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Foreword

This decade marks the make-or-break moment for the
health of the planet. In December 2022, Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity reached a historic
agreement to halt and reverse the unprecedented loss
of biodiversity through the adoption of the Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework. It calls

upon governments, businesses and society to take
urgent action by 2030 to end the biodiversity crisis.

Two years on, the Protected Planet Report 2024
provides the first official global evaluation of
progress towards one of the Framework’s 23
targets — Target 3. This target is best known for
the global commitment to protect and conserve 30
per cent of the Earth’s lands and waters by 2030.
Importantly, Target 3 goes well beyond coverage.

It requires that protected and conserved areas

are effectively managed, equitably governed and
recognized with respect for the rights of Indigenous
Peoples and local communities. It also commits
governments to conserve the most important
natural spaces and to ensure that these areas are
connected to each other. In short, the elements of
the target call for in situ conservation to be scaled
up in ways that benefit both nature and people.

Around the world, we are seeing progress. From our
vantage point as the directors of [IUCN and UNEP-
WCMC, it is clear that coverage of protected and
conserved areas has increased in all regions in recent
years. These results are promising. Indeed, a third of
countries and territories have expanded their networks
since 2020. While 30% is a global target, there are 51
countries and territories that already have networks

of protected and conserved areas that exceed this
level of coverage on land and 31 that exceed it at sea.
Reassuringly, more than two-thirds of the areas that
have been identified as the most important places

on Earth for biodiversity are either partially or fully
covered by protected and conserved areas. These are
positive signs that countries are making headway with
identifying and strategically protecting priority areas.

However, we are still seeing many gaps that are
holding the world back from turning the tide. Global
coverage has only just passed 17% on land and

8% in the marine realm. More work is needed to
scale up coverage and to place protected and
conserved areas where they are most needed.

This must be done while ensuring that human
rights, particularly for Indigenous Peoples and

local communities, are respected and upheld.

Simultaneously, there is a pressing need to improve
and better track the quality of management,
governance and conservation outcomes in protected
and conserved areas. Data on these core components
of Target 3 are currently minimal, profoundly

limiting our ability to discern progress. There are still
many ecosystems that are not well represented by
conservation networks and a third of the areas most
important for biodiversity are not yet protected.

If we are to succeed in halting and reversing
biodiversity loss, the speed of progress must
be accelerated. Global ambitions will need to
translate into urgent national and local action.
All countries around the world will need to
contribute in every way that they can.

It is a huge challenge, but it is not an insurmountable
one. The path that we must take is clearly laid

out in the Global Biodiversity Framework, and the
Protected Planet Report 2024 functions as a status
report that candidly tells us where we are on our
journey. It is essential reading for all of us striving
to support the world to deliver on Target 3. With

six years remaining until 2030, the UN Biodiversity
Conference (COP16) provides a crucial opportunity
for governments to strengthen their actions and
bring about critically important changes to meet
their commitments to implementing the Global
Biodiversity Framework, including on all aspects

of Target 3. We know what is needed. Let us rise

to the challenge together and act for nature.

Grethel Aguilar
Director General, [IUCN

Neville Ash
Director, UNEP-WCMC



Contents

Foreword

Executive summary

1.  Introduction

2.  Protected and conserved areas

3. Coverage

4.  Areas of particular importance for biodiversity

and ecosystem functions and services

5.  Ecologically representative

6.  Well-connected systems

7.  Effectively conserved and managed
8. Equitable Governance

9. Indigenous and traditional territories

10. Integration and sustainable use
11. Conclusions
References

Annex: Methodology

Vi

20

25
32
41
47
53
59
62
66
70






Executive summary

The Protected Planet Report 2024 is the first report
to fully assess the global status of protected

and conserved areas in the context of Target

3 of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity
Framework. The report brings together the latest
official data reported by governments and other
stakeholders to the Protected Planet Initiative.

The aim of Target 3 is to expand the global
network of protected and conserved areas to

30% coverage in a way that is equitable and that
respects the rights of Indigenous Peoples and
local communities. The aim is also to ensure that
these areas are effective, well-connected and
strategically located in the places that are most
important for biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Each chapter in the report is dedicated to a separate
element of Target 3. In this way, the document
assesses progress not just towards 30% coverage
but also the full scope of other important elements
of the target, including towards improving the quality
of protected and conserved areas around the world.

The key findings from the report are:
Overarching

1. Based on official data, the global coverage of
protected and conserved areas has now reached
17.6% of terrestrial and inland waters and 8.4%
of marine and coastal areas. While progress
has been made in increasing the coverage of
protected and conserved areas, this progress
must be accelerated considerably if the target
is to be fully met by 2030. Acceleration in
progress on coverage must be matched by
even greater efforts to meet the target’s other
elements, which are intended to ensure the
quality of systems of protected and conserved
areas. Importantly, the expansion of protected
and conserved areas must include honoring
the target's commitments to human rights,
equitable governance and recognition of
Indigenous and traditional territories.

Coverage

2. Globally, networks of protected and conserved
areas are expanding. Since 2020, an additional
629,000 km? in the terrestrial and inland waters
realm and 1.77 million km? in the marine and
coastal realm has been officially protected.
While 30% coverage is a global target, there
are 51 countries and territories that already
have networks of protected and conserved

areas that exceed 30% coverage on land and
31 that exceed 30% at sea, highlighting the
efforts being made at the national level.

3. With six years remaining to reach the 30%
coverage target in each realm, a further
16.7 million km? (12.4%) of terrestrial and
inland waters, and 78.3 million km? (21.6%)
of marine and coastal areas are needed to
be secured in networks of protected and
conserved areas. This will require a substantial
increase in the rate of expansion of protected
and conserved areas seen since 2020.

Location

4. Over two thirds of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs)
are now partially or fully covered by protected
and conserved areas. However, the remaining
one third (32%) of KBAs fall entirely outside these
areas and lack formal protection. This reveals a
need for efforts to be increased to better conserve
areas of particular importance for biodiversity.

5. A quarter of ecoregions already have more than
30% protection. However, many ecoregions
are not currently well represented by the
protected area network. Work is needed to
ensure systems of protected and conserved
areas are ecologically representative.

6. Based on an assessment of five global
ecosystem services, the majority of areas
important for ecosystem functions and
services (also known as critical natural assets)
are unprotected. Less than one-fifth of these
critical areas are currently protected.

Connectivity

7. The global system of protected and conserved
areas is not yet well-connected, according to
all metrics used in this report. Based upon
indicators described in this report, only 8.52%
of land is both protected and connected.

Effectiveness

8. Todate, 177 countries and territories have
completed and reported protected area
management effectiveness assessments for at
least one protected area. However, more data
on the quality of governance, management, and
the achievement of conservation outcomes
are needed to assess and understand progress
towards the “effectiveness” aspects of Target 3.



9.

In the marine realm, analysis using the MPA Guide
reveals that only 5.7% of the ocean is in marine
protected areas that are either implemented
(operational with plans for management in

place) and/or actively managed. Only 2.8% of the
ocean is in fully or highly protected MPAs (i.e,,
areas where no or only light extractive activities
are allowed that have low total impact).

Equitable governance

10. Data are limited on the extent to which

11.

protected and conserved areas are equitably
governed. Governance assessments have only
been reported for 0.22% of the area covered
on land and 0.001% of the area at sea. Such
assessments are important for ensuring that
Indigenous Peoples and local communities,
particularly Indigenous and local women,

are engaged in decision-making, have fair
access to benefits arising from conservation
and are not unfairly impacted by its costs.

The vast majority of protected and conserved
areas are governed by national governments
and other state actors. Recognition of non-
state governance remains limited, with only
3.95% of the area covered by protected and
conserved areas reported as governed by
Indigenous Peoples and local communities,
and 11.84% under shared governance.

Whale shark (Rhincodon typus) #311392344 By Ollie | Adobe Stock

12. Beyond protected and conserved areas,

Indigenous and traditional territories cover
at least 13.6% of global terrestrial areas.

Integrated into the wider landscapes

13. To ensure the long-term success of biodiversity

conservation, protected and conserved areas
must be integrated into wider landscapes,
seascapes, and the ocean, while promoting
sustainable use that is fully consistent with
conservation outcomes. This requires a
commitment to integrated spatial planning, strong
governance and collaborative management,
ensuring both biodiversity protection and

the enhancement of local livelihoods.

Fully implementing all aspects of Target 3 is a
challenge for all countries. It is one that must
be overcome for the sake of all life on Earth.
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Introduction

Urgent action is needed at all scales to halt the
biodiversity and climate crises. Despite ongoing
efforts to protect and restore biodiversity, competing
human activities and resulting alterations to the
Earth’'s natural landscapes and seascapes continue
to drive biodiversity loss at rates unprecedented

in human history (IPBES 2019; WWF 2024). This
poses an enormous threat to both nature and the
well-being of people. Humans are dependent on
biodiversity for food, materials, and the regulation
of all natural systems (Mace, Norris and Fitter
2012; IPBES 2019). Nature can also be a source

of significant cultural and spiritual inspiration

(e.g., Verschuuren et al. 2021). A transformation

is now needed to protect and recognize the value
of biodiversity and the vital services it provides.

In recognition of this, Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) adopted an ambitious plan
at the 15th Conference of the Parties: the Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF;
CBD 2022a). Contained within a package of actions
agreed by the Parties, the KMGBF presents four
long-term goals and 23 targets for 2030 to halt and
reverse biodiversity loss. The Framework emphasizes
the need to uphold human rights across all aspects
of implementation, including protecting the rights

of Indigenous Peoples and local communities. It
builds on the former Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020, complements the UN Sustainable
Development Goals and has important links to the
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and
other multilateral environmental agreements.

The Protected Planet Report 2024 provides

the first review of global progress towards one
commitment of the KMGBF: Target 3. This Target
aims to safeguard the world's biodiversity in situ
through protected and conserved areas. If met,
this Target will have determined the ways in which
30% of the world’s surface is managed by 2030.

In full, Target 3 urges Parties and other
governments, with the support of
intergovernmental and other organizations, to:

‘Ensure and enable that by 2030 at least 30 per cent of
terrestrial and inland water areas, and of marine and
coastal areas, especially areas of particular importance
for biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services,
are effectively conserved and managed through
ecologically representative, well-connected and equitably
governed systems of protected areas and other effective

Well-
connected

Indigenous
and traditional
territories

Equitably

Y Integration and
governe

Effective sustainable use

area-based conservation measures, recognizing
Indigenous and traditional territories, where applicable,
and integrated into wider landscapes, seascapes and
the ocean, while ensuring that any sustainable use,
where appropriate in such areas, is fully consistent with
conservation outcomes, recognizing and respecting the
rights of indigenous peoples and local communities,
including over their traditional territories’ (CBD 2022b).

In comparison to Target 3's predecessor, Aichi
Biodiversity Target 11, Parties to the CBD have greatly
scaled up their ambitions for global coverage. On land,
the goal has increased from 17% to 30% coverage

by protected and conserved areas. In the marine
realm, it has increased from 10% to 30%. While this
30% coverage aspect of the target often receives the
most attention, all the elements of Target 3 must be
achieved for its implementation to be truly successful
in delivering conservation outcomes (Figure 1).

Most of these elements focus on the quality

of protected and conserved area networks.
They include the effectiveness of their
management, the prioritization of places where
conservation measures are most needed, and
the integration of protected and conserved
areas into wider landscapes and seascapes.

Crucially, Target 3 also introduces several new
elements that were not present in the wording

of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11. Their focus on
effective conservation and on providing additional
safeguards for people may prove integral to the
target's success. These elements are interpreted
in the following ways for this report:

-+ Effective conservation: Target 3 supplements
Aichi Biodiversity Target 11's call for effective
management by specifying that protected
and conserved areas must be “effectively
conserved and managed”. While the need
for effective management is retained,
this shifts the emphasis to also include
measurable outcomes for biodiversity.

* Equitable governance: Protected and conserved
areas must be governed in an equitable manner
for local people, meaning the processes
underlying management decisions must be
just and fair for Indigenous Peoples and local
communities, including women and girls.

While Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 referred to
equitable management, Target 3 explicitly
acknowledges that governance (decision-
making processes) must be equitable.

Conclusion
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Figure 1. The elements of Target 3. Based on WWF and IUCN WCPA 2023.

* Sustainable use consistent with conservation
outcomes: Permitted sustainable use of
natural resources will often occur in some
types of protected and conserved areas.
Where such activities do occur, they need
to be aligned with conservation outcomes.

respect for the rights of Indigenous Peoples
and local communities. From a human rights
perspective, this is an essential aspect of Target 3.

These evolutions from the wording of Aichi Biodiversity
Target 11 reflect shifts in perceptions of area-based

The explicit acknowledgement that uses of
resources, where truly sustainable, will occur
within some protected and conserved areas is
particularly important for areas that are home
to Indigenous Peoples and local communities.

The rights of Indigenous Peoples and local
communities:’ Acknowledges that Indigenous
and traditional territories should be recognized,
and that the Target should be implemented with

conservation that have occurred since 2010. While
equitable governance, sustainable use and recognition
of Indigenous Peoples and local communities

have long been included in global standards and
guidelines, this has not always translated into
practice. Target 3 enshrines them into global policy.

The Protected Planet Report 2024 presents the first
official assessment of the global status of protected
and conserved areas in the context of Target 3.

" Indigenous Peoples and local communities are considered together within the context of the CBD, under Article 8(j) (Decision V/16, COP 5,
2023) and in the preamble to the Convention (www.cbd.int/doc/legal/chd-en.pdf), “recognizing the close and traditional dependence of many
Indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles on biological resources, and the desirability of sharing equitably benefits arising
from the use of traditional knowledge, innovations and practices relevant to the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its
components”. However, it is acknowledged that Indigenous Peoples and local communities have distinct and differentiated rights under
international law.

Conclusion
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Each chapter covers a specific element of the Target note that Target 3 provides a global ambition that
(Figure 1) and outlines global progress towards depends on the collective efforts of all countries, and
that element based on indicators included in the that Parties will define their own national targets as
monitoring framework (CBD 2022b; see Box 1.1 and individual contributions towards the global ambition.

Methodology). National-level results are also displayed
in the report’s figures and in the downloadable

results. This breakdown of data, alongside regional
findings presented in the Protected Planet 2024
Digital Report, is provided to aid implementation

over the next six years. However, it is important to

With only six years remaining for the successful
implementation of Target 3, this report reveals the
extent of progress made to date. It also identifies gaps
where renewed and accelerated efforts are needed.

Box 1.1. Measuring global progress towards Target 3

The Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework is the first agreement of the CBD to be
accompanied by a monitoring framework comprising indicators adopted for use by Parties to assess
global progress in a consistent and standardized way. This includes ‘headline indicators’ covering the
overall scope of each goal or target, alongside ‘component’ and ‘complementary’ indicators designed

to capture and expand understanding of key elements. Where possible, the headline, component, and
complementary indicators for Target 3 have been calculated. The report also draws on the revised list

of indicators and guidance that will be considered at the UN Biodiversity Conference 2024 (CBD COP16;
CBD 2024a; CBD 2024b). For elements where multiple indicators have been adopted, each is presented
separately, with insights into the implications of the different results. Detailed information on the indicators
used and approach taken can be found in the Methodology (see Annex).

Several indicators for Target 3 were adopted within the monitoring framework at COP15 (CBD 2022b).
Many of these continue to be refined and will be further negotiated at COP16. For this Protected Planet
Report, 18 indicators are presented (Table 1). This includes four analyses not adopted or proposed as
Target 3 indicators. These provide further valuable insights into select elements of Target 3 and are
marked as “additional indicators”.

Keel-billed Toucans (Ramphastos sulfuratus), Costa Rica #243675911 By ondrejprosicky | Adobe Stock
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Table 1. Overview of indicators calculated within this Protected Planet Report, including those listed under
Target 3 in the monitoring framework for the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework adopted at
COP15 (CBD 2022b) and SBSTTA Recommendation (CBD 2024b). Indicators included in these documents but
not calculated for this report are excluded from the table.

Report Chapter

3 - Coverage

4 - Areas of
particular
importance

for biodiversity
and ecosystem
functions and
services

5 - Ecologically
representative

6 - Well-Connected
Systems

7 - Effectively
Conserved and
Managed

8 — Equitable
Governance

9 — Indigenous
and Traditional
Territories

10 — Integrated into
wider systems and
sustainable use

' For clarity, the wording of these indicators has been slightly changed from that of the relevant CBD document.

Indicator name

Coverage of protected areas and other effective area-
based conservation measures [by terrestrial (including
inland waters) and marine realms]’

Coverage of protected areas and other effective
area-based conservation measures [by inland
waters realm]'®

The mean percentage coverage of areas of particular
importance for biodiversity (KBAs) covered by
protected areas and OECMs!

Protected and conserved area coverage of nature’s
contributions to people®

Species Protection Index (SPI)

Species Protection Index (SPI)

Proportion of terrestrial, freshwater and marine
ecological regions which are conserved by protected
areas or other effective area-based conservation
measures

Red List of Ecosystems

PARC-Representativeness®
ProtConn

Protected Area Connectedness Index (PARC-
Connectedness)

Protected Area Isolation Index (PAI)
Protected Area Network metric (ProNet)

Protected Area Management Effectiveness (PAME)

Rate of protected area downgrading, downsizing and
degazettement (PADDD) events
IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas

The number of protected areas that have completed a

site-level assessment of governance and equity (SAGE)

The percentage area under the governance of each of.
government, private organizations, Indigenous Peoples
and Local Coommunities, or shared.!

Land-use change and land tenure in the traditional
territories of Indigenous Peoples and local
communities’®

No adopted indicators

COP
Decision 15/5°

Headline

Headline

Component

Component,
Complementary

Component,
Complementary

Complementary

Component,
Complementary

Component
Component

Complementary
Complementary

Component

Complementary
Complementary

Component

Complementary

Indicator group in

SBSTTA
Recommendation
26/14

Headline / optional
headline indicator
disaggregation

Headline / optional
headline indicator
disaggregation

Optional headline
indicator disaggregation

Component

Component

Optional headline
indicator disaggregation

Component
Component

Complementary
Complementary

Optional headline
indicator disaggregation

Complementary
Complementary

Complementary’

Optional headline
indicator disaggregation

2 The monitoring framework is composed of the following groups of indicators: headline, binary, component and complementary indicators.
% Indicator group derived from the list of indicators in the monitoring framework as adopted at COP 15 (CBD/COP/DEC/15/5; CBD 2022b).

4 Indicator group derived from the proposed changes to the list of indicators for the monitoring framework in SBSTTA recommendation 26/1
(CBD/SBSTTA/REC/26/1; CBD 2024b).

® Indicators not listed in the monitoring framework but included in this report for additional insight. Coverage of inland waters is included here
as a method for calculating the indicator has not yet been proposed (see CBD, 2024a).
5 For Indigenous and traditional territories, this report uses an adapted version of the proposed headline indicator for Target 22.
7 Also expected to be included in the disaggregation of the headline indicator by level of effectiveness (see Box 7.1).
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To assess global progress towards Target 3,

it is essential to understand which area-based
conservation measures need to be counted.
Target 3 calls for “systems of protected areas and
other effective area-based conservation measures”
(OECMSs) while also “recognizing Indigenous and
traditional territories, where applicable” (ITTs; see
Chapter 9 for further details). Protected areas and
OECMs are referred to collectively as ‘protected
and conserved’ areas throughout this report.

While Target 3 has brought renewed attention to
protected areas, they are already a well-established
conservation tool that often provides the core of
national biodiversity management strategies and
policies. Taking many forms, these areas have enabled
the conservation of species and habitats for centuries
(Brodie et al. 2023; Nowakowski et al. 2023), enhanced
ecosystem services (Zeng et al. 2022) and improved
the resilience of land and seascapes to climate
change (Duncanson et al. 2022; Cannizzo et al. 2023).

What are protected areas?

Globally, there are two widely accepted definitions
of a protected area that are considered equivalent
(Lopoukhine and de Souza Dias 2012). The CBD
defines a protected area as “a geographically defined
area which is designated or requlated and managed
to achieve specific conservation objectives”, and the
International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) describes a protected area as “a clearly
defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated
and managed, through legal or other effective means,
to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem services and cultural values.”
(Dudley and Stolton 2008).

Countries often also have national definitions,
policies or legislation that determine what is
considered protected. Most formally protected
areas are designated legally at the national level.
However, the global definitions also encompass
areas established through effective, non-legislative
means, such as customary law or the policies

of non-governmental organizations (NGOs). In
addition, areas with characteristics of regional or
international importance can also be recognized
as protected under multilateral environmental
agreements and other intergovernmental processes.
These include UNESCO World Heritage sites
(areas of cultural and natural heritage considered
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to be of outstanding value to humanity), Ramsar
Wetlands of International Importance and
UNESCO Man and the Biosphere Reserves.

As a result, what counts as a protected area can be
extremely diverse. This diversity is reflected in the
names used to describe types of protected area at
the national level, which number in the hundreds.
However, based on the series of principles that
accompany the IUCN definition, “only those areas
where the main objective is conserving nature can be
considered protected areas; this can include many
areas with other goals as well, at the same level, but
in the case of conflict, nature conservation will be the
priority”. This qualifier helps set these areas aside
from other area-based conservation measures.

While protected areas are the main area-based
conservation tool formally recognized by governments,
other areas can provide important contributions to
conservation when effectively managed. In recognition
of this, Parties to the CBD introduced a new term in
the text of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11in 2010 — “other
effective area-based conservation measures”, or OECMs.

What are other effective area-based
conservation measures (OECMs)?

In 2018, OECMs were formally defined by the Parties
to the CBD as: “a geographically defined area other
than a Protected Area, which is governed and managed
in ways that achieve positive and sustained long-term
outcomes for the in-situ conservation of biodiversity,
with associated ecosystem functions and services and
where applicable, cultural, socio-economic, and other
locally relevant values.”

(CBD Decision 14/8).

Unlike protected areas, where biodiversity
conservation must be a primary objective, OECMs
might not have biodiversity as their primary
objective, but they must have identified ecological
values (biodiversity and/or ecosystem functions
and services) and deliver long-term, sustained
conservation of those values, regardless of their
primary focus. To date, OECMs have only been
recognized by a handful of countries (e.g., Box 2.1),
but they are already making substantial contributions
to Target 3 (e.g., see Chapter 3). As OECMs are still

a relatively new concept, the recognition of these
areas by Parties is an evolving process. Several
countries are working to develop or adapt processes
and criteria for identification of OECMs. In some
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cases, these include legal and policy frameworks
for the recognition of such sites. However, many
countries have not yet started this process.

Both protected areas and OECMs can vary
enormously in the characteristics of their governance
and management (Figure 2). The IUCN management
category and governance type frameworks, and
OECM categories based on objectives, provide a way
to group and understand protected and conserved
areas across different contexts. A protected area’s
management category describes, in broad terms, the
approach taken to setting conservation objectives
and managing its biodiversity. The governance

type (see Chapter 8) indicates who is responsible
and accountable for how an area is managed.

The governance framework includes four governance
types for protected areas and OECMs: government,
private, Indigenous Peoples and local communities,
and shared governance. Many protected areas,

and some OECMs, have been reported under

the governance of Indigenous Peoples and local
communities, albeit in a limited number of countries

IUCN protected area management categories

Protected areas
Category la: strict protection, visits controlled

Category Ib: wilderness area, large areas with
low human use

Category IlI: protect ecosystems and facilitate
ecotourism

Category llI: natural monuments e.g. sea mount,
marine cavern, etc

Category IV: protect habitat and species, often
need regular management interventions

Category V: cultural landscapes with high
nature value

Category VI: sustainable use areas, natural
habitats with sustainable offtake

OECM management objectives

OECMs

1. Ancillary conservation: areas delivering in situ
conservation as a by-product of management

2. Secondary conservation: where biodiversity
outcomes are a secondary management objective

3. Primary conservation: areas where biodiversity
outcomes are a primary management objective
but where the governance authority does not wish
the area to be reported as a protected area

corYr\{ee!:lied Effective

Indigenous
and traditional
territories

Integration and

Equitabl
g 4 sustainable use

governed

(see Chapter 8). However, in cases where such an
approach may not be appropriate, consideration could
be given to recognizing the contribution of Indigenous
and traditional territories (ITTs) outside of protected
areas and OECMs. The role that Indigenous and
traditional territories could play in the implementation
of Target 3 is discussed further in Chapter 9.

To monitor progress towards Target 3, and guide
successful implementation by 2030, it is essential

to have an accurate and comprehensive picture of
the global network of protected areas and OECMs.
The World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA)

and World Database on Other Effective Area-Based
Conservation Measures (WD-OECM), collectively made
available via the Protected Planet website, are the
largest repositories of information on protected areas
and OECMs and provide the official data used to track
progress towards various aspects of Target 3. Both
databases are components of the Protected Planet
Initiative and are managed by the UN Environment
Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre
(UNEP-WCMC) as joint products of UNEP and IUCN.

IUCN governance types

a4 )
‘)A‘! O, o (]
11 1 \ N/
(=) °-®-°
A 7N\
1 [ o o o
Governments Private
Federal or national Individual
ministry or agency landowners
Sub-national ministry Non-profit
or agency organisations
Government-delegated For-profit
management organisations
Shared Indigenous
Collaborative Peoples and local
governance communities
Joint governance Indigenous Peoples
Transboundary Local communities
governance
G

Figure 2. [IUCN management categories, governance types and categories of OECMs based on

management objectives.
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The data in the WDPA are compiled directly from January 2024. In August alone, 89 countries updated
governments, regional entities, secretariats of their records (or verified their data to be correct) —
intergovernmental agreements and processes, and representing the largest ever monthly update of the
other stakeholders. Data providers are asked to adhere  databases. Readers should nevertheless note that
to the IUCN or the CBD definition of a protected very recent designations may not yet be reflected
area, or CBD definition of an OECM, and to meet a in Protected Planet, and bear this in mind when

set of additional data standards. To ensure that the interpreting the time series results shared here. The
Protected Planet Report 2024 is based on the most findings in this report are based on data provided

up to date information, all CBD Parties were invited to to the WDPA and WD-OECM as of August 2024
update or contribute new data in 2024. In response, in conjunction with other biodiversity datasets.

14,386 records have been added or updated since

Box 2.1. Oceania’s first designated OECM
Elizabeth Munro, Jessie Nicholson, Hayley Weeks, Cook Islands National Environment Service

Takitumu Conservation Area (TCA), or Ngai Taporoporo o Takitumu, was declared on 22 May 2024 as the
first other effective area-based conservation measure (OECM) in the Cook Islands, and the first designated
OECM in Oceania. It covers 1.55 km? of lowland forest landscape on the Island of Rarotonga.

Since 1996, TCA has been conserved by three land-owning tribes (Ngati Kainuku, Ngati Karika and

Ngati Manavaroa). It is managed to protect the endemic kakerori bird (Rarotonga flycatcher, Pomarea
dimidiata) and to conserve other important, endangered and native species. Management is overseen

by the Takitumu Conservation Area Trust, which collaborates with the Cook Islands government, local
landowners and the three communities to ensure the long-term protection of biodiversity and sustainable
use of resources.

At a national workshop in 2023, TCA was identified as a potential OECM based on its biodiversity values
and the plans set out by the communities to ensure the longevity of these values. A subsequent review
process, led by the landowning tribes in collaboration with the Cook Islands government, confirmed

that TCA met the OECM criteria. This review included a series of community consultations, and the
establishment of a dedicated working group to lead the process. Free, prior and informed consent (FPIC)
was obtained and signed by the Ariki (chief) and Mataiapo (sub-chief) of the three tribes to uphold their
rights. This also ensured transparency in the recognition process and reporting of data to the WD-OECM.

To demonstrate and celebrate this success, TCA was awarded a certificate of recognition by the
Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) and a letter of record for the WD-
OECM from UNEP-WCMC. TCA sets a strong example of both collaborative governance and a thorough,
inclusive OECM assessment process.

This OECM was assessed using the [UCN WCPA site-level tool.
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This chapter presents a summary of the Target 3
headline indicator, “coverage of protected areas and
other effective area-based conservation measures”.
This relates to the quantitative element of the Target
“at least 30 per cent [coverage) of terrestrial and inland
waters, and of marine and coastal areas” by 2030.

Since 2020, there has been a global increase of
629,262 km? coverage by protected and conserved
areas in the terrestrial and inland waters realm
and a 1.77 million km? increase in the marine and
coastal realm. With six years remaining, global
progress towards the 30% coverage element of
Target 3 is 17.58% of terrestrial and inland waters
and 8.44% of marine and coastal areas (Figure 3).

Globally, 302,934 protected areas and 6,464 OECMs
have been reported to the Protected Planet Initiative
in total, covering 54.29 million km? of the Earth's
surface (Figure 4). Most are found in the terrestrial
and inland water realms, where 284,242 protected
areas cover a total of 22.06 million km? and 6,253
OECMs cover an additional 1.59 million km?. In

the marine realm, there are fewer protected areas
(18,692 sites) and OECMs (211 sites) by number, but
these sites collectively cover a greater surface area
of 30.24 million km? and 403,605 km?, respectively.
This reflects the tendency for larger protected

areas to be established in the marine environment,
while also highlighting the slower progress towards
identifying marine OECMs. At present, 1.12% of
marine sites are OECMs compared to 2.15% of
terrestrial sites. Although coverage of inland waters
is combined with terrestrial areas in these figures,
Box 3.1 describes an innovative approach towards
understanding inland water coverage specifically.

Terrestrial and inland waters
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To meet the 30% coverage target, a further 16.71
million km? (12.42%) of terrestrial and inland waters,
and 78.26 million km? (21.56%) of marine and coastal
areas need to be established and/or recognized.
Importantly, new protected and conserved areas must
also be reported to Protected Planet to ensure that
they are counted in official assessments of progress.

Importantly, Target 3 is a global target. To meet

it, countries will need to contribute in different

ways. Ambitions for increasing coverage will vary
based on countries’ national priorities, biodiversity
values and their status, and the available space for
protected and conserved areas. The ability of all
countries to make meaningful contributions will also
be impacted by progress on other KMGBF targets,
for example relating to the mobilization of financial
resources. While not all countries will be aiming for
30% domestic coverage, many will need to meet or
exceed it for the global target to be achieved. Based
on data reported to Protected Planet, 35% of countries
and territories have expanded their networks of
protected and conserved areas since 2020. This
means that approximately 65% of countries and
territories have either not expanded their networks
since 2020 or have not reported updates.

Currently, 51 countries and territories have over 30%
coverage by protected and conserved areas in the
terrestrial realm, and 31 countries and territories
have over 30% coverage in the marine realm (Figure
5). To follow progress after the publication of the
Protected Planet Report, readers should consult

the national and global coverage statistics that are
available and updated monthly at Protected Planet.

Marine and coastal areas

B Current Progress == Target (30%)

Figure 3. Progress towards the 30% coverage target in the terrestrial and inland waters realm and in

the marine realm.
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I Terrestrial and inland waters M Marine and coastal """ OECMs

Figure 4. Protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) of the world,
August 2024. Terrestrial protected areas are shown in green, marine protected areas in blue and OECMs in
orange. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024.

Note: For all maps throughout the report, the following map disclaimer applies:

The designations employed and the presentation of material on this map do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part
of the Secretariat of the United Nations concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning
the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. Dotted line represents approximately the Line of Control in Jammu and Kashmir agreed upon
by India and Pakistan. The final status of Jammu and Kashmir has not yet been agreed upon by the parties. Final boundary between the
Republic of Sudan and the Republic of South Sudan has not yet been determined. Final status of the Abyei area is not yet determined. A
dispute exists between the Governments of Argentina and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland concerning sovereignty
over the Falkland Islands (Malvinas).

<5% 5-10% MW 10-17% M 17-30% I >30% Data deficient
<5% 5-10% B 10-17% M 17-30% M >30% ' Data deficient

Figure 5. Per cent coverage of countries and sub-regions by protected areas and other effective area-based
conservation measures (OECMs), August 2024. Coverage is shown for the terrestrial and inland waters realm
and for the marine realm. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024.
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While the number and extent of protected and
conserved areas constantly fluctuates as areas are
created and expanded or, more rarely, degazetted
(stripped of their legal protection) or downsized

(see Chapter 7), the overall trend over the past two
decades has been one of growth (Figure 6). The
previous area target of 17% has now been met, with
the time series calculated for this report confirming
that this milestone was reached by 2020 (UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN 2021). While terrestrial percentage
coverage is higher, marine coverage has increased
more rapidly, by 650.46% since 2000. This rate is over
10 times greater than the 62% increase observed in
the terrestrial realm during the same time period.

Much of the increase in the marine realm occurred
between 2010 and 2020, as countries worked to
meet the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. This progress
was heavily impacted by the establishment of several
large marine protected areas (UNEP-WCMC and
IUCN 2021). While growth has remained faster in

the marine realm, it has substantially slowed since
2020, likely due in part to delayed reporting. Coverage
also remains unevenly distributed, with most marine
protected and conserved areas (18,903 sites covering
27.42 million km?) established and reported in areas
under national jurisdiction (i.e., territorial seas and
Exclusive Economic Zones). In comparison, there are
just 10 protected areas (covering 3.22 million km?)

in “areas beyond national jurisdiction” (ABNJ, >200
nautical miles from the coast), otherwise known as
the high seas. This is despite the latter covering 61%
of the ocean. The adoption of the new Biodiversity
Beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ) Agreement
provides an opportunity to address this through

the establishment and expansion of the marine
protected area network in the high seas (Box 3.2).
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In both terrestrial and marine areas, global increases
in coverage are partly due to continued efforts

to designate new protected areas. However, the
current coverage statistics are also influenced by
recent efforts to recognize pre-existing conservation
measures that were not previously counted within
formal conservation networks (e.g., as OECMs).
Although OECMs have only been reported at the
global scale since 2019, recognition of these areas is
increasing and is already accelerating global progress
towards Target 3. OECMs currently contribute 1.18
percentage points of terrestrial coverage. These
contributions are significant considering that only

15 countries and territories have reported OECMs to
the WD-OECM. As efforts to recognize and report on
OECMs proliferate across countries and territories
worldwide, it is highly likely that the contribution

of OECMs to Target 3 progress will become
increasingly significant (see also Jonas et al. 2024).

While the headline indicator captures the core
quantitative element of Target 3, increases in coverage
alone will not be sufficient for protected and conserved
areas to play their part in addressing the biodiversity
crisis. Success in achieving Target 3 will also depend
on where protected and conserved areas are located
and ensuring their quality. The disaggregation of

the headline indicator, as proposed for negotiation

at COP16 (CBD 2024b; see Chapter 1, Box 1.1),

can provide insights into global progress towards
several of these quality elements (see Chapters
4,5,7,8). Using additional biodiversity datasets,
component indicators and complementary indicators,
global progress towards each quality element of
Target 3 is addressed in the following chapters.

30.64 million km?

20

- —

Area (Million km?)

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

- Terrestrial and Inland Waters

2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024

— Marine and Coastal Areas

Figure 6. The global area (km?) covered by protected areas and other effective area-based conservation
measures (OECMs), for the terrestrial and inland waters realm and for the marine realm, between 2000 and

2024. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2024.
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Box 3.1. Global protection of inland waters: a tool to capture inland waters in Target 3 monitoring
Robin Abell, Tara Moberg, Suman Jumani, The Nature Conservancy

For the first time, this Protected Planet Report presents additional statistics on the coverage of inland
waters by protected and conserved areas, complementing the combined statistics on coverage of
terrestrial and inland water areas. Inland waters — such as wetlands, rivers and streams, lakes, and
peatlands — cover a small percentage of the planet but provide essential habitats for biodiversity
alongside vital ecosystem services. These ecosystems are under threat. Monitored freshwater species
are declining at a higher rate than that found in terrestrial and marine environments, falling by 85% over
the past 50 years (WWF 2024). Dedicated reporting on Target 3 progress in inland waters is needed to
highlight the current gaps and potential priority areas for future conservation of this important realm.

Preliminary analyses find that coverage of the inland waters realm by protected and conserved areas is
at 16.45% (for wetlands), which is similar to that of the terrestrial realm (16.36% for exclusively terrestrial
areas). This suggests that inland waters have neither been intentionally excluded nor intentionally
considered in the designation of terrestrial protected and conserved areas.

The situation is more nuanced, however, at the level of different inland water biomes and ecosystems.
This section focuses on rivers, for which standard methods of assessing coverage are insufficient.
Globally, 18% of rivers and streams, measured by length, are within protected and conserved areas. This
leaves a further 12% required to meet the 30% of Target 3. When looking across river size classes, there
are even starker differences. Almost one third (31%) of the smallest headwater streams are protected

or conserved, but all larger classes are less than 18% covered. Less than 1% of the world's largest rivers
are within protected and conserved areas (Figure 7). This reflects a tendency for protected areas to be
disproportionately placed in remote, higher elevation locations that are characterized by headwaters.

In contrast, human settlements are concentrated along larger streams and rivers. Although headwater
stream coverage is an important success that bears highlighting, the discrepancy with all larger streams
and rivers is a reminder that the full implementation of Target 3 will depend upon representative coverage
of ecosystems.

Beyond coverage, additional river metrics can be used to assess attributes of effectiveness and
connectivity. For example, levels of upstream protection (Abell et al. 2017) and gaps in coverage of free-
flowing rivers. Free-flowing rivers are increasingly rare and imperiled and so warrant special attention (Grill
et al. 2019), although there has been recent momentum in efforts to restore free-flowing rivers in some
parts of the world (e.g., European Commission, Directorate-General for Environment 2022).

This collection of findings highlights the importance of assessing global coverage of inland waters
separately to terrestrial areas. Tracking this is an essential first step towards elevating the importance

of inland waters and their protection, though there is room to strengthen reporting and measurement
systems in the future. Improvements could encompass finer-resolution measures of ecological and
biogeographic representation, more comprehensive assessments of areas of importance for inland water
biodiversity and ecosystem services, hydrologically defined measures of connectivity, and measures

of management effectiveness that consider external threats transmitted through inland water systems
(Moberg et al. in press). While they lack these refinements, the currently available indicators identify a clear
need to address the gaps in coverage and representation of inland water systems.
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Figure 7. Global per cent coverage of inland water ecosystems by protected areas and other effective
area-based conservation measures (OECMs). Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024. Calculated by
Confluvio Consulting Inc.
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Box 3.2. The BBNJ Agreement: a major boost for marine protection in areas beyond national jurisdiction
Irene Llabrés Pohl, UNEP-WCMC

The year 2023 marked an important milestone for global marine biodiversity policy. With the adoption
of a new international and legally binding agreement, governments addressed a longstanding need

to coordinate the conservation and sustainable use of marine biodiversity in areas beyond national
jurisdiction (ABNJ).? These remote and largely unexplored regions of the world’s oceans are beyond

the control of individual countries. They also make up 61% of marine area or nearly half of the Earth’s
surface and are home to unigue species and ecosystems (Figure 8). The "Agreement under the United
Nations Conventions on the Law of the Sea on the conservation and sustainable use of areas beyond national
Jurisdiction”, also known as the Biodiversity Beyond National Jurisdiction Agreement or simply the
“BBNJ Agreement”, establishes a highly co-operative framework for accessing and safeguarding marine
biodiversity in the high seas.

The BBNJ Agreement provides a pathway towards improving conservation in ABNJ and towards
increasing the historically limited coverage of ABNJ by marine protected and conserved areas. Among
the various measures to be implemented, a central objective of the Agreement is to establish a
comprehensive system of area-based management tools (ABMTs), including ecologically representative
and well-connected networks of marine protected areas. These are intended to protect, preserve, restore
and maintain biodiversity and ecosystems. It is also expected that they will strengthen the resilience of
ecosystems in ABNJ to stressors like climate change, ocean acidification and marine pollution while
simultaneously supporting food security and other socioeconomic benefits such as the protection of
cultural values.

As of October 2024, the BBNJ Agreement had 105 signatories and 13 Parties. It will enter into force

120 days after a total of 60 Parties have fully ratified the Agreement. After this, Parties will be able to,
individually or collectively, propose marine protected areas and other ABMTs. They will be supported in
doing so through scientific guidance and criteria developed by a dedicated Scientific and Technical Body
and through consultation with relevant stakeholders. A formal review and public consultation will then
inform a decision by the Conference of the Parties on the establishment of new conservation measures.

The existing low coverage of marine protected areas in ABNJ, as reported in Chapter 3, highlights the
immense task ahead. The BBNJ Agreement presents a genuine opportunity to turn the tide.

0O, 2 =
71 70 of the planet is ocean ABNJ cover

61% of the ocean lies in ABNJ 43% of the planet

Figure 8. The scale of the global oceans and the areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJ) within them.

2 As defined by the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea “areas beyond national jurisdiction” refers to all parts of the sea
that are not included in an Exclusive Economic Zone, territorial sea, or internal or archipelagic waters of a state (i.e., “high seas”); and
the seabed and ocean floor and subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of national jurisdiction (i.e., the "Area”).
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Areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services

Protected and conserved areas will only be fully
effective in addressing biodiversity loss globally if
established in the right places. Target 3 emphasizes
that protected and conserved areas should
especially include “areas of particular importance for
biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services”
(CBD 2022b). Historically, protected areas have
often been established in places where there is no
immediate conflict with other human needs (Pressey
etal. 2015). Target 3 commits governments to
focusing more attention on strategically protecting
and conserving the most optimal places for
biodiversity and ecosystem functions (CBD 2022b).

Areas of particular importance for biodiversity

Areas of particular importance for biodiversity can be
considered in the context of the KMGBF to be “sites
that contain significant populations/extents of threatened
or geographically restricted species or ecosystems, or
that have significant ecological integrity or irreplaceability,
are significant for the maintenance of biological
processes, or provide significant ecological connectivity to
maintain populations of species” (Plumptre et al. 2024).

Categories of “areas of importance” include
Ecologically and Biologically Sensitive Areas (EBSAS),
Important Marine Mammal Areas, and Important
Shark and Ray Areas (IUCN WCPA 2024), among
others. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) represent the
most comprehensive dataset of areas of importance.
KBAs have been identified in all countries worldwide
and in terrestrial, freshwater and marine realms.

They are “sites contributing significantly to the

global persistence of biodiversity” and are identified
nationally using globally standardized scientific
criteria (described in the Global KBA Standard; IUCN
2016). KBAs aim to bring together the various site-
scale approaches to comprehensively identify areas
of particular importance for biodiversity, including
sites of significance for threatened or geographically
restricted species or ecosystems, ecological integrity,
biological processes or irreplaceability. These include
sites critical for the conservation of the world's birds,
known as Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas (IBAs),
the last remaining refuges for Endangered or Critically
Endangered species, known as Alliance for Zero
Extinction (AZE) sites, and other sites of international
significance for the conservation of one or more
taxonomic groups in terrestrial, marine, or freshwater
systems (IUCN 2016). Data on national KBA networks
are brought together in the World Database of KBAs.

The mean percentage coverage of KBAs by protected
and conserved areas has been adopted as a
component indicator for Target 3 (CBD 2022b) and is

21

a proposed disaggregation of the headline indicator
(CBD 2024a). This aligns with official indicators
adopted by the UN for assessing progress towards
Sustainable Development Goals 14 (Life Below Water)
and 15 (Life on Land), which assess coverage of
marine, terrestrial and mountain KBAs by protected
and conserved areas (UNGA 2017; UN 2024).

Globally, over 16,500 KBAs have been identified,
covering more than 22 million km? and representing
4.3% of the world's surface. Among the 16,227 KBAs
with boundaries recorded in the World Database of
KBAs, the mean percentage of each individual KBA
within protected and conserved areas is 47.72%
(including 0.54% by OECMSs), an increase of 18.64
percentage points since 2000. This means that, on
average, approximately half of each KBA is covered
by one or more protected area or OECM. The mean
percentage of each KBA covered by protected and
conserved areas is 48.50% for terrestrial KBAs,
48.16% for freshwater KBAs, and 46.11% for

marine KBAs within national waters. While mean
coverage of KBAs by protected and conserved areas
has substantially improved since 2000, progress
has slowed over the past decade (Figure 9).

In total, approximately two-thirds of global KBAs
(67.97%) are either fully or partially covered by
protected and conserved areas (Figure 10). Just over
one fifth (22.02%) of all KBAs are fully covered by
protected and conserved areas. The proportion of sites
that are completely covered is comparable across

the three realms, with 23.29%, 21.88% and 20.16% of
freshwater, terrestrial and marine KBAs fully covered
by protected and conserved areas, respectively.
Across all realms combined, a further 45.95% of KBAs
are partially covered. Of these areas, 74 terrestrial,

44 marine, and three freshwater KBAs have partial

or full coverage from OECMSs, but no coverage from
protected areas. Meanwhile, almost one third (32.03%)
of KBAs lack protection entirely, with 33.36% of all
freshwater KBAs, 30.35% of marine KBAs and 30.04%
of terrestrial KBAs remaining fully unprotected.

Information on areas of particular importance

for biodiversity in each country can readily be
accessed using the KBA website. The identification
of unprotected sites that are important for the
global persistence of biodiversity supports countries
to plan, prioritize and make decisions on these
sites. Prioritizing locations in this way can bolster
progress toward Target 3 and the goals of the
KMGBF more broadly. In addition, further work is
necessary to ensure that national networks of KBAs
are as up to date and comprehensive as possible, to
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Figure 9. Mean per cent coverage of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) by protected areas and other effective
area-based conservation measures (OECMs) between 2000 and 2024. Coverage is shown for terrestrial,
marine and freshwater KBAs. Sources: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024; BirdLife International 2024. Calculated

by BirdLife International.

ensure that all areas of importance for biodiversity
are included and appropriately documented

and monitored. Priorities include the further
identification of sites important for invertebrates,
plants, and less charismatic vertebrate groups, as
well as for threatened or geographically restricted
ecosystems, and sites of high ecological integrity.

The Species Protection Index (SPI; The Map of

Life — Indicators; Jetz et al. 2022) is a component
indicator for Target 3 that directly and quantitatively
addresses the extent to which protected and
conserved areas conserve species. The SPI
measures the relative importance of all locations
worldwide in safeguarding species and delivers
detailed global maps of biodiversity importance. For
any region, the index measures how well existing
protected and conserved areas cover these areas
and contribute to species survival. For full SPI results
see Chapter 5 in the context of the "ecologically
representative” component of the target.

Areas of particular importance for
ecosystem functions and services

In the case of ecosystem functions and services,
important areas are interpreted for this report as
referring to sites critical to human well-being, such as
those sequestering and storing carbon, or containing
important freshwater sources (Watson et al. 2023).

Historically, the ability to assess coverage of areas
important for ecosystem services has been impeded
by limited data and methodologies designed to
capture and map the benefits people derive from
nature (CBD 2024a). As a result, there is currently

no agreed indicator in the monitoring framework to
assess coverage of these vital areas by protected and
conserved areas. However, recent progress has been
made to map key ecosystem services, or Nature's
Contributions to People (NCPs), and to identify the
areas most important for providing these services —
areas that can also be referred to as critical natural
assets (Chaplin-Kramer et al. 2022).2 Progress on

Integration and
sustainable use

3 Following Chaplin Kramer et al,, (2022), Critical Natural Assets were defined in this report as the areas underpinning the supply of 90% of
values of either the potential or realized nature’s contributions to people considered in this study.
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Figure 10. Extent to which Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) are covered by protected areas and other effective
area-based conservation measures (OECMs), shown as full, partial and no coverage. Sources: UNEP-WCMC
and IUCN 2024; BirdLife International 2024. Calculated by BirdLife International.

mapping NCPs and critical natural assets provides an
opportunity to further develop a suitable indicator for
this element of Target 3 (Dudley and Stolton 2022). .

For this Report, four locally relevant NCPs were
considered, relating to water quality regulation (two
NCPs: sediment retention and nitrogen retention),
flood regulation and coastal risk reduction. In addition,
vulnerable carbon was included as a global NCP. The
analysis looked at both potential NCPs (services that
are supplied but not currently used by beneficiaries)
and realized NCPs (services that are actively used).
“Areas of particular importance for... ecosystem functions
and services’, or critical natural assets, were defined
for this analysis as those that collectively provide 90%
of the NCPs that were assessed. These important
areas were found to cover a significant portion of

the world’s land. The critical natural assets needed

for potential NCPs cover 62.69% of the world's land
surface. For realized NCPs, the figure is 53.38%.

Overlaying these areas with data on protected and
conserved areas suggests that just under one fifth

of critical natural assets are protected or conserved
(19.07% of the total area for potential NCPs and
17.88% for realized NCPs). Since 2020, these figures
have increased by 0.41 and 0.28 percentage points,
respectively. These findings indicate that most areas
important for ecosystem functions and services
(critical natural assets) are unprotected and have seen
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limited improvement since 2020. Covering all critical
natural assets through the establishment of protected
and conserved areas is clearly unrealistic, but their
vast extent highlights the importance of considering
Target 3 within the context of the broader Global
Biodiversity Framework. Protected and conserved
areas will not always be the most suitable tools for
maintaining NCPs, particularly those being actively
used by local people. Sustainable management

is therefore needed across wider landscapes and
seascapes if these areas are to continue to support
human life and wellbeing. The fact that all critical
natural assets cannot be protected within the scope
of the 30% target also makes clear the need to
prioritize areas that will support the implementation
of multiple elements of the target simultaneously.
Critical natural assets for which protected and
conserved areas are appropriate management tools
might often be those with other values that would
benefit from conservation, such as areas that also
have high biodiversity value or promote connectivity.

Global studies suggest prioritizing areas that can
contribute to several Target 3 elements is a viable
approach, as they demonstrate that many areas of the
world are important for both ecosystem services and
biodiversity. This suggests that progress on Target

3 could be bolstered by the prioritization of these
locations for new protected and conserved areas
(Neugarten et al. 2020). Given the intrinsic benefits

Conclusion
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of such areas to local people, the types of protected
and conserved areas needed in these locations will
often be those that support sustainable use. In many
cases, these will be those with governance led by,

or effectively engaging, Indigenous Peoples and
local communities. Diverse data, methodologies,
and tools are readily available to assist countries

in identifying and prioritizing these areas (Dudley

and Stolton 2022; Watson et al. 2023). Of equal
importance will be the full implementation of KMGBF
Target 1 on spatial planning, and Target 10 on
sustainability of production systems, ensuring that
critical natural assets falling outside protected and
conserved areas are still sustainably managed.

<20% = 20-40% [0 40-60% [N 60-80% M 80-100%

Figure 11. Per cent coverage of critical natural assets by protected areas and other effective area-based
conservation measures (OECMs) at the national level. Coverage is shown for critical natural assets for
potential ecosystem services and realized ecosystem services. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024,

Chaplin-Kramer et al. 2023 and Noon et al. 2022.
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Ecologically representative

To protect the diversity of life on Earth, it is necessary
to establish systems of protected and conserved areas
that cover representative areas for the world’s species,
ecosystems, and biogeographic regions. Doing so

is important because each biogeographic region*
(ranging from tropical rainforests to arid deserts to
freshwater environments and marine regions) differs
in the biodiversity it supports and the benefits it
provides to people. This is reflected in the wording

of Target 3, which calls for systems of protected and
conserved areas to be “ecologically representative”.

To assess this element of Target 3, the coverage of
biogeographic regions by protected and conserved
areas is proposed as a disaggregation of the headline
indicator (CBD 2024a). Here, biogeographic regions
are assessed, following the approach proposed in CBD
20244, at the ecoregion® level (data sources: Spalding
etal. 2007; Abell et al,, 2008; Dinerstein et al. 2017)

and at the biome® level using the newly developed
IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology’ (Keith et al. 2020).
Further insights are provided in Boxes 5.1 and 5.2.

In total, coverage of 1,528 ecoregions and 23 biomes
was assessed across terrestrial, marine, inland
water and transitional (overlapping) realms. This
approach assumes a 30% coverage target across

all biogeographic regions. In reality, the extent of
coverage needed for each biogeographic region

will depend on many factors, including its relative
importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Importantly, however, a system of protected and
conserved areas with extreme variation in coverage
of biogeographic regions (i.e., where some have

only low levels of coverage) is unlikely to be fully
delivering on the “ecologically representative” aspect
of Target 3. Methods that look at both total coverage
and how equally biogeographic regions are covered
(Chauvenet et al. 2017) may provide useful additional
insights on improving ecological representation.

At present, biogeographic regions are globally
unevenly protected. However, a substantial number
have already reached 30% coverage. In the terrestrial
realm, 233 out of 847 (27.51%) ecoregions are more
than 30% covered by protected areas. This number

rises by 14 ecoregions with the inclusion of OECMs
(taking the proportion of terrestrial ecoregions

with 30% coverage to 29.16%). The figures are

lower for marine and freshwater ecoregions, where
approximately one quarter (57 out of 232, or 25.57%)
of marine and one fifth (37 out of 449, or 21.60%) of
freshwater ecoregions are 30% covered by protected
and conserved areas (Figure 12; Figure 13a).

Since 2020, a further six terrestrial ecoregions, two
marine ecoregions (Cocos-Keeling/Christmas Island
and Western Arabian Sea) and three freshwater
ecoregions have met the 30% coverage target. While
this is an encouraging finding, 46 (5.43%) terrestrial
ecoregions and 42 (18.10%) marine ecoregions still
lack any protection (i.e., they have coverage of less
than 1%). The picture is, however, slightly more positive
in the freshwater realm where most ecoregions

are at least partially protected or conserved, with
only 13 (2.90%) entirely lacking protection.

Marine provinces have reached 30% coverage in
14 of 62 (22.58%) cases, and pelagic provinces in
only one out of 37 (2.70%; Figure 13b). While this
is not unexpected given that pelagic provinces
are typically very large, the results also highlight
the lack of protection in areas beyond national
jurisdiction, where pelagic provinces largely occur.
There has been no significant improvement in
coverage of these provinces since 2020. One notable
exception is the Somali Current, a large province
of 2.60 million km?, which is now 1.42% covered.

In terms of biomes, only one of the seven terrestrial
biomes meets the 30% coverage target (the
tropical-subtropical forests biome). While this is an
encouraging finding, the tropical-subtropical forests
biome is one where greater than 30% coverage
may be warranted given its very high importance
for biodiversity and climate regulation (Ometto et al.
2022). The other terrestrial biomes have an average
of 15.17% coverage. None of the four marine,

three freshwater or nine transitional biomes meets
the 30% coverage target, with average coverage

of 11.20%, 16.16% and 18.90% respectively.

4 Area of similar character in terms of the biota (fauna and flora) present in it. Each biogeographic region is based on similarity of composition
in terms of the systematics (and hence evolutionary history) of the biota (biogeographical region — European Environment Agency; europa.eu).
5 Ecological units of land, freshwater, or ocean that contain similar and geographically-distinct assemblages of biodiversity (Olson et al. 2001;

Spalding et al. 2007, Dinerstein et al. 2017)

® Biome as defined in the IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology: A component of a realm (e.g., terrestrial, freshwater, marine) united by broad
features of ecosystem structure and one or a few common major ecological drivers that regulate major ecological functions, derived from

the top-down subdivision of realms.

“The IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology includes six hierarchical levels: realms, functional biomes, ecosystem functional groups,
biogeographic ecotypes, global ecosystem types, and sub-global ecosystem types. Definitions of each can be found here: https:/alobal-

ecosystems.org/.
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Figure 12. Per cent coverage of terrestrial, marine and freshwater ecoregions, marine provinces and pelagic
provinces by protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs). Sources: UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN 2024; Spalding et al. 2012; Spalding et al. 2007; Abell et al., 2008; Dinerstein et al. 2017.
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While progress has been made in some realms,
many ecoregions and biomes still lack sufficient

(or any) protection. More focus is needed on
increasing the representativeness of different
biogeographic regions, especially in the open ocean.

In addition to assessing representation of
biogeographic regions, it is also important to consider
the representation of species diversity. Representing
this species diversity within systems of protected

and conserved areas is central to several targets

of the KMGBF. The Species Protection Index (SPI)

is the only component indicator for Target 3 to
directly and quantitatively measure how well species
are represented within networks of protected and
conserved areas (Map of Life - Indicators; Jetz et al.
2022; Powers and Jetz 2019). It can be used to assess
both coverage of areas of importance for biodiversity
(see Chapter 4) and ecological representativeness.

Terrestrial and inland waters

Marine and coastal areas

Freshwater

Well-
connected

Indigenous
and traditional
territories

Equitably

Y Integration and
governe

Effective sustainable use

For tens of thousands of species worldwide, the
indicator measures the portion of protected or
conserved habitat that is suitable in comparison

to the total area needed for that species to survive
(providing a Species Protection Score, SPS, for each
species). The aggregate average of these scores for
a region is the SPI. This indicates how well systems
of protected and conserved areas capture the total
area of suitable habitat required for all assessed
species found in a country, region or worldwide.

On land, only half (SPI = 50.13%) of the habitat-suitable
ranges necessary to sufficiently safequard assessed
species are covered by protected and conserved

areas (for 33,131 assessed terrestrial species). In the
marine realm, a higher percentage (SPI = 61.65%)

of the required ranges of assessed marine species

are within protected or conserved areas (for 12,904
assessed species). Most of this protection is provided
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Figure 13a. Per cent of terrestrial, marine and freshwater ecoregions reaching 30% coverage by protected
areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs). Sources: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN
2024; Spalding et al. 2007; Abell et al., 2008; Dinerstein et al. 2017.
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Figure 13b. Per cent of marine provinces and pelagic provinces reaching 30% coverage by protected areas
and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs). Sources: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024;

Spalding et al. 2012.
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by protected areas rather than reported OECMs (the do not add to this coverage). However, the habitat-
figures are 49.45% and 60.72% without OECMs forthe  suitable ranges of only 3,302 species occurring
terrestrial and marine realms, respectively). In marine within ABNJ were assessed. Since the coverage of
areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJ), around one  protected and conserved areas in ABNJ is, in general,
quarter (26.90%) of the total area of habitat-suitable very low, these results should be interpreted with
species ranges is covered by protected areas (OECMs  caution. National-level results are shown in Figure 14.

<20% 20-40% N 40-60% M 60-80% M 80-100% Data deficient
<20% 20-40% W99 40-60% M 60-80% [ 80-100% Data deficient

Figure 14. Species Protection Index (SPI) at the national level. The index is shown as a percentage of the habitat-
suitable ranges necessary to safeguard assessed species that is within protected areas and other effective
area-based conservation measures (OECMs). SPI is shown for the terrestrial and inland waters realm and for
the marine realm. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024. Calculated by Map of Life (mol.org) in association
with the GEO Biodiversity Observation Network and the Half-Earth Project.
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Box 5.1. The IUCN Red List of Ecosystems
Marcos Valderrabano and Red List of Ecosystems — Thematic Group in Commission on Ecosystem Management of IUCN

IUCN's Red List of Fcosystems (RLE) has been adopted as a component indicator of Target 3. While the
RLE does not have global coverage, countries with RLE can assess whether protected and conserved
areas are providing sufficient coverage to at-risk ecosystems.

The RLE is an innovative tool for assessing the risk of ecosystem collapse, and the resulting loss of
biodiversity. It promotes sustainable environmental management by identifying ecosystem types most at
risk and the management pathways that will most effectively reduce those risks. The tool can be applied
to any ecosystem across marine, terrestrial and inland water realms. It has been applied to more than
500 ecosystems across more than 100 countries. Mangroves became the first ecosystem to be globally
assessed in 2024 (IUCN 2024b).

Red List of Ecosystems assessments are based on the application of five standard criteria, and results
are expressed in categories indicating the risk of collapse (Figure 15). The criteria assess: a) changes

in ecosystem distribution; b) the restricted distribution of ecosystems; c) the degradation of the abiotic
environment; d) the disruption of biotic processes; and e) the probability of ecosystem collapse estimated
using a quantitative model.

In the context of protected and conserved areas, the RLE is most frequently used to:

-« Define spatial priorities for protection based on ecosystem risk and ecosystem integrity (see mapping
biodiversity priorities)

Support restoration plans, actions and monitoring

Design conservation actions and strategies based on ecological processes critical to ecosystem
sustainability or managing the threats that may ultimately cause ecosystem collapse

+  Ensure impact mitigation and compensatory measures including application of the mitigation
hierarchy.

For more information, see the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems website (https:/iucnrle.ord/).

&2

-_
RED LIST OF
ECOSYSTEMS

THREATENING
PROCESSES
Collapsed Defining features lost, key biota no longer sustained
Critically Endangered Extremely high risk of collapse
ECOSYSTEM ECOSYSTEM
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-
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Reduction in Environmental o
distribution RISK OF degradation vuU Vulnerable Very high risk of collapse
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Figure 15. IUCN Red List of Ecosystems criteria and risk of ecosystem collapse categories.

30

Important Ecological Well- - Equitabl Indigenous Integration and
Coverage ieies representat’\yle connected Effective ggverneé an{jegﬁglrtlgjsnal SUStinable use

Conclusion


https://iucnrle.org/
https://www.sanbi.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/mapping-biodiversity-priorities-web.pdf
https://www.sanbi.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/mapping-biodiversity-priorities-web.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/49846
https://iucnrle.org/

; Protected and Important Ecologicall Well- : Equitabl Indigenous Integration and ;
Introduction  6nserved areas Coverage ieies represegntatixe connected Effective ggverneé antdegﬁglrtig)snal sustainable use  Conclusion

Box 5.2. PARC-Representativeness
Simon Ferrier, CSIRO

The Protected Area Representativeness and Connectedness (PARC)-representativeness index developed
by CSIRO (Australia’'s National Science Agency) measures the degree to which a system of terrestrial
protected and conserved areas is ‘ecologically representative’. It does this using mapping of fine-scaled
spatial variation in the composition of species assemblages across the entire land surface of the planet,
based on modelling that links observations for more than 400,000 species of plants, invertebrates and
vertebrates to 1 km-resolution gridded climate, terrain, soil and vegetation attributes. This modelling allows
representativeness to be assessed at a much finer and more meaningful ecological resolution than approaches
reporting representation only in terms of coverage of relatively broad ecosystem types or biomes.

The PARC-representativeness value for any specified spatial unit (e.g., a country, a region or the entire
planet) is calculated as a geometric mean of the percentage protected of all ecologically distinct
environments within that unit. If protection is evenly spread across these environments, then the
percentage score obtained for PARC-representativeness will be close to the unit's overall percentage of
protection. However, if protection is biased towards particular environments, leaving other environments
and associated species assemblages poorly represented, the PARC-representativeness score for the unit
will be lower than the overall percentage protected. The magnitude of this discrepancy indicates the level
of ecological bias inherent in the distribution of protection.

The following chart presents PARC-representativeness results for 2020 and 2024, both at an aggregate
global level and disaggregated by subregions, and contrasts these with the overall percentage of
protection (by both protected areas and OECMs) for these same spatial units.

D D Terrestrial Protected and
Conserved Area Coverage

2020 1 (2024

30% .
. PARC-representativeness

20%

10%

Subregion

Figure 16. Mean representativeness score (PARC-representativeness) from 0% (unrepresentative) to
100% (complete and uninterrupted protection of environmental diversity) at the sub-regional level and
per cent protected and conserved area coverage between 2020 and 2024.

These results indicate that the overall coverage of existing protected areas and OECMs is not evenly
spread across fine-scaled environments and their associated species assemblages. This means that
coverage is not ecologically representative at these scales. This is particularly apparent at the global level
where, for 2024, the mean percentage of the area of ecologically distinct environments protected (10.00%),
as reported by the PARC-representativeness index, is only just over half of the percentage of overall land
area protected (17.58%). In other words, many of the world’s ecologically distinct terrestrial environments
still have less than 10% of their area covered by protected areas and OECMs. Most subregions also

exhibit PARC-representativeness values markedly lower than the overall percentage of these subregions
protected, most notably for subregions achieving the highest levels of overall protection.
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Well-connected systems

Target 3 calls for “well-connected systems” of
protected and conserved areas that are “integrated
into the wider landscapes, seascapes, and the

ocean” (see Chapter 10), and similar themes occur
throughout the Global Biodiversity Framework (Box
6.1). Ecological connectivity can be defined as “the
unimpeded movement of species, connection of habitats
without hinderance and the flow of natural processes
that sustain life on Earth” (CMS 2024). Retaining
ecological connectivity is essential to maintaining
resilient ecological networks that mitigate drivers

of biodiversity loss (Hilty et al. 2019). Individual
protected and conserved areas can preserve locations
that are important for biodiversity (Chapters 4-5;
Watson et al. 2014; Hockings et al. 2019). When

linked together in well-connected systems, they can
facilitate species movement and migration, while
also maintaining overall ecosystem functions. This is
increasingly important in the face of climate change.

Measuring and monitoring connectivity is, however,
complex because the ecological processes that
underpin it vary enormously across spatial and
temporal scales and between environments (Beger
et al. 2022). There are two broad approaches to
measuring connectivity: structural and functional.
Structural connectivity® reflects the spatial
arrangement of habitats and other physical features,
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while functional connectivity® goes further by looking
at the ease with which organisms can move through
land- or seascapes (Tischendorf and Fahrig 2000,
Auffret, Plue and Cousins 2015). A well-connected
system of protected and conserved areas will

be both functionally and structurally connected.
However, functional connectivity is substantially
harder to measure, particularly over large spatial
scales (Keeley, Beier and Jenness 2021).

There are several metrics available to measure
elements of functional and structural connectivity

in the terrestrial realm. This includes four indicators
that have been adopted within the monitoring
framework for Target 3. There are two component
indicators, Protected Connected (ProtConn; Saura et
al. 2018) and Protected Area Representativeness and
Connectedness (PARC)-connectedness (BIP 2024a),
and two complementary indicators, Protected Area
Isolation Index (PAI; Brennan et al. 2022) and Protected
Areas Network metric (ProNet; Theobald et al. 2022).
All four indicators focus on the linkages between
terrestrial protected and conserved areas. While
ProtConn, PARC-connectedness and ProNet focus
on physical habitat links, the PAI also incorporates
aspects of functional connectivity. It is important to
note that measures of connectivity are not currently
available for inland waters or the marine realm.

™

Monarch butterflies in the Monarch Butterfly Biosphere Reserve Michoacan, Mexico #111664605 By Noradoa | Adobe Stock f";’

8 Structural connectivity for species: A measure of habitat permeability based on the physical features and arrangements of patches,
disturbances and other land, freshwater or seascape elements presumed to be important for organisms to move through their environment.
Structural connectivity is used in efforts to restore or estimate functional connectivity where measures of it are lacking (Hilty et a/,, 2019).

9 Functional connectivity for species: A description of how well genes, gametes, propagules or individuals move through land, freshwater and

seascape (Rudnick et al,, 2012; Weeks, 2017).
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ProtConn PARC-connectedness ProNet PAI

ProtConn estimates the degree to which protected and conserved areas are linked, providing a
straightforward indicator of structural connectivity that can be used at local to global scales. It reflects
the percentage of the landscape that is both protected and structurally connected, increasing as more
land becomes reachable through connections among protected and conserved areas (Saura et al.
2018; BIP 2024b).

ProtConn indicates that 8.52% of the world's terrestrial surface is protected and connected. This is an
improvement on the figure of 7.84% reported in the previous Protected Planet Report (UNEP-WCMC and
IUCN 2021), but still indicates that a further 21.48% is needed to reach Target 3 by 2030. OECMs add to
the global ProtConn score, with the proportion of the world's terrestrial surface protected and connected
reducing to 7.54% when OECMs are not considered. National ProtConn scores are displayed in Figure 17.

" <10% B9 10-20% MEE 20-40% HEE 40-60% HEM 60-100%  Data deficient

Figure 17. The per cent of land that is protected and connected (ProtConn) through protected areas and
other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) at the national level. Source: UNEP-WCMC
and IUCN 2024. Calculated by the European Commission, Joint Research Centre.
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ProtConn PARC-connectedness ProNet PAI

PARC-connectedness assesses the extent to which protected and conserved areas are connected, not
only to one another but also to unprotected areas of intact natural vegetation. When PARC-connectedness
values are high, this suggests greater levels of integration into the wider landscape. PARC-connectedness
also incorporates remotely-sensed data on land cover change that makes it possible to track the loss of
connectivity that occurs when unprotected intact vegetation is lost (BIP 2024a). This indicator provides

a connectivity score from zero (unconnected) to 1 (continuous and uninterrupted connectivity).

The global PARC-connectedness score is 0.71 (0.69 with protected areas only, rising by 0.01 with OECMSs).
This indicates that, on average, each grid cell (1 km?) on land within a protected or conserved area is 71%
connected to grid cells containing intact natural vegetation and/or other protected or conserved grid

cells. Therefore, locations within protected and conserved areas are somewhat well-connected to intact
areas within broader ecological networks or to other locations within protected and conserved areas
themselves. However, connectivity gaps remain that need to be addressed (see Figure 18 for national
scores). Importantly, the areas of intact natural vegetation that contribute to this score are not necessarily
protected themselves. Ensuring the sustainable management of these areas is necessary to ensure they
continue to facilitate connectivity within systems of protected and conserved areas into the future. Since
2020, the average global PARC-connectedness score has increased marginally by 0.20 percentage points.

<0.2 9 0.2-04 MW 04-06 ENO06-08 HEEO038-1 Data deficient

Figure 18. Connectivity score (PARC-connectedness) from zero (unconnected) to 1 (continuous
and uninterrupted connectivity) at the national level. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024.
Calculated by CSIRO.
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ProtConn PARC-connectedness ProNet PAI

The ProNet metric measures the structural connectivity of a protected and conserved area
system. It is not sensitive to the surrounding environment, but instead is solely based on
whether an individual protected or conserved area is located within 10 km of another area.
ProNet provides values from 0 (unconnected) to 1 (fully connected; Theobald et al. 2022).

The global connectivity score for protected and conserved areas based on ProNet is 0.29. This
indicates that 28.90% of protected and conserved area extent is connected but that most (71.10%)
are not. When only connectivity between protected areas was considered, the global ProNet

value decreased slightly to 0.26 (or 25.6% connected), meaning OECMs account for 3.30% of
global connectivity. At the national level, 11 countries and territories with terrestrial protected and
conserved area coverage greater than 30% were also highly connected (ProNet > 0.99; Figure 19).

<02 11 02-04 WNO04-06 EMO06-08 EMO08-1  Datadeficient

Figure 19. ProNet values from 0 (unconnected) to 1 (100% connected) at national level. Source:
UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024. Calculated with support from Conservation Planning Technologies.
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ProtConn PARC-connectedness ProNet PAI

The Protected Area Isolation Index (PAl) indicates functional connectivity of terrestrial protected areas,
measuring their degree of isolation from the viewpoint of moving mammals (Brennan et al. 2022; WWF
2022). It accounts for human pressures and their impact on animal movement (Brennan et al. 2022).

PAl does not provide a global-level indicator of connectivity. Instead, it provides scores at the national or
subregional level that are then used to compare relative levels of connectivity. According to PAI, Greenland,
Brunei, Guyana, Canada and French Guiana are the countries/territories with the most connected
protected and conserved area networks (Figure 20). On a sub-regional level, Australia-New Zealand is

the sub-region with the most connected network. Western Europe has the least connected protected

area network.

<44 Bl 44-62 BM62-81 >8.1 Data deficient

Figure 20. Median Protected Area Isolation (PAI) scores at the national level. Low PAI scores represent
less isolated, and therefore more connected, protected and conserved areas. High scores represent
high isolation and low connectivity. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024.
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While the four indicators presented here use different
methods, measure different facets of connectivity,
and produce different results, they converge on one
key message: The world's network of protected

and conserved areas is not well connected yet. The
indicators reveal that the current terrestrial coverage
of 17.58% does not equate to 17.58% of the world's
land being within well-connected systems of protected
and conserved areas. This is an important reminder
that achieving 30% coverage by 2030 alone will not
deliver on Target 3. Efforts to expand protection
must also address connectivity. An example of
practical action being taken is provided in Box 6.2.
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Furthermore, understanding and monitoring
connectivity in the marine realm remains problematic.
At present, the four indicators are limited to the
terrestrial realm, although work is ongoing to adapt
some of them to the marine realm. Measuring
connectivity becomes increasingly complicated

in flowing water systems. The challenge stems

from the fact that these systems require additional
consideration of vertical linkages in water columns,
longitudinal linkages (e.g., between up and
downstream waters), lateral linkages (e.g., between
river channels and floodplains), and ‘inter-realm’
linkages between freshwater, marine and terrestrial
spaces (e.g., O'Leary and Roberts 2018; Grill et al.
2019; Braun et al. 2023). While complex to analyse, all
these connections provide important contributions
to the maintenance of species, populations,
ecological functions and healthy ecosystems.

Clouded Leopard, Himalayan Foothills, India (Neofelis nebulosa) #320507004 By Realitylmages | Adobe stock
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Box 6.1. Ecological connectivity: Key for delivery of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework
Aaron Laur, Gabriel Oppler, Center for Large Landscape Conservation

Ecological connectivity is a key element of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, not
just in the context of achieving Target 3 but also for Goal A and Targets 1,2, 12 and 14.

In efforts to meet, exceed, and secure national commitments under the KMGBF, countries around the
world are increasingly prioritizing ecological connectivity and applying ecological corridor and network
approaches across ecosystems that are key to:

+  Preserving remaining intact and connected natural areas,
+ Arresting and reducing fragmentation,

+ Restoring lost or degraded interconnections,

+  Reversing rates of biodiversity loss, and

+ Increasing resilience to climate change.

This is evident in a recent review and compilation of information from submitted revised or updated
NBSAPs detailing at least 15 countries using the terms “ecological connectivity”, “ecological corridors”,
or “ecological networks”, and/or specific objectives for maintaining, enhancing, and restoring connectivity,

including through the avoidance and mitigation of impacts from linear infrastructure.

The KMGBF monitoring framework includes a number of indicators for connectivity. To support aspects
of the related planning and reporting requirements, practical guidance has been produced to enhance
understanding of what each of these indicators measures, the resources necessary, and the usability and
applicability to the various contexts. This is especially essential for ongoing national target setting, and
baseline understanding, implementation, and adaptive management over time.

Specific to “ecological corridors”, the first-ever World Database on Ecological Corridors (WDEC) is
currently being pilot tested with what is hoped will be a growing number of CBD Parties. The WDEC is
a spatial database that collects information on where ecological corridors are located globally and how
those corridors are structured, governed, and managed. Once operational, the WDEC will complement
the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) and World Database on Other Effective Area-based
Conservation Measures (WD-OECM) to provide a more holistic picture of area-based conservation
networks around the world.

Wildlife crossing #380649025 By bbsferrari | Adobe Stock
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Box 6.2. Wildlife Connect: Strengthening ecological connectivity in South America and Africa
Rafael Antelo, Wildlife Connect Initiative, Annika Keeley, Center for Large Landscape Conservation
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Wildlife Connect is a joint initiative between WWF, the Center for Large Landscape Conservation (CLLC),
the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS) and the IUCN WCPA Connectivity Conservation Specialist
Group (CCSG) that aims to maintain or increase the ecological connectivity of landscapes. This global
initiative focuses on a representative subset of landscapes in Africa, Asia, Europe, and South America.
This box showcases Wildlife Connect efforts in South American and African landscapes.

In South America, Wildlife Connect, with the support of WWF, works towards conserving the jaguar’s
ecological network in the Pantanal Chaco landscape. A team of 30 jaguar and connectivity experts
from Argentina, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Brazil and Paraguay, with the technical support of CLLC,
identified the jaguar’s ecological network through a participatory process. This network includes the
core sites for the conservation of the species and the corridors that connect them. These corridors

are now priority sites for implementing conservation actions that benefit both jaguar conservation and
local and Indigenous populations. These actions include monitoring jaguar populations, strengthening
Indigenous women's livelihoods, promoting jaguar-livestock coexistence and law enforcement, among
others. Involvement of national and subnational governments in the initiative is planned for 2025. More
information is available at: América | atina - Wildlife Connect Powered by WWF

The work of Wildlife Connect in Africa focuses on assessing the functionality of ecological corridors,

in addition to monitoring and supporting their implementation for the conservation of focal species, in
the Southern Kenya Northern Tanzania landscape. In an effort led by WWF and CLLC, 73 specialists on
elephants, wildebeest, cheetahs, African wild dogs, lions, giraffes, and zebras from the two countries
agreed to jointly build the Transboundary Corridors and Connectivity Atlas for the landscape. These
partners will collaborate to assess the functionality of the ecological corridors already identified in this
landscape for the focal species, create a database with spatial information on the corridors, develop

a comprehensive baseline assessment of the corridors using a set of indicators as a basis for annual
monitoring, and share enabling conditions necessary for the implementation of transboundary corridors.
The first meeting of the initiative in Africa included representatives from the Kenya Wildlife Research and
Training Institute and the Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute, involving these government organizations
in the initiative. More information is available at: Africa - Wildlife Connect Powered by WWF
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Effectively conserved and managed

The previous sections of this report focused on the
important progress made towards expanding systems
of protected and conserved areas. However, the
impact of protected and conserved areas depends not
only on where they are placed, but also how they are
conserved and managed (Coad et al. 2019; Arneth et
al. 2023). This is clearly reflected in the language of
Target 3, which highlights the need to ensure that 30%
of terrestrial and inland water areas, and of marine and
coastal areas are “effectively conserved and managed”.

At its most basic level, effectiveness depends

upon protected and conserved areas successfully
conserving the biodiversity values for which they
were recognized. Target 3 also aligns success closely
with governance and management that maintains or
enhances social values such as equity (see Chapter
8) and human rights. Effective protected areas have
progressed beyond the designation stage to having
appropriate governance and management processes
in place and are appropriately designed in terms of
location, size and configuration. Effectiveness also
depends upon these areas retaining their protection
status over the long-term. Once these conditions

are in place, a range of other factors that influence
effectiveness come into play. These include sufficient
funding (Lessman et al. 2024), sufficient personnel
(Appleton et al. 2022), sufficient levels of protection
(Grorud-Colvert et al. 2021) and good governance
(including equitable engagement of rightsholders and
stakeholders; Maxwell et al. 2020; Gurney et al. 2023).
Evidence shows that protected areas having positive
outcomes for both nature (Maxwell et al. 2020) and
people (Gill et al. 2017; Naidoo et al. 2019) depends
on them being well-managed, well-designed and
well-resourced. Effective protected and conserved
areas have clear biodiversity goals and a monitoring
system to determine if those goals are being met.

Assessing the effectiveness of protected and
conserved areas at the site, system and global level
is challenging. This is due to a complex interplay

of factors including the design and location of

the areas and their place in the wider system of
conservation measures. Effectiveness is contingent
upon many factors including whether a system is
well connected and ecologically representative and
whether the processes used to manage the sites
within it are appropriate (Rodrigues and Cazalis
2020). Management effectiveness assessments are
often used to understand the quality of management
at site level. Information on these assessments

is compiled in the Global Database on Protected
Area Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME), which

Well-
connected
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provides a component indicator (and proposed
disaggregation of the headline indicator) for Target
3. The indicator currently assesses the coverage
of protected and conserved areas that have been
assessed, with a more sophisticated and insightful
approach under development (see Box 7.1).

The GD-PAME contains assessment records for
177 countries conducted using 75 methodologies.
In total, 6.8% of protected areas in the WDPA have
been assessed (28,969 assessments for 20,603
protected areas). When combined with spatial data
from the WDPA, these data show that 4.78% of

the world's terrestrial area is covered by protected
areas where management effectiveness has been
assessed (Figure 21). The figure is 1.26% for the
marine realm. No effectiveness data are currently
reported for OECMs, although international guidance
recommends the application of PAME tools alongside
quantitative information on biodiversity outcomes
to monitor these areas, and for this to be reported to
the GD-PAME (IUCN-WCPA Task Force on OECMs
2019). These results show that much more focus

is needed on management effectiveness, both in
terms of conducting assessments and reporting
data at the global level. Since many assessments
are considerably outdated, there is also a need

to ensure that effectiveness is monitored, and
reported on, at appropriate time intervals.

Although PAME assessments have been commonly
used (Hockings, Stolton and Leverington 2006),

they do not always sufficiently capture the links
between management inputs and processes

and the achievement of conservation outcomes
(Maxwell et al. 2020). In part, the IUCN Green List
Standard was developed out of a recognition of

this shortcoming (Hockings et al. 2019). Widely
acknowledged as the most comprehensive standard
for effective area-based conservation, it consists of
three core components: good governance, sound
design and planning and effective management.
These components act as stepping-stones towards
the fourth component of successful conservation
outcomes. The Standard provides a global benchmark
for effective area-based conservation (i.e., providing
guidance on what should be assessed to understand
progress towards effectiveness). It is complemented
by a list of protected and conserved areas certified
by IUCN against the Standard. The number of Green
Listed sites is a complementary indicator for Target
3. There are now 87 such sites across 18 countries.

Building on both the GD-PAME and Green List
Standard, a system is under development to
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Figure 21. Per cent of area covered by protected areas with management effectiveness assessments at
the national level. Coverage is shown for the terrestrial and inland waters realm and for the marine realm.

Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024.

enable reporting of detailed data on all elements

of effectiveness. In the run-up to 2030, this system
will provide the basis for an evolution of the current
indicator based on the GD-PAME. The expected
outcome is a more meaningful disaggregation

of the headline indicator, showing coverage of
protected and conserved areas grouped by levels
of effectiveness (Box 7.1; IUCN WCPA 2024).

In addition to active management and monitoring
(Box 7.2), the effectiveness of protected and
conserved areas depends upon sustained, long-

term commitment to conservation in these areas.
Tracking legal changes to protected and conserved
areas provides a complementary approach to
understanding effectiveness by highlighting socio-
political changes that may affect the status of an
area and therefore its ability to conserve biodiversity.
Protected area downgrading, downsizing and
degazettement (PADDD) is a phenomenon describing
legal changes that ease a protected area'’s restrictions
(downgrading), reduce its size (downsizing), or result
in its elimination (degazettement; Golden Kroner et
al. 2019). Depending on the context, these changes
may have a significant impact on the protected area’s
capacity to conserve biodiversity (Golden Kroner
etal. 2019), for example, by accelerating forest

loss and carbon emissions (Forrest et al. 2015).
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PADDD is a complementary indicator for Target
3, and an analysis of PADDD events is included in
this Protected Planet Report for the first time.

Since 2009, civil society organizations and researchers
have been tracking PADDD events, including proposed
and enacted changes, in state-governed protected
areas (privately protected areas; territories and areas
governed Indigenous Peoples or local community
communities; protected areas recognized by
international entities and OECMs are not included

in the analysis) (Mascia et al. 2020; Conservation
International and WWF 2021). Information on PADDD
is compiled using a range of sources including,
among others, the WDPA, official legal documents,
peer reviewed journal articles and grey literature.

An analysis of PADDD events tracked by the initiative
found a total of 2,173 enacted downgrades (affecting
1,832 protected areas), 604 instances of enacted
protected area downsizing (affecting 470 protected
areas) and 328 enacted degazettement events
(affecting 325 protected areas) to have occurred
between 1895-2021 (Figure 22). The absolute total
area affected by enacted events (which removes
overlapping PADDD events) is 2.68 million km?, while
the enduring total area affected (removing enacted
PADDD events that were subsequently reversed)

is 2.14 million km?. These figures demonstrate the
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impermanence of many protected areas, and their sound design and planning to ensure that these
susceptibility to broader socio-economic and political areas can be effective in achieving their intended
changes, despite their intended goal (according to purpose to conserve biodiversity. Ongoing monitoring,
international standards) of conserving biodiversity for research, and support are required to continue tracking
perpetuity. This highlights the importance of long- PADDD events, understand their impacts, and enable
term resourcing and political commitment alongside interventions to support long-term conservation.

appropriate management, equitable governance,

Enacted

2.4 million km®

393,326 km®

- 245,653 km’
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55,245 km®
-180,243 km?
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Figure 22. Gross area (km?) of protected areas affected by proposed and enacted PADDD events recorded
between 1895-2021. PADDD events are divided into downgrades, downsizes and degazettements. Sources:
UNEP-WCMC and IUCN 2024. Calculated by UNEP-WCMC and WWF USA

Box 7.1. Moving towards a new way of monitoring effectiveness in Protected Planet
Helen Klimmek, UNEP-WCMC

UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, including WCPA, are developing an approach to enhance reporting and improve
global understanding of effective area-based conservation (IUCN WCPA 2024). The current system of
reporting to GD-PAME provides data on whether protected and conserved areas have been assessed. The
system in development will allow for more detailed reporting on the results of those assessments.

GD-PAME and existing methods for assessing effectiveness (e.g., PAME tools, governance assessment
tools and the IUCN Green List Standard) will form the basis of this system. Recognizing that some
countries have well-established mechanisms for monitoring effectiveness in place, the system will
encourage data providers to use results from existing assessment tools to report and benchmark
progress towards good governance, sound design and planning, effective management and successful
conservation outcomes.

Further refinement and testing of the proposed reporting system is planned to ensure feasibility.
Ultimately, the system will enable future assessments of progress towards Target 3 to include a
breakdown of protected and conserved areas by level of effectiveness, including whether they are
delivering positive outcomes for biodiversity.
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Box 7.2. Tracking MPA quality and expected outcomes using The MPA Guide
Jenna Sullivan-Stack, Kirsten Grorud-Colvert, Oregon State University in collaboration with Marine Conservation
Institute’s MPAtlas
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The MPA Guide helps determine if an area in the ocean is effectively conserved and managed. Some
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) have active plans in place for management, whereas others exist only “on
paper”, in laws or regulations that have not yet been implemented. In addition, some MPAs have many
types of destructive activities occurring inside them. This may even occur when regulations are meant to
mitigate these harmful practices. Other MPAs are fully or highly protected against these impacts.

The MPA Guide provides a common language to describe different types of MPAs according to these
features. It predicts the biodiversity outcomes that can be expected from any given MPA. Use of The

MPA Guide complements other tools for understanding MPAs. For example, The MPA Guide can be used
together with assessments of site-level management effectiveness, which are helpful for determining
whether an MPA is broadly successful at achieving its management goals, even beyond biodiversity
conservation. The MPA Guide also complements the IUCN Protected Area Management Categories, which
highlight the intent of an area based on its management objectives.

Approximately 90% of the total global area in MPAs reported to the WDPA has been assessed using the
MPA Guide as of August 2024 (peer reviewed numbers in Sullivan-Stack et al. 2024, representing >1,000
MPA zones; shared at mpatlas.org). Assessments have been undertaken by ocean experts around

the world to predict the outcomes of MPAs in their country, region or local area. These assessments
document that, of the 8.4% of the global ocean covered by MPAs of any kind, 69% of this area is actively
managed, but 21% is not yet implemented (Figure 23). It also shows that, of the 69% being actively
managed, 49% is fully and highly protected. Yet, in 50% of the area, there are high-impact activities
happening that are extractive and destructive. Biodiversity conservation benefits from some of these
MPAs are expected to be minimal or non-existent (Figure 23). Overall, these data show that although 8.4%
of the ocean is in MPAs, 5.7% of the ocean is in MPAs that are active (either implemented and/or actively
managed), and only 2.8% of the ocean is in fully or highly protected MPAs.

The accumulation of MPA Guide information at a global scale provides a consistent indicator for the
biodiversity conservation outcomes that can be expected from the current system of MPAs. This clarity
highlights areas for investment to improve existing MPAs and demonstrates a need to establish new
MPAs that are expected to conserve biodiversity and its benefits for human well-being.

The MPA Guide is facilitated by its founding partners: IUCN, UNEP-WCMC, National Geographic Pristine Seas,
Marine Conservation Institute’s Marine Protection Atlas, and The MPA Project at Oregon State University.
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Figure 23. Breakdown of the total area in marine protected areas globally by Stage of Establishment and
Level of Protection, as of August 2024, based on peer-reviewed assessments using The MPA Guide.

Definitions for Stage of Establishment and Level of Protection follow

Hammerhead sharks (Sphyrna spp.) #321727224 By Edgar Photosapiens | Adobe stock
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Equitable governance

Target 3 emphasizes the importance of fair,

just governance, specifying that areas must be
“effectively conserved and managed through... equitably
governed systems of protected areas and OECMs...
recognizing and respecting the rights of indigenous
peoples and local communities”. In the context of
protected and conserved areas, governance relates
to who is making management decisions and how
those decisions are made (Borrini-Feyerabend et
al. 2013). How governance involves, recognizes,
impacts and benefits Indigenous Peoples, local
communities and other relevant actors determines
whether it can be considered equitable.

Over the past 20 years, there has been an increased
emphasis on equitable governance and rights in
area-based conservation. This is reflected by efforts
to enhance the quality of governance and address
cases of inequity or injustice (Franks, Small and
Booker 2018). These efforts are crucial for ensuring
that area-based conservation measures uphold the
rights of rightsholders and stakeholders, engage
Indigenous Peoples and local communities, and
support human well-being as well as nature (Franks,
Small and Booker 2018). Importantly, measures are
needed to champion women'’s effective participation
and leadership in governance (e.g., Gissi et al. 2018).
The role of equitable governance in achieving effective
conservation is also increasingly being recognized,
with strengthened governance leading to the delivery
of more positive ecological and biodiversity outcomes
(Oldekop et al. 2016; Fidler et al. 2022; Pinto and
Dawson 2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Dawson et al. 2024).

Equitable governance encapsulates
three key dimensions:

1. Recognition: Acknowledgement and respect
for a diversity of actors, as well as their
rights, values and knowledge systems.

2. Procedure: Inclusive, participatory and transparent
decision-making and conflict resolution.

3. Distribution: The equitable sharing of
all costs and benefits (CBD 2018c).

The understanding of equitable governance continues
to evolve, with increasing focus on understanding the
social, political and economic enabling conditions that
can advance these three key dimensions of equity

in protected and conserved areas. These conditions
include national policies and the balance of power
between different actors (Figure 24; Franks et al. 2024).

To assess the “equitably governed’ element of
Target 3, two indicators (Box 8.1) have been
adopted by Parties to the CBD: one indicating the
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quality of governance (component indicator) and
the other assessing the diversity of governance
types (complementary indicator). Both indicators
are also proposed disaggregations of the headline
indicator (where quality of governance is captured
within the proposed disaggregation by level of
effectiveness) (CBD 2024a; see Chapter 1, Box 1.1).

Quality of Governance

Various tools have been developed to allow
stakeholders and/or rightsholders to assess the
quality of governance at the site level. The Site-level
Assessment for Governance and Equity (SAGE) is

a currently applied tool that has been proposed as
the component indicator for monitoring progress
towards the equitable governance element of Target
3 (CBD 2022b). The indicator looks at the number

of protected areas that have completed a SAGE
assessment. Developed by the International Institute
for Environment and Development (IIED), SAGE
facilitates self-assessment of the social impacts and
equity of conservation action (Franks 2023). SAGE
provides an extensive and detailed assessment of
the quality and equity of governance, aligned with the
three key dimensions of equity (CBD 2018c). A recent
meta-analysis in the results of SAGE assessments
found that areas governed by Indigenous Peoples
and local communities tended to have higher levels of
equity than those governed by government agencies
(Dehmel et al. in press). An essential element of SAGE
and other assessments of governance quality is

the identification of weaknesses, opportunities and
actions needed for improving the overall quality of
governance. This can result in beneficial conservation
and social outcomes at the local, national and global
level (Pinto and Dehmel 2023). Therefore, sites that
have undertaken such assessments can actively
strengthen their governance, moving towards

the achievement of this element of Target 3.

To date, site level governance assessments have only
been completed by a small proportion of the global
protected and conserved area network. Records
compiled by IIED indicate that a SAGE assessment
has been completed in 34 protected areas and

1 OECM recorded in Protected Planet, across 17
countries. These areas cover 331 km? of marine and
coastal areas and 50,922 km? of terrestrial and inland
waters, equating to just 0.22% of the area covered by
protected and conserved areas on land and 0.001%
of the area covered in the marine realm. It is likely
that relevant assessments have been conducted
elsewhere. A system is being developed to compile
these assessments within Protected Planet (see

Conclusion
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Figure 24. Dimensions and principles of equitable governance.

Chapter 7, Box 10.1). Nevertheless, considering the
small number of protected and conserved areas

with SAGE assessments, a dramatic increase in

the use of governance assessments is needed to
document and make progress on this element of
Target 3. It will be essential that such assessments are
conducted with the effective engagement of women,
considering how they are involved in, and affected

by, the protected or conserved area’s governance.

Diversity of Governance types

The diversity of governance types can be used as a
very approximate indication of equitable governance,
providing an insight into the extent to which non-state
governance and shared governance is recognized
within countries. This complementary indicator looks
at the coverage of protected and conserved areas by
governance type.

Based on the data reported to Protected Planet
under each of the four IUCN governance types
(Dudley 2008), the vast majority (62.78%) of the area
within protected and conserved areas is governed
by governments (15.19 million km? or 64.94% in
terrestrial and inland waters and 18.67 million km? or
61.14% in marine areas; Figure 25). A further 11.84%
of coverage is under shared governance (870,099
km? or 3.72% in terrestrial and inland waters and
5.51 million km? or 18.06% in marine areas), 3.95%
under the governance of Indigenous Peoples and/
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or local communities (2.11 million km? or 9.02%

in terrestrial and inland waters and 22,274 km? or
0.07% in marine areas), and 0.50% under private
governance (267,690 km? or 1.14% in terrestrial and
inland waters and 1,397 km? or 0.005% in marine
areas; Figure 25; Box 8.2). This strong skew towards
state governance is likely an underrepresentation

of the true diversity of governance approaches
worldwide. Some forms of non-state governance

are known to be under-reported in Protected Planet,
including governance by private actors (Stolton et al.
2014) and Indigenous Peoples and local communities
(Bingham et al. 2019). This could be due to a lack of
formal mechanisms at national level enabling the
recognition and reporting of these areas (Bingham et
al.. 2017), or a lack of information on governance in
national databases. This is reflected in 9.86% (2.90
million km2 or 12.41% in terrestrial and inland waters
and 2.42 million km? or 7.91% in marine areas) of
the total area within protected and conserved areas
having no reported governance type and 11.07%
(2.05 million km? or 8.78% in terrestrial and inland
waters and 3.91 million km? or 12.82% in marine
areas) being reported to be covered by two or more
designations with differing governance types).

Since 2020, areas reported under Indigenous Peoples’
or local community governance has increased

by 124,827 km?. This signifies a slight increase in
recognition by some national governments, alongside
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greater empowerment of Indigenous Peoples and
local communities to self-recognize and report their
contributions. Despite representing only 0.5% of
global protected and conserved areas by number, and
being reported by only 41 countries and territories,
these areas comprise 3.95% of global protected

and conserved area coverage. Of this coverage,

only 622 km? can be attributed to OECMs governed
by Indigenous Peoples and local communities,
highlighting the surprisingly slow uptake of the OECM
concept to provide recognition to these groups
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(Jonas et al. 2024). The complementary indicator

on governance provides basic insights into the
‘recognition’ element of equitable governance by
illustrating whether different actors are recognized and
reported within national systems. With more diverse
systems generally being more effective and resilient,
(WWF and IUCN WCPA 2023), figures presented
throughout this chapter suggest that more work is
needed to reflect and fully represent the efforts of non-
state conservation actors in Target 3 implementation.

Private Governance

. Individual landowners: 85,480 km?
. Non-profit organisations: 183,196 km?
. For-profit organisations: 411 km®

Governance by Indigenous Peoples and local communities
. Indigenous Peoples: 1.9 million km?
B Local communities: 235,289 km®

Overlapping governance: 6 million km®
[ Not reported: 5.3 million km?

Figure 25. Proportion of global coverage provided by protected areas and other effective area-based
conservation measures (OECMs) under each IUCN governance type and sub-type. “Mixed’ refers to areas
where governance types overlap. Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2024.
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Box 8.1. Monitoring progress on equitable governance in area-based conservation
Phil Franks, International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
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Two indicators have been adopted to assess the ‘equitably governed element of Target 3. This box
discusses the limitations of the current indicators and the steps that could be taken in the future to
enhance them.

1. The number of protected areas that have completed a SAGE assessment. This component indicator
(and proposed disaggregation of the headline indicator) assesses whether the quality of governance
is being considered at site level. While it assumes that assessments of governance are likely to lead
to improvements in governance quality, this is unlikely to be true if relevant rightsholders are not
engaged in the assessment and decision processes.

2. Governance type. This complementary indicator (and proposed disaggregation of the headline
indicator) provides a rough proxy for equitable governance by assessing the extent (by area) to
which governance that formally engages Indigenous Peoples and local communities is being used
by protected and conserved areas in a given country. It assumes that governance by, or involving,
Indigenous Peoples and local communities is, in general, more likely to be just and equitable. Here,
there is a risk that efforts to enhance community engagement do not result in more equitable
governance, as seen with shared governance in some countries. There is also a risk that the
governance type reported to Protected Planet does not accurately reflect the governance or level of
engagement of Indigenous Peoples and local communities.

The use of additional appropriate tools, such as the new SAGE-GT tool, could help overcome the risks
of mis-reporting governance type, as it assesses the governance type and power balance within and
encourages participation by all relevant actors. Regardless of the type of governance assessment
being used, it is important that it is conducted across a substantial number of sites at regular intervals,
to enable broad trends to be tracked over time. This can support improvements at site level in addition
to meaningful reporting at global level, for example through the periodic reporting of average scores,
and the percentage of sites where scores had improved. A system to enable this type of reporting is
currently under development within Protected Planet. However, even with this more refined system, it will
be important to note that the comparison of average scores across countries will be challenging since
differing national contexts and cultures may affect the outcomes of governance assessments. This is
related to the broader point that SAGE and similar assessments were not originally designed to inform
global reporting. While they may provide useful information at this level, it is essential that they also
continue to be used for their primary purpose — facilitating improvements in governance at site level,
including through appropriate financial and political as well as technical support.

Effective participation of Indigenous Peoples and local communities in decision making can be used as
a metric of equitable governance. There is potential to facilitate reportmg on this aspect of governance
relatively simply, by supplementing the S : :

data already reported on governance
type. Such supplementary reporting
could involve data on the extent to

which Indigenous Peoples and local
communities are engaged in decision
making, regardless of governance type,
which in a more general form is an
indicator under Target 22. In combination
with more capacity building on the
existing governance type framework, this
could boost understanding of the extent

. : . Munje Beach Management Committee
to which equitable governance is truly completing SAGE-GT assessment © Dalmas
being implemented. Moka from Chemi Chemi organization
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Box 8.2. Private Governance and its contributions to biodiversity
Sue Stolton, Equilibrium Research, James Fitzsimons, TNC, Miquel Rafa, IUCN WCPA Specialist Group on
Privately Protected Areas and Nature Stewardship
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Privately governed protected and conserved areas are under-recognized but offer significant contributions
to biodiversity conservation. This box looks at the opportunities and challenges for these areas to be
major contributors to all elements of Target 3.

Private governance includes a diverse range of actors, covering governance by individuals, non-
governmental organizations, corporations, for-profit owners, research entities or religious entities.
Privately protected areas (PPAs) meet the IUCN definition of a protected area, while privately governed
OECMs meet the internationally agreed definition of an OECM (see Chapter 2). According to Protected
Planet data, privately governed areas cover a relatively small area, as discussed in this Chapter. However,
they contribute the majority of national coverage in 15 ecoregions and 153 KBAs, and they increase
connectivity in 60 countries (Lewis et al. 2023).

This highlights the role private governance could play in achieving Target 3 nationally and internationally.
However, at present, PPAs have only been reported in 39 countries and territories, with 82% of all PPAs in
the WDPA reported by the USA, Canada and Australia. These limited data do not necessarily reflect reality,
instead indicating a lack of recognition and support for this form of governance, and unclear reporting on
the governance type of some protected and conserved areas. Guidance such as that from I[UCN WCPA
provides good practices that can be built on to develop private governance systems (Mitchell et al. 2018).

In some places, substantial proportions of biodiversity at risk are on private land. In Australia, for example,
between 70% and 90% of unprotected or poorly protected biodiversity, and 88% of inadequately protected
threatened ecological communities, are distributed predominantly on private land (lvanova and Cook
2020). Several countries including Australia (Fitzsimons 2015), South Africa (De Vos et al. 2019), Mexico
(Bezaury-Creel 2024) and Finland (Stolton et al. 2014) have had successful programmes encouraging

the development of PPAs. Despite these efforts, only 0.50% of protected and conserved areas are under
private governance globally, highlighting the need to scale up efforts to recognize them.

OECMs offer an additional route to ensuring conservation outcomes on private lands. In Germany, many
areas permanently dedicated to nature conservation are located outside existing protected areas, with an
estimated 10,000 km? of private land potentially qualifying as OECMs (Kopsieker and Disselhoff 2024).

In Australia, long-term carbon agreements could qualify as OECMs protecting significant areas of native
vegetation (Fitzsimons et al. 2024). Therefore, it is critical to increase reporting and recognition of these
areas, in order to better understand gaps in protection and provide appropriate support to existing private
governance measures.

'

Eurasian wren (Troglodytes troglodytes) Minsmere Nature Reserve, Suffolk, UK #495534692 By Alex Cooper | Adobe Stock
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Indigenous and traditional territories

Indigenous Peoples and local communities play

a critical role in the conservation of nature and
sustainable use of natural resources (Govan 2009;
Garnett et al. 2018; Fa et al. 2020; Forest Peoples
Programme et al. 2020; WWF et al. 2021; UNEP-WCMC
and ICCA Consortium 2021). Through their traditional
knowledge, cultures, governance systems and often
deep connections to the places they inhabit (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2013; CBD 2000), they protect rich
biological and cultural heritage and provide essential
environmental benefits that extend well beyond their
territories (Dinerstein et al. 2020; WWF et al. 2021).

Despite this, Indigenous Peoples and local
communities often receive very little formal
recognition or support for their conservation efforts
(see Chapter 8). While some countries formally
recognize Indigenous Peoples’ and community
governance within national systems of protected
and conserved areas, many do not. Moreover,
Indigenous Peoples and local communities often
lack formal rights to lands, waters and resources,
and face significant threats, sometimes in the name
of conservation. These threats create insecurity over
their territories and undermine their rights, often
with greater negative impacts on women and girls
(IPBES 2019; Tauli-Corpuz et al. 2020; WWF et al.
2021; Secretariat of the Convention on Biological
Diversity 2022; James et al. 2023; Kennedy et al.
2023; Rights and Resources Initiative 2023).

The successful implementation of Target 3, and

more equitable and effective conservation in general,
depends upon secure rights for Indigenous Peoples
and local communities (including women) over their
traditional territories. Appropriate forms of recognition
and support are also needed to ensure Indigenous
Peoples and local communities can maintain their self-
determined governance systems, territories and areas
in the long-term (Maxwell et al. 2020; UNEP-WCMC
and ICCA Consortium 2021; Reyes-Garcia et al. 2022;
Rights and Resources Initiative 2023). Appropriate
forms of recognition and support are those that are
defined by the relevant Indigenous People or local
community and implemented with their consent.

In this context, the KMGBF presents a historic
opportunity to recognize Indigenous Peoples and
local communities as custodians of biodiversity
and as partners in its conservation, restoration

and sustainable use. The KMGBF includes cross-
cutting considerations specifying that all aspects of
implementation must recognize diverse knowledge
systems and values, taking a whole-of-society and
human rights-based approach. Specific emphasis is
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placed on ensuring gender equality and empowerment
of women and girls. In addition, several of the
Framework’s other targets explicitly recognize the
rights and contributions of Indigenous Peoples and
local communities (CBD 2022a). Target 3 states that
actions undertaken to achieve Target 3 should be
carried out “recognizing and respecting the rights of
Indigenous Peoples and local communities, including over
their traditional territories”. Crucially, it also calls for 30%
of lands, inland waters and oceans to be conserved
through “protected areas and other effective area-based
conservation measures, recoghizing indigenous and
traditional territories, where applicable” (CBD 2022b).

There is currently no agreed definition of “Indigenous
and traditional territories” (hereafter referred to as
ITTs) in Target 3 (see Box 9.1). However, based on
existing terms and concepts, they are interpreted in
the context of this report as encompassing territories
and areas that are owned, governed and/or used by
Indigenous Peoples and local communities and that
contribute to biodiversity conservation. Indigenous
Peoples and local communities have self-recognized
and declared areas they conserve in diverse ways,
for example as ICCAs — territories of life (see

box 9.2 and 9.3), Indigenous protected areas and
community conserved areas. It is understood that
ITTs should represent the diversity of these areas
and be grounded in self-determination. Indigenous
Peoples, local communities and CBD Parties are
working to provide further guidance on ITTs in the
context of Target 3. This means that the working
interpretation used here is subject to change. As

this guidance is still being developed, the monitoring
framework currently lacks clear indicators on ITTs

in the context of Target 3. For this report, the lack of
consistent interpretation — and ongoing work to define
detailed indicators for Indigenous and traditional
territories across the KMGBF — poses challenges

on how to assess this element at this stage.

Acknowledging this, an analysis was run to estimate
how including Indigenous and traditional territories
would change the overall terrestrial coverage and

the coverage of each terrestrial ecoregion when
considered alongside protected areas and OECMs.
While some areas governed by Indigenous Peoples
and local communities are already counted towards
Target 3 in the form of protected areas and OECMs
(accounting for 3.95% of global coverage; see Chapter
8). This chapter explores how progress on Target 3
would change if additional ITTs were counted towards
the target with the consent of their custodians.

For the analysis, a global data layer of lands held
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by Indigenous Peoples and local communities was
created using an adapted version of the methodology
of the traditional knowledge indicator on land tenure
and use. This methodology has been proposed

as a headline indicator for Target 22. The global

data layer was overlayed with intact areas from the
Human Footprint Index (Mu et al. 2022), to indicate
land areas of good ecological condition. This created
an estimated layer of “Indigenous and traditional
territories” as defined for use in this chapter. This
method provides a proxy for good ecological health
from a scientific perspective, but an indicator for
assessing ecological health in ITTs will need to

be co-created with Indigenous Peoples and local
communities in the longer term. Combining the
estimated layer of ITTs with protected area and
OECM data from Protected Planet provides an
indication of how much additional coverage could
be achieved if Indigenous and traditional territories
were to be appropriately recognized in Target 3.

Based on this analysis ITTs are estimated to cover
13.61% of global land (18.30 million km?) outside of
the existing network of protected and conserved areas
(Figure 26). If considered alongside protected areas
and OECMs (currently at 17.58% terrestrial coverage),
this would take global coverage to 31.18% on land. In
addition, a further 61 (7.20%) terrestrial ecoregions
would be at least 30% covered (Figure 27). This
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would bring the total per cent of terrestrial ecoregions
with 30% coverage to over one third (36.36%).

These figures drop considerably when lands

without legal recognition or formally recognized
documentation are excluded. When considered
alongside protected areas and OECMs, land formally
recognized as held by Indigenous Peoples and local
communities increases global terrestrial coverage
by 2.84% to 20.42%. The additional number of
ecoregions with 30% coverage falls to 26 (3.07%).

The analysis demonstrates that significant gains in
coverage and ecological representation could be made
by appropriately recognizing Indigenous and traditional
territories in Target 3, whether as protected areas,
OECMs or through a third pathway under discussion.
However, it also highlights the extent of Indigenous
and traditional territories that are potentially playing

a major role in conservation, but which lack formal
recognition and may need greater support.

These results are not definitive. However, they
do provide an estimate of the contributions that
Indigenous Peoples and local communities
make to area-based conservation and could
contribute to Target 3, subject to appropriate
procedures of free, prior and informed consent.

0% 10% 20% 30%

B Protected areas OECMs

40% 50%

[ Indigenous and traditional territories

Figure 26. Per cent of global land covered by protected areas, other effective area-based conservation
measures (OECMs) and Indigenous and traditional territories, based on available data. Sources: UNEP-WCMC

and IUCN, 2024; UNEP-WCMC 2024; LandMark 2024.

Terrestrial Ecoregions

0% 10% 20% 30%

B Protected areas OECMs

40% 50%

[ Indigenous and traditional territories

Figure 27. Per cent of terrestrial ecoregions reaching 30% coverage by protected areas, other effective area-
based conservation measures (OECMs) and Indigenous and traditional territories, based on available data.
Sources: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2024; LandMark 2024; Dinerstein et al. 2017.
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Box 9.1: Indigenous and Traditional Territories (ITT)
Viviana Figueroa, International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity (IIFB)

Although there is no formal definition yet, Indigenous and traditional territories (ITTs) could include
“Lands and waters traditionally occupied or used by Indigenous Peoples and local communities” (CBD
2018b).'° There is also the definition of “Indigenous Peoples’ and community conserved territories and areas
(ICCAs or territories of life): “Indigenous Peoples’ and community conserved territories and areas are natural
and/or modified ecosystems containing significant biodiversity values, ecological services and cultural values,
voluntarily conserved by Indigenous Peoples and local communities, both sedentary and mobile, through
customary laws or other effective means.” (CBD 2018b). The same decision states that “Areas conserved by
Indigenous Peoples and local communities could potentially be recognized as protected or conserved areas,
subject to their ‘prior informed consent’, or “free prior informed consent’, or “approval and involvement” or
request, according to the national circumstances.”.

Indigenous and traditional territories of Indigenous Peoples and local communities maintain significant
areas of biodiversity managed through customary laws or other effective means. The ITT concept puts
forward a third pathway in terms of nature conservation, that should be considered as a third option,
distinct from protected areas or OECMs, to ensure that the Indigenous Peoples’ and local communities’
own forms of conservation are respected, valued and recognized.

Many countries already recognize Indigenous Peoples’ rights over their traditional territories. For
example, in Argentina, Indigenous communities have rights to their land and territories, where they
conserve the most important biodiversity of the country (Ménaco et al. 2020). Importantly, these
Indigenous Peoples could decide, based on their self-determination, to contribute to achieving Target 3
and highlight the conservation of biodiversity in their land and territories. ITTs therefore present a critical
opportunity for recognizing and respecting land rights and the contributions of Indigenous Peoples and
local communities to conservation, without which, Target 3 and the broader goals and targets of the
KMGBF cannot be achieved.

P

10 See more information at Glossary of Relevant Key Terms and Concepts within the Context of the Article 8((J) and Related
Provisions www.cbd.int/doc/guidelines/cbd-8|-GlossaryArticle-en.pdf
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Box 9.2. Supporting ICCAs in Indonesia
Cindy Julianty, Kasmita Widodo, Working Group ICCAs Indonesia (WGlI), Cristina Eghenter, WWF International
and Honorary Member of ICCA Consortium

Integration and
sustainable use

In Indonesia, a mega-biodiverse country with an estimated population of 70 million Indigenous Peoples
(Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara 2021), community and Indigenous conservation practices are at the

core of conservation. Forests, coastal areas, lakes, rivers and other important habitats that are traditionally
managed by Indigenous Peoples and local communities have a key role in sustaining their livelihoods and

preserving their cultural identity and traditions. These areas also preserve critical ecosystem functions

(e.g., water and food security) and biodiversity. Areas conserved in this way are often referred to as ICCAs

— territories of life.

Despite this, community and Indigenous conservation are often unrecognized and unreported. Significant

advances have been made in terms of tenure and rights through policy reform involving social forestry
and the registration of wilayah adat, or Indigenous and traditional territories, at the sub-national level.
However, the situation is more complex where areas and territories customarily governed by Indigenous
Peoples overlap with protected areas.

Over the last decade, the Secretariat of the Working Group ICCAs Indonesia (WGII) has standardized
procedures for the documentation of ICCAs and developed guidelines to support communities. A
common template enables them to collect data and report it online to a voluntary national registry
managed by the WGII. This data is made available through iccas.or.id and tanahkita.id. The template
covers environmental, biodiversity, social, cultural, economic, and historical dimensions of the areas,
and requires a participatory approach with signatures of consent from at least six representatives in the
community. A peer review approach ensures data is validated and has been promoted in the Second
Edition of the ICCA Documentation Guidelines.

In May 2024, WGII released the current status of ICCAs that have been documented and registered in
the online database. Areas have been reported by 79 communities and cover 5,245 km?, with the true
number estimated WGII to be over 42,000 km?. WGII believes that a national, voluntary registry of ICCAs
is important in supporting advocacy for Indigenous rights in conservation. Moreover, it represents a first
stage in the process before communities consider providing free, prior and informed consent for the
inclusion of the data in the global ICCA Reqistry.

T

ICCA custodians in Indonesia © Cindy Julianty
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Box 9.3. Territories of Life: The Colombian context
Red Ticca Colombia-Territorios de vida

The mission of the ICCA Territories of Life Network of Colombia is to increase the visibility of, strengthen,
defend, and support territories of life and their ancestral inhabitants or traditional communities. The
network aims to ensure these areas are recognized as an important instrument for conserving nature
while respecting the rights, cultural identity, and traditional practices of their custodians.

To achieve these goals, the network promotes collaboration at all levels and has created mechanisms to
inform communities of the importance of territories of life, the global movement, and opportunities for
Indigenous Peoples and communities to be recognized for their role in conservation.

These mechanisms include:

«  The creation of a peer support and review committee, which is a governing body of the network that
supports Indigenous Peoples and communities in making visible, strengthening and registering their
territories of life. Its functions include reviewing applications for the ICCA Registry and ensuring local
processes of free, prior, and informed consent are followed.

+  The formation of a peer mentoring program led by members of the network who have already
undertaken the process of self-recognition, declaration, and registration of their territories of life. This
program aims to promote initiative and facilitate processes of reflection and community dialogue for
potential territories of life.

+  The promotion of subnational networks to enhance collaboration and support for nearby territories
of life with similar ecosystems and cultures. For example, the Amazon Node aids self-recognition
processes for new territories of life in the Colombian Amazon basin.

The ICCA Territories of Life Network of Colombia promotes collaboration and encourages dialogue

with governmental and non-governmental institutions aimed at the political and legal recognition of
territories of life. For example, they have actively participated in national dialogues on the processes of
OECM recognition and nomination in Colombia
and how ICCAs can be included within those
processes. While acknowledging the importance
of national systems of protected and conserved
areas, the network advocates for ICCAs to be
distinguished from these approaches. This is
because ICCAs involve more than biological
conservation, protecting the ancestral knowledge
systems of Indigenous Peoples, Afro-Colombian
communities, peasant communities and the
self-governance institutions they create. This is
rooted in a framework of special rights gained
through decades of struggle for autonomy and
self-determination. Moreover, ICCAs offer States
and society at large different perspectives on the
relationship between nature, territory, cultural
identity, and traditional spirituality, which calls for
a shift in the conservation paradigm. The ICCA
Territories of Life Network of Colombia invites and
appreciates the recognition of diverse approaches
to conservation and the need to deepen the
recognition of Indigenous and traditional territories

: ; g ; Arucaho people of the Sierra Nevada de
asa V|ab|§, economical and easily quantifiable Santa Marta, Colombia © Lc0 Parra
conservation measure.
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Integration and sustainable use

This chapter covers the two remaining
elements of Target 3, for which indicators
have not yet been defined in the monitoring
framework (or proposed since its adoption):

“integrated into wider landscapes,
seascapes and the ocean”; and

‘ensuring that any sustainable use,
where appropriate in such areas, is fully
consistent with conservation outcomes”.

Integrated into wider landscapes,
seascapes and the ocean

The first element on being ‘integrated’ conveys the
crucial point that protected and conserved areas
cannot reduce or halt biodiversity loss in isolation.
Instead, they should be “integrated into the wider
landscapes, seascapes and the ocean’. This means
that the success and resilience of protected and
conserved areas are interlinked with the surrounding
landscapes, seascapes and the ocean — and vice
versa. This concept is elaborated further in Target 1
of the KMGBEF, which calls on Parties to ‘Ensure that all
areas are under participatory, integrated and biodiversity
inclusive spatial planning and/or effective management
processes addressing land- and sea-use change, to
bring the loss of areas of high biodiversity importance,
including ecosystems of high ecological integrity, close
to zero by 2030, while respecting the rights of Indigenous
Peoples and local communities.’ It is also encapsulated
in Goal A of the KMGBF, a commitment that ‘'The
integrity, connectivity and resilience of all ecosystems
are maintained, enhanced, or restored, substantially
increasing the area of natural ecosystems by 2050....

In adopting Goal A, Target 1 and the broader
KMGBEF, Parties recognized that addressing the
biodiversity crisis means sustainably managing
nature everywhere. In the context of Target 3, this
requires that protected and conserved areas are
established and governed in ways that consider
external conditions and connections. Importantly,
it also requires that other areas are managed with
biodiversity in mind, creating an environment that
connects systems of protected and conserved areas
and maximizes their benefits (see Chapter 6). It is
likely that the indicators adopted for Goal A and
Target 1 will provide insights into this element of
Target 3, once reported upon by Parties. Integrated
spatial planning (Box 10.1) will be an important
tool in implementing these commitments.
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Sustainable use consistent with
conservation outcomes

This element recognizes that many protected areas
and OECMs have important, and often traditional
practices of sustainable use. It acknowledges the
importance of respecting customary sustainable
practices (aligning with Target 9) within protected
and conserved areas, while ensuring that they
contribute to long-term biodiversity conservation
(WWF and IUCN-WCPA 2023) in the context of the
wider ambitions of the Global Biodiversity Framework.
Of particular relevance is Target 4 on halting

species extinctions and Target 5 on ensuring that
any harvest, trade and use is sustainable, legal and
safe. This target again reflects the need to respect
traditional practices, with the text, “while respecting
and protecting customary sustainable use by Indigenous
Peoples and local communities” (CBD 2024a).

Studies have shown that sustainable use within
protected areas in tropical forests can not only
enhance local livelihoods but can also prevent
deforestation in certain contexts (Campos-Silva et

al. 2021), highlighting the important role sustainable
use can play in biodiversity conservation. Crucially,

the sustainability of use in a given context will need
regular review, whether through formal monitoring

of its impacts on conservation outcomes or the
application of traditional knowledge. This links to the
importance of ongoing assessments of effectiveness
in protected and conserved areas (Chapter 7). There

is a clear need for more data on management
interventions (including use of resources) and their
impacts on biodiversity values. At the same time, more
data is needed on whether the traditional, sustainable
management practices of Indigenous Peoples and
local communities are respected in the context of
protected and conserved area governance (Chapter 8).

Overall, effective implementation of this element

of Target 3 requires robust governance, effective
management, collaboration and fair benefit sharing
with rights-holders and stakeholders. It also demands
comprehensive management planning and rigorous
monitoring and regulation (whether achieved
through legal, customary or other effective means).
Together, these factors will support protected and
conserved areas in their contributions to long-

term biodiversity conservation and improving

the well-being of local communities (Dudley and
Stolton 2022; WWF and IUCN-WCPA 2023).
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Box 10.1. How integrated spatial planning can help to achieve Target 3
Di Zhang, Anne Virnig, UNDP

The achievement of Target 3 will require a transition towards national planning approaches that harness
advances in technology to ensure the preservation of ecosystem integrity while integrating diverse
conservation strategies into wider landscapes, seascapes and the ocean. This target is closely tied to
Target 1, which calls for participatory integrated biodiversity inclusive spatial planning to halt biodiversity
loss and ecosystem degradation by 2030, while respecting Indigenous and local communities’ rights. This
approach coordinates spatial interventions to protect, manage and restore areas, supporting several other
KMGBF targets, including 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 12 (IUCN 2024a).

There are multiple spatial planning tools that are available to all Parties to support their work around
Target 1 and the KMGBF more broadly, including FAO's Guidelines for Integrated Land Use Planning
(forthcoming 2024), IUCN's issue brief on Integrated Spatial Planning (forthcoming 2024), the KMGBF
Integrated Spatial Planning Tool on UN Biodiversity Lab (forthcoming early 2025), Marxan Planning
Platform (MaPP), Plangea, WePlan Forests 2.0., and the “Mapping Hope” approach to map Essential Life
Support Areas (ELSA).

Participatory integrated biodiversity-inclusive spatial planning will necessarily interface with multiple
policies, commitments, and planning features. For example, the “Mapping Hope” approach developed by
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), is designed to support this by mapping national
commitments using spatial data. These mapped commitments can then be used to run a spatial
optimization to assign specific nature-based actions across space that have the potential to achieve the
best compilation of co-benefits across all features (IUCN 2024a). The process relies heavily on national
policy commitments, national stakeholder leadership, spatial data, and systematic conservation planning
tools, thereby fostering dialogue and collaborations across complex conservation and development
issues. Areas identified for protection actions in ELSA can provide guidance on conservation priorities
outside existing protected areas and/or potential OECMSs, and, in combination with actions identified for
restoration or sustainable management, can contribute to wider landscape planning. In 2024-2025, UNDP
and UNEP-WCMC are working together jointly with the governments of Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru to
use this approach to develop analyses and maps specifically to support the achievement of Target 3 in
each country, with powerful co-benefits for Targets 4 and 12.

The effective achievement of targets of the KMGBF relies on the effective use of integrated spatial
planning frameworks that are adaptable to national circumstances (UNDP 2023). Innovations in spatial
planning (such as ELSA and the other tools introduced here) can help Parties to take more effective action
to transform society’s relationship with nature by 2030 and to achieve Target 3 in an integrated way.

Manu National Park, Peru #180933094 By rpbmedia | Adobe Stock
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Conclusions

In adopting Target 3 and the wider Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, Parties to
the CBD recognized that ambitious, urgent action

is needed to address biodiversity loss. Two years
into its implementation, the Protected Planet Report
2024 shows that there has been progress on every
element of the target that can meaningfully be
measured (see also Box 11.1). Indicators for coverage,
connectivity, ecological representation and coverage
of important areas all show improvements since
2020. Nevertheless, progress must be accelerated

if the target is to be reached. The current rate of
progress will not be sufficient for 30% coverage to be
achieved in the terrestrial or marine realms by 2030,
nor for the target's other important elements to be
met. Ensuring that data are made available promptly
at the global level, including on aspects of the target
that cannot yet be fully assessed, is also essential to
support global efforts towards full implementation.

Notably, there is not yet a clear picture of whether
commitments to human rights and equitable
governance that are enshrined in Target 3 are being
upheld. Data on governance, including whether it is
equitable for women, is largely unavailable. While
Indigenous Peoples and local communities have

the potential to dramatically enhance progress on
Target 3, this depends on the provision of appropriate
recognition and support. With formal recognition of
Indigenous and traditional territories still limited, there
is a clear need to secure the rights of Indigenous
Peoples and local communities, including to
maintain the biodiversity values of their lands.

At the UN Biodiversity Conference (COP16), Parties
have the opportunity to reflect on progress in
translating global targets into national ambitions.

It is also anticipated that the approaches for
tracking progress on each goal and target will

be further refined at COP16, paving the way

for a concerted period of implementation.
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As we move rapidly towards 2030, many Parties

will need to focus not only on domestic actions, but
also on ensuring that their commitments to provide
international financing to developing countries are
met. The success of the broader Global Biodiversity
Framework therefore hinges in large part on a
commitment to increase investment in biodiversity to
at least USD 200 billion per year by 2030 (Target 19).

When the previous Protected Planet Report (UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN 2021) provided the final assessment
of progress on Aichi Biodiversity Target 11, it
concluded that progress on coverage had not been
matched by adequate improvements in quality. This
report reaches a similar conclusion, However, much
has changed in recent years to provide reason for
optimism. In addition to adopting ambitious targets,
Parties have agreed on a consistent approach to
tracking progress that may help focus attention on
all elements of Target 3. They have also enshrined
clear safeguards for human rights within the Global
Biodiversity Framework. As a result, there is an
opportunity to profoundly strengthen progress on
Target 3 through collaboration with Indigenous
Peoples and local communities. Together, these
shifts in approach could be revolutionary, allowing
for systems of protected and conserved areas

that truly work for both people and nature.

Putting this into practice and fully implementing
all aspects of Target 3 will be a challenge

for all countries. It is one that must be
overcome for the sake of all life on Earth.
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Box 11.1. High Ambition Coalition for Nature and People

Integration and
sustainable use

In the run up to CBD COP15, the High Ambition Coalition for Nature and People (HAC for N&P) played
a pivotal role in advocating for an ambitious target on protected and conserved areas. Since the
adoption of Target 3, this country-led coalition has worked together to facilitate efficient and effective
progress on the target. The Secretariat for the HAC for N&P, co-chaired by Costa Rica and France, has
supported progress through regional dialogues and capacity building, and by providing matchmaking
services between Parties and supporting organizations (those providing technical expertise and/or
financial support).

These efforts have begun to pay off. The HAC for N&P now has 120 members (119 States and the
European Union). Of the 31 countries and territories that have reached 30% marine coverage globally,
30 (96.8%) are either HAC for N&P members or associated territories of HAC for N&P members. In
the terrestrial realm, the figure is 39 (76.5%) of 51 countries and territories. Among the management
effectiveness assessments and governance assessments reported to Protected Planet, 80.12% and
74.29% respectively took place in HAC for N&P countries.

Nevertheless, HAC for N&P members collectively face the same challenges documented throughout
this report. Several indicators are low for HAC for N&P countries relative to all countries and territories
globally. Connectivity indicators are notably lower for this group of countries, and both marine and
terrestrial coverage are slightly lower in relative terms than at the global level. Reporting of governance
by non-state actors is, by area, equivalent to that at the global level.

Coverage of KBAs is, however, higher in both the terrestrial and marine realms among HAC for N&P
countries. This suggests that protected and conserved areas are more targeted in HAC for N&P
countries to areas of importance for biodiversity. The coverage of protected areas assessed for
management effectiveness in the marine realm is higher among HAC for N&P countries, as is the
proportion of protected areas assessed. However, there remains a need to significantly scale up the
assessment of management effectiveness and governance quality across HAC for N&P countries and
the wider world. Full results are provided in Table 3.

The HAC for N&P Member State with the greatest percentage point increase in marine coverage since
2020 is Costa Rica (an increase of 27.3 percentage points). Other HAC for N&P Member States with an
increase in marine coverage of over five percentage points are Ecuador, Australia, Peru, Colombia and
Cyprus. One HAC for N&P Member State,'" Bulgaria, has had an increase of over five percentage points
on land (9.3 percentage points).

While several HAC for N&P Member States have made strong progress, there remains a need for
further action across all elements of Target 3, including on coverage and connectivity. As is the case
globally, there is also a need to ensure data is made available via Protected Planet on all protected and
conserved areas, the quality of their governance, and the effectiveness of their management.

" An apparent 29.7 percentage point increase in Morocco is partially the result of pre-2020 data being removed and later replaced,
causing 2020 coverage calculated in 2024 to be significantly lower than that calculated in 2020. Morocco's terrestrial coverage was
already reported at above 30% in January 2020. The figures reported here for other countries are also affected by removals as well
as additions of data, but to a lesser extent.
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Table 2. Key statistics for HAC for N&P countries compared to global statistics inclusive of HAC for
N&P countries. Indicators on ecological representation and Indigenous and traditional territories were
not disaggregated to this level for this report. All statistics combine protected areas and OECMs.

Target element and indicator

Terrestrial and inland waters

coverage

Marine and coastal coverage
(in national waters)

Areas of importance for
biodiversity (mean KBA

coverage)

Areas of importance for
biodiversity (per cent of KBAs
that are partially or fully

covered)

Well-connected

Effectively conserved and

managed

Equitably governed

e
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Cirque de Gavarnie, France #102286087 By OlegMit | Adobe Stock

HAC for N&P Member States

17.21% coverage (13.2 million km?)

19.42% coverage (14.1 million km?; in
national waters only)

53.72%

T4.47%

6.86% of terrestrial surface is both
protected and connected (ProtConn)

22.99% of protected and conserved
areas are connected (ProNet). National
level systems in 5 HAC for N&P
countries are at 30% coverage and
highly connected (ProNet > 0.99)

7.38% of protected areas have
been assessed for management
effectiveness.

4.75% of land and 4.52% of the marine
area is covered by protected areas
where management effectiveness has
been assessed

16.10% of the area covered by
protected areas and OECMs is under
shared or non-state governance

ey
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Equivalent global figure

(incl. HAC for N&P Member States)

17.58% coverage (23.65 million km?)

19.51% coverage (30.64 million km?; in
national waters only)

47.72%

67.97%

8.52% of terrestrial surface is both
protected and connected (ProtConn)

28.9% of protected and conserved
areas are connected (ProNet). National
level systems in 11 countries and
territories are at 30% coverage and
highly connected (ProNet > 0.99)

6.8% of protected areas have
been assessed for management
effectiveness.

4.78% land and 1.26% of the marine
area is covered by protected areas
where management effectiveness has
been assessed

16.28% of the area covered by
protected areas and OECMs is under
shared or non-state governance

Integration and
sustainable use
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Annex: Methodology

Preprocessing data from Protected Planet

All statistics in this report were calculated by
UNEP-WCMC (unless otherwise stated) using the
August 2024 version of the WDPA and WD-OECM
(UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2024). Additional data
not available in the public release of the WDPA
and WD-OECM were also included in the statistics
(unless otherwise stated). These restricted data
have been provided to UNEP-WCMC on the condition
that they are not shared externally. They include
either all or a subset of reported data for China,
Estonia, India, Ireland, New Zealand, Turkey and
Saint Helena, Ascension and Tristan da Cunha.

In most cases, statistics were calculated firstly for
protected areas only and secondly for protected

areas and OECMs combined (collectively referred

to as protected and conserved areas). Throughout

the report, indicators are calculated for the years

2020 (the year by which Aichi Biodiversity Target

11 should have been reached), 2022 (the year the
Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework was
adopted) and 2024. For a small number of indicators,
atime series from 2000 to 2024 was produced.

A flattened (dissolved) version of the WDPA and WD-
OECM was used in all relevant analyses to ensure
that overlapping designations were not double-
counted. In cases where OECMs overlapped with
protected areas, the OECM section was removed

to avoid double counting. For all analyses involving
the WDPA and WD-OECM, points are buffered to
their reported area and certain records are excluded.
Details are available on the Protected Planet website.

The basemap used for national and regional
boundaries is a combination of UN approved
terrestrial country boundaries (UN Geodata), Exclusive
Economic Zones (EEZ; Flanders Marine Institute,
2023) and 30-meter resolution global shoreline

(Sayre et al. 2019). The high spatial resolution of the
Sayre et al. (2019) global shoreline dataset provides

a more accurate characterization of the terrestrial-
marine boundary than previously available. This
results in the terrestrial area of small islands and
complex shorelines being represented in more detail
and improves the accuracy of calculated coverage
statistics. This update to the method used to calculate
global, subregional, and national coverage will produce
values that vary from figures previously reported.

In addition to providing statistics at the national and
global level, the Protected Planet 2024 Digital Report
also presents results at the subregional level (for
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17 subregions). The UN Statistics Division M49
Standard was used to calculate subregional values.

Scripts used for analyses completed by UNEP-
WCMC are available to view and download
from UNEP-WCMC's GitHub repository here.

Chapter 3. Coverage
3.1. Coverage of Protected and Conserved Areas

For details of the methodology used to calculate
coverage of protected and conserved areas please
visit this Protected Planet web page. To assess
change over time, coverage was calculated based

on subsets of the August 2024 WDPA and WD-

OECM according to the reported year in which the
protected or conserved area was first established or
designated (STATUS_YR field within the WDPA and
WD-OECM). Calculating coverage in this way (rather
than based on historic versions of the databases)
accounts for areas that were reported to the WDPA

of WD-OECM one or more years after they were
established or designated (e.g., to produce a layer for
2020, protected areas and OECMs with STATUS_YR <=
2020 were selected from the August 2024 databases).
Countries and territories with a percentage point
increase in protected and conserved area coverage
greater than 0.001% since 2020 in either terrestrial
and inland water, or marine and coastal realms,

were defined as having a positive change.

3.2. Coverage of Inland Waters

Preliminary analysis (as restricted data were not
included) of inland waters coverage was calculated by
Confluvio Consulting Inc. The methodology for inland
water coverage can be found here, using updated
spatial data for inland waters (Lehner et al. 2024).

The statistics calculated here only include data from
the public release of the WDPA and WD-OECM.

Chapter 4. Areas of particular importance for
biodiversity and ecosystem services and functions

4.1. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs)

The mean coverage of KBAs over time (2000-2024)
was calculated by BirdLife International and used
the June 2024 version of the World Database on
Key Biodiversity Areas (WD-KBA) and the complete
August 2024 version of the WDPA and WDOECM.
The full methodology can be found here.

The number and proportion of all KBAs (further
disaggregated by terrestrial, marine, and freshwater
KBAs) that are partially, fully, or not protected was
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calculated by BirdLife International. Following an
intersection of all KBAs with the WDPA and WD-
OECM, the proportion of each KBA overlapping
with protected areas was calculated. KBAs

are labelled as having either no or complete
coverage by protected areas/OECMs when

their coverage is <2% or =98%, respectively.

4.2. Nature's Contributions to People (NCPs)

Areas of importance for meeting a target of 90%
critical natural asset provision, as defined by
Chaplin- Kramer et al. (2023), were identified. We
included all global land area in our analysis. Local
critical natural assets were clipped to country
boundaries. For vulnerable carbon, which is a
global ecosystem service, the global extent was
used. The analysis was conducted separately for
realized and potential critical natural assets.

The following features were considered
in the prioritization analysis:

+  Sediment retention: realized and potential
sediment retention for water quality
layers from Chaplin-Kramer et al. (2023)
were used (modelled using INVEST).

+ Nitrogen retention: realized and potential
nitrogen retention for water quality layers
from Chaplin-Kramer et al. (2023) were
used (modelled using INVEST).

*  Flood regulation: realized and potential
flood regulation layers from Chaplin-Kramer
et al. (2023) were used (modelled using
WaterWorld version 2; Mulligan, 2013)

+ Coastal Risk Reduction: realized and potential
coastal risk reduction layers from Chaplin-Kramer
et al. (2023) were used (modelled using INVEST).

*  Vulnerable carbon: The total vulnerable
carbon layer for 2018 produced by Noon et al.
(2022) was used. This layer includes carbon
from both biomass and soil that can be lost
through disturbance (Noon et al. 2021).

All datasets were aggregated to a 5 km resolution and
projected using the Mollweide equal area projection.
All analyses were conducted in RStudio (version
2024.04.1+748) using the “terra’ package (Hijjmans

et al. 2024) and Geospatial Data Abstraction Library
(GDAL; Warmerdam et al. 2008). Local critical natural
assets were split by country, resulting in 804 features
(4 features x 201 countries). Including the vulnerable
carbon, which was analysed globally, the total
number of features used in the analysis was 805.
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A prioritization analysis was run using integer linear
programming, with the settings configured as follows:
the cost of each planning unit was set to 1, with a gap
optimality tolerance of 5%, and a target of 0.9 for each
feature. The spatial resolution of the analysis was at
5 km. The optimization was conducted using the CBC
solver within the Prioritizr package (Hanson et al. 2024)
in RStudio, with the minimum set objective problem.
The results of the global prioritization analysis are
intended to be used as a scoping layer that need to

be supplemented with additional data on the ground.

To calculate the protected and conserved area
coverage of the realized and potential critical
natural asset layers, first pre-processed polygons
in the dissolved WDPA and WD-OECM (see
Preprocessing section above for details) with

an area of less than half the area of the critical
natural asset layer's grid cells (<12.5km?) were
removed. An extract by mask was undertaken

to extract grid cells that fell within protected and
conserved areas. Total critical natural asset grid
cells and protected grid cells were then counted
and area/per cent coverage calculated from this.

4.3. Species Protection Index

The Map of Life Species Protection Index

(SPI) captures how adequately protected and
conserved areas support the health and survival
of species (Jetz et al. 2019; Jetz et al. 2022).

The global, subregional, and national SPI values
(terrestrial and marine) used in the report were
calculated by the Map of Life in September 2024.
The SPI measures progress in delivering biodiversity
outcomes under Target 3 of the Global Biodiversity
Framework, specifically progress in conserving
areas of particular importance for biodiversity and

in ensuring they are ecologically representative.

Regional SPI values are aggregates of the individual
species protection scores (SPS) of species in the
region. SPS measures how much of a species’

range or population (e.g. its habitat-suitable range) is
currently protected relative to how much conservation
area is estimated to be needed for its population to
thrive. The SPI applies representation targets equitably
at the national level, with national SPS calculated

as the per cent of the globally targeted adequate
representation level for that species. An administrative
area's SPI value is then given as a weighted

average of the SPS values in the area. SPI values
range from 0 and 100, where a value of 50 means

that on average species are half-way to sufficient
representation in conservation areas. Conservation
area additions that improve species representation
will increase SPI values (Senior et al,, 2024).
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The Database of Global Administrative Areas (GADM),
Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ), the WDPA and
WD-OECM (August 2024 public version), and Map of
Life (MOL) global species distribution products for
the year 2023, including 33,131 terrestrial vertebrate
and 12,904 marine vertebrate species, were used to
produce national, subregional, and global SPI values.

More information on the SPI is available here.
Chapter 5. Ecologically representative

Several datasets were used to assess the ecological
representativeness of global protected and conserved
areas networks. Terrestrial ecoregions were from
Dinerstein et al. (2017); marine ecoregions, realms
and provinces were from Spalding et al. (2007);

and pelagic provinces from Spalding et al. (2012).

The marine and pelagic layers were harmonized

and merged to form one definitive marine layer.
Freshwater ecoregions were from Abell et al. (2008).

Biomes were primarily identified and assessed using
the IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology (GET) data
(Keith et al. 2023). All Ecosystem Functional Groups
within each biome were combined to produce a single
layer for each biome. One exception is the rivers and
streams biome, where data from the vectorized linear
river network from RiverATLAS (Linke et al, 2019) was
used. This is because coverage of rivers and streams
is better assessed as the total length protected

or conserved, rather than area. The GET data is in
raster format and not suited to accurately measuring
length. Terrestrial ecoregions, marine ecoregions,
realms and provinces, and freshwater ecoregions
were intersected with the pre-processed WDPA and
WD-OECM. Area and per cent coverage were then
calculated based on the total area of each ecoregion.

To calculate biome coverage, an extract by mask
was used to extract the grid cells of each biome
layer that were covered by protected and conserved
areas (with polygons less than half the grid cell size
removed — 0.349 km?). The total number of grid cells
within each biome and the total grid cells covered by
protected and conserved areas were summarized.

Chapter 6. Well-connected

Four different approaches were used
to calculate connectedness between
protected and conserved areas.

6.1. ProtConn

ProtConn was calculated by the European
Commission's Joint Research Centre (JRC).
The methodology for this indicator can be
accessed here. These calculations only include
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data from the public release of the WDPA
and WD-OECM (August 2024 version).

6.2. PARC-Connectedness

PARC-connectedness was calculated by CSIRO
following the methodology described here,

and only includes protected and conserved
data from the public release of the WDPA

and WD-OECM (August 2024 version).

6.3. Protected Network (ProNet) metric

ProNet values were calculated by UNEP-WCMC with
support by David Theobald (Conservation Planning
Technologies, Colorado, USA). The methodology
described in Theobald et al (2022) was employed
with a few modifications. In line with WDPA
preprocessing best practice, UNESCO Man and the
Biosphere Reserve (UNESCO-MAB) designations
were removed (UNESCO World Heritage Sites
(natural and mixed) were retained). Only protected
and conserved areas that fell completely within

the terrestrial portion of the basemap (described

in Preprocessing section) were used to calculate
ProNet. To improve computational performance, any
remaining protected and conserved areas that were
smaller than 1 km? were removed. A 10km buffer
around each protected and conserved area and

area clusters was employed to represent the mean
ecological distance (dispersal distance). To improve
computational performance, any remaining protected
and conserved areas that were smaller than 1 km?
were removed. Finally, the complete version of the
WDPA and WD-OECM (August 2024 version) was used
to calculate national ProNet values. National values
were aggregated to subregional and global levels

by averaging them, with each country and territory’s
ProNet value weighted according to its total land area.

6.4. Protected Area Isolation (PAIl) index

PAIl was calculated following the methods in
Brennan et al. (2022) with a modification to utilize
the most current version of the Human Footprint
layer (Mu et al. 2021). Additional protected

area data not available in the public release

of the WDPA and WD-OECM was also used to
calculate national and subregional PAl values.

Chapter 7. Effectively conserved and managed

7.1. Protected Area Management
Effectiveness (PAME)

The coverage of protected areas where a
management effectiveness assessment has
been completed was calculated using the same
methodology as described in Section 3.1.

Conclusion
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7.2. Protected Area Downgrading, Downsizing,
and Degazettement (PADDD)

Coverage of Protected Area Downgrading, Downsizing,
and Degazettement (PADDD) events were calculated
following the methodology described in the
PADDDtracker Technical Guide V2, 2020 available
here, with minor alterations described below.

Spatial data on PADDD events curated by
Conservation International and WWF International
were projected to WGS 1984 (EPSG: 4326) and
geodesic area calculated for polygon data, where
available. For PADDD events that lacked polygon
data, area (km?) values reported in legal documents
associated with that protected area were used (from
the Area affected column in the PADDD database).

To address multiple and overlapping events
and to prevent double counting, protected
areas impacted by PADDD events without
spatial data were analysed separately.

For PADDD events with polygon data, the total
affected area was calculated using spatial data,
ensuring overlaps were dissolved and not double
counted. Eight of these PADDD events were partially
reversed, however spatial data corresponding to
area of each PADDD event that had been reversed
was not available. Reversal areas as provided

by legal documents were used instead.

PADDD events without spatial data were considered
based on their chronological order; downsizing events
occurring before degazettement or downgrade events
were included in the total affected area, whereas those
occurring afterward were excluded to prevent double
counting. In cases where both degazettements and
downgrades impacted the same protected area, the
larger affected area was incorporated into the total.

Gross total areas affected (aggregating all event areas
without accounting for overlaps), absolute total areas
affected (all event areas while considering overlaps),
and enduring total areas affected (sum of area from
events that were not subsequently reversed) were
reported. The area of partially reversed PADDD events
were incorporated into the enduring total area affected.

Chapter 8. Equitably governed

8.1. Protected and conserved area
coverage by governance type

To calculate protected and conserved area coverage
by governance type, the original non-flattened version
of the WDPA and WD-OECM (complete August

2024 version) was used. Overlapping protected and
conserved areas with different governance types
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were assigned a ‘mixed’ governance type. The WDPA
and WD-OECM were then flattened by governance
type to remove double-counted area. The resulting
layer was then intersected with the global basemap,
and the total area of each governance type at

global and subregional scales was calculated.

8.2. Coverage of protected and conserved area
where a Site-level Assessment of Governance
and Equity (SAGE) has been completed.

The methods outlined in Chapter 3 (Coverage) were
used to calculate the total area of protected and
conserved areas where a SAGE assessment had
been completed. More information on the SAGE
assessment methodology can be found here.

Protected and conserved areas where a
SAGE assessment had been completed and
reported to the Global Database on Protected
Area Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME)
were selected and total area calculated.

All protected and conserved areas in the WDPA
and WD-OECM where SAGE assessment had
been completed were verified by the International
Institute for Environment and Development
(IIED). Protected and conserved areas that

have had SAGE assessments completed but

no spatial data reported to the WDPA or WD-
OECM were not included in the analysis.

Chapter 9. Indigenous and
Traditional Territories (ITTs)

The additional coverage and ecological representation
that could be achieved by appropriately recognizing
ITTs, in addition to existing protected areas and
OECMs, was assessed. An adapted version of the
methodology of the traditional knowledge indicator
on land tenure and use, proposed as a headline
indicator for Target 22: ‘Trends in land use change and
land tenure in the traditional territories of indigenous
and local communities’, was used. The area of

lands and territories held or used by Indigenous
Peoples and local communities was calculated.

The land use change and land tenure indicator is
built to accommodate data from diverse sources,
including from administrative data, independent
monitoring initiatives, as well as Community Based
Monitoring and Information Systems (CBMIS).
However, geospatial data currently available for these
various sources is limited to the latest data from
LandMark (LandMark 2024), which has data on lands
customarily held or used by Indigenous Peoples and
local communities in 64 countries, and the ICCA
Registry, which stores information on territories and

Conclusion
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areas conserved by Indigenous Peoples and local
communities (often known as ICCAs or territories of
life). While Indigenous Peoples and local communities
are important custodians of much of the world's
marine area, this analysis focused on terrestrial areas
only due to the lack of availability of similar data in the
marine realm. The analysis is therefore an estimate
based on available data and the contributions of
Indigenous and traditional territories will be better
understood as more data becomes available and

as the land tenure and use indicator advances.

These data sources were used to create a single
layer estimating the extent of Indigenous and
traditional territories (ITTs): LandMark (LandMark
2024) and the ICCA Registry (UNEP-WCMC 2024).
There is currently no agreed definition of ITTs

and the ITT layer was interpreted in the context

of this report as encompassing territories and
areas that are owned, governed and/or used by
Indigenous Peoples and local communities and
that contribute to biodiversity conservation.

LandMark included two datasets:

Indigenous Peoples’ Lands & Territories and
Local Community Lands. Data represents the
boundaries of Indigenous and community lands
(polygon data) or, when boundaries are not
available, point data showing the location of
Indigenous Peoples, local communities and/or
the land that they occupy and use. Only polygon
data were used in this analysis. The field ‘Form_
Rec’ shows where this land is acknowledged

or not acknowledged by government.

« Indicative Areas of Indigenous and Community
Land Rights (polygon data only). This layer shows
areas where indigenous and community lands
likely exist but the data on the precise delimitation,
recognition and/or documentation status of these
are not available at this time. The field ‘Form_

Rec’ shows where this land is acknowledged
or not acknowledged by government.

Some national data are excluded from these
datasets as permission needs to be requested
separately from the data providers (e.g.
Suriname, Philippines, or Indonesia).

Known ICCAs (n=250) were sourced from the ICCA
Registry database. Only the data given without
restrictions were included in the analysis. Furthermore,
records that had missing reported areas, or errors

in the latitudes and longitudes were also excluded.
Some of the known ICCAs were point data, so they
were buffered by their reported area and merged with
the polygon data layer. The ICCA Registry dataset
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includes information on whether the ICCAs are
legally recognized in the ‘external_recognition’ field.

All datasets were combined into a single layer
and dissolved by the legal recognition column
(overlap between sites with and without legal
recognitions was removed, keeping areas with
legal recognition). Areas overlapping with the
WDPA and WD-OECM were removed, to only
keep areas that add additional coverage.

To select out areas that are intact and in good
ecological condition we used data from the human
footprint (Mu et al. 2021) for the year 2022 (the most
recent year available). From this, we selected out

cells with a human footprint score of <4 to identify
intact areas. This threshold has been tested and used
numerous times in the literature (e.g., Mu et al. 2022,
Gosling et al. 2020, Williams et al. 2020). These intact
grid cells were turned into polygons and erased from
the above layer, resulting in an estimated layer of ITTs.

To calculate the additional coverage ITTs could
potentially add to the global terrestrial coverage when
considered alongside protected areas and OECMs,
the ITT layer was intersected with the basemap
(described in the Preprocessing section above) and the
area calculated. To calculate the additional coverage
ITTs could potentially add to terrestrial ecoregions, the
ITTs layer was intersected with terrestrial ecoregions
data (Dinerstein et al. 2017) and area calculated.

Areas were calculated for the full estimated layer
of ITTs, as well as a subset which includes only
lands that are legally recognized or recognized

by the governments, to estimate the extent to
which Indigenous and traditional territories with
potentially secure tenure could contribute to global
terrestrial coverage and ecological representation.
By extension, highlighting the extent of lands that
may need greater recognition and support.

Conclusion
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