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Introduction

• Plant translocation is an increasingly used conservation technique

• Very few published cases
• Information very scattered and hidden in grey literature Major obstacle to the 

exchange of information 
and experience among 
scientists and practitioners!

Aim
To analyze the current state of plant translocations across Europe (i.e. Objective 4 of WG2)



Methods

• Continent-wide survey (Google Forms)

• Scientific publications (Web of Science and Scopus databases)
• Grey literature (English, French, Dutch and Spanish)
• National/regional databases (TransLoc, Trans-Planta, IDPlanT, 

European Commission LIFE Public Database) 

39 questions divided in 5 main categories:
Ø Basic biological and geographic information
Ø Translocation details
Ø Reasons which motivated the choices
Ø Obstacles
Ø Translocation results

sent by email on June 30, 2022 to 353 recipients 
with a letter contextualizing the process
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Results

• 3218 plant translocations across 
the European continent

• 1184 taxa
• 28 countries

The largest dataset of its 
kind in the world!
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Biogeographic region %
Mediterranean 38.7
Continental 37.8
Atlantic 11.4
Macaronesian 5.9
Alpine 4.8
Boreal 0.7
Pannonian 0.7
Steppic 0.2

Bioregions
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Habitats
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Habitat types (EUNIS classification) %
E : Grasslands and lands dominated by forbs, mosses or lichens 33.8
G : Woodland, forest and other wooded land 20.4
B : Coastal habitats 15.4
H : Inland unvegetated or sparsely vegetated habitats 6.4
C : Inland surface waters 5.9
I : Regularly or recently cultivated agricultural, horticultural and domestic habitats 5.8
D : Mires, bogs and fens 4.4
F : Heathland, scrub and tundra 3.5
J : Constructed, industrial and other artificial habitats 3.1
A : Marine habitats 1.1
X : Habitat complexes 0.2
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Start date
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Years %
<1980 0.7
1980-1990 2.4
1991-2000 12.0
2001-2010 21.9
2011-2022 63.0

Oldest cases:

Aldrovanda vesiculosa 1908
Pinus heldreichii subsp. leucodermis 1958
Ranunculus weyleri 1958
Lysimachia minoricensis 1959
Calla palustris 1965
Cochlearia polonica 1967
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Conservation status
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To reduce the risk of extirpation/extinction of a species
listed at an state/provincial level

To reduce the risk of extirpation/extinction of a species
listed at an national level

To replace a lost ecological function

To reduce the risk of extirpation/extinction of a species
listed at an international level

An experimental study

To reduce the risk of extirpation/extinction of a species
listed at a non-listed level

Mitigation or compensation measure

Cultural value

Other

Economic advantage

Reasons to justify the use of translocation as a conservation measure 
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Reasons for selecting source populations 
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Geographical proximity to release site

Only existing population available

Ecological (environmental and vegetation-wise) proximity to release site

Ability to access the population

Genetic considerations

Minimal impact on the sustainability of the wild source population

Other

Imminent threat to habitat at the source location

Ability to obtain permits to collect seeds

Do not know
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Factors affecting the decision as to where to translocate a species

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Habitat meets the species biotic and abiotic needs

Translocation site is sufficiently far from threats

Minimal risk to translocated species

Minimal risk to recipient ecosystem/ecological community

Lowest conflict with human communities in or around the
translocation area

Human communities in or around the translocation area support
the translocation

Climate at translocation site is suitable for the foreseeable future

Genetic diversity of population at translocation site is low

No known pathogens exist at translocation site
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Obstacles
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Dispersal from translocation site

Political

Financial

Competition

Community opposition

Seed dormancy or absence of germination

Disease

Infrastructure

Insufficient man power

Weather and/or environmental events

Predation

Terrain

Time constraints

Plant mortality

Problems Forseen problems Unforseen problems
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Banked seeds

Directly from the wild

Garden-collected seeds

Mixed source

Seed sources
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Quantity of material used
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Survival

Reproductive factors

Inscrease in population size (recruitment)

Conservation status

Establishment

No measurements

Genetic factors

Plant growth

Germination

Other

Variables used to assess translocation success among monitored projects 
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Results

Number of survivors 
recorded during the last 
monitoring 
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Medium-term success (5 years) and estimation 
of the self-sustainability of a restored population



Results

Reasons for success*
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Appropriate selection of site

Good knowledge of species biology/ecology

Planting technique

Planting period

Proper nature management

Planting age or size

Unknown

Other

*based on the respondents’ 
impressions or on data 
collected by them
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Reasons for failure*
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Stochastic weather events
Weeds and competition

Poor selection of site or microhabitat
Lack of recruitment
Animal disturbance

High seedling mortality
Too few individuals

Lack of management
Unknown

Poor knowledge of species biology
Changing habitat

Human disturbance
Other

Planting Technique
Missing mycorrhizae

Planting age or size
Unsuitable climate

Planting period
Plant disease

*based on the respondents’ 
impressions or on data 
collected by them



Conclusions

• Using the extensive network of the COST ConservePlants Action allowed us to gather 
detailed data on 3218 plant translocations (1184 taxa) in 28 European countries

• Success rate for plant translocations remains however low 

• We strongly advocate a better distribution of experiences and validated protocols so 
that the quality of translocations increases in future

• The database generated by this work is intended to serve this aim, i.e. to be an 
information tool for practitioners involved in this kind of conservation measure

• This will facilitate exchanges between stakeholders and contribute to improving the 
science and practice of plant translocations in Europe and beyond
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Questions ?


