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Il INTRODUCTION

1. At its tenth meeting, held in Nagoya, Japan, in October 2010, the Conference of the Parties (COP)
to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) adopted the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020,
including 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets under five strategic goals. Strategic goal C, on improving the
status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and genetic diversity, includes, among others,
Aichi Biodiversity Target 11" on protected areas. At its eleventh meeting, held in Hyderabad, India, in
October 2012, the Conference of the Parties further invited Parties to undertake major efforts, with
appropriate support and consistent with national circumstances, to achieve all elements of Aichi
Biodiversity Target 11 (para. 1 of decision XI/24 on protected areas).

2. In the midterm evaluation of the status of progress towards the achievement of Aichi Biodiversity
Targets, assessed in the fourth edition of the Global Biodiversity Outlook (GBO-4, 2014), Aichi
Biodiversity Target 11 showed a promising picture, suggesting that with more focus and systematic
efforts, many elements of the target could be achieved by 2020. In order to facilitate the achievement of
Aichi Biodiversity Target 11, the CBD Secretariat developed a two-phase strategy, which includes
renewing partnerships and commitments from partner organizations; developing baseline data for
countries in the form of information dossiers; providing capacity development to Parties; and securing the
submission of questionnaires, status matrices, and national actions (identified priority actions to be
undertaken in the next four years in the form of road maps) through regional workshops, as a country-
driven process. Details of the Secretariat’s approach, including results from three workshops (covering
mainland Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean) were presented to the twentieth meeting of the
Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice and the first meeting of the

* UNEP/CBD/COP/13/1.

! Aichi Biodiversity Target 11: 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.
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Subsidiary Body on Implementation, as an information note (UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/20/INF/43 [/
UNEP/CBD/SBI/1/INF/41).

3. Subsequently, three more workshops were organized, covering Africa, Central and Eastern
Europe and the Pacific, thus covering all United Nations regions except the Western Europe and Others
Group (WEOG). The Governments of Japan, Germany and the Republic of Korea provided financial
support, and the Governments of host countries (Belarus, Brazil, China, Fiji, India and Uganda) provided
logistical and other support for the organization of these workshops.

4, A total of 124 countries attended one of the six workshops, where 107 countries submitted status
information, and 99 countries submitted their priority actions to be undertaken in the next four years.
Through this series of workshops, covering all regions except WEOG, over 1,400 priority actions
addressing elements of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 have been identified by countries. The updated status
of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 per element, the number of priority actions identified by the countries
from the regional workshops, and projections for the status of each element by 2020 when identified
priority actions are implemented, are presented in information note UNEP/CBD/COP/13/INF/17.

5. The analysis of the priority actions submitted by countries reveals that when implemented, they
will not only contribute to achieving elements of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11, but will also contribute to
other Aichi Biodiversity Targets and to relevant targets of the Sustainable Development Goals. The
present document provides evidence-based cases of how enhanced implementation of identified priority
actions for Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 can also be directly and/or indirectly valuable to other Aichi
Biodiversity Targets (see table in section Il below). Information note UNEP/CBD/COP/13/INF/19
provides relationships between actions identified in the Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 road maps and
relevant targets of Sustainable Development Goals (for instance 14.5, 15.1, 15.2, 15.5, 15.8 directly, and
1.2,12.2,15.7, 15.8 indirectly), through the goods and services provided by protected areas.

1. METHODOLOGY

6. The aim of this document is to illustrate the contribution of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 to other
Aichi Biodiversity Targets, through examples from public information sources. The general conceptual
framework uses supporting evidence to identify linkages between Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 national
priority actions and elements of other Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

7. The national priority actions in support of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 were identified by each
country in the form of road maps in six regional capacity-building workshops, a summary of which is
provided in Table 6 of UNEP/CBD/COP/13/INF/17. Supporting evidence include cases from specific
countries, areas, projects and examples from other publications. A theoretical basis from academic
literature is identified so as to consolidate the linkages. To decide whether there is a direct or indirect
linkage, the initial objective and final results of both the priority actions identified to help achieve
elements of Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 and elements of other Aichi Biodiversity Targets were
considered simultaneously.

8. The current status of each target element is based on the “target dashboard” in GBO-4. The
projected status of target elements is intended to indicate the likelihood of potential improvement of
progress toward other Aichi Biodiversity Targets if the priority actions identified for Aichi Biodiversity
Target 11 are implemented.
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o

On track to exceed
target (we expect to
achieve the target
before its deadline /
target may already be
met)

2]

On track to achieve target
(if current trajectory
continues and Road Maps
are implemented as
proposed, we expect to
reach the target by 2020)

A

Progress towards target
but at an insufficient
rate (may only reach the
target by 2020 with
additional effort)

o

—

No significant overall
progress (we are neither
moving towards the target
nor away from it, may only
reach the target by 2020
with significant additional

Yol
S

Moving away from target
(things are getting worse
rather than better, will
only reach target with
rigorous effort)
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effort)
Target Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?
People are aware Indirect Case 1- Belair National Park in South Australia
of the values of . Since the government passed the first National Parks Act, in
biodiversity and - e sl es 1997, the Voluntary Board of Commissioners who had run o /V ¢
the steps they can su_bm_ltted 159 Belair National Park for 8 years was officially abolished. o =) J
take to conserve A0 B 0755 13 Local communities were left with no access for their voices.
and use it make protected_ In the following years the park became what had been
sustainably areas more equitably expressed as “alien lands that paid no council rate and were
managed fire and vermin hazard”. To deal with such issue, the (1] (7]
E.g.: Colombia has Government established Consultative Committees in 1980 =) /
decided to analyze other | and introduced Friends of the Parks in a way of co- d °
forms of governance management. With the participation of multi-stakeholders,
specially co- the disastrous situation was soon turned around. Now there
mg?ggr?&in;rand are more than 7000 local residents were involved in a “local
o community management ownership™ project. Tl;e anti-park groups became main GBO-4 Projected
o3 following the passionate supporters. status as per
E SStabl'Shmem SfiiLS Case 2- Protected Areas in Bangladesh actions
evelopment plan 2014-
2 2018 Located in Habiganj District of Bangladesh, Satchari Naional
e Park covers 243 hectares of land. Local residents living
= inside the park used to depend on forest resources for a
kS living. In 2004, the Government launched the Nishorgo
o Support Project, aiming at involving indigenous people in the
5 park management work as a way to provide alternative
< incomes for them. Villagers were trained to work as eco-tour

guides, rotation guards or members of the Forest Department
patrolling team. People can also participate in the decision-
making procedure through a Co-management Committee
(CMC). Results show that this Project has positively changed
local people’s perception of nature and their means of
livelihood. People have learned to sustainably use and
conserve the nature resources.*

Theoretical basis of the contribution

Equitably-managed protected areas address the
importance of diverse governance and public
participation.® Involving multi-stakeholders and local
residents can contribute to raising public awareness of
the value of biodiversity.

2 Current status of target elements from GBO-4 (left) and projected status if Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 priority actions are
implemented (right).

% parks and Wildlife Commission of the Northern Territory (2002) Public Participation in Protected Area Management. Case

study 1.

* Mukul, S.A., Rashid, A.Z.M.M., Quazi, S.A., Uddin, M.B. and Fox, J. (2012) ‘Local peoples’ responses to co-management
regime in protected areas: A case study from Satchari national park, Bangladesh’, Forests, Trees and Livelihoods, 21(1), pp.
16-29. doi: 10.1080/14728028.2012.669132.

5W0rboys, G.L., Lockwood, M., Kothari, A., Feary, S. and Pulsford, 1. (2015) Protected area governance and management,

p187.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?

6 Geldmann, J., Barnes, M., Coad, L., Craigie, 1.D., Hockings, M. and Burgess, N.D. (2013a) ‘Effectiveness of terrestrial
protected areas in reducing biodiversity and habitat loss’, CEE 10-007, Collaboration for Environmental Evidence.

" Joppa, L.N. and Pfaff, A. (2010) ‘Global protected area impacts’, Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences,
278(1712), pp. 1633-1638.

8 Charlton, J. 2016.Habitat for 10 species at risk near Prince Albert gets new protection. Awvailable at
http://thestarphoenix.com/news/saskatchewan/habitat-for-10-species-at-risk-near-prince-albert-gets-new-protection.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target’

® Ament, R., Callahan, R., McClure, M., Reuling, M. and Tabor, G. (2014) Wildlife Connectivity: Fundamentals for conservation
action. Bozeman, Montana: Center for Large Landscape Conservation.

10 Rudnick, D.A., Ryan, S.J., Beier, P., Cushman, S.A., Dieffenbach, F., Epps, C.W., Gerber, L.R., Hartter, J., Jenness, J.S. and
Kintsch, J. (2012) The role of landscape Connectivity in planning and implementing conservation and restoration priorities
issues in ecology issues in ecology. Available at: http://www.esa.org/esa/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/issuesinecology16.pdf.

1 MacKinnon, D., Lemieux, C.J., Beazley, K., Woodley, S., Helie, R., Perron, J., Elliott, J., Haas, C., Langlois, J., Lazaruk, H.,
Beechey, T. and Gray, P. (2015) ‘Canada and Aichi Biodiversity target 11: Understanding “other effective area-based
conservation measures” in the context of the broader target’, Biodiversity and Conservation, 24(14), pp. 3559-3581.

12 Jonas, H. and MacKinnon, K. (2016) Advancing Guidance on Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures: Report of
the Second Meeting of the IUCN-WCPA Task Force on Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures. Bundesamt fiir
Naturschutz: Bonn.

13 UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/20/L.3.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?

1 https:/iwwf.exposure.co/the-philippines-1.
15 https://wwf.exposure.co/mozambigue.

16 UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016), Protected Planet Report 2016, UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UK and Gland,
Switzerland.

7 https://www.cbd.int/database/record.shtml?documentid=6106.
'8 Marine Planning: http://www.marineplanning.org/Case_Studies/USA_PacificNWLandSea.html.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target’

¥ U.S. Federal Caucus (2000), Conservation of Columbia Basin fish: final basinwide Salmon recovery strategy, Vol. 1.
(www.salmonrecovery.gov).

2 gtaton, S.K., A. Dextrase, J.L. Metcalfe-Smith, J. Di Maio, M. Nelson, J. Parish, B. Kilgour and E. Holm (2003), Status and
trends of Ontario’s Sydenham River ecosystem in relation to aquatic species at risk, Environmental Monitoring and Assessment,
88: 283-310.

2! https:/wwf.exposure.co/the-mediterranean.

22 Oyanedel R, Marin A, Castilla JC, Gelcich S. Establishing marine protected areas through bottom-up processes: Insights from
two contrasting initiatives in Chile. Aquat Conserv Mar Freshw Ecosyst. 2016; 26: 184-195.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?

2 Brown, J., Hay-Edie T. Engaging Local Communities in Stewardship of World Heritage A methodology based on the
COMPACT experience. United Nations Educ Sci Cult Organ Paris Fr. 2014.

2 UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016), Protected Planet Report 2016, UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UK and Gland,
Switzerland.

% Bélair C., Ichikawa K., Wong B.Y. L. and MKJ, Sustainable use of biological diversity in socioecological production
landscapes, Background to the ‘Satoyama Initiative for the benefit of biodiversity and human well-being 2010°.

% UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016), Protected Planet Report 2016, UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UK and Gland,
Switzerland.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target’

27 Reitsma, R., Parrish J.D., McLarney, W. (2001), The role of Cacao Plantations in Maintaining Forest Avian Diversity in
Southeastern Costa Rica, In: Agroforestry Systems 53:185-193. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Netherlands.

28 http://www.budongo.org/explore/the-budongo-forest.

2 Sverdrup-Thygeson, A., Bendiksen, E., Birkemoe, T. and Larsson, K.H. (2014), ‘Do conservation measures in forest work? A

comparison of three area-based conservation tools for wood-living species in boreal forests’, Forest Ecology and Management,
330, pp. 8-16.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?

%0 UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016), Protected Planet Report 2016, UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UK and Gland,
Switzerland.

3! Genovesi P, Monaco A. Plant Invasions in Protected Areas. In: Foxcroft LC, Pysek P, Richardson DM, Genovesi P, editors.
Plant Invasions in Protected Areas: Patterns, Problems and Challenges. Invading N. Dordrecht: Springer; 2013, pp. 487-507.

2 Tu M, Robinson MA, Overcoming barriers to the prevention and management of alien plant invasions in protected areas: a
practical approach, In : Foxcroft LC, Pysek P, Richardson DM, Genovesi P, editors. Plant invasions in protected areas: patterns,
problems and challenges. Dordrecht: Springer; 2013. pp. 529-547.

33 McCook LJ, Ayling T, Cappo M, Choat JH, Evans RD, De Freitas DM, et al. Adaptive management of the Great Barrier Reef:
a globally significant demonstration of the benefits of networks of marine reserves. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2010; 107:
18278-85.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target’

% Susi Menazza and Tasneem Balasinorwala (2011). TEEB case: Assessing ecosystem services for a protected area network,
Solomon Islands.

% Steffen W, et al. 2011. The Anthropocene: From global change to planetary stewardship. AMBIO 40: 739-761.

% WWF. Protecting the Amazon can protect the Climate. 2014.

37 http://en.wwichina.org/en/what_we_do/species/.

% Watson JEM, Dudley N, Segan DB, Hockings M. The performance and potential of protected areas, Nature, 2014; 515: 67—73.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?

N

Fall

v

N

% Updated status of Aichi Biodiversity Target 12, UNEP/CBD/COP/13/INF/18.

40 Ferraro PJ, Hanauer MM. Through what mechanisms do protected areas affect environmental and social outcomes? Philos
Trans R Soc B. 2015; 370: 11 pp.

41 Welch, H J (ed) (2004); op. cit.
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target’

42 |Itis, H (1994); New Year’s card leads to newly discovered species of enormous economic potential, R&D Innovator.
43 H
Ibid.

4 Hein, L. 2011. Economic benefits generated by protected areas: the case of the Hoge Veluwe forest, the Netherlands, Ecology
and Society 16(2): 13
45 UNEP (2004) “Ecosystems and human well-being: A framework for assessment’, 41(08), pp. 41-4645-41-4645
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Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected status
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution of elements of the Aichi
priority actions Biodiversity Target?

6 Harrison 1J, Green PA, Farrell TA, Juffe-Bignoli D, Saenz L, Vérésmarty CJ, Protected areas and freshwater provisioning: a
global assessment of freshwater provision, threats and management strategies to support human water security, Aquat Conserv
Mar Freshw Ecosyst. 2016;26: 103-120.

4" Allan D, Esselman P, Abell R, Mclntyre P, Tubbs N, Biggs H, Castello L, Jenkins A KR. Protected areas for freshwater
ecosystems: essential but underrepresented. In: Mittermeier RA F, TA, Harrison 1J, Upgren AJ BT, editors. Fresh Water: The
Essence of Life. CEMEX and ILCP: Arlington; 155-178.; 2010.

8 Valaoras, G., Pistola, N.A. and Pistola, A.K. (1999) The role of women in the conservation and development of the Dadia
Forest Reserve. Dadia Women’s Cooperative.
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Target Key elements Linkage with Aichi Supporting evidence and Current and projected
Biodiversity Target 11 theoretical basis of the contribution status of elements of the
priority actions Biodiversity Target

9 http://www.wwf.de/watt/klima.

% Keenleyside K, Dudley N, Cairns S, Hall C, Stolton S. Ecological restoration for protected areas: Principles, guidelines and
best practices. 2012

' North American Intergovernmental Committee on Cooperation for Wilderness and Protected Area Conservation,
http://nawpacommittee.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/NAWPA-CCWG-Brochure.pdf.

2 UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016), Protected Planet Report 2016, UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge UK and Gland,
Switzerland.
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V. CONCLUSION

9. To provide convincing inspiration for all Parties about how enhanced implementation of Aichi
Biodiversity Target 11 can generate multiple values, this document provides information from collected
existing cases that can illustrate the linkages between priority actions toward Aichi Biodiversity Target 11
in national road maps and other Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Although here only ten of the other Aichi
Biodiversity Targets were selected to showcase contributions, others may also be relevant to some extent,
as actions toward each Aichi Biodiversity Target will have influences on others, directly or indirectly.

10. With successful implementation of the submitted priority actions towards Aichi Biodiversity
Target 11 in the road maps, it is highly possible that the current status of progress towards elements of
other Aichi Biodiversity Targets can be enhanced, for instance changing from no significant progress to
progress in some cases, or to higher rates of progress, to achieve the targets in the next four years.



