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WALDZUSTANDSERHEBUNG 2021 / ABSTERBERATE

Die Absterberate ist der Anteil der Bäume in der Stichprobe, die zur Zeit der Erhebung noch stehen, jedoch seit der vorher-
gehenden Erhebung abgestorben sind. Wie die folgenden drei Abbildungen zeigen, war die Absterberate 2021 geringer als 
2020. Im Vergleich zum Vorjahr sinkt sie bei der Fichte, der Kiefer, anderen Laub- und Nadelbäumen. Bei den Baumarten 
Buche und Eiche hingegen steigt die Absterberate. 

Absterberate

→

Abbildung

35
Absterberaten bei Laub- und Nadelbäumen 
sowie insgesamt



Monetary value of ecosystem
services about $125-145 trillion/yr

(global GDP in 2007: $75.2 trillion/yr)

Annual loss due to land use change:

$4-20 trillion 

Costanza et al. (2014) Global Environmental Change

But we destroy biodiversity and ecosystem services



Action on climate change can make things worse
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Nations (UN) Framework Convention on 

Climate Change, the program for Reducing 

Emissions from Deforestation and Forest 

Degradation (REDD+), or the UN Food and 

Agriculture Organization. This lack of recog-

nition reflects fundamental misperceptions 

about the ecology, conservation values, loca-

tions, and antiquity of the grassy biomes.

The World Resources Institute’s (WRI’s) 

map of  “Forest and Landscape Restoration 

Opportunities” (2) serves as an example of 

these misperceptions. The map identifies 23 

million km2 of the terrestrial biosphere as 

highly suitable for tree planting. Yet much 

of the area targeted for “forest restoration” 

corresponds to the world’s ancient grassy 

biomes. The WRI erroneously assumes 

that nonforest areas where climate could 

theoretically permit forest development 

are “deforested,” an assumption rooted 

in outdated ideas about potential vegeta-

tion and the roles of fire and herbivores in 

natural systems (8). This map is intended as 

a tool to help meet the Bonn Challenge to 

“restore 150 million hectares of the world’s 

deforested and degraded lands by 2020.” 

Although many ecosystems within the 

grassy biomes might benefit from ecologi-

cal restoration, the restoration strategies 

proposed by WRI (2) are incompatible with 

grassland biodiversity. 

Meanwhile, among the landscapes cor-

rectly identified as deforested by the WRI 

map, extensive areas of agriculture are not 

considered restoration opportunities (2). 

Clearly, the economic output of agricultural 

lands makes them expensive to reforest. But 

attempts to offset agricultural deforestation 

through afforestation of the grassy biomes 

will simply worsen biodiversity losses and 

further compromise ecosystem services. 

The “Forest and Landscape Restoration 

Opportunities” map was produced and pre-

sumably vetted by influential scientific and 

environmental organizations, which lends 

it legitimacy. WRI (2) collaborated with 

and/or was supported by the International 

Union for the Conservation of Nature, the 

Global Partnership on Forest and Landscape 

Restoration, the Program on Forests, the 

University of Maryland, South Dakota State 

University, the German Ministry for the 

Environment, and the Forestry Commission 

of Great Britain. The producers of the 

map also acknowledge receiving review 

comments from the UN Environment 

Programme–World Conservation 

Monitoring Center.

That such a scientifically flawed analy-

sis is poised to promote misinformed tree 

planting is emblematic of deep misunder-

standings about the grassy biomes, as well 

as their devaluation relative to forests. We 

worry that so long as tree planting is viewed 

as innately good and the grassy biomes 

are assumed to be the result of deforesta-

tion, afforestation projects will face limited 

public resistance and analyses such as this 

WRI map will escape scientific scrutiny. 

Deforestation and forest degradation are 

critical problems that must be addressed, 

but with due consideration of the value of 

the many naturally nonforest biomes that 

also face tremendous pressure from human-

caused environmental change.
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Ø Most species unkown (1.7 million species of an estimated 5-25 
million species described)

Copyright FLMNH Ichtyology

Biodiversity is complex (gene to ecosystem) and poorly known



We have many good indicators of biodiversity change

Here fraction of IPBES indicator list, suppl. to global assessment

 1 

Summary of indicators 
Table 1: Summary of indicators used in this synthesis, organised alphabetically within EBV class (and, where relevant, EBV scale). 
Core/Highlight/Other denotes the Knowledge & Data TSU’s evaluation of each indicator. Whole or Part of indicator denotes whether the row of 
the table refers to an overall indicator (e.g., Red List Index) or a subset (e.g., Red List Index of pollinators).  

Indicator 

Status (%
) 

D
ecadal trend

 (%
) 

Years 

Years w
ith estim

ates 

Estim
ates since 1970 

Is indicator Core, 

H
ighlight or O

ther? 

W
hole or Part of 

indicator? 

R
epresentative or 

fundam
ental? 

Sensitive? 

D
irectly underpins 

N
CP? 

Ecosystem structure            
Aboveground biomass – -0.09 1993-2012 20 20 Other Whole Yes No Yes 

BHI (overall habitat integrity) 70.0 -0.11 2005-2015 2 2 Core Whole Yes No No 

BHI (overall habitat integrity) - Hotspots 58.0 -0.88 2005-2015 2 2 Core Part Yes No No 

Coastal carbon-rich habitat – -5.61 1980-2017 7 7 Other Part Yes Yes Yes 

Coastal protection habitats – -3.56 1980-2017 7 7 Other Whole Yes Yes Yes 

Extent of forests 68.1 -1.24 1990-2015 5 5 Core Whole No No Yes 

Extent of intact forest landscapes 20.1 -5.52 2000-2013 2 2 Other Whole No Yes No 

Extent of marine wilderness 13.2 – 2013 1 1 Other Whole No Yes No 

Extent of terrestrial wilderness 23.2 -4.49 1993-2015 2 2 Other Whole No Yes No 

Fraction of ocean not fished per year 45.0 – 2016 1 1 Other Whole Yes Yes No 

Land not cultivated or urban (global) 76.7 -0.57 1992-2015 24 24 Other Whole Yes No No 

Land not cultivated or urban (Hotspots) 71.4 -0.57 1992-2015 24 24 Other Part Yes No No 

Land not cultivated or urban (Indigenous Lands) 93.2 -0.19 1992-2015 24 24 Other Part Yes No No 

Leaf Area Index – 4.95 1982-2011 30 30 Other Whole Yes No No 

Mangrove forest area 23.5 -1.73 2000-2014 15 15 Other Whole Yes Yes No 

 2 

Natural habitat extent 62.3 -1.00 1961-2011 51 42 Other Whole Yes No No 

Percentage live coral cover 53.2 -4.01 1972-2016 41 41 Other Whole Yes Yes No 

Permanent surface water extent – 0.62 1984-2015 2 2 Other Whole Yes No Yes 

Remaining primary vegetation 38.6 -4.12 850-2015 1166 46 Other Whole Yes No No 

Remaining primary vegetation (Hotspots) 35.2 -5.12 1970-2015 2 2 Other Part Yes No No 

Remaining primary vegetation (Indigenous 

Lands) 
49.9 -2.79 1970-2015 2 2 Other Part Yes No No 

Seagrass meadow area 53.0 -10.89 1879-2000 9 4 Other Whole Yes Yes No 

Soil organic carbon (correlative model) 92.0 – 2010 1 1 Other Whole Yes No No 

Soil organic carbon (mechanistic models) 103.5 0.47 1860-2015 156 46 Other Whole Yes No No 

Tree cover 54.2 2.09 1982-2016 2 2 Other Whole Yes No No 

Vegetation biomass (mechanistic models) 49.1 1.20 1860-2015 156 46 Other Whole Yes No No 

Wetland Extent Trends Index – -7.74 1970-2015 46 46 Highlight Whole Yes Yes No 

           

Ecosystem function           

Biological pump efficiency – -0.42 1982-2014 33 33 Other Whole Yes No No 

Biomass turnover rate 194.4 – 2000 1 1 Other Whole Yes No No 

Evapotranspiration (model ensemble) 99.0 0.27 1860-2015 156 46 Other Whole Yes No No 

Marine NPP (remote sensing) – 4.71 1998-2007 10 10 Other Whole Yes No Yes 

NPP remaining in ecosystems 86.2 1.26 1910-2005 9 5 Other Whole Yes No No 

Oceanic carbon sequestration – 28.78 1970-2010 41 41 Other Whole Yes No Yes 

Terrestrial C sequestration (model ensemble) – 25.34 1860-2015 156 46 Other Whole Yes No Yes 

Terrestrial NPP (model ensemble) 129.3 2.88 1860-2015 156 46 Other Whole Yes No No 

Terrestrial NPP (remote-sensing) – 0.59 2000-2015 16 16 Other Whole Yes No Yes 

           

Community composition - local           

Biodiversity Intactness Index (Hotspots) 76.2 -1.58 1970-2014 2 2 Core Part Yes No No 


