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1 Authors are listed with, in parenthesis, their country of citizenship, or countries of citizeaphited by a

comma when they have several; and, following a slash, their country of affiliation, if different from citizenship, or
their organization if they belong to an international orgation: name of expert (nationality 1, nationality
2/affiliation). The countries or organizations having nomidadkese experts are listed on the IPBES website.
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Key messages

The Americas region is highly biologically and culturally diverse. It hdstst of the 17 most
biodiverse countries of the world and spans from pofmte with some of the most extensive
wilderness areas on the planet and highly distinctive or irreplaceable species composition. The
Americas is also a highly culturally and socioeconomically diverse region, home to 15 per cent of
global languages and aiman population density that ranges from 2 per 100ikiGreenland to over
9,000 per krhin several urban cems. This combination of social, economic and ecological
heterogeneity makeaschallenging to develop general conclusions that apply uniforonysa all
subregions of the Americ&s

Natureds contributions® to people and qgu

Al. The Americas are endowed with much greater capacity for nature to contributéo

peopleds quality of .ThefAmeritabantaintd@®pzentoftielvarld av er ac
ecosystemsO c ap a-bdsdadynatarials consumedby people and 1o assimilate

by-products from their consumption, but only 13 per cent of the'total global human population. Such
capacity results in three times more rases provided by nature per capita in'the Americas than are
available to an average global citizen. Those resources contribute in essential ways to food security,
water securityyand energy security, as well as to providiagulatingcontributions such as

pollination, climate regulation and air qualigndnorn-materialcontributions such gshysical and

mental health andcultural continuity.®

A2. The economic value of terrestrial natureods
estimatedtobe atlest$2 4. 3 trillion.per year, equi valent t
The countries with the greatest land area account for the largest values, while sonfétastend

account for the highest values per hectare per year. Such differences ottglrguause the

monetary value of specific ecosystem types varies, with units of anslygdisasoastal areas and

rainforests having particularly high economic values. Difficulties in valuation ofmenr k et nat ur
contributions to people make compi@ra evaluations among subregions or units of analysis

inconclusive.

A3.  The cultural diversity of indigenous-peopls.and local communities in the Americas
provides a plethora of knowledge and world vi e\
contributio ns to people in a manner consistent with cultural values promoting the respectful

interaction of people with nature.Major indigenous and local knowledge systems in the region have
shown their capacity to protect and manage the territories under th@ujarset of values,

technologies and practigesven in a globalized worldn addition, the many cultures that immigrated

to the Americas over the past five centuries contribute to the diversity of values. This collective

diversity provides many opportities to develop world views compatible with sustainable uses of and
respect for nature in‘a globalized world.

A4.  Many aspects of quality of life are improving at regional and subregional scales.

However, the majority of countries in the Americasare using nature more intensively than the

gl obal average and exceeding natureds ability t
life. The 13 per centof the global human populatlatresicesin the Americaproduces

22.8percent of the global ecogical footprint® with North America accounting for 63 per cent of that
proportionwith-only 35.9 per cent of the Americas populatidforeover, the distribution of benefits

ffrom the use of many of natureds mdaulturesirbthet i ons

2 See chapters 1 and 3 for more details on where this information was obtained.
SSeesppendi x 2 for further infor manstopeopleon the concept

4The definition that follows is for the purpose of this assessment only: water security is used to mean the ability
to access sufficient quantities of clean water to maintain adequate standards of food and goods production,
sanitation andhealth care and for preserving ecosystems.

5> The definition that follows is for the purpose of this assessment only: cultural continuity is the contribution of
nature to the maintenance of cultures, livelihoods, economies and identities.

6 The definition bat follows is for the purpose of this assessment only: ecological footprint has a variety of
definitions, but is defined by the Global Footprint Network as "a measure of how much area of biologically
productive land and water an individual, populatiomativity requires to produce all the resources it consumes
and to absorb the waste it generates, using prevailing technology and resource management practices". The
ecological footprint indicator is based on the Global Footprint Network, unless othepetstes!.



IPBES/6/15/Add.2

Americassuch that humawell-beingb ased i n whole or in part on na
facesthreats or shosdeclines

A5.  Food security: Agricultural production, fisheries and aquaculture continue to increase

the provision of food for the region and the planetput in some caseat the expense of other

i mportant aspects of na.tUosusaidablexensifidatonadndit i ons t o
intensification to increase food productiare causing, respectively, the replacetr@am degradation

of natural ecosystems that provide multiple material;ment e r i al and regulating
contributions to people, sustain many livelihoods and contribute to many aspects of quality of life,

with less diverse systems producing feweraftnur e 6s contri butions to peo
livelihoods. Smaliscale fisheries, agriculture, livestock husbandry and agroforestrysechbty

indigenous peopkand local communities reflect diversification of sustainable uses of nature and play
major roles for food security and health at the local level. Agricultural production builds on a

foundation of the biodiverse American tropics and montane regions, which are centres of origin for
many domesticated plants, including globally important cesfmscommadities:

A6.  Water security: The Americas are rich in freshwater resources; however, water supply
varies widely across subregions and is declining per capita, and there is widespread
unsustainableuse of surfacewater and groundwater in many-parts of the region Moreover,

trends in water quality are decreasing in most watersheds and coastal areas, and dependence on
infrastructure for water provisioning is increasing. Despite abundance, freshwater supplies can be
locally scarce. This uneven avaiiliy, combined with inadequate distribution and waste treatment
infrastructure, make water security a problem for'over half the population of the Americas, reducing
reliable access to a sufficient quality and quantity of fresh-water, with impacts on heaitdn

A7.  Energy security: Energy from nature-based sources, including cultivated biofueland
hydropower, has increased in all the subregions-of the Americalevertheless, at the local level,
bioenergy production may compete with food production and atural vegetation and may have
social, economic and ecologicalonsequencedncreases in hydropower production alter watersheds,
with potentialconsequences for aquatic biodiversity, displacement of pealf#enative uses of land
that is inundated or berwise altered and for uses of water needed by hydropower facilities.

A8.  Health: The peoples of the Americadenefit fromthe availability of food, water,
pharmacological products and interaction with nature for their physical and mental health;
nevertheless, many challenges for health improvement remaiRharmacological products from
biodiversity hold potential for the development of new products with high economic value. Experience
with nature contributes to physical and mental health. In tropicas deeatuse changesaused
particularlyby deforestation, mining and reservoirs, are among the main causes of outbreaks of
infectious-human diseasand emergence of new pathogddmrrhoeafrom contaminated water and

poor sanitation accounts for ovef80 deaths per year for children un8egrears ofage.

A9. fiCultural continuity 0: Indigenous peopls and local communities have created eange of
biodiversity-based systemssuch aspolyculture and agroforestry systems, which has provided
livelihoods, food and health and, through diversification processes, increased biodiversity and
shaped landscapes. On the other hand, the decoupling of lifestyles from local habitats and direct
degradation of the environmentcan erode sense of place, language and locabdogical

knowledge, compromisingficultural continuity 6. For example, 61 per cent of the languages in the
Americas, and the cultures associated with them, are in trouble or dying platces throughout the
Americas, indigenougeoplesand local communiigs continue sustainable agricultural and harvesting
practices, which provide learning opportunities globally.

B. Trends in biodiversity and natureds con
of life

B1l. Biodiversity and ecosystem conditions in many g#s of the Americas are declining,

resulting in a reduction in natureé contributions to people’s quality of lifeIn the Americas,

65per cent of natureds contributions to people
declining stronglyWetlands have been highly transformedarge tracts of the Americas, particularly

by expansion of agriculture, ranching and urbanization. Marine biodiversity, especially asswitlated
specific habitatsike coral reefs and mangroves, has experienagdrrfosses in recent decades,

resulting in declines in the food, livelihoods &idiltural continuity of coastal people. Alien specjes
including invasive alien speciesie abundant in all major habitats in the Americas, but their impacts

on biodiversiy, culturesandeconomies differ among subregions.
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B2. Close to a quarter of the 14,000 speci@s taxonomic groups comprehensivelyassessed in

the Americas by the International Union for Conservation of Nature are clasf ed as being at

high risk of extinction. The risk of populations or species threatened with loss or extinction is
increasing in terrestrial, coastal, marine and freshwater habitats. Of the groups of endemithspecies
havebeen assessed for risk of extinction, more than half of théespeche Caribbean, over

40 percentin Mesoamerica and nearly a quarter in North America and South America are found to be
at high risk. Loss of populations or species can reduce impodam&s contributions tovater,
energyandfood security livelihoods and economies

B3. Biodiversity has increased in some areas through effective management or natural
processes in abandonedgricultural areas Examples include the increase of Caribbean forest cover
and many restored areas in all subregions aitd ahanalysis.

Drivers of trends in biodiversity and n

Cl. The most i mportant indirectsi anthropogenic di
contributions to people and quality of life include population and.demographidrends, patterns
of economic growth, weaknesses in the governance systems and inequigonomic growth and

trade can positively or negativelwy affect biodi
on balance, they have an adverseimpadi odi verssi ty. and nat ulThesi®#s conf
fodi ncrease in gross domestic product since 1960¢C

growing population with increasing wealth and accompanying greater demand for-food, water and
energy. However, meeting these demands has increased pressures on natural resources, with negative
consequences for nature, many regulating anenmant e r i ‘a tontrbations to peb@erd

quality of life of manypeople

C2. Inthe Americas, ecosystemsral biodiversity are managed under a variety of governance
arrangements and social, economic and environmental .contexts, which makes it complex to

disentangle their respective roles in driving past trends innature and at ur eds contr i bu
people Although there are environmental policies.and governance approaches that aim to

reduce pressure on natureanch at ur eds c.0nt r,ithewhave oftansnotbeen peopl e
effectively coordinated to achieve their objectivesSubordination of environment to econiomin
policytradeo f f s and i nequities, in distribution of bei
continue to be present in al/l subregions. On a\
have been diminishing under the cutrgavernance systems in the Ameridaswever local

instances of successful protection or reversal of degradation of biodiversity show that progress is
possible

C3. Habitat conversion, fragmentation and overexploitation/overharvesting are the greatest

dr ect drivers of | oss of biodiversity, |l oss of
contributions to people from local to regional scales in all biomes. Habitat degradation due to

land conversion and agriculturalintensification; wetland drainage ard conversion; urbanization

and other new infrastructure; and resource extr
contributions.to people and biodiversity in the AmericasThe resulting changes in terrestrial,
freshwater and marine environmentaybe interrelated and often lead to changes in biogeochemical
cycles, pollution and eutrophication of ecosystems, and biological invasions. Intensifiethphigh
agricultural production contributes to food and energy security, but in ozs®ghas realted in

nutrient imbalances and introduced pesticide residues and other agrochemicals into ecosystems,
threatening biodiversityamdat ur e 6 s ¢ o nt and bealth in allrsredgions. peopl e

C4.. Human-induced climate change is becoming an increasingignportant direct driver,
amplifying the impacts of other drivers (i.e, habitat degradation, pollution, invasive species and
overexploitation) through changes in temperature, precipitation and the nature of some extreme
everts. Regional changes in tempauee of the atmosphere and the ocean will be accompanied by
changes in glacial extent, rainfall, river discharge, véindocean currents and sea level, among many
other environmental features, which, on balance, have had adverse impacts on biodikrsity an

nga ureds cont r iTheumgjority ofecosysiemp ie thepAmericas have already
experienced increased mean and extreme temperatures, andone placesnean and extreme
precipitation causing changes in species distributions and interactindin ecosystem boundaries.

C5. Many human activities, including the production and combustion of fossil fuels, are a
major source of the pollution that adversely impacs most terrestrial and marine ecosystemsAir
pollution may cause significant adversffects on biodiversity. Ocean acidification from increased
atmospheric carbon dioxide is increasiaffecting key marine species and major components of
ocean food wehsnd with other stressors (e.g., deoxygenation in the upper water column due to
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nutrient runoff, andwarmer temperatures) likely contributing to a Caribbeddte flattening of coral
reefs.

D Future trends in biodiversity and natur
global goals, targets and aspirations

D1. Keydriversoftrendsinbiodi ver sity and natureds contribut
intensify into the future, increasing the need for improved policy and governance effectivenass
biodiversityandn at ur eds cont r arbtalteimaimainedt o peopl e

1 By 205Q the populatn of the Americas is projected to increase by&0cent to
1.2billion and the gross domestic product to nearly double, with concomitant increases
in consumption.

i Unsustainable agricultural practices and climate change are projected to be major
driversof further degradation of most terrestriiteshwater and coastatosystems.

i Multiple drivers are projected to intensify and interact; often in synergistic ways,
further increasing bitvodiversisty | oss, re

ofpresentlevelsaf at ur eds contri butions to peopl e

D2. Pressure on nature igrojected to increase more/slowly, or even be reduced in some
subregions, under the transition pathways to sustainability scenarios by 20%Box. 1), while it is
projected to increase under the businesas-usual scenario.Of many possible pathwaythe three
examined in this repogroject a reduction of biodiversity loss in ik subregions compared to the
projectedoss under the businessusual scenario.

D3. For most courtries, global environmentalgoals, targets and aspirationgre uncoupled

from national policies.Bi odi ver sity and _natureds connributio
many regions of the Americaslt is likely that few of the Achi Biodiversity Targets will be met by

the 2020 deadline for most countries in the Amerigapart because of policy choices and traffs

with negativeimpacts on aspects of biodiversity. Continued loss of baydity could underminghe
achievement of some of ti&ustainable Deslopment Goalsas well as some international

climaterelated goals, targets and aspirations.

E. Management and policy options

El.  There are options and initiatives that can slow down and reverse ecosystem degradation
in the Americas however,most ecaystems in the Americas continue to be degraded

i An increase in protected areas by most countries is contributing to maintaining
options for the future. Protection of key biodiversity areas increasegé&i7cenfrom
1970 to 2010, yet fewer than per cem of key biodiversity areas are protected.
Coverage of marine protected areas is smaller than for their terrestrial counterparts in
all the subregions except North Americgustainabldand use systems ofdigenous
peoples and local communitiesas provera powerful instrument for protecting nature.

i Ecological restorationis having positive effects at local scalesften speeding up
ecosystem recovery and improving the ability of such areas to provideat ur e 6 s
contributions to people However,initial cogs can be significant, and nonaterial
contributions may not be restored for some people.

1 Protected and restoredareas contributeton at ur eds contrbubuti ons
are likely to continueto comprise a minority of the land and sea of the Americas,
S0 sustainableuseand managemenbutside protected areasremains a priority .
Diverse, more integrative strategies, from the holistic approaches of many indigenous
peoplesand local communitie® the ecosysterhasedapproaches developed for
sectorial managment,can beeffective when appropriately implemented. Strategies for
making humardominated landscapes (e.g., agricultural landscapes and cities)
supportive of biodiversity and natureds
diversified landscags and agroecological systems) are essential if biodiversity and
natureds contributions to people are to
been degraded.
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E2. Policy interventions can be more effective when they take into account causal

interactions between distant places and leakage and spillover effgcat many levels and scales
acrosstheregionAddi ti onally, the causes of many threat
to people are inherently beyond national bordersraagl be most ééctively addressed through

bilateral and multilateral agreements.

E3. Mainstreaming conservation and sustaiable use of biodiversity in productive sectors is

extremely important for the enhancementoh at ur e d8s c¢ o nt r.iHowever formest t o p-
countriesof the regionthe environment has been mostlyat with as a separate sector in national
planning,and has ndbeeneffectively mainstreamed acrosievelopment sectarMechanisms for

integrating biodiversity policies into agencies with jurisidictover pressures on biodiversity would

promote better policie®olicies and measurés achieve conservation and sustainable use outcomes

are most effective when coherent antégrated across sectors. A broad array of policy instruments,

such as paymeifior ecosystem services, righiased instruments andluntaryeco-certification, can

be used by arange ofactordt@ t t er mai nstream biodiversity and
policy and management.

E4. Implementation of effectivegovernance processes and poliapstruments can address

biodiversity conservation andenhancedprovisionforn at.ur e 6 s ¢ o nt r.iHbwewen, o ns t
the increasingly broad array of policy instruments used by a range of actors to supportthe

management of biddersity andn at ur e s c¢ o nt and to avoid @ misgate impagiscon p | e
the different ecosystems have not added up to overall effectiveness at the national or subregional
scales, although they are often effective locally. Implementation of puiwies is most effective

with, inter alia, appropriate combinations of behavioural change, improved technology, effective
governance arrangements, education and awareness programmes, scientific research, monitoring and
evaluation, adequate finance agaments,‘and supporting . documentation and caphuitgling.

Behavioural changes may be needed from individuals, communities, business and governments
Factors to promote conservation and sustainabl e
peoplecan be aided by enabling.governance arrangements, including partnerships and participatory
deliberative processes, and recognition of the rights.of indigenous pdopsommunitiesnd

people in vulnerable situations, in accordawith national. legslation

E5. Knowledge gaps were identified in all chaptersthe assessment was hampered by the

limited information&® on t he 4 mpact of natur eds inpartictlari but i
because there is a mismatch between social datzdeio quality of life produced at the political scale

and ecological data produced at a biome schje; (0 N mardmateriald®rgributions to people

that contribute to quality of lifgc) for assessing the linkages between indirect and directrsligvel

bet ween the drivers and specific changad@din bi c
on the factors that affect the ability to generalize and scale the results of individual studies up. or down

Background

The Americas region (Fgure SPM.1) is highly biologically diverse, hostg out of the 17 most
biodiverse countries of the world and encompasses 14 units of analysis (Figure SPM.2) across
140 degrees of latitudewell establishedj1.1, 1.6.1} The Americas include 55 of the 188restrial
and freshwater world ecoregions with highly distinctive or irreplaceable species composition. The
region hosts 2@er cenbof globally identified key biodiversity areas, pér cenof globally identified
terrestrial biodiversity conservatiomtspots and three of the six longest coral reefs. In addition, the
Gulf of Califernia andhe Western Caribbean are included in the top 18 key marine biodiversity
conservation hotspots {1.1, 3.2}. The region has some of the most extensive wildernesn #reas
planet;such as the Pacific Northwest, the Amazon and Patagonia. The Pa&ramo and Amazonian forests,
respectively, are the richest tropical alpine area and tropical wet forests in thewadtlestablishepl
{3.4.1.1, 3.41.5}. Around 29per cenbf the world’s seed plants, g&r cenof mammals, 3fer cent

of reptiles, 41per cenbof birds and 5per cenof amphibians are found in the Americastalling over
122,000 species for those species groups akstalflished but incomplgté3.2.2.2; Tade 3.1}, in
addition to over one third of the world’s freshwater fish fauna, consisting of over 5,000 spetlies (
establishejl{3.2.3.1}. Conservatively, 3per cenbf the plants used by humans are found in the
Americas (vell establishejl{3.2.2.2}.

" The definition that follows is for the purpose of this assessment only: leakage and spillover effects can be
defined as environmentally damaging activities relocated elsewhere after being stopped locally.
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Figure SPM.1

Subregions of the Americas assessment
I Caribbean
[ Mesoamerica
I Norih America
[ South America

Source Adapted from.a map available from Natural Eahtitp://www.naturalearthdata.com/
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Figure SPM.2
Units of analysis of the Amerias assessment

UNITS OF ANALYSIS

[ Tundra and high moutain habitats
Cryosphers
Drylands and deserts

[l Mediterancan forests,
woodlands and scrub

Temperate and boreal forests and
woodlands

Temperate grasslands

B Tropical and subtropical
dry forests

Tropical and subtropical
moist forests

[l Tropical and subtropical savannas
and grasslands

B nland surface waters and water
bodies / freshwater
Marine / deepwater / offshore
systems

[l Coastal habitats/ coastal

and near shore marine / inshore
ecosystems

Source Adapted from Olson et al., 2001, World Wildlife Fund, 2004 and 2012, and Marine Regiong, 2016.

The Americas isa highly culturally'and socioeconomically diversgegion (well establishell It is
populated byver 66 million indigaous people whose cultures have persisted in all subregyidnis
addition by anexceptionally large proportion of new immigrants and descendants of immigrants
mainly from Europe, Asia and Africéestablished but incomplgté2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.3.5, 2.5fThe
Americasarehome'to 15er cenbf global languages {2.1.1}. The human population density in the
Americas ranges from 2 per 100 im Greenland to over 9,000 per kin several urban centres
{1.6.3}. Socioeconomically, the region contains 2 of tBechuntries with the highest Human
Development Index, as well'as 1 of the 30 countries with the lowest Human Developmenteitiex (
establishe)l{1.6.3}. Such heterogeneity makes it difficult to develop general conclusions that apply
uniformly across alsubregions.

A. Naturebdbs contributions to people and qu

Although the high fibiocapacityo® of the Americas means that nature has an exceptional ability

to contribute to peopleds quality of tweefie (well
fibiocapacityband <t he real availability of individual !
fully established(see appendix 2Y.he relatively high average per capita availabilitynafural
biologicalresources does not ensure their equitabléadzlty or prevent resource shortages at a

given time or place or within a given socioeconomic stratum {2.5, 2.6; Figure 2.36; Table 2.24}.

8 Qlson, D. M., E. Dinerstein, E.D.Wir amanayake, N. D. Bur gess, G. V. Powe
I. Itoua, H.E. Strand, J.C. Morrison (200Tgrrestrial Ecoregions of the World: A New Map of Life on Eakh

new global map of terrestrial ecoregions provides an innovative toabfsecvingbiodiversity. BioScience, 51,

933-938. https://doi.org/10.1641/0008568(2001)051[0933: TEOTWA]2.0.CQ;2

World Wildlife Fund (2004). Global Lakes and Wetlands Date. Retrieved from
https://www.worldwildlife.org/pages/globddkesandwetlandsdatabase.

World Wildlife Fund (2012) Terrestrial Ecoregions of the World. Retrieved from
https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/terrestriakcoregionsof-the-world.

Marine Regions (2016). Marine RegioRetrieved fromhttp://www.marineregions.org

9 The definition thafollows is for the purpose of this assessment only: "biocapacity” has a variety of definitions,

but is defined by the Gl obal Footprint Network as "t
by people and to absorb waste material gengtaghumans, under current management schemes and extraction
technologies". The "biocapacity" indicator used in the present report is based on the Global Footprint Network,
unless otherwise specified.
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The disproportionate and unsustainable use dibiocapacityd in the Americas has increased
steadily in recent decdes (vell establishell{2.6; Table 2.25}.Since the 1960s, renewable fresh
water availablger person has decreased byp®d cen{2.2.10; Figure 2.19}, land devoted to
agriculture has increased by A&r cen{4.4.1}. Since 1990forest areas have contied to be lost in
South America (9.per cent andMesamerica (250er ceny, although there have been net gains in
North America (0.4er cenf and the Caribbean (43pér cen}{4.4.1} (Figure SPM.3). The

ecological footprint of the Americas has increhsgo- to threefold in each subregion since the 1960s.
This trend has become attenuated in recent decades for North America, Mesoamerica and the
Caribbean, but continues to increase in South America (Figure SPM.4), and the patterns vary
significantly amongubregions {2.6; Table 2.24} and units of analysis {4.3\2¢I{ establishel In

all subregions, there are cultures and lifestyles that are achieving sustainable management of natural
resources towasth good quality of lifg 5.4.7, 5.4.11. However, theaggregatecologicalfootprint

of the Americas remains unsustainable and continues to gstab{ished but incomplgté2.1.1, 2.6,
5.5}

Figure SPM.3
Total forest cover trends by subregions

60
s e, e et e o e . SUBREGION
Canbbean
40 e csmssmrseers e —— o e Mescamerica
——————————————— o e o o o s S SRR AP mrTmer === North America
30 s South America

20

10

FOREST AREA AS A PROPORTION OF TOTAL
LAND AREA (%)

19980 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
YEAR

Source Food and Agriculture Organization of the Unitedtibias (FAO, 2015}°

Differences in economic development attained within and among countries of the Americas and
variation in countriesd ecological footprint act
challenges tean equitableand sustainableuse d nature (well establishell In some areas of all
subregionssocial inequity in distribution of benefits from usefand accesstmat ur eds contr |
to people continues to be an importaohcern éstablished but incomplgt.5, 4.3}. Although

overall poverty rates have decreasedhe last 20 years, large numbers of people, particularly in
Mesoamerica, the Caribbean and South America, are still vulnerable {4.3}. The inciglabialg

demand forfood, water and energy security increases consumptid intensifies the ecological

foatprint of the Americas {2.3.2, 2.3.5, 4.3.2} (Figure SPM.4). This intensificatitlen based on
unsustainable practicdsashad negative consequences for nature, with adverse implications for

natur eds c peogler(Figore $PMd)ard quabty of life, and for availability of future

options (vell establishep{2.3.5, 3.2.3, 3.3.5, 3.4..4.1, 44.2,5.5}.

10 Fogod and Agriculture Organization of the United Nasig2015)Global Forest Resources Assessment 2015
Retrieved fromwww.fao.org/forestresourcesassessment/eWisual prepared on November 21, 20ty the
IPBES task group on indicators ati technical support unit based on raw data provided by indicator holder.
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Figure SPM.4a

Ecological reserveme asur ed as fAbiocapacityod minus ivear pebabivg.i ¢
Estimates are presented per country in the Americas as a function of the United Nations Development
Programmeb6s 2012 Human Development | ndex
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Source Global Footprint Network, 2016 and World Wildlife Fund, 2616.

1 Figure SPM 4a. All data from Global Footprint Network, 2016 and World Wildlife Fund, 20186.

Countries included: North America: Canada, United States; Mesoamerica: Costa Ralaa&b$ Guatemala,
Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama; Caribbean: Antigua and Barbuda, Aruba, Bahamas, Barbados, British
Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Guadeloupe, Haiti, Jamaica,
Martinique, Montserrat, Sdiiitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago;
South America: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, French Guiana*, Guyana*, Paraguay, Peru,
Suriname*, Uruguay, Venezuela. Asterisk (*) indicates counéetided from analysis in panel a.

Figure SPM 4b. Indicator information from Global Footprint Network. Visual prepared by the IPBES Task Group
on Indicators (TGI) and TSU based on raw data provided by indicator holders. Prepared on October 27, 2017.

* Ecological Footprint is calculated as an index, and the method treats the result as an absolute value without
uncertainty bounds. However, input data are national reports of landcover features, which have uncertainties that
vary with jurisdiction. For more formation on the ways data accuracy and quality are controlled, see section 2.6
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Figure SPM.5
Trends in the provision of natureds contributio

Trends and importance values are based on a modified Delphi procesdttodmsiensus, as indicated by
synthesis among experts framapters 2 and 3. Values were assigned based on the proportion of the unit of
analysis that has not been converted by human activities. Squares without arrows indicate that there is no
[or trend] between natureds contributions to peo
the cryosphere is not considered in this analysis.)

and Boruckeet al.,2013. (Borucke, M., D. Moore, G. Cranston, K. Gracey, K. lha, J. Larson, E. Lazarus, J.C.
Morales, M. Wackernagel, A. Galli (2013). Accounting fordemartlars u ppl y of t he bi osphe
capacity: The National Footprint AcEcoogiaaltingdicatortder | yi r
518533.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.08.005
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In the Americas, increases in the uses of nature havesdted in the region being the largest

global exporter of food and one of the largest traders in bioenergyvell establisheyl Agricultural

and livestock production in the Americas, which is critical to providing food for both the region and

the rest of th world, continues to incregsabeit with subregional difference4 £.3,3.2.1, 3.3.5}.

Except in the Caribbean, crop production in the Americas more than doubled between 1961 and 2013
dueto extensification and intensification of largeale agricultur {2.2.2.1, 2.3.5} and replacement of
natural ecosystems. This has resulted in the r
people and in changes to the distribution of economic benefits and liveliwelliegtablishepl{2.5,

2.7}. In placeshroughout the Americas, indigenopsoplesand local communities continue

sustainable agricultural and harvesting practices, which provide learning opportunities globally. While
this contributes a small volume to the Americas' share of global trada,beceritical for local and

national food security and livelihoodsections 2.2.1, 2.3.1, 2.4, 2.5, .8\l scales of agriculture

have benefited from domestication of plants from tropical and montane areas of the Amegicas (
establishedl{1.1, 2.2.1,2.4, 3.3.3}. Marine fish harvests have peaked in all.subregions and are
decreasing as stocks decfiher management reduces harvest rates, while freshaapdure fish

production has increased slightly and the contribution of aquaculture grew fiencéntof total fish
production in 1990 to 1@er cenin 2014 {4.4.5}.

In addition to export of food commodities, the Americas have a large commerce of timber and

fibre from plants and animals (well establishell Although timber and fibre production have

increased significantly over the last several decades, they have begun to slow and are expected to
continue to decrease as new technologies and production substitutes emerge and supplies of timber
continue to decreasw/€ll establishejli{2.2.2, 4.3.4}. Howeer, there are cases where overall

reduction in hardwood harvest has not reduced pressure on some valuable{ dpé&esand since

2000, coniferous production has increased in South Amg?ieaZ .

The water security challenges for over half the populan of the Americas arise from unevely
distributed supply and access andlecreasing water quality (vell. establishell Supply challenges
occur in all subregions, particularly in arid lands, densely populated urban centres and areas of
increasingly extensesand intensive agriculture with seasonal lack of naill(establishep{1.3.2,
2.3.2}. Climate change and unsustainable rates of extraction of sufdéeeand groundwater
exacerbate this challenge, especially in areas not expected to receive inaedatdmportation of
commodities containing water from watgéch areas helps offset water scarcity, particularly in arid
regions. This may result in reduced water quality at the site of commodities production due to
environmental damage (e.qg., potehpollution of water bodies with agrochemicals}tablished but
incomplet¢ {2.2.10, 2.3.2, 4.3, 4.4.2, 5.4.10}. Moreover, in all regions, some natural watersheds have
been insufficiently protected from land conversion to agriculture and grazing, ainsibé¢ forest
harvesting; the loss of natural-habitat and urban development praestasli§hed but incomplgte
{4.4.1,4.4.5}. This may cause water quality degradation byoffifrom urban centres, areas with
inadequate sanitation.and areas with gtenable agricultural practicesé€ll establishep{2.2.11,
2:3.2,4.4.1,4.4.2,5.10. In the Americas, approximately 23 million teof nitrogen fertilizer and
22 million tors of phosphorus were used in 2013. In some watersheds throughout the Angericas
large proportion of this ends up in water +oiii owing to unsustainable agricultural practices
(established but.incomplgté.3.2, 2.311, 4.4.1, 4.4.2}.

Energy produced from hydropower and biological fuel sources, including cultivated biofuel

speciss, has increased in the Americas, contributing to energy securityvéll establisheyl{2.3.3}.

Both trends can negatively affect biodiversity due to habitat conversion and changes in
biogeochemicatycles éstablished but incomplgtdn some areas and fparticular crops, bioenergy
production can result in land competition with food production and natural vegetaitioisocial,

economic and ecological consequences {4.4.1}. The increases in hydropower production have resulted
in alterations to watershedsith many consequences, both negative and positive, for ecosystems,
aquatic biodiversity, water availability for local uses, the quality of life of displaced people and
alternative uses of lands inundated or otherwise altered by the hydropower f4Rilgi@s2.3.3,
3.2.31,4.3.1, 4.7}.

12 Stocks may decline for many reasons, including overfishing, climate change, pollution and disturbance of
habitats.
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Human health depends directly and indirectly on nature. Biodiversityis a source of medicines

and other products that contribute to human health andhave high potential for the development

of pharmacological products (well establishedl{2.2.4, 2.4}. In some areas outside of North

America, the commercialevelopment of medicinal products has been weak. In the Americas, many
opportunities remain fdurther development of products from nature that can contribute to human
health, including througbioprospectingin accordancevith nationallegislation{2.2.4, 2.4}.

Health benefits from biodiversity and access to nature are well documenteddtablished but

incompletd. Examples include diets based on diverse natural protlupteve health andearnesso
greenspace has been linked to reduced childhood obesity in some urbanlaB22{3.4}. On the

other hand, ecosystem contaminants and pollutants transferred to humans via food supplies have been
linked to widespread arsbmetimes serious health problems, such as cancer and reproductive or
nervoussystem disorders {4.4.2}

Trends in |ivelihoods and good quality of 1ife
to people with high economic value (e.g., food, woofibre), but also.on nornrmaterial

contributions (e.g., learning and experiences, supporting identities).and regulating contributions

(e.g., regulation of extreme events, disease, pollination) that.are often.not accounted for in

economicor developmentplanning (well establishepl{1.3.2, 2:2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.7, 2.2.8, 2.2.9, 2.2.10,
2.2.11, 2.2.12, 2.5,4.5. Mental health is strongly and positively influenced by access to nature,
including urban green spaces, and such benefits are increasingly includeariraod regional

planning {2.3.4, 5.4.8}. However, green spaces in urban and suburban areas are unequally distributed
across the Americas and within citiege{l establishell{3.3.4}. The mechanisms by which these
contributions are delivered and the waysvhich the characteristics of natural settings can affect the
resulting naturedés contributions to people in
socioeconomic group®ay warrant more attention

Comprehensively evaluating the ways that aspeatfi nat ur eds contri bution t
quality of life can be most effective whetaking into account the multiple values and value

systems associated with that contributionwell establishe}l{2.5.1; Table 2.21}For example, aa

nat ur e 6 s nto peapterfaodand féed can henong othersvaluated relative to their

biophysical metrics, including species richness and extent of land cover devoted to producing the food
{2.2.1}. At the same time, this edible biodiversity.is incorporated intodnuquality of life via health

effects that can be positive (e.g., malnutrition has decreased in the last decades in the Americas

{2.3.1}) or negative (e.g., agricultvree | . at ed pol lution {2.2.1, 4.4.2
also relates to s@mcultural practices that are meaningful to humans (e.g.feladed production
activitiessuch agarming, ranching, fishing and hunting; and cultural customs and sometimes
requirements téulfil dietary needs in particular ways {2.3.1}) and constihaturebased livelihoods.
Holistic.evaluations of indigenous and local knowledgald be usetb understand the traditional

ways that nature was managed to produce food and feed, many of which allowed for the maintenance
or.even enhancement of local aegional biodiversity, in contrast tmme unsustainable forro

modern industrial food productidwell establishep{2.2.1, 2.2.6, 2.3.5, 2.4}.

When only economic value®f ecosystem serviceare taken into account, subregional differences

are noted (Figure SPM.6 ) . Nat ur eds c onrntermshofudtal ecosysten servigge o p | e
value, as well as peraregha) and per capita values, are highest for South Americéestablished

but incompletg. Brazil, the United States of America and Canada had thgekt total monetary

values per country, with $6.8, $5.3 and $3.6 trillion per year, respectively. When expressed per hectare

per year, the Bahamas, and Antigua and Barbuda had the highest value (over $20,000 per hectare per

year) (Table 2.22). These difmces are influenced by both the size of these countries and the

different economic value of specific ecosystem types, with bicuels asoastal wetlands and

rainforests having particularly high economic values {2.5.1}.
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Figure SPM.6
Estimated economicvalues of ecosystem services in the Americas
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Trends in biodiversity and natureds co
of life

Therich biodiversity of the Americasis under pressure(well establishepl{3.4.1}. Compared to
pre-European settlement status, over 95 per cetiiteofall grass prairigrasslands in North America;

72 per cent and.66 per cent of tropical dry forest in Mesoamerica and the Carikebpantively; and

88 per cent of the Atlantic tropical forest, 70 per cent of the Rio de la Plata grasslands, 50 per cent of
the tropical savanna (Cerrado), 50 per cent of the Mediterranean forpst, &nt of the Dry Chaco

and 17 per cent of the Amazdorest in South America have been transformed into hedoaminated
landscapes

The threats to or declines in all the naturebased securitiet*in the Americas reflect the ongoing

N

reduction of naturedés ability t atesofdasgareihiphuahde t o

losses continue, with sombiomesunder particular pressure (well establisheyl From 2014 to
2015 approximately 1.5 million hectares of the Great Plains were lost to conversieconversion

13 Costarza, R., R. de Groot, P. Sutton, S. van der Ploeg, S.J. Anderson, |. Kubiszewski, and R.K. Turner (2014).
Changes in the Global Value of Ecosystem Services. Global Environmental Changé Pa8152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.04.002.

Kubiszewskij I., R. Costanza, S. Anderson, P. Sutton (2017). The Future of Ecosystem Services: Global scenarios
and national implications. Ecosystem Services. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOSER.2017.05.004.

Analysis by Marcello Hernande&lanco. Prepared by the IPBESlwes technical support unit.

14 The definition that follows is for the purpose of this assessment only: Azgesl securities are human
securities based in whole or i n pieludingfood, water &nd energyo r
security and health.
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{3.4.1.7}; between 2003 and 2013 gmortheast agricultural frontier in Brazil more than doubled

from 1.2 to 2.5 million hectares, with pér cenbf new croplands taken from inta€erradoin that

specific regior{3.4.1.6}; andNorth American drylands lost 160 per cenbf habitat betwen 2000

and 2009 {3.4.1.8}. Even relatively wetbnserved high elevation habitats have been degraded. For
example, the Peruvian Jalca was converted at a rate of 1.5 per cent per year exeargp2diod

starting from 1987 {3.4.5}. Nevertheless,increae s i n natureds contributic
locally, such as the Caribbean forests that are currently expanding as agriculture and the use of wood

as fuel decline and the population becomes more urbanized, and the boreal forest that is also

expandhg as climate change allows favourable growing conditions to extend pol&véart1,
3.4.12,3.4.14,3.4.16, 3.4.17}.

Wetlands are highly transformedin large tracts of the Americas, particularly by expansion of
agricultur e and ranching, urbanization and overall population growth (well establisheyl For
instance, over 50 per cent of all wetlands in the United States have besnded$turopean
settlementwith up to 90per cenfost in agricultural regions {5.4.7he transformation of wetlands
has altered ecosystem functions and biodiversit)
contributions to people related, for exampleguantity and quality-of fresh water, provision of food
(fish, shellfish, rice, waterfowl) and climate regulateuth aghrough carbon capture and
sequestration {2.2.9, 2.2.10, 2.2.11; Figure 2.18; 24414.1, 4.4.24.7}. In another instance
between 1976 and 2008 the Pantanal wetléogtsaround 12 per cent of their araawentyfold
increase in the loss obbdplain vegetatiordue to changes in land uaedwith negative
consequences for large animal spe¢ig.19}.

Marine biodiversity, especially associated wittspecialhabitats like coral reefs and mangroves,

has experienced major losses in recent dades, resulting in declines in the food, livelihoods and
ficultural continuity 0 of coastal peopleWell established}3.4.2, 4.4.2, 4.4.55.4.11}.Coral reefs

had declined in cover by more thanr centoy the 1970s, and only &r cenremained by 208,
followed by widespread coral bleaching in 2005 and subsequent mortality from infectious diseases
(established but incomplgteCoastal salt marshes and mangrovesieappearing rapidly

(established but incomplgteConsiderable loss of seagrassesdiss occurred {3.4.2}. Oceans of

the Americas contain high numbers of threatened species, including large numbers of species that are
important for human quality of life, as well'as three of the seven global threat hotspots for more
surfacedwelling oceaic sharks in coastal waters {3:4.2farine plastic pollution is increasing and is
expected to interact with other stressors in marine ecosyststabl{shed but incomplete
microplasticshave adverse effects on marine life that may transfer up thecf@od. Impacts on

marine wildlifedinclude entanglement, ingestion and contamin&tioa wide variety of species

{4.4.2.

Alien species are abundant in all major habitats in the Americas, but rates of appearancehere
known, and their impacts on biodivesity, cultural values, econonesand production, differ

among subregiongestablished but incomple}¢3.2.23, 3.2.32, 3.2.42, 3.5.1, 4.4.4}Based on
potential vectors and disturbance levéte terrestrial invasion threat across the Americas isbigh
North America and Mesoamerica {3.2324.4.4; Figure 3.8}Invasive #ien species (and other
problematic species, genes and diseasesntribute to extinction risks to the greatest degree in North
America, followed by the Caribbean, Mesoamerica South America subregiond f4.4 Figure

3.31}. Marinespeciesnvasion is more frequent in North America, particularly on the Pacific coast
(well establisheyl{3.2.4.2}. Invasive &en species have numerous negageelogical and
sociceconomic impact§Tables 3.2, 3.3; Figure 3.31; Boxes 4i24.24}. For example, the monetary
cost to manage the impact of zebra mussels on infrastructure for power, water supply and
transportation in the Great Lakes is over $500 million annually3224.4.4}. In less han 30 years,
the IndePacific lionfish has dramatically expandigsinon-native distribution range to include the
eastern coast of thénited StatesBermudathe entire Caribbean region and the Gulf of Mexico
{4.4.4, Box 4.2} .

Overall, the number of populations or specieghreatened with lossor extinction is increasing in
the Americasand the level of threat that they facas also increasing but the underlying causes
are different among subregions\{ell establishell Close to a quarter of the 14,08feciesin
taxonomic groups comprehensivelgsessed e International Union for Conservation of Nature in
the Americas are evaluated as threatened, with the highest proportion of asadsseidspecies
classified as at risk in the Caribbean {3.5.1}.gkggate extinction risk over a period of two decades
showed generally heightened risk levels in the region, particularly in South Ameeit@z$tablishejl

15]UCN threats classification scheme (version 3.2) category 8
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(Figure 3.30). Particularly high proportions of forest birds and mammals, most amphibian grdups, an
marinespecies (such dartles and sharksare assessed as facing hiigk levels {3.2.33.4.2,4.4.5
Figure 3.1F.

On local scales, there are many cases of restoration initiatives having improved degraded

habitats, with greater biodiversityandaw der range of natureds contr |
provided as the restoration efforts progresgestablished but incompletéf.4.1, 6.4.1.2}.

Successful projects have been undertaken in North American grasslands, wetlands in North and South
America, coastaldrest in Mesoamerica, and sensitive coastal habitats in all subregions, particularly in

the CaribbearNevertheless, restored areas still represent an extremely small proportiototéithe

lands and waters in the Americas {4.4.1}.

Driversoftrendsin bi odi versity and natureds con

Some indicators of good quality of life are improving at regional and subregional scales, such as
increased gross domestic product {4.3.2}, decreased malnutrition {2.3.1} and increased sources
of energy{2.3.3}; however, other indicatorsdo not show the same level of improvemersuch as
decreases in water security {2.3.2knvironmental health {4.4.1}, humanhealth {2.3.4},
sustainable livelihoods {2.3.5}icultural continuity 0 and identity {2.4}, and access and benefits
sharing of nature {2.5}(well establishell Many areas of concern were already identified in the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment as requiring action, but they have either improved little or
deteriorated further in the ensuing dozen yeardl (establishep(Figure SPM.5).

The upward trend in the size of the ecological footprint of the Americas reflects multiple indirect
anthropogenic drivers (underlying factors), including.patterns.of economic growthpopulation

and demographic trends; we&nesses in the governance systems; and inequigstablished but
incompletg {4.31. Key economi ¢ drivers that may increase
contributions to people include factors related to increases in per capita consumptiorpéciino
developments that increase consumptive uses of nads@lircesandcommerce in cases when it
decouples consumption from products bldaXIeLdW on ne
Increasing economic globalization has become an itapbdriver of regional development, but has
resulted in disconnection of the places of production, transformation and consumption of resource
based productsétablished but incompléteThis disconnection makes socioenvironmental

governance and regulatoimplementation.more challenging {4.3, 4.7, 5.6.3}.

Economic growth(measured as gross domestic product and gross domestic product per capita),
in parti based on nat urasdpmducionranduseds eommoditesfrorh o p e o0 |
nature, have bea major drivers of natural resource consumption, water use and a decline in

water quality.in the Americas (established but incomple}d¢4.3}. Economic growth, as measured as
gross domestic product growth and gross domestic product per capita, whiclréasedc
approximatelysix-fold since 1960, is'a major driver of natural resource consumption in the Americas,
as’is international trade. Patterns of economic growth differ both among and within the subregions
{1.6.3}, and the benefits of the growth have betn experiencesimilarly across and within
subregiongwell establisheyp{1.1,2.3.5, 2.5, 4.3.2}. The economic growth of different nations also
reflects the diversity of value systems in the Americas, which differ among cultural groups and
identities aross the whole regiorgtablished but incomplgté2.5.1, 4.3.2, 5.6.4}.

Habitat conversion, fragmentation and overexploitation/overharvesting are resulting in a loss of
biodiversity and ecosystem functi on sionatombople | 0 S ¢
on local to regional scales in all biomesétablished but incompletdB.2.3, 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 3.5.1, 4.4.1,

4.4.5} The causes of habitat conversion and fragmentation vary subregionally and on more local
scales, reflecting expansion of batiore extensive and intensive forms of agriculture, livestock
husbandry and forestry, and increases in urbanized areas and space allocated to infrastructure,
including transportation and energy corridors {4.4.1, 4.4.5}. Habitat loss and degradation are

assaiated with losses in species richness, changes in species composition, and erosion of ecosystem
functions and nat ur wdlestablishep{3rd.i; FFigurei3.@4 44,4.404. Foe o p | e
instance, in the Americas, mangroves have disappaaiedate of 2.1 per cent per year due to
exploitation(e.g, aquaculture)deteriorating water quality, coastal development and climate change
{3.4.21}. Overfishing has been widespread in the Americas for decaith<20 to 70 per cent of

stocks redua by past overfishing. This degree of overfishing has altered ecosgsterdactivity

and functions iltmanymarine and some freshwater systearsl although overfishing has been

reduced or ceased in many parts of the Americas, overfished stocks andezosanesrecovering

slowly (established but incomplgtg4.4.5.
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Unsustainable intensification of agricultural production in many cases has causdthbitat
conversion,imbalances in soil nutrients andthe introduction of pesticidesand other

agrochemicalsinto ecosystemgwell establishell These elevated levels of nutrients and pollutants

have negative consequences for ecosy$tmctioning and air, soil and water quality, including major
contributions to coastal andedd escnwead & rwiotxhy giemp
biodiversity, human health and fisherfds2.1, 2.2.11, 3.2.B, 4.4.2}.

Human-induced climate change has already caused increased mean and extreme temperatures
and/or, in some places, mean and extrengecipitation throughout the Americas with adverse

impacts on ecosystem@vell establishell{4.4.3, 54}. These changes in weather and local climate

have in turn caused changes in species distributions and interactions and in ecosystem boundaries, the
retreat of mountain glacierand melting of permafrost and ice fields in the tundra {3.4.1.5}. Climate
change has adversely affected biodiversity at the genetic, species and ecosystem level, and will
continue to do soetablished but incomplgtét.4.2, 4.4.35.5. This is also asociated with trends of
accelerated tree mortality in tropical fore§lis4.3 . Climate change is likely to have a stamtial

impact on mangrove ecosystems throtagtorsincluding sea level rise, changing ocean currents
increased temperatuamd othes{4.4.3,5.4.1%.

The air, water and soil pollution produced bythe production-and.combustion of fossil fuelsand
introduction of various pollutants has adversely affected most terrestrial and marine ecosystems,

both directly, through increased mortality of sensitive plants and animals, and indirectly,

through entering food chains (vell establishe}l{4.4.2}. Air pollution (especially particulates, ozone,
mercury, and carcinogens) causes significant adverse health effects on elderly humans and infants and
onbiodiversity (vell establishell For example, increasing anthropogenic mercury emissions are

entering the food of wildlife and people with diets dominated by fish, eggs eédishg birds and

marine mammalswith cases where concentrations have reaoinzld that have affected
reproductionOcean acidification is affecting the calcium carbonate balance in the oceans and on the
coasts, with negative effects on many types of biota, particularly species with shells or exoskeletons,
such as bivalves and ctsd4.42,4.4.3}. In additionjmany of the policies and actioteken toreduce

the activitieghat produce greenhouse gas emissisnsh aghe conversiorf landandthe

intensification of agriculturéor biofuel production,which could havepotentially negative

consequences foratureandfor importantn at ur e 6 s ¢ o nt if notappropriatelys t o0 p e o |
designed and managé#l4.1,4.4.3,5.4}.

Urbanization and the associated spread of infrastructure for movement of energy, materials and
peoplearear api dly ‘growing driver of | oss of biodive
(well establishefl However, the nature and the magnitude of impacts varies substantially among

the subregions of the Americagestablished but incompleteUrban lanecover change threatens
biodiversity and affects at ur eds cont r i but ithoongh lods of hgbitaplpoimass f or
and carbon storageollution; andinvasivealien speciesamong other driver§3.3.4, 4.4.14.4.4.

The largest rates of increaiseimpacts occur in South America and Mesoamerica, and in coastal areas
and habitats already severely fragmented, such as South American Atlanti@Rdresagrasses

acrosghe Caribbeaf3.41.1,4.4.1, 4.7}.

In the Americas;ecosystems and biodiversjtare managedunder a variety of governance

arrangements and socigleconomic and environmental contexts. This makes disentangling the

role of governance and institutions and processes of drivers of past trends of natureamca t ur e 6 s
contributions to-people complex stablished but incompleleEnvironmental governance policies

which vary in their use across the Americasch as regulatonpechanismsncentivemechanisms

and rightsbased approachesan be directed to reduce pressures on natureatne 6 s contri but
to peopledy influencing the supply or demand. Some approaches, such as public andvotivatiey
certification schemes graymentof ecosystem servicetake adantageof markets to influence

environmental decision$he tools and appaches are not mutually exclusive and have been used in
various combinations by a variety of forms of institutional arrangements, resulting in different

i mplications for supporting and promoting the
{4.3.1}.

Environmental policies and governancepproachesaimed at reducing pressureon nature and
natureds cont r ofteruhvie nohbeen effectiyelg aogrdinated to achieve their
objectives(well establishefl Subordination of environment to econosnia policy tradeoffs and
inequities in distribution of benefits from us:eé
present in all subregionegtablished but incomplgtét.3, 6.1.1, 6.2, 6.4.2.1, 6.4.2.2, 6.4.3.1}.

For most countries, at natial scales, glob@oals, targets and aspiratiogsisch as the Sustainable
Development Goals and Aichi Targets have been endorsed, but development of national actisn plans
often uncoupled from national development and economic policies, and vary greatlg countries.
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Thislackofc oor di nati on has had adverse implications
quality of Iife {6.3}. On average, biodiversit.)
diminishingunder thecurrent governaresystems in the Americas, although local instances of

successful protection or reversal of degradation of biodiversity show that progress is possible
(established but incomplété4.4.1, 54.7}.

D. Future trends in biodi venogpeoplgganchgiobal nat ur
goals, targets and aspirations

Drivers of biodiversity |l oss and reduced natur e
increase in intensity if existing patterns of consumption and the policies underlying them

continue (well estabished. All anthropogenic drivers are projected to continue to affect all

ecosystems, across all spatial scales, under all future scefarxoSPM.1) although the specific
trajectories and rates of c¢hangeoplédependiomtdei ver si t
assumptions used in the various scenarios. These multiple drivers are expected to interact, often in
ways that further increase their impact on biodiversity loss, although the strength of the drivers is
projected to vary with ecosystegpe and the extent of past disturbanestdblished but incomplgte
{4.6,4.7,5.3,5.4,5.5, 5.6]3

Since the start of Europearsettlement,it is estimated thatapproximately 30 per cent of the

mean species abundance in the Americas had belest by 2010. Despite reported reductions in

the rate of degradation in some units of analysis, thiategrated result of a suite of modelskox

SPM.1) is that lossis projected tocontinue through 2050 and beyondwith land use change and

climate change the dominandrivers compared to other drivers such as forestry and

urbanization (established but incompletgfigure SPM 7). The businesasusual projections

suggest that pressures from agricultural practices were the major aspectsusidamdnge and

changes indmperature and precipitation regimes as well as.the nature of some related extreme events
were the major aspects of climate change, in all projections in Figure SPih fhagnitude and time
course of the impacts are uncertadstablished butincomplgtés.5}.
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Figure SPM.7
Pressures driving biodiversity loss in the Americas.

This figure is an outcome of thybobal biodiversity model for policy support (GLOBIO) developed by the
Netherlands Environmental Agency (PBL). It was designed to quantify pastnpeasl future humaimduced
changes in biodiversity #ieregional and global scales. The GLOBIO model includes a set ofi exfess
relationships, used to estimate the impacts of huimdnced environmental drivers on biodiversity through tim
Meanspeciesabundance (i.ethe mean abundance of original species in disturbed conditions relative to thei
abundance in undisturbed habitat) is used as an indicator for biodiversity and reflects the degree to which
ecosystem is intact. The spatial inforioaton drivers used by GLOBIO is derived from theegratednodel to
assess thglobal environment (IMAGE 3.0) (Alkemade et al., 2009) which operates at a resolution of 25 wor
regions for most important socioeconomic parameters and a geographic@l.® &egree grid for land use and
environmental parameters, but does not include marine or coastal habitats.
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Source PBL..Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, 2012 and B6dfore information on the GLOBI(
model, visit: www.globio.info®

16 pBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (2&Ri®ds from Rio+20. Pathways to achieve
global sustainability goals by 205The Hague: PBL Netherlands Environmémtasessment Agency.

PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (2®4aly. sectors can contribute to sustainable use
and conservation of biodiversitecretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, Montreal. Technic
Series 79.

21



IPBES/6/15/Add.2

Box SPM.1
Pathways considered in this report

Hundreds of scenarios have been developed to describe plausible world fuguegthelesshis
assessment found only one scenéBceeat Transitionsthatanalyseshe entire region, exploring
visionary solutims to the sustainability challenge, including new socioeconomic arrangements and
fundamental changes in valugsb}. The Netherlandgnvironmental Assessment Agenexamines
this scenario through three pathways for realizing the end goal of a more ahistaorld as
described below:

0 Global Technologyassumes the adoption of largeale technologicaltpptimal solutions to
address climate change and biodiversity,lapplyinga ftd @wn 0 a p p ahighlevkl ofwi | h
international coordinatianUnder this pathwaythe most important contribution comes from
increasing agricultural productivity on highly productive lands.

0 Decentralzed Solutionsrelies on local and regional efforts to ensure a sustainable quality|of
i fe frompa inasydseniewnhichsmallscaleand decentralized technologies are
prioritized Under this pathwaythe major contribution is linked to avoided fragmentation, more
ecological farming and reduced infrastructure expansion.

0 Consumption Changeontemplates growing awareness of sustainability issuekich leads
to changes in human consumption patterns and facilitates a transition towards less- rmadkrial
energyintensive activities This implies a significant reduction in the consumption of meat and eggs
as well as reduced wastage, which leads to less agricultural production and thus the reduction pf the
associated biodiversity loss.

The different pathwes/arecompared to the BusineasUsual scenarioa story of a markedriven
world in thetwenty-first century in which demographic, economic, environmental and technological
trends unfold without majacthanges

Source PBL. (2012). Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agédagds from Rio+20. Pathways to achieve
global sustainability goals by 2050heHague.

Policy interventions at vastly differing scales (from national to local) can lead to successful

outcomes in mitigatingnegativeimpacts on.biodiversity(established but incompletd5.5} (Figure

SPM.7). Due to the complexity of the issues of biaghsity andh at ur eds cont,yas buti or
well as the universe of possible policy interventidhsre are difrentoptions. For instance, the

Global Biodiversity. model for policy supparsesthe three following pathwayglobal technology

(large-scale technologicallpptimal solutions), decentralized solutions and consumption change.

Under these pathways, climate change mitigation, the expansion of protected areas and the recovery of
abandoned land®uld contributeto either the reduction or exabation ofbiodiversity loss driven by

crops, pastures and climate chartgewever, if abandoned lands are not recovgttezlpathways

considered lead to net biodiversity los#though the three pathways to sustainability are expected to
result in a reduion of those pressures on biodiversity in comparison to the projected baseline scenario
for 2050, other pressures on biodiversity, such as forestry, biofuels and abandoned land, are expected
to increaseUnder the businesasusual scenaricclimate chang is projected to become the fastest

growing driver of biodiversity loss by 2050, and a loss of almogstet@enbf all original species in

the Americas iprojected relative to the current loss of about 31 per cent (a further loss of

approximately 9 pecen). Under the three pathways to sustainability, a los356f 36 per cenis

projectedoy 2050 (a further loss of approximatelyper cent) Therefore this model andhese

scenarios reduce the projected loss between today and 2050 by abouté&ft Jdvis trend varies

among subregions. Results from the Global Biodiversity model for policy support show that those
pathways that consider changes in societal options will lead to less pressure on nature {5.5}.

It is likely that few of the Aichi Targets will be met by the 2020 deadline for most countries in

the Americas, in part becausef policy choicesand trade-offs with negative impacts on aspects

of biodiversity. Continued loss of biodiversity could undermine achievement of some of the
SustainableDevelopment Goalsas well as some international climateelated goals, targets and
aspirations (established but incomple}g2.3, 3.2.2, 3.2.2, 3.2.42, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.4.1}. A large
number of studies across taxonomic groupis temperate and tropicd forests, grasslands and
marine systems support links between biodiversity and productivity, stability and resilience of
ecosystemswell establishell{3.1.2, 3.1.3}Thus, projections of further loss of biodiversityse
significant risks to sociefype@use future ecosystems will be less resilient. Additionally, they are
expected to face an even wider array of drivers than have been the primary causes of degradation in
the pastéstablished but incomplgtés.4}. Some environmental and social threshdlistipping

points: conditions resulting in rapid and potentially irreversible changes) are being approached or
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passeddstablished but incomplgtés.4}. For instance, the interaction of warming temperatures and
pollution is increasing the vulnerability ooral reefs in the Caribbean {4.4.2, 4.4.3}: under a 4°C
warming scenario, widespread coral reef mortality is expected, with significant impacts on coral reef
ecosystems {5.4.11}.

Governance, management and policy options

A variety of governance praessedor biodiversityandn at ur eds contr habeut i ons
been developed, based on the mixture of cultures represented in the many pastropean

colonial governments and societies and the diverse indigenous cultures in the Americag|(

establishé). Recently, in many areas, there has been an empoweofranttiple stakeholdex

including indigenous peoples and locaimmunitiesin governance processes at multiple levels,

which allowed for inter alig greater opportunities tmcorpoete their lnowledge into ecosystem
managemerand equitywithin decisionmaking{5.6.2, 5.7}.The widespread endorsement of

agreements on biodiversity, climate change and sustainable development.by althegtraéirican

countries also allows for the sharing of less learned under common overall goals for development

and sustainabilitand potential implementation at subnational, national or regional {8:8ls There

is evidence of both successes and failures in scaling experiences opwavdhward. In additio,

there is no single governance approach or set of approaches to.governance that will address alll
chall enges being faced in the management of bic
Americas. Mixed governance systems and modes have pimbvawe different degrees.of

effectiveness across subregions {4.3.1, 6.3} (Table SPM.1). What is now widely accepted, though, is
that ineffective governance under minewsl bi odi ver
establisheyl{6.3}.

The plurality of values in the Americas shapes the use, management and conservation of nature
and natureds contrsri but;i48.B FigureSPND.. Addressing{this. 1, 2. 1.
plurality of value systems, through participative governance processes and iitstions, can

contribute to the design and implementation of effective conservatioand sustainable use plans
(established but incompleteSuch effectiveness can.be further increaseddogbining it with
decentralized decisiemaking on local and subnatial issues regarding development policies, land
tenure andhe rights ofindigenougpeoplesand local communigs, in accordancavith national

legislation and decisions on land use and natural resources exploitation. A diversity of cases across
policy areas, levels of economic development and political cultures suggest that partnerships and
participatory deliberative pracesses contribute to a large class of prebleimg situations and can
support effective governance, because they allow multiple anétsnenconflicting values to be
considered at the local scdkstablished but incomplegtgs.3} .
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Figure SPM.8
The plurality of values and interests shaping governance processes and policy and
decisionmaking in the Americas

This figure illustrateswo hypothetical cases of how a resource management decision flows thr;
the dynamics of governance. Typically, diverse values and interests of people will inherently K
tradeoffs, with choices benefiting some while costing others, and with consequencesure and

the economy. Governance is where and how choices on the use of nature are made, dependi

actorsoé values and interests.

Policy interventions that take into account these economic and environmental consequences
advantage of regiohatrengths as opportunities (such as the large social capital, institutional
diversity, widespread endorsement of international environmental agreements) are showing g
potential to achieve an inclusive sustainable development and better-quafayirofthe Americas
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Table SPM.1

Examples of mlicy options in the Americas: instruments, enabling factors and countrfevel challenges

SU=sustainable use; RE= recovery or rehabilitation of natural and/or human systems; PRorotection.

T

POLICY
INSTRUMENTS

ORY MECHANISMS

1.1 AREA-BASED

Protected areas
v

Other effective area-
based conservation
measures (OECM)
(e.g., set-asides’)

Indigenous and

Community

Conserved Areas

(ICCA) Vo

1.2 LIMITS

To technology v
(e.g., pollution
control)

To access v
(e.g., tourism,
fisheries)

1.3 MANAGEMENT

Ecosystem v Y
restoration

Ecosystem-based v v
approaches

(e.g., EbA% and

EcoDRR?)

ENABLING FACTORS
(Way forward)

Legal basis for protecting or setting
aside specific areas

Community support for
exclusionary measures

Effective management authority by
State, community or private sector
Adequate resources for monitoring
and enforcement

Capacity of self-organization
Official acknowledgement of rights
consistent with national legislation
Mechanisms allowing
co-management and/or self-
governance systems

Adequate background information
and risk analysis to set limits
Technological advances to reduce
or mitigate pollution /by-products
while maintaining economic
efficiency

Adequate resources for monitoring
and enforcement

Governance capacity at local level
Clear rules to manage potential
sources of revenue

Social cohesion and participation

Technological and knowledge
availability

Economic incentives to overcome
high costs favourable policy
environment to promote restoration
Funding for up-front costs to
undertake restoration

Mechanisms for cost recovery of
benefits from successes

Availability of financing
Receptiveness of industries to take
on additional operating costs
Inclusive governance with policy
endorsement of Ecosystem
Approaches to Management (use
of the best knowledge available)

IMPEDIMENTS

(Challenges more common to some countries

than others)

Weak or unstable legal basis for multi-
sectoral management measures

Insecure funding for on-going surveillance
and enforcement of protection measures
Low compliance with protection measures
Lack of community support for measures
Private sector investments threatened by
spatial exclusions

Fragmentation of sites and/or inadequate
spatial connectivity

Weak or missing recognition of indigenous
peoples and local communities rights

and ownership/access to land by Central
governments, neighboring communities or
private sector

Disproportionate political influence of
industries

Technological advances that outstrip or
negate control mechanisms

Low risk aversion in setting limits

Weak monitoring and surveillance for
compliance

Inability to regulate access to areas
Lack of human and financial resources

Excessive expectations from the market of
enhanced consumer demand

Inadequate sharing of benefits

Lack of recognition of restoration in legal
frameworks

Inadequate funding for continuity of
initiatives

Insufficient knowledge to design effective
restoration strategies for specific sites
Lack of elimination of causes of original
degradation

Unreal expectations of time or funding
needed for restoration to reach goals

Weaknesses in science basis for broadening
management context and accountabilities
Lack of cost-effective operational tools to
address full ecosystem effects of sectoral
actions

Lack of knowledge of transferability of
progress from project to project

Absence of policy framework explicitly
calling for ecosystem approaches at
sectoral levels

CHAPTER
-SECTION

3-3852
6-6.4.1.1

2-Box24
2-232
2-235

3 -Box 3.1
3-3.34
3-6

4 - Box 4.5
5-54.7
5-54.10
6-6.4.1.1

2-226
3-3.4.1.1
5-54.11
6-6.4.1.1
6-6.4.1.2

3-3.2.23
3-3.23.2
3-324
4-4.42
6-6.2.1
6-6.6.2

4 -Box 4.19
4-433
6-6.6.1

3-36

4 -Box 4.14
4-443
4-4-45
6-6.6.3
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1. Set-asides areas setside for conservation inside private propertie&€bA - ecosysterbased adaptation to climate
change3. ECODRR- ecosysterbased disaster risk reduction.

Source Own representation.




