FRCT was 

at the regional level, most participants indicated an interest in local ecosystem assessments 

for multiple ecosystems, for example listing the following locations as of interest: Terceira 

Island, Biosphere Reserves in the Region and the Municipality of Angra do Heroísmo. Where 

local assessments were preferred, terrestrial ecosystems were of most interest. 

                                                           
17 “UNESCO Global Geoparks are single, unified geographical areas where sites and landscapes of international geological 

significance are managed with a holistic concept of protection, education and sustainable development”, 
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/earth-sciences/unesco-global-geoparks/;  
18 More information at, https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/policy/themes/outermost-

regions/pdf/azores_en.pdf;  
19 More information at, https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/pt/pt-nr-05-en.pdf.  

http://www.azores.gov.pt/Portal/en/entidades/srmct-frct/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/earth-sciences/unesco-global-geoparks/
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/policy/themes/outermost-regions/pdf/azores_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/policy/themes/outermost-regions/pdf/azores_en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/pt/pt-nr-05-en.pdf
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Through the wider network 

of stakeholders to the 

Azores, there is a large 

repository of data that is 

available on both the biotic 

and abiotic variables. The 

details of these datasets still 

need to be clarified as many 

are specific to local 

ecosystems or specific 

variables, but are available 

through local universities 

and partners. These 

datasets include annual 

monitoring for certain 

vegetation and wildlife as is 

detailed in Table 4. 
                        Figure 11. Stakeholder engagement for Azores. 

Through FRCT and their wider network of partners, the Azores has good availability of the 

data sets that would be required to begin a RLE assessment. Their scientific research 

background means they have already compiled an excellent database that comprises many 

of the key datasets that would enable a full RLE assessment to be conducted across the main 

islands. Furthermore, the key threatening process has been identified for the territory with 

participants indicating they would be comfortable quantifying said threats, a robust starting 

point for the RLE process. These included global warming/climate change, illegal/overfishing, 

marine litter/pollution, habitat degradation, anthropomorphic pressure and invasive species 

with the latter being the most mentioned. The only resources that require additional inputs for 

the territory concern the temporal aspects of the datasets. However, these could be further 

embellished using global datasets and sources. 

 

Some of the identified major threatening processes that would be included in a fully-fledged 

RLE assessment were identified as invasive species, pollution, climate change, and human 

pressures. Furthermore, the BEST regional ecosystem profiles for Macaronesia contains key 

ecosystem profiles for the territory with their associated threats. With these documents, the 

key threatening processes for the Azores could be quantified in terms of relative severity for 

abiotic and biotic variables if expanded upon. 

Table 4.  List of data and resources for Azores. 

  
Type Access through 

Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, 

reference, experts, etc.) 

Current 

distribution of 

the ecosystem 

Spatial data 

Câmara Municipal da Ribeira 

Grande 
Unspecified 

Inspeção Regional das Pescas Fisheries 

SPEA - Sociedade Portuguesa 

para o Estudo das Aves)      
Vegetation, priority habitats and restoration actions 

Serviços Municipalizados de 

Angra do Heroísmo 
Unspecified 

The Azores

Government NGO

Private Sector Universitys and Research Centres

Legal Offices Local government
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Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
EUNIS database 

University of the Azores 
Marine/Coastal ecosystems via Azorean Biodiversity 

Group 

Asociación Biodiversidad 

Atlántica y Sostenibilidad 
Partial coverage 

Azorean Biodiversity Group - 

cE3c 

Corine Land Cover Dataset for terrestrial ecosystems 

Digital Elevation Model (10m resolution) 

Local habitats datasets 

Sentinel-2 LCLU maps 

High resolution local GIS raster and vector files 

Bibliographic 

Câmara Municipal da Ribeira 

Grande 
Unspecified 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
EUNIS database 

University of the Azores Unspecified 

Experts 
University of the Azores The Montanheiros 

 Azorean Biodiversity Group- cE3c 

Biotic and 

abiotic features 

Internal field 

monitoring 

University of the Azores 
Long-term monitoring data 2012-2020 of arthropods in 

several sites from Terceira and Pico island 

University of the Azores General data from Azorean Biodiversity Group - cE3c 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
For some ecosystems 

Asociación Biodiversidad 

Atlántica y Sostenibilidad 
Partial coverage 

SPEA - Sociedade Portuguesa 

para o Estudo das Aves 

Phyrrhula murina, Buteo rothschildi and 

procellariiformes census data 

 
Monitoring the Distribution and Abundance of Birds on 

Beaches and Coasts with common bird census 

 Periodic atlases of wintering and breeding birds 

 
Annual monitoring of vegetation in plots of habitat 9360 

at different altitudes. 

Bibliographic 

Câmara Municipal da Ribeira 

Grande 
Unspecified 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
For some ecosystems 

University of the Azores Unspecified 

Experts 

LREC - Laboratório Regional de 

Engenharia Civil 
Spatial mapping of termites, rocks and soils 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 

Direção Regional do Ambiente (Regional Government 

of the Azores) 

 
Secretaria Regional da Energia, Ambiente e Turismo 

(Regional Government of the Azores) 

 APA - Agência Portuguesa do Ambiente 

 
ICNF- Instituto de Conservação da Natureza e das 

Florestas 

University of thes Azores Azorean Biodiversity Group - cE3c 

 The Montanheiros 

 Unspecified 

University of La Laguna Leibniz Universität Hannover (LUH) 

 AGRO-EcoServices. 

Key ecological 

processes and 

biotic 

interactions 

Internal 

research 

data 

University of the Azores 

With the project AGRO- EcoServices we will quantify in 

five habitats in Terceira island eight Ecosystem 

Services (e.g. pollination, predation, seed dispersal, 

dung removal, herbivory) 

SPEA - Sociedade Portuguesa 

para o Estudo das Aves 
Ecosystem services 

University of the Azores Unspecified 

https://www.eunis.org/
https://www.eunis.org/


29 
 

Bibliographic 
University of La Laguna Unspecified 

University of the Azores Unspecified 

Experts 

University of the Azores Unspecified 

University of La Laguna 
Centre for ecology, evolution and environmental change 

(cE3c) 

 Leibniz Universität Hannover (LUH) 

Threatening 

processes and 

pressures 

Internal 

research 

data 

University of the Azores 

Long-term monitoring data 2012-2020 of arthropods in 

several sites from Terceira and pico island via the 

Azorean Biodiversity Group- cE3c 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
Unspecified 

SPEA - Sociedade Portuguesa 

para o Estudo das Aves 
Unspecified 

University of the Azores Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
Unspecified 

SPEA - Sociedade Portuguesa 

para o Estudo das Aves 
Unspecified 

University of the Azores ViaAzorean Biodiversity Group-cE3c and others 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

Simbiente Açores - Engenharia 

e Gestão Ambiental 
Unspecified 

SPEA - Sociedade Portuguesa 

para o Estudo das Aves 
Unspecified 

University of the Azores Via Azorean Biodiversity Group - cE3c and others 

University of the Azores The Montanheiros 

University of La Laguna Leibniz Universität Hannover (LUH) 

 

4.1.3 Azores recommendation and ways forward 

Through the Regional Government of the Azores, FRCT, with the support of IUCN and MOVE, 

could leverage the RLE assessment in the Azores by mobilizing regional key actors, pooling 

resources, technical committee and competencies at the regional level with input from 

additional experts in their wider network. Data sources (Annex 3) available for mapping current 

ecosystem distribution across the Azores have been identified to contain much of the key 

information required for an RLE assessments although there are some key gaps in the 

temporal data for ecosystem distribution and efforts would have to be made to identify 

historical or future predictions. However, as temporal data for the spatial ecosystem 

assessment has been indicated to be available for the past 50 years through stakeholders and 

partners, this would allow for an assessment of criteria A and B in the RLE assessment.  

 
Thus, our conclusion would be that the RLE process would be feasible at this time based on 

the availability of data, resources and scientific expertise and knowledge with additional input 

from the IUCN on RLE training and assessment process. It would be necessary first to address 

the different expectations of the scale of RLE with many of the participants indicating a 

preference in different local ecosystems and others interested or planning a territory wide 

assessment. 
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4.2 The Canary Islands 
 

Territory of: Spain 

 

Region: Macaronesia 

Total area (km2): 7,447 

Exclusive Economic 
Zone (km2): 

665,554 

No. main islands: 8 

Max elevation (m): 3,718 

No. Inhabitants: 2,025,951 

No. Invasive Species 
(GISD): 

1 

 

The Canary Islands are an archipelago located in the Atlantic Ocean. They consist of seven 

islands including Tenerife, Fuerteventura, Gran Canaria, Lanzarote, La Gomera, El Hierro, La 

Palma and La Graciosa. Together with the Azores and Madeira, which make up the 

biogeographic region of Macaronesia, the Canary Islands are part of the Nature 2000 Network.  

The whole region boasts more than 200 areas that are to be protected under Community law. 

The islands are volcanic in nature, and are as such characterised by harsh landscapes. The 

ecosystems found on the islands include coastal scrub, pine forest, as well as heath, scrub, 

mires and bogs. The BEST Ecosystem Services Report for the Canary Islands identified the 

Laurel Forest as threatened and listed other important ecosystems such as xerophytic shrub, 

cliff vegetation and seagrass meadows. Much of Canary Islands terrestrial area is protected, 
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with 42% of the land mass safeguarded in a regional network of 146 protected areas.20 A 

critical area for action is coordinating the research on local ecosystems. 

4.2.1 The Canary Islands Situational Analysis 

 

With over 2 million people inhabiting these islands, the Canary Islands are the most populated 

EU overseas entity.21 The economy is strongly specialized in the services sector, specifically 

in the tourism sector. 

As an autonomous community of Spain, they have exclusive competence in fields such as 

physical planning and land management, hunting, fisheries in inner water, aquaculture, water 

management, scientific research, natural protected areas and coastal zone management. 

CBD, CITES, the Bern Convention, the Bonn Convention and the Ramsar Convention have 

all been ratified by Spain and apply to the Canary Islands as well. Specifically, in regards to 

CBD, the linkages between the Canary Islands and the CBD’s goals and target is limited due 

to reporting gaps. Despite a lack of a formal biodiversity strategy specific to the Canary 

Islands, they have undertaken significant conservation activities in line with CBD goals. Other 

relevant policy instruments include the EC Birds and Habitats directives, the Man and 

Biosphere programme and the network REDBIOS. 

 

4.2.2 The Canary Islands RLE Feasibility study 

 

The RLE feasibility study on the Canary Islands was facilitated through the University of 

Laguna (ULL).  As one of the key partners under the MOVE project ULL, are an academic 

research institute with extensive knowledge on this region and have expressed a keen interest 

in conducting an RLE assessment with the support of IUCN and the MOVE project consortium. 

The area of interest for ULL would be assessing the entire OCT, and all five participants were 

in favour of targeting marine or coastal ecosystems including reefs, mangroves, seagrass and 

corals. ULL, with the support of the private, NGO and government sector, would be capable 

of providing the necessary technical committee and competencies through their network of 

partners, experts and links to other universities (Figure 12).  

 

The data sources available for mapping current ecosystem distribution across the Canary 

Islands are significant. Spatial data for the Canary Islands is available through various 

sources. For example, the Asociación Biodiversidad Atlántica y Sostenibilidad can provide 

partial data for spatial, biotic and abiotic features, processes and threats. The availability of 

spatial and temporal data has been identified to be present for only the past 50 years for both 

                                                           
20More information at,  https://www.azores.gov.pt/NR/rdonlyres/9FF205E7-F79E-4D04-80E4-

E25A89601932/828928/FactsheetMACARONESIACANARIESv20140930.pdf;  
21 More information at, https://www.azores.gov.pt/NR/rdonlyres/9FF205E7-F79E-4D04-80E4-

E25A89601932/828928/FactsheetMACARONESIACANARIESv20140930.pdf.  

https://www.azores.gov.pt/NR/rdonlyres/9FF205E7-F79E-4D04-80E4-E25A89601932/828928/FactsheetMACARONESIACANARIESv20140930.pdf
https://www.azores.gov.pt/NR/rdonlyres/9FF205E7-F79E-4D04-80E4-E25A89601932/828928/FactsheetMACARONESIACANARIESv20140930.pdf
https://www.azores.gov.pt/NR/rdonlyres/9FF205E7-F79E-4D04-80E4-E25A89601932/828928/FactsheetMACARONESIACANARIESv20140930.pdf
https://www.azores.gov.pt/NR/rdonlyres/9FF205E7-F79E-4D04-80E4-E25A89601932/828928/FactsheetMACARONESIACANARIESv20140930.pdf
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biotic and abiotic variables. 

Therefore, to gain a full 

understanding of the situation 

on the Canary Islands this 

information would need to be 

collected from additional 

sources. 

A large bibliographic set of 

information was identified to 

contain many of key biotic 

processes that are affecting 

the Canary Islands, as well as 

quantifying the abiotic 

processes as well. These 

resources along with experts 

and the spatial repositories 

can be found in Table 5. 

 

The main threats for the region’s biodiversity were identified by the BEST project as habitat 

destruction, fisheries and invasive alien species. This may be exacerbated by the sectors of 

forestry, agriculture and tourism. The participants in this study identified a broad range of 

threats including global warming, fishing, pollution, invasive alien species, anthropomorphic 

pressure, shipping, infrastructure, tourism, marine dynamics, algal blooms, ocean 

acidification, habitat fragmentation, sedimentation and eutrophication. The abiotic impacts of 

these threats was similarly broad. As the expertise of the participants varies, this likely reflects 

different interests and priorities of and for various ecosystems. 

 
Table 5.  List of data and resources for the Canary Islands. 

  Type Access through 
Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, reference, 

experts, etc.) 

Current 
distribution 

of the 
ecosystem 

Spatial data 

Asociación 
Biodiversidad Atlántica y 

Sostenibilidad and IU 
ECOAQUA Geoportal 

Own data has partial coverage. 

EASME projects MarSP and OCEAN METISS 

Centro de 
investigaciones 

Medioambientales Del 

Atlántico S.L. (CIMA) 

Unspecified 

University of Laguna 

Nodosa distribution data 

Observatorio ambiental de granadilla (OAG) can provide data 
related infrastructure, contamination, human activities and species 

presence records 

Instituto Español de 
Oceanografía 

Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Instituto Español de 
Oceanografía 

Unspecified 

University of Laguna Unspecified 

Experts University of Laguna 
Government 

University of Las Palmas de Gran Canaria 

Biotic and 
abiotic 

features 

Internal field 
monitoring 

Asociación 
Biodiversidad Atlántica y 

Sostenibilidad 

Own data has partial coverage. 

IU ECOAQUA (Univ. Las Palmas de Gran Canaria) projects such as 
RESIGRASS, SERECO, and SECBIO and B-CHARMED 

Interreg project PLASMAR 

University of Laguna Nodosa distribution data 

        Figure 12. Stakeholder engagement for the Canary Islands. 

The Canary Islands

Government NGO

Private Sector Universitys and Research Centres

Legal Offices Local government
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Instituto Español de 
Oceanografía 

Unspecified 

Centro de 
investigaciones 

Medioambientales Del 

Atlántico S.L. (CIMA) 

Unspecified 

Bibliographic University of Laguna 

- Ruiz, J.M., E. Guillén, A. Ramos Segura & M. Otero. 2015. Atlas de 
las praderas marinas de España. IEO/IEL/UICN, Murcia-Alicante-

Málaga, 681 pp. http://www.ieo.es/es/atlas-praderas-
marinas;jsessionid=375368577ED8B558F067AA49D0B08553 

 -  
 Islands. Aquat. Bot. 50, 171–180. 

 - M 

Reyes J., Sansón M., Afonso-Carrillo J. 1995. Distribution and 
reproductive phenology of the seagrass Cymodocea nodosa (Ucria) 

Ascherson in the Canary 

Martín-García L. 2014. La distribución espacial de las comunidades 
bentónicas infralitorales de Canarias y su importancia en la gestión 

del medio marino. Universidad de La Laguna. PhD. 246.pp. 

Experts University of Laguna 
University of Las Palmas de Gran Canaria (ULPGC) 

Government 

Key 
ecological 
processes 
and biotic 

interactions 

Internal 
research 

data 

Asociación 
Biodiversidad Atlántica y 

Sostenibilidad 

Seagrass meadows and rhodolith beds via ECOAQUA Institute 
(ULPGC). 

Instituto Español de 
Oceanografía 

Unspecified 

University of Laguna Unspecified 

Centro de 
investigaciones 

Medioambientales Del 

Atlántico S.L. (CIMA) 

Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Centro de 
investigaciones 

Medioambientales Del 

Atlántico S.L. (CIMA) 

Unspecified 

University of Laguna Unspecified 

Experts University of Laguna 
ULPGC 

Government 

Threatening 
processes 

and 
pressures 

Internal 
research 

data 

University of Laguna 

Observatorio ambiental de granadilla (OAG) can provide data 

related infrastructure, contamination, human activities and species 

presence records 

Unspecified 

Instituto Español de 
Oceanografía 

Unspecified 

Asociación 
Biodiversidad Atlántica y 

Sostenibilidad and IU 
ECOAQUA (ULPGC) 

Unspecified 

Centro de 
investigaciones 

Medioambientales Del 

Atlántico S.L. (CIMA) 

Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Asociación 
Biodiversidad Atlántica y 

Sostenibilidad and IU 
ECOAQUA (ULPGC) 

BEST Ecosystem Profile 

University of Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

Instituto Español de 
Oceanografía Associations of fishermen (Cofradías) 

University of Laguna 
ULPGC 

Government 
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4.2.3 The Canary Islands recommendation and ways forward 

 

The information provided by ULL and their wider networks of stakeholders provides a good 

starting point for beginning an RLE assessment. Their academic research approach would 

enable many of the key datasets required for an RLE of a variety of ecosystems at an OCT 

level to be analysed effectively. The temporal datasets would require some additional input 

and data to gain a well-rounded picture for the islands. However, these could be further 

embellished using global datasets and sources including meteorological organisations and 

NASA. 

The Canary Islands datasets are fairly robust, and through their wider network, they have 

access to much information and resources required for an RLE assessment. As such, we 

would recommend that the Canary Islands commence an RLE assessment with a small 

amount of additional input from the IUCN. 
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4.3 The Dutch Caribbean  
 

Territory of: The Netherlands 

 

Region: Caribbean 

Total area (km2): 1,153 

Exclusive Economic 
Zone (km2): 

81,000 

No. main islands: 6 

Max elevation (m): 862 

No. Inhabitants: 337,617 

No. Invasive Species 
(GISD): 

54 

 

The Dutch Caribbean is made up of a series of islands. Administratively divided, they include 

the constituent countries of Aruba, Curaçao, and St. Maarten, and the overseas public bodies 

of Bonaire, Saba and St. Eustatius, which are part of the country of the Netherlands. 

Geographically, the so-called ABC islands (Aruba, Bonaire and Curaçao) and located in the 

south of the Caribbean Sea, north of Venezuela, whilst the SSS islands, also called the 

Leeward Islands (Sint Maarten, Saba and St. Eustatius) are located in the northeast of the 

Caribbean, as part of the Lesser Antilles archipelago. 

The Dutch Caribbean is an EU hotspot for biodiversity. It contains vital wetland and marine 

ecosystems that are unique to the EU and currently under threat from both human and climatic 

pressures. Some of the key ecosystems found in this area include mangroves, seagrass beds 

and coral. 

The SSS islands are characterised by sandy beaches and steep rocky coastlines, with 

vegetated forest and shrub cover. Their EEZ encompasses the entire Saba Bank, which is the 
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largest submerged coral atoll in the Atlantic Ocean, and deep-sea ecosystems around the 

islands, which are yet to be fully explored. 

 
The ABC islands exhibit a more arid and drier climate. The islands have lower levels of 

vegetation and less species diversity. The main fauna on the islands consist of cactus shrub, 

dry forest, salt flats and mangroves along the coast, where most of the biodiversity lies. The 

islands have 210 species of bird, including the endangered Caribbean flamingo and yellow-

shouldered amazon parrots. The surrounding seas are home to four species of turtle.  

 

The primary economic activity across the Dutch Caribbean is tourism, linked to its associated 

construction and service industries. Other economic activities include fishing, agriculture, food 

production, offshore financial services and oil refining. The economy relies heavily on healthy 

ecosystems and ecosystem services, with the annual total economic value of the natural 

environment estimated to be USD 122 million in 2014 (equivalent to USD 5,800 per capita)22.  

 

This value is at threat, as in the case of Bonaire where according to the Economics of 

Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) study23, an unmanaged sewage system was predicted 

to be able to decrease the total economic value of Bonaire’s nature from USD 105 million in 

2014 to USD 60 million in the space of ten years24. At the same time, many of the economic 

activities could still benefit substantially from better integration of biodiversity consideration 

and Nature-based Solutions. 

 

4.3.1 The Dutch Caribbean Situational Analysis 

 

As Aruba, Curaçao, and St. Maarten are independent countries within the Kingdom of the 

Netherlands, their governing bodies are primarily responsible for nature and environmental 

policies. 

The islands of Bonaire, St. Eustatius and Saba are overseas public bodies, which means they 

are part of the country of the Netherlands and answerable to the Nature Conservation 

Framework Act BES25, the Fisheries Act BES, the Maritime Management Act BES and the 

Public Housing, Spatial Planning and Environmental Protection Act BES. Nature Policy Plans, 

revised every five years, are used to direct sustainable management and use of nature in the 

islands of the Caribbean Netherlands. The latest, Nature and Environment Policy Plan 

Caribbean Netherlands 2020 -2030, was developed in close cooperation with stakeholders, 

thus ensuring a broad base of consultation. However, limitations to completing these plans 

including funding, capacity and political support. They also have access to specific funds for 

conservation action such as through the DCNA Trust Fund, the Dutch Parliament, the Dutch 

Postcode Lottery and the Prince Bernhard Culture Fund. They also have access to the 

Caribbean Trust Fund and the SPAW-RAC. 

                                                           
22 2014 Briefing on EU Overseas entities and their natural capital from the European Environment Agency. Available here: 
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eu-overseas-entities-and-their; 
23 TEEB Caribbean Netherlands, 2013, The total economic value of nature on Bonaire, Exploring the future with an ecological-
economic simulation model, Institute for Environmental Studies of VU University and Wolfs Company. Available here: 
https://www.wolfscompany.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/Total-Economic-Value-of-Nature-of-Bonaire.pdf; 
24 2014 Briefing on EU Overseas entities and their natural capital from the European Environment Agency. Available here: 

https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eu-overseas-entities-and-their; 
25 https://www.dcnanature.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/Wet-grondslagen-natuurbeheer-BES.pdf.  

https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eu-overseas-entities-and-their
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eu-overseas-entities-and-their
https://www.dcnanature.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/Wet-grondslagen-natuurbeheer-BES.pdf
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The International Treaties and Conventions to which the Kingdom of the Netherlands is a 

signatory party, also therefore apply to these overseas public bodies and they are included in 

the reporting to the treaties. They include the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the 

EU Biodiversity Strategy, the EU Forest Strategy, the EU Habitats directive, the Nagoya 

Protocol, the Ramsar Convention (on Wetlands of International Importance), the Cartagena 

Convention (for the Protection and Development of the Marine Environment of the Wider 

Caribbean Region with the SPAW Protocol (concerning Specially Protected Areas and 

Wildlife), the Bonn Convention (or the Convention on Migratory Species of Wild Animals 

(CMS), CITES (Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and 

Flora), International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) and the Inter-American Convention 

for the Protection and Conservation of Sea Turtles (IAC). 

 

The understanding that the ecosystem services are vital for the economy and society in the 

Dutch Caribbean means that there has been significant investment into biodiversity, 

specifically into collecting baseline data and local monitoring. In a report in 2015, barriers to 

these activities satisfying reporting obligation and local policy and management needs were 

identified as 1) gaps in monitoring so that not all biodiversity and nature has been assessed 

and 2) the use of methods which cannot be used to generate indicators for international 

reporting26. 

 

4.3.2 The Dutch Caribbean RLE Feasibility study 

 

The Dutch Caribbean RLE feasibility study was facilitated through the Dutch Caribbean Nature 

Alliance and the Caribbean Netherlands Science Institute. The Dutch Caribbean Nature 

Alliance is in the initial process of planning an ecosystem risk assessment, although not 

necessarily following the RLE protocol, and there is some interest from the other survey 

participants, with the support of IUCN and the MOVE project consortium. The assessment, if 

conducted, would likely consider individual islands to fill the gap of indicators for global 

reporting, as well as more targeted local ecosystem assessments as requested by 

participants, in particular the dry forests of St. Eustatius. The Dutch Caribbean has a good 

basis for a technical committee, but will require input from additional experts in their wider 

network (Figure 13). Thus, the initiative would be driven by a larger consortium, made up of 

both scientific institutes and NGOs; with the support of IUCN and MOVE.  

 

                                                           
26 Verweij, P., E.H. Meesters and D. Debrot, 2015. Identifying indicators to report on the status and trends of biodiversity for 

the Dutch Caribbean; Indicators, monitoring and assessment methods and capacity estimates. Wageningen, Alterra 
Wageningen UR (University & Research centre), Alterra report 2544. 34 pp.; 1 fig.; 12 tab.; 44 ref. 
https://edepot.wur.nl/391662.  

https://edepot.wur.nl/391662
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A full overview of data availability and access can be found in Table 6. Data sources such as 

the Dutch Caribbean Biodiversity Database and participants' own repositories were identified 

as the main source of data, 

with a scattered coverage of 

bibliographic knowledge. Data 

sources available for mapping 

current ecosystem distribution 

across the Dutch Caribbean 

have been identified to 

contain much of the key 

information required for an 

RLE assessment, however 

there are some gaps such as 

only partial coverage of key 

ecological processes and 

biotic interactions, and a lack 

of historical data and future 

predictions across all data 

types. The data availability 

and accessibility will likely also vary by island. Experts across the data types were identified, 

indicating that further outreach and engagement is required. This information needs to be 

expanded upon and responses from local authorities and scientific entities would provide more 

clarity on the feasibility of an RLE. 

 

The biodiversity in the islands of the Caribbean faces common threats including 

overexploitation, fragmentation, pollution, eutrophication, climate change and invasive 

species27. The BEST report on the ecosystems of the Caribbean also notes how climatic 

events, natural hazards and disasters greatly exacerbate the impact of these threats, similarly 

noted by two survey participants.28 Using openly available reports and the bibliographic 

references participants indicated they have access to, the key threatening processes for the 

Dutch Caribbean could potentially be quantified in terms of relative severity for abiotic and 

biotic variables if expanded upon. 

 

Table 6.  List of data and resources for the Dutch Caribbean. 

  Type Access through 
Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, reference, 

experts, etc.) 

Current 
distribution 
of the 
ecosystem 

Spatial data 

Dutch Caribbean Nature 
Alliance  

Dutch Caribbean Biodiversity Database 

St Eustatius National 
Parks Foundation 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Bibliographic 
Caribbean Netherlands 

Science Institute 
Published reports/articles about the vegetation types on St. 

Eustatius, 

                                                           
27 Verweij, P., E.H. Meesters and D. Debrot, 2015. Identifying indicators to report on the status and trends of biodiversity for 

the Dutch Caribbean; Indicators, monitoring and assessment methods and capacity estimates. Wageningen, Alterra 
Wageningen UR (University & Research centre), Alterra report 2544. 34 pp.; 1 fig.; 12 tab.; 44 ref.  
https://edepot.wur.nl/391662;  
28 BEST report on the ecosystems of the Caribbean. Available here: 

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/hubfactsheet-caribbean.pdf.  

Figure 13: Stakeholder engagement for the Dutch Caribbean. 

The Dutch Caribbean

Government
NGO
Private Sector
Universitys and Research Centres
Legal Offices

        Figure 13. Stakeholder engagement for the Dutch Caribbean.  

https://www.dcbd.nl/
https://edepot.wur.nl/391662
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/hubfactsheet-caribbean.pdf
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University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

St Eustatius National 
Parks Foundation 

WMR (Wageningen Marine Research) 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Biotic and 
abiotic 
features 

Internal field 
monitoring 

Dutch Caribbean Nature 
Alliance  

Dutch Caribbean Biodiversity Database 

Caribbean Netherlands 
Science Institute 

Data on terrestrial birds, seabirds, invasive rodents, roaming 
animals, insects, reptiles, plants. Weather data is available locally.  

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Caribbean Netherlands 
Science Institute 

Published reports/articles on St. Eustatius 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

St Eustatius National 
Parks Foundation 

CNSI (Caribbean Netherlands Science Institute) 

CARMABI  

WMR (Wageningen Marine Research) 

NIOZ (Netherlands Institute for Ocean Research) 

Caribbean Netherlands 
Science Institute 

Unspecified 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Key 
ecological 
processes 
and biotic 
interactions 

Internal 
research 

data 

Dutch Caribbean Nature 
Alliance  

Unspecified. Some only partial coverage. 

Bibliographic University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

St Eustatius National 
Parks Foundation 

CNSI (Caribbean Netherlands Science Institute) 

CARMABI  

WMR (Wageningen Marine Research) 

NIOZ (Netherlands Institute for Ocean Research) 

University of La Laguna 

St. Maarten Ministry of Public Housing, Spatial Planning, Environment and 
Infrastructure  

Environmental Protection in the Caribbean (EPIC) 

Threatening 
processes 
and 
pressures 

Internal 
research 

data 

Caribbean Netherlands 
Science Institute 

Some invasive species data 

Dutch Caribbean Nature 
Alliance  

Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Caribbean Netherlands 
Science Institute 

Madden, Hannah. 2020. “Free-Roaming Livestock Distribution, 
Densities and Population Estimates on St. Eustatius: A 2020 

Update. 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

University of La Laguna 

St. Maarten Ministry of Public Housing, Spatial Planning, Environment and 
Infrastructure  

Environmental Protection in the Caribbean (EPIC) 

St Eustatius National 
Parks Foundation 

CNSI (Caribbean Netherlands Science Institute) 

CARMABI  

WMR (Wageningen Marine Research) 

NIOZ (Netherlands Institute for Ocean Research) 

 

 

4.3.3 The Dutch Caribbean recommendations and ways forward 

 

Despite the breadth of information identified in the situational analysis, the information that 

was provided in this study for the Dutch Caribbean was limited in its scope and detail. As such, 

a much wider input from local government and scientific research entities would be needed to 

conduct a full RLE assessment on the island. However, the lack of an OCT wide assessment, 

which can be used to report on global targets, suggests that an OCT-wide RLE assessment 

of all ecosystems would fill this gap. As such, our recommendation would be that the RLE 

process might need further stakeholders’ outreach and mobilisation efforts with additional 

input from the IUCN on RLE training and assessment process.    

http://www.sintmaartengov.org/GOVERNMENT/VROMI/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.sintmaartengov.org/GOVERNMENT/VROMI/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.dcnanature.org/tadzio-bervoets/
http://www.sintmaartengov.org/GOVERNMENT/VROMI/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.sintmaartengov.org/GOVERNMENT/VROMI/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.dcnanature.org/tadzio-bervoets/
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4.4 The Falkland Islands  
 

Territory of: United Kingdom  

 

Region: South Atlantic 

Total area (km2): 12,173 

Exclusive 
Economic Zone 
(km2): 

643,053 

No. main islands: 2 (776 smaller ones) 

Max elevation 
(m): 

705 

No. Inhabitants: 3,463 

No. Invasive 
Species (GISD): 

60 

  

The Falkland Islands, which together with the UK have a considerable amount of biodiversity 

under their remit, are responsible for the fifth largest area of ocean in the world. Of the 

biodiversity found in the UK and its territories, 90% is found overseas29. As most UK OTs are 

islands, there are some other unifying features beyond high natural value. They have a high 

reliance on marine ecosystems and share drivers of biodiversity reduction such as invasive 

species and habitat loss30. Further threats are dependent on local context such as geographic 

location, environmental factors and population’s size and density. 

 

                                                           
29 More information at, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-overseas-territories-security-success-and-

sustainability;  
30More information at,  https://post.parliament.uk/research-briefings/post-pn-427/. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-overseas-territories-security-success-and-sustainability
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-overseas-territories-security-success-and-sustainability
https://post.parliament.uk/research-briefings/post-pn-427/
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The major soil composition on the Falkland Islands is peat, thus heath and dwarf shrubs are 

commonplace, alongside large grassland habitats. The islands are home to over 400 plant 

species, 177 of which are native and 14 endemic. There are 60 breeding bird species, 

including five species of penguin. The Falklands Islands have global significant seabird 

population both in terms of conservation status and population size. For example, the Falkland 

Islands is home to 80% of the world’s breeding population of black-browed albatross and 

approximately 30 % of the global population of gentoo penguins and Rockhopper penguins. 

 

The Falkland Islands are heavily reliant on their surrounding marine area, with income from 

the fisheries making up 50% to 60% of their GDP31. On land it is farming, specifically the wool 

industry that dominates. Ecosystems are not just valued for their contribution to the GDP; in 

the Falkland Islands the culture is tied tightly to the natural environment. A recent report 

provided a general framework for understanding cultural ecosystem services32. 

 

4.4.1 The Falkland Islands situational Analysis 

 
UK OTs such as the Falklands Islands are not eligible for the standard mechanisms that fund 

conservation in the UK. However, UK governmental expenditure on biodiversity conservation 

has increased steadily since 2000/01, through funds such as Darwin Plus, which provides 

funding (around £2m/year) to increase knowledge and ability of OTs to meet long-term 

strategic outcomes linked to the natural environment. Other resources available to UK OTs 

such as the Falklands come via the UK Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 

(DEFRA), Foreign & Commonwealth Office (FCO), Joint Nature Conservation Committee 

(JNCC) and the Department for International Development (DFID). 

 

Despite these resources, capacity for implementing, monitoring and reporting environmental 

interventions is often constrained by the number of people in UK OTs. Another barrier is the 

availability of data as even when resources are available, such as the Royal Botanical Garden 

Kew’s online herbarium digitising UK OT specimens, they may not be accessible for example 

when UK OT users are not able to download high resolution and large files because there is 

not enough bandwidth, and/or internet data usage is limited and/or cost prohibitive. It is worth 

mentioning that being marine-dependant implies additional logistical and financial challenges.  

However, there are initiatives that have been implemented that are able to work with these 

scenarios and build efficient and effective data management systems such as the South 

Atlantic Information Management Data Centre at SAERI which hosts a data portal for all 

environmental data for the Falkland Islands and has metadata catalogues for other South 

Atlantic UK OTs. Environmental assessments, as documented in this feasibility study, have 

taken place in the Falkland Islands although the majority of these seems to be species rather 

than ecosystem or habitat focused.  

 

                                                           
31 Bormpoudakis, D., Fish, R., Guest, A., Smith, N. 2019. Cultural Ecosystem Services in the Falkland Islands. Final Report for 

the South Atlantic Overseas Territories Natural Capital Assessment. Available at: http://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/817fc5c9-
c8e9-406c-a34a-5c319ed61a05/ot-nca-sup-sat-27-sth-mar2019.pdf;  
32 Bormpoudakis, D., Fish, R., Guest, A., Smith, N. 2019. Cultural Ecosystem Services in the Falkland Islands. Final Report for 

the South Atlantic Overseas Territories Natural Capital Assessment. Available at: http://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/817fc5c9-
c8e9-406c-a34a-5c319ed61a05/ot-nca-sup-sat-27-sth-mar2019.pdf.  

http://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/817fc5c9-c8e9-406c-a34a-5c319ed61a05/ot-nca-sup-sat-27-sth-mar2019.pdf
http://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/817fc5c9-c8e9-406c-a34a-5c319ed61a05/ot-nca-sup-sat-27-sth-mar2019.pdf
http://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/817fc5c9-c8e9-406c-a34a-5c319ed61a05/ot-nca-sup-sat-27-sth-mar2019.pdf
http://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/817fc5c9-c8e9-406c-a34a-5c319ed61a05/ot-nca-sup-sat-27-sth-mar2019.pdf
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The UK has provided support to report on progress towards Aichi targets and SDGs, most 

recently published in 201633. While there were isolated, significant setbacks reported most 

targets have seen some progress in the 15 years since the Environment Charters were signed. 

The report highlights how the progress that has been reported is almost always dependent on 

cooperation between the OT governments and local UK OT NGOs, mostly with support from 

UK NGOs and Government.  

 

Other policy tools include the Overseas Territories Biodiversity Strategy (UKOTBS), which 

aims “to enable the UK and Overseas Territory Governments to meet their international 

obligations for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the Overseas 

Territories”34. This strategy however identifies key themes, leaving the identification of 

priorities to individual OT governments, something that has been identified as a capability 

lacking in staff within OT departments35. 

 

Although the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) is responsible for managing the UK’s 

relationship with its OTs, the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and 

its agencies are responsible for supporting the UKOTs in attaining the targets for international 

biodiversity agreements and instruments. These include the Commonwealth Marine 

Economics programme, the Joint Ministerial Council, the DEFRA Overseas Territories 

Biodiversity Group, the Global Ocean Alliance, and the Hamilton Declaration on Collaboration 

for the Conservation of the Sargasso Sea amongst others. Most recently, in 2019 the UK 

signed up to the Global Ocean Alliance at the UN General Assembly, dedicated to protecting 

30% of the global ocean by 2039 as part of the 30by30 initiative. This will mean that 50% of 

the UK and its Overseas Territory waters are to be protected as Marine Protected Areas by 

2030. At the same time, the Prime Minister extended the Blue Belt project, 4 million square 

kilometres of marine environment overseas, by committing another £7 million. 

 

Highlighted in the UKOTBS is also the need to support both reporting and the integration of 

OTs into further policy platforms and programmes. The 2012 white paper on security, success 

and sustainability in UK OCTs specifically emphasized the lack of awareness of the link 

between biodiversity, economic and human wellbeing amongst government officials, calling 

for integration of environmental considerations into decision-making, policy frameworks and 

regulations36. Similarly, the UKOTs are not only recipients of external donor funding and 

support. UKOTs are also generators of models and solutions. From the Falklands, the SAERI 

research Institute model and the SAERI IMS-GIS data Centre model has been adapted by 

other UKOTs with SAERI (and other) support. For example there are now 2 sister UKOT 

research Institutes – one in Anguilla – the Mid Atlantic Research Institute (MAERI) and one in 

St, Helena – the St. Helena Research Institute (SHRI). The IMS-GIS data centre model has 

been shared and implemented for example by Montserrat37. 

                                                           
33More information at, 

http://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/charters/UKOT&CD_EnvCharterAichiReviewReport140427summaryonly.pdf;  
34Information from, 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/337271/final_draft_
UKOTBS_update.pdf;  
35 Information from, https://post.parliament.uk/research-briefings/post-pn-427/. 
36 Information from, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-overseas-territories-security-success-and-

sustainability;  
37 More information at, https://gisdataportal.gov.ms/.  

http://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/charters/UKOT&CD_EnvCharterAichiReviewReport140427summaryonly.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/337271/final_draft_UKOTBS_update.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/337271/final_draft_UKOTBS_update.pdf
https://post.parliament.uk/research-briefings/post-pn-427/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-overseas-territories-security-success-and-sustainability
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-overseas-territories-security-success-and-sustainability
https://gisdataportal.gov.ms/
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4.4.2 The Falkland Islands RLE Feasibility study 

 

The RLE feasibility study on the Falkland Islands was largely facilitated through the South 

Atlantic Environmental Research Institute (SAERI) (Figure 14). As one of the key partners 

under the MOVE project, SAERI are a research institute focused on this specific region. Their 

remit includes marine, physical, terrestrial and data science. Although SAERI has not currently 

planned to conduct an RLE assessment, they showed interest in doing so with the support of 

IUCN and the MOVE project consortium. The area of interest for SAERI would be conducting 

the assessment at a regional level, consisting of all South Atlantic OCT’s including Ascension, 

St. Helena, Tristan da Cunha and the Falklands. Particular areas of interest would be for 

multiple ecosystem assessments, including the use of a local vegetation and habitat typology. 

SAERI would be capable of providing the necessary technical committee and competencies 

internally, but may require input from additional experts in their wider network including the 

Falkland Islands Government and the University of La Laguna. The initiative would largely be 

driven by their organisation, with the support of IUCN and MOVE. 

 

The data sources available for mapping current ecosystem distribution across the South 

Atlantic region are very robust due to SAERI’s scientific research focus. A full overview of the 

data identified in this study can be 

found in Table 7. Focusing on the 

Falkland Islands, SAERI have 

confirmed that they host a metadata 

catalogue for the island. A data portal 

is also available. A WebGIS platform 

is also accessible to view the spatial 

data across specific regions and 

projects.  

 

This can also provide much of the key 

information that is required when 

considering biotic and abiotic 

features as well as key ecological 

processes. This platform has a back 

catalogue of field monitoring data for 

both marine and terrestrial 

ecosystems, including data sets on 

atmospheric, climatology, 

meteorology, biota, environment, farming, geosciences, water oceans, and infrastructure. As 

such, alone it would provide much of the information that is required for an RLE assessment. 

 

The availability of spatial and temporal data has been identified through several other sources. 

Temporal data for the spatial ecosystem assessment has been indicated to be available for 

the past 50 years through SAERI and the Falkland’s government, although is missing for future 

predictions and historical coverage. This would still allow for an assessment of criteria A and 

B with further input from global data sources. Temporal data for the abiotic and biotic 

processes was not identified through SAERI, but the Falkland’s government indicated some 

The Falkland Islands

Government

NGO

Private Sector

Universitys and
Research Centres

Legal Offices

Local government

       Figure 14.  Stakeholder engagement for the Falkland Islands. 

https://www.south-atlantic-research.org/
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data for the feasibility study. Further information would need to be collected from additional 

sources to gain a full understanding of the situation concerning processes on the Falkland 

Islands. 

 

Although there were only three survey entries, participants indicated a solid understanding of 

their ecosystems and the threats upon them. Climate change, invasive species, pollution and 

anthropomorphic pressures were all listed as key threats to biodiversity. Some of the major 

threatening processes that would be included in a fully-fledged RLE assessment can also be 

identified through two key documents. The Falkland Islands Biodiversity Strategy 2008-2018 

reports key threats as including invasive species, livestock grazing, climate change, tourism, 

land mismanagement, climate change and wildfires38. Furthermore, the BEST regional 

ecosystem profiles contain key ecosystem profiles for the territory with their associated 

threats39. Some these threats have been well analysed, such as is the case with invasive 

species in 201640. Even in the case of invasive species, more is understood of their impact on 

species loss rather than their link to ecosystem services and their degradation. With these 

documents, the key threatening processes for the Falklands could potentially be quantified in 

terms of relative severity for abiotic and biotic variables if expanded upon. 

 
Table 7.  List of data and resources for the Falkland Islands. 

  Type Access through 
Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, reference, 

experts, etc.) 

Current 
distribution 

of the 
ecosystem 

Spatial data 

University of La Laguna Falklands habitat map (includes kelp)  

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 

SAERI Metadata Catalogue (includes satellite imagery, drone imagery, 
maps) 

SAERI Data Portal (eventually replacing their metadata catalogue – 
contains metadata and data) 

WebGIS (divided by project) 

Biotic and 
abiotic 
features 

Internal field 
monitoring 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 

SAERI Metadata Catalogue (includes satellite imagery, drone imagery, 
maps) 

University of La Laguna Falklands habitat map (includes kelp)  

Falkland Islands 
Government 

Unspecified 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

 
Shallow Marine Survey 

Group (SMSG) 
Shallow Marine Survey Website 

Bibliographic 

Falkland Islands 
Government 

Unspecified 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 
SAERI website 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

Shallow Marine Survey 
Group (SMSG) 

Shallow Marine Survey Website 

Experts 

Falkland Islands 
Government 

Unspecified 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 
SAERI website 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

                                                           
38 More information at, 

https://www.fig.gov.fk/epd/jdownloads/environment/national%20strategies/BiodiversityStrategy09.pdf;   
39 More information at, https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/best-

ecosystem_profile_south_atlantic_2016.pdf;   
40 Upson R, McAdam J, Clubbe C (2016) Climate Change Risk Assessment for Plants and Soils of the Falkland Islands and the 

Services they provide. Royal Botanic Gardens Kew and UK Falkland Islands Trust 
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15660.67203.   

https://data.saeri.org/saeri_webgis/lizmap/www/index.php/view/map/?repository=04f&project=fi_coastal_hab_map_wu_rem
https://www.south-atlantic-research.org/research/data-science/data-services-metadata-catalogue/
https://www.south-atlantic-research.org/research/data-science/data-services-metadata-catalogue/
https://www.south-atlantic-research.org/research/data-science/data-services-metadata-catalogue/
https://www.south-atlantic-research.org/research/data-science/data-services-metadata-catalogue/
https://data.saeri.org/saeri_webgis/lizmap/www/index.php/view/map/?repository=04f&project=fi_coastal_hab_map_wu_rem
https://www.fig.gov.fk/epd/jdownloads/environment/national%20strategies/BiodiversityStrategy09.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/best-ecosystem_profile_south_atlantic_2016.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/best-ecosystem_profile_south_atlantic_2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15660.67203
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Shallow Marine Surveys 
Group (SMSG) 

Shallow Marine Surveys Website 

Key 
ecological 
processes 
and biotic 

interactions 

Internal 
research data 

Falkland Islands 
Government 

Ecosystem dependent 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 
Covering some ecosystems 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

Shallow Marine Surveys 
Group (SMSG) 

Shallow Marine Surveys Website 

Bibliographic 

Falkland Islands 
Government 

Ecosystem dependent 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 
SAERI website 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

Shallow Marine Survey 
Group (SMSG) 

Shallow Marine Survey Website 

Experts 

Falkland Islands 
Government 

Ecosystem dependent 
Environment Committee 

University of La Laguna 

 

 

 

 

 

 

South Atlantic 

Environmental Research 

Institute 

Ecosystem dependent includes: 
DPLUS coastal mapping project 

 DPLUS MMA project 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

Shallow Marine Survey 

Group (SMSG) 
Shallow Marine Survey Website 

British Antarctic Survey Unspecified 

CEFAS Unspecified 

Natural History Museum Unspecified 

Threatening 
processes 

and 
pressures 

Internal 
research data 

Falkland Islands 
Government 

To some extent 
Falklands Biodiversity Strategy Framework 

Environment Committee 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 
 

Bibliographic 

South Atlantic 
Environmental Research 

Institute 
BEST Ecosystem profile 

University of La Laguna Unspecified 

Experts 

University of La Laguna 

 

 

 

 

 

South Atlantic 

Environmental Research 

Institute 

Ecosystem dependent – includes: 
DPLUS coastal mapping project 

 DPLUS MMA project 

Falklands Conservation Falklands Conservation Website 

Shallow Marine Survey 

Group (SMSG) 
Shallow Marine Survey Website 

British Antarctic Survey Unspecified 

CEFAS Unspecified 

Natural History Museum Unspecified 
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4.4.3 The Falkland Islands recommendation and ways forward 

 
Through the Falklands Island Government, the SAERI research institute and its wider scientific 

network of partners, the Falkland Islands has the key data sets required to begin a RLE 

assessment. Their scientific research background means they have already compiled an 

excellent database that comprises many of the key datasets that would enable a full RLE 

assessment to be conducted on the territory. Furthermore, with the biodiversity strategy and 

BEST report, the key threatening processes have been identified for the territory. The 

combination of the database and identified threatening process provides a robust starting point 

for the RLE process. The only resources that require additional inputs for the territory concern 

the temporal aspects of the datasets. However, these could be further embellished using 

global datasets and sources including meteorological organisations and NASA.  

 

As such, our conclusion would be that the RLE process is entirely feasible in this territory with 

a small amount of additional input from the IUCN on RLE training and assessment process. 

The key components are already in place, including local scientific expertise and knowledge, 

datasets and identified threatening processes. Part of the RLE protocol is to ensure that the 

relevant stakeholders are engaged for data gathering and assessment. A key next step for a 

Falkland Islands RLE assessment would be to ensure wider engagement across sectors. 

Strong buy-in across sectors ensures not just the accuracy and credibility of an RLE 

assessment, but also the impact of the assessment on legislation, policy and conservation 

actions. 
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4.5 French Guiana  
 

Territory of: France  

 

Region: South America 

Total area (km2): 86,504 

Exclusive 
Economic Zone 
(km2): 

130,000 

No. main islands: NA 

Max elevation (m): 851 

No. Inhabitants: 290,691 

No. Invasive 
Species (GISD): 

51 

 

French Guiana is a French Outermost Region. Located on the northeast coast of South 

America, it I bordered by Suriname to the west, Brazil to the east and south, and the north 

runs along the Atlantic coast. French Guiana is the only French and European territory in 

South America. 

 

French Guiana’s geography is diverse, varying across the territory and 94% covered by forests 

making it one of the greenest territories on Earth. The north consists of the 350km Atlantics 

coastline, which is where the majority of the population reside. Further south the territory 

develops into dense tropical rainforest, which eventually leads into the amazon. The Brazilian 

border is marked by the Bellevue amongst the Inini-Camopi mountains, where the tallest peak 
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rises 851m above sea level. Thus, over 94% of the territory of primary tropical forest with 

nutrient poor soils41.  

 

4.5.1 French Guiana situational Analysis 

 
French Guiana contains the EU’s largest Protected Area, which itself is connected with the 

largest Protected Area in South America. This is despite the fact that as a French OR, French 

Guiana was not included in the Nature 2000 Network due to the decision by France on the 

implementation of the EU Habitats Directive within its territory.  

 

The population faces significant challenges with a high annual growth rate and an 

unemployment level, which reached 22.3% in 2013, twice the French average42. Societal 

challenges include access to drinking water as well as access to agricultural land to meet local 

demand of an increasing population. Despite an economic growth of 4% driven mostly by 

investments, the spatial sector and demographic dynamics, illegal activities such as gold 

mining and fishing are rife. 

 

The current EU Community Framework for biodiversity conservation does not fully apply to 

French ORs, which has some knock-on effects on conservation action. France’s National 

Adaptation Plan and national biodiversity strategy (adopted in 2004) applies as well to French 

Guinea. For the latter, France has a strategy for overseas entities overall and ones specific to 

each entity. French Guinea is also held to the conventions and treaties France ratified 

including CBD in 1994. As part of this, French Guinea also has a national plan spelling out 

specific objectives for local action plans. 

 

Despite action plans, international commitments have not been entirely fulfilled as sufficient 

integration into key sectoral policies is lacking43. Weakness of civil society organizations was 

identified as a weakness in an IUCN report on the future of biodiversity in EU overseas 

entities44. In 2020, there was still a lack of monitoring progress in French Guiana. 

 

4.5.2 French Guiana RLE Feasibility Study 

 
The French Guiana feasibility study was facilitated through the ‘Centre de Coopération 

Internationale en Recherche Angronomique pour le Développement’ (CIRAD). As one of the 

key partners under the move project, CIRAD is a French research centre working for help 

developing countries to tackle international agricultural and development issues. Although 

CIRAD is not currently planning an RLE assessment themselves, some stakeholders are listed 

on table 8 below. The resources available through the scientific research background and 

                                                           
41More information at, https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/hubfactsheet-amazonia.pdf.  
42 More information at, https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/hubfactsheet-amazonia.pdf;  
43Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y. (2011). Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review 

of the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp.  
https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/2011-024.pdf;  
44 Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y. (2011). Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review 

of the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp. 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf.  

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/hubfactsheet-amazonia.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/hubfactsheet-amazonia.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/2011-024.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf
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wider network would make an RLE assessment very feasible with the support of IUCN and 

the MOVE project consortium (Figure 15).  

 

A very robust list of data 

sources available for mapping 

current ecosystem distribution 

across French Guiana have 

also been identified. Within 

the datasets and information 

listed above, there are large 

catalogues of metadata, 

which can be included within 

the RLE assessment. The 

CEBA portal will provide much 

of the key information that is 

required when considering 

biotic and abiotic features as 

well as key ecological 

processes. The portal 

contains much information on 

the Amazonian portion of French Guiana and contains data sets on climate, health, earth 

cover, planning, environmental monitoring, geology, habitats, biotypes and many more.  

 

The availability of spatial and temporal data has been identified through a number of sources. 

Temporal data for the ecosystem assessment has been noted as available for all time frames 

except historical. These data sets would allow for ecosystem and territory wide assessments 

of forests in particular, as well as other key ecosystems under threat. Thus, criteria A and B 

would be more than feasible when combined with the global data sources available to IUCN. 

Temporal data for abiotic process has also been identified as present for some of the 

threatening processes to French Guiana (Table 8).  

 

Despite the pristine conditions of much of its terrestrial ecosystems, there are plenty of threats 

to this unique biodiversity and critical areas for action and investment have been identified. 

The BEST Ecosystem Services Report identified management of coastal savannahs, 

sustainable use of endemic freshwater fishes and development of ecosystem services models 

for sustainable use of Regina Saint Georges Forest as action priorities in 201345. 

 
 
Table 8.  List of data and resources for French Guiana.  

  Type Access through 
Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, reference, 

experts, etc.) 

Current 
distribution of 
the ecosystem 

Spatial data 

Parc Naturel régional 
de Guyane 

PNRG internal geographic database 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

ONF (forests) 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

CIRAD (forests) 

                                                           
45 More information at, https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-

presentation_first-results.pdf. 

Figure 15.  Stakeholder engagement for French Guiana.  French Guiana

Government NGO

Private Sector Universitys and Research Centres

Legal Offices Local government

     Figure 15.  Stakeholder engagement for the French Guiana. 

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf


50 
 

ONF 

GIS Platform  

Environmental data (Audeg et DEAL)  

Territorial data (CTG)  

CEBA portal 

 IGN portal  

Guyanese fauna 

AMAP portal  

University of La 
Laguna 

LCLU data for 2005-2015 (annual data and LCLU changes)  

Forest inventory  

Biomass data 

Habitat maps 

Bibliographic ONF 
Habitat and vegetation typologies and maps in French overseas 

territories (Stéphane Guitet) 

Experts 

Parc Naturel régional 
de Guyane 

ONF 

IRD 

DGTM Guyane 

Parc Naturel régional 
de Guyane CNRS 

PHRONESIS 

PHRONESIS 

AUDEG 

MNHN 

PAG 

BRGM 

Biotic and 
abiotic features 

Internal field 
monitoring 

Parc Naturel régional 
de Guyane 

For some protected sites 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

Partial precise coverage of the topography and layouts of rivers on 
the coast (LIDAR).  

Historical meteorological data 

CIRAD 
GUYAFOR: Forest plots have been established in French Guyana from the 

late 60's to recent years by CIRAD, ONF and CNRS from 2000. 

University of La 
Laguna 

LCLU data for 2005-2015 (annual data and LCLU changes)  

Forest inventory  

Biomass data 

Habitat maps 

Bibliographic 
Parc Naturel régional 

de Guyane 
Study reports from research organizations 

Experts PHRONESIS 

CNRS 

AUDEG 

MNHN 

PAG 

BRGM 

Key ecological 
processes and 

biotic 
interactions 

Internal 
research 

data 
CIRAD For forests 

Bibliographic 
CIRAD For forests 

University of La 
Laguna 

Unspecified 

Experts 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

Herbarium of Guyana (curator: Sophie GONZALEZ) 

CIRAD For forests 

University of La 
Laguna 

ECOSEO Project 

WWF 

Office de l'eau 

Threatening 
processes and 

pressures 

Internal 
research 

data 

Parc Naturel régional 
de Guyane 

Inhabitants of the territory having made observations and having 
empirical knowledge 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

Damage to green and blue patterns (work carried out by the 
associations GEPOG and Kwata) 

Urbanization and uncontrolled agricultural development can lead to 
the destruction of savannahs, forests on white sand and the filling of 

wetlands (the ONF coastal study provides information on this 
subject). 

http://vmamapgn-test.mpl.ird.fr:8080/geonetwork/srv/eng/search
https://www.annuaire-mairie.fr/occupation-des-sols-maripasoula.html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/253651231_Guiana_shield_map_2011
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0303243416301222
https://www.geoguyane.fr/geonetwork/srv/fre/catalog.search#/metadata/a5abd237-100d-4211-b8b7-2cb9cae2eba1
http://vmamapgn-test.mpl.ird.fr:8080/geonetwork/srv/eng/search
https://www.annuaire-mairie.fr/occupation-des-sols-maripasoula.html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/253651231_Guiana_shield_map_2011
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0303243416301222
https://www.geoguyane.fr/geonetwork/srv/fre/catalog.search#/metadata/a5abd237-100d-4211-b8b7-2cb9cae2eba1
https://paracou.cirad.fr/website/experimental-design/guyafor-network
https://paracou.cirad.fr/website/experimental-design/guyafor-network
https://www.annuaire-mairie.fr/occupation-des-sols-maripasoula.html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/253651231_Guiana_shield_map_2011
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0303243416301222
https://www.geoguyane.fr/geonetwork/srv/fre/catalog.search#/metadata/a5abd237-100d-4211-b8b7-2cb9cae2eba1
https://paracoumaps.cirad.fr/
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The lack of management of savannahs (in particular by fire or 
grazing) leads to their disappearance, especially in the Guyanese 
Space Center (CNES / ESA). Studies on the subject have been 

carried out by SEPANGUY and GEPOG. 

Overfishing (often illegal) can damage marine ecosystems, including 
in marine protected areas. EMOPI and the Connétable nature 

reserve have data on this subject. 

Gold panning causes serious damage to aquatic (and to a lesser 
extent) forest environments. The Amazonian Park of Guyana, WWF 

and the Armed Forces of Guyana have data on the subject. 

CIRAD For forests 

Bibliographic 

PHRONESIS 

Various framework documents on spatial planning policies describe 
the processes and pressure at stake in French Guiana. 

DEAL, SGAR (Prefecture) among others are able to provide this type 
of otherwise freely accessible resources. 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

Some invasive alien species can also affect savannahs and 
wetlands. GEPOG is carrying out work on this subject. 

CIRAD For forests 

University of La 
Laguna 

Unspecified 

Experts 

Guyane Nature 
Environnement 

Quarrying activities can locally impact rare forest types (forests on 
sandy cords, savannah-rocks, etc.). Few data are compiled on this 

point. Only independent experts have so far identified these data in a 
scattered manner. 

CIRAD For forests 

University of La 
Laguna 

ECOSEO Project 

WWF 

Office de l'eau 

 

 

4.5.3 French Guiana recommendation and ways forward 

 

French Guiana has an excellent availability of data sets that would be easily incorporated into 

an RLE assessment.  The key threats to the territory have also been identified through CIRAD 

and the wider network of stakeholders in the territory who have also contributed to this RLE 

feasibility assessment. Therefore, the entry point into conducting an RLE assessment, and 

the key threats that are being analysed have already been identified through this study. Further 

sources for the temporal data may need to be identified to include in the RLE assessment, but 

these can be further expanded upon using the sources available to IUCN.  

 

Some of the major threats to French Guiana have been identified as climate change, land use 

planning, invasive species, illegal occupation of land, destruction of habitat (fragmentation) 

and wildlife corridors, hunting, unsustainable fisheries o logging, due to the high levels of gold 

that can be found in the territory. Furthermore, the BEST regional ecosystem profiles contain 

key ecosystem profiles for the territory with their associated threats. With these documents, 

the key threatening processes for French Guiana could be quantified in terms of relative 

severity for abiotic and biotic variables if expanded upon. 

 

In the light of the above conclusion, our conclusion would be that the RLE assessment is more 

than feasible in French Guiana. The key datasets and network of scientific organisation 

provide a starting point and with additional input from IUCN on RLE training and assessment 

process, this could quickly develop into an entity wide RLE assessment.  
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4.6 Martinique   
 

Territory of: France  

 

Region: Caribbean 

Total area (km2): 1,128 

Exclusive 
Economic Zone 
(km2): 

45,000 

No. main islands: 1 

Max elevation 
(m): 

1,397 

No. Inhabitants: 358,749 

No. Invasive 
Species (GISD): 

85 

 

Martinique is a French Overseas Region. Located in the eastern Caribbean, it is located within 

the Lesser Antilles south of Dominica and north of St Lucia. The western coastline is on the 

Caribbean Sea whilst the eastern coastline is on the Atlantic Ocean.  

 

The soil composition of the island is therefore largely volcanic and very fertile. A 43% of the 

island is covered in lush tropical forest, and the beaches to the north are of black volcanic 

sands. The tropical rainforests display high levels of species diversity on the island including 

species of bamboo, mahogany, rosewood and locust. The south of the island diversifies to a 

savannah like ecosystem of cacti and acacia46.  

 

                                                           
46More information at, http://datazone.birdlife.org/country/martinique/ebas.  

http://datazone.birdlife.org/country/martinique/ebas


53 
 

The island is home over 200 species of bird, as well as around 225 species of reef fishes 

surrounding the island. Furthermore, Martinique is home to bats and reptiles (including the fer-

de-lance snake), three species of lizard, the endemic Volcano frog47. 

 

4.6.1 Martinique Situational Analysis 

 
As a French OR, Martinique was not included in the Nature 2000 Network. Despite this, 57% 

of the island was under some degree of protection in 2010 although the regime of protection 

means that this does not provide for strict biodiversity protection48. There is also a Marine Park 

since 2018 that stretches from the Martinican coast to the outer limit of its exclusive economic 

zone and covers an area of 48,900 km². 

 

The current Community framework for biodiversity conservation does not fully apply to the 

French ORs such as Martinique as France decided itself on the implementation of the EU 

Habitats Directive within its territory. Martinique falls under France’s National Adaptation Plan 

and national biodiversity strategy (adopted in 2004). France ratified the CBD in 1994 and to 

address this Martinique also has its own national plan spelling out specific objectives for local 

action plans. 

 

Despite action plans, international commitments have not been entirely fulfilled as sufficient 

integration into key sectoral policies is lacking. Weakness of civil society organizations was 

identified as a weakness in an IUCN report on the future of biodiversity in EU overseas 

entities49. In 2020, there was still a lack of monitoring progress in Martinique. 

 

Similarly, to other highly populated Caribbean islands, tourism with its associated construction 

and service industries is the primary economic activity. Fishing, agriculture, food production, 

offshore financial services and oil refining also contribute heavily to the economy.  

 

4.6.2 Martinique RLE Feasibility study 

 

The feasibility study for Martinique was facilitated through Nova Blue Environment (NBE) and 

their extended network. NBE are a consultancy specialising in tropical marine environments. 

NBE are not currently planning an RLE assessment, but would be interested in doing so with 

support from IUCN and the MOVE consortium, a similar sentiment was shared by their wider 

network (Figure 16); over 50 stakeholders were contacted several times to answer the 

questionnaire which was translated by NBE into French to facilitate participation. The 

resources available through their scientific research background and wider network would 

make an RLE assessment very feasible with the support of IUCN and the MOVE project 

consortium (Table 9).  

 

                                                           
47 More information at, http://datazone.birdlife.org/country/martinique/ebas;  
48 Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y., 2011. Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review 

of the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp. 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf;  
49 Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y., 2011. Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review 

of the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp. 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf.  

http://datazone.birdlife.org/country/martinique/ebas
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf
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The areas of interest for NBE would be conducting assessment across the entire OR, 

specifically focusing on marine ecosystems, with a particular interest shown for corals, 

seagrass beds and mangroves. The diversity of ecosystems present within the territory would 

make multiple ecosystem assessments more appropriate. NBE could easily coordinate a 

technical committee in collaboration with the local government, national parks trust, with the 

support of IUCN and the wider MOVE consortium.  

 A number of data sources for 

mapping current ecosystem 

distribution across Martinique 

have also been identified. 

Some of these sources are 

accessible, others have simply 

been described as available. 

These identified data sources 

were also identified as being 

the key contributors to what 

might lead into the biotic and 

abiotic assessments for an 

RLE. However, this information 

needs to be expanded upon 

and responses from local 

authorities and scientific 

entities would have provided 

more clarity on what would have been feasible.  

 

The availability of spatial and temporal data has been identified to be present for only the past 

50 years for both biotic and abiotic variables. Thus, additional data would need to be collected 

if additional time’s frames were to be considered in the assessment. 

 
Table 9.  List of data and resources for Martinique.  

  Type Access through 
Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, reference, 

experts, etc.) 

Current 
distribution 

of the 
ecosystem 

Spatial data 

Parc naturel marin de 
Martinique 

Water and biodiversity observatory 

OFB 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

IFRECOR-DCE (all marine ecosystems) 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

University  

Maps of ecological condition of coral reef, seagrass beds and 
mangroves. 

 Monetary evaluation of ES in Martinique.  

 WFD Martinique database.  
  

SDAGE database Martinique. 

 Watershed pressures database 

Bibliographic 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

Unspecified 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

Thèse Hélène Legrand 

Martinique

Government NGO

Private Sector Universitys and Research Centres

Legal Offices Local government
                        Figure 16. Stakeholder engagement for Martinique. 

     Figure 16.  Stakeholder engagement for Martinique. 
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Nova Blue 
Environment 

Sea impact - Studies carried out for the DEAL - scientific reports 

Experts 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

DEAL 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

Office de l'eau 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

NBE (Jean-Philippe Maréchal) 

UoP (Ewan Trégarot) 

Impact Mer (Christophe Yvon / Guillaume Tollu) 

CREOCEAN (From Gaulejac) 

PNMM (Aude Brador) 

Ifremer 

OMMM 

Biotic and 
abiotic 

features 

Internal field 
monitoring 

Parc naturel marin de 
Martinique 

Unspecified 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

Internal Capacities Martinique Marine Environment Observatory 

IFRECOR monitoring of coral reefs since 2001. 

Mapping and health status of seagrass beds, coral reefs 

Impact Mer: State of mangrove health (atlas planned for 2019-2020) 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

Coral reefs abiotic/biotic: IFRECOR _ WFD 

Mangroves abiotic/biotic: DEAL Martinique + PNRM 

Seagrass beds abiotic/biotic: DEAL Martinique, IFREMER_WFD 

  

Bibliographic 
Nova Blue 

Environment 
For coral reefs, mangroves and seagrass beds 

Experts 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

 Bureaux d'étude naturaliste 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

DEAL 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

NBE (Jean-Philippe Maréchal) 

UoP (Ewan Trégarot) 

Impact Mer (Christophe Yvon / Guillaume Tollu) 

CREOCEAN ( Béatrice de Gaulejac) 

PNMM (Aude Brador) 

Ifremer 

OMMM 

Key 
ecological 
processes 
and biotic 

interactions 

Internal 
research 

data 

Parc naturel marin de 
Martinique 

Marine ecosystems 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

Changes in benthic communities 

Phase shift macro-algae / coral 

Changes in fish communities (overfishing, and macroalgae 
development, invasive species) 

Coral reefs abiotic/biotic: IFRECOR _ WFD 

Decline of mangroves surface areas 

Invasive species (Halophila stipulacea) - seagrass beds 

Hypersedimentation - sea grass beds 

Bibliographic 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

For coral reefs, mangroves and seagrass beds 

  

Experts 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

 Bureaux d'étude naturaliste 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

DEAL 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

NBE (Jean-Philippe Maréchal) - coral reefs/seagrass beds 
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Nova Blue 
Environment 

UoP (Ewan Trégarot) - coral reefs 

Impact Mer (Christophe Yvon/Guillaume Tollu) - coral reefs, 
mangroves and seagrass beds 

CREOCEAN (De Gaulejac) - coral reefs, mangroves and seagrass 
beds 

PNMM (Aude Brador) - coral reefs, mangroves and seagrass beds 

Threatening 
processes 

and 
pressures 

Internal 
research 

data 

Parc naturel marin de 
Martinique 

Marine ecosystems 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

Monitoring of reefs (cyclones, bleaching, etc.) 

Invasive species (lionfish) 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

Degradation of coastal water bodies 

Agriculture - sanitation - pollution 

Artisanal fishing activities 

IFRECOR - DCE 

Database OMMM 

SDAGE 

WFD 

Contrat de Baie (CACEM) 

PNRM 

Bibliographic 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

OMMM Database 

SDAGE 

DCE 

Bay Contract (CACEM) 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

Unspecified 

Experts 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

 Bureaux d'étude naturaliste 

SAFEGE/SUEZ 
Consulting 

DEAL 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Nova Blue 
Environment 

NBE (Jean-Philippe Maréchal) 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

UoP (Ewan Trégarot) 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

Impact Mer (Christophe Yvon / Guillaume Tollu) 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

CREOCEAN (From Gaulejac) 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

PNMM (Aude Brador) 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

Ifremer 
Nova Blue 

Environment 

Observatoire du Milieu 
Marin Martiniquais 

OMMM 
Nova Blue 

Environment 
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4.6.3 Martinique recommendation and ways forward 

 
Through the key partners and wider network of stakeholders on Martinique, we can conclude 

that there is a substantial network of scientists and researchers who could contribute to the 

RLE assessment if it were initiated. The key focus on this territory is clearly on the marine 

ecosystems, with stakeholders that have a deep understanding of mangroves, sea grass and 

coral reefs. There is also a large expertise on tropical forest and terrestrial vegetation in 

general at the University of the Antilles – Prof Philippe Joseph, Dr JR Gros-Désormeaux and 

many others.  

 

Although key sources of data had been identified by the stakeholders, these could be 

expanded upon, particularly when considering sources for the temporal data to be identified 

to include in the RLE assessment, but these can be further expanded upon using the sources 

available to IUCN.  

 

Some of the major threatening processes that would be included in a fully-fledged RLE 

assessment were identified as overfishing, eutrophication, pollution, hurricanes, heat waves 

(coral bleaching), disease, invasive species, runoff and sedimentation, coastal urbanisation, 

tourism and acidification. Furthermore, the BEST regional ecosystem profiles contain key 

ecosystem profiles for the territory with their associated threats50. 

 

Our conclusion would be that the RLE assessment is very feasible in Martinique. The key 

datasets appear available and a network of scientific organisation provide would be capable 

of providing the input needed for an RLE assessment.  With minimal assistance from IUCN 

on RLE training and assessment process, this could quickly develop into a national RLE 

assessment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
50 More information at, https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/best-

ecosystem_profile_carribean_2016.pdf.  

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/best-ecosystem_profile_carribean_2016.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/best-ecosystem_profile_carribean_2016.pdf
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4.7 Reunion    
 

Territory of: France  

 

Region: Indian Ocean 

Total area (km2): 2,512 

Exclusive 
Economic Zone 
(km2): 

318,300 

No. main islands: 1 

Max elevation (m): 3,070 

No. Inhabitants: 860,000 

No. Invasive 
Species (GISD): 

189 

 

Reunion is a French Outermost Region. Located in the Indian Ocean, it can be found off the 

coast of Southern Africa, east of Madagascar. Reunion ’s geography is very mountainous due 

it being a volcanic island. The highest peak on the island is Piton des Neiges at 3070m. The 

islands major soil composition is therefore volcanic ash from thousands of years of eruption 

and lava flow. This makes the soil very fertile. The plant composition on Reunion shows a high 

level of endemism, with 848 native plant species of which 237 (28%) are endemics. Today 

30% of the plant species on Reunion are considered endangered under the IUCN list of 

threatened species51. 

                                                           
51More information at, https://en.Reunion .fr/practical/Reunion -island.  

https://en.reunion.fr/practical/reunion-island
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Birds are the major fauna found on Reunion with over 88 species, six of which are endemic to 

the island. There are six species of albatross that can be found on the island as well as other 

large seafaring birds including frigates and boobies. The mammal composition on Reunion is 

made up of two species of flying fox and three bat species as well as ocean mammals including 

whales and dolphins52. 

 

4.7.1 Reunion situational Analyses 

 

In 2012, 47% of the island’s territory was under some level of protection. Like other French 

ORs, Reunion was not included in the Nature 2000 Network and the current Community 

framework for biodiversity conservation does not fully apply to the island. As France ratified 

the CBD in 1994 and under France’s National Adaptation Plan and national biodiversity 

strategy (adopted in 2004), Reunion has its own national strategy spelling out specific 

objectives for local action plans. 

 

Reunion in the past has led the way for sustainability of natural resources. The Message from 

Reunion Island in 2008 is the first strategic document for EU overseas providing and integrated 

approach to both biodiversity and climate change53. Recommendations relevant to ecosystem 

assessments included improving communication with stakeholders on the topic, valuing 

ecosystems, modelling the impact of global change and other threats, and taking strategic 

steps to increase their resilience especially those that are the most vulnerable. 

 

Despite action plans, international commitments have not been entirely fulfilled as sufficient 

integration into key sectoral policies is lacking54. Weakness of civil society organizations was 

identified as a weakness in an IUCN report on the future of biodiversity in EU overseas 

entities55. In 2020, there was still a lack of monitoring progress in Reunion.  

 

Similarly, to other highly populated Caribbean islands, tourism with its associated construction 

and service industries is the primary economic activity. Fishing, agriculture, food production, 

offshore financial services and oil refining also contribute heavily to the economy.  

 

4.7.2 Reunion RLE Feasibility study 

 
Reunion’s RLE feasibility study was facilitated through a wide variety of stakeholders (Figure 

17). Five of the participants (CIRAD, Université de La Réunion, the Conservatoire Botanique 

National et Centre Permanent d'Initiatives pour l'Environnement de Mascarin, MAREX and the 

National Park of Reunion) undertook or are currently in the process of planning an ecosystem 

risk assessment although not necessarily the RLE protocol, either at the level of the entire OR, 

                                                           
52 More information at, https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/checklist.jsp?region=REre&list=howardmoore;  
53 https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/message_from_Reunion _island.pdf;  
54Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y. (2011). Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review 

of the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp.  
https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/2011-024.pdf.  
55 Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y. (2011). Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review 

of the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp. 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf.  

https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/checklist.jsp?region=REre&list=howardmoore
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/message_from_reunion_island.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/2011-024.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/best/pdf/amazonia_best-ep-presentation_first-results.pdf
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or the entire biogeographical region. Another six participants are interested in planning an 

ecosystem risk assessment with the support of a consortium and IUCN.  

 

 This shows there is 

significant demand for an 

RLE of Reunion, specifically 

of the entire OR across 

multiple ecosystem types. 

Reunion also has an 

excellent foundation for the 

technical committee. Thus, 

the initiative would be driven 

by a larger consortium, made 

up of both regional councils, 

environmental service 

departments, universities in 

the region, national parks 

and marine parks, with the 

support of IUCN and MOVE. 

 

Data sources available for mapping current ecosystem distribution across Reunion have been 

identified to contain much of the key information required for an RLE assessment (a full list 

can be found in Table 10). Temporal data for ecosystem coverage, biotic features and abiotic 

features covers the current situation as well as the last 50 years, historical and future context 

for many ecosystems. There is a gap in historical data and future predictions for abiotic and 

biotic processes; however, this may be available through the exhaustive list of experts 

supplied in this study. Therefore, to gain a full understanding of the situation on Reunion this 

information would need to be collected from additional sources. 

 
Table 10.  List of data and resources for Reunion.  

  Type Access through 
Specifics (Data type, ecosystem type, repository, reference, 

experts, etc.) 

Current 
distribution 

of the 
ecosystem 

Spatial data 

CIRAD 
Ecosystems mapped following a recent partnership approach with 

the National Park. Older maps available.  

Direction de 
l'alimentation, de 

l'agriculture et de la 
forêt de La Reunion  

GIS data (DEAL) 

CYNORKIS 

Direction de 
l'alimentation, de 

l'agriculture et de la 
forêt de La Reunion  

GIS data (DAAF) 

Université de La 
Reunion (UMR 

ENTROPIE) 
Southwest Indian Ocean region  

MAREX 
Partial coverage including a 2016 map of marine habitats (coral 

reefs). Part of the basaltic habitats has also been mapped. 

Reunion

Government NGO

Private Sector Universitys and Research Centres

Legal Offices Local government

                          Figure 17. Stakeholder engagement for Reunion.      Figure 17.  Stakeholder engagement for Reunion. 
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Université de La 
Réunion 

Terrestrial habitats (past / current), Marine habitats (current), 
Species distribution for a subset of marine and terrestrial species 

(including birds), Tracking data for a subset of marine species 
(including birds, turtles, cetacean), Sea-land surface remote 

sensing data - Climatology (temperature, chlorophyll, turbidity, etc.)   

CYNORKIS 
Base borbonica (SINP) Université de La 

Réunion 

CYNORKIS CBNM 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Université de La 
Réunion 

 

Terrestrial 

- Strasberg, D., Rouget, M., Richardson, D.M., Baret, S., Dupont, J., 

Cowling, R.M., 2005. An assessment of habitat diversity, 

transformation and threats to biodiversity on Réunion Island 

(Mascarene Islands, Indian Ocean) as a basis for conservation 

planning. Biodiversity and Conservation 14 (12), 3015–3032 

- Lagabrielle E., Rouget M., Durieux L., Payet K., Baret S., Dupont, 

J., Strasberg D. (2011). Integrating conservation and restoration 

with land-use planning in Island. An illustrative case study in 

Réunion Island (Indian Ocean). Landscape and Urban Planning 101 

120-130.  

- ZNIEFF 

- Carte des habitats du Parc National de La Réunion (basée sur 

Strasberg et al. 2005) 

 

Marine 

- Nicet JB., Mouquet P., Tollis S., Bigot L. (2016) - Cartographie des 

habitats des récifs coralliens de La Réunion. Elaboration des fiches 

d’habitats marins et cartographie associée. Préfiguration de la 

Trame Bleue Marine. Rapport Université / Pareto pour le compte de 

la DEAL Réunion, 64 pages + annexes. 

- CARTOMAR 

- ZNIEFF “Mer”/DCE 

Université de La 
Réunion 

MAREX 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

Experts 

Université de La 
Reunion (UMR 

ENTROPIE) 

Western Indian Ocean Marine Science Association (WIOMSA) 

CBNM 

 DEAL,  

Actors from the agricultural world, DEAL 

DMSOI 

IRD 

Grand Port de La Reunion  

BRGM 

Marine Nature Reserve of La Reunion  

Sainte-Rose Reserve 

IFREMER 

MAREX 

RCEA experts 

ZNIEFF 

IFRECOR programs 
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Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

Unspecified 

Biotic and 
abiotic 

features 

Internal field 
monitoring 

CIRAD Via partners 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

Habitats Notebooks 

MAREX Partial coverage 

Université de La 
Réunion 

Terrestrial and marine ecosystems except deep ecosystems (<-40 
m) via reef and coastal marine station at the Reunion OSU, created 

and managed by the university. 

Spectrabenth.remote sensing – AAMP IFREMER  

Université de La 
Réunion  

Micro climatic monitoring along two altitude gradients since 2011, 
among organizations in the UR: OSUR, Espace dev, but also for 

solar radiation / clouding ReuniWatt 

Météo France 

Bibliographic 

Université de La 
Réunion 

Marine and terrestrial ecosystems. 

MAREX 

Unspecified 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

Experts 

CYNORKIS Systematically carried out phytosocio and ecological inventories 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

Météo France 

Université de La 
Réunion 

MAREX 

RCEA experts 

ZNIEFF 

IFRECOR programs 

Université de La 
Réunion 

CBNM 

DMSOI 

IRD 

IFREMER  

Grand Port of La Reunion ,  

BRGM 

Marine Natural Reserve of La Reunion  

Sainte-Rose Reserve 

SEAS satellite station- OI 

RNO monitoring the coastline 

Parc national de La 
Réunion + SINP 

ONF 

Université de La 
Réunion 

DEAL 
Parc national de La 

Réunion + SINP 

Direction de 
l'alimentation, de 

l'agriculture et de la 
forêt de La Reunion  

Marine ecosystems via reef and coastal marine station at the 
Reunion OSU, created and managed by the university. 
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Key 
ecological 
processes 
and biotic 

interactions 

Internal 
research data 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

University of La Reunion (UMR PVBMT) 

MAREX 
Numerous studies on the functional ecology of communities, in 

particular reef fish and benthic stands of hard substrates. 

Université de La 
Réunion 

Terrestrial and partial marine coverage. 

Université de La 
Réuinon 

Marine 
- Marine connectivity (larvae transport) 

- Island mass effect on coastal ocean water (temperature, 
chlorophyll, turbidity, etc.) 

Université de La 
Réunion  

Terrestrial 
Plant disperser interactions (current thesis), mycorrhiza / orchid 

interaction, orchids / birds-insects, phelsuma-plants, interception, 
storage and remarriage of water by epiphytes,  ... 

CIRAD 
Germination of native endemic plants, interactions bee plants, and 

others 

Bibliographic 

Université de La 
Réunion 

 
Terrestrial 

Lagabrielle E., Rouget M., Durieux L., Payet K., Wistebaar T., Baret 
S., Strasberg D. (2009). Identifying and mapping biodiversity 

processes for conservation planning in islands. A case study in 
Réunion Island (Western Indian Ocean) Biological Conservation 

142 (7) 1523-1535. 
Marine 

Crochelet E., Roberts J., Lagabrielle E., Chabanet P., Petit M. 
(2016). A model-based assessment of reef larvae dispersal in the 

Western Indian Ocean reveals regional connectivity patterns  
Potential implications for conservation policies. Regional Studies in 

Marine Science 7, 159-167 

Université de La 
Réunion 

MAREX 

Direction de 
l'alimentation, de 

l'agriculture et de la 
forêt de La Reunion  

Experts 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

University of La Reunion (UMR PVBMT) 

Université de La 
Réunion 

CBNM 

DMSOI 

IRD 

IFREMER  

Grand Port of La Reunion ,  

BRGM 

Marine Natural Reserve of La Reunion  

Sainte-Rose Reserve 

SEAS satellite station- OI 

RNO monitoring the coastline 

Association, Parc 
national de La 

Reunion , IUCN 
Local experts 

Parc national de La 
Reunion + SINP 

DEAL 

ONF 

Université de La 
Réunion Unspecified 
MAREX 

Threatening 
processes 

Internal 
research data 

CIRAD 
Recent data on the degree of invasion and loss of natural habitats 
following the project to prioritize control actions carried out by the 

National Park 
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and 
pressures 

Germination of native endemic plants, interactions bee plants, and 
others 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

INVABIO program 

Université de La 
Réunion 

 
Invasive alien species 

Land-use changes 
Climate change (remote sensing) 

Human activities at sea 
Water pollution 

Remote sensing data, CNES 

MAREX 

The MERCI-Cor project on behalf of IFRECOR consisting in 
developing ecological indicators allowing the evaluation of expected 
losses and gains in the context of authorized impacts (development) 

and measures to restore ecosystems.  

DCE survey control (carried by the University of La Reunion ) 

Doctoral research work at CRNS and at the University of 
Montpellier (UMR CEFE) 

University of La 
Reunion  

Plant disperser interactions (current thesis), mycorrhyze / orchid 
interaction, orchids / birds-insects, phelsuma-plants, interception, 

storage and remarriage of water by epiphytes,  ... 

Association, Parc 
national de La 

Reunion , IUCN 
Unspecified 

Bibliographic 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

University of La Reunion (UMR PVBMT) 

Université de La 
Réunion 

 
Terrestrial 

Lagabrielle E., Rouget M., Durieux L., Payet K., Baret S., Dupont, 
J., Strasberg D. (2011). Integrating conservation and restoration 

with land-use planning in Island. An illustrative case study in 
Réunion Island (Indian Ocean). Landscape and Urban Planning 101 

120-130.  
Lagabrielle E., Botta A., Daré W., David D., Aubert A., Fabricius C. 

(2010). Modelling with stakeholders to integrate biodiversity 
conservation into land-use planning – Lessons learnt in Réunion 

Island (Western Indian Ocean). Environmental Modelling & 
Softwares, Environmental Modelling & Software 25 (11) 1413-1427 

MAREX 

Université de La 
Réunion 

Association, Parc 
national de La 

Reunion , IUCN 
Direction de 

l'alimentation, de 
l'agriculture et de la 
forêt de La Reunion  

Experts 

Parc national de La 
Reunion + SINP 

DEAL 

ONF 

Université de La 
Réunion 

CBNM 

DMSOI 

IRD 

IFREMER  

Grand Port of La Reunion ,  

BRGM 

Marine Natural Reserve of La Reunion  

Sainte-Rose Reserve 

SEAS satellite station- OI 

RNO monitoring the coastline 

Conservatoire 
Botanique National 

et Centre Permanent 
d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de 
Mascarin 

University of La Reunion (UMR PVBMT) 

MAREX 

Unspecified Association, Parc 
national de La 
Réunion, IUCN 
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4.7.3 Reunion recommendation and ways forward 

 
The information that was provided for Reunion was well facilitated and informed through their 

wider network of local partners and stakeholders. The technical committee would be put into 

place with ease in coordination with state authorities and the regional council. Demand for 

RLE process is more significant for the marine domain while terrestrial conservation planning 

has benefited from significant research effort for the past decades. 

 

Thus, our conclusion would be that the RLE process would be feasible at this time based on 

the availability of data, resources and scientific expertise and knowledge with additional input 

from the IUCN on RLE training and assessment process.  
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  Chapter 5: Implementing the RLE in EU Overseas 

5.1 Feasibility for RLE in the targeted entities  

 

As per the responses obtained with the questionnaires, the majority of the partners and 

stakeholders already have access to the minimum data required for initiating an RLE 

assessment. Considerable data and information resources is held by the partners themselves, 

hosted on large, substantial databases, with a back catalogue of information that would be 

ideal for running a full RLE assessment on the territories and consider it as a monitoring and 

evaluation tool for the longer term.  

 

The partners, in most cases, also had a very broad network of governmental bodies, NGO, 

research institutions and universities that would make up a strong experts technical committee 

to ensure the appropriate design and accurate oversight of the proposed assessment.    

 

There is of course variation between the territories in regards to feasibility and recommended 

next steps (Table 11), which will be reflected in the calculation of the budget. Overall, all the 

territories present the critical minimum pre-conditions required for undertaking such an 

ecosystem risk assessment. However, IUCN would recommend following a common capacity-

building programme as the catalyst action to set up a common understanding on the Red List 

of Ecosystems protocol across territories.      

 
Table 11. Recommendations from MOVE RLE feasibility study. 

Region 
RLE Feasible at this 

stage? (Y/N) 
Technical input required from IUCN 

Azores Yes An RLE workshop to increase capacity on ground 

Canary Islands Yes An RLE workshop to increase capacity on ground 

Dutch Caribbean No 
More information needed from partners and 

stakeholders 

Falklands Islands Yes An RLE workshop to increase capacity on ground 

French Guiana Yes An RLE workshop to increase capacity on ground 

Martinique Yes An RLE workshop to increase capacity on ground 

Reunion Yes An RLE workshop to increase capacity on ground 

 
 

5.2 Limitations and opportunities of this RLE study 

 
This study was built on partners and actions in the MOVE project, ensuring participation of 

some key stakeholders. There were some notable limitations identified (Table 12) that could 

be mitigated in future feasibility assessments and for which data analysis was adapted. 

Furthermore, two additional limitations across-entities would have been real opportunities: 
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inclusion of the IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology and adjustment of the questionnaire to the 

EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030.  

 

The new typology, to be launched at the IUCN World Conservation Congress in January 2021, 

integrates both ecosystem functions and compositional features. It therefore will help identify 

the ecosystems most critical to biodiversity conservation and supply of ecosystem services, 

as well as those at greatest risk of collapse56. The new typology comprises six hierarchical 

levels to support applications across global to local scales.  

 

Despite its short life, this typology has been already proposed as the basis of the revised UN 

System of Environmental-Economic Accounting – Experimental Ecosystem Accounting 

(SEEA EEA) ecosystem type classification. The EU Overseas could benefit from this 

framework and embed it into further ecosystem services and natural capital accounting within 

the framework of the MAES and the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030.  Currently, the IUCN 

RLE serves as important background information to assess progress toward the EU 

Biodiversity Targets for 2020. Additionally, the inclusion of the above elements would have 

been of great value for improving the systematic application and ability to monitor the state of 

biodiversity across EU overseas entities and beyond. Therefore, specific questions could have 

been included about 1) the interest and potential of carrying out cost/benefits analysis, 2) their 

further uses / formats and, 3) the final users.  

Table 12.  Limitations to feasibility study. 

Limitation Description Recommendation 

Response rate 

In some cases, there was a poor response rate 

to both the initial excel questionnaire and the 

online questionnaire. Local stakeholders may 

have required more of an incentive for 

participation. 

Use focal points and 

networks to push for 

more participation. 

Provide an incentive 

for participation. 

Buy in 

In RLE assessments, the first step is building 

initial capacity and interest, including 

communicating the value of RLE assessments 

and how they can be used to inform 

conservation actions and policy. There was a 

lack of buy in from certain stakeholder groups, 

as previous ecosystem assessments have not 

had an impact on policy, legislation or action 

on the ground. 

 

Knowledge building 

and case studies 

supplied on how RLE 

assessments can be 

used to make a real 

impact on the ground. 

Variation in 

knowledge at 

scale 

The variation in interests in knowledge 

confounded data analysis as some participants 

answered some questions in regards to a 

single ecosystem, multiple ecosystems or the 

entire territory. This made comparison between 

Structure future 

surveys to account 

for this difference to 

allow data 

segmentation. 

                                                           
56 David K. et al., 2020. The IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology v1.01: Descriptive profiles for Biomes and Ecosystem Functional 

Groups.  
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territories and identifying global trends difficult 

to do with any degree of certainty. 

 

Level of 

understanding 

Misunderstanding certain questions meant 

some data might have been missed. 

 

Provide a platform to 

answer questions 

about the survey and 

additional guidance in 

future surveys. 

 

Opportunities were identified (Table 13) also taking into account the individual initial situational 

analyses and partner participation. A clear added value of the feasibility study is the 

engagement of further stakeholders and the communication that in most cases, together they 

have sufficient data for an RLE assessment at least at territory or local levels.  

 

Table 13.  Opportunities identified. 

Opportunity Relevant territories 

Key partners were already interested in the process and willing to 

take future steps to secure funding and conduct an RLE  

Azores, Canary 

Islands, French 

Guiana, La Réunion, 

The Falkland Islands. 

The datasets that are available through this network would 

facilitate RLE assessments at local and territory level. This could 

later inform or catalyse national or global assessments. 

Azores, Canary 

Islands, Martinique, 

French Guiana, The 

Falkland Islands 

Government representatives took part in the feasibility study 

already providing the link to policy. 

Azores, Canary 

Islands, Martinique, 

French Guiana, The 

Falkland Islands 

 

Stakeholders expect the MOVE project to help clarify the concept of Ecosystem Service and 

contribute to decision-making and concrete actions. To a lesser extent, they also expect 

material and human resources and the implementation of projects combining environmental 

and social issues, thus clarifying the link between Nature and Man. 

While more effective protection of biodiversity in EU ORs and OCTs will depend on a range of 

factors, particularly available funding mechanisms, the economic valuation of biodiversity and 

ecosystem services can provide arguments for the integration of biodiversity aspects into other 

policy domains. By informing policy-making, the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems holds potential 

for contributing to smarter and more sustainable management of biodiversity in ORs and 

OCTs.  

In addition to gathering knowledge and data for ecosystems assessments, the feasibility study 

can help elaborate on the applicability of well-established methods and tools for larger scale 

applications. The knowledge generated from such a preliminary and undertaking study can be 

crucial in informing and shaping policies and management approaches related to EU overseas 

resources and sustainable livelihoods. In order to demonstrate the critical need for data use 



69 
 

to inform policies, management and decision-making, it would be critical to adapt and conduct 

ecosystem risk assessment – by using the IUCN RLE protocol -  to achieve sustainable use, 

restoration and conservation of the EU overseas biodiversity and natural resources.  

 

5.3 Planning a territory-wide RLE assessment(s) 

 
As emphasized in section 5.1, the need for partners and stakeholders to fully embrace and 

understand the RLE protocol is key to ensure continuous and effective progress of a territory-

wide RLE assessment(s). This includes as well considering the ORs /OCTs short-term 

biodiversity goals against long-term considerations and continuing to build their knowledge, 

strengthen their network and further produce robust data.  

The importance of recognizing and interpreting which threats and stressors impacted, are 

impacting, or may impact the status of the ecosystem is critical to develop a conceptual model 

that highlights key environmental processes and the transitions between healthy and 

collapsed states to be assessed.  This will ultimately enable critical risk-informed decisions 

that align with the EU’s strategic biodiversity goals and objectives; therefore, making a 

transformative shift from a singular focus on protection to a strategic territory-wide-and-

adaptive ecosystem management plan(s).  

The IUCN RLE provides a mechanism for integrating data and knowledge to document trends 

in the extent and condition of ecosystems with clear implications in the provision of ecosystem 

goods and services for human well-being. The results of such territory-wide assessment(s) 

can inform decision and policy-making processes and help prioritize investments towards 

sustainable and long-term ecosystem management, protection and restoration plans.  

The adoption and uptake of this global protocol in the EU Overseas may constitute a precedent 

for demonstrating their unique value and influencing the global community on how progress 

towards achieving international environmental targets, such as the Convention on Biological 

Diversity.  

Considering the limitations and opportunities derived from this preliminary evaluation, IUCN 

proposes to co-design a roadmap as the step forward towards a standardised and scientifically 

robust ecosystem risk assessment maximizing the available resources and processes in place 

(Figure 18). The budgeting and required resources (human, financial and time) vary according 

to each territory and will be determined by the willingness to cooperate and to invest in long-

term multi-sectoral achievable goals.  
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5.4 Organisation and Budget analysis  

 

As illustrated in Figure 18, a Red List of Ecosystem assessment has to include three major 

phases to be able to conduct and produce a scientific robust evaluation. This section gives an 

overview on the actions to be considered as well as an estimate of the minimum time/budget 

resources for proceeding with and managing such process.  

Scoping  

Establishing a Red List for Ecosystems across European Overseas territories can be carried 

out considering different ways, that varies according to the scale and ecosystem type(s). This 

will influence the experts that will conduct this exercise (local, national or IUCN experts) and 

the timeframe; which means that if more ecosystems are to be included the time and financial 

resources will increase; same applies with large scale assessments.  

 

Scoping

Identify experts 

Understand the 
methodology 

Define and decribe 
ecosystem unit 

Compile data

Assessment 

Develop conceptual 
models 

Define indicators and 
thresholds

Calculate metrics and 
apply criteria 

Outputs

Present and validate
results

Document and publish 
assessment

Communication & 
Consultation 

Monitor, Review & 
Revise 

Figure 18.  Roadmap with next steps to conduct a territory-wide and/or country RLE assessment(s). 
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Whatever the scale, an optimal approach needs to be scientifically sound, practical to 

implement and organised to help build understanding and support for the process. The model 

described involves using acknowledged local/national/overseas (experts from other EU 

OCT/ORs) to provide a sound science base and creating embedded ownership. Nevertheless, 

and per previous experiences, IUCN experts can accompany the identified experts during the 

process to provide technical support.  

 

The first step before going into the assessment phase is to organize an RLE training to build 

the capacities and set a common understating for all the experts identified previously. For 

example, if the selected ecosystems are seagrasses and mangroves, if possible it would be 

worth considering local experts on both ecosystems and if need be, bringing external experts. 

Why it is important to emphasize the fact of engaging local actors, simpler because these 

experts and actors have a strong understanding of the local conditions and their 

knowledge/capacities can be critical for the integration of the assessment results at the policy 

level.  

 

The training lasts between 3-5 days depending on the baselining knowledge and 

understanding of the experts. We suggest, not a mandatory requirement, to take the recently 

developed online course on the Red List of Ecosystems57 as a first contact with the 

methodology for those that are not familiar with it. The first day covers a general introduction 

to the IUCN RLE, levels of action and applications. It is focused on an audience that could 

include not only potential assessors but also decision-makers and managers. The second and 

third days focuses on a technical review of the IUCN RLE protocol and the assessment 

process. It covers methodological aspects, exercises and real life RLE case studies analysis, 

so the main audience is the group of assessors conducting or willing to conduct the IUCN RLE 

assessments. Even if the assessment is conducted by consultants, having this in-depth 

knowledge within the local team is key to look for/find the appropriate data, understand the 

limitations, make the most of the results for decision-making and of course, to be able to 

conduct a reassessment in the future.  

 

The fourth and fifth days can be dedicated to technical exercises and field visits.  

 

To ensure repeatable RLE application, a detailed description of the ecosystem is essential. 

This must provide information on its classification and distribution. It also needs to clearly 

describe the four elements that define the ecosystem (characteristic native biota; abiotic 

environment; key processes and interactions; and spatial distribution), and describe the 

threats and collapsed states. 

 

The collaborative development of a conceptual model, like a diagram reflecting the dynamics 

between key ecosystem components and the threats they face is required as an early step of 

the assessment. Preferably this conceptual model should be prepared before the training and 

then be validated with the agreement of the involved experts.  

 

                                                           
57 Online course developed by Deakin University via FuturLearn - https://www.classcentral.com/course/global-standard-for-

assessing-risks-to-ecosystems-19360 

 

https://www.classcentral.com/course/global-standard-for-assessing-risks-to-ecosystems-19360
https://www.classcentral.com/course/global-standard-for-assessing-risks-to-ecosystems-19360


72 
 

This conceptual diagram or model serves four purposes: (1) it compels assessors to think 

through and clarify their assumptions and understanding of ecosystem processes; (2) provides 

a basis for conducting the risk assessment, by informing the selection of relevant variables for 

assessing Criteria C and D; (3) is a communication tool that effectively summarises key 

features of an ecosystem type for risk managers, conservation practitioners, peer reviewers 

and the wider community; and (4) is useful for underpinning the development of a quantitative 

model for Criterion E (Figure 19).  

 

Figure 19. Conceptual model of ecological processes relevant to the risk assessment of the Meso-American Reef. Some 
ecological processes included in the ecosystem model are not depicted here (Bland et al., 2019). 

 

A key step is the compilation of information and documentation. This can be a cumbersome 

and time-consuming process. All assessments must be accompanied by documentation and 

supporting information, undergo peer review, and be made freely available when completed.   

This action will allow conducting a robust and science-based assessment that will help 

informing policy and decision-making actions, see section 5.5. Similarly, this action requires a 

strong coordination amongst experts, as well as overall agreement on the reporting frame – 

preferably in line with all the fields that compose the IUCN RLE Database (available in 

September 2020). The optimum should be that all required fields in the online RLE database 

are completed, and the documentation includes the following sections:  

- Summary: An abstract (~200 words) that describes the assessment, including its area, 

the focal ecosystem type and its defining features, threats and the assessment 

outcome;  

- Ecosystem description: A complete description of the ecosystem with spatial data 

(examples available on website);  

- Risk assessment: Application and outcome of each criterion should include a 

discussion of assumptions, limitations or further data required; 

- References: A complete reference list showing the sources of information used.  



73 
 

In the case of Azores, key experts and numerous sources of information have been already 

identified which means an important initial point. Nevertheless, it would be worth diversifying 

both the experts and sources of information in order to conduct a holistic assessment. So far 

Azores have undertaken a very academic-focus exercise since the majority of the experts are 

related to Academia or Research Institutions. We suggest involving decision makers, NGOs 

(ecosystem and natural resources management), private sector as well policy makers in the 

process; this will allow 1) better identify the threats and thresholds, 2) develop a strong and 

informative conceptual model, and 3) ensure the uptake of such assessment at the policy and 

decision-making levels. According to the level of engagement, this is an activity that might 

take up to 5 months and factors such the willingness of policy makers and data owners will be 

critical. 

In terms of budget, it will depend on the staff time and daily costs of the experts involved and 

on the manner the assessment is settle within a project framework. Based on the described 

methodology and organisation, we have calculated a rough indication of needed resources (in 

working days) for each step of the process of ecosystem assessment(s). The costs for an 

initial training workshop are over 25,000 EURO, including the costs of organising such event 

(location, etc.) plus engagement of IUCN experts.  

Action  Duration  

Experts identification - Stakeholders mapping  10 days 

Pre-data compilation  5 to 10 days 

Red List of Ecosystems Training 

Costs include: IUCN experts involvement 

(preparation, facilitation, etc.), Event organisation  

 

12 to 15 days 

Data compilation  Up to 5 months  

Budget estimate 50,000 EURO 
     This includes 2 IUCN experts (15 days) – 16,500 EURO  
 

 

Assessment  

During the Assessment Stage, the Territorial Experts assemble data on status and trends in 

quantity and quality of the habitat types within the country/regional sea and deliver this 

information.  
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Each ecosystem type must be assessed against all of the RLE criteria so far as the available 

data permit, before and after the initial training workshop data quality and uncertainty have to 

be considered and discussed before proceeding with the evaluation per se. At the onset of an 

assessment, all ecosystem types are considered Not Evaluated (NE) for all criteria (Figure 

20). The next step is to determine whether adequate data exist for application of the criteria, 

which requires data searches of the scientific literature, unpublished reports, expert opinion, 

historical accounts, past and present maps, satellite imagery or any other source of relevant 

data. 

This second step requires a strong coordination amongst experts and if need be, especially if 

it is the first-time experts go through this process, interaction/follow-up with IUCN experts. To 

highlight that IUCN’s aim is to develop capacities and create RLE champions worldwide 

building on the skills and competencies of ecosystem and other related experts worldwide. 

This will ultimately allow the largest possible number and coverage of ecosystem assessed.  

The indicators and conceptual model might be redefined during this second step according to 

how successful is the data compilation process which will also affect the establishment of 

accurate and science base thresholds. Both the set of thresholds and results of the 

assessment(s) might strongly influence any policy and/or decision-making action as well as 

follow-up measures. The development of a conceptual model summarizing cause-effect 

dependencies among ecosystem components and processes is a useful tool to justify the 

choice of variables for risk assessment, that is why to re-visit the first draft and develop a 

conceptual model that strongly reflects the reality of the ecosystem(s).  

The assessment outcome should include the ecosystem(s) description(s), a complete 

description of the ecosystem with spatial data (examples available on website), each criterion 

should include a discussion of assumptions, limitations or further data required and references 

are key to justify to choices of variables, indicators and threats in view to the peer review and 

publication phases.  

Assessors should include relevant maps in their account or provide full bibliographic 

references, and justify why the selected dataset is appropriate for assessing distributional 

change. In some cases, for example, there may be several sources of data available and it 

                                      Figure 20. Purpose of the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems criteria (Bland et al., 2019). 
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may be uncertain which is the most appropriate. In such cases, the sensitivity of ecosystem 

status to data uncertainty has to be documented and properly justified.  

In many cases, raw data may be unavailable for the specific time scales required for RLE 

assessments. Assessors must therefore explain how the raw data were used to calculate 

estimates of distribution change. 

Assessors often rely on time series of satellite images to quantify the change in distribution of 

ecosystem types. Data availability and the development of land-cover maps is critical for the 

future of biodiversity and particularly for ecosystem monitoring and assessment. To overcome 

frequent technical challenges the RLE team developed the REMAP tool58. To apply criterion 

A, at least two measures of the distribution of the ecosystem type at different points in time 

are required, although three or more are desirable. These measurements should generally 

span at least 20 years apart, though a longer interval is preferred to support robust estimates. 

Assessors must also justify the suitability of the selected variable for representing ecosystem 

processes, and explicitly relate the variable to the capacity of the ecosystem to sustain its 

identity (characteristic native biota, abiotic environment, ecological processes and 

interactions, distribution). 

As mentioned in section “Scoping”, the budget is quite flexible and it will also depend on the 

established timeline for conducting the assessment. To be noted, that the conduction of big-

scale assessment in a short time period can incur in significantly higher costs since more 

experts / assistants would need to be involved in the process.  

Action  Duration 

Experts meetings -  

According to their needs (3x meetings), including 

preparation  

15 days 

Criteria evaluation   Up to one year  

Red List of Ecosystems experts 

 - IUCN experts support   

1- 3 months    

Budget estimate 500, 000 EURO 

     This includes at least 2 IUCN experts (average 35 working days) –   

    51, 500 EURO (travel costs not included) 

 

Output  

The assessment has to be drafted, peer reviewed and validated before being published. This 

means that the expert group have to meet together with the IUCN RLE experts to validate the 

result and evaluate the process followed. This is an important exercise particularly when 

                                                           
58 Remap is an online mapping platform for people with little technical background in remote sensing. We developed remap 
to enable you to quickly map and report the status of ecosystems, contributing to a global effort to assess all ecosystems on 
Earth under the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems. More information at: https://remap-app.org/.  

https://remap-app.org/
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undertaken a first assessment; it is very useful to use the lessons learned to then establish a 

protocol to be adopted for further assessments.  

IUCN has well and long-term established RLE Committee for Scientific Standards (CSS) that 

coordinates independent peer review of risk assessments for RLE at global scale. Reviews of 

sub-global assessments will be the responsibility of project managers, though they are 

encouraged to seek advice from the CSS.  Assessments will be reviewed by at least two 

experts: one with expertise in the ecology of the ecosystem type under assessment and 

another familiar with the RLE (Figure 21).  

The review criteria include whether:  

1. The ecosystem type is consistent with the definition of an ecosystem, and is valid for 

assessment using the RLE criteria; 

2. Documentation includes an adequate description of the ecosystem type. This includes links 

to relevant classifications, key ecological processes and threats, a graphical conceptual 

model, and a quantitative evaluation of each criterion for which data exist;  

3. All accessible data and information relevant to the RLE assessment of the ecosystem type 

have been addressed;  

4. The quality of underlying data has been evaluated and found to be adequate; 

5. Definitions and concepts in the guidelines have been correctly interpreted and applied;  

6. Methods were correctly applied, and whether other methods are more suitable;  

7. Estimates of variables for past, present, future, and collapsed states are complete and 

supported by evidence;  

8. Inferences related to the RLE criteria are justified and transparently communicated; and  

9. Whether uncertainties have been adequately incorporated in the assessment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Action  Duration 

Validation workshop -  

Including preparation  

5 – 10 days 

Report drafting    Up to 4 months  

Red List of Ecosystems experts 

 - IUCN experts’ validation   

1 month  

Budget estimate 115, 000 EURO 
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5.5 Policy mainstreaming  

 

As mentioned in section one the IUCN RLE offers a range of possibilities for its integration at 

the policy level beyond the conservation sector. However, so far, any protocol has been 

developed as a step by step guidance for ensuring its appropriated adoption and further 

integration; this is being done at a country basis according to the national/local needs and 

objectives. This sub-section provides and overview and examples on how the IUCN RLE has 

been embedded and pioneered in some countries across different regions.   

The process of mainstreaming and operationalising the RLE in public policy varies country 

from country so there is not a common established framework or pattern to be adopted. The 

identification of ecosystem at risks and major threats makes possible the implementation of 

targeted and appropriate measures to the territorial context.  

Spatial information enables policy, management and restoration responses to be targeted at 

particular purposes. The inclusion of RLE in policy should focus on the development of a policy 

strategy comprising a series of objectives/purposes to be achieved for ensuring its successful 

integration:  

Criterion  Objectives / Purposes  

Overall  

Policy formulation and decision making  

Implementation, ensuring consistency and coherence between instruments  

Monitoring and evaluation  

A / B 

Effective land-use regulations and plans with ecological objectives  

Creation of new protected areas and management plans and efficacy of 

implementation  

Public private partnerships  

Figure 21. Step followed for the application of the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems Categories and Criteria 
(Rodríguez et al., 2015). 
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Effective regulation of destructive practices – enforcement of laws  

C / D  

Natural resources management plans  

RLE can help in committing to strong Adaptation and mitigation 

policies/also restoration plans  

Motivate governments in improving management species plans for 

economic-related activities such as agriculture. Fisheries  

Developing management and control plans for invasive species  

Restoration plans  

Implementing monitoring programs for environmental health and 

transmission of pathogens (specially in a covid-19 situation)  

E 
Enable exploration of alternative policy and management scenarios  

Allocation of resources to the most effective instruments for risk reduction  

 

One of the IUCN RLE champion countries is Colombia. Here the Alexander von Humboldt 

Institute, which is responsible for providing the scientific basis for biodiversity policy and as a 

central role on policy mainstreaming at the national level, has included the IUCN RLE 

permanently in its annual biodiversity reports, publicly available, that shows the state of 

Colombia's ecosystems. This information is used permanently by the government for its 

national and sectoral public policies, especially development policies. 

The IUCN RLE is included in the TREMARCTOS Colombia platform, developed by 

Conservation Nacional Colombia and the Ministry of Roads as a reference base for the first 

stage of development projects: Strategic Environmental Assessment. With this platform, it is 

possible to identify the potential required compensations effort. Areas affected by mining and 

other actions have been identified. It has also been considered as a benchmark for prioritizing 

conservation and restoration areas. At the global level, the IUCN RLE has been key for both 

the IPBES framework and Post-2020.   

For example, in Australia the IUCN RLE has been adopted as the common assessment 

methodology to unite disparate listing methods across multiple jurisdictions. This could be the 

case of the EU ORs/OCTs.  

In the case of Azores, the IUCN RLE could play an important role in achieving the targets 

included within the framework of the newly released EU 2030 Biodiversity Strategy; specially 

when it comes to implement existing legislation more effectively, new commitments, measures 

and governance mechanisms. IUCN RLE can support achieving the three overarching goals:  

1. Transforming at least 30% of Europe's lands and seas into effectively managed 

protected areas. The IUCN RLE can help identifying areas at risk to collapse and also 

to identify the most appropriate actions and priority areas to reduce the risk of 

ecosystem loss. IUCN RLE can help quantify ecosystem services and potential losses.  

2. Restoring degraded ecosystems across the EU that are in a poor state, as well as 

reducing pressures on biodiversity. This is link to the one; IUCN RLE can help 



79 
 

designing the most suitable conservation, management and restoration actions for 

improving the conservation status or trend of at least 30% of EU protected habitats 

and species that are not in a favourable status and ensuring the restoration of 

ecosystem functionalities.  

3. Enabling transformational change by creating innovative new partnerships and 

engaging with non-conservation actors to better reflect and tackle environmental 

issues/costs. By doing so, governments will be able to put in place solid, adaptive and 

integrative policy instruments.  

By adopting such framework, countries will be able to also inform and report against global 

policy frameworks – CBD and its Aichi targets and/or the UN 2030 Sustainable Agenda and 

its SDGs; particularly 6 (sustainable water management) goal 14 (life below water) and 15 (life 

on land).  

Here below are listed some of the applications of the IUCN RLE (Figure 22) building on 

experiences form countries such Australia, Norway, South Africa or Colombia amongst 

other59: 

                                                           
59 Alaniz A., Pérez‐Quezada J., Galleguillos M., Vásquez A., Keith D., 2019. Operationalizing the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 
in public policy. Conservation Letters. 12. 10.1111/conl.12665. 

Figure 22. Relationships between Red List of Ecosystems criteria and policy instruments, considering type of instrument 
modified from Rogge and Reichardt (2016). Blue, economic instruments; Orange, regulation instruments; yellow, 

information instruments; green, preventive instruments. Instruments could have more than only one typology, appearing 
with more than one colour (Alaniz et al., 2019). 
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i. Legislation: incorporation of the IUCN RLE into environmental laws and regulations, e.g. 

in sub-national / national environment protection acts and environmental management 

plans for regulatory protection and reporting for threatened ecosystems.  

ii. Conservation planning and protected area expansion: ecosystem types can be 

compared, ranked and prioritized within conservation planning. This is what is being done 

for the UN Decade of Restoration in combination with the IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology 

and also to inform designation of new protected areas by identifying under-protected 

threatened ecosystems  

iii. Environmental authorization and offsets: When endangered ecosystems are identified 

this directly triggers a full impact environmental assessment. National offset policy also 

uses these ecosystems to assess which impacts cannot be offset and sets higher 

minimum offset ratios.  

Colombia – set up a tool that allows development projects to consider threatened 

ecosystems in the analysis of environmental, socio-economic and geographical risks. This 

is critical for calculations of offsets and compensations for non-mitigable impacts.  

iv. Monitoring and reporting: as mentioned the IUCN RLE can be used for national 

reporting frameworks, including NBSAPs, for developing national mapping program on 

important ecosystems types.  

The IUCN RLE was crucial for the EU Habitats Directive Reporting and is currently being 

used to assess progress toward the EU biodiversity targets for 2020 and in this sense, it 

could be used for the newly released 2030 Strategy.  

v. Voluntary ecosystem management: provide recommendations for other sectors like for 

example agriculture or fisheries. Sectors that have a direct impact in the creation of jobs 

and delivery of other ecosystem services. In some countries like Norway, the RLE 

information has been used to inform eco-certification schemes for timber.  

vi. Expert networks – long-lasting networks  
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Annexes 

Annex 1 

A Full List of EU´s ORs and OCTs 

 OR or OCT? EU Member 

French Guiana OR France 

Guadeloupe OR France 

Martinique OR France 

Mayotte OR France 

Reunion  OR France 

Saint-Martin OR France 

Canaries  OR Spain 

Azores OR Portugal 

Madeira OR Portugal 

Greenland OCT Denmark 

Aruba (The Dutch Caribbean) OCT Netherlands 

Bonaire, Sint Eustatius, Saba (The Caribbean Netherlands, Dutch 
Caribbean) 

OCT Netherlands 

Curação (The Dutch Caribbean) OCT Netherlands 

Sint Maarten (The Dutch Caribbean) OCT Netherlands 

French Southern and Antarctic Territories  OCT France 

French Polynesia OCT France 

New Caledonia and Dependencies OCT France 

Saint Barthelemy OCT France 

St. Pierre and Miquelon OCT France 

Wallis and Futuna Islands OCT France 

Anguilla OCT United Kingdom 

Bermuda OCT United Kingdom 

British Antarctic Territory OCT United Kingdom 

British Indian Ocean Territory OCT United Kingdom 

British Virgin Islands OCT United Kingdom 

Cayman Islands OCT United Kingdom 

Falkland Islands OCT United Kingdom 

Pitcairn OCT United Kingdom 

Montserrat OCT United Kingdom 

Saint Helena, Ascension Island, Tristan da Cunha OCT United Kingdom 

South Georgia and South Sandwich Islands OCT United Kingdom 

Turks and Caicos Islands OCT United Kingdom 
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Annex 2 

Map of EU overseas territories as of 2010. Taken from Benzaken, D. and Renard, Y. (2011). 

Future Directions for Biodiversity Action in Europe Overseas: Outcomes of the Review of the 

Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity, December 2010. Gland, 

Switzerland: IUCN. ix+44 pp. 
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Annex 3 

Questionnaire English version.  

Red List of Ecosystems Assessment Preparation Form 

RLE initiative  
  

Q1. Have you planned to carry out an ecosystem risk 

assessment, using the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 

methodology, or would you be interested with some support? 

  

   

Q2. Is the area of interest for your RLE assessment:  

a. Local (list the specific part of territory)? 

b. Entire OCT-OR? 

c. National (all territories of same country)? 

d. Regional (biogeographic region)? 

e. Global? 

  

   

Q3. Would it be a single ecosystem assessment or a multiple 

ecosystems' assessments? 

List which ecosystem(s) 
 

   

Q3. Does the choice refer to a vegetation/habitat typology or 

classification, for the geographic area of interest? 

  

   

Q4. Would this initiative be driven by your organization alone, 

or would it be led by a consortium? 

  

   

Q5. Can you identify the experts and/or organsation likely to 

constitute the technical committee, in charge of the scientific 

validation of the evaluations? 

List the different 

experts/organizations: 

 

 

For each ecosystem to be assessed  
  

Q6. For mapping the current distribution of the ecosystem, do 

you have: 

a. Direct access to spatial data? 

b. Bibliographic resources available? 

c. Identified experts or organizations able to provide such data? 

Please specify your capacities, and/or 

list organizations that may have the 

necessary information, and/or 

indicative bibliographical sources 
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Q7.For describing the biotic (native characteristic biota) and 

abiotic features, do you have: 

a. Internal field monitoring data? 

b. Bibliographic resources available? 

c. Identified experts or organizations able to provide such data? 

Please specify your capacities, and/or 

list organizations that may have the 

necessary information, and/or 

indicative bibliographical sources 

 

   

Q8. Would you be able to provide a scientific understanding of 

the key ecological processes and biotic interactions governing 

the ecosystem dynamics and ecological functionning with: 

a. Internal research work data? 

b. Bibliographic resources available? 

c. Identified experts or organizations able to provide such data? 

Please specify your capacities, and/or 

list organizations that may have the 

necessary information, and/or 

indicative bibliographical sources 

 

   

Q9. Would you be able to describe the threatening processes 

and pressures, their effects on the ecosystem structure and 

functioning and the corresponding collapse state of the 

ecosystem  with: 

a. Internal research work data? 

b. Bibliographic resources available? 

c. Identified experts or organizations able to provide such data? 

Please specify your capacities, and/or 

list organizations that may have the 

necessary information, and/or 

indicative bibliographical sources 

 

   

Q10. Do you think the most relevant threatening processes and 

pressures can be quantified, in terms of “relative severity” for 

any abiotic or biotic variable?  

Please specify your capacities, and/or 

list organizations that may have the 

necessary information, and/or 

indicative bibliographical sources 

 

Specific data for spatial symptoms ecosystem assessment 

Q11. Spatial data available for current distribution of the 

assessment units (Y/N) 

  

Temporal data available for…  
  

- past 50 years (Y/N) 
  

- some past data over the last 50 years (Y/N) 
  

- historical (about 1750) (Y/N) 
  

- future projections over the next 50 years (Y/N) 
  

Specific data for functional symptoms ecosystem assessment 
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Q12. List of threats affecting the ecosystem unit 

(duplicate if multiple ecosystem assessment) 

Threat 1: 

Threat 2: 

Threat 3: 

Threat 4: 

… 

 

   

Q13. Abiotic variables affected by those threats 

(duplicate if multiple ecosystem assessment) 

Abiotic variable 1: 

Abiotic variable 2: 

Abiotic variable 3: 

Abiotic variable 4: 

… 

 

   

Q14. Temporal data on abiotic variable changes available for…  
  

- past 50 years (Y/N) 
  

- some past data over the last 50 years (Y/N) 
  

- historical (about 1750) (Y/N) 
  

- future projections over the next 50 years (Y/N) 
  

   

Q15. Biotic variables affected by those threats(duplicate if 

multiple ecosystem assessment) 

Biotic variable 1:Biotic variable 

2:Biotic variable 3:Biotic variable 4:… 

 

   

Q16. Temporal data on biotic variable changes available for…  
  

- past 50 years (Y/N) 
  

- some past data over the last 50 years (Y/N) 
  

- historical (about 1750) (Y/N) 
  

- future projections over the next 50 years (Y/N) 
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Annex 4  

List of respondents  

Region Name of institution 

Azores Inspeção Regional das Pescas 

Azores University of the Azores 

Azores Sociedade Portuguesa para o Estudo das Aves 

Azores Simbiente Açores - Engenharia e Gestão Ambiental 

Azores Câmara Municipal da Ribeira Grande 

Azores Serviços Municipalizados de Angra do Heroísmo 

Azores University of La Laguna 

Azores LREC 

Azores GBA-cE3c / University of the  

Azores University of the Azores 

Azores Azorean Biodiversity Group -University of Azores 

Canary Islands Universidad de La Laguna 

Canary Islands Instituto Español de Oceanografía 

Canary Islands Universidad de la Laguna 

Canary Islands CENTRO DE INVESTIGACIONES MEDIOAMBIENTALES DEL ATLÁNTICO S.L. 

(CIMA) 

Canary Islands Asociación Biodiversidad Atlántica y Sostenibilidad 

Dutch Caribbean Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance  

Dutch Caribbean University of La Laguna 

Dutch Caribbean Caribbean Netherlands Science Institute 

Dutch Caribbean St Eustatius National Parks Foundation 

Falkland Islands, South 

Georgia 

Falkland Islands Government 

Falkland Islands, South 

Georgia 

University of La Laguna 

Falkland Islands, South 

Georgia 

South Atlantic Environmental Research Institute 
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Guyane française Centre de Coopération Internacionale en Recherche Agronomique pour le 

Développement 

Guyane française University of La Laguna 

Guyane française Guyane Nature Environnement 

Guyane française Parc Naturel régional de Guyane 

Guyane française PHRONESIS 

Martinique Observatoire du Milieu Marin Martiniquais 

Martinique University of La Laguna 

Martinique Nova Blue Environment 

Martinique Parc naturel marin de Martinique 

Martinique SAFEGE/SUEZ Consulting 

Réunion Direction de l'alimentation, de l'agriculture et de la forêt de La Réunion 

Réunion Association, Parc national de La Réunion, IUCN 

Réunion Université de La Réunion, UMR ENTROPIE 

Réunion University of La Réunion 

Réunion CYNORKIS 

Réunion University of La Laguna 

Réunion Université de La Réunion, UMR ENTROPIE 

Réunion Conservatoire Botanique National et Centre Permanent d'Initiatives pour 

l'Environnement de Mascarin 

Réunion Indépendant - GIE MAREX 

Réunion CIRAD 

Réunion MAREX 

Réunion Parc national de La Réunion + SINP 

 

 

 

 


