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sity, some 190 countries have pledged,

under the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD), to reduce the rate of bio-
diversity loss by 2010 (1, 2). Moreover, this
target has recently been incorporated into
the Millennium Development Goals in rec-
ognition of the impact of biodiversity loss on
human well-being (3). Timely information on
where and in what ways the target has or has
not been met, as well as the likely direction
of future trends, depends on a rigorous, rele-
vant, and comprehensive suite of biodiversity
indicators with which to track changes over

I n response to global declines in biodiver-

arctica, tropical and temperate regions, and
developed and developing countries), and
sufficient time-series data (at least three data
points spanning at least 10 years) to demon-
strate changes over time [(Table 1) and sup-
porting online material (SOM)].

Even for these well-developed global
indicators, there are challenges in terms
of data availability, consistency, and rele-
vance. Some indicators are only weak prox-
ies for biodiversity, because the urgent need
for indicators has often meant relying on
existing measures designed for purposes
other than tracking biodiversity change. For
example, forest cover may be an acceptable
proxy for timber stocks, but says less about
the condition of forest biodiversity. Like-
wise, protected area coverage signals gov-
ernment commitments but does not in itself
measure effectiveness in reducing biodiver-
sity loss. These subtleties are beginning to
be explored but require further effort.

Patchy data are another challenge, includ-
ing gaps in data submissions for indicators
compiled from national reports (6-9) and
incomplete taxonomic and geographic cover-
age of indicators compiled directly from data.
The most well developed direct measures of
biodiversity are species indicators, such as the
IUCN Red List Index (RLI) (10) and the Living
Planet Index (LPI) (7). They are being used to
inform and underpin a variety of other indica-
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