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Following intense negotiation over several years, the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Kunming-

Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework1, adopted in December 2022, includes an ambitious target 

for area-based conservation as part of the global effort to halt and reverse biodiversity loss. Target 3 

of the Framework aims to increase the global coverage of protected areas and Other Effective Area-

based Conservation Measures (OECMs) to at least 30 per cent by 2030 (sometimes called ‘30x30’), 

such that this increase delivers benefits for biodiversity and human society while “recognizing and 

respecting the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, including over their traditional 

territories”1. We seek to emphasise that achieving Target 3 requires new knowledge about the social 

implications of different scenarios by which it might be implemented. Generating this knowledge will 

require innovative collaboration across disciplines and sectors. 

Target 3 has the potential to be transformative for the long term future of nature and the benefits it 

provides to people. However, as might be expected for a global target, the exact wording allows 

diverse interpretations of how it might be implemented in different contexts. For example, the text 

of Target 3 gives a broad specification of where area-based conservation should take place (“at least 

30 per cent of terrestrial, inland water, and of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of 

particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services … through ecologically 

representative, well-connected and equitably governed systems of protected areas and other 

effective area-based conservation measures”). An approach emphasising protection of the most 

possible species would produce a very different set of protected and conserved areas to one 

emphasising delivery of benefits to people2. Similarly, the target does not specify how the 30% 

should break down in terms of the area under different governance arrangements, or how strict the 

rules governing human presence and activities in protected and conserved areas should be.  

Given the ambiguity in its wording, Target 3 could be ‘achieved’ through multiple possible 

approaches. Options range from the large-scale recognition of Indigenous and traditional territories 

and lands as contributing to conservation outcomes (with minimal or no changes in existing human 



activity) through to an expanded and upgraded network of strict protected areas (with potentially 

significant restrictions on human activities). Every possible approach to implementation will have 

different social, political and economic implications and resulting ecological outcomes, with different 

distributions of associated costs and benefits in time and space. 

Understanding and predicting the social as well as the ecological implications of Target 3 will be 

essential for its effective delivery3, including its critical social safeguards (“[areas will be] equitably 

governed… recognizing indigenous and traditional territories, where applicable… recognizing and 

respecting the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, including over their traditional 

territories.”). It is well known that area-based conservation can have a wide range of social impacts, 

both positive and negative4,5. However, at present there are only limited assessments of the social-

ecological implications of expanding area-based conservation to 30x30 under different 

implementation scenarios. Existing studies have investigated the number of people currently living in 

areas that could be included in scaled-up area-based conservation sites6,7, the potential impacts of 

losing agricultural land to conservation8, the uneven distribution of costs of implementing 30x30 

between economically richer and poorer countries9, and which areas are critical for delivering 

benefits to people2. These are important contributions, but decision-makers at all levels will require 

much more detailed analysis scrutinising the short- and long-term implications of different 

implementation scenarios (what, where, how) for specific groups of local people (disaggregated by 

poverty status, livelihoods, gender, vulnerability and other factors).  

To achieve this goal we make the following recommendations. First, while global analyses are useful, 

Target 3 will be implemented at the national and sub-national level. In many countries this has 

already started. This calls for new place-based coalitions of researchers, communities, NGOs and 

(crucially) government actors who can co-develop relevant research questions and analyses to 

inform, test and adapt implementation strategies and National Biodiversity Strategy and Action 

Plans (NBSAPs). Second, comparative analyses of multiple countries representing different social and 



ecological conditions are needed to enable an assessment of different socio-political-economic 

factors that affect 30x30 implementation and enable the identification of broader lessons and 

hypotheses. This could inform policy and build cross-national partnerships that can be powerful in 

influencing country-specific decision-makers. Third, existing social, economic and political datasets 

can be leveraged at national and international scales and at low cost to understand the likely 

implications of different conservation actions. Where relevant data are not available, they should be 

collected alongside, or ideally before, implementation. This should involve local actors and 

institutions, to empower them to advocate for the reforms and changes they wish to see. Fourth, 

better social indicators (such as relating to rights, participation, justice or financing) are needed to 

monitor Target 3. There is an opportunity for these to be developed and then adopted as part of the 

Monitoring Framework for Target 3 at the next Convention on Biological Diversity’s conference of 

the parties (COP16) in 2024. Finally, further research and support for political mobilisation is 

required to support the achievement of the Indigenous people and local community rights-based 

approach to conservation that is enshrined in the text of Target 31.  

These actions will require close collaboration between scholars and practitioners working from 

multiple disciplines, perspectives and scales, including those who have been historically under-

represented in debates over area-based conservation. This will require humility and constructive 

dialogue between people who bring different values, priorities and professional incentives to 

conservation challenges10. The authors of this article are one such group working to address this 

challenge. We call on others to do the same.  
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