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Abstract

Defined  as the  benefits derived  from nature  to  humans, the  Ecosystem Services (ES)

concept clarifies how ecosystems contribute to human well-being. Despite its relevance,

integrating  this  concept  into  decision-making  processes  remains  a  challenge.

Participatory approaches have proven crucial in developing mechanisms for managing,

conserving,  sustainably  using  and  valuing  ES.  This  work  aimed  to  analyse  the

perceptions  of  Portuguese  Biosphere  Reserves’  (BR)  managers  regarding  the  ES

provided  by  these  territories  through  a  participatory  workshop. During  the  workshop,

each participant specified the most relevant ES provided by the BR. The study identified

three key ES: "Cultivated terrestrial  plants (including fungi, algae) grown for nutritional

purposes", "Characteristics of living  systems that enable  scientific  investigation  or  the

creation of traditional ecological  knowledge" and "Characteristics of living systems that

enable education  and  training". Additionally, participants  discussed  perceived  threats,

opportunities  and  potential  solutions  to  enhance  the  value  of these  key  ES in  these

areas. "Climate change" and "Pollution" were identified as the most significant threats,

while "Climate adaptation", "Quality of life" and "Sustainable agriculture" emerged as the

main opportunities. Solutions to address threats and maximise opportunities include the

establishment of a closer, systematic and articulated relationship within BR to promote

sustainability and resilience. Overall, the workshop was positively evaluated and deemed

productive. It was also considered a powerful tool to foster collaboration towards a more

holistic  promotion  of  BR'  sustainable  governance,  benefitting  the  environment,

communities and the economy.
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Introduction

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves (BR) were created specifically to balance the protection of

natural  ecosystems  with  human  development.  The  overarching  objective  of  this

programme  is  to  foster  sustainable  development through  the  effective  stewardship  of

land,  water  and  biodiversity,  while  also  serving  as  hubs  for  educational  outreach,

training, research and biodiversity monitoring for the UNESCO´s Man and the Biosphere

Programme  (UNESCO-MAB  2017;  UNESCO 2021).  By  the  end  of  2023,  the  World

Network of Biosphere Reserves (WNBR) comprised 748 BR in 134 countries, 23 of which

are transboundary BR (TBR), spanning several biomes and ecosystems globally (Rollo

and Martins 2023).

Conceptually, the BR are divided into three zones, core, transition and buffer, as each

possesses distinct characteristics that offer diverse ecosystem services (UNESCO-MAB

2017, UNESCO 2021) and they have three main functions: conservation (encompassing

local  natural  and  cultural  values),  sustainable  development  and  logistic  support

(regarding education, research and monitoring) (UNESCO 1996). Besides, it has recently

been argued that BR contribute to at least nine of the targets of the Kunming-Montreal

Global Biodiversity Framework (CDB 2022) including area and non-area-based targets of

the goals (Barraclough and Måren 2022).

The  integration  of  ES  into  decision-making  processes  related  to  natural  resources

management,  the  conservation  of  biodiversity  and  ecosystem health  maintenance  is

being  strongly  advocated  for  by  scientists  and  conservation  experts  (Bryan  2010, 

Ernstson 2013, Maes et al. 2014, Schaefer et al. 2015, Paruelo et al. 2016, Longato et al.

2021). Ecosystem Services (ES) are defined as the direct or indirect benefits provided by

ecosystems to humans (Millennium ecosystem assessment, MEA. 2005, Reid et al. 2005

), such as air and water purification, pollination of crops, climate regulation, recreation or

natural resource provision (Costanza et al. 1997, Cardinale et al. 2012, Riis et al. 2020).

Assessing ES facilitates informed decisions about land use, conservation and resource

management (Maes et al. 2020, Behboudian et al. 2021), contribute to  the monitoring

and valuation of natural resources (Buckley et al. 2019, Kay et al. 2019, Vallecillo et al.

2019a, Vallecillo et al. 2019b) and the incorporation in decision-supporting tools (Maes et

al.  2014,  Cortinovis  and  Geneletti  2019,  Geneletti  et  al.  2020,  Ouyang  et  al.  2020, 

Konczal et al. 2023).

Despite  this  potential, the  ES concept still  lacks effective  implementation  in  decision-

making processes (Guerry et al. 2015, Polasky et al. 2015, Geneletti et al. 2020). Some

case  studies  attempted  to  provide  a  framework  for  conducting  decision-relevant  ES

assessments (Rosenthal et al. 2014), sharing learned lessons (Ruckelshaus et al. 2015)

or identifying factors in ES assessment that impact decision-making (Grêt-Regamey et al.

2017).
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Several  studies have  found  that participatory  approaches lead  to  more  accurate  and

comprehensive  assessments  of  the  ES  value,  while  also  fostering  engagement  and

support for the assessment process and its outcomes (Reed 2008, Vári et al. 2024). By

granting all stakeholders a voice, more equitable, inclusive and sustainable management

strategies can be developed (Förster et al. 2015, Spangenberg et al. 2015, Sterling et al.

2017, Hölting et al. 2020, Cabral et al. 2021). Thus, these codesign processes ensure the

consideration of various perspectives, needs and concerns, significantly contributing to

the decision-making (Martín-López et al. 2014, Spangenberg et al. 2015, Cusens et al.

2021).

Participatory approaches combine ecological, sociocultural and economic valuation tools

to capture the diversity of values related to ES, including intrinsic and relational values

that go  beyond  strictly  human  benefits, such  as religious and  cultural  significance  to

communities (Pascual et al. 2017). It is important to consider the sociocultural context of

communities when identifying ES. Studies relying solely on data or literature reviews may

overlook  this  critical  aspect,  potentially  identifying  ES  that  are  not  as  significant  or

relevant to local actors (Mascarenhas et al. 2010, Kenter et al. 2015), thus masking the

true diversity of ES benefits and hindering conservation efforts. Human activities are the

main  drivers  of  ecosystem  degradation,  including  within  Biosphere  Reserves  (BR),

resulting in global biodiversity loss and biotic homogenisation (Kehoe et al. 2017). This

not only undermines conservation objectives, but also affects the supply of many ES on

which communities, especially farmers, rely. Therefore, it is vital to prioritise and identify

relevant  ES  in  each  territorial  context  to  undertake  necessary  actions  for  their

conservation (Bommarco et al. 2013, Scorza et al. 2020).

Participatory  approaches in  BR  of  other  countries  have  demonstrated  their  ability  to

facilitate communication and interaction amongst stakeholders, fostering social learning

and  a  deeper  understanding of  diverse  perspectives,  thereby  nurturing  lasting

relationships (Niedziałkowski  et al. 2018, Spyra  et al. 2018). In  Portugal, participatory

approaches are not widely used and are often viewed as a source of conflict amongst

stakeholders, which can hinder the achievement of desired conservation targets (Marta-

Costa  et  al.  2016).  However,  our  workshop  experience  revealed  that  participatory

approaches  can  foster  better  communication  and  understanding  between  different

groups,  leading  to  more  favourable  outcomes.  This  work  aimed  to  bring  together

managers from all Portuguese Biosphere Reserves to analyse their perceptions on key

ecosystem  services  (Key  ES)  in  these  territories.  Through  a  participatory  workshop,

stakeholders discussed potential  threats and opportunities affecting their territories and

associated key ES, proposing a range of solutions to enhance the value of ecosystem

services  and  reinforce  territorial  resilience.  The  diversity  of  perspectives  and  ideas

proved  invaluable  in  developing  a  comprehensive  set  of  actionable  measures  to

safeguard the environment and the quality of life of its residents.
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Material and methods

In Portugal, there are 12 BR (Figure 1): four in the Azores Archipelago - Corvo Island,

Graciosa Island, Flores Island, Fajãs de São Jorge; two in Madeira Achipelago - Santana

Madeira and Porto Santo Island; six in mainland Portugal, - Paul do Boquilobo, Castro

Verde,  Berlengas,  -  Gerês/Xurés  Transboundary,  Meseta  Ibérica  Transboundary  and

Tejo/Tajo International Transboundary, the later three of which comprise territories in both

Portugal and Spain.

On 20 October 2021, we held a workshop attended by 11 participants who were closely

associated with nine Portuguese Biosphere Reserves (1. Paul  do Boquilobo, 2. Corvo

Island,  3.  Graciosa  Island,  4.  Flores  Island,  6.  Berlengas,  8.  Meseta  Ibérica

Transboundary, 9. Fajãs de São Jorge, 10. Tejo/Tajo International Transboundary and 11.

Castro  Verde  –  Fig.  1).  Participants  included  local  decision-makers,  technicians  and

researchers who were involved in the BR management boards.

Workshop organisation

The workshop was structured in four stages (Fig. 2) - following Lopes and Videira (2016)

and Boeraeve et al. (2018) approach:

1. Plenary  Session  -  an  initial  informative  plenary  session  aimed  to  transmit the

goals and planned tasks of the workshop;

2. Table  discussion  -  the  participants  were  organised  in  three  discussion  tables,

mediated by our team members with the aim of identifying potential ES provided

by their BR;

3. Selection of priority ecosystem services - Participants were asked to select the key

ES present in the BR territories, based on a group activity through a points-based

exercise and

4. General  discussion  on  key  ES -  discussion  amongst the  attendees  sought to

determine  the  main  threats  and  opportunities  for  the  key  ES  and  possible

solutions to tackle those threats.

Finally,  participants  were  invited  to  leave  their  feedback  regarding  their  initial

expectations.  For  the  classification  of  the  ES,  we  used  version  5.1  of  the  Common

International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES, Haines-Young and Potschin-

Young (2018)), which covers provisioning, regulation and maintenance and cultural ES.

Plenary Session

To our knowledge, this was the first participatory event in Portugal, that brought together

managers  from  the  majority  of  Portuguese  BR,  aiming  to  identify  and  value  their

territories' key ES, collaboratively. The team members communicated the goals and the

outline  of activities for the  session  and laid  out the  concept of the  project, notions on
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ecosystem services  and  their  valuation. In  this  phase, we  also  wanted  to  gauge  the

relevance and impact of the initiative to the participants. Thus, prior to the start and after

the  end  of  the  session,  everyone  was  encouraged  to  express  their  expectations,

concerns, opinions and hopes through anonymous post-it notes, that were qualitatively

analysed.

Table discussion

For the  second part of the  workshop, participants were  deliberately divided into  three

groups so that representatives of the same BR did not stay together at the same table and

exert influence on each other. Each group engaged in a 30-minute discussion, mediated

by our team member, to identify potential ES provided by their BR (Fig. 3). Each table was

assigned one type of ecosystem services: Provisioning, Regulation and Maintenance or

Cultural to discuss the ES provided by the BR. Each moderator had a printed list with the

ES grouped  under the  CICES V.5.1  classification  (Haines-Young  and  Potschin  2018),

which was used to record the number of times that each ES was mentioned. Each round

of discussions lasted 30 min, so the table discussions had a total duration of 90 min (Fig.

4).

Selection of priority ecosystem services

All mentioned ES were written on scenario paper or post-its and placed on the table for

everyone to see. At the end of the round, we tallied up the number of times each ES was

mentioned, including those written on the scenario/post-it paper. Only the mentioned ES

were subsequently put to the vote in phase 3, where the participants had 30 minutes to

vote  for  the  three  most  important  ES,  based  on  a  colour-point  system.  We  used  a

whiteboard to display the ES list and pens of different colours were available to rank the

services: Green for the most important service (3 points), orange for the second important

(2 points) and red for the least important (1 point). Subsequently, the scores assigned to

each ES by the attendees were summed up. This allowed us to identify the key ES that

were prioritised as key for all BR together. From this, we identified the eleven ES with the

highest scores as the key priorities for all  BR in  Portugal. This process enabled us to

determine  the  most  essential  ecosystem  services  that  needed  immediate  attention,

considering  that a  participatory approach that validates and grounds the  classification

and valorisation of ecosystem services in the needs, perspectives, knowledge and values

of people who rely on the ecosystem services (Barton et al. 2024).

General discussion on key ES

During the last phase of the workshop (phase 4), the participants and team members

engaged  in  a  discussion  to  identify  the  primary  perceived  threats  and  opportunities

associated  with  the  key  ES.  The  managers  also  proposed  potential  strategies  and

solutions that could promote the value of these services. The discussion lasted for 50

minutes and was a valuable opportunity for all  parties to share their perspectives and

insights.
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Data Analysis

The  ideas  and  messages  described  in  the  expectations,  concerns  and  hopes  were

grouped into key categories. "Learning and Knowledge" was one of those, comprising

concepts  like  "new  learning",  "expanding  knowledge"  and  "learning  to  apply".  The

analysis of the responses obtained from participants regarding threats, opportunities and

solutions regarding the key ES was conducted using Text Mining, which is also known as

"Document Mining". This process involves obtaining useful information from unstructured

textual  databases.  We  extended  this  method  from  Data  Mining,  which involves  the

extraction  of  knowledge  from  structured  databases  (Tan  1999).  To  identify  the  main

topics, we used the Classification and Categorisation method, which involves counting

the  words in the  text (Kushwaha  et al. 2021). Usually, categorisation  tools  rely  on  a

ranking method that tells the order of documents with the most similarity for each topic (

Talib et al. 2016). We grouped similar words that referred to the same topic, such as "to

adapt", "adaptations", or "adapted", all referring to the related noun "adaptation". To better

visualise  the  results  of these analyses, we  plotted  them on  "word  cloud" graphs. All

analyses  were  conducted  in  the  virtual  environment  RStudio  using  the  NPL,  tm,

RcolorBrewer, wordcloud2 and rcolors packages (R Core Team 2023).

Results

Selection of key ES

From a  total  of  39  ES services  cited  in  the  discussion  tables  in  phase  1  (Table  1),

participants have selected 11 key ES (two of them with the same score) for the BR after

ranking  them in  phase  3. The  top  three  ES were  ‘1.1.1.1- Cultivated  terrestrial  plants

(including  fungi,  algae)  grown  for  nutritional purpose’  (15  points),  ‘3.1.2.1  -

Characteristics  of living  systems that enable  scientific  investigation  or  the  creation  of

traditional  ecological  knowledge’  and  ‘3.1.2.2  -  Characteristics  of  living  systems  that

enable education and training’ (11 points each). Other high-scored ES included “Ground

water (and subsurface) used as a material (non-drinking purposes)”, “Surface water for

drinking” and “Characteristics of living systems that are resonant in terms of culture or

heritage” (9 points each). Additionally, “Filtration / sequestration / storage / accumulation

by  micro-organisms,  algae,  plants  and  animals”,  “Hydrological  cycle  and  water  flow

regulation (including flood control and coastal protection)” and “3.1.1.1 - Characteristics

of  living  systems  that  enable  activities  promoting  health,  recuperation  or  enjoyment

through passive or observational  interactions (8 points each)” were also key ES in the

BR. From the 39 ES that were cited, 29 were voted and all the ES mentioned and scored

in the 6.3.x.x section were cultural ES (Fig. 5).
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Threats, opportunities and solutions

Based  on  the  data  gathered  from  participants'  perceptions  (Fig.  6),  the  most cited

potential threats were "Climate change" and "Pollution", with a total of 13 mentions each.

Additionally, "Overexploitation of natural resources" was mentioned seven times (see the

frequency of each term provided by Text Mining analysis in Table 2).

The text mining analysis for the perceived opportunities arising from the key-ES showed

that the most frequently mentioned terms in the discussion tables (phase 2) (Fig. 7) were

"Authenticity/Identity" with five mentions, followed by "Local people" and "Valorisation of

local culture" with four mentions each (see the frequency of each term provided by Text

Mining analysis in Table 3). Furthermore, it was mentioned that societies must strive to

discover  new  technological  advancements  and  methods to  enhance  the  efficiency of

natural resources utilisation, ensuring least impacts to prevent resources depletion.

In total, 44 terms were considered relevant to be included in the solutions identified in

phase 4 (Fig. 8). The two most mentioned terms were "Connections" and " More presence

of  private  initiatives"  with  12  and  10  citations,  respectively,  followed  by  "Increase

production" and “Scientific Research” (nine and seven mentions, respectively) (see the

frequency of each term provided by Text Mining analysis in Table 4).

During the discussion (phase 4), it was revealed that the concerns regarding the BR were

directly linked to the perceived threats faced by cultural ES. The participants emphasised

the  urgent need  to  address the  issue  of "Loose  cultural  heritage  and  lack of cultural

appropriation by not knowing". They posited that this could be attributed to rural exodus

and the absence of incentives for younger people to maintain agricultural and traditional

activities. The participants strongly recommended that environmental education/training

and capacity-building activities should be developed to face these threats.

Expectations, concerns and hopes

According  to  the  evaluation  of  the  workshop's  relevance  and  impact,  participants

described  their expectations, concerns  and  hopes  before  the  workshop  began, which

were grouped into key categories described in Table 5. The terms/expressions “Sharing”

and the desire to improve “networking” and “skills” were the most common expectations

transmitted.

Participants’ feedback on the workshop

The participatory workshop was highly appreciated by most participants, who found it to

be an engaging and informative opportunity for sharing knowledge and learning. They

also noted that it provided a platform for establishing a network around the BR areas and

that it helped to  create a shared vision for management and planning in  these areas.

Some  participants  did  express  concern  about  the  limited  time  available  for  each

discussion table. However, they acknowledged that finding a balance between allowing
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for productive group discussions and ensuring high participations can be a challenge.

Overall, the workshop was seen as a positive step forward.

Discussion

This study presents new insights into managers' perceptions of ecosystem services in the

Portuguese BR. The results revealed that participants perceive that these areas provide a

wide  range  of  key  ecosystem  services,  primarily  in  the  provisioning  and  cultural

categories. Amongst provisioning services, cultivated plants for nutrition had the highest

score. This feature may reflect the rural and farming landscape that characterises most of

the Portuguese BR. It is worth  noting  that Portugal  relies heavily on agriculture  for its

economy and food security, with crops such as cereals, fruits and vegetables playing a

crucial role (Instituto Nacional de Estatística - INE 2022). In fact, in nine out of the 12 BR

in Portugal, more than 40% of the total  area is dedicated to  agroecosystems, such as

agriculture and pasture (Caetano and Marcelino 2019).

In  Portugal  and  Europe,  different  stakeholders  have  recognised  that  agroecosystem

resources are  amongst the  most significant ecosystem services (Marta-Pedroso  et al.

2018, do Rosário et al. 2019, Cusens et al. 2021, Vaz et al. 2021).  In the BR of Paul do

Boquilobo and Castro Verde, this is particularly noticeable since more than 85% of their

total area is used for agriculture and pasture (Caetano and Marcelino 2019, Rollo and

Martins 2023). Apart from providing food, traditional agricultural practices and crops can

also play a crucial role in preserving the cultural landscape and heritage (e.g. Biasi et al.

2012, Špulerová et al. 2018, Cusens et al. 2021). The traditional agroforestry systems of

Portugal, such as olive, chestnut, "montado" (oak) groves or vineyards, are culturally and

historically significant and have helped to shape the country's unique identity (do Rosário

et al. 2019). Provisioning and cultural services are often strongly interlinked, particularly

when analysing traditional  farming practices and crops. Thus, prioritising ES related to

agricultural  values  can  also  value  associated  cultural  ES (Reyes-García  et al.  2015, 

Maldonado et al. 2019).

From our workshop outcomes, we observed that the participants highly valued cultural

ES.  The  most  voted  ES  classes  were  "Characteristics  of  living  systems  that  enable

scientific  investigation  or  the  creation  of  traditional  ecological  knowledge"  and

"Characteristics  of  living  systems  that  enable  education  and  training”.  These  results

differed slightly from the European context of the Biosphere Reserves, where ES classes

related to recreation activities (CICES 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2) are usually the most valued (

Fagerholm et al. 2012, Kosanic and Petzold 2020). By improving the knowledge of local

culture and history, communities could be equipped with the necessary tools to maintain

cultural heritage and values. This action could prove to be a helpful strategy, as studies

have  shown  that  forging  local  and  scientific  knowledge  synergies  may  create

fundamental opportunities to advance sustainable ecosystem governance across various

spatial scales (Tengö et al. 2017, Cheng et al. 2020). From the managers’ perspective,

addressing the cultural ES related to “Authenticity Identity, Local people and Valorisation

of local culture” with these actions, could generate relevant opportunities to prevent the
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loss of cultural heritage knowledge in the BR. Furthermore, participants perceived climate

change as one of the main threats affecting ES in the Portuguese BR. These results are

in accordance with other studies that recognise climate change as one of the most severe

environmental  problems  affecting  society  today  (do  Rosário  et  al.  2019,  European

Commission 2021, Marques et al. 2023).

All European regions are vulnerable to the effects of climate change, but some areas will

be impacted more severely than others. According to the European Environment Agency

(European  Commission  2021,  European  Environment  Agency  2024),  southern  and

south-eastern  Europe, including Portugal, is expected to  be  a  climate  change hotspot

and will likely experience the highest number of negative impacts. "Cultivated terrestrial

plants (including fungi, algae) grown for nutritional purposes" was considered a key ES

by  the  participants.  However,  given  the  predicted  scenarios  for  climate  change,

significant changes in crop conditions are expected to occur (Fraga and Santos 2021).

For instance, with the heightened sensitivity of temperate fruit trees to thermal conditions,

it becomes evident that ongoing global warming may substantially affect the quality and

productivity of cultivated terrestrial plants (e.g. Fernandez et al. 2020). In this context, the

BR landscapes may be vital for regulating the hydrological cycle and water flows, as well

as preserving nursery populations and habitats, as discussed in the workshop (de Lucio

and Seijo  2021). Since the  workshop attendees had a  close  relationship  with  the  BR

management,  they  could  share  their  vision  regarding  the  potential  climate  change

impacts on the BR territories.

Regarding the impact of climate change on ES, despite its widespread recognition as a

threat, participants also recognised it as an opportunity. Specifically, they explored the

potential  of  ecological  intensification  in  agriculture  to  tackle  the  challenge  of  food

production, while simultaneously conserving ecosystems and their resources. This is of

utmost importance  given  the  escalating  concerns over food  security and  the  need  for

agricultural  production  to  keep pace with  the  demands of our expanding  population  (

Food and Agriculture Organization 2023). Ecological intensification can be characterised

as  a  knowledge-driven  procedure  demanding  the  optimal  oversight  of  natural

environmental  functions  and  biodiversity.  It  aims  to  enhance  the  performance  and

efficiency of agricultural  systems, ultimately  benefitting  farmers' livelihoods (Food  and

Agriculture Organization 2023). As the BR look forward, they need to contemplate shifting

their food production systems towards greater sustainability. Some studies (Baulcombe et

al. 2009, Clay 2011, Foley et al. 2011, Raj et al. 2021, Food and Agriculture Organization

2023)  indicate  that  the  shift  towards  ecological  intensification  is  feasible  and

exceptionally  beneficial. This entails  harnessing  ecosystem resources like  soil, water,

biodiversity and energy in efficient and regenerative manners, thereby mitigating adverse

environmental effects. During the discussion, some participants emphasised the need to

recognise the value of agroecosystem services beyond the production of food and other

tangible products. They pointed out that services like pollination, soil  conservation and

water management are also crucial components of a healthy and sustainable agricultural

system. When  ecological  intensification  was  first  introduced,  the  main  focus  was  on

improving soil fertility and nutrient efficiency in combination with technological advances
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to increase crop yields in high-producing areas (Cassman 1999). However, this concept

has since been broadened to include other important ecosystem services like biological

pest control, soil  services and  crop  pollination  (Bommarco  et al. 2013, Muneret et al.

2019).

Participants cited that it is important to find ways to address the excessive use of water in

agriculture through sustainable practices. This is a problem that needs to be solved and

the participants pointed that technology and sustainability may help. Additionally, they

prioritised the  effective  implementation  of existing  legislation  and regulations to  tackle

climate  change.  Considering  the  solutions  to  address  the  threats  affecting  the  BR'

territories  in  mainland  Portugal  and  the  islands,  there  were  strong  perceptions  that

having more private initiatives to valorise ecosystem services would be a positive factor.

In  the  BR,  the  land  is  mostly  privately  owned  and  managed  for  profit,  but  when

management becomes unprofitable, plots are  often abandoned or replaced with  other

land  uses.  To  ensure  the  adequate  protection  of  these  areas,  it  is  crucial,  from  the

participants' perspective, to incentivise sustainable management practices within these

communities.  This  involves  implementing  policy  changes  at  the  regional  level  and

providing technical support and incentives at the local level, which will encourage a shift

from  management  focused  solely  on  maximising  provisioning  services  to  a  more

balanced approach that considers multiple environmental service categories. Developing

instruments  for  ES valuation  that  landowners  and  producers  can  understand  will  be

essential to support this point of view. In Portugal, there are already some tools available

to value ES economically, such as the schemes for the payment for Ecosystem Services

(PES) and public funding (Santos et al. 2019). It is important to note that there are funding

opportunities for conservation and sustainable land-use projects in Portugal through the

European Union's Life programme, despite the limited use of these funds (Bugalho et al.

2011,  Santos  et  al.  2015).  Implementing  effective  strategies  can  provide  economic

incentives to landowners and farmers (Peltonen-Sainio et al. 2016), which is crucial  in

facilitating  the  adoption  of  sustainable  land-use  practices  that  deliver  essential

ecosystem services, such as mitigating greenhouse gas emissions and enhancing water

quality (Henriksen et al. 2011, Santos et al. 2015, Salmon et al. 2018). In this workshop,

participants recognised the significance of these strategies in conserving ES in the BR.

One  thing  that  most  of  the  participants  emphasised  as  being  crucial  for  sustainable

development was the fact that many residents do not realise they live in a BR and what

that means for their way of life. This limited understanding was considered as an obstacle

to  the  territory's  sustainable  progress. To  address this  challenge, they felt that it  was

imperative  to  find  ways  to  increase  communication  and  collaboration  between

stakeholders  and  academia.  By  working  together  and  sharing  information,  it  was

advocated that raising awareness and promoting more sustainable practices would be

possible (Requier et al. 2020). A greater sense of cooperation and communication would

encourage a shared commitment to protect the natural and cultural values of BR, where

stakeholders would  be given the power to  implement sustainable  practices and make

informed  decisions, while  academia  would  see  their  findings used  (Bouamrane  et al.

2016, Hedden-Dunkhorst and Schmitt 2020, Barraclough et al. 2023). In  the  end, this
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collaboration  between  stakeholders would  spark a  deeper awareness of the  value  of

Biosphere Reserves and the crucial part they play for sustainable practices by working

together,  showing  to  a  wider  public  the  benefits  of  responsible  environmental

management and spurring group action for a more sustainable future.

This scenario reinforces the concept that improving knowledge transfer from researchers

to  politicians,  managers  and  other  key  stakeholders  in  the  BR  Portugal  is  crucial,

especially considering that raising awareness is one of the MAB programme's objectives

(UNESCO 2021). Better  communication  strategies can  increase  knowledge  about the

importance  of  conservation  and  sustainable  development,  providing  opportunities  for

raising awareness, environmental education and outreach. Furthermore, it will also help

to  understand  the  impacts  of  climate  change  and  all  the  threats  mentioned  at  the

workshop, and  to  identify  the  actions needed  for  the  BR to  consolidate  their  goal  as

model areas of sustainability.

Conclusions

The  study  presented  an  innovative  approach,  engaging  managers  of  nearly  all  the

Portuguese  BR. By employing  a  participatory approach, we  explored  the  threats  and

opportunities facing  these  territories, collaboratively seeking  solutions to  enhance  the

valuation of BR' Ecosystem Services. Effective engagement and participation are pivotal

for  the  success  of  conservation  policies  and  our findings  indicated  that  participants'

perceptions were in accordance with this perspective.

As BR  managers  convened  to  discuss their  territories, they were  able  to  identify  the

unique characteristics of each one. However, most importantly, they recognised that all

these areas were part of one territory, common to all  and needed to unite efforts. It is

imperative  to  engage  and  collaborate  with  different  stakeholders  to capture  various

viewpoints  and  ensure  that all  interests  are  represented. By  doing  so, we  can  work

towards a more comprehensive and effective valorisation and valuation of the ecosystem

services  of  the  BR  that  can  benefit  both  the  environment  and  the  economy.  The

participants were pleased with the outcomes of the discussion and the activities carried

out during the workshop, considering it to  be dynamic and valuable for establishing a

network amongst all the BR managers. Overall, the meeting was positively evaluated and

deemed productive. For the  first time, it was successfully pinpointed which  ecosystem

services are regarded as priorities in the Portuguese BR and the main threats affecting

them. They also identified the main opportunities that BR should maximise and designed

a  set  of  solutions,  all  of  which  share  the  common  goal  of  fostering  sustainable

management principles within the BR territories.

Acknowledgements

Luciana Frazão, Miguel  Moreira  and António  C. Gouveia  were  supported  by the  EEA

Grants funded Project “09_Call#3: Biosphere Reserves: sustainable territories, resilient

11



communities”  with  the  reference  number  PT-ENVIRONMENT-0032. Joana  Alves  was

supported by the strategic plan of the Centre for Functional Ecology - Science for People

and  the  Planet  (CFE)  (UIDP/04004/2020)  financed  by  FCT/MCTES  through  national

funds (PIDDAC)  and  by  FCT –  Fundação  para  a  Ciência  e  a  Tecnologia, I.P.  under

Scientific Employment Stimulus – Individual support - 2022.05848.CEEIND. Paula Castro

was  funded  by  the  CULTIVAR  project  “Network  for  sustainable  development  and

innovation in the agri-food sector” (CENTRO-01-0145-FEDER-000020), co-financed by

the Regional Operational Programme Centro 2020, Portugal 2020 and European Union,

through the European Fund for Regional Development (ERDF). This work was supported

by  FCT  -  Fundação  para  a  Ciência  e  Tecnologia,  I.P.  by  project  reference  UIDB/

04004/2020  and  DOI  identifier  10.54499/UIDB/04004/2020  (https://doi.org/10.54499/

UIDB/04004/2020) and Associate Laboratory TERRA (LA/P/0092/2020). The authors are

grateful to all participants who dedicated their time and knowledge to this study.

Conflicts of interest

The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

References

• Barraclough A, Måren I (2022) The role of UNESCO biosphere reserves in the

implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity’s post-2020 Global Biodiversity

Framework: policy brief. UNESCO. URL: https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/

pf0000384367

• Barraclough A, Reed M, Coetzer K, Price M, Schultz L, Moreira‐Muñoz A, Måren I (2023)

Global knowledge–action networks at the frontlines of sustainability: Insights from five

decades of science for action in UNESCO's World Network of biosphere reserves.

People and Nature 5 (5): 1430‑1444. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10515

• Barton D, Immerzeel B, Brander L, Grêt-Regamey A, Kato Huerta J, Kretsch C, Le Clech

S, Rendón P, Seguin J, Arámbula Coyote M, Babí Almenar J, Balzan M, Burkhard B,

Carvalho-Santos C, Geneletti D, Guisado Goñi V, Giannakis E, Liekens I, Lupa P, Ryan

G, Stępniewska M, Tanács E, van ‘t Hoff V, Walther F, Zoumides C, Zwierzchowska I,

Grammatikopoulou I, Villosalda M (2024) Increasing uptake of ecosystem service

assessments: best practice check-lists for practitioners in Europe. One Ecosystem 9

https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.9.e120449

• Baulcombe D, Crute I, Davies B, Dunwell J, Gale M, Jones J, Pretty J, Sutherland W,

Toulmin C (2009) Reaping the benefits: science and the sustainable intensification of

global agriculture. . The Royal Society

• Behboudian M, Kerachian R, Motlaghzadeh K, Ashrafi S (2021) Evaluating water

resources management scenarios considering the hierarchical structure of decision-

makers and ecosystem services-based criteria. Science of The Total Environment 751

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141759

• Biasi R, Botti F, Barbera G, Cullotta S (2012) The role of Mediterranean fruit tree

orchards and vineyards in maintaining the traditional agricultural landscape. Acta

Horticulturae 940: 79‑88. https://doi.org/10.17660/actahortic.2012.940.9

12

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/query?q=Corporate:%20%22UNESCO%22&sf=sf:*&queryDisplay=Corporate%20author%3A%20%22UNESCO%22
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000384367
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000384367
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10515
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.9.e120449
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.9.e120449
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141759
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141759
https://doi.org/10.17660/actahortic.2012.940.9


• Boeraeve F, Dufrene M, De Vreese R, Jacobs S, Pipart N, Turkelboom F, Verheyden W,

Dendoncker N (2018) Participatory identification and selection of ecosystem services:

building on field experiences. Ecology and Society 23 (2). https://doi.org/10.5751/

es-10087-230227

• Bommarco R, Kleijn D, Potts S (2013) Ecological intensification: harnessing ecosystem

services for food security. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 28 (4): 230‑238. https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.tree.2012.10.012

• Bouamrane M, Spierenburg M, Agrawal A, Boureima A, Cormier-Salem M, Etienne M, Le

Page C, Levrel H, Mathevet R (2016) Stakeholder engagement and biodiversity

conservation challenges in social-ecological systems: some insights from biosphere

reserves in western Africa and France. Ecology and Society 21 (4). https://doi.org/

10.5751/es-08812-210425

• Bryan B (2010) Development and application of a model for robust, cost-effective

investment in natural capital and ecosystem services. Biological Conservation 143 (7):

1737‑1750. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.04.022

• Buckley R, Brough P, Hague L, Chauvenet A, Fleming C, Roche E, Sofija E, Harris N

(2019) Economic value of protected areas via visitor mental health. Nature

Communications 10 (1). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12631-6

• Bugalho MN, Caldeira MC, Pereira JS, Aronson J, Pausas JG (2011) Mediterranean cork

oak savannas require human use to sustain biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 9 (5): 278‑286. https://doi.org/10.1890/100084

• Cabral P, Campos F, David J, Caser U (2021) Disentangling ecosystem services

perception by stakeholders: An integrative assessment based on land cover. Ecological

Indicators 126 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.107660

• Caetano M, Marcelino F (2019) Especificações Técnicas da Carta de Uso e Ocupação do

Solo (COS) de Portugal Continental Para 2018. Direção Geral do Território: Lisboa.

• Cardinale B, Duffy JE, Gonzalez A, Hooper D, Perrings C, Venail P, Narwani A, Mace G,

Tilman D, Wardle D, Kinzig A, Daily G, Loreau M, Grace J, Larigauderie A, Srivastava D,

Naeem S (2012) Biodiversity loss and its impact on humanity. Nature 486 (7401): 59‑67. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11148

• Cassman K (1999) Ecological intensification of cereal production systems: Yield

potential, soil quality, and precision agriculture. Proceedings of the National Academy of

Sciences 96 (11): 5952‑5959. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.11.5952

• CDB (2022) DECISION ADOPTED BY THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO

THE CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY 15/4. Kunming-Montreal Global

Biodiversity Framework . URL: https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-04-

en.pdf

• Cheng R, Li W, Lu Z, Zhou S, Meng C (2020) Integrating the three-line environmental

governance and environmental sustainability evaluation of urban industry in China.

Journal of Cleaner Production 264 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121554

• Clay J (2011) Freeze the footprint of food. Nature 475 (7356): 287‑289. https://doi.org/

10.1038/475287a

• Cortinovis C, Geneletti D (2019) A framework to explore the effects of urban planning

decisions on regulating ecosystem services in cities. Ecosystem Services 38 https://

doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100946

• Costanza R, d'Arge R, de Groot R, Farber S, Grasso M, Hannon B, Limburg K, Naeem S,

O'Neill R, Paruelo J, Raskin R, Sutton P, van den Belt M (1997) The value of the world's

13

https://doi.org/10.5751/es-10087-230227
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-10087-230227
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.10.012
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-08812-210425
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-08812-210425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12631-6
https://doi.org/10.1890/100084
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.107660
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11148
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.11.5952
https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-04-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-04-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121554
https://doi.org/10.1038/475287a
https://doi.org/10.1038/475287a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100946


ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 387 (6630): 253‑260. https://doi.org/

10.1038/387253a0

• Cusens J, Barraclough AD, Måren IE (2021) Participatory mapping reveals biocultural

and nature values in the shared landscape of a Nordic UNESCO Biosphere Reserve.

People and Nature 4 (2): 365‑381. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10287

• de Lucio J, Seijo F (2021) Do biosphere reserves bolster community resilience in

coupled human and natural systems? Evidence from 5 case studies in Spain.

Sustainability Science 16 (6): 2123‑2136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-01029-3

• do Rosário I, Rebelo R, Caser U, Vasconcelos L, Santos-Reis M (2019) Valuation of

ecosystem services by stakeholders operating at different levels: insights from the

Portuguese cultural montado landscape. Regional Environmental Change 19 (8):

2173‑2185. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-019-01527-2

• Ernstson H (2013) The social production of ecosystem services: A framework for

studying environmental justice and ecological complexity in urbanized landscapes.

Landscape and Urban Planning 109 (1): 7‑17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.

2012.10.005

• European Commission (2021) Special Eurobarometer 513 Climate Change. European

Union. https://doi.org/10.2834/437

• European Environment Agency (2024) European Climate Risk Assessment (EUCRA).

European Environment Agency. https://doi.org/10.2800/204249

• Fagerholm N, Käyhkö N, Ndumbaro F, Khamis M (2012) Community stakeholders’

knowledge in landscape assessments – Mapping indicators for landscape services.

Ecological Indicators 18: 421‑433. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.12.004

• Fernandez E, Whitney C, Cuneo I, Luedeling E (2020) Prospects of decreasing winter

chill for deciduous fruit production in Chile throughout the 21st century. Climatic Change

159 (3): 423‑439. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02608-1

• Foley J, Ramankutty N, Brauman K, Cassidy E, Gerber J, Johnston M, Mueller N,

O’Connell C, Ray D, West P, Balzer C, Bennett E, Carpenter S, Hill J, Monfreda C,

Polasky S, Rockström J, Sheehan J, Siebert S, Tilman D, Zaks DM (2011) Solutions for

a cultivated planet. Nature 478 (7369): 337‑342. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10452

• Food and Agriculture Organization (2023) Changing paradigms of agriculture. https://

www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/biodiversity/ecological-

intensification/ir/. Accessed on: 2023-8-14.

• Förster J, Barkmann J, Fricke R, Hotes S, Kleyer M, Kobbe S, Kübler D, Rumbaur C,

Siegmund-Schultze M, Seppelt R, Settele J, Spangenberg J, Tekken V, Václavík T,

Wittmer H (2015) Assessing ecosystem services for informing land-use decisions: a

problem-oriented approach. Ecology and Society 20 (3). https://doi.org/10.5751/

es-07804-200331

• Fraga H, Santos J (2021) Assessment of Climate Change Impacts on Chilling and Forcing

for the Main Fresh Fruit Regions in Portugal. Frontiers in Plant Science 12 https://doi.org/

10.3389/fpls.2021.689121

• Geneletti D, Adem Esmail B, Cortinovis C, Arany I, Balzan M, van Beukering P, Bicking

S, Borges P, Borisova B, Broekx S, Burkhard B, Gil A, Inghe O, Kopperoinen L, Kruse M,

Liekens I, Lowicki D, Mizgajski A, Mulder S, Nedkov S, Ostergard H, Picanço A, Ruskule

A, Santos-Martín F, Sieber I, Svensson J, Vačkářů D, Veidemane K (2020) Ecosystem

services mapping and assessment for policy- and decision-making: Lessons learned

14

https://doi.org/10.1038/387253a0
https://doi.org/10.1038/387253a0
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10287
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-01029-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-019-01527-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.2834/437
https://doi.org/10.2800/204249
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02608-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10452
https://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/biodiversity/ecological-intensification/ir/
https://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/biodiversity/ecological-intensification/ir/
https://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/biodiversity/ecological-intensification/ir/
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-07804-200331
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-07804-200331
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2021.689121
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2021.689121


from a comparative analysis of European case studies. One Ecosystem 5 https://doi.org/

10.3897/oneeco.5.e53111

• Grêt-Regamey A, Sirén E, Brunner SH, Weibel B (2017) Review of decision support tools

to operationalize the ecosystem services concept. Ecosystem Services 26: 306‑315. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.10.012

• Guerry A, Polasky S, Lubchenco J, Chaplin-Kramer R, Daily G, Griffin R, Ruckelshaus

M, Bateman I, Duraiappah A, Elmqvist T, Feldman M, Folke C, Hoekstra J, Kareiva P,

Keeler B, Li S, McKenzie E, Ouyang Z, Reyers B, Ricketts T, Rockström J, Tallis H, Vira

B (2015) Natural capital and ecosystem services informing decisions: From promise to

practice. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 112 (24): 7348‑7355. https://

doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503751112

• Haines-Young R, Potschin-Young M (2018) Revision of the Common International

Classification for Ecosystem Services (CICES V5.1): A Policy Brief. One Ecosystem 3

https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e27108

• Hedden-Dunkhorst B, Schmitt F (2020) Exploring the Potential and Contribution of

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves for Landscape Governance and Management in Africa.

Land 9 (8). https://doi.org/10.3390/land9080237

• Henriksen CB, Hussey K, Holm P (2011) Exploiting Soil-Management Strategies for

Climate Mitigation in the European Union: Maximizing “Win–Win” Solutions across

Policy Regimes. Ecology and Society 16 (4). https://doi.org/10.5751/es-04176-160422

• Hölting L, Komossa F, Filyushkina A, Gastinger M, Verburg P, Beckmann M, Volk M, Cord

A (2020) Including stakeholders’ perspectives on ecosystem services in multifunctionality

assessments. Ecosystems and People 16 (1): 354‑368. https://doi.org/

10.1080/26395916.2020.1833986

• Instituto Nacional de Estatística - INE (2022) Estatísticas Agrícolas.

• Kay S, Graves A, Palma JN, Moreno G, Roces-Díaz J, Aviron S, Chouvardas D, Crous-

Duran J, Ferreiro-Domínguez N, García de Jalón S, Măcicăşan V, Mosquera-Losada MR,

Pantera A, Santiago-Freijanes JJ, Szerencsits E, Torralba M, Burgess P, Herzog F

(2019) Agroforestry is paying off – Economic evaluation of ecosystem services in

European landscapes with and without agroforestry systems. Ecosystem Services 36

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100896

• Kehoe L, Romero-Muñoz A, Polaina E, Estes L, Kreft H, Kuemmerle T (2017)

Biodiversity at risk under future cropland expansion and intensification. Nature Ecology &

Evolution 1 (8): 1129‑1135. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0234-3

• Kenter J, O'Brien L, Hockley N, Ravenscroft N, Fazey I, Irvine K, Reed M, Christie M,

Brady E, Bryce R, Church A, Cooper N, Davies A, Evely A, Everard M, Fish R, Fisher J,

Jobstvogt N, Molloy C, Orchard-Webb J, Ranger S, Ryan M, Watson V, Williams S

(2015) What are shared and social values of ecosystems? Ecological Economics 111:

86‑99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.01.006

• Konczal A, Derks J, de Koning JC, Winkel G (2023) Integrating nature conservation

measures in european forest management – An exploratory study of barriers and drivers

in 9 european countries. Journal of Environmental Management 325 https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.116619

• Kosanic A, Petzold J (2020) A systematic review of cultural ecosystem services and

human wellbeing. Ecosystem Services 45 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101168

15

https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.5.e53111
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.5.e53111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503751112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503751112
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e27108
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e27108
https://doi.org/10.3390/land9080237
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-04176-160422
https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2020.1833986
https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2020.1833986
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100896
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100896
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0234-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.116619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.116619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101168


• Kushwaha AK, Kar AK, Dwivedi Y (2021) Applications of big data in emerging

management disciplines: A literature review using text mining. International Journal of

Information Management Data Insights 1 (2). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jjimei.2021.100017

• Longato D, Cortinovis C, Albert C, Geneletti D (2021) Practical applications of ecosystem

services in spatial planning: Lessons learned from a systematic literature review.

Environmental Science & Policy 119: 72‑84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.02.001

• Lopes R, Videira N (2016) A Collaborative Approach for Scoping Ecosystem Services

with Stakeholders: The Case of Arrábida Natural Park. Environmental Management 58

(2): 323‑342. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0711-5

• Maes J, Barbosa A, Baranzelli C, Zulian G, Batista e Silva F, Vandecasteele I, Hiederer

R, Liquete C, Paracchini ML, Mubareka S, Jacobs-Crisioni C, Castillo CP, Lavalle C

(2014) More green infrastructure is required to maintain ecosystem services under

current trends in land-use change in Europe. Landscape Ecology 30 (3): 517‑534. https://

doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0083-2

• Maes J, Teller A, Erhard M, Conde S, Vallecillo Rodriguez S, Barredo Cano JI,

Paracchini M, Abdul Malak D, Trombetti M, Vigiak O, Zulian G, Addamo A, Grizzetti B,

Somma F, Hagyo A, Vogt P, Polce C, Jones A, Marin A, Ivits E, Mauri A, Rega C, Czucz

B, Ceccherini G, Pisoni E, Ceglar A, De Palma P, Cerrani I, Meroni M, Caudullo G,

Lugato E, Vogt J, Spinoni J, Cammalleri C, Bastrup-Birk A, San-Miguel-Ayanz J, San

Román S, Kristensen P, Christiansen T, Zal N, De Roo A, De Jesus Cardoso A, Pistocchi

A, Del Barrio Alvarellos I, Tsiamis K, Gervasini E, Deriu I, La Notte A, Abad Viñas R,

Vizzarri M, Camia A, Robert N, Kakoulaki G, Garcia Bendito E, Panagos P, Ballabio C,

Scarpa S, Montanarella L, Orgiazzi A, Fernandez Ugalde O, Santos-Martín F (2020)

Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services: An EU ecosystem

assessment. Publications Office of the European Union. https://doi.org/10.2760/757183

• Maldonado A, Ramos-López D, Aguilera P (2019) The Role of Cultural Landscapes in the

Delivery of Provisioning Ecosystem Services in Protected Areas. Sustainability 11 (9). 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su11092471

• Marques F, Alves F, Castro P (2023) Climate Change Perceptions and Adaptation

Strategies in Vulnerable and Rural Territories. Climate Change Management427‑439. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-28728-2_20

• Marta-Costa A, Torres-Manso F, Pinto R, Tibério L, Carneiro I (2016) Stakeholders’

perception of forest management: a Portuguese mountain case study. Forest Systems 25

(1). https://doi.org/10.5424/fs/2016251-08122

• Marta-Pedroso C, Laporta L, Gama I, Domingos T (2018) Economic valuation and

mapping of Ecosystem Services in the context of protected area management (Natural

Park of Serra de São Mamede, Portugal). One Ecosystem 3 https://doi.org/10.3897/

oneeco.3.e26722

• Martín-López B, Gómez-Baggethun E, García-Llorente M, Montes C (2014) Trade-offs

across value-domains in ecosystem services assessment. Ecological Indicators 37:

220‑228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.03.003

• Mascarenhas A, Coelho P, Subtil E, Ramos T (2010) The role of common local indicators

in regional sustainability assessment. Ecological Indicators 10 (3): 646‑656. https://

doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.11.003

• Millennium ecosystem assessment, MEA. (2005) Ecosystems and human well-being. 5.

DC: Island press, 563 pp.

16

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jjimei.2021.100017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0711-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0083-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0083-2
https://doi.org/10.2760/757183
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11092471
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-28728-2_20
https://doi.org/10.5424/fs/2016251-08122
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e26722
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e26722
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.11.003


• Muneret L, Auriol A, Bonnard O, Richart‐Cervera S, Thiéry D, Rusch A (2019) Organic

farming expansion drives natural enemy abundance but not diversity in vineyard‐

dominated landscapes. Ecology and Evolution 9 (23): 13532‑13542. https://doi.org/

10.1002/ece3.5810

• Niedziałkowski K, Komar E, Pietrzyk-Kaszyńska A, Olszańska A, Grodzińska-Jurczak

M (2018) Discourses on Public Participation in Protected Areas Governance: Application

of Q Methodology in Poland. Ecological Economics 145: 401‑409. https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.ecolecon.2017.11.018

• Ouyang Z, Song C, Zheng H, Polasky S, Xiao Y, Bateman I, Liu J, Ruckelshaus M, Shi F,

Xiao Y, Xu W, Zou Z, Daily G (2020) Using gross ecosystem product (GEP) to value

nature in decision making. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 117 (25):

14593‑14601. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1911439117

• Paruelo J, Texeira M, Staiano L, Mastrángelo M, Amdan L, Gallego F (2016) An

integrative index of Ecosystem Services provision based on remotely sensed data.

Ecological Indicators 71: 145‑154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.06.054

• Pascual U, Balvanera P, Díaz S, Pataki G, Roth E, Stenseke M, Watson RT, Başak

Dessane E, Islar M, Kelemen E, Maris V, Quaas M, Subramanian SM, Wittmer H, Adlan

A, Ahn S, Al-Hafedh YS, Amankwah E, Asah ST, Berry P, Bilgin A, Breslow SJ, Bullock

C, Cáceres D, Daly-Hassen H, Figueroa E, Golden CD, Gómez-Baggethun E, González-

Jiménez D, Houdet J, Keune H, Kumar R, Ma K, May PH, Mead A, O’Farrell P, Pandit R,

Pengue W, Pichis-Madruga R, Popa F, Preston S, Pacheco-Balanza D, Saarikoski H,

Strassburg BB, van den Belt M, Verma M, Wickson F, Yagi N (2017) Valuing nature’s

contributions to people: the IPBES approach. Current Opinion in Environmental

Sustainability7‑16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.006

• Peltonen-Sainio P, Jauhiainen L, Lehtonen H (2016) Land Use, Yield and Quality Changes

of Minor Field Crops: Is There Superseded Potential to Be Reinvented in Northern

Europe? PLOS ONE 11 (11). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0166403

• Polasky S, Tallis H, Reyers B (2015) Setting the bar: Standards for ecosystem services.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 112 (24): 7356‑7361. https://doi.org/

10.1073/pnas.1406490112

• Raj A, Jhariya MK, Khan N, Banerjee A, Meena RS (2021) Ecological Intensification for

Sustainable Development. Ecological Intensification of Natural Resources for

Sustainable Agriculture137‑170. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4203-3_5

• R Core Team (2023) R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R

Foundation for Statistical Computing. URL: https://www.R-project.org/

• Reed M (2008) Stakeholder participation for environmental management: A literature

review. Biological Conservation 141 (10): 2417‑2431. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.

2008.07.014

• Reid WV, Mooney HA, Cropper A, Capistrano D, Carpenter SR, Chopra K, Zurek MB

(2005) Ecosystems and human well-being-Synthesis: A report of the Millennium

Ecosystem Assessment. Island Press.

• Requier F, Fournier A, Rome Q, Darrouzet E (2020) Science communication is needed to

inform risk perception and action of stakeholders. Journal of Environmental Management

257 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109983

• Reyes-García V, Menendez-Baceta G, Aceituno-Mata L, Acosta-Naranjo R, Calvet-Mir L,

Domínguez P, Garnatje T, Gómez-Baggethun E, Molina-Bustamante M, Molina M,

Rodríguez-Franco R, Serrasolses G, Vallès J, Pardo-de-Santayana M (2015) From

17

https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5810
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5810
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1911439117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.06.054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0166403
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1406490112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1406490112
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4203-3_5
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109983


famine foods to delicatessen: Interpreting trends in the use of wild edible plants through

cultural ecosystem services. Ecological Economics 120: 303‑311. https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.ecolecon.2015.11.003

• Riis T, Kelly-Quinn M, Aguiar FC, Manolaki P, Bruno D, Bejarano MD, Clerici N,

Fernandes MR, Franco JC, Pettit N, Portela AP, Tammeorg O, Tammeorg P, Rodríguez-

González PM, Dufour S (2020) Global Overview of Ecosystem Services Provided by

Riparian Vegetation. BioScience 70 (6): 501‑514. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biaa041

• Rollo MF, Martins MJ (Eds) (2023) Atlas of Portugal Biosphere Reserves. FCSH - NOVA

University of Lisbon

• Rosenthal A, Verutes G, McKenzie E, Arkema K, Bhagabati N, Bremer L, Olwero N, Vogl

A (2014) Process matters: a framework for conducting decision-relevant assessments of

ecosystem services. International Journal of Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services

& Management 11 (3): 190‑204. https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732.2014.966149

• Ruckelshaus M, McKenzie E, Tallis H, Guerry A, Daily G, Kareiva P, Polasky S, Ricketts

T, Bhagabati N, Wood S, Bernhardt J (2015) Notes from the field: Lessons learned from

using ecosystem service approaches to inform real-world decisions. Ecological

Economics 115: 11‑21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.07.009

• Salmon GR, Marshall K, Tebug SF, Missohou A, Robinson TP, MacLeod M (2018) The

greenhouse gas abatement potential of productivity improving measures applied to cattle

systems in a developing region. Animal 12 (4): 844‑852. https://doi.org/10.1017/

s1751731117002294

• Santos R, Clemente P, Brouwer R, Antunes P, Pinto R (2015) Landowner preferences for

agri-environmental agreements to conserve the montado ecosystem in Portugal.

Ecological Economics 118: 159‑167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.07.028

• Santos R, Antunes P, Carvalho C, Aragão A (2019) Nova Política para a Provisão e

Remuneração de Serviços dos Ecossistemas em Espaços Rurais – o Problema, a

Política e a Implementação. CENSE – Centro de Investigação em Ambiente e

Sustentabilidade, FCT Universidade NOVA de Lisboa e Faculdade de Direito da

Universidade de Coimbra.

• Schaefer M, Goldman E, Bartuska A, Sutton-Grier A, Lubchenco J (2015) Nature as

capital: Advancing and incorporating ecosystem services in United States federal

policies and programs. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 112 (24):

7383‑7389. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420500112

• Scorza F, Pilogallo A, Saganeiti L, Murgante B, Pontrandolfi P (2020) Comparing the

territorial performances of renewable energy sources' plants with an integrated

ecosystem services loss assessment: A case study from the Basilicata region (Italy).

Sustainable Cities and Society 56 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2020.102082

• Spangenberg J, Görg C, Settele J (2015) Stakeholder involvement in ESS research and

governance: Between conceptual ambition and practical experiences – risks, challenges

and tested tools. Ecosystem Services 16: 201‑211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.

2015.10.006

• Špulerová J, Petrovič F, Mederly P, Mojses M, Izakovičová Z (2018) Contribution of

Traditional Farming to Ecosystem Services Provision: Case Studies from Slovakia. Land

7 (2). https://doi.org/10.3390/land7020074

• Spyra M, Kleemann J, Cetin NI, Vázquez Navarrete CJ, Albert C, Palacios-Agundez I,

Ametzaga-Arregi I, La Rosa D, Rozas-Vásquez D, Adem Esmail B, Picchi P, Geneletti D,

König H, Koo H, Kopperoinen L, Fürst C (2018) The ecosystem services concept: a new

18

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biaa041
https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732.2014.966149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1751731117002294
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1751731117002294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.07.028
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420500112
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2020.102082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2015.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2015.10.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/land7020074


Esperanto to facilitate participatory planning processes? Landscape Ecology 34 (7):

1715‑1735. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-018-0745-6

• Sterling E, Betley E, Sigouin A, Gomez A, Toomey A, Cullman G, Malone C, Pekor A,

Arengo F, Blair M, Filardi C, Landrigan K, Porzecanski AL (2017) Assessing the evidence

for stakeholder engagement in biodiversity conservation. Biological Conservation 209:

159‑171. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.02.008

• Talib R, Kashif M, Ayesha S, Fatima F (2016) Text Mining: Techniques, Applications and

Issues. International Journal of Advanced Computer Science and Applications 7 (11). 

https://doi.org/10.14569/ijacsa.2016.071153

• Tan AH (1999) Text mining: The state of the art and the challenges. In: Tan AH (Ed.)

Proceedings of the pakdd 1999 workshop on knowledge disocovery from advanced

databases. 8. pp. 65-70 pp.

• Tengö M, Hill R, Malmer P, Raymond CM, Spierenburg M, Danielsen F, Elmqvist T, Folke

C (2017) Weaving knowledge systems in IPBES, CBD and beyond—lessons learned for

sustainability. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability17‑25. https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.005

• UNESCO (1996) Biosphere reserves: the Seville Strategy and the statutory framework of

the world network. URL: https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000103849.locale=en 

• UNESCO (2021) World network of biosphere reserves. Paris: UNESCO. URL: https://

www.unesco.org/en/mab/map?hub=66369

• UNESCO-MAB (2017) A New roadmap for the Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Programme

and its World Network of Biosphere Reserves. UNESCO

• Vallecillo S, La Notte A, Ferrini S, Maes J (2019a) How ecosystem services are

changing: an accounting application at the EU level. Ecosystem Services 40 https://

doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.101044

• Vallecillo S, La Notte A, Zulian G, Ferrini S, Maes J (2019b) Ecosystem services

accounts: Valuing the actual flow of nature-based recreation from ecosystems to people.

Ecological Modelling 392: 196‑211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2018.09.023

• Vári Á, Adamescu CM, Balzan M, Gocheva K, Götzl M, Grunewald K, Inácio M, Linder M,

Obiang-Ndong G, Pereira P, Santos-Martin F, Sieber I, Stępniewska M, Tanács E,

Termansen M, Tromeur E, Vačkářová D, Czúcz B (2024) National mapping and

assessment of ecosystem services projects in Europe – Participants’ experiences, state

of the art and lessons learned. Ecosystem Services 65 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.

2023.101592

• Vaz AS, Amorim F, Pereira P, Antunes S, Rebelo H, Oliveira NG (2021) Integrating

conservation targets and ecosystem services in landscape spatial planning from

Portugal. Landscape and Urban Planning 215 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.

2021.104213

19

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-018-0745-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.14569/ijacsa.2016.071153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.005
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000103849.locale=en
https://www.unesco.org/en/mab/map?hub=66369
https://www.unesco.org/en/mab/map?hub=66369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.101044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.101044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2018.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2023.101592
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2023.101592
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2021.104213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2021.104213


Figure 1.  

Geographical location of the 12 Portuguese Biosphere Reserves (right top corner)  and the

identification of  each Biosphere Reserve (ordered chronologically by the year  of  UNESCO

designation).
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Figure 2.  

Scheme of the phases in the Biosphere Reserves workshop.
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Figure 3.  

Configuration of the discussion tables in the Biosphere Reserves workshop.
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Figure 4.  

Discussion groups in the Biosphere Reserves workshop.
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Figure 5.  

Individual Ecosystem Services (n = 29) scores attributed by the managers in the Portuguese

Biosphere  Reserves.  The  colours  represent  the  different  groups of  Ecosystem  Services:

Green – Provisioning services; Orange - Regulation and Maintenance services; Blue - Cultural

services. The number in parenthesis refers to each ES score. Please see the Table I in the

supplementary material for the name of each CICES code.
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Figure 6.  

Main threats identified to the Biosphere Reserves.
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Figure 7.  

Main opportunities identified for the Biosphere Reserves.
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Figure 8.  

Main solutions identified for the Biosphere Reserves.
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CICES

Code 

Class (CICES) PBL COR GRA FLO TGX BER SAN TMI FSJ TTI CVD PST All Number

of

mentions 

1.1.1.1 Cultivated

terrestrial

plants

(including

fungi,algae)

grown for

nutritional

purposes

  1 1 1     1    7 11

1.1.1.2 Fibres and

other materials

from cultivated

plants, fungi,

algae and

bacteria for

direct use or

processing

(excluding

genetic

materials)

            7 7

1.1.1.3 Cultivated

plants

(including

fungi, algae)

grown as a

source of

energy

            3 3

1.1.4.2 Fibres and

other materials

from animals

grown by in-

situ

aquaculture for

direct use or

processing

(excluding

genetic

materials)

            3 3

Table 1. 

Table 1. Ecosystem services list according to CICES classification and number of times mentioned

by the participants in each discussion table. (Biosphere Reserves: PBL - Paul do Boquilobo, COR -

Corvo Island, GRA - Graciosa Island, FLO - Flores Island, TGX - Gerês/Xurés Transboundary, BER

- Berlengas, SAN - Santana Madeira, TMI -  Meseta Ibérica Transboundary, FSJ -  Fajãs de São

Jorge, TTI - Tejo/Tajo International Transboundary, CVD - Castro Verde and PST - Porto Santo).
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1.1.2.2 Fibres and

other materials

from in-situ

aquaculture for

direct use or

processing

(excluding

genetic

materials)

            3 3

1.1.3.2 Fibres and

other materials

from reared

animals for

direct use or

processing

(excluding

genetic

materials)

            4 4

1.1.6.2 Fibres and

other materials

from wild

animals for

direct use or

processing

(excluding

genetic

materials)

            3 3

1.1.3.1 Animals reared

for nutritional

purposes

1            3 4

1.1.4.1 Animals reared

by in-situ

aquaculture for

nutritional

purposes

            3 3

1.1.6.1 Wild animals

(terrestrial and

aquatic) used

for nutritional

purposes

            3 3

1.2.1.2 Higher and

lower plants

(whole

organisms)

used to breed

new strains or

varieties

            4 4

1.1.2.3 Plants

cultivated by

in-situ

aquaculture

grown as an

energy source

       1      1
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1.2.1.1 Seeds, spores

and other plant

materials

collected for

maintaining or

establishing a

population

            3 3

1.1.5.1 Wild plants

(terrestrial and

aquatic,

including fungi,

algae) used for

nutrition

     1       1 2

2.1.1.2 Filtration/

sequestration/

storage/

accumulation

by micro-

organisms,

algae, plants,

and animals

1    1   1   1  2 6

2.2.1.1 Control of

erosion rates

1            4 5

2.2.1.3 Hydrological

cycle and

water flow

regulation

(Including flood

control and

coastal

protection)

3 1 1 1 1 1  1 1  3  10 23

2.2.2.3 Maintaining

nursery

populations

and habitats

(Including gene

pool

protection)

1       1   2  2 6

2.2.3.1 Pest control

(including

invasive

species)

 1 1 1    1 1  1  4 10

2.2.3.2 Disease

control

1 1 1 1     1  1  3 9

2.2.4.1 Weathering

processes and

their effect on

soil quality

            4 4
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2.2.5.1 Regulation of

the chemical

condition of

freshwaters by

living

processes

1             1

2.2.6.2 Regulation of

temperature

and humidity,

including

ventilation and

transpiration

3 1 1 1 1 1  1   4  10 23

3.1.1.1 Characteristics

of living

systems that

enable

activities

promoting

health,

recuperation or

enjoyment

through active

or immersive

interactions

            10 10

3.1.1.2 Characteristics

of living

systems that

enable

activities

promoting

health,

recuperation or

enjoyment

through

passive or

observational

interactions

                    10 10

3.1.2.1 Characteristics

of living

systems that

enable

scientific

investigation or

the creation of

traditional

ecological

knowledge

            7 7

3.1.2.2 Characteristics

of living

systems that

enable

education and

training

            7 7
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3.1.2.3 Characteristics

of living

systems that

are resonant in

terms of

culture or

heritage

            6 6

3.1.2.4 Characteristics

of living

systems that

enable

aesthetic

experiences

            7 7

3.2.1.2 Elements of

living systems

that have

sacred or

religious

meaning

            7 7

4.2.1.3 Freshwater

surface water

used as an

energy source

      1   1     2 4

4.2.2.1 Ground (and

subsurface)

water for

drinking

1 1 1 1   1  1   1 5 12

4.2.2.2 Ground water

(and

subsurface)

used as a

material (non-

drinking

purposes)

            5 5

4.2.1.1 Surface water

for drinking

            1 1

4.2.1.2 Surface water

used as a

material (non-

drinking

purposes)

            1 1

4.3.2.5 Geothermal  1 1 1     1     4

4.3.1.3 Mineral

substances

used as an

energy source

          2  5 7

4.3.1.2 Mineral

substances

used for

material

purposes

1 1 1 1     1  1  6 12
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4.3.2.3 Wind energy  1 1 1   1  1   1  6
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Term Frequency Term Frequency 

Climate change 13 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 1

Pollution 13 Competition 1

Overexploitation of natural resources 7 Economic activities 1

Anthropogenic pressure 6 Education 1

Agriculture 5 Environmental policies 1

Lack of financial resources 5 Extraction 1

Land-use change 5 Harvesting techniques 1

Exotic species 4 Inadequacy 1

Increased consumption 4 Industry 1

Microplastics 4 Irrigation 1

Rural exodus 4 Lack of communication 1

Fires 3 Lack of cultural appropriation 1

Lack of logistics 3 Lack of field experience 1

Pandemic 3 Lack of initiatives 1

Reduction of cultural manifestations 3 Lack of partnerships 1

World market prices 3 Lack of traditional knowledge 1

Dimensioning the area 2 Lack of training 1

Forestry 2 Loss of immaterial heritage 1

Lack of intergenerational contact 2 Maintenance 1

Loss of biodiversity 2 Market 1

Loss of cultural memory 2 Modernisation 1

Natural habitats 2 Monocultures 1

Other land uses 2 Social devaluation of agriculture 1

Rural areas 2 Soil degradation 1

Water quality 2 Uniformisation 1

Academy 1 Unsustainable land use 1

Ageing population 1 Wildlife 1

Bad management 1 Youth 1

Table 2. 

Table 2. Text Mining analysis of the perceived threats to BR ecosystem services
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Colonisation 1   
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Term Frequency Term Frequency 

Authenticity/Identity 5 Cereal self-sufficiency 1

Local people 4 Changes in harmful behaviour 1

Valorisation of local culture 4 Circular economy 1

Capacity building 3 Contribution to human settlement 1

Climate adaptation 3 Creation of new jobs 1

Cost reduction 3 Economy 1

Local tourism 3 Greater promotion of ES 1

Opportunities 3 Knowing the territories 1

Partnerships 3 Local development 1

Promotion of biodiversity 3 Maintenance of native biodiversity 1

Quality of life 3 Making the most of resources 1

Sustainable agriculture 3 More accessible tools 1

Crop diversification 2 New communication channels 1

Extended learning 2 New knowledge 1

Increased demand 2 New populations 1

New food trends 2 New uses of varieties 1

New markets 2 Pandemic 1

Plantations 2 Protecting ES 1

Political involvement 2 Public Policies 1

Reclaimed areas 2 Reducing the ecological footprint 1

Schools 2 Safe food 1

Senior public 2 Settlement of people 1

Universities 2 Sharing 1

Vegetarianism/Veganism 2 Territory dynamics 1

Appreciation of private property 1 Water treatment 1

Table 3. 

Table 3. Text Mining analysis of the perceived opportunities to BR ecosystem services.
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Term Frequency Term Frequency 

Connections 12 Ensuring compliance 2

More presence of private initiatives 10 Industry 2

Increase production 9 Practical examples 2

Scientific research 7 Producers 2

Innovation 5 Regulation 2

Territory 5 Supervision 2

Valorisation 5 Sustainable use 2

Market differentiation 4 Compensation 1

Article publications 3 Control of legislation 1

Companies 3 Forest management 1

Cultural identities 3 Land registration 1

Fieldwork 3 Major economic activities 1

Focus 3 Organisation of farmers 1

Focus on the present 3 Pilot projects 1

Investments 3 Professionalisation 1

More experiments 3 Proper use of water 1

More participation 3 Public policies 1

Realisation 3 Services 1

Solutions 3 Society 1

Determination 2 Soil regeneration 1

Ecosystem services 2 Specificity 1

Enforcement 2 Water retention 1

Table 4. 

Table 4. Text Mining analysis of the perceived solutions to BRs ecosystem services.

37



Expectations Concerns Hopes 

Key

categories 

Terms/ 

expressions 

Key categories Terms/ 

expressions 

Key

categories 

Terms/ 

expressions 

Learning and

knowledge

- New learning and

knowledge

- Learning

- Expand

knowledge

Lack of

knowledge

- Lack of

knowledge

Increase

networking

- Interconnection

- Closer

relationships

between BRs

- Mutual help

- Teamwork

- Possibility to visit

other Reserves

- Strengthen BRs

network

Deepen skills

applied to

territory

development

- Learn to apply

- Deepen skills

- Ideas that can

be applied to the

development of

territories

- Get to know the

potential of each

of the BRs

Environmental

concerns

 

- Difficulties with

climate change

- Disappearance of

natural values

Increase

knowledge

and skills

- To learn

- Training

- Knowledge

- Learning in

different areas

- Greater

management skills

- Communication

and training

Networking - Networking

- Exchange of

ideas

- Create

relationships

- Meet

representatives of

other BRs

- Interconnection

with partners

Difficulty

understanding

other realities

 

 

- Incompatibilities

- Difficulty

understanding other

realities

- Inability to convey

the message

Community

involvement

- Greater

community

involvement

- Consolidate

community

appropriation of

sustainability

- Greater capacity

and retention of

young people

Sharing - Openness of

mind

- Debate

- New points of

view

- Find common

ground

- Sharing

Information

exchange

Political/

regulatory

concerns and

applicability in the

territory

 

 

 

- That all the

results cannot be

applied in practice

- Impractical plans/

documents

- Lack of

consequences in

BRs

- Overlap with other

conservation/

classification

statutes

Create

solutions

- Solutions

- Leverage

resources

- Daily and future

work strategies

Table 5. 

Table 5. Key categories and total terms and expressions were listed by the participants regarding

their expectations, concerns and hopes related to the workshop.

38



To contribute - To contribute Lack of focus

and disinterest

 

 

- Lack of focus

- Disinterest

- Non-mobilisation

of actors

Greater

recognition of

the BRS

- Affirm the

Reserves

- Value BRs'

particularities

- Valorisation of

the BRs

Promotion of

the BRs

- Promotion of the

BRs

Generalisation - Standardisation of

values

- Condense

information

  

  Over-disclosure - Over-disclosure   
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