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Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 2010 
targets aim for: effective conservation of  “at 
least 10% of the world’s ecological regions”

Needed:  an additional 5.7% of biome

Area alone is not enough 



Conducted a global 
Gap analysis using 
intermediate-scale 
data.

This work will inform 
our allocation of 
global conservation 
investments.

*WWF Mediterranean Forest, Woodland, and 
Scrub Ecoregions 

3.2 square km



Data Sources (country &regional)

Used WWF Mediterranean Forest, Woodland and Scrub ecoregions to 
define biome

Protected area data (IUCN I-IV or equivalent)

Recent land cover data (1990, 2000)

Potential Natural Vegetation

Elevation (NASA National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency 2002)

*In Mediterranean Basin used World Database on Protected Areas



Conversion & Protection by Mediterranean 
Region
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Potential
Natural

Vegetation data

Global Vegetation 
Types

Scrub
Shrubland
Woodland

Forest
Grassland

Succulent dominated

X    Elevation

Chaparral, California Matorral, Chile Fynbos, South Africa



By Vegetation Type
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Priorities by Ecoregion
based on >30% conversion & <10% protection

15 of the 39 mediterranean ecoregions selected



Priorities by Vegetation Assemblages

Forests & woodlands
selected

>30% conversion; <10% protection



Prioritization by Region x Vegetation x 
Elevation
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• None of the 5 regions meets the 10% CBD protection goal across all 
vegetation x elevation biodiversity assemblages.  

• Only 1/5th of biodiversity assemblages have achieved the global 
protection target.

• Using region x vegetation x elevation, nearly 50% of  assemblages 
have 30% or greater conversion 

.



Inadequately Conserved, At-Risk Systems 

• Australia
Lowland woodland and forest
Foothill grassland, shrubland and woodland

• California-Baja California
Lowland grassland, scrub, forest; 
Foothill scrub 

• Chile
Lowland woodland and forest
Foothill woodland and forest

• Mediterranean Basin
Lowland shrubland, woodland and forest
Foothill shrubland and woodland

• South Africa
Lowland scrub and shrubland

based on >30% conversion & <10% protection



Photo by Tim Lesle



Urban Growth by Region 1990 - 2000
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Conversion in Mediterranean Ecoregions



Conversion by 
Vegetation

and Elevation



• We have a dataset that informs global investment decisions at an
operational scale.  

• Our analysis identifies places/assemblages critically imperiled and 
under-represented in protected areas. 

• This template can be applied to other biomes to help meet global
goals while  representing the full complement of biodiversity. 

• Evaluation of threat trajectories, socioeconomics and opportunities 
will influence priorities.
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