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	General Comments

	

	Reference in the previous draft to ensuring ecosystems are resilient or avoidance of collapse has been removed from the revised version.  We suggest that a component for Goal A should be added that addresses the need to ‘prevent ecosystem collapse and improve the conservation status of ecosystems’, analogous to Component A3 (Prevent extinction and improve the conservation status of species). Just as the species-related components for Goal A do not solely address population and health (i.e. Component A4), components for an ecosystem goal cannot simply address area (Component A1) and integrity (Component A2). The components must also identify the risk of collapse as a benchmark for unacceptable declines and its consequences for biodiversity and human well-being.

	The relationship between the tables in this document and the review of indicators (other document for review) is unclear. There are many more indicators listed in the review (and slightly different ones), and their alignment with goal or monitoring components is not clear or justified.

	We are concerned that the first and most important selection criterion for indicators listed on pages 3-4 of the Information Document (“Alignment with the goal or target, with a clear understanding of how change in the indicator indicates change in the issue of concern”) does not appear to have been assessed in either the information document or the monitoring framework. As a result, the list of indicators appears unstructured, with unclear relationships between indicators and goal/target components. We recommend an additional column in Tables 1 and 2 that justifies the suitability of a given indicator to represent a goal/target component or monitoring element, to ensure the criterion of alignment is clearly addressed.

	An improved careful structuring of the list of indicators could aid in reducing duplication and complexity. This is critical for uptake. For example, for Goal A, the table should begin with indicators that are relevant across all ecosystem types, before moving to those relevant across a given realm (e.g. all terrestrial ecosystem). Ecosystem-specific indices (e.g. Live Coral Cover or Forest Cover) should be nested under the appropriate realm (e.g. marine and terrestrial respectively), and not duplicated under ‘all ecosystem type’ trends. Similarly, generic terrestrial indices should not be repeated for multiple ecosystem types (e.g. grasslands), unless a strong justification can be provided for how the generic indicator can be recalculated to provide information specific to the ecosystem type with which it is aligned. The duplication of indicators throughout the framework makes the tables unnecessarily long, confusing and inconsistent. 



	Many indicators are repeated across multiple goal components, and again in targets. The same metrics cannot serve multiple goal components with strong alignment. The specificity of indicators and complementarity of information would be greatly strengthened by using indicators only where they are strongly aligned with the goal/target component. Currently, indicators are listed even when their alignment to the goal is tenuous or simply unclear, as the selection criterion of ‘alignment with goal’ has not been assessed in the report. This will result in an unnecessarily large and non-specific indicator set, so that progress is confounded between different goals and difficult to differentiate. Stronger alignment and specificity will result in a clearer and more compelling narrative of evidence to identify whether particular goals and targets are on track. For example, the Red list Index (for species) is suggested as an indicator for species extinctions (correctly), but is also listed under ecosystem integrity (which is more tenuous, without knowing the identity of the species and timeframes involved). 

	The monitoring framework (and indicator review document) lack a reference list, and references for methods, which undermines scientific credibility of the report. Each indicator should have specified references that underpin it. 



	There is a lack of definition and consistency of key terms. For example, the goal components ‘integrity and connectivity’ are changed to ‘fragmentation and quality’ as monitoring elements, which are quite different. Without clear definitions, listed indicators may be poorly placed to represent the goal component. In particular, terms such as ‘ecosystem integrity’ should be well-defined (i.e. comprising composition, structure and function of an ecosystem); this would also allow terms such as connectivity and fragmentation, which form an aspect of ecosystem integrity, to be removed from goal wording and incorporated into the definition of integrity as examples of what that umbrella term encompasses

	

	

	

	

	Specific Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	1
	2
	B
	1
	The first row here should list indicators available for all ecosystem types, before specific ecosystems types, to avoid unnecessary duplication. This should be followed by those applicable to all, for example, terrestrial ecosystems, followed by specific ecosystems (e.g. forests of grasslands).

	1
	2
	C
	4
	There are three Red List of Ecosystems (RLE) indicators. Two are relevant for monitoring area: the Ecosystem Area Index (EAI) and Red List Index for Ecosystems (RLIE). They are applicable to ALL ecosystems, not just terrestrial ecosystems.

	1
	2
	C
	15
	Two indicators derived from the Red List of Ecosystems are applicable to measuring change in quality across ALL ecosystems: the Ecosystem Health Index (EHI) and Red List Index for Ecosystems (RLIE).

	1
	2
	A-B
	15
	Inconsistent use of key terms. Goal components ‘integrity and connectivity’ (in column A) are changed to ‘fragmentation and quality’ as monitoring elements (column B), which are quite different. This means that listed indicators may be poorly placed to represent the goal component.

	1
	4
	A
	42
	Goal Component A6 (Protection of Critical Ecosystems) and associated indicators should be moved to Target 2 (on protection), and removed from Goal A. Goals and Components under Goal A should focus on outcomes for biodiversity, whereas targets should identify mechanisms/strategies for achieving those targets (e.g., Protection of Critical Ecosystems is a mechanism for achieving Goal A).

	1
	3
	C
	27
	The wetland extent trends index measures change in extent, not fragmentation or quality.

	2
	8
	A
	6
	Target components seem to repeat the goal components: T1.2 (Prevention of reduction and fragmentation of natural habitats due to land/sea use change) overlaps with components of Goal A (A1 on ecosystem extent and A2 on ecosystem integrity and connectivity).

	2
	8
	B-C
	6-23
	Target components T1.2 and T1.3 should also include the RLE indicators (RLIE, EAI and EHI) in their indicators because they measure trends in ecosystem area, integrity and collapse risk for ALL ecosystems. These indicators can also be used in monitoring elements for other targets that are ecosystem related (e.g., T1.4, Target 8, Target 10 for aquatic ecosystems and ecosystem that contribute to air quality)

	2
	9
	B-D
	25
	For example, indicators suggested for restoration (T1.4) relate to degradation rather than restoration effort or outcome (and thus are influenced by factors other than those in the target component). We recommend separating indicators of state or trend of biodiversity, and those for threatening processes and for action (e.g. restoration and protection).

	1
	2
	A
	15
	There are no indicators listed against Trends in fragmentation and quality of forest ecosystems despite there being multiple indicators allocated to this element in the review.

	1
	2
	A
	16
	There are no indicators listed against Trends in farmland biodiversity and sustainability of agricultural land, and this monitoring element is not included under Goal Component A2 in the indicator review.

	2
	22
	B
	133
	Target component T11.2. (Contributions of biodiversity to human health and well-being) should include a monitoring element eco ecosystems analogous to “Trends in species that provide essential services” – e.g. “Trends in ecosystems that provide essential services”, as well as trends in those services themselves (in lines 134-139)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int no later than 25 July 2020.
