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Conservation status (based on Art. 17)

Figure 3.2 Conservation status and trends of habitats assessed as unfavourable at Member State level
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ecosZ/stem services in the European Union between 2000 and 2010. Report EU 27143 EN.
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC94889/Ibna27143enn.pdf
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Land use intensity versus ecosystem services
INn Spain (Spanish NEA, national scale data)
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Ecosystem service (standardized value)

Land use intensity versus ecosystem services
INn Spain (Spanish NEA, national scale data)
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Source: Santos-Martin, F. et al. (submitted to Ecosystem Services). Mapping ecosystem services synergies and
trade-offs along a gradient of land-use intensity
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MAES EU wide ecosystem assessment

e EEA + JRC + ENV: Analysis of trends, causes,
needs for policy and actions

e EU wide assessment planned for 2019

e Basis for the post 2020 policy framework
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MAES EU wide ecosystem assessment

a) In deep thematic pilot assessments
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b) Integrated assessment on regional and landscape scale
c) Ecosystem service assessment
d) Integrated narratives on key policy issues
Pollinators ‘ Soil organic Wetlands Invasive Alien ‘ Others ’
/pollination carbon Species
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Stay in touch

EU Science Hub: ec.europa.eu/jrc

Twitter: @EU_ScienceHub

LinkedIn: Joint Research Centre

o Facebook: EU Science Hub - Joint Research Centre

You YouTube: EU Science Hub
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