
             

 
                   R.C.P   CIVIL SOCIETY NETWORK 
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                                            (STRATEGIC PLAN 2011 - 2020)  

   

 

The failure to achieve the targets of the Strategic Biodiversity Plan 2011-2020, has its origins 

in the 4th Report of the Global Biodiversity Outlook 4 in short GBO4. While the 3rd GBO3 

Global Biodiversity Outlook Report in 2010 had already concluded the world could not 

achieve in 2010 its goals of significantly reducing the rate erosion of biodiversity, and that the 

natural system which supports economies, lives, livelihoods and the fight against poverty 

across the planet are at risk of rapidly deteriorating and even collapsing, unless vigorous, 

radical and creative actions are taken to conserve and sustainably use variety forms of life on 

earth. But the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity CBD drafts in 2014 the 

4th Report of the Global Biodiversity Outlook GBO4 which indirectly and unintentionally 

guides the States Parties signatory to the CBD in the preparation of the national reports 

without constraints and less ambitious.  

 

 

I. FINDING OF FACTS  
 

 

Indeed, the GBO Global Biodiversity Outlook Reports, which are major assessment reports 

on the current state of biodiversity and the implications of its relentless loss on human well-

being, are documents that majority of States Parties use as a reference, and source of 

inspiration and guiding framework for the preparation of their future national reports. And as 

long as this same GBO Global Biodiversity Outlook Report, including GBO4 in particular, 

leaves possibilities to States Parties without even indirect constraints is a big mistake. 

  

 

GBO4 provided an assessment table of progress made and not yet achieved in each of the 

Aichi targets, as well as the level of confidence of this assessment by including 56 indicators 

that reflect the possibilities of achievement or not. of these targets. On the other hand, the 

measures proposed in GBO4 to remedy the difficulties in reaching the targets as suggested to 

States Parties in GBO4 are among the main causes of the failure of the Aichi targets. 
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II. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF FACTS   
 

For example, regarding Strategic Goal A (which states: Address the underlying causes of 

biodiversity loss by mainstreaming biodiversity across government and civil society) confers 

the Aichi Targets 1 , 2, 3, and 4; and the potential key actions suggested to remedy these 

situations with a view to accelerating the achievement of this Goal A are: 
 

- Deploy efforts and develop coherent, strategic and sustained communications strategies and 

campaigns, in order to increase awareness of biodiversity, its values and the means that can 

support its conservation and use. 

 

"Here the CBD Secretariat has not included the importance of quantifying with supporting 

figures the extent of actions to be taken compared to the situation before in order to easily see 

if there is progress or regression in achievement of targets. " 

 

- Another of these suggested measures; develop and implement prioritized and time-bound 

policy plans that will lead to the elimination, phase-out or reform of harmful subsidies in the 

event that incentive projects and phase-out subsidies or gradual withdrawal or reform are 

already known, and quickly take the necessary measures. 

 

 

“Here the CBD Secretariat should have put a quantified time limit on these timelines for the 

implementation of the policy plans. Thus, the States Parties would have had a certain 

constraint in relation to this limitation of the deadlines on this point. " 

 

 And regarding Strategic Goal B (which states: Reduce direct pressures on biodiversity and 

encourage sustainable use) confers Aichi Targets 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10; and whose suggested 

key actions are: 

 

- Make more use of innovative systems for the sustainable management of fishermen, such as 

community co-management which ensure that fishermen and local communities have an 

interest in maintaining the long-term health of fish stocks, while eliminating, gradually 

reducing or reforming subsidies that contribute to destructive fishing capacity, and further 

expanding marine protected air networks. 

 

“Here the CBD Secretariat should have specified the amount of excess fishing subsidies to be 

reduced, and also specified as a percentage the minimum benefit of marine protected areas to 

be expanded. " 

 

 To the point that, in GBO5 the observation is made almost only the indicators whose 

achievement targets have been defined in a quantifiable manner can be considered as having 

achieved or met their objectives in 2020. Only 6 targets (9, 11, 16, 17, 19, and 20) of the 20 

Aichi Targets can be considered met; and out of the 60 evaluation indicators (since GBO5 for 

its part includes 60 indicators unlike the 56 indicators of GBO4) only 7 indicators can be 

considered as achieved, 13 indicators show no progress or deviate from the objectives, 2 

indicators 'were not assessed due to lack of data, and 38 indicators show weak progress at an 

insufficient rate that did not allow the achievement of the objectives in 2020. 

 

And among these indicators for which the GBO5 considered to have almost reached the 

objectives in 2020 we have: 
 



- Goal 11, which the indicator focused on: At least 17% of land and inland water areas are 

conserved. 

 

- Goal 16, which the indicator focused on: The Nagoya Protocol becomes effective. 

  NB: here we must know that there was a deadline of 2015 made in the form of advocacy and 

lobbying at the international level by the Secretariat of the CBD and other stakeholders, for 

the entry into force of this Protocol in 2015 . 

 

 These observations thus noted, make us understand that the signatory States party to the CBD 

take into account as an indirect or direct constraint, targets whose indicators of achievement 

are precisely quantified or limited in time. Failure to define a precise percentage or time-

bound amount for them in their efforts to achieve a goal set in the strategic plan; this leaves 

the way open to them to draw up less ambitious national reports but whose grammatical and 

diplomatic turns and formulations of the writings will give the impression that the objectives 

have been achieved or are in the process of being achieved, whereas in reality on the ground 

there is no concrete progress. A reality that the CBD Secretariat reports in GBO5, here are 

some examples: 

 

- In GBO5 the CBD Secretariat reveals that many States Parties say in their national reports 

that in general for them 34% (almost 1/3) of all Aichi targets are on track to be achieved ; to 

the point that other States Parties even say they have exceeded the achievement of these 

targets. 

 

- Still according to national reports, some States Parties say that 51% of the Aichi targets have 

been reached. 

 

- Although there are other States Parties that claim to have made no significant progress; and 

only a few countries say they are deviating from the Aichi targets. 

 

 All this disparity in the declaration of the national reports of the countries, and the contrast 

with the reality on the ground which astonish the national and international public opinion are 

made possible by not having inserted a quantifiable margin or limited in time in the indicators 

of achievement of the Aichi targets, for a good assessment, and also to initiate a dynamic of 

increase quantifying ambitions in the national reports. 
  

 

III. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS   
 

In conclusion, out of concern for the achievement of the Aichi targets, given that GBO5 has 

already been published, and with a view to also supporting the objectives of the Paris Climate 

Agreement, the Sustainable Development Goals on the horizon 2030, and to better move 

towards achieving Vision 2050; and as we suggested to Mr. David Cooper (Deputy Executive 

Secretary of the Convention on Biological Diversity) during the Visio-conference of October 

15, 2020 that he had with us and the other members of the CBD Alliance under the 

moderation of Mr. Gadir Lavadenz, we recommend and propose the following: 

    

- In parallel with monitoring and support activities in the implementation of the global 

strategic plan, Vision 2050, and in the process of preparing the next national reports by 

countries; that the Secretariat of the CBD through a decision of the COP (Conference of the 

signatory Parties) insist and emphasize the need for countries to insert a quantifiable value on 



each evolution of progress accomplished or regressions compared to the recent situation 

before this national report. 

 

- That the CBD set up a mechanism for referral of a national report to a given country if the 

CBD Secretariat considers that this national report does not contain sufficient quantified 

progress or regressions compared to the objectives to be achieved 

 

- That the CBD set up a mechanism for counter-evaluation or estimation of the progress or 

regressions included in the national report; which will be counter-evaluated by civil society 

organizations and the local private sector in the country concerned, and this under the 

supervision of the CBD secretariat. At the end of this counter evaluation, if the difference 

revealed by this counter evaluation is large compared to those of the national report; this 

national report will be returned to the country concerned for reassessment and harmonization 

with this civil society and local private sector. 

 

 Thus, the States Parties will be under pressure from their own civil societies and the local 

private sector, which pressure will have a much more restrictive impact on these States. In this 

way, the ambitions achieved will be much greater and the guarantee for the success of Vision 

2050 or the post-2020 global framework will be effective. 

 

 

 And on the other hand, alongside these proposals, the RCP-Network and its partners are 

starting with the international advocacy and lobbying campaign called:  
 

 

“ CBD – ENHANCE NATIONAL REPORTS” 
 

“CBD – AMELIORONS LES RAPPORTS NATIONAUX” 

  
 

This campaign will be aimed at country representatives of signatory states, negotiators at 

CBD meetings, authorities at the CBD Secretariat, non-governmental and intergovernmental 

organizations, and the private sectors. 
  

Done in Kinshasa, the 12 November 2020 
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