
 

 

JULY 

2026 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

WBRP 
WORLD BIODIVERSITY 
RESEARCH PROGRAMME 

Coordinating Global Biodiversity Research  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



W o r l d  B i o d i v e r s i t y  R e s e a r c h  P r o g r a m m e  
P a g e  | 1 

 
World Biodiversity Research Programme 

JULY 2026 

 

 

WBRP 

WORLD BIODIVERSITY RESEARCH PROGRAMME 

STRENGTHENING GLOBAL COORDINATION OF BIODIVERSITY RESEARCH TO SUPPORT 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE KUNMING-MONTREAL GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY FRAMEWORK 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Authors:  

Greta Bocedi, Mark C. Urban, Damaris Zurell, Andrew Gonzalez, Santiago J. E. Velazco, Bezeng S. 
Bezeng, Alta De Vos, Tyler D. Eddy, Samantha Hill, Cornelia B. Krug, Carolyn Lundquist, Katie 
Millette, Jean Paul Metzger, Kelly Ortega Cisneros, Andy Purvis, Franziska Schrodt, Josef Settele, 
Lucy Waruingi. 



W o r l d  B i o d i v e r s i t y  R e s e a r c h  P r o g r a m m e  
P a g e  | 2 

 

BACKGROUND  
This document was developed by an international group of experts, representing multiple regions 
and disciplines across the biodiversity science-policy interface. It supports the implementation of 
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), including its Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical 
and Technological Advice (SBSTTA), as well as other biodiversity-related conventions. It builds on 
knowledge gaps identified by the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services (IPBES) assessments and emerging needs for the effective implementation of 
the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KM-GBF).  

We identify a persistent structural gap between the identification of knowledge needs and the 
coordination of research required to address them at a global scale, as recently recognised in the 
draft Global Report on Collective Progress in the Implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global 
Biodiversity Framework (KM-GBF). As biodiversity underpins ecosystem functioning and the 
provision of nature’s contributions to people, effective responses require a coordinated global 
scientific effort to understand the drivers of biodiversity and ecosystem change, improve the 
prediction of future biodiversity and ecosystem outcomes under alternative policy and 
development pathways, evaluate the effectiveness of interventions, and identify emerging risks. 
This report outlines options for strengthening global coordination of biodiversity and ecosystem 
research to support more effective and equitable implementation of the KM-GBF, including the 
potential establishment of a World Biodiversity Research Programme (WBRP) or equivalent 
entity1.  
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List of acronyms 

• CBD – Convention on Biological Diversity 
• CITES – Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
• CMS – Convention on Migratory Species 
• ESMO – Earth System Modelling and Observation 
• GBIF – Global Biodiversity Information Facility 
• GEO BON – Group on Earth Observations Biodiversity Observation Network 
• IGBP – International Geo-Biosphere Programme 
• IHDP – International Human Dimensions Programme 
• IPBES – Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services 
• ISC (then ISCU) – International Science Council 
• IUCN – International Union for Conservation of Nature 
• KM-GBF – Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework 
• NBSAP – National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plan 
• OBIS – Ocean Biodiversity Information System 
• SBSTTA – Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice 
• TNFD – Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures 
• TSC – Support Centres for Technical and Scientific Cooperation 
• UNCCD – United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification 
• UNEP – United Nations Environment Programme 
• UNEP-WCMC – United Nations Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring 

Centre 
• UNFCCC – United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
• WBRP – World Biodiversity Research Programme 
• WCRP – World Climate Research Programme 
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KEY MESSAGES – THE NEED FOR COORDINATED GLOBAL 
BIODIVERSITY RESEARCH 

• Although progress in biodiversity research coordination has occurred in recent decades, 
much of this coordination has focussed on the identification of knowledge gaps through 
IPBES and other mechanisms such as the Ad-Hoc Technical Expert Group. Coordination of 
biodiversity observation data has shown significant developments in recent decades, such as 
global data repositories such as GBIF and OBIS; GEO BON, and its network of biodiversity 
observation initiatives and monitoring protocols. However, monitoring remains uneven and 
insufficiently harmonized, and no comparable mechanism coordinates wider research needs, 
such as biodiversity data infrastructure, modelling and scenarios, which are also key to 
translating biodiversity data into actionable policy and decision making. 

• A critical structural gap exists between global biodiversity research and the science–
policy interface. The CBD provides the policy framework, and IPBES assesses and synthesizes 
knowledge – but no mechanism currently exists to review and translate knowledge of research 
gaps into internationally coordinated research priorities, sustained scientific collaboration and 
robust science–policy initiatives that effectively bridge scientific knowledge with policy 
development and decision-making. As a result, Parties lack timely, targeted scientific support 
to inform decisions and implement National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs). 

• Fragmented research limits the effective and equitable implementation of the Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KM-GBF). Research is currently organized through 
national, disciplinary, or short-term funding structures, producing uneven access to data, 
models, and expertise – particularly for the Global South. In climate science, this coordination 
gap was closed by the World Climate Research Programme (WCRP); no equivalent mechanism 
exists for biodiversity.  

• Persistent knowledge gaps hinder forward-looking decision-making. Monitoring, modelling, 
and scenario development remain insufficiently addressed, and current headline indicators are 
often backward-looking and not amenable to solution-oriented questions. Parties cannot 
readily evaluate alternative policy options or anticipate how current actions will meet KM-GBF 
targets. It is also difficult to evaluate likely trajectories of target attainment at a global level 
without alignment of models and datasets. 

As the draft Global Report on Collective Progress in the Implementation of the KM-GBF2 
highlighted, many Parties lack access to the data, tools, and scientific capacity needed to 
assess policy options, anticipate biodiversity outcomes, and report on progress. 

“Parties consistently report significant gaps in specialized expertise, particularly in 
taxonomy, ecological modelling, geographic information systems and data management, 
alongside limited access to modern monitoring technologies and laboratory infrastructure. 
Biodiversity data is frequently siloed across institutions without common standards or 
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interoperability, undermining the ability to track progress or inform policy.” (2Page 222/342, 
lines 4-9). 

• A World Biodiversity Research Programme (WBRP) or equivalent entity would fill these 
gaps in biodiversity coordination. WBRP would function as a coordinating body — 
comparable in role to WCRP’s Joint Scientific Committee — that (i) translates IPBES- and Party-
identified knowledge gaps into a multi-year research agenda, (ii) convenes thematic working 
groups to deliver on that agenda, and (iii) brokers agreements between research funders to 
reduce duplication and close capacity gaps. It would not conduct research itself, hold 
assessment authority, or duplicate the roles of IPBES, GEO BON, GBIF, or Future Earth.  

The Global Report suggests the need for a coordinating body. 

“Ultimately greater coordination of global biodiversity research is needed to translate 
identified information gaps into a coherent and targeted research agenda. Current efforts 
are constrained by fragmented and uneven research, gaps in scientific capacity and data 
availability, and limited funding. Unlike the climate change domain, which benefits from the 
World Climate Research Programme, biodiversity lacks a comparable global coordination 
mechanism.” (2The Global Report on Collective Progress in the Implementation of the 
Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework - First Draft - Detailed key message B.2 
on page 326/342: III.B Lines 452-457). 

• We propose a co-designed, 3-year pilot project to test this mechanism before any decision 
on long-term establishment. The pilot would be evaluated against concrete deliverables (a 
governance and funding model; formal partnership agreements with existing bodies; one 
demonstrated research-coordination activity on a priority theme; a funder alignment outcome) 
before Parties are asked to consider permanent institutionalization. 
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BACKGROUND ON THE NEED FOR COORDINATED GLOBAL 
BIODIVERSITY RESEARCH 

1) Relevance for biodiversity science and the KM-GBF 

Biodiversity underpins ecosystem functioning and the provision of nature’s contributions to 
people, including food security, climate regulation, freshwater provision, health, and cultural 
values3. Ongoing biodiversity loss driven by land-use change, climate change, direct exploitation of 
living organisms, pollution, invasive species, and unsustainable commodity production and 
consumption threatens these contributions and undermines progress toward sustainable 
development and human well-being4–6. 

Effective responses require a coordinated global scientific effort to understand the drivers of 
biodiversity and ecosystem change, improve the prediction of future biodiversity and ecosystem 
outcomes under alternative policy and development pathways, evaluate the effectiveness of 
interventions7, and identify emerging risks. This is particularly important where biodiversity loss 
interacts with climate risks, food systems, infrastructure expansion, and financial and economic 
decision-making8,9. Achieving these objectives would be facilitated by promoting globally 
coordinated research priorities and funding opportunities, such as harmonised monitoring and 
modelling frameworks, shared data and analytical infrastructure, and collaborative research 
programmes including globally distributed experiments and model intercomparison initiatives. 

2) The science–policy interface and a missing coordinating layer 

National and international policies are needed to mitigate the ongoing loss of biodiversity. 
Meanwhile, effective policy responses depend on robust, coordinated scientific evidence as 
well as strong transdisciplinary policy co-production initiatives.  

At the global level, the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services (IPBES) synthesizes knowledge, evaluates evidence, and identifies critical knowledge 
gaps relevant to biodiversity policy, while the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and 
Technological Advice (SBSTTA) provides scientific guidance to the Conference of the Parties (COP) 
on implementing the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). Implementation is carried out by 
Parties through National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs). However, no 
mechanism currently exists to translate assessment-identified knowledge gaps into a coherent, 
forward-looking, and internationally coordinated research agenda (Fig. 1). As a result, research 
remains fragmented and largely organized through national, regional or short-term funding 
mechanisms with limited capacity to mobilize the global scientific community around shared 
priorities. Because of the lacking coordination, government turnover leads to a constant stop-and-
start in implementation and change in direction for the NBSAPs, impeding sustained and effective 
progress. Many knowledge gaps identified in successive assessments persist over time, while 
access to data, models, and analytical capacity remains uneven across countries2 (cf. GBF Goal 
D). 
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Figure 1. A missing coordinating layer for biodiversity science. Conventions such as the 
UNFCCC develop policy frameworks based on scientific assessments performed by the IPCC, 
which synthesizes scientific findings and identifies knowledge gaps that are translated into 
coordinated research efforts by the WCRP. However, this step is missing for biodiversity. Currently, 
biodiversity-related conventions, such as the CBD, develop policy frameworks, and the IPBES 
provides assessments in support of these policies. However, the missing link is a well-funded 
organization, analogous to the WCRP, that translates policy directives and assessment needs into 
coordinated research efforts by countries and other governmental bodies, non-profit organizations, 
universities and research institutes, and industry. Reproduced from1. 
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A coordinating layer for biodiversity research 

We propose a global research coordination mechanism to translate assessment-identified gaps 
into coordinated research priorities, and to develop a coherent and forward-looking global 
research agenda that directly supports international policy implementation and would mobilize the 
international scientific community (as well as data and knowledge) in support of policy 
implementation.  

Such a programme, which could be called the World Biodiversity Research Programme (WBRP), 
would play an integral role in coordinating and setting a global biodiversity research agenda to 
inform upcoming IPBES assessments and respond to research needs identified by completed 
IPBES assessments, to support the CBD (and other conventions such as the Convention on 
Migratory Species CMS, the UN Convention to Combat Desertification UNCCD, the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora CITES, etc.) and the goals of the 
KM-GBF. The WBRP would play a role comparable to the WCRP, which coordinates and organizes 
climate research in support of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 

The Global Report on Collective Progress in the Implementation of the KM-GBF2 highlights that 
many Parties lack the capacity and resources to undertake comprehensive national biodiversity 
assessments or develop the models10, scenarios, and monitoring systems required for effective 
implementation of the KM-GBF. In addition, major gaps remain in the availability of harmonized 
biodiversity monitoring systems, observation protocols, and data infrastructures needed to track 
progress towards KM-GBF targets. Together, these challenges reflect a structural gap between the 
identification of knowledge needs, the coordination of research to address them, and the use of 
scientific knowledge in policy co-production initiatives (Fig. 1).  

Countries are currently expected to move from agreement to action; however, action without 
coordinated scientific support risks becoming reactive, uneven, and difficult to evaluate. A 
stronger bridge between scientific assessment, globally coordinated research, and national 
implementation is therefore needed to ensure that identified knowledge needs are translated into 
research priorities and capacity-building activities. 

Implementation implication 

Effective implementation depends not only on identifying knowledge gaps, but on establishing a 
coordinated international research system capable of generating the evidence base needed to 
support future biodiversity and ecosystems policy and assessment cycles. 

Demand for biodiversity knowledge is also growing rapidly beyond the science-policy 
interface. National and local governments, non-profit conservation organizations, businesses, and 
financial institutions increasingly need to assess biodiversity-related risks, impacts, and 
dependencies. Biodiversity loss can affect supply chains, natural resource availability, and 
economic stability through impacts on ecosystems and nature’s contributions to people. Improved 
scientific knowledge, monitoring systems, and modelling capabilities are therefore needed to 
support implementation of the CBD and the KM-GBF, and to inform risk assessment and decision-
making across public and private sectors11,12. 
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3) Historical context and current institutional landscape 

In the 1980s and 1990s, four global environmental change programmes were established under the 
auspices of the International Science Council (ISC) (then ISCU): the World Climate Research 
Programme (WCRP), the International Geo-Biosphere Programme (IGBP), DIVERSITAS and the 
International Human Dimensions Programme (IHDP)12.  

DIVERSITAS was the biodiversity-focused sister organization to the WCRP. The WCRP 
coordinates international climate research and modelling efforts in support of global assessments, 
and DIVERSITAS13, at its inception, played a similarly central role in coordinating global biodiversity 
science and linking it to international policy. Following its integration into Future Earth, this 
coordinating function became increasingly diffuse. Although Future Earth provides an important 
platform for sustainability-oriented research and hosts biodiversity-related activities, including the 
bioDISCOVERY global research network14, biodiversity research nevertheless requires a sustained, 
well-resourced global programme with a clear mandate comparable to those supporting climate 
science, such as the WCRP.  

Today, several organizations play essential and complementary roles in the biodiversity science-
policy landscape. For example, IPBES, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the 
UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), and the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) contribute to assessments, data mobilization, policy support, and 
capacity-building; the Group on Earth Observations Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON) 
provides leadership on global biodiversity monitoring and Essential Biodiversity Variables; global 
data infrastructures such as the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF) and the Ocean 
Biodiversity Information System (OBIS) support data mobilization; and numerous regional and 
thematic networks (such as Biodiversa+) support specific research domains. Emerging initiatives, 
including those linking biodiversity to financial and risk disclosure frameworks such as the 
Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures (TNFD), also play important roles in developing 
specific science-policy themes. 

However, no institution currently provides sustained global coordination to align research 
priorities, mobilize the international scientific community, and support the systematic 
translation of knowledge gaps into research and implementation-relevant outputs. Although 
the existing organizations provide many complementary functions, they have evolved 
incrementally rather than through a coordinated design. A systematic assessment of existing 
mandates, capacities, and coordination gaps would identify how a future global biodiversity 
research coordination mechanism could most effectively complement and strengthen existing 
institutions while connecting global research priorities with national, regional, and local policy 
needs. Biodiversity research spans diverse taxonomic groups and ecosystems, and local as well as 
regional and global scales; this makes coordination complex but also increases the need for 
integrative mechanisms that can connect across disciplines, regions, and knowledge systems. 

Strengthening global coordination of biodiversity and ecosystem research would also facilitate 
closer collaboration with Earth system science communities, helping to advance understanding of 
feedbacks between climate, biodiversity, other impact sectors, and risks. 

https://futureearth.org/
https://biodiscovery.earth/
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A GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY RESEARCH COORDINATION 
MECHANISM 
We propose to launch an internationally co-designed 3-year pilot initiative to explore and 
evaluate a global biodiversity research coordination mechanism, and mobilize broad support 
across the scientific, policy and funding communities while complementing existing 
organizations. Ultimately, this effort would enable more effective and science-based 
implementation of global biodiversity policy and strengthen collaboration among the research 
community and other knowledge holders, policy institutions, the public and private sectors, and 
related initiatives in climate science. Importantly, such a programme would not replace existing 
organizations but would work in partnership with them to enhance alignment, reduce 
fragmentation, and strengthen the overall effectiveness of the biodiversity science-policy interface.  

Indicative functions and implementation mechanisms 
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Figure 2 (previous page). Indicative function of the proposed World Biodiversity Research 
Programme (WBRP). The figure illustrates four complementary functional areas identified through 
discussions with biodiversity scientists, modelling networks, monitoring initiatives and science–
policy organizations. These functions are illustrative rather than prescriptive and would require 
further refinement through broad consultation with the biodiversity science and policy 
communities. The operational mechanisms through which these functions could be delivered are 
outlined in the text. 

 

Rather than a general list of roles, this section sets out the specific mechanisms WBRP would use, 
each tied to a comparable existing model where one exists, and each stating what it would not 
duplicate. 

1. A Joint Scientific Committee to set the research agenda 

• Modelled on WCRP’s Joint Scientific Committee: a standing body of appointed scientific 
experts, with balanced regional and disciplinary representation and structured input from 
Parties and knowledge holders, that reviews knowledge gaps identified by IPBES 
assessments and the KM-GBF reporting cycle, and translates them into a prioritized, time-
bound research agenda. 

• Distinct from IPBES: WBRP would not conduct assessments or evaluate evidence — it would 
coordinate research in response to gaps identified by IPBES and others. 

2. Enduring core projects and time-bound thematic working groups to deliver against that 
agenda 

• A small number of enduring core projects (comparable to WCRP’s core projects, e.g. ESMO – 
Earth System Modelling and Observation) maintaining broad and long-term research 
agendas, e.g. Biodiversity Observation-Model Integration, and time-bound thematic working 
groups (comparable to WCRP lighthouse activities) focused on cross-cutting priority themes 
such as Early Warning and Forecasting of Invasive Species where each working group would 
have defined objectives, milestones and deliverables and a completion or transition point. 

• Distinct from Future Earth/bioDISCOVERY: working groups would be commissioned against 
agenda priorities rather than emerging organically from self-organized networks, addressing 
the diffusion of function that occurred after DIVERSITAS integration into Future Earth. 

3. Coordination of biodiversity funding 

• A standing mechanism (e.g. an annual funders’ roundtable) through which WBRP identifies 
duplicated or unfunded priority areas and brokers alignment among national and 
international research funders. 

• Distinct from existing funders’ networks: this function is scoped narrowly to aligning funding 
against the agreed research agenda, not to funding research directly. 

4. Shared infrastructure and standards, built on existing initiatives 

• Rather than creating new infrastructures, WBRP would facilitate alignment among 
observational frameworks, data infrastructures and model intercomparison protocols 
including at the interfaces of Essential Biodiversity Variables, GBIF and OBIS data, and 
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initiatives such as BES-SIM and FishMIP, and scenario/modelling protocols, and supporting 
interoperability of monitoring data with GBIF and GEO BON systems. 

• Distinct from GEO BON, GBIF and OBIS: these organizations would retain their mandates for 
observation coordination, data mobilization and infrastructure. WBRP would support 
cooperation at the interfaces between observations, data, modelling and scenarios and 
would coordinate standard-setting across relevant organizations. 

5. Direct, sustained scientific support to SBSTTA 

• Structured input to SBSTTA (short science briefs, methods notes) aligned with CBD decision 
cycles, produced by the working groups above rather than as ad hoc outputs — giving 
SBSTTA a predictable channel for science input distinct from the periodic IPBES assessment 
cycle. 

6. Capacity-sharing and Global South leadership, with a defined mechanism 

• Dedicated working-group seats and co-leadership positions for Global South and Indigenous 
Peoples’ and local communities’ representatives, plus ring-fenced funding (within the pilot’s 
coordinator budget) for participation costs — rather than a general commitment to 
“equitable participation.” 

We propose a co-designed process to develop a global coordinating mechanism for 
biodiversity and ecosystems research, in close collaboration with Parties and key partners at the 
science-policy-business interface. This would include organizations such as IPBES, CBD bodies, 
national and international science-policy organizations and platforms, research networks, funders, 
synthesis centres and TSCs, and representatives from related global research programmes such 
as the WCRP. This co-designed process would ensure broad regional representation, including 
leadership and participation from the Global South and Indigenous Peoples and local 
communities.  

The objective of this consultation process would be to develop a shared vision for strengthening 
global biodiversity and ecosystem research coordination; assess institutional options, 
mandates and complementarities; and co-design a roadmap for establishing an effective 
coordination mechanism, referred to here as the World Biodiversity Research Programme, to 
support IPBES, the CBD and implementation of the KM-GBF. 
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A 3-YEAR PILOT PHASE 
Rather than proceeding directly to a permanent institution, we propose a co-designed, 3-year pilot 
to test the coordination mechanism described above, with an explicit evaluation point before any 
decision on long-term establishment. 

Purpose of the pilot 

The pilot phase is designed to answer a specific question: can a lightweight coordination 
mechanism help translate identified knowledge needs into internationally coordinated research 
action while strengthening existing institutions, networks and infrastructures?  

Resourcing 

• A full-time project coordinator, hosted by an existing partner institution rather than a new 
standalone entity; 

• A small secretariat function to convene the Joint Scientific Committee and working groups 
(see Indicative Functions, 1–2); 

• Ring-fenced funding for participation costs from underrepresented regions, particularly the 
Global South, in all pilot activities (see Indicative Functions, 6). 

Deliverables by the end of Year 3 

The pilot’s success would be assessed against four concrete outputs, rather than by general 
activity: 

1. A governance and funding model. A tested design for the Joint Scientific Committee 
(composition, mandate, decision rules) and a proposed long-term funding structure, 
informed by what worked and did not work during the pilot — not a pre-written model applied 
unchanged. 

2. Formal partnership agreements with existing bodies. Documented agreements or terms of 
reference with at least IPBES, GEO BON, OBIS and GBIF (and, where relevant, Future 
Earth/bioDISCOVERY, Biodiversa+, and TSCs) that define WBRP’s role relative to each — so 
that by the end of the pilot the division of labour is documented rather than asserted. 

3. One demonstrated research-coordination activity. At least one activity substantially 
advanced that tests the function of a prospective WBRP core project — for example, improve 
interoperability of existing model intercomparisons such as BES-SIM and FishMIP and 
establish a shared framework for observational benchmarking — to serve as a concrete proof 
of concept and inform the design and scope of longer-term structures and core projects. 

4. A funder alignment outcome. Evidence from at least one convened funders’ roundtable 
showing that funding gaps or duplications were identified and that at least one funder 
adjusted or coordinated a funding decision as a result. 
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Evaluation and decision point 

At the end of Year 3, an independent review — involving Parties, partner institutions, and funders 
engaged during the pilot — would assess performance against these four deliverables and make a 
recommendation on whether, and in what form, to establish WBRP as a longer-term mechanism. 
This review is intended as a genuine decision point, not a formality: a negative or mixed 
assessment should lead to revision of the model, not automatic continuation. 

Long-term institutional support 

Should the pilot demonstrate that the mechanism adds value, stable institutional support — 
including a dedicated international coordinating office — would be needed to sustain the 
partnerships and activities established during the pilot. The scale and form of this office should be 
determined by the pilot’s findings on the governance and funding model above, rather than 
specified in advance. 

 

REFERENCES 
1. Urban, M. C. et al. A global research coordination programme is urgently needed for biodiversity. 

Nat Ecol Evol 1–3 (2026) doi:10.1038/s41559-026-03123-0. 

2. The Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (SCBD). The Global Report on 
Collective Progress in the implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 
Framework - first draft. (2026). 

3. Díaz, S. et al. Assessing nature’s contributions to people. Science 359, 270–272 (2018). 

4. Steffen, W. et al. Planetary boundaries: Guiding human development on a changing planet. 
Science 347, 1259855 (2015). 

5. Pörtner, H.-O. et al. IPBES-IPCC Co-Sponsored Workshop Report on Biodiversity and Climate 
Change. https://zenodo.org/record/4782538 (2021) doi:10.5281/ZENODO.4782538. 

6. IPBES (2019): Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of the 
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. (IPBES 
secretariat, Bonn, Germany, 2019). 

7. Gonzalez, A., Chase, J. M. & O’Connor, M. I. A framework for the detection and attribution of 
biodiversity change. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 378, 20220182 (2023). 

8. IPBES. Thematic Assessment Report on the Interlinkages among Biodiversity, Water, Food and 
Health of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13850054 (2024) doi:10.5281/zenodo.13850054. 

9. IPBES. Methodological Assessment of the Impact and Dependence of Business on Biodiversity 
and Nature’s Contributions to people of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on 
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17185116 (2026) 
doi:10.5281/zenodo.17185116. 



W o r l d  B i o d i v e r s i t y  R e s e a r c h  P r o g r a m m e  
P a g e  | 15 

 
10. Lundquist, C. et al. Building capacity for developing, interpreting and using scenarios and 

models. in Methodological assessment of scenarios and models of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services (eds Ferrier, S., Ninan, K. N., Leadley, P. & Alkemade, R.) 225–254 (Secretariat of the 
Intergovernmental Platform for Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, Bonn, Germany, 2016). 

11. Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. Guidance on the Identification and 
Assessment of Nature‐related Issues: The LEAP Approach. (2023). 

12. Leemans, R. The lessons learned from shifting from global-change research programmes to 
transdisciplinary sustainability science. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 19, 
103–110 (2016). 

13. Larigauderie, A. et al. Biodiversity and ecosystem services science for a sustainable planet: 
the DIVERSITAS vision for 2012–20. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 4, 101–105 
(2012). 

14. Krug, C. B. et al. Observations, indicators and scenarios of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services change — a framework to support policy and decision-making. Current Opinion in 
Environmental Sustainability 29, 198–206 (2017). 


