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	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	4
	III
	Section III Goal A: We recommend that some quantitative measure be also included for genetic diversity to be consistent with species and ecosystem. Thus “…and maintaining [X%] genetic diversity.”


	4
	17
	“both the extent and integrity"… we recommend including "[natural ecosystems are more isolated/fragmented] and both the extent and integrity....". to give equal weight to the importance of connectivity for viable populations. 


	5
	19
	In line 5, include the words “genetic and” within the bracket after “including”. 
We argue that the genetic diversity dimension in addition to species diversity is critical for the success of any restoration efforts.


	5
	18
	We suggest adjusting “net increase in area, integrity and connectivity". 


	5
	21
	“The conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity is also important in areas beyond “natural” ecosystems including in agricultural and urban environments. Such “managed” ecosystems (those whose biotic composition is the result of deliberate manipulation by people) can provide important habitats, and contribute to habitat connectivity, for some species, as well as being essential for ecosystem functioning and services.”
We very much support this statement. For this reason, we suggest adding the text underlined and bold at the end of Goal A: The area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems increased by at least [X%] supporting healthy and resilient populations of all species while reducing the number of species that are threatened by [X%] and maintaining genetic diversity, while extensive shared landscapes, including agricultural and urban landscapes, are managed to optimally conserve biodiversity and provide connectivity between natural ecosystems.
We note that this proposal has been inspired by the recommendations made by the World Agroforestry Center.


	5
	23
	We suggest adding "populations of species are healthy and viable" to account for the time lags of restoration and reduction of extinction rates.  


	6
	26
	We suggest also including species with spiritual or cultural values to reduce the risk of ignoring local/traditional preferences and values in international conservation efforts.


	7
	30
	“Domesticated species include all components of agricultural biodiversity (crops and livestock).” 
This statement is confusing and not correct. Agricultural biodiversity includes species beyond cultivated crops and livestock (i.e. trees, insects, fungus, soil microorganisms, crop wild relatives) that have not been domesticated. We suggest changing this sentence to: “Domesticated species include all cultivated crops and domesticated livestock.” 


	7
	30
	“It is essential that genetic diversity be conserved to allow the process of natural selection and evolution to continue, including on farm and ex situ 
for domesticated species.”
This statement fails to recognize that human selection in on farm conservation, in combination with natural selection, is critical for the evolution of agricultural biological diversity. Also, it is not correct to include ex situ in this sentence. To correct this, a possible revision is as follows:
“It is essential that genetic diversity be conserved to allow the process of natural selection (along with human selection in the case of domesticated species on farm) for evolution to continue.”


	7
	31
	“More information is available for domesticated species, ...' We agree with this statement although we suggest adding “relatively more” since still many knowledge gaps persist.


	7
	31
	We feel it would be good to explicitly mention crop wild relatives in this context. CWRs have contributed many useful genes to crop plants, and modern varieties of most major crops now contain genes from their wild relatives and are an important resource for maintaining sustainable agro-ecosystems into the future.

We note that one of the main factors adversely affecting the conservation, use, monitoring and reporting regarding the status of crop wild relatives is the lack of access to data and inefficient exchange of information due in part to lack of standardization of characterization data. To address this gap, the Secretariat of the Plant Treaty developed the Descriptors for Crop Wild Relatives conserved under in situ conditions (CWRI v.1) which is a useful tool for monitoring the conservation status of crop wild relatives. (See http://www.fao.org/3/cb0681en/cb0681en.pdf) 

The sentence “The genetic diversity of major crops is comparatively well conserved ex situ” gives the impression that we are safe, but in reality major crops are just a tiny proportion of the number of edible food crops and the reliance of a few major crop is really unsustainable for the future.  We would suggest modifying this sentence to read: 
“The genetic diversity of major crops is comparatively well conserved ex situ, but it is well documented that the majority of minor crops including Neglected and Underutilized Species and their crop wild relatives are poorly conserved and are highly threatened by genetic erosion, deforestation and climate change.”
Suggest delete the last sentence. 


	7
	32
	“While population abundance is a key factor in the maintenance of genetic diversity, it is not a sufficient indicator since it does not account for within population genetic diversity, hence the need for genetic diversity to be explicitly included in the Goals.” 

We fully agree. This is an important consideration for supporting ex situ and in situ conservation of domesticated species, for which intra-specific diversity is fundamental, and should be reflected in the Targets/monitoring framework. 


	7
	33
	The absence of a specific target on genetic diversity (as we had with Aichi Target 13) is deplored and it is feared that monitoring for genetic diversity, which is a fundamental component of biodiversity and the foundation for sustaining species and ecosystems, will be forgotten, resulting in significant genetic erosion. 

We recommend that a specific target on genetic diversity be considered under the section IV. However, we do understand the reluctance of the parties to increase the number of targets. Alternatively, explicit mention of genetic diversity should be included in the target listed in this paragraph, which contributes to this goal (see comments on section IV below). 


	7
	33
	“These interventions include ex situ conservation measures that 
could be extended to include ex situ conservation of domesticated species.”
Since these interventions and related targets refer to the diversity of wild species, we propose to revise this sentence this way:
“These interventions include ex situ conservation measures that 
could be extended to include ex situ conservation of wild relatives of domesticated species.”

“Proposed target 9 would directly contribute to the in situ conservation of genetic diversity of domesticated species while also contributing to agricultural productivity and sustainability”

In relation to this statement, while we agree with it, we would like to emphasize the importance of ex situ conservation for domesticated species, as complementary to in situ conservation. The importance of ex situ conservation  is already recognized in Sustainable Development Goal Target 2.5: “By 2020, maintain the genetic diversity of seeds, cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and their related wild species, including through soundly managed and diversified seed and plant banks at the national, regional and international levels […]” and indicator 2.5.1.a: “Number of plant genetic resources for food and agriculture secured in medium or long term conservation facilities”.

There is a plethora of information about ex situ collections of domesticated plant and animal species that can be used for monitoring purposes.  See http://www.fao.org/sustainable-development-goals/indicators/251a/en/


	7
	34
	“contributions from biodiversity to people's quality of life" We suggest replacing quality of life by “wellbeing” since a broader and more accurate term reflecting all the multiple benefits. See for example Mcgregor, A., Coulthard, S., & Camfield, L. (2015). Measuring what matters. June, 1–20.


	8
	36
	In the last sentence, "… their distribution and use, fairly and equitably, … (add “use”).


	8
	39
	Please consider adding “food and nutrition security” since one of the global challenges is related to micronutrient deficiencies and lack of nutrient rich foods.
 

	9
	39
	Adding an item on "deliver improved soil quality and fertility" would be relevant for actually achieving food and nutrition security, and human wellbeing.


	9
	40
	We would like to suggest adding or using a more inclusive concept that recognizes the importance of managing production systems for multiple objectives including conservation at the farm and landscape levels (e.g. agroecology). 


	9
	
	“Goal C. The benefits, from the utilization of genetic resources are shared fairly and equitably” 
There is no need for a comma between ‘benefits’ and ‘from’. 


	9
	41
	We very much appreciate that this paragraph mentions the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (Plant Treaty). It would be good to go one step further and make explicit reference to the Multilateral System of Access and Benefit-sharing created by the Plant Treaty. 


	9
	42
	Again, we very much appreciate that this paragraph mentions the number of PGRFA under the Plant Treaty’s Standard Material Transfer Agreement (SMTA), which was adopted by the Plant Treaty Governing Body for all transfers of PGRFA under the Plant Treaty’s Multilateral System of Access and Benefit-sharing. Aggregate information on materials transferred using the SMTA to recipients globally, and at national levels, is compiled and made publicly available by the Plant Treaty Secretariat.  

It is important to stress that 85% of the 76,000 SMTA transfers referenced in this paragraph are to recipients in developing countries and countries with economies in transition. Only 6% of the total recipients are commercial entities (including those in both developed and developing countries). The rest of the recipients are public sector organizations or farmers or civil society organizations involved in non-commercial agricultural research and development. These transferred genetic resources – primarily from public ex situ collections and international public sector crop improvement programs of CGIAR - are critical inputs into non-commercial agricultural research and development giving rise to public goods that is worth billions of dollars in non-monetary benefits for national research systems and farmers, primarily in the global south. CGIAR has started a program to monitor/evaluate the impacts of its crop improvement programs through genetic fingerprinting of improved crop varieties within countries and regions. In future, this data can help provide a picture of some important non-monetary benefits derived from the use of PGRFA conserved, accessed and used under the Plant Treaty framework (and also, but to a lesser extent, in terms of volume of materials used, the Nagoya Protocol).  

With respect to monetary benefit sharing, it is important to include reference to the Benefit-sharing Fund created by the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. To date, the Benefit-sharing funds has dispersed over 26 million US dollars, through 80 projects in 67 developing countries, all support conservation and sustainable use of plant genetic resources in developing countries, assisting farming communities in developing countries improve food security by helping them cope with climate change and other threats to food production. It is easy to monitor/measure the amount of money dispensed from the fund generally, and to recipients in individual countries. See: http://www.fao.org/plant-treaty/areas-of-work/benefit-sharing-fund/overview/en/

In terms of non-monetary benefit sharing, the Benefit Sharing Fund projects have integrated different types of activities (technology transfer, capacity building, information exchange, etc.). Some projects have explicitly created a “package” of integrated activity types, most notably in the cases of participatory variety selection and/or breeding: combining circulation and transfer of technologies and information, as well as capacity building and in some cases institutional strengthening. See: https://www.bioversityinternational.org/e-library/publications/detail/non-monetary-benefit-sharing-mechanisms-within-the-projects-funded-by-the-benefit-sharing-fund/

Also, as a means to close the gap on information about benefit sharing under the CBD/Nagoya Protocol, we suggest that the COP invite member states to report biennially on aggregate information about ABS agreements (including the kinds of benefit sharing agreements included and later, some description of benefits actually shared) that can be used for monitoring purposes. We appreciate that this goes beyond the current structure of reporting and information sharing under the Protocol, but it seems necessary to close the information gap to be able to monitor in a meaningful way.   


	10
	43
	Jumping directly from the statistic about the number of SMTA transfers in paragraph 42 to the size of the annual global seed market in paragraph 43 suggests inaccurately that these transfers were primarily to commercial seed companies (they were not) and overlooks the fact that the overwhelming majority of the transfers were to public sector research organizations in the developing regions. It ignores the fact that the transferred materials played a huge role in the generation of non-monetary benefits that were generated outside of commercial R&D chains and shared as global public goods with beneficiaries around the world.   

It is not clear what the point of this paragraph is. It might make sense to include the statistics on the size of global seed or pharmaceutical market as a precursor to proposing a benefit-sharing formula, or a mechanism for monitoring benefit- sharing, or setting goals for benefit-sharing to be included in Goal C and Target 12. But no such proposal is included.  


	10
	44
	“[…] consideration should also be given to how information on the different types of non-monetary benefits can be collected in consistent way and in a way which allows information to be aggregated.”

We fully agree: much more needs to be done to identify what should be measured to assess the status of nonmonetary benefit sharing in particular. Given the importance of this issue to the potential success of access and benefit sharing regimes everywhere, it is critically important to proactively identify a way forward to develop an internationally recognized set of indicators. There is basically nothing included in the document yet, apart from scientific publications linked to ABS agreements, which does not seem like a useful way forward.  We believe that there should be a concerted effort – launched as a result of the recognized need highlighted in the process of developing the Post 2020 Framework -- to develop indicators for monitoring the generation and sharing of non-monetary benefits through the use of genetic resources.  This effort should be co-coordinated by the Secretariats of the CBD, Plant Treaty and UN FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. 


	11
	50
	“Proposed target 12 (access and benefit-sharing) also has the potential to generate funding and other non-monetary benefits which could be used to support the implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework nationally.”  

After all these years, we think it is important to be cautious about raising expectations that ABS agreements can end up making substantial contributions to conservation and sustainable use. Equitable benefit sharing is important because it is equitable. It makes sense the shared benefits should be linked to, and support conservation and sustainable use, but time has demonstrated that it is highly unlikely to raise revenues that get anywhere close to what is necessary to support high level conservation and sustainable use targets. 

In the same sentence, it would be better to replace ‘funding’ with ‘monetary benefits’. We appreciate, again, that the importance of non-monetary benefit sharing is highlighted. 


	11
	48
	We agree with the importance of conservation investments and the positive effects. Nonetheless, caution is needed since evidence suggests equally important evidence showing the negative effects of conservation efforts on human wellbeing through expropriation, poverty and inequality exacerbation, dispossession (e.g. 
McKinnon, M.C., Cheng, S.H., Dupre, S. et al. What are the effects of nature conservation on human well-being? A systematic map of empirical evidence from developing countries. Environ Evid 5, 8 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-016-0058-7; https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00335.x; Political ecology of tiger conservation in India: Adverse effects of banning customary practices in a protected area https://doi.org/10.1111/sjtg.12259; Why we must question the militarisation of conservation https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.01.013. Just to list some).

Based on the evidence provided above, we suggest adapting the paragraph as follows: 

“Inadequate funding levels are a major impediment to effective biodiversity conservation in many countries and may be associated with failures to meet global targets. Conservation investment has been demonstrated to reduce biodiversity loss. Although conservation impact on local community's wellbeing remains mixed. Therefore, if carefully designed, spending on biodiversity could provide a very high social return on investment. Thus, while increased biodiversity resource mobilization from all sources is not only necessary to reduce, halt and reverse biodiversity loss (i.e. to bend the curve on biodiversity loss) it is also likely to generate net economic benefits for both present and future generations. Nonetheless, better metrics to monitor conservation’s impact on local community's wellbeing are missing and urgently needed."


	11
	49
	We agree with the pervasive role of subsidies on biodiversity. Nonetheless, the main and global driver of biodiversity loss is not being recognized, wealth (see for example, Ceddia, M.G. 2020 The super-rich and cropland expansion via direct investments in agriculture. Nat Sustain 3, 312–318). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0480-, Lenzen, M., Moran, D., Kanemoto, K., Foran, B., Lobefaro, L., & Geschke, A. (2012). International trade drives biodiversity threats in developing nations. Nature, 486(7401), 109–112. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11145; Weinzettel, J., Hertwich, E. G., Peters, G. P., Steen-olsen, K., & Galli, A. (2013). Affluence drives the global displacement of land use. Global Environmental Change, 23(2), 433–438. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2012.12.010; Wilting, H. C., Schipper, A. M., Bakkenes, M., Meijer, J. R., & Huijbregts, M. A. J. (2017). Quantifying Biodiversity Losses Due to Human Consumption: A Global-Scale Footprint Analysis. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b05296)

Therefore, we propose adding this final sentence "Similarly, increasing the traceability and accountability of global trade driving biodiversity loss could also reduce funding need."


	11
	51
	Based on the evidence provided above we suggest adding: “due to the expansion of agriculture as well as infrastructure development due to global trade and overconsumption".
Mentioning the effect and ignoring the main cause will limit the identification of real solutions to bend the curve. 
We would also suggest adding a strategy to achieve this goal: through stronger governance and developing mechanisms and partnerships with the private sector to monitor and increase accountability of trade linked to biodiversity loss, land use expansion and natural resources over-exploitation. 


	11
	“Reducing threats to biodiversity” section
	We consider that the "reducing threats to biodiversity” section ignores the role of the largest terrestrial managed biome, agricultural land. Scientific evidence showing the positive contribution of agricultural lands to conservation goals and to sustainable and resilient production systems is rapidly increasing. See here a short list:

Sirami, C., Gross, N., Baillod, A. B., Bertrand, C., Carrié, R., Hass, A., Henckel, L., Miguet, P., Vuillot, C., Alignier, A., Girard, J., Batáry, P., Clough, Y., Violle, C., Giralt, D., Bota, G., Badenhausser, I., Lefebvre, G., Gauffre, B., … Fahrig, L. (2019). Increasing crop heterogeneity enhances multitrophic diversity across agricultural regions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 116(33), 16442–16447. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1906419116;
Waha, K., van Wijk, M. T., Fritz, S., See, L., Thornton, P. K., Wichern, J., & Herrero, M. (2018). Agricultural diversification as an important strategy for achieving food security in Africa. Global Change Biology, 24(8), 3390–3400. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14158; 
Woźniak, A., & Kawecka-Radomska, M. (2016). Crop management effect on chemical and biological properties of soil. International Journal of Plant Production, 10(July);
Rosa-Schleich, J., Loos, J., Mußhoff, O., & Tscharntke, T. (2019). Ecological-economic trade-offs of Diversified Farming Systems – A review. Ecological Economics, 160(March), 251–263. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.03.002; 
Tamburini, G., Bommarco, R., Wanger, T. C., Kremen, C., van der Heijden, M. G. A., Liebman, M., & Hallin, S. (2020). Agricultural diversification promotes multiple ecosystem services without compromising yield. Science Advances, 6(45). https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aba1715; 
Kremen, Claire, & Miles, A. (2012). Ecosystem services in biologically diversified versus conventional farming systems: Benefits, externalities, and trade-offs. Ecology and Society, 17(4). https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05035-170440;
Joseph, J., Santibáñez, F., Laguna, M. F., Abramson, G., Kuperman, M. N., & Garibaldi, L. A. (2019). The role of landscape structure on the pollination service of Apis mellifera. July. http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.08481. 

Therefore, we propose adjusting the targets as follows:
“Target 1. By 2030, [50%] of land and sea areas globally are under spatial planning addressing land/sea use change, retaining most of the existing intact and wilderness areas, and allow to restoreing [X%] of degraded freshwater, marine and terrestrial natural ecosystems and connectivity among them and maintaining / enriching tree, crop and habitat diversity embedded in all agricultural land.

Also, we propose adding a section as follows:
“Conservation measures embedded in agricultural landscapes:
Target x. By 2030, all agricultural lands embed at least 10-20% of natural vegetation and include multiple diversification elements and approaches. 
Agricultural land is the largest managed biome maximized for production objectives. Nonetheless, it can be also managed for multiple objectives including conservation and ecosystem services (refs listed above). Therefore, increasing crop diversification (species and varietal level) at multiple spatial/temporal scales, increasing fine natural elements (e.g. hedgerows, buffer strips, live fences, set aside) and maintaining-increasing the proportion of coarse elements (e.g. riparian corridors, woodlogs, meadows) are all feasible practices across production systems with important consequences on wild species conservation and ecosystem services provisioning (e.g. connectivity, pest control, pollination, water regulation).”  


	11
	52
	Based on the evidence provided above we suggest adjusting the following sentences: 
“there would need to be a net gain of natural ecosystem area by 
2030, 100% crop, tree and habitat diversification in agricultural lands, while preventing the loss of existing intact and wilderness areas"

(b) improving the ecological integrity of degraded natural habitats and in particular of agricultural landscapes for sustainable and resilient production systems.
 

	12
	Target 2
	Add to Target 2:  “By 2030, protect and conserve through well connected and effective system of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures at least 30 per cent of the planet with the focus on areas particularly important for biodiversity and designed to ensure ecological and genetic connectivity and resilience.”

As discussed above (paragraph 33) we suggest making explicit mention of addressing genetic diversity components within specific targets where relevant. 


	13
	55
	In the prioritization of areas for the expansion of protected areas, we would like to suggest the explicit mention of “crop wild relatives hotpots areas” as a key criteria together with the Key Biodiversity areas, hotspot of endemic species etc, to link environmental conservation and food security efforts. 


	13
	Target 3
	Target 3. By 2030, ensure active management actions to enable wild species of fauna and flora recovery and conservation, maintain and support genetic diversity and adaptive potential, both in situ and ex situ, and reduce human-wildlife conflict by [X%].

As discussed above (paragraph 33) we suggest making explicit mention of addressing genetic diversity components within specific targets where relevant.


	14
	59
	Reference is needed within this paragraph to genetic diversity within species used for species reintroduction, species recovery actions. Ensuring adequate genetic diversity is essential for the success of such recovery action. 

With regard to “The scope of the target could be expanded to include ex situ conservation of genetic resources at the sub-species level, including for crops and livestock.” the reference to domesticated crops and livestock is not fitting for this target. Rather we suggest putting emphasis on their wild relatives and on the maintenance of the genetic diversity as proposed above in target 3. Thus, we propose changing the sentence to read:
“The scope of the target could be expanded to support the genetic diversity at sub-species level and should include ex situ conservation of genetic diversity including the wild relatives of domesticated crops and livestock.”


	18
	Target 7
	As discussed above (paragraph 33) we suggest making explicit mention of addressing genetic diversity components within this specific targets 

Target 7. By 2030, increase contributions to climate change mitigation, adaption and disaster risk reduction from nature-based solution, genetic-based and ecosystem-based approaches, ensuring resilience and minimizing any negative impacts on biodiversity


	18
	74
	With reference to above proposal, we suggest including genetic based consideration in this first sentence of this paragraph. Thus 
“A number of ecosystem-based approaches, such as conservation, ecosystem restoration and improved management of agriculture, and ensuring broad genetic base of  wild and cultivated populations can contribute to both mitigation and adaptation, while also contributing to biodiversity goals, the provision of ecosystem services and disaster-risk reduction”.


	20
	Target 9
	As discussed above (paragraph 33) we suggest making explicit mention of addressing genetic diversity components within this specific target: 

Target 9. By 2030, support the productivity, sustainability and resilience of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems through conservation and sustainable use of such ecosystems, including maintaining genetic diversity in domesticated species, their breeds and varieties, their wild relatives, and associated agricultural species (soil microbes, pollinators, insectivores), reducing productivity gaps by at least [50%].


	20
	80
	Genetic diversity of cultivated crops and livestock is critical for meeting this target and yet no mention is made of it. More explicit mention of the impact on genetic diversity could be made for example, the land-use change from the expansion of intensive agriculture is the largest driver of biodiversity loss and in particular to genetic diversity loss. In addition, many agricultural practices, such as intensive tillage, inappropriate or excessive fertilizer and pesticide use as well as the overuse of antibiotics in livestock also tend to reduce biodiversity and lead to great genetic erosion. 


	22
	88
	“The fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic resources is one of the three objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity, further supported by the Nagoya Protocol.”

This paragraph could say that the Plant Treaty has the same, identical objectives. The entire paragraph applies as much to the Plant Treaty as it does to the CBD and Nagoya Protocol.


	22
	89
	“The main action required to reach this target is for countries that provide and use genetic resources to put in place appropriate measures for the access and benefit-sharing of genetic resources and ensure that such measures are applied.” 

In addition to countries, it is essential that non-governmental actors (including international R&D organizations, private sector, indigenous peoples and local communities) also adopt appropriate measures, standards, guidelines, rules to reflect international ABS agreements and international laws, and to provide examples of how to introduce ABS standards when there are no national laws to apply.  There is a great deal of information published about the efforts of non-governmental actors to address these issues, for example, the Access to Seed Index,  which conduct biennial evaluations of the performance of seed companies, including their ABS related policies and practices (See https://www.accesstoseeds.org/). 

In addition, we feel that the current statement in unrealistic in terms of expecting that putting ABS laws and measures in place will, on its own, allow stakeholders to make the most out of genetic resources. Experience of the last 40 years in ABS has demonstrated that there needs to be complementary investments in developing the capacity of people to take advantage of and use genetic resources to generate benefits. In the agricultural sector, this includes investing tens of millions of dollars each in ex situ and in situ conservation, characterizing and evaluating PGRFA conserved in genebanks, investments in maintaining the good health of those PGRFA and ensuring that transfers of those PGRFA do not spread plant diseases internationally, investing in plant breeders within international and national research organizations to use accessed genetic resources in plant breeding programs. This extends also to effort to raise the capacities of indigenous peoples and local communities, including farmers, to be fully engaged in research and development chains and be able to take up and use resulting research products. Without such investments, it will be impossible for anyone – particularly users with fewer resources – to take advantage of PGRFA to generate benefits to be shared.  The need for complementary investments in genetic resources themselves, and in the capacity of potential users needs to be included in the framework. 
So, in addition to having national ABS systems in place, the framework should include indicators focusing on capacity building for stakeholders to be able to benefit from genetic resources, including indigenous peoples and local communities, national research organizations, etc. 


	23
	90
	“Proposed Goal C of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework focuses on the benefits shared (i.e .the outcomes). However, there is little systematic information on benefits shared (see Goal C). This proposed target could complement the Goal by focusing on the measures to be taken to ensure of facilitate benefit-sharing”

We agree that much more needs to be done to close the information gap on both monetary and non-monetary benefit sharing. We have included some suggestions in this regard in our comments above on paragraphs 42 and 44


	23
	Target 13
	“By 2030, integrate biodiversity values into policies, regulations, planning, development processes, poverty reduction strategies and accounts at all levels, ensuring that biodiversity values are mainstreamed across all sectors and integrated into assessments of environmental impacts.”

The concept of ‘mainstreaming across all sectors’ needs to bear in mind the need to promote coordination across sectors and levels of governance. This refers not only to those sectors working directly with environmental issues, but also with those sectors whose interventions affect directly or indirectly natural resources. Lack of coordination (or policy fragmentation) is a main bottleneck. Therefore, there need to be mechanisms to promote dialogue and collaboration between actors and it is key to have a harmonization of policy goals across critical sectors that influence natural resources governance


	25
	98
	“Therefore, the second important action will be putting in place measures and tools to reduce the overall demand for resources. This could include promoting changes in consumer preferences for the amount and type of resources which are consumed, promoting the use of goods from sustainable sources, support for biodiversity friendly business, developing national procurement policies that are in line with the objectives of the Convention, and the development of methods to promote science-based information on biodiversity in consumer and producer decisions.”

This would be an excellent place to recognize the links between food systems, human health and environmental sustainability, including biodiversity conservation and use. And then to introduce the strategy of transforming food systems to increase their ability to conserve, sustainably use and take advantage of biological diversity to deliver healthy diets, to lower adverse impacts on environment, including climate change and biological diversity loss. Sustainable food systems should be protective and respectful of biodiversity and ecosystems, as well as human well-being and social equity. As such they provide culturally acceptable, economically fair, affordable, nutritionally adequate, safe and healthy foods in a way that balances agro-ecosystem integrity and social welfare.

Indeed, we consider that this ‘food systems transformation approach’ needs to be mainstreamed throughout the document.    


	29
	113
	“Recognizing the knowledge, innovations, practices, institutions and values of indigenous peoples and local communities, and ensuring their inclusion and participation in environmental governance”

The global biodiversity framework could benefit from applying more broadly governance approaches in tandem with Customary Sustainable Use (CSU). CSU could also be linked to the design and implementation of local level policies as a means to bolster governance. It would be useful to research potential models of integrating multi-level and network governance (i.e. policies from the regional or local governments) with local level management plans (i.e. natural resource management plans, surveillance committees, and systems in place from indigenous communities), which could strengthen the implementation of the framework. This will also guarantee a bottom-up approach to public policy processes (and not only top-down, where CSU is expected to adjust to approaches suggested ‘from above,’ in the best-case scenarios, or is even not considered at all).

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is relevant to identify various policy options responding to different degrees of institutional capacity according to the context of indigenous communities and local communities. This is going to be crucial in a context where local and regional responses will be needed. 


	30
	116
	“For example, only 40 Parties reported that indigenous peoples and local communities were involved in the revision processes of their national biodiversity strategies and action plans.”

We agree, this is distressing and much more needs to be done to proactively engage indigenous peoples and local communities, and farmers in developing and implementing all relevant policies affecting conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources. 


	30
	120
	Regarding “main drivers of biodiversity loss” we note that for agrobiodiversity, which is developed and maintained through a combination of natural and human selection, underuse or neglect by humans is one of the biggest threats. The rich diversity of crops will disappear if they are not actively conserved and used by farmers and others (including plant breeders). 


	31
	123
	“Aspects of the Food systems transition relating to waste and consumption 
are addressed in proposed target 15, but with no particular or explicit focus on food.”

As we state in our comment on paragraph 98 above, it is essential to highlight, throughout the document and indicators, the importance of transforming our food systems to deliver on the complementary objectives of human health, conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity within planetary boundaries.  


	32
	128
	“ […] more specific sub-goals for the conservation of plant species and plant genetic diversity could be established under proposed Goal A. Similarly a sub-target related to proposed target 2 could specify the in situ conservation of plant diversity and of areas of particular importance for plants, while a sub-target related to proposed target 3 could cover the ex situ conservation of wild and domesticated plant species and genetic diversity.”

As we state in our comments on paragraphs 33 and 59 above, we feel it is essential to include conservation of crop diversity (both in situ and ex situ) included in the scope of the Post 2020 framework. 




Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int by 22 March 2021

