Letter

Using biodiversity indicators for conservation

Indicators of biodiversity states, pressures, responses and
benefits are being used at national and global levels to moni-
tor delivery of the 2020 Aichi Targets of the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD; Tittensor et al., 2014). Tierney
et al. (2014) provided two potentially useful new options
to address a gap in the indicator set on wildlife trade. We
applaud these efforts and encourage the proposed develop-
ment of a complementary indicator on market value and
size for wild commodities. The scientific community should
also help fill other priority indicator gaps, such as measures
relating to ecosystem services and benefits to human well-
being (Thapa et al., 2014; Tittensor et al., 2014). However,
key challenges to data collection and use must be addressed
before indicators can function as intended.

WWE recently introduced an improved system to moni-
tor its programmes, based around indicators similar to those
used to record progress against Aichi Targets (Stephenson &
O’Connor, 2014; Stephenson & Reidhead, 2014). Based on
our experiences, we identify five areas that need addressing
nationally and globally to ensure adequate data are collected
and biodiversity indicators sets used effectively.

Create the capacity and enabling environment Actions and
resources that facilitated WWF’s monitoring system included:
a reporting policy with high-level management support, well-
established project management standards, dedicated moni-
toring capacity in key offices, and a dedicated central team
to set standards and collate and analyse data (Stephenson &
O’Connor, 2014). The CBD Parties and their partners will
need to ensure similar conditions prevail, especially the devel-
opment of capacity for data collection, sharing and manage-
ment (Walpole et al., 2009; Tittensor et al., 2014).

Simplify data needs by harmonizing conservation mea-
sures across scales and programmes Using common indica-
tors at multiple scales allows the same data sets and analyses
(disaggregated as necessary) to be used across programmes,
maximizing time and cost efficiencies. If the indicators are
linked through a pressure-state-response-benefit framework
they are easier to communicate and interpret (Sparks et al.,
2011), especially if relevant to local users (Thapa et al., 2014).
Motivation to collect and use data in WWF was enhanced
when indicators reflected the needs of national or regional
projects. This suggests that global indicators should be de-
veloped in ways that consider national needs and maintain
local significance.

Produce data-derived products of use to decision-makers
We found that reports presenting data in easy-to-use dash-
boards, linking reporting on performance to impact and
outcome indicators, facilitated interpretation and analysis
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and encouraged increased use of data for adaptive
management.

Build partnerships and share data Blockages exist around
data sharing (e.g. Tenopir et al., 2011). WWF found that part-
nerships with governments and other agencies that collect or
store biodiversity data are of mutual benefit. Use of global
indicators will be enhanced if they are developed by diverse
stakeholders with policies in place to collect and share data.

Learn and adapt The conservation community should
document and share examples of monitoring, with case stu-
dies of what works well and less well.

In conclusion, we welcome the development of new bio-
diversity indicators but encourage them to be linked to local
as well as global monitoring needs. We advocate more con-
certed efforts by the conservation community to build
national capacity for data collection and use, and to enhance
policies for data sharing.
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