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Executive Summary 
The 30x30 movement is the historic commitment to conserve 30% of lands and waters by the year 2030. In 
2022, 190 countries adopted the KunmingɭMontreal Global Biodiversity Framework, an international 
agreement with 23 targets aimed at halting and reversing biodiversity loss. Target 3, widely known as 
ɳȠȝƖȠȝɗɴ ĄëŁŁŬ ģōũ Ƞȝʤ ōģ ŲĪĎ ƑōũŁĊɶŬ ŲĎũũĎŬŲũĮëŁɗ ĮňŁëňĊ ƑëŲĎũɗ ëňĊ ĄōëŬŲëŁ ëňĊ ŇëũĮňĎ ëũĎëŬ Ųō ăĎ ɳĎģģĎĄŲĮƐĎŁƗ 
conserved and managed through ecologically representative, well-connected, and equitably governed 
ŬƗŬŲĎŇŬɴ ăƗ ȟȝȠȝɖ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɗ ¾µ!ɗ ĪëŬ ăĎĎň ĪĮŬŲōũĮĄëŁŁƗ ŦũōĤũĎŬŬĮƐĎ Įň ĮŲŬ ăĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ ŦũōŲĎĄŲĮōň ĮňĮŲĮëŲĮƐĎŬɗ 
ëňĊ ũĎŁĎëŬĎĊ ɳ¯ëŲĪƑëƗŬ Ųō ȠȝƖȠȝɴ Įň ȟȝȟȟ ģōŁŁōƑĮňĤ ĎƖĎĄŵŲĮƐĎ ōũĊĎũ r-82-20 by Governor Gavin Newsom in 
2020 (State of California, 2020), committing the state to protecting 30% of its lands and coastal waters. 
¯ëŲĪƑëƗŬ Ųō ȠȝƖȠȝ ĊĎģĮňĎŬ ŲĪĎ ŁëňĊŬ ëňĊ ĄōëŬŲëŁ ƑëŲĎũŬ ĮňĄŁŵĊĎĊ ëŬ ɳȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëŬɴ ëňĊ ōŵŲŁĮňĎŬ 
ten pathways to reaching the 30% goal by 2030. 

The California Biodiversity Network (CBN) is a group of academic institutions, NGOs, government agencies, 
and private entities with expertise in biodiversity conservation science and practice. CBN is a key partner in 
ŲĪĎ ĮŇŦŁĎŇĎňŲëŲĮōň ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ȠȝƖȠ0 Initiative, and has provided science support throughout its 
ĮŇŦŁĎŇĎňŲëŲĮōňɗ ĮňĄŁŵĊĮňĤ ŲĪĎ ĊĎƐĎŁōŦŇĎňŲ ōģ ɳ:ōňŬĎũƐĮňĤ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɘ !ĊƐëňĄĮňĤ µĄĮĎňĄĎ Įň µŵŦŦōũŲ ōģ 
ȠȝƖȠȝɗɴ ë ũĎŦōũŲ ōŵŲŁĮňĮňĤ ũĎŬĎëũĄĪ ëňĊ ĮňģōũŇëŲĮōň ŦũĮōũĮŲĮĎŬ Ųō ëĊƐëňĄĎ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɼŬ ȠȝƖȠȝ key objectives 
(CNRA, 2022: Appendix D). In 2024, a working group of CBN formed to evaluate the biodiversity attributes of 
ŲĪĎ µŲëŲĎɶŬ 30x30 Conservation Areas, evaluate gaps in habitat and feature representation within the 30x30 
Conservation Areas, and identify opportunities for future conservation. 

In this report, we examine the 30x30 Conservation Areas network with respect to network composition and 
representation and gaps of habitats and other ecological features important for sustaining biodiversity. We 
include the evaluation of habitats not only in the 30x30 Conservation Land Areas (i.e., GAP 1 and 2) but also 
other conservation areas, public lands, or conservation areas with unknown status (GAP 3 and 4), and non-
conserved lands (privately-owned without legal protections and Department of Defense (DOD)). Here, the 
term non-conserved refers only to the protection status, and is not a reflection of the habitat value or 
resource management strategies of landowners. The holistic evaluation of the landscape across 
conservation status provides insight into not only representation and gaps, but additional pathways and 
opportunities to improve representation of habitats and features in the remainder of this commitment. We 
find that some habitats and features are under-represented and in need of additional protection statewide, 
while others are on par with or above representation levels in California. For these, future conservation can 
focus on enhancing ecoregional representation or protecting examples of those habitats that also protect 
fine-filter species or areas of cultural significance, improve connectivity, or enhance access for 
disadvantaged communities.  

As the state continues to work towards conserving 30% of its lands, directing new conservation toward the 
most-species-rich areas, under-represented habitats at statewide and ecoregional scales and landscapes 
that support rare and/or threatened habitats and species will ensure that 30x30 delivers the greatest benefit 
for biodiversity. Our results indicate that multiple pathways including land acquisition, the establishment of 
conservation easements, investments in improved management, and enhancement of protection durability 
on public lands will all be necessary strategies for expanding the portfolio of 30x30 Conservation Areas. 

This assessment is intended to inform opportunities to fill gaps necessary to achieve 30x30 key objectives 
and conservation priorities. It complements the tracking of statewide progress by CA Nature, a suite of 
interactive mapping and visualization tools to advance 30x30, by evaluating additional datasets on 
composition and representation and incorporating further metrics to identify pathway opportunities to close 
those gaps. These findings provide essential guidance for natural areas managers, stewards, and agencies 
as California advances toward its 30x30 goal, and they offer a model that other governments can adapt to 
their own jurisdictions.  
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Background 
Biodiversity refers to the variety of life, from genes to species to ecosystems (Gaston and Spicer, 2013). 
Protecting biodiversity is essential, not only for human health and quality of life, but also in maintaining 
functional ecosystems, our food systems, healthy soils, clean air and water, and so much more (Mooney et 
al., 2005). Our planet is in the midst of a severe biodiversity decline, and California is no exception. Across 
North America, large numbers of birds, insects, amphibians, and mammals have deĄŁĮňĎĊɗ ëňĊ ŇëňƗ ŬŦĎĄĮĎŬɶ 
historic ranges have contracted (Rosenberg et al., 2019, Crossley et al. 2020, Liebert and Ripple, 2004, Muths 
ȟȝȞȟɦɖ rĎëũŁƗ ōňĎ ŇĮŁŁĮōň ōģ ŲĪĎ ĎëũŲĪɶŬ ŬŦĎĄĮĎŬ ëũĎ ëŲ ũĮŬĿ ōģ ĎƖŲĮňĄŲĮōň ɥ^¯9Dµɗ ȟȝȞȦɗ :r²!ɗ ȟȝȟȟɦɖ  

California is the most biologically diverse state in the country (CDFW, 2025; Hamilton et al., 2022) and is 
home to the most unprotected, range-restricted imperiled species in the continental United States 
(Hamilton et al., 2022). Additionally, California is one of 36 global biodiversity hotspots, which are designated 
regions with high biodiversity that are also threatened by development or conversion to other land uses 
(Myers et al., 2000). The 36 global hotspots together make up only 2.5ʤ ōģ ŲĪĎ ĎëũŲĪɶŬ ŁëňĊ ăŵŲ ëĄĄōŵňŲ ģōũ 
more than 50% of endemic plants and terrestrial vertebrate species (Habel et al., 2019).  

Land protection has long been a central strategy for addressing biodiversity decline and will remain critical 
in responding to the current crisis both globally and within California. Many protected areas established in 
past decades were designated opportunistically, reflecting historical conservation priorities and political 
ĄĮũĄŵŇŬŲëňĄĎŬ ũëŲĪĎũ ŲĪëň ŲōĊëƗɶŬ ŇōũĎ ŬƗŬŲĎŇëŲĮĄ ŦŁëňňĮňĤ ëŦŦũōëĄĪĎŬɖ !Ŭ ë ũĎŬŵŁŲɗ ëŬ ōģ ȟȝȟȝɗ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ 
existing protected lands did not necessarily capture the full ecological diversity of the state (The Nature 
:ōňŬĎũƐëňĄƗɗ ȟȝȟȞɦɖ ^ģ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ĎģģōũŲŬ ģëĮŁ Ųō ĎňĄōŇŦëŬŬ ŲĪĎ ăũĎëĊŲĪ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ĎĄōŬƗŬŲĎŇŬɗ ŲĪĎ 
species and ecological processes that depend on unprotected habitats will remain vulnerable. Ideally, the 
future network of conserved lands will represent the full diversity of each regionɮacross species, 
communities, and ecological systemsɮand will be well connected. Representation of biodiversity within a 
connected network of protected areas is a foundational principle of conservation planning (Margules and 
Pressey, 2000; Olson and Dinerstein, 1998; Kukkala and Moilanen, 2013; Dinerstein et al., 2019) and an 
essential first step toward ecological resilience (Halpin, 1997). Ensuring representation not just across the 
state, but also within each ecoregion enhances resilience by conserving examples of each system under 
different climate conditions and with genetic or phenotypic variation to provide some redundancy against 
climate impacts or other catastrophic disturbances (Halpin, 1997). Systematic conservation planning seeks 
to ensure that protected areas are both effective at conserving biodiversity and meeting these goals for a 
protected area network with efficient use of limited resources.  

The 30x30 Initiative: A Bold Step Toward Biodiversity Conservation 
In December 2022, over 190 countries adopted the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (CBD, 
ȟȝȟȟə ŲĪĎ ɳ9ĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ ¯Łëňɴɦɗ ëň ĮňŲĎũňëŲĮōňëŁ ĄōŇŇĮŲŇĎňŲ Ųō ăĎŲŲĎũ ŦũōŲĎĄŲ ŲĪĎ ŦŁëňĎŲ ŲĪëŲ ŬŵŬŲëĮňŬ ŵŬ ëŁŁɖ 
The framework includes 23 targets aimed at reversing habitat and species loss. Target 3, colloquially known 
ëŬ ɳȠȝƖȠȝɴ ɥũĎëĊ ɳŲĪĮũŲƗ ăƗ ŲĪĮũŲƗɴɦɗ ŬŦĎĄĮģĮĄëŁŁƗ ĄëŁŁŬ ģōũ Ƞȝʤ ōģ ŲĪĎ ƑōũŁĊɶŬ ŲĎũũĎŬŲũĮëŁɗ ĮňŁëňĊ ƑëŲĎũɗ ëňĊ ĄōëŬŲëŁ 
ëňĊ ŇëũĮňĎ ëũĎëŬ Ųō ăĎ ɳeffectively conserved and managed through ecologically representative, well-
connected and equitably governed systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation 
measures" by the year 2030. Put simply, 30x30 is an essential component of the biggest conservation 
commitment the world has ever made. 

While the global 30x30 commitment was officially ratified in 2022, California was ahead of the curve. In 
October 2020, Governor Gavin Newsom issued Executive Order N-82-ȟȝɗ ŁëŵňĄĪĮňĤ ŲĪĎ ŬŲëŲĎɶŬ ōƑň ȠȝƖȠȝ 
initiative. This executive order set a bold target: Ųō ĄōňŬĎũƐĎ Ƞȝʤ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ŁëňĊŬ ëňĊ ĄōëŬŲëŁ ƑëŲĎũŬ ăƗ 
2030. 

By doing so, California joined this coalition in a united response to the accelerating global biodiversity crisis. 
The Governor tasked the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) with leading the charge, coordinating 
efforts across state agencies and stakeholders. Their first major milestone was the release of the Pathways 
Ųō ȠȝƖȠȝ ŬŲũëŲĎĤƗ Įň !ŦũĮŁ ȟȝȟȟ ɥ:r²!ɗ ȟȝȟȟɦɗ ƑĪĮĄĪ ŁëĮĊ ōŵŲ ë ũōëĊŇëŦ ģōũ ëĄĪĮĎƐĮňĤ ŲĪĎ ŬŲëŲĎɶŬ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň 
goals. 
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The Pathways to 30x30 strategy identifies three key objectives: 

1. Protect and Restore Biodiversity 
2. Expand Equitable Access to Nature 
3. Mitigate and Build Resilience to Climate Change 

»ō ŨŵëŁĮģƗ ëŬ ë ɳȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëɗɴ ŁëňĊ ōũ ĄōëŬŲëŁ ƑëŲĎũŬ ŇŵŬŲ ăĎɘ 

¶ ɳ@ŵũëăŁƗ ŦũōŲĎĄŲĎĊ ëňĊ ŇëňëĤĎĊ Ųō ŬŵŬŲëĮň ģŵňĄŲĮōňëŁ ĎĄōŬƗŬŲĎŇŬɮboth intact and restoredɮand 
ŲĪĎ ĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ ōģ ŁĮģĎ ŲĪĎƗ ŬŵŦŦōũŲɖɴ 

¶ To determine which areas meet this definition, California uses a national classification system 
known as GAP (Gap Analysis Project) status codes. Specifically, lands with GAP Status 1 and 2 are 
considered to have strong, long-term protections in place for biodiversity and ecosystem health 
(Figure 1). 

 

Protected Area 
GAP Status 
Codes 

Biodiversity 
Assessment 
Classification  

Description  

Ȟ 30x30 
Conservation 

Area 

An area having permanent protection from conversion of natural land 
cover and a mandated management plan in operation to maintain a 
natural state within which disturbance events (of natural type, 
frequency, intensity, and legacy) are allowed to proceed without 
interference or are mimicked through management.  

ȟ 30x30 
Conservation 

Area 

An area having permanent protection from conversion of natural land 
cover and a mandated management plan in operation to maintain a 
primarily natural state, but which may receive uses or management 
practices that degrade the quality of existing natural communities, 
including suppression of natural disturbance (for example, wildland fire 
or native insect outbreaks. 

Ƞ Other Conserved 
or public lands 

An area having permanent protection from conversion of natural land 
cover for the majority of the area, but subject to extractive uses of either 
a broad, low intensity type (for example, logging, OHV recreation) or 
localized intense type (for example, mining). It also confers protection to 
federally listed endangered and threatened species throughout the area.  

ȡ Other Conserved 
or Public lands 

There are no known public or private institutional mandates or legally 
recognized easements or deed restrictions held by the managing entity 
to prevent conversion of natural habitat types to anthropogenic habitat 
types. The area generally allows conversion to unnatural land cover 
throughout or management intent is unknown. 

Not applicable Non-conserved 
lands 

Private lands with no legal protections. Here, the term non-conserved 
refers only to the protection status, and is not a reflection of the habitat 
value or resource management strategies of the land owners. 

 
FIGURE 1. GAP STATUS CODES AND DESCRIPTIONS ADAPTED FROM THE PROTECTED AREAS DATABASE OF THE U.S. 
(PAD-US, USGS). 

GAP status was originally sourced from PAD-US (USGS, 2022); then, to improve its accuracy, GreenInfo 
Network and CNRA led a data improvement effort enabling agencies and organizations to review and update 
their own GAP codes using a standardized toolkit. Figure 2 illustrates the decision flow used in that toolkit to 
guide GAP status updates.  

 

https://calands.org/30x30-toolkit
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FIGURE 2. FLOW CHART OF QUESTIONS FROM THE 30X30 TOOLKIT FOR CALIFORNIA (GREENINFO NETWORK (N.D.)) 

To advance and track progress on the three Key Objectives, the California 30x30 Initiative launched CA 
Nature (CNRA, 2025a)ɮa suite of interactive mapping and visualization tools to advance 30x30. These 
applications allow for an in-depth look at the current 30x30 Conservation Areas to aid in planning 
conservation action. However, they do not allow for comparison of biodiversity across all remaining natural 
areas (both within and outside of the 30x30 Conservation Areas) and are limited in assessment of some 
critical aspects of biodiversity, such as species richness, freshwater resources, and connectivity.  

The analysis presented here is designed to enhance CA Nature by introducing additional metrics and 
analytics that support the first Key Objective (i.e. protect and restore biodiversity) and elucidate where 
biodiversity is and is not currently legally protected, providing insight for planning for future protected areas 
that support biodiversity and effectively meet 30x30 targets. The analysis incorporates datasets supported 
by CA Nature with additional metrics and additional datasets. Our goal is to support conservation partners in 
ĊĎƐĎŁōŦĮňĤ ĎģģĎĄŲĮƐĎ ŬŲũëŲĎĤĮĎŬ Ųō ŦũōŲĎĄŲ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ĊĮƐĎũŬĎ ĎĄōŬƗŬŲĎŇŬ ëňĊ ŬŦĎĄĮĎŬɖ 

Where Do We Stand in 2025? 
The year 2025 marked the halfway point through the decade-long effort to achieve 30x30 objectives. With 
the remaining time until 2030, it is critical to take stock and ensure there is still time to implement effective 
conservation and management strategies. According to the most recent progress report from July 2025 
ɥ:r²!ɗ ȟȝȟȢăɦɗ ȟȣɖȞʤ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ŁëňĊŬ ĄŵũũĎňŲŁƗ ŇĎĎŲ ŲĪĎ ĄũĮŲĎũĮë ģōũ ĊŵũëăŁĎ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōňɗ meaning 
these areas are protected and managed in perpetuityɮfor biodiversity. This represents an increase of 2.4 
million acres since the launch of this effort in 2022. However, over 4 million acres still need to be conserved 
to meet the 30% target.  

The remaining years until 2030 ëũĎ ĄũĮŲĮĄëŁ ģōũ ëĄĪĮĎƐĮňĤ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ȠȝƖȠȝ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ĤōëŁŬɖ !ŬŬĎŬŬĮňĤ 
how effectively current 30x30 Conservation Areas are protecting biodiversity is essential to shaping future 
priorities and guiding strategic investments. As a leader in climate action and environmental stewardship, 

https://www.californianature.ca.gov/pages/ca-nature
https://www.californianature.ca.gov/pages/ca-nature
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:ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ȠȝƖȠȝ ĮňĮŲĮëŲĮƐĎ ĪëŬ ŲĪĎ ŦōŲĎňŲĮëŁ Ųō ĎƖĎŇŦŁĮģƗ ë ŦũōëĄŲĮƐĎɗ ŬĄĮĎňĄĎ-driven approach to 
ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōňɖ »ĪĮŬ ũĎŦōũŲ ŬĎĎĿŬ Ųōɘ ĎƐëŁŵëŲĎ ĪōƑ ƑĎŁŁ ȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëŬ ũĎŦũĎŬĎňŲ ŲĪĎ ŬŲëŲĎɶŬ 
biodiversity, identify existing gaps, and highlight opportunities to achieve the terrestrial component of the 
ĤōëŁ ōģ ŦũōŲĎĄŲĮňĤ Ƞȝʤ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ŁëňĊŬ ëňĊ ĄōëŬŲëŁ ƑëŲĎũŬ ăƗ ȟȝȠȝɖ 

Biodiversity Assessment 
»ĪĮŬ ũĎŦōũŲ ŦũĎŬĎňŲŬ ë ĄōŇŦũĎĪĎňŬĮƐĎ ăĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ ëŬŬĎŬŬŇĎňŲ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ȠȝƖȠȝ ĄōňŬĎũƐĎĊ ŁëňĊŬɗ ōŲĪĎũ 
conserved or public lands, and non-conserved lands. We examined vegetation types, species richness and 
rarity, connectivity features, freshwater resources, climate-relevant features, and other biodiversity-critical 
elements both within the 30x30 Conservation Areas and across other public and private lands. Specifically, 
we: 

¶ Describe the characteristics and composition of the current 30x30 Conservation Area network; and 
¶ Assess representation of habitats and other ecological features (hereafter habitats/features) within 

the 30x30 Conservation Area network and outline conservation strategies to address identified 
gaps. 

To conduct this assessment, a working group was convened under the umbrella of the California Biodiversity 
Network (CBN). CBN is a coalition of experts from government, non-profit organizations, and academia 
ĊĎĊĮĄëŲĎĊ Ųō ĄōňŬĎũƐĮňĤ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ũĮĄĪ ëňĊ ŲĪreatened natural heritage. CBN played a central role in 
launching and supporting the 30x30 Initiative and has provided technical and ecological expertise 
throughout its implementation. Early on, CBN identified key research needs and data gaps (outlined in 
Appendix D of Pathways to 30x30) to support effective conservation planning. 

CBN assembled a dedicated working group to carry out this biodiversity assessment. Data analysis was led 
by a core team at The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and writing was contributed by members of CBN, TNC, and 
the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA). 

Throughout the process, the working group collaboratively developed key questions, and reviewed and 
agreed upon data sources, analytical methods, evaluation criteria, and interpretation of results. Draft 
findings and interpretations were presented and discussed during group meetings, ensuring that the final 
report reflects a consensus-based, scientifically grounded understanding of the current state of biodiversity 
conservation under :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ 30x30 Initiative. This report contains results for a subset of data (Table 2) 
that was initially proposed and evaluated during the 2024-2025 working group sessions. Additional data 
evaluated during these sessions, but not evaluated for the 2025 30x30 Conservation Areas data release and 
associated report is listed in Appendix A. 

This collaborative, cross-sector approach helped ensure that the assessment is both technically robust and 
ëŁĮĤňĎĊ ƑĮŲĪ ŲĪĎ ăũōëĊĎũ ĤōëŁŬ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ĄōŇŇŵňĮŲƗɖ 

Conservation Need and Opportunity Framework 
To evaluate the adequacy of protection for different features, we developed a conservation need and 
opportunity framework and applied it consistently to all biodiversity-relevant habitats and features. 

To determine conservation need (Figure 3), we compared the statewide level of conservation for each 
ĪëăĮŲëŲɣģĎëŲŵũĎ Ųō ŲĪĎ ŦĎũĄĎňŲëĤĎ ōģ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ŁëňĊ ŲĪëŲ ĮŬ ĄŵũũĎňŲŁƗ Įň ȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëŬ ɥȟȣɖȞʤɦɖ 

¶ Habitats/Features with greater than or equal to 26.1% of their extent in 30x30 Conservation Areas 
ëũĎ ĄōňŬĮĊĎũĎĊ ōň Ŧëũ ƑĮŲĪ ōũ ëăōƐĎ ŬŲëŲĎƑĮĊĎ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ŁĎƐĎŁŬ ɥĪĎũĎëģŲĎũɗ ɳōň Ŧëũɴɦɖ Vōũ ŲĪĎŬĎɗ 
habitats/features additional conservation should focus on areas that also achieve additional goals 
such as: 
o Improving representation within specific ecoregions or watersheds 
o Protecting rare or endemic fine-filter species within those habitats/features  
o Enhancing connectivity 
o Protecting landscapes more likely resilient to climate change 
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o Improving equitable access for disadvantaged communities  
o Prioritizing cultural values 

¶ Habitats/Features with 20% to <26.1% of their extent in 30x30 Conservation Areas are considered 
slightly under-represented and would benefit from additional conservation to reach or surpass 
statewide coverage levels. 

¶ Habitats/Features with <20% of their extent in 30x30 Conservation Areas are considered under-
represented and in higher need of conservation action. 

In some cases, simply reaching statewide conservation levels is not sufficient. We identify rare or highly 
impacted featuresɮŲĪōŬĎ ŲĪëŲ ĄōŇŦũĮŬĎ ʕȠʤ ōģ ŲĪĎ ŬŲëŲĎ ɥĎɖĤɖɗ ĄōëŬŲëŁ ŇĮĤũëŲĮōň ŬŦëĄĎɦɗ ĪëƐĎ ăĎĎň 
historically converted (e.g., wetlands), or support critical ecosystem functions (e.g., key connectivity 
linkages, groundwater dependent ecosystems)ɮëŬ ɳkĎƗ VĎëŲŵũĎŬ.ɴ Vōũ ŲĪĎŬĎ ƑĎ ũĎĄōŇŇĎňĊ ŦũōŲĎĄŲĮňĤ ëŁŁ 
remaining examples wherever feasible. 

We excluded non-typological, value-based featuresɮsuch as top ranked biodiversity and species richnessɮ
from the representation framework thresholds because these datasets include only the highest portion of 
continuous data (e.g., the top quintile). In a network designed to protect the most biologically rich places, 
these high-value areas should, by definition, be disproportionately represented. 

 

FIGURE 3. FEATURE REPRESENTATION AND CONSERVATION OPPORTUNITY FRAMEWORK. 

In addition to assessing conservation need, we identified conservation opportunity pathways for each 
habitat/feature (Figure 4). For some habitats/features, most remaining opportunities lie on other conserved 
or public lands (outside the 30x30 Conservation Areas), suggesting a focus on improving management on 
those lands or increasing durability. For others, remaining opportunities occur primarily on non-conserved 
lands, pointing to the need for new acquisitions or conservation easements on private lands. These 
opportunities are determined by the proportion of the remaining habitat/feature on GAP 3 or 4 lands versus 
the proportion remaining on non-conserved lands. The yellow portion of the Proportional Pathway 
Opportunities pie chart (Figure 4) shows the portion of the remaining habitat's (i.e., outside of 30x30 lands) 
area that could be conserved through acquisition of easements or purchase of land for protection. The green 
portion of the pie chart (Figure 4) indicates the portion of the remaining habitat's area that could be 
conserved through improved or more durable management practices. 
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FIGURE 4. PROPORTIONAL PATHWAY OPPORTUNITIES. 

Methods 
We evaluated habitats and other ecological features (hereafter, habitats/features) within three categories of 
land status:  

 30x30 Conservation Areas (GAP 1 and GAP 2) 

 Other conservation areas and other public lands or lands with unknown status (GAP 3 and GAP 4) 

 Non-conserved lands 

In this analysis, a conservation area unit (hereafter, unit) refers to a single polygon in the 30x30 Conservation 
Area dataset (CNRA, 2025c, Figure 5). Each unit contains a percentage of its area assigned to each of the 
four GAP status codes (Figure 1). Lands with GAP 1 or GAP 2 status are considerĎĊ ɳȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň 
!ũĎëŬɗɴ ƑĪĮŁĎ W!¯ Ƞ ëňĊ W!¯ ȡ ŁëňĊŬ ëũĎ ĄëŲĎĤōũĮƟĎĊ ëŬ ɳōŲĪĎũ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ëũĎëŬ ōũ ŦŵăŁĮĄ ŁëňĊŬɖɴ lëňĊ 
ƑĮŲĪĮň :ëŁĮģōũňĮë ŲĪëŲ ģëŁŁŬ ōŵŲŬĮĊĎ ëňƗ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎë ŵňĮŲ ũĎĤëũĊŁĎŬŬ ōģ W!¯ ŬŲëŲŵŬɗ ĮŬ ĄōňŬĮĊĎũĎĊ ɳňōň-
ĄōňŬĎũƐĎĊɖɴ 9ĎĄëŵŬĎ a unit may contain multiple GAP statuses, only a portion of a given unit may qualify as a 
ɳȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëɴ ƑĮŲĪ ŲĪĎ ũĎŇëĮňĊĎũ ōģ ŲĪĎ ŵňĮŲ ĄŁëŬŬĮģĮĎĊ ëŬ ɳōŲĪĎũ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ëũĎëŬ ōũ ŦŵăŁĮĄ 
ŁëňĊŬɖɴ Vōũ ĎƖëŇŦŁĎɗ Įģ ȡȢʤ ōģ ë Ȟȝȝ-acre unit is GAP 1 or 2, only 45 acres is counted as part of the 30x30 
:ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëɶŬ ňĎŲƑōũĿɗ ƑĮŲĪ ŲĪĎ ũĎŇëĮňĮňĤ ëũĎë ĄŁëŬŬĮģĮĎĊ ëŬ ōŲĪĎũ ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ŁëňĊŬɖ ! ĿĎƗ ĄĪëŁŁĎňĤĎ 
is that the percentages of each GAP Status are not spatially explicit within the unit. In other words, we do not 
know where within the unit the GAP 1 or GAP 2 acres are located.  

Calculations of habitat and feature composition, representation, and gaps within the 30x30 Conservation 
Area network are based on the intersection of each habitat/feature with 30x30 Conservation Areas. Because 
GAP status is not spatially allocated within a unit, estimating these metrics requires assumptions about how 
much of each habitat/feature falls within each GAP category (Appendix B: Figure S1). As a result, all 
quantitative measures of composition, representation, and gaps are estimates. For each habitat or feature, 
we report a primary estimate based on the proportion of GAP 1 and GAP 2 lands within each unitɮhereafter 
ɳŦũōŦōũŲĮōňëŁ ĎŬŲĮŇëŲĎɖɴ »ō ũĎģŁĎĄŲ ŵňĄĎũŲëĮňŲƗ ĮňĪĎũĎňŲ Įň ŲĪĮŬ ëŦŦũōëĄĪɗ ƑĎ ëŁŬō ŦũōƐĮĊĎ ŁōƑĎũ ëňĊ ŵŦŦĎũ 
estimates to indicate the range of uncertainty around this estimate.  

To calculate the primary proportional estimate, we first multiplied the proportion of each unit classified as a 
30x30 Conservation Area by the acreage of the habitat/feature within that unit. For example, if 90% of a unit 
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is GAP 1 or GAP 2, then the acreage of each habitat/feature extent in that unit is multiplied by 0.9 to estimate 
how much of the habitat/feature is potentially within the 30x30 Conservation Areas. We then summed these 
proportional habitat/feature acreages across all units containing that habitat/feature to calculate overall 
representation within the 30x30 Conservation Area network.  

To characterize uncertainty around this proportional estimate, we calculated both lower and upper 
estimates for each habitat/feature. For the lower estimate, we restricted the analysis to only units in which 
at least 80% of their area qualified as a 30x30 Conservation Area (i.e., GAP 1 and GAP 2). For each of these 
units, we assumed that as much of the habitat/feature under consideration as possible was within the 30x30 
portion of the unit. Thus, the estimated amount of habitat/feature within a single unit was the minimum of: 
the total acreage of the habitat/feature in the unit and the total acreage of the 30x30 Conservation Area 
lands within the unit. We then summed these values across all units meeting the >80% GAP 1 and GAP 2 
threshold. For the upper estimate, we applied the same calculation but expanded the subset to include all 
units with at least 20% of their area in 30x30 Conservation Areas (i.e., GAP 1 or GAP 2).  

To illustrate how these different approaches affect habitat/feature coverage, Table 1 presents a simple 
explanation using oak woodland across three 100-acre units (A, B, and C). Each unit contains 50 acres of oak 
woodland but differs in the proportion of land qualifying as 30x30 Conservation Areas. Across the three-unit 
network, the proportional method yields an estimated 70 acres of total oak woodland within 30x30 
Conservation Areas, with a lower estimate of 50 acres and an upper estimate of 90 acres.  

Table 1. The lower, proportional, and upper estimates of hypothetical representation of oak woodland across a 
network of conservation areas consisting of three units (A, B, and C) 

¾ňĮŲŬ W!¯ ŬŲëŲŵŬ ōģ ŲĪũĎĎ 
Ȟȝȝ ëĄ ŦũōŦĎũŲĮĎŬɗ 
ĎëĄĪ ƑĮŲĪ Ȣȝ ëĄũĎŬ 
ōģ ōëĿ ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

ȠȝƖȠȝ wëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 
ĪëăĮŲëŲ 
ĄōƐĎũëĤĎ 
lōƑĎũ ĎŬŲĮŇëŲĎ 
ɥëŲ ŁĎëŬŲ ȥȝʤ 
W!¯ Ȟɗ ȟɦ 

ȠȝƖȠȝ wëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ ĪëăĮŲëŲ 
ĄōƐĎũëĤĎ 
¯ũōŦōũŲĮōňëŁ 
ĎŬŲĮŇëŲĎ 

ȠȝƖȠȝ wëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ ĪëăĮŲëŲ 
ĄōƐĎũëĤĎ 
¾ŦŦĎũ ĎŬŲĮŇëŲĎ 
ɥëŲ ŁĎëŬŲ ȟȝʤ W!¯ 
Ȟɗ ȟɦ 

¾ňĮŲ ! Ȧȝʤ W!¯ Ȟɗ ȟ ɥȦȝ ëĄ 
ōģ ȠȝƖȠȝ 
ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ëũĎëŬɦ 

Ȣȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

ȡȢ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

Ȣȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

¾ňĮŲ 9 ȡȝʤ W!¯ Ȟɗȟ  
ɥȡȝ ëĄ ōģ ȠȝƖȠȝ 
ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ëũĎëŬɦ 

ȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

ȟȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

ȡȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

¾ňĮŲ : Ȟȝʤ W!¯ Ȟɗȟ 
ɥȞȝ ëĄ ōģ ȠȝƖȠȝ 
ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ëũĎëŬɦ 

ȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

Ȣ ëĄ ōëĿ ƑōōĊŁëňĊ ȝ ëĄ ōëĿ ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 
 

»ōŲëŁ ëĄũōŬŬ ŵňĮŲŬɘ Ȟȡȝ ëĄ ŲōŲëŁ ȠȝƖȠȝ 
ĄōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň ëũĎëŬ 

Ȣȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 

Ȥȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 
 

Ȧȝ ëĄ ōëĿ 
ƑōōĊŁëňĊ 
 

We chose to include these three estimates (i.e., proportional, lower, and upper) for each feature/habitat 
based on the results of a sensitivity analysis comparing six different approaches (Appendix B), including the 
minimum possible and maximum potential values, for each major habitat type as defined in the FVEG dataset 
(CALFIRE, 2024). This sensitivity analysis showed that multiplying the proportion of GAP 1 or 2 areas in a unit 
by the habitat/feature acreage provides a moderate estimate within the broader set of possible outcomes 
(Appendix B).  

Habitats and Features 
:9r ƑōũĿĮňĤ ĤũōŵŦ ĮĊĎňŲĮģĮĎĊ ĊëŲëŬĎŲŬ ĮŇŦōũŲëňŲ Ųō ĄĪëũëĄŲĎũĮƟĎ :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ăĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗɖ ÒĪĎň ŦōŬŬĮăŁĎɗ 
datasets were chosen to be consistent with CA Nature and to include new research with statewide data 
published after the launch of CA Nature. Table 2 and Appendix A: Table S1 together show the feature data, 
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ŇĎŲũĮĄŬɗ ëňĊ ĊëŲë ŬōŵũĄĎŬ ëĤũĎĎĊ ŵŦōň ăƗ ŲĪĎ ƑōũĿĮňĤ ĤũōŵŦ ŲĪëŲ ăĎŬŲ ũĎŦũĎŬĎňŲ ŲĪĎ ŬŲëŲĎɶŬ ăĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ ģōũ 
this analysis. This full suite of recommended data was analyzed for the 2024 Conservation Area release. For 
2025 and subsequent analyses, the data was limited to the subset of data (Table 2) shared in the report 
ɳ:ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ Ƞȝ Ɩ Ƞȝ ^ňĮŲĮëŲĮƐĎ ëŲ ĮŲŬ qĮĊŦōĮňŲɘ ! 9ĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ !ŬŬĎŬŬŇĎňŲ µňëŦŬĪōŲ ōģ ŲĪĎ µŲëŲĎɶŬ 
:ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëŬɴ ăëŬĎĊ ōň ŬŲëŲĎƑĮĊĎ ĄōňŬĮŬŲĎňĄƗ ëňĊ ĮňŲĎũŦũĎŲëăĮŁĮŲƗɖ 

Table 2. Feature and habitat data and sources. 

»ōŦĮĄ VĎëŲŵũĎ µōŵũĄĎ 

DĄōũĎĤĮōň ȠȝƖȠȝ DĄōũĎĤĮōňŬ :r²! ɥňɖĊɖɦ 

[ëăĮŲëŲ  ȞȠ ĄŁëŬŬ Ňëļōũ ĪëăĮŲëŲ ŲƗŦĎŬ ɥ:Ò[²ȞȠɦ :!l V^²D ɥȟȝȟȡɦ 

ȣȝʌ ĄŁëŬŬ ĪëăĮŲëŲ ŲƗŦĎŬ ɥ:Ò[²ɦ :!l V^²D ɥȟȝȟȡɦ 

!:D 9ĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ  !:D 9ĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗ ɥ²ëňĿ Ȣə ŲōŦ ȟȝʤ ňëŲĮƐĎ 
ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬɗ ŲōŦ Ȣʤ ũëũĎ ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬɗ ëňĊ ĎňĊĎŇĮĄ 
ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬ ăƗ ŲëƖëɦ 

:@VÒ ɥȟȝȞȥɦ 

!ĊĊĮŲĮōňëŁ ăĮōĊĮƐĎũŬĮŲƗɘ 
ŬŦĎĄĮĎŬ ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬ 

¯ŁëňŲ ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬ ɥŲōŦ ȟȝʤɦ kŁĮňĤ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȞȦɦ 

²ëũĮŲƗɫƑĎĮĤĪŲĎĊ ĎňĊĎŇĮĄ ŦŁëňŲ ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬ ɥŲōŦ 
ȟȝʤɦ 

kŁĮňĤ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȞȦɦ 

:ōňňĎĄŲĮƐĮŲƗ ¯ũĎŬĎňŲɫĊëƗ ĄōňňĎĄŲĮƐĮŲƗ ɥëŁŁ ĄëŲĎĤōũĮĎŬɦ :ëŇĎũōň ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȟȟɦ 

:ŁĮŇëŲĎ ŇĮĤũëŲĮōň ũōŵŲĎŬ µĄĪŁōŬŬ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȟȟɦ 

²ĎĤĮōňëŁ ĄōňňĎĄŲĮƐĮŲƗ ŁĮňĿëĤĎŬ 9ĎĮĎũ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȝȣɦ 

VũĎŬĪƑëŲĎũ ²ĎŬōŵũĄĎŬ VũĎŬĪƑëŲĎũ ŬŦĎĄĮĎŬ ũĮĄĪňĎŬŬ [ōƑëũĊ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȞȢɦ 

ÒĎŲŁëňĊŬ ɥģũĎŬĪƑëŲĎũ ĎŇĎũĤĎňŲ ƑĎŲŁëňĊɗ 
ģũĎŬĪƑëŲĎũ ģōũĎŬŲĎĊɣŬĪũŵă ƑĎŲŁëňĊɗ ōũ 
ĎŬŲŵëũĮňĎ ëňĊ ŇëũĮňĎ ƑĎŲŁëňĊɦ 

rëŲĮōňëŁ ÒĎŲŁëňĊ ^ňƐĎňŲōũƗɗ ¾µ VĮŬĪ ëňĊ 
ÒĮŁĊŁĮģĎ µĎũƐĮĄĎ ɥȟȝȞȦɦ 

WũōŵňĊƑëŲĎũ ĊĎŦĎňĊĎňŲ ĎĄōŬƗŬŲĎŇŬ kŁëŵŬŇĎƗĎũ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȞȥɦ 

µŲũĎëŇŬ ăƗ ōũĊĎũ ¾µWµ r[@ ɥȟȝȟȝɦ 

:ŁĮŇëŲĎɫũĎŁëŲĎĊ ũĮŬĿŬ 
ëňĊɣōũ ĊĮŬŲŵũăëňĄĎ 

[ĮŬŲōũĮĄ VĮũĎ ¯ĎũĮŇĎŲĎũŬ :!l V^²D ɥȟȝȟȢɦ 

VŁōōĊ ĪëƟëũĊ ƟōňĎŬ VĮũŬŲ µŲũĎĎŲ VōŵňĊëŲĮōň ɥȟȝȟȝɦ 

µĎëɫŁĎƐĎŁ ũĮŬĎ rw!! ɥňɖĊɖɦ 

qĮĊɫĄĎňŲŵũƗ ĪëăĮŲëŲ ĄŁĮŇëŲĎ ĎƖŦōŬŵũĎ :Ò[²ɫăëŬĎĊ ŦĎũ »ĪōũňĎ ĎŲ ëŁɖ ɥȟȝȞȣɦ 

 

Most datasets represented discrete habitat types (e.g., wetlands, streams, oak woodland) or categorical 
conditions (e.g., channelized connectivity). For continuous or ranked datasets, such as ACE Top Ranked 
Biodiversity and ACE species richness (including richness of all native species, endemic richness, and rare 
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richness), we converted the continuous data into discrete features by applying thresholds (e.g., highest rank, 
the top 20% or top 5%).  

We summarized each habitat/feature in terms of area (acres), length (miles), or counts for the lower, 
proportional, and upper estimates. We then calculated: 

¶ Network Composition: The percentage of the 30x30 Conservation Areas network composed of each 
habitat/feature, and  

¶ ²ĎŦũĎŬĎňŲëŲĮōň ëňĊ WëŦŬɘ »ĪĎ ŦĎũĄĎňŲëĤĎ ōģ ĎëĄĪ ĪëăĮŲëŲɣģĎëŲŵũĎɶŬ ŬŲëŲĎƑĮĊĎ ĎƖŲĎňŲ ōĄĄŵũũĮňĤ 
within each land status category. These two calculations are described in detail below. 

Network Characteristics 
To characterize the composition of the current 30x30 Conservation Areas Network we calculated 
percentages based on the percent of the network composed of each feature as follows:  

ϷװέὪװὲὩὸύέὶὯװ װ
װ װ װ װ װ װ

װ װ װ װ װ װ
ρππ       

rĎŲƑōũĿ ĄōŇŦōŬĮŲĮōň ŦũōƐĮĊĎŬ ë ŨŵĮĄĿ ŬňëŦŬĪōŲ ōģ ŲĪĎ ŬŲëŲĎɶŬ ȠȝƖȠȝ :ōňŬĎũƐëŲĮōň !ũĎëŬɖ 

Representation and Gaps 
To better understand the representation of habitats and other features within the 30x30 Conservation Areas 
network, we calculated the percentage of habitats/features contained within the network as follows: 

ϷװέὪװὪὩὥὸόὶὩװ װװ
װ װ װ װװ

װ װ װ װ  
ρππ  

With this simple calculation, we were able to assess how effectively diverse habitats and ecological features 
are represented within the 30x30 Conservation Areas network. This evaluation identifies gaps in habitat and 
feature representation, highlighting areas that require further conservation efforts. Additionally, we 
examined the presence of these habitats/features across other conservation areas and public lands (GAP 3 
and GAP4), and non-conserved lands. Based on these insights, we identified proportional conservation 
pathway opportunities to address these gaps and enhance habitat protection and representation across the 
state. 

Results 
First, we describe the characteristics and composition of the current 30x30 Conservation Areas network, 
then we share the results of the representation, gap, and opportunity pathway analysis through the 
Conservation Need and Opportunity Framework (Figures 3 & 4) for habitats, species-rich areas, connectivity, 
and freshwater resources.  

Land Characterization 
In alignment with CA Nature, our assessment shows that 26.1% of California is currently within 30x30 
Conservation Areas. Another 25.5% is classified as other conserved lands, public lands, or lands with 
unknown status (GAP 3 or GAP 4). The remaining 48.4% is non-conserved land.  
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FIGURE 5. MAP OF CONSERVATION STATUS WITHIN EACH ECOREGION IN CALIFORNIA SHOWING PROPORTION OF LAND 
WITHIN 30X30 CONSERVATION AREAS VS. OTHER CONSERVED LANDS AND/ OR OTHER PUBLIC LANDS ALONG WITH NON-
CONSERVED LANDS. 

Network Composition 
The largest portion of 30x30 Conserved Lands is made up of the Mojave Desert ecoregion (27.9%), followed 
by the Sierra Nevada (17.5%), Southern California Mountains and Valleys (9.4%), Southeastern Great Basin 
(7.5%), and Sonoran Desert (6%). All other ecoregions each comprise less than 5% of the network (Figure 6).  
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FIGURE 6. A) MAP OF CALIFORNIA ECOREGIONS B) PIE CHART OF PROPORTIONAL ECOREGIONAL COMPOSITION OF THE 
NETWORK OF 30X30 CONSERVATION AREAS. 

Given that the Mojave Desert makes up the largest proportion of 30x30 Conservation Areas, it follows that 
desert shrub (e.g., desert scrub, desert wash, alkali desert scrub) habitat makes up 39% of 30x30 
Conservation Areas (Figure 7). Conifer forest (15%), and shrub (e.g., chaparral, coastal scrub, bitterbrush, 
sagebrush) (13%) are also more widespread habitats in the 30x30 network of conservation areas. Together, 
these three broad habitat groups constitute more than two-ŲĪĮũĊŬ ōģ ŲĪĎ ŲōŲëŁ ëũĎë ƑĮŲĪĮň :ëŁĮģōũňĮëɶŬ ȠȝƖȠȝ 
Conservation Areas network. 

 

Sand dunes in Death Valley National Park © Greg Survant/TNC Photo 
Contest 2022 
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FIGURE 7. A) MAP OF MAJOR HABITATS WITHIN 30X30 CONSERVATION AREAS B) PIE CHART OF PROPORTIONAL 
HABITAT COMPOSITION OF THE NETWORK OF 30X30 CONSERVATION AREAS. 

Climate and disturbance pressures are already reshaping the network. Roughly one-third (32%) of the 
network has natural vegetation that is projected to be stressed by mid-century climate change. About 0.5% 
of the network is at risk from sea-level rise, and 14% has burned in wildfires in the past decade. Though fire 
is both natural and beneficial to some systems, recent fire events have burned with higher severity, 
intensity, or frequency, which can be associated with ecological transitions (Miller et al., 2009; Williams et al. 
2023). 

Representation and Gaps 
We assessed how habitats and other ecological features are distributed across 30x30 Conservation Areas, 
other conserved or other public/unknown status lands, and non-conserved lands. This lens highlights where 
future public and private conservation actions can most effectively advance 30x30 biodiversity outcomes to 
build a more representative, resilient, and connected network. 

Tables 3-13 and Figures 8-15 present detailed results for habitat, species richness, connectivity,  and 
freshwater resources. Together, they show that every ecoregion and habitat type in California contains 
opportunities to build a more a representative, resilient, and connected network of biodiverse lands. Details 
for each metric and feature are provided below. 

These tables report the percentage of habitats/features within the 30x30 Conservation Areas network, the 
type and magnitude of conservation needed to improve its representation, and the proportional 
opportunities for either acquisition in fee or easements on non-conserved lands, as well as increasing 
durability or adjusting management objectives on other conserved or public lands. Accompanying maps 
illustrate the distribution of each habitat/feature across GAP status categories. 

Habitat 
Some habitats are well represented within 30×30 Conservation Areas, while others are substantially under-
represented (Figure 8, Table 3). Desert habitats, for example, are conserved above statewide conservation 
levels (48% of the desert shrub and 56% of the desert woodland are in 30x30 Conservation Areas). Additional 
conservation of desert habitats can focus on ecoregional representation, rare species, or important areas 
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for connectivity, climate resilience, or equitable access. In contrast, grasslands and hardwood woodland are 
poorly represented. Because most of the remaining extent of these habitats are on non-conserved lands 
(indicated by the yellow portion of the Proportional Pathway Opportunities pie chart, Table 3), these habitats 
are strong candidates for new acquisitions or conservation easements. Other under-represented habitats, 
such as conifer and hardwood forests, are more widely distributed across GAP 3 and GAP 4 lands (indicated 
by the green portion of the Proportional Pathway Opportunity pie chart, Table 3), which include public lands 
with limited or unclear conservation mandates, or conservation objectives that do not include management 
for biodiversity.  On those lands, conservation opportunities include improving management to prioritize 
biodiversity and increasing the durability of protection, for example by retiring extractive uses or focusing 
management on activities that sustain and/or promote native biodiversity. 

 

 

  

The oak woodlands and grasslands of the Tehachapi Mountains © Simon Williams/TNC 
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Table 3. Representation levels and the conservation need, pathways, and opportunities to advance 
conservation of major terrestrial habitats. Proportional pathway opportunities include improving management 
or increasing durability on other public lands or conserved areas (green) or acquisition or easements on non-
conserved lands (yellow). *Additional goals can include stratified representation (e.g., ecoregion, watershed), 
protection of fine-filter species, connectivity corridors, climate resilient landscapes, areas of cultural 
significance, or access for disadvantaged communities.  
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FIGURE 8. THE EXTENT OF MAJOR TERRESTRIAL HABITATS COLORED BY CONSERVATION STATUS:  30X30 
CONSERVATION AREAS, OTHER CONSERVED OR PUBLIC LANDS, AND NON-CONSERVED LANDS. MAPPED CONSERVATION 
STATUS WITHIN CONSERVATION AREAS IS DETERMINED BY MAJORITY CONSERVATION STATUS. GRAY AREAS ARE 
OUTSIDE THE EXTENT OF THE HABITAT. 
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Half of the finer-resolution natural terrestrial habitat associations are underrepresented relative to 
statewide conservation levels. Eastside pine, blue-oak foothill pine, ponderosa pine, blue oak woodland, and 
valley oak woodland are among the most under-represented, with only 8ɭ10% their extents conserved within 
30×30 Conservation Areas (Tables 4 and 5). For eastside pine, the primary pathway is improving management 
and durability on existing conserved and public lands, whereas for ponderosa pine the opportunity is split 
between management changes on conserved lands and new conservation on non-conserved lands (Table 4). 
Blue oakɭfoothill pine, blue oak woodland, and valley oak woodland all have more opportunity for additional 
conservation on non-conserved lands (Table 5). There is a lot of variability in representation across finer 
resolution conifer habitats, with subalpine conifer having some of the highest representation of all habitats 
and eastside pine the lowest (Table 4). There is less variability for finer resolution hardwood habitats with 7 
of 9 being under-represented to some degree (Table 5).  

Although broader habitat classifications of desert and shrub are on par with or above state-levels, several 
finer habitat classifications of these broader types are under-represented and in need of additional 
protection statewide, including desert riparian, alkali desert scrub, bitterbrush, low sage, and sagebrush 
(Tables 6 and 7). This highlights the importance of including finer habitat classifications in the analysis and 
points to the need for focused additional protection within broader habitats that are on par with state levels. 
The opportunities for additional protection for these under-represented shrublands are primarily through 
increasing the durability or management on other conserved or public lands, whereas the opportunities for 
conserving these under-represented desert habitats are more evenly distributed between management 
improvement and acquisitions/easements.  

 

 

 

 

 

Las Piletas Ranch Preserve on the Central Coast ©  Ethan Inlander 
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Table 4. Representation levels and the conservation need, pathways, and opportunities to advance 
conservation of finer-resolution conifer forest and woodland habitats. Proportional pathway opportunities 
include improving management or increasing durability on other public lands or conserved areas (green) or 
acquisition or easements on non-conserved lands (yellow). *Additional goals can include stratified 
representation (e.g., ecoregion, watershed), or within these habitats, protection of fine-filter species, 
connectivity corridors, climate resilient landscapes, areas of cultural significance, or access for disadvantaged 
communities. 
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Table 5. Representation levels and the conservation need, pathways, and opportunities to advance 
conservation of finer-resolution hardwood woodland and forest habitats. Proportional pathway opportunities 
include improving management or increasing durability on other public lands or conserved areas (green) or 
acquisition or easements on non-conserved lands (yellow). *Additional goals can include stratified 
representation (e.g., ecoregion, watershed), or within these habitats, protection of fine-filter species, 
connectivity corridors, climate resilient landscapes, areas of cultural significance, or access for disadvantaged 
communities. 
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Table 6. Representation levels and the conservation need, pathways, and opportunities to advance 
conservation of finer-resolution shrub and grassland habitats. Proportional pathway opportunities include 
improving management or increasing durability on other public lands or conserved areas (green) or acquisition 
or easements on non-conserved lands (yellow). *Additional goals can include stratified representation (e.g., 
ecoregion, watershed), or within these habitats, protection of fine-filter species, connectivity corridors, 
climate resilient landscapes, areas of cultural significance, or access for disadvantaged communities. 
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Table 7. Representation levels and the conservation need, pathways, and opportunities to advance 
conservation of finer-resolution desert habitats. Proportional pathway opportunities include improving 
management or increasing durability on other public lands or conserved areas (green) or acquisition or 
easements on non-conserved lands (yellow). *Additional goals can include stratified representation (e.g., 
ecoregion, watershed), or within these habitats, protection of fine-filter species, connectivity corridors, 
climate resilient landscapes, areas of cultural significance, or access for disadvantaged communities. 
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Table 8. Representation levels and the conservation need, pathways, and opportunities to advance 
conservation of finer-resolution wetland and aquatic habitats. Proportional pathway opportunities include 
improving management or increasing durability on other public lands or conserved areas (green) or acquisition 
or easements on non-conserved lands (yellow). *Additional goals can include stratified representation (e.g., 
ecoregion, watershed), or within these habitats, protection of fine-filter species, connectivity corridors, 
climate resilient landscapes, areas of cultural significance, or access for disadvantaged communities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
















































