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ABSTRACT 
This paper reviews the current status of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 at the global level. Although there 
remain gaps in the coverage of ecological regions and areas important for biodiversity and ecosystem 
services, 10 per cent coverage of coastal and marine areas under national jurisdiction has already been 
surpassed. The full implementation of agreed national priority actions and other commitments, including 
those in National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans, will expand coverage of the global ocean beyond 
10 per cent, and result in more than 17 per cent coverage of terrestrial and inland waters. These 
commitments will also lead to substantial progress in other elements of the Target. Appropriate recognition 
of other effective area-based conservation measures and governance types, inter alia, privately protected 
areas and territories and areas conserved by indigenous peoples and local communities, currently under-
reported in global assessments, would further improve the prospects for the achievement of Target 11. This 
will generate not only multiple benefits for the well-being of society by contributing solutions to the most 
important global challenges, but will also contribute to other Aichi Targets and globally agreed goals. 
Hence, concerted efforts by all stakeholders to facilitate the implementation of commitments towards 
achieving Target 11 will be a wise investment.  
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INTRODUCTION 
The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011–2020 and the 
20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets were adopted in 2010 at the 
tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP) to 
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD, 2010a) and 
subsequently endorsed by all other global biodiversity-
related conventions and by the United Nations General 
Assembly (Resolution 65/161). Target 11 calls for:  

By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland 
water, and 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, 
especially areas of particular importance for 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, are conserved 
through effectively and equitably managed, 
ecologically representative and well connected 
systems of protected areas and other effective area-
based conservation measures, and integrated into 
the wider landscapes and seascapes (CBD, 2010a). 

Furthermore, in October 2012, at its eleventh meeting, 
the COP invited Parties to undertake major efforts to 
achieve all elements of Target 11 (CBD, 2012). Two years 
later, the midterm assessment presented in the fourth 
Global Biodiversity Outlook (GBO-4) indicated that 
Target 11 showed some progress, suggesting that more 
focused and systematic efforts would be required for 
achieving all elements of the Target by 2020 (SCBD, 
2014). Based on the available data, projections showed 
that, if current trends continued, at least 17 per cent 
coverage for terrestrial and inland waters would be 
achieved by 2020 but all other elements would not be 
met (SCBD, 2014). 

 
Therefore, to facilitate the full achievement of Aichi 
Biodiversity Target 11, the Secretariat of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity, in collaboration with partners, 
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developed a two-phase strategy, to be carried out over 
the 2015 to 2020 period.  

 
The first phase (2015–2016) included, inter alia, the 
development of baseline data/information dossiers on 
Target 11 for each country. It also entailed facilitating 
capacity development to Parties through regional 
workshops, for securing the submission of:  

 information on the actual status of various elements 
of the Target, gaps and opportunities for 
improvement,  

 priority actions in the form of roadmaps1, to advance 
progress in achieving the Target by 2020, and 

 responses to a detailed questionnaire.  

 
Following completion of the six regional workshops, 108 
Parties submitted information on status, gaps and 
opportunities, 101 submitted their national priority 
actions, while 64 submitted responses to the 
questionnaire. The second phase (2017–2020) involves 
facilitating implementation of these priority actions, 
along with other national commitments, and will be 
discussed further in the last section. 

 
The objective of this paper is to evaluate information on 
the current status of the elements of Target 11 at the 
global level. We wished to highlight the nature of 
potential progress to be made through, inter alia, 
fulfilling commitments made by the Parties in their 
National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans 
(NBSAPs) and national priority actions, the Promise of 
Sydney of the IUCN World Parks Congress 2014, and the 
2016 IUCN World Conservation Congress, including 
their contribution to meet other Aichi Targets and 
globally agreed goals and challenges.  

 
STATUS AND PROSPECTS FOR ELEMENTS OF AICHI 

BIODIVERSITY TARGET 11 
 

The indivisible nature of Target 11 means that for 
successful achievement, all elements of the Target need 

to be met. The elements of Target 11 refer to the 
individual clauses in the language of the target, with 
separate indicators used to assess progress for each 
element, and include: at least 17 per cent coverage of 
terrestrial and inland waters and 10 per cent coverage of 
coastal and marine areas, ecological representation, 
coverage of areas important for biodiversity and 
ecosystem services, connectivity, integration into the 
wider landscapes and seascapes, and effective and 
equitable management. 

 
At least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland 
water and 10 per cent of coastal and marine 
areas  
As of June 2017, global protected area coverage for 
terrestrial and inland waters had reached 14.8 per cent, 
excluding Antarctica; while in the marine realm, 14.4 per 
cent coverage had been achieved for areas within 
national jurisdiction, with 5.7 per cent coverage for the 
entire ocean (UNEP-WCMC, 2017a). In August 2017, 
following implementation of marine commitments in 
Cook Islands and Gabon, among others, marine coverage 
in national jurisdiction had reached 15.9 per cent, with 
6.3 per cent coverage for the entire ocean (UNEP-WCMC 
& IUCN, 2017a). 
 
National commitments have been communicated by 
Parties through several different fora (Table 1). If these 
commitments are implemented by 2020, it should be 
possible to achieve the minimum coverage for terrestrial 
and inland waters and at least 10 per cent coverage for 
the global ocean (Figure 1; see supplementary Tables 1 
and 2 for the net commitments of each country, after 
removing redundancy and double counting). Coverage of 
areas beyond national jurisdiction would still lag, with 
approximately 1.8 per cent protected, almost all in 
Antarctic seas. Ongoing progress in work towards an 
international legally binding instrument under the UN 
Convention on the Law of the Sea, focusing on 
conservation and sustainable use of high seas 
biodiversity, may begin to address greater representation 
for areas beyond national jurisdiction, among other aims. 

Gannon et al. 

Source of naƟonal commitment Terrestrial and inland 
waters 

Coastal and marine areas 
within naƟonal jurisdicƟon 

Marine areas beyond 
naƟonal jurisdicƟon  

NaƟonal priority acƟons 611,943 353,258 0 

Approved GEF‐5 and GEF‐6 projects 257,217 315,439 0 

Post‐COP10 NBSAPs 3,003,408 2,004,710 0 

UN Ocean Conference   8,065,824 1,800,000 

Other Large MPA proposals   1,931,409 1,550,000 

Micronesia and Caribbean Challenges   272,549 0 

Total addiƟons: 3,872,568 12,943,189 3,350,000 

Table 1. Area (km2) to be added if national commitments area implemented as proposed  
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Other opportunities  
In several decisions (e.g. IX/18 and X/31), Parties have 
been invited to recognise the contribution of privately 
protected areas (PPAs), and territories and areas 
conserved by indigenous peoples and local communities 
(ICCAs). However, both categories may be under-
represented in the World Database on Protected Areas 
(WDPA), the global database that is used for assessing 
progress towards Target 11 (Kothari et al., 2012; Stolton 
et al., 2014; UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2017b). Efforts to 
recognise and report these areas, subject to the free, 
prior and informed consent of the relevant communities, 
would do much to address this knowledge gap and may 
change the outlook for Target 11 significantly. 
 
Some national commitments included the intention to 
expand protected area networks (e.g. in national priority 
actions, NBSAPs, UN Ocean Conference voluntary 
commitments), yet they did not specify the extent of the 
planned expansions. Furthermore, 24 Parties submitted 
NBSAPs containing protected area targets with a 
deadline beyond 2020. If these targets are met, an 
additional 740,000 km2 in terrestrial and over 1.1 
million km2 in marine protected areas will be added 
globally by 2030. Any of these proposed additions 
implemented prior to 2020 will contribute further to 
Target 11. 
 

At the recent UN Ocean Conference, the Wildlife 
Conservation Society committed to supporting the 
establishment of 3.7 million km2 of marine protected 
areas in 19 countries (WCS, 2017). As information 
regarding the area being added in each country is 
currently unavailable, this commitment was not included 
in this assessment, to avoid potential overlaps with other 
national commitments. These proposed new protected 
areas will also contribute significantly to improving 
marine coverage.  
 
Additionally, many countries still do not formally 
recognise existing reserves (e.g. for forests and water 
protection) as part of their national system of protected 
areas. In recent years some countries have updated their 
national legislation on protected areas, recognising 
diverse categories and governance systems. To the extent 
that more countries could contemplate such revisions, 
formally recognising some of these existing reserves, the 
situation for Target 11 would further improve. However, 
care needs to be taken to ensure that these reserves, and 
all national commitments, meet the CBD and IUCN 
definition of a protected area2,3. 

 
Other effective area-based conservation measures 
The language of Target 11 allows for conservation goals to 
be met through either protected areas or other effective 

Figure 1. Progress towards the minimum coverage targets of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 resulting from the 
implementation of national priority actions, approved GEF-5 and GEF-6 projects, NBSAP protected area tar-
gets and other commitments.  Current coverage of protected areas from the June 2017 release of the WDPA 
(UNEP-WCMC, 2017a)  
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area-based conservation measures (OECMs). OECMs 
offering conservation value in areas complementary to 
protected areas will provide many potential benefits for 
the elements of Target 11, provided these are well-
defined and include measures that lead to long-term 
outcomes for the conservation of nature as a whole. 
There is some concern that too broad a definition may be 
applied, opening the possibility of including 
inappropriate land uses or management activities, or that 
the designation of OECMs may be used to avoid having 
to expand protected areas (Woodley et al., 2012; Jonas et 
al., 2014). Therefore, there is a need for specific guidance 
and an agreed upon working definition for OECMs to 
maximise their impacts. A Taskforce established through 
IUCN’s World Commission on Protected Areas has begun 
the process of developing technical guidance on OECMs, 
including a draft screening tool, and discussion over the 
potential types of OECMs.  

 
The Conference of the Parties, at its thirteenth meeting 
(COP-13), invited Parties to review experiences on 
“protected areas and other effective area-based 
conservation measures, taking into account the work of 
the International Union for Conservation of Nature and 
other appropriate expert bodies” (CBD, 2016a). The 
Executive Secretary was requested to develop voluntary 
guidance on OECMs and to organise a technical expert 
workshop “to provide scientific and technical advice on 
definition, management approaches and identification of 
other effective area-based conservation measures and 
their role in achieving Aichi Biodiversity Target 11” and 
to report on progress to the Subsidiary Body on 
Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) 
before the fourteenth meeting of the COP (COP-14) in 
2018 (CBD, 2016a). The conclusion of this process will 
enable the recognition of OECMs and support their 
contribution to Target 11. 

Ecological representation and areas important 
for biodiversity and ecosystem services  
Globally, ecological representation is generally assessed 
based on the representation of different ecoregions 
within protected area networks (UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 
2016). Comprehensive systems of terrestrial and marine 
ecoregions (extending to the 200m isobath) have been 
developed (Olson et al., 2001; Spalding et al., 2007) with 
a system of 37 pelagic provinces covering marine areas 
beyond the 200m isobath (Spalding et al., 2012).  

 
As per the analysis carried out for the Protected Planet 
Report 2016, in April 2016, 349 of the 821 non-Antarctic 
terrestrial ecoregions (42.5 per cent) had reached 17 per 
cent coverage (JRC & UNEP-WCMC, 2016). Reaching 17 
per cent in all ecoregions, however, may be unrealistic 
due to the small size and fragmentation of remaining 
habitat in some ecoregions. A recent assessment found 
that some ecoregions did not have enough remaining 
natural or semi-natural habitat to reach 17 per cent 
protected area coverage (Dinerstein et al., 2017). 

 
As of April 2016, only 84 of 232 marine ecoregions (36.2 
per cent) had more than 10 per cent coverage and one-
third of them had less than 2 per cent coverage; for 
pelagic provinces, coverage was even lower, with only 3 
out of 32 (9.4 per cent) reaching 10 per cent (JRC & 
UNEP-WCMC, 2016). This is in line with the poor 
coverage for high seas areas and the uneven distribution 
of marine protected areas around the globe.  

 
Priority actions were submitted by 93 Parties to make 
their protected area networks more ecologically 
representative. Many of these involve the expansion of 
protected areas in under-protected regions, like in Sierra 
Leone, where they have made two terrestrial and one 
marine ecoregion priority sites for further protection, or 

Gannon et al. 

Partnership for Achieving Aichi Biodiversity Target 11. © IISD/Kiara Worth (enb.iisd.org/biodiv/cop13/riopavilion/12dec.html)  
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in Brazil, whose goal is to protect 30 per cent of the 
Amazon, and 17 per cent of all other biomes.  

 
Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) are sites that make a 
substantial contribution to the persistence of biodiversity 
globally, at the level of genes, species or ecosystems. 
They are identified nationally using global criteria and 
thresholds, and are useful for targeting strategic 
expansion of protected area networks (IUCN, 2016). 
KBAs are being used as one measure for tracking 
progress towards this element of Target 11 (CBD, 2016b; 
UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2016).  

 
By April 2016, 14,595 KBAs had been identified, with 
many more country assessments still in progress 
(BirdLife International, 2016). These included among 
others, 585 Alliance for Zero Extinction sites (AZEs), 
containing more than 95 per cent of the global 
populations of highly threatened species with restricted 
geographic distribution (Ricketts et al., 2005), and over 
12,000 important bird and biodiversity areas (IBAs), 
which are sites of global importance primarily for avian 
conservation (BirdLife International, 2014). As of 2016, 
only 19.3 per cent of these KBAs were fully covered by 
existing protected areas, and only 114 out of 585 AZEs 
(19.5 per cent) were fully covered (BirdLife International, 
2016). Although protected area coverage has been 
increasing in recent years, improvement in the protection 
of KBAs has slowed, increasing by only one per cent over 

the last decade (UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2016). As AZEs 
represent sites where extinction is imminent, it is 
necessary to fully protect all 585 sites. A marked growth 
in the number of IBAs and other KBAs that are covered 
by protected areas, other conserved areas or OECMs 
would constitute significant progress for this element. 

 
Specific plans to protect KBAs were identified by 26 
Parties in their priority actions, with 15 Parties providing 
the specific number of sites that will be protected. If 
implemented, the actions of these 15 Parties will improve 
protected area coverage for at least 84 IBAs and 12 AZEs 
by 2020. It is noteworthy that a majority of the terrestrial 
protected areas supported by the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) funding over the years have addressed 
protection of KBAs (GEF, 2015). The proposed new or 
expanded protected areas in 98 GEF-5 and GEF-6 
projects will certainly improve the coverage of KBAs. 

 
For the coverage of areas important for ecosystem 
services, there is currently no indicator identified for use 
at the global level (CBD, 2016b), although many tools are 
available for mapping ecosystem service supply 
(Martínez-Harms & Balvanera, 2012) and demand (Wolff 
et al., 2015). These areas may also be poorly correlated 
with those areas of importance for biodiversity (Cimon-
Morin et al., 2013). There is, therefore, a need to consider 
separately those areas important for biodiversity and for 
ecosystem services (Manhães et al. 2016). 

Trevor Sandwith, IUCN, leading a session at the capacity‐building workshop for East and South‐East Asia on achieving Aichi 
Biodiversity Target 11 © ConvenƟon on Biological Diversity Secretariat 
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Several Parties have provided priority actions to address 
the protection of areas important for ecosystem services. 
For instance, Colombia plans to declare at least three 
areas for the protection of water resources, and to protect 
species contributing to the conservation of fisheries 
resources. Five countries have also proposed actions 
related to payment for ecosystem services programmes. 
Overall, there remains much work to be done to ensure 
that the contribution of the existing systems of protected 
and conserved areas to the conservation of ecosystem 
services is properly accounted for, and that the gaps in 
protecting areas important for a full range of ecosystem 
services are adequately addressed. 

 
As spatial data for other proposed and newly established 
protected areas become available, and with the addition 
of PPAs, ICCAs and OECMs, it is likely that the status of 
the above three elements will improve further. There is a 
need for systematic mapping of all of these additions to 
assess the full extent of their contribution. There is work 
currently underway to assess OECM coverage of KBAs 
that fall outside protected areas in 10 countries 
(Cambridge Conservation Initiative, 2016). Better 
coordination with, and recognition of, biodiversity 
conservation efforts under way in other biodiversity-
related conventions should also help countries to achieve 
the different elements of Target 11 by 2020. To this end, 
more explicit recognition of activities that contribute to 
Target 11 included in the national reports submitted by 
parties to these other conventions would be appropriate.  
 
Connectivity and integration into the wider 
landscape and seascape 
For connectivity, the proposed indicator, Protected Area 
Connectedness Index (GEO BON, 2015), is under active 
development and not yet available for use (CBD, 2016b). 
Recent studies have attempted to quantify the degree of 
connectivity of the global protected area network, at 
country and continent-wide scales (Santini et al., 2016) 
and within terrestrial ecoregions (Saura et al., 2017). 
These assessments were done using graph-based metrics 
that measure the amount of land that is reachable 
through dispersal by terrestrial birds and mammals 
across the protected area network, accounting for both 
the area reachable within a protected area and between 
protected areas. The application of this approach has led 
to the development of the Protected-Connected 
indicator, which measures connectivity as the proportion 
of some region (country, continent, ecoregion, etc.) that 
is covered by connected protected lands for some 
specified dispersal distance (Saura et al., 2017). 

 
It is reported that between 25 and 37 per cent of 
terrestrial ecoregions had protected area networks of 
sufficient configuration and scale to permit dispersal for 
median dispersal distances of 1 to 100 km, covering the 
abilities of most terrestrial birds and mammals (Saura et 

al., 2017). Despite global protected area coverage 
approaching 15 per cent, only 8.5 to 11.7 per cent would 
meet this measure of connectivity for the same range of 
dispersal distances. Connectivity for marine protected 
areas has not yet been assessed, though with some 
modification, this indicator could be applied in the 
marine realm (Saura et al., 2017).  

 
Alongside the expansion of protected areas, carrying out 
landscape-scale ecosystem restoration and the 
sustainable management of land-uses like agriculture 
and forestry, among others, is recognised as a required 
aspect of biodiversity conservation, enhancing ecosystem 
services and sustainable development (SCBD, 2014). In 
highly fragmented landscapes, these activities will be 
necessary to ensure appropriate levels of connectivity 
and encourage biodiversity conservation in protected 
areas (Janishevski et al., 2015). 

 
Priority actions to address connectivity of protected area 
networks were provided by 91 Parties. Several of these 
actions address ecosystem restoration activities. For 
example, Bangladesh plans to restore degraded forests 
through assisted natural regeneration. As well, many 
actions include the creation of new, or improved 
management of existing biological corridors and 
connectivity areas (e.g. Timor-Leste and Samoa), or the 
development of transboundary conservation (e.g. several 
projects between Togo and its neighbours), among 
others.  

 
Protected areas must also be integrated into the wider 
landscapes and seascapes, as well as broader sectoral 
plans and policies, to yield their full benefits (Ervin et al., 
2010). In this context, the wider landscapes and 
seascapes include “the array of land and water uses, 
management practices, policies and contexts that have an 
impact within and beyond protected areas, and that limit 
or enhance protected area connectivity and the 
maintenance of biodiversity” (Ervin et al., 2010, p. 13), 
also including areas and sectors that can benefit from the 
biodiversity and associated ecosystem services provided 
by the protected areas.  

 
The integration process is two-fold, involving not only 
linking protected areas into wider networks and with 
managed lands and waters, but also incorporating the 
design and management of protected areas into national 
and regional land-use plans, and other relevant laws and 
policies (Ervin et al., 2010).  

 
No evaluation of progress for the integration element of 
Target 11 was included in the midterm assessment of 
GBO-4, and to date, no specific indicator is available 
(CBD, 2016b). Feasible early assessments could focus on 
the economic benefits provided by protected areas for 
water and hydropower supply, recovery of depleted 

Gannon et al. 
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fisheries stocks and ecotourism. At COP-13, Parties were 
invited to review experiences on “additional measures to 
enhance integration of protected areas and other 
effective area-based conservation measures into the 
wider land- and seascapes”, while the Executive 
Secretary was requested to develop voluntary guidance 
on integration and report progress to SBSTTA (CBD, 
2016a).  

 
The most common sectors for integration with protected 
areas, identified by the Parties that responded to the 
workshop questionnaire, were agriculture (80 per cent), 
forestry (73 per cent), water resources (64 per cent), and 
energy and mining (58 per cent) (Figure 2). For the 
integration of protected areas into the wider land- and 
seascapes, and relevant sectors, 85 priority actions were 
submitted by 50 Parties. 

 
Effective and equitable management  
Expansion of the global protected area estate, alone, will 
not be sufficient to halt global biodiversity losses if it is 
not managed effectively, and does not have appropriate 
governance and equity measures in place. In 2010, 
Parties were invited to implement management 
effectiveness evaluations in at least 60 per cent of their 
total protected areas (CBD, 2010b). As of January 2015, 
only 21.4 per cent of CBD Parties, excluding overseas 

territories, had met this target (Coad et al., 2015). 
However, the Global Database for Protected Area 
Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME) contains 
information for only a small portion of the sites listed in 
the WDPA (UNEP-WCMC, 2017b).  
 
It is important that management effectiveness 
assessments are repeated at the same site (or system) to 
track changes over time and implement remedial 
measures as needed (Woodley et al., 2012). A recent 
study evaluating the 722 sites in the GD-PAME with 
multiple assessments carried out using the “management 
effectiveness tracking tool” (METT), found that 69.5 per 
cent showed improvement in management scores 
between assessments, while 25.1 per cent experienced 
decreases (Geldmann et al., 2015). This is positive in the 
sense that it illustrates how the implementation of 
adaptive processes may be improving protected area 
management, though the relation to biodiversity impacts 
is indirect. More work is needed to comprehend the 
connections between management effectiveness and 
biodiversity outcomes (Coad et al., 2015; Geldmann et 
al., 2015).  
 
Although many protected area management effectiveness 
assessment tools, like METT, include questions for 
tracking biodiversity outcomes, they are primarily 
concerned with management processes and inputs. 

 Figure 2. Responses from the workshop Questionnaire regarding the most important sectors for integration 
with the protected area system (n = 59).  The fisheries sector includes aquaculture; mining and energy includes 
other extractive industries (oil and gas, etc.); others include an array of different sectors, common responses 
include security, science/research and cultural sectors  
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While these aspects of protected area management are 
important, there is also a need to track actual 
biodiversity outcomes in protected areas, which will 
require the use of other indicators. One of many possible 
measures of biodiversity outcomes related to effective 
management, the Wildlife Picture Index, has been 
proposed as an indicator for this element of the Target 
(CBD, 2016b). The Wildlife Picture Index measures the 
rate of change in the diversity of forest and savannah 
birds and mammals (O’Brien et al., 2010), though as of 
2017, only 16 protected areas in 14 countries have been 
assessed using this indicator (TEAM Network, 2017). 

 
The 240 priority actions submitted in the roadmaps of 95 
Parties included: over 70 actions relating to protected 
area management plans, more than 45 actions involving 
management effectiveness evaluations, and over 100 
other actions aimed at general improvements to 
protected area management effectiveness. For example, 
Republic of Korea aims to conduct management 
evaluations in at least 70 per cent of marine and 
terrestrial protected areas. 

 
At least 74 Parties have approved GEF-5 and GEF-6 
projects for expansion of protected areas that include 
management effectiveness evaluations, and numerous 
Parties have approved projects aimed at improving the 
management of existing protected areas. Actions 
identified in NBSAPs will also contribute to improving 
the effective management of protected areas. Examples 
include Swaziland’s plan to create management plans for 
each Protection-Worthy Area that are in line with its 
conservation goals, and Belize’s goal of increasing 
average management effectiveness of its protected area 
system to 80 per cent. The implementation of all of these 
actions should assist in both improving the state of 
management effectiveness assessments as well as actual 
biodiversity outcomes. 

 
Protected area governance is also a key indicator to 
predict the success of protected areas (Barnes et al., 
2016). Past COP decisions (e.g. Decision X/31) have 
invited Parties to diversify and strengthen protected area 
governance types, and governance quality; and the past 
decades have seen a general increase in the number of 
protected areas with shared or private governance, or 
governance by indigenous peoples or local communities 
(Juffe-Bignoli et al., 2014). It has also been shown that 
protected areas that consider broader social concerns, 
including the empowerment of local communities and 
the equitable sharing of costs and benefits, often 
demonstrate more positive conservation outcomes 
(Oldekop et al., 2015). Although many Parties are 
implementing methods for the assessment of protected 
area governance (e.g. Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013) 
and for the assessment of the social impacts of protected 
areas (Franks & Small, 2016), neither has yet been widely 

applied (Schreckenberg et al., 2016), and their global 
reporting is not comprehensive.  Responding to the 
workshop questionnaire, 32 Parties reported completing 
some form of protected area governance assessment, 
while 81 have submitted priority actions to address 
governance and/or equity considerations for protected 
areas.  

 
Decision XIII/28, on indicators for the Aichi Biodiversity 
Targets, did not include any specific indicator for 
equitable management (CBD, 2016b). However, there is 
an equity framework which has been proposed to assess 
progress on equitable management of protected areas, 
which includes 16 principles nested under three key 
dimensions (recognition of rights, procedure to promote 
participation in management decision making, and 
distribution of costs and benefits) all embedded within a 
set of enabling conditions (Schreckenberg et al., 2016). 
Many of the equity principles are included, to varying 
degrees, in several of the available governance and social 
assessment tools. The development of a focused equity 
assessment methodology, based around this framework, 
could be useful in situations where multiple assessments 
are not possible (Schreckenberg et al., 2016). A 
preliminary set of 10 indicators, covering the three 
dimensions of equity has been proposed, and could 
provide a useful means to address reporting on the 
equitable management element (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017).  
Parties were invited to review experiences on “effective 
governance models for management of protected areas, 
including equity”, while the Executive Secretary was 
requested to develop voluntary guidance and report 
progress to SBSTTA (CBD, 2016a). 

 
The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas 
Standard includes four components, addressing all 
aspects of the management elements of Target 11, 
namely, good governance, sound design and planning, 
and effective management, which all support successful 
conservation outcomes (IUCN & WCPA, 2016). The goal 
of the Green List is to “increase the number of Protected 
and Conserved Areas (PAs) that are effectively and 
equitably managed and deliver conservation 
outcomes” (IUCN & WCPA, 2016, p. 9). Parties were also 
invited to:  

promote the IUCN Green List of Protected and 
Conserved Areas as a voluntary standard to promote 
and encourage protected area management 
effectiveness; and to undertake or participate in, 
where relevant, national protected area governance 
assessments with a view to promoting, recognising 
and improving governance diversity, efficiency and 
equity in protected area systems (CBD, 2016a).  

 
Further work needs to be done to ensure that criteria for 
assessing and reporting on this element of Target 11 are 
more systematically and broadly applied.  
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IMPORTANCE OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
NATIONAL PRIORITY ACTIONS AND OTHER 
COMMITMENTS, AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 
For successful achievement of Target 11, all elements 
need to be considered, and significant progress should be 
made on each of them. It can be noted that the elements 
are closely linked; working towards one will influence the 
implementation of others. Results from the six regional 
workshops have provided a platform for participants to 
increase their understanding of the different elements, 
what information is needed for planning their 
contributions towards their achievement, and what 
actions they can undertake to realise the Target as a 
whole. CBD Parties from developing country regions 
identified over 1,400 actions to enhance the progress of 
these elements (Table 2), alongside the numerous 
commitments communicated through other fora by all 
CBD Parties.  

 
Facilitating the implementation of the commitments, 
including monitoring and reporting, constitutes the main 
focus of the second phase (2017–2020) of the strategy of 
the CBD Secretariat.  

 
What is needed to facilitate implementation?  
To make implementation a reality, funding, technical 
support, monitoring and reporting are needed. A recent 
study on the performance of marine protected areas 
found a strong link between human and financial 
capacity for protected area management and actual 
ecological outcomes (Gill et al., 2017). All relevant 

partners, including government ministries/departments, 
GEF-implementing agencies, regional organisations, 
bilateral and multilateral funding agencies, the private 
sector, conservation and community organisations, 
should align their activities towards supporting 
implementation. 

 
The second phase of the strategy of the CBD Secretariat 
is geared towards addressing this requirement. It 
includes, among other facets, the identification and 
mobilisation of relevant regional partners, bilateral and 
multilateral funding agencies and experts to enable 
regional implementation support networks that facilitate 
implementation on the ground, monitoring, and 
reporting to COP-14 in 2018. It is envisaged that these 
regional implementation support networks will 
coordinate and align ongoing capacity development 
activities by various agencies towards implementation of 
the national commitments, pursuant to Decision XIII/2 
(CBD, 2016a). This would allow for mid-course 
corrections and continued support up to the 2020 target 
date and final reporting at the fifteenth meeting of the 
Conference of the Parties.  

 
Hence, concerted efforts by all will be required to 
facilitate the implementation of national commitments 
and to put in place mechanisms for sustained capacity 
development, towards realising as many elements of the 
Target as possible by 2020, as called for in past COP 
decisions. 

Element of Target 11 Number of ParƟes submiƫng at 
least one acƟon 

Number of priority acƟons 
submiƩed 

Terrestrial Coverage 90 186 

Marine Coverage 48 63 

Ecological RepresentaƟon 93 174 

Areas Important for Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services* 

91 (33) 207 (37) 

EffecƟve Management 94 238 

Governance and Equity 80 163 

ConnecƟvity 91 173 

Integrated into Wider Landscape 
and Seascapes 

52 92 

Other EffecƟve Area Based 
ConservaƟon Measures 

84 158 

* AcƟons for the conservaƟon of areas important for biodiversity and ecosystem services were combined (numbers 

in brackets refer to acƟons directly addressing ecosystem services).  

Table 2. Summary of priority actions submitted in Parties’ roadmaps; 123 Parties attended one of the six work-
shops, while 5 Parties that did not attend submitted a roadmap  
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Implications of the implementation of 
commitments and the achievement of Target 11 
If all national commitments are implemented as planned, 
taking consideration of their relative strength (e.g. 
availability of plans and funding for implementation), all 
elements of the Target will show improvements 
compared to the mid-term assessment of GBO-4. This 
will contribute to progress, both directly and indirectly, 
of many other Aichi Biodiversity Targets (SCBD, 2016a). 
Through the ecosystem services provided by protected 
areas, the implementation of the commitments could 
contribute to progress towards achievement of the goals 
and several targets of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development, not only those on life on land and life 
below water, but also climate action, poverty eradication, 
and sustainable consumption and production, among 
others (SCBD, 2016b). It will also deliver various benefits 
with respect to climate change mitigation and adaptation 
(Gaüzère et al., 2016; Gross et al., 2016; Melillo et al., 
2016), including to the (Intended) Nationally 
Determined Contributions of the Paris Agreement, the 
Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–
2030 (Dudley et al., 2015), and the Land Degradation 
Neutrality goal of the United Nations Convention to 
Combat Desertification. In addition, there will also be 
contribution towards the fulfilment of requirements in 
other multilateral environmental agreements, such as 
UNESCO’s World Heritage Convention and its Man and 
the Biosphere Programme, the Ramsar Convention, the 
Convention on Migratory Species, and other biodiversity-
related conventions, in a synergistic manner.  

 
These results will be important to inform the planning of 
the post-2020 global biodiversity framework and the 
setting of more ambitious goals for the future, as well as 
developing best practices for implementation based upon 
the lessons learned.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 
This review supports the statement that several elements 
of Target 11 may be achieved if the efforts in the past few 
years continue, if the means to address lagging aspects 
are further developed, and if all Parties and partners 
strive for enhanced and targeted implementation in a 
coherent and systematic manner. While at least 10 per 
cent coverage for marine areas under national 
jurisdiction has been surpassed, continued focused 
implementation of national priority actions and other 
commitments has the potential to lead to the 
achievement of this element for the global ocean, as well 
as at least 17 per cent of terrestrial areas. This will lead to 
substantial progress in some other elements of the 
Target, and even more so, if renewed attention is 
accorded to their requirements. Furthermore, guidance 
on OECMs and a comprehensive assessment of the 
contribution of PPAs and ICCAs, not currently accounted 
for in the WDPA, along with the mapping of these areas, 

will further improve the status of ecological 
representation, connectivity, and the coverage of areas 
important for biodiversity and ecosystem services. As 
more countries report on actions being taken to 
implement management effectiveness evaluations and 
begin to undertake assessments of protected area 
governance, equity and benefit sharing, a more 
encouraging picture will emerge regarding these 
elements of Target 11. Such expected progress and 
enhanced availability of information will certainly 
provide a sound basis for discussions regarding the post-
2020 global biodiversity framework and the agreement 
of even more ambitious targets, as needed to achieve the 
agreed 2050 vision for biodiversity. 

 
The achievement of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 will 
generate multiple benefits for the well-being of society by 
contributing solutions to the most important of global 
challenges set out in the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 
2011–2020 and emphasised through the UN Sustainable 
Development Goals. It will also make a major 
contribution towards facilitating sustainable 
development through poverty alleviation and enhanced 
economic prosperity, towards a life in harmony with 
nature at the local, national and global levels, not only for 
the current but also future generations. The role and 
value of protected and conserved areas demonstrated in 
this way, we hope, will convince decision-makers and 
society at large that these areas are a valuable investment 
in the future of our planet.  

 
 

ENDNOTES 
1All priority acƟons are provided in the annexes of the final 
workshop reports, and are available at: www.cbd.int/
meeƟngs/.  
 
2“A geographically defined area which is designated or 
regulated and managed to achieve specific conservaƟon 
objecƟves” (CBD, 1992).   
 
3“A clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated 
and managed, through legal or other effecƟve means, to 
achieve the long-term conservaƟon of nature with associated 
ecosystem services and cultural values” (Dudley, 2008). 
 

SUPPLEMENTARY ONLINE MATERIAL 
Supplementary Table 1. National commitments for 
terrestrial protected areas. 
Supplementary Table 2. National commitments for 
marine protected areas. 
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RESUMEN 
Este artículo examina el estado actual de la Meta 11 de Aichi para la Biodiversidad a escala mundial. Si bien aún existen 
diferencias en la cobertura de las regiones ecológicas y las áreas importantes para la biodiversidad y los servicios de los 
ecosistemas, ya se ha superado el 10% de cobertura de las zonas costeras y marinas bajo jurisdicción nacional. La imple-
mentación completa de las acciones nacionales prioritarias acordadas y otros compromisos, incluidos los de las estrate-
gias y los planes de acción nacionales sobre biodiversidad, ampliará la cobertura de los océanos mundiales en más del 
10% y dará lugar a más del 17% de cobertura de las aguas terrestres y continentales. Estos compromisos también condu-
cirán a un progreso sustancial en otros elementos de la Meta. El reconocimiento apropiado de otras medidas eficaces de 
conservación y tipos de gobernanza basados en la zona, entre otros, áreas y territorios privados protegidos y áreas con-
servadas por pueblos indígenas y comunidades locales, que actualmente están subregistrados en las evaluaciones globa-
les, mejoraría aún más las perspectivas para el logro de la Meta 11. Esto generará no solo beneficios múltiples para el 
bienestar de la sociedad al aportar soluciones a los desafíos mundiales más importantes, sino que también contribuirá a 
otras Metas de Aichi y objetivos acordados a nivel mundial. Por lo tanto, los esfuerzos concertados de todas las partes 
interesadas para facilitar la implementación de los compromisos para alcanzar la Meta 11 serán una buena inversión. 

 

RÉSUMÉ  
Ce document passe en revue l'état actuel de l'Objectif 11 du plan stratégique d'Aichi pour la biodiversité au niveau mon-
dial. Bien qu'il subsiste des lacunes dans la couverture des régions écologiques, des zones particulièrement importantes 
pour la biodiversité et des services écosystémiques, une couverture de 10% des zones côtières et marines relevant de la 
juridiction nationale a déjà été dépassée. La pleine mise en œuvre des priorités approuvées au niveau nationale ainsi 
que d'autres engagements, y compris ceux dans le cadre des Stratégies et Plans d'Action Nationaux 
pour la diversité Biologique, élargiront la couverture de l'océan  au-delà des 10% et résulteront en une couverture de 
plus de 17% des eaux terrestres et intérieures. Ces engagements conduiront également à de forts progrès sur d’autres 
aspects de l'Objectif. En effet,  la bonne prise en compte d'autres mesures efficaces de conservation et de types de gou-
vernance, notamment dans les aires protégées privées et les territoires et aires conservés par les peuples autochtones et 
les communautés locales, qui sont actuellement sous-déclarés dans les évaluations mondiales, améliorerait les perspec-
tives de réalisation de l'Objectif 11. Cela générera non seulement de multiples avantages pour le bien-être de la société 
en apportant des solutions aux plus grands défis mondiaux, mais contribuera également à d'autres objectifs d'Aichi et à 
des objectifs convenus à l'échelle mondiale. Par conséquent, les efforts concertés de toutes les parties prenantes en vue 
de faciliter la réalisation des engagements de l'Objectif 11 constituent un investissement judicieux.  


