
BORN FREE FOUNDATION COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT MONITORING FRAMEWORK FOR THE POST-2020 GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY FRAMEWORK – August 2020 
Guidelines and template for the review 
I. Background
1. The second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group
 on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework invited the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice at its twenty-fourth meeting to, among other things, carry out a scientific and technical review of the updated goals and targets, and related indicators and baselines, of the draft global biodiversity framework. Under agenda item 3 the Subsidiary Body will consider this issue. 

2. Tables 1 and 2, presents a draft monitoring framework for the 2050 Goals and the 2030 targets respectively. These tables are being made available for the purposes of peer review. In both tables’ interim formulations of the proposed 2050 goals and milestones and the 2030 targets are provided for context. Review comments are not being sought on these parts of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework at this time. Column A of the tables provides draft components of the goals and targets. Columns B and C of the tables provide draft monitoring elements and indicators to be used at the global level to monitor progress in the implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. Further column D provides information on the period baseline data is available for the indicator and on the frequency that the indicator is updated where known. Review comments are being sought on columns A, B, C and D only. 
II. Submitting Comments
1. To ensure that your comments are given due consideration, please send them by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int, at your earliest convenience but no later than 15 August 2020
2.   When submitting comments, please adhere to the following guidelines as much as possible:

a. Please provide all comments in writing and in an MS Word or similar document format using the table provided below. 

b. Please provide full contact information for the individual/Government/organization submitting the comments. 

c. Please avoid commenting on issues related to grammar, spelling, or punctuation, unless it affects the overall meaning of the text, as the document will be edited as the final draft is prepared. 

d. To facilitate the revision process please be as specific as possible in your comments. In areas where you feel additional or alternative text or information is required, please suggest, if possible, what this text may look like or what should be included.

e. If you refer to additional sources of information, please include these with your comments when possible or provide a complete reference or hyperlink.  

f. Please focus your comments on columns A (components the draft goals and targets), B (monitoring elements), C (indicators) and D (indicator baseline year and frequency of updates) of tables 1 and 2. 

g. If you are suggestion the inclusion of additional indicators please provide information on if the indicator is currently operational, the organization supporting its development, its baseline (i.e. the year data is first available) and how frequently the indicator is updated (i.e. monthly, yearly, every two years etc.). 
h. All review comments will be posted on the webpage
 for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework in the interests of transparency
3. Should you have any questions regarding the review process, please contact secretariat@cbd.int.  

III. Template for Comments
4. Please use the review template below when providing comments. 
5. The complete draft of the monitoring framework has been released in a portable document format (PDF). For tables 1, 2 and 3 column letters and row numbers have been provided as well as page numbers. Please use these as a reference as illustrated in the table below. General comments can be included in the table by referring to Page 0 and Line 0.

TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS

	Review comments on the draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

	Contact information

	Surname:
	LERAMBERT

	Given Name:
	Adeline

	Government (if applicable): 
	n/a

	Organization:
	Born Free Foundation

	Address:  
	Broadlands Business Campus, Langhurstwood Road, RH124QP

	City:
	Horsham

	Country:
	UK

	E-mail:
	adeline@bornfree.org.uk


	General Comments

	1. Under recommendation CBD/WG2020/REC/2/1 para 3 adopted at OEWG-2, SBSTTA was invited at its twenty-fourth meeting “to carry out a scientific and technical review of the updated goals and targets, and related  indicators  and  baselines,  of  the  draft  global  biodiversity  framework,  as  well  as  the  revised appendices to the framework, and to provide advice to the Working Group at its third meeting” (OEWG-3). We note with concern that this peer review relates only to indicators and baselines, and understand that goals and targets are only meant to provide context. While goals and targets have not been finalised and adopted by Parties, it seems preemptive and illogical to comment on the formulation of indicators, and we hope for an opportunity as well as the flexibility to adjust the monitoring framework after the goals and targets have been further discussed at OEWG-3. Ensuing from this previous remark, you will find that some of our below comments refer directly to some of the targets (namely 4, 13 and 15) which either still contain problematic elements or for which monitoring elements do not adequately match their goal/target formulation. Thank you for considering those comments.  
2. We would also like to note that further clarification on the relationships between goals, milestones and targets is needed in order to avoid overlap or redundancy, and to better identify the appropriate indicators for each of these elements. It is for instance unclear whether ‘Components of the 2030 Goals/Targets’ in column A act as sub-goals and sub-targets or simply have a descriptive purpose. We also note significant inconsistency in the formulation of the components of column A: some include indications of an intended outcome (e.g. ‘increased’, ‘reduced’, maintained’, etc.) whereas others do not. 
3. The monitoring framework would benefit from a small number of globally relevant ‘headline’ indicators. For some goals and targets, there are currently a high number of indicators, and many are used for several monitoring elements. Conversely, some goals and targets lack indicators. A lot of the current indicators and monitoring elements are generally vague and amount to more of a wish list of trends, without the actual datasets of frameworks to do so. The post-2020 global biodiversity framework should attempt to adopt a comprehensive and consistent approach. Where global data is not available for some elements of the goals and targets, it could be useful to indicate whether such metrics exist at regional/national level, whether generating data  will be possible (within the framework’s timeframe), or how persistent gaps might be addressed and overcome so as to not compromise progress towards achieving goals and targets. Further consideration also needs to be given to baselines (very recent for some of the goals and targets) as well as to measurability and update frequency, since these are critical elements that are broadly missing in the draft framework. 


	Specific Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	Table 1 – Interim formulation of 2050 goals and milestones and associated monitoring elements and indicators

	1
	2
	B/C
	15
	No indicators are currently given for the monitoring element ‘Trends in fragmentation and quality of forest ecosystems’. This monitoring element is proposed as one element of the monitoring of the component ‘A2. Ecosystem integrity and connectivity’. Perhaps it would be useful for the monitoring elements of ‘fragmentation’ and ‘quality’ to be separated into different monitoring elements in order to be able to assign each with the appropriate indicators.

Fragmentation of a forest ecosystem can be measured via satellite imagery of habitat cover and patterns of habitat and land use change, such as in column C. row 1. However, ensuring ecosystem connectivity (as required in A2) is not only about preventing fragmentation of habitats, but also about improving connectivity between sub-habitats on a larger scale. For example, the enhancement and protection of wildlife corridors between otherwise geographically and physically isolated Tiger Reserves in Central India are essential for the dispersion of tigers between reserves for natural population management and genetic mixing. Indicators (using a combination of satellite imagery and ground truthing) to measure the increase in and quality of corridors in such a case will be necessary. (This might also be relevant for the indicators of Target T1.5 ‘Maintenance and restoration of connectivity of natural ecosystems’, page 10, row 30.)
The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS) may have some useful indicators for connectivity. “Monitoring the effectiveness of an ecological corridor for specific connectivity objectives can take various forms. These range from habitat suitability measures to empirical species movement data to conservation genetics indicators (Bennett, 2003).” (see p.34 of this CMS report).

Also see FAO’s World Forest Report 2020 for forest fragmentation indicators.
Quality of a forest ecosystem is given as the other monitoring element of A2, to monitor ‘ecosystem integrity’. The quality/integrity of a forest ecosystem depends both on the intactness of the habitat (covered by the fragmentation monitoring element), and the composition, abundance and diversity of the flora and fauna species present. The composition, abundance and diversity of the flora present in a forest ecosystem can be monitored via periodic botanical surveys on the ground and/or normalised difference vegetation index analysis. The composition, abundance and diversity of the fauna species of a forest ecosystem can be monitored via periodic on-the-ground surveys (transect/camera trapping/mist netting, etc., as required). 
Crucially, to fully understand the health and resilience of the forest ecosystem, a measure of ‘functional diversity’ should be used. This allows us to consider the functional roles of the wildlife species present in the habitat, and how their changing abundance and diversity will impact upon the functions they play in the maintenance of critical ecosystem processes. This allows the consideration of the relative importance of the loss of functionally unique species compared to functionally redundant species, and the monitoring of ecosystem health and resilience – elements that are crucial to an ecosystem’s integrity.


	1
	3
	A
	29
	‘A3. Prevent extinction and improve the conservation status of species’: we would replace the notion of ‘preventing extinction’ with an outcome-oriented component capturing a positive change that would focus on increasing the protection of species through conservation interventions, ensuring healthy and viable populations that exhibit the full range of their ecological interactions, functions and other roles in the ecosystem. This would need to be achieved across a representative set of ecosystems and communities throughout the species’ range. 

The development and timely implementation of species action plans aimed at particular threatened species, as well as their incorporation into National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs), seems critical in order to effectively measure progress on component A3.  


	1
	3
	C
	30
	See above comment on row 29. 
‘Number of extinctions prevented by conservation action’ seems a very open-ended indicator – how will the correlation between a prevented extinction and specific conservation intervention/s be established? 
OECD’s data set on Threatened Species indicators could also be considered.


	1
	3
	C
	31-32
	Many species are classified by the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species as data deficient, or have outdated classifications, or have not been classified at all. Red List Index shows trends but is entirely based on what has or has not been assessed/reassessed for Red List categories. Often, higher taxa are assessed/reassessed together, which could give a skewed view. In addition, Red List assessments are periodic and slow. Any use of Red List should also account for the species trend, not just the classification. 

In order to complement the Red List Index, we suggest using the conceptual framework developed by the IUCN Red List Committee’s Task Force on Species Conservation Success since 2012, which is due to be officially launched at the IUCN World Conservation Congress in January 2021. Once operational, the framework, or ‘IUCN Green Status of Species’ should provide an indicator for species recovery. It uses four practical indices aimed at demonstrating conservation successes and the degree of species’ recovery, rather than threat status. It considers the impacts of past conservation, what would happen if all current conservation ceased, expected gains from conservation action, and how close to ‘fully recovered’ a species can get with effective conservation action. Full recovery is defined as one that is viable and that fulfils its ecological roles in the ecosystems throughout its native range.


	1
	3
	C
	34
	There do not appear to be any indicators which pertain to the population trends of species, even though the monitoring element is ‘Trends in species abundance’. Presumably, the data produced and analysed via Red and Green List assessments can act as one indicator of species abundance trends and should be added here.
Some national/regional biodiversity indicator programmes might be useful as models/local indicators – e.g. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/850369/UKBI_2019_rev2.pdf, 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/environmental-indicators/wildlife-habitat.html
The component ‘A4. Increase the population and health of species’, is only represented by one monitoring element: trends in species abundance. This (with appropriate indicators) will serve to monitor whether there is an increase in a population, but it cannot measure the health of a population. Indicators are therefore required to monitor the health of populations. It is not clear from the component A4 if ‘health’ refers to the genetic and demographic resilience of a population (rather than referring to the mental and physical condition of individuals), so this should be made explicit. If indicators relating to the health of species/populations were included, then this would help provide the clarity required.

Indicators to monitor the health of a species (aside from population increase) could include measures of vulnerability (to human pressures, policy/law changes, climate change and other threats), connectivity, genetic diversity, disease resilience etc. 


	1
	4
	A
	37
	‘Trends in the diversity of cultivated plants, farmed and domesticated animals’ – the recent legislation in South Africa and China listing numerous species of wildlife as species that can be farmed prompts us to suggest that this should read ‘Trends in the diversity of cultivated plants, traditionally farmed and domesticated animals’.


	1
	4
	C
	37 & 41
	Adding 'nutritionally' could ensure that relevant species do not fall through any gap created by how 'culturally valuable' is determined. This indicator would then read: ‘Comprehensiveness of conservation of socioeconomically as well as nutritionally and culturally valuable species.’


	1
	4
	A
	42
	‘A6. Protection of critical ecosystems’: critical to what? This needs to be qualified. Our concern is that if it is left too open, when it comes to monitoring elements, land will be assessed and allocated on the basis of economic value/desirability rather than biodiversity value, and it will be too easy for commercially valuable land to be deemed non-critical in terms of biodiversity.


	1
	4
	B
	42-50
	What does 'conserved' mean? Protected on paper? There needs to be a way to reflect and assess the impact of protected status, not just the status itself.


	1
	4
	B/C
	46
	Regarding the monitoring element ‘Trends in areas of particular importance for biodiversity conserved’, it should be explicit that there are different aspects of biodiversity that are important to conserve. The given indicators cover ‘key biodiversity areas’ and ‘species habitats’, which consider the criteria threatened biodiversity; geographically restricted biodiversity; ecological integrity; biological processes; and, irreplaceability. What is not covered by these indicators, however, is the protection of particular areas necessary to conserve the cultural diversity of a species (e.g., cultural diversity in chimpanzees). It is suggested that an indicator be including specifically to monitor the preservation of this element of biodiversity. Associated CMS work stream may be helpful. https://www.cms.int/en/news/animal-culture-linked-conservation-first-time
This might also be relevant for the indicators of the monitoring element ‘Trends in proportion of areas of particular importance for biodiversity protected and conserved’, as part of Target T2.2. ‘Areas of particular importance for biodiversity protected and conserved as priority, page 11, row 39.


	
	
	C
	51
	We suggest replacing the following indicator ‘Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on habitat conservation/ restoration’ with an indicator that would not incentivize the increase in harvested forests but rather ensure that production forests are certified for sustainability. 


	1
	5
	C
	54
	As per mention above, to expect pollination trends to be evidenced in the Red List Index is not realistic or reliable.


	1
	5
	C
	56
	‘Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on carbon sequestration/storage’: how is it to be verified that the certified forests are actually 'sustainably managed'? By what criteria? This indicator should also include the areas covered by those forests, as opposed to just the number. It is also important to account for the fact that an unmanaged (natural) forest is always going to be better for carbon sequestration than managed forests.


	1
	5
	C
	62
	‘Number of deaths, missing persons and directly affected persons attributed to disasters per 100,000 population (SDG indicator 11.5.1)’: surely this will have a lot to do with socioeconomic status and degree to which Governments invest in disaster reactiveness and response, not just whether ecosystem protections against natural disasters are in place?


	1
	6
	B
	64-67
	The monitoring elements under ‘B2. Nature’s material contributions including food, water and others’, should be carefully reconsidered. Measuring this component of Goal B through ‘trends’ could lead to perverse outcomes. Indeed, short-term increases could relate to greater exploitation of biodiversity and natural resources, which could have long-term damaging impacts on biodiversity. The CBD should seek to ensure that biological diversity continues to maintain the life support systems of the biosphere, as opposed to encouraging increased production of goods and services from biodiversity. It would for instance be more appropriate to measure the uptake of sustainable production methods and practices such as agro-ecology. 


	1
	6
	B
	68-71
	There is a sound evidence base showing a close link between mental health and exposure to nature, which should be considered for the development of associated indicators. See for instance ‘Nature and mental health: An ecosystem service perspective’ (2019) and ‘Minimum Time Dose in Nature to Positively Impact the Mental Health of College-Aged Students, and How to Measure It: A Scoping Review’ (2020).
Indicators for the “Maintenance of Cultural Values” will not, in and of themselves, be indicative of biodiversity or species protection or recovery. Rather, the adoption/promotion of cultural values and practices that protect biodiversity and enhance human-wildlife coexistence, and associated indicators, might be more appropriate. 



	1
	6
	C
	77
	Another indicator to assess ‘D1. Availability of sufficient financial resources’ could be the number of existing financing plans or strategies developed to ensure effective implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework.

Further, ODA does not guarantee integration of biodiversity considerations and funding. In its April 2020 report, the OECD offered recommendations for improving the assessment, tracking and reporting of biodiversity finance. These should be considered in the development of indicators to measure the following monitoring element:’ Trends in the mobilization financial resources from public international financial flows’. See OECD’s A Comprehensive Overview of Global Biodiversity Finance.
The UNDP Biodiversity Financing Initiative also offers innovative nd comprehensive solutions to biodiversity financing, alongside outcomes and impacts assessments, which could be adapted for use as indicators. https://biodiversityfinance.net/index.php/about-biofin/biofin-approach 

Indicators to measure monitoring elements from rows 77 to 79 could also include downward trends in perverse investments, and ratio of investments in nature protection to damaging investments.


	Table 2 – Interim formulation of 2030 targets and components and associated monitoring elements and indicators

	2
	8
	C
	6
	“Forest area as a proportion of total land area (SDG indicator 15.1.1)”. There is a need to differentiate between natural forest and plantation, or at least clarify the definition of forest and list proportion of different categories. 

We suggest enriching the Glossary (CBD/WG2020/2/3/Add.2) to include definitions of all key terms used in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, and/or information on how they have been used and interpreted therein. This could be done in a similar way to the ‘Glossary of relevant key terms and concepts within the context of Article 8(j) and related provisions’.



	2
	9
	A
	24
	What criteria are applied to determine whether an ecosystem has been 'restored'?


	2
	10
	B
	30
	It is unclear whether physical or functional connectivity is addressed here. In order to effectively achieve component ‘T1.5. Maintenance and restoration of connectivity of natural ecosystems’, there needs to be additional indicators that relate to the functional aspects of ecological connectivity. See CMS connectivity indicators for its Strategic Plan.


	2
	10
	A
	35
	Perhaps it is inherent here but it is vital to link the 'political' indicators (proportion of 'protected areas') with ecological indicators, so as to evaluate the extent to which legal protection confers actual and meaningful ecological protection. Are T2.4-2.7 designed to cover this?


	2
	12
	B
	53
	We would suggest that ex-situ conservation measures are at best peripheral. For this reason, ‘Trend in ‘in-situ’ conservation measures’ should be an additional monitoring element.
‘T3.1. Active recovery and conservation management actions’ also requires improved transboundary conservation work and cooperation. The CMS programmes and initiatives could prove useful in developing relevant indicators for this target component.


	2
	12
	C
	54
	Regarding indicator ‘Percentage of threatened species that are improving in status’, it is important to note that the monitoring of threatened species status can be very poor in some countries. There needs to be a way to account for threatened species that are unmonitored or poorly monitored.


	2
	12
	A/B
	55
	There is a need to clearly define human-wildlife conflict, and link indicators used to address the root causes (essential to effectively mitigate HWC). 
The monitoring element ‘Trend in human-wildlife conflicts’ is not appropriate as a decrease in human-wildlife conflicts could well result from a decline in wild species populations that were subject to retaliatory killing and other illegal activities. 
This target should include actions aimed at implementing practical solutions that develop a culture of co-existence with wildlife, recognizing that positive societal attitudes towards biodiversity will result in improved long-term conservation outcomes.

Also see ‘Measuring human–wildlife conflicts: Comparing insights from different monitoring approaches’ (2017). This study finds that monitoring systems that address broader issues beyond providing a record of damage incidents are likely to have a greater effect in reducing human–wildlife conflicts in the long‐term.


	2
	12
	C
	55
	No indicators are currently provided for the monitoring element of ‘Trend in human-wildlife conflict’ for the target component T3.2. ‘Reduced human-wildlife conflict. 
Possible indicators for reduced HWC might include the attitudes, tolerance and understanding of rural communities; their living standards and capacities; and the resilience of sustainable rural economies; as well as the implementation and success of direct actions to mitigate HWC, such as physical barriers, policy changes, etc.


	2
	12
	Target 4
	56-66
	Comments on Target 4 ‘By 2030, ensure that the harvesting, trade and use of wild species of fauna and flora, is legal, at sustainable levels and safe’:

· As currently framed, this target is incompatible with the Goals (particularly Goal A) and needs further refinement and clarification.
· We urge that the terms ‘at sustainable levels and safe’ be explicitly defined. The question of how sustainability is defined and measured is hugely significant, and the term ‘sustainable use’ should only be applied in reference to uses which have been demonstrated to meet strict criteria for assessing biological and ecological sustainability. Similarly, there should be more indications as regards the ‘safety’ aspect: do we mean safe in terms of human health, wildlife (target + non-target species?), ecosystems? Further, the sustainability and safety of a particular form of use cannot be considered in isolation from other uses or impacts on a population or species.

· We are concerned with the framing of this target, which emphasizes the use and productivity of wild species, while failing to identify how this can be achieved in such a way that will benefit rather than harm those wild species and their natural habitats. It is crucial that emphasis is placed on maintaining and increasing biodiversity within managed ecosystems in order to support their biological sustainability, as opposed to enhancing the productivity and use of wildlife, particularly in respect of species in decline. 
· Further, any assessment of ‘sustainable use’ should pay due regard to the needs of sentient species, and that use should not have a negative impact on population size or functionality. The use of the term ‘sustainable use’ suggests that the effects will accrue on uses that are sustainable. 
· Under the purview of the CBD, any ‘sustainable use’ of wildlife should account for its intrinsic value, worthy of protection in its own right. There should therefore be room for measures aimed at reducing use and trade below what would be considered biologically sustainable levels.
· Finally, we recommend replacing ‘harvesting’ with ‘exploitation’.



	2
	12
	C
	56
	‘Proportion of traded wildlife that was poached or illicitly trafficked (SDG indicators 15.7.1and 15.c.1)’ is a measure of legality, not sustainability. 
By virtue of it being illicit, sustainability would be almost impossible to calculate with any degree of certainty, especially at the scale being called for. See methodology used in the UNODC’s World Wildlife Crime report.


We suggest the deletion of the word ‘illicitly’, as ‘trafficked’ already implies the illicit nature of the activity.


	2
	12
	A/C
	56-60
	Aspects that relate to zoonotic disease risks would contribute to target component ‘T4.1. Harvest is legal, sustainable and safe for human health and biodiversity’, and yet are currently absent from the draft framework and its monitoring elements. 
We also strongly encourage employing the One Health approach, which aims to bring together multiple sectors and disciplines working to attain optimal health for people, animals and the environment at local, national and global levels.
Wild animal welfare should be considered a key element to prevent the emergence and spread of diseases. Crowding, stress and injury among wild animals provide the perfect environment for pathogens to spread and mutate, and their close proximity to people during capture, farming, transportation, butchering, processing and trade creates many opportunities for human transmission. Applying the One Welfare framework would facilitate a holistic approach to both halting biodiversity loss and mitigating human health risks from human-wildlife interactions.


	2
	12
	C
	56-60
	In addition to the indicator on row 57 ‘Degree of implementation of international instruments aiming to combat illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (SDG indicator 14.6.1)’ there should also be a similar indicator relating to uses of terrestrial wildlife. There should be an indicator on trends in the adoption of policies and regulations, as well as measuring the degree of implementation and enforcement efforts through international instruments for all types of wildlife. 
We would recommend the consideration of an indicator such as that adopted  by CMS in its Strategic Plan for Migratory Species, that measures ‘trends in implementation of measures designed to minimise impacts of hunting and fisheries on migratory species, their habitats and their migratory routes’. An indicator could focus on measuring levels of compliance with other biodiversity-related Conventions and international agreements that deal with threatened species including CMS and CITES. 


	2
	13
	B
	58
	'Trends in proportion of biological resources harvested within the established harvest limits’. It is crucial to note that ‘established harvest limits' may not themselves be biologically or ecologically sustainable. In addition, not all harvested resources have the required data, much less have harvest limits/quotas established, so this could give a very skewed picture.


	2
	13
	C
	61
	See the ICCWC Indicator Framework for combating wildlife and forest crime and ICCWC Toolkit. 


	2
	13
	B
	62
	Again, established limits/quotas may not be biologically or ecologically sustainable - this is a measure of legality not sustainability. Established limits/quotas might have been set on criteria other than biological sustainability, or on flawed science.


	2
	14
	A
	67-73
	The current component of the target does not include any mention of compassionate conservation in the management of invasive species. Dubois et al., (2017) set out seven principles for ethical wildlife control, which should be considered when establishing measures for managing invasive species. See the International consensus principles for ethical wildlife control.


	2
	17
	B
	101
	The following monitoring element ‘Trends in integration of biodiversity consideration in design of mitigation, adaptation and disaster risk reduction projects’ does not seem sufficient and should also include integration of biodiversity considerations and values in the implementation of mitigation, adaptation and disaster risk projects.


	2
	18
	C
	104
	Using 'sustainable fisheries as a % of GDP' is dangerous, since it incentivises the expansion of fisheries, which can quickly drive unsustainable practices. The whole concept of what constitutes a 'sustainable fishery' needs to be re-examined, and the level of commercial exploitation of wildlife (including fisheries) reduced.


	2
	18
	C
	107
	Regarding the following indicator ‘Degree of application of a legal/regulatory/ policy/institutional framework which recognizes and protects access rights for small-scale fisheries (SDG Indicator 14.B.1)’, it is important to note that sustainability of legal fisheries should not be assumed.


	2
	18
	C
	108
	There are serious concerns about the ecological sustainability of many MSC-certified fisheries. See https://www.make-stewardship-count.org/ - commercial certification schemes do not necessarily guarantee ecological sustainability - we need indicators that are based on biological and ecological parameters, and to avoid relying on industry-led certification schemes which themselves may be deeply flawed.


	2
	19
	A
	114
	This needs further consideration. The focus should be on reducing the use of terrestrial wild animals used for food and medicine, as a benefit to human health and well-being as well as biodiversity conservation. Thus there should be an emphasis on sustainable management as opposed to sustainable benefits. 
Also, what is meant by management?  As currently formulated, it seems to allow a lot of room for overexploitation and unsustainable practice. Are captive sources included?  
Further, the monitoring element on ‘Trends in terrestrial wild species of fauna used for food and medicine’ should place a particular emphasis on reducing and ultimately eliminating the use of threatened wildlife species.



	2
	19
	C
	114
	The current indicators for target component T8.2. ‘Sustainable management of terrestrial wild species of fauna and flora’ do not appear to include any monitoring of the level of sustainability of the associated trends in resource use. It would seem essential to include indicators to ensure sustainability, perhaps structured around the rate of offtake/harvesting/use, and associated changes in abundances/diversity in natural systems and resulting habitat changes. 


	2
	20
	B
	117
	Regarding the following element ‘Trends in area of agriculture under sustainable practices’, how would ‘sustainable practices’ be determined?


	2
	20
	C
	118
	There should be an indicator measuring uptake in agro-ecology and organic farming.  


	2
	20
	C
	123
	This seems a very clumsy measure - surely the indicator should be based on some measure of the genetic diversity (or otherwise) among the bulk of animals used for agricultural production.


	2
	20
	B
	125
	Again, what does 'sustainable practices' mean?


	2
	21
	C
	126
	‘Area of forest under sustainable management: total FSC and PEFC forest management certification’ – given the failings of FSC, considered to be the gold standard, and the various national certification schemes that compete with FSC and PEFC, needs some kind of ranking of certification schemes with independent evaluation.  
 

	2
	22
	A
	133
	We strongly encourage leveraging the One Health approach, which aims to bring together multiple sectors and disciplines working to attain optimal health for people, animals and the environment at local, national and global levels. We also strongly recommend using the broader One Welfare framework, which promotes the recognition that animal welfare, biodiversity and the environment are all connected to human wellbeing.


	2
	24
	A
	146
	There needs to be greater recognition of the benefits from non-consumptive uses on human well-being and development. 



	2
	25
	Target 13
	152-161
	Comments on 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’:
While target 13 includes the following wording ‘biodiversity values are mainstreamed across all sectors’, neither column A, B or C addresses actions or includes metrics directly relating to the mainstreaming of biodiversity values into relevant economic sectors. As highlighted by the 2019 IPBES Global Assessment, “a key constituent of sustainable pathways is the reform of global financial and economic systems to engineer a global sustainable economy”. This target needs to specifically refer to the most biodiversity-destructive activities in order for Parties and relevant actors to prioritise actions. 
There also needs to be a way to undertake a qualitative evaluation of measures taken to achieve target 13. 


	2
	25 & 27
	A
	152 & 159
	Target component ‘T13.1. Biodiversity reflected in policies and planning at all levels’ (column A, row 152) echoes ‘T13.3. Biodiversity values are reflected in policies and regulations’ (column A, row 159) and could be streamlined.

	2
	26
	B
	154
	Under the following monitoring element ‘Trends in integration of biodiversity and ecosystem service values into development processes’, it should be made clearer that biodiversity protection and retention of natural systems should be the primary drivers.

For this same reason, we would also recommend replacing the wording on ‘integration’ with ‘mainstreaming’ to ensure actions focus on avoiding negative impacts on biodiversity as opposed to looking at offsetting/restoration possibilities following biodiversity-destructive activities. 


	2
	26
	B
	155
	See ‘Increasing the value of wildlife through non-consumptive use? Deconstructing the myths of ecotourism and community-based tourism in the tropics’ (2005) and ‘Effects of non-consumptive wildlife-oriented tourism on marine species and prospects for their sustainable management’ (2015)


	2
	26
	B
	157
	‘Trends in integration of biodiversity and ecosystem service values into national accounts’ – the findings of the Dasgupta Review should be very useful in providing tools to assess T13.2.


	
	
	
	158
	‘Trends in integration of biodiversity and ecosystem service values into other accounts’ – need to specify what ‘other accounts’ would include? 

There could be an indicator assessing financial bodies and institutions that use biodiversity criteria as a pre-requisite for investment.


	2
	27
	A
	159
	Add as a requirement to achieve T13.3 the establishment of independent national oversight bodies to hold Governments to account over the consideration of biodiversity values in regulation/policy decision-making.


	2
	27
	B
	159
	We suggest replacing number with proportion throughout, including adding ‘proportion of policies and regulations’. 


	2
	27
	A
	162
	‘Reduction of at least [50%] in negative impacts on biodiversity’ – this seems very hard to measure, given that some negative impacts are not observed until years later, or are very subtle, such as effects of electromagnetic fields on migratory birds and insects – little studied but likely to increase as 5G roll-out proceeds.


	2
	28
	C
	167
	‘Trends in sustainable production in sectors’- we would recommend breaking down this monitoring element by sector.



	2
	29
	C
	178
	See BIOFIN workbook. ‘The Workbook provides an innovative, stepwise and adaptable approach that enables countries to: assess the policy, institutional, and economic context for biodiversity finance and map existing finance solutions; measure current biodiversity expenditures, from the public and private sectors, donors and NGOs; make a reliable estimate of the finance needed to achieve a country’s biodiversity goals, and compare this to current biodiversity expenditures; and develop a biodiversity finance plan that identifies and mobilises the resources and policies required to implement the most suitable finance solutions.’



	2
	30
	C
	179
	See previous comment on MSC (on p.18) - certification does not guarantee sustainability.


	2
	30
	Target 15
	180
	Comments on Target 15 ‘Target 15 By 2030, eliminate unsustainable consumption patterns, ensuring people everywhere understand and appreciate the value of biodiversity, make responsible choices commensurate with 2050 biodiversity vision, taking into account individual and national cultural and socioeconomic conditions’:
The formulation of this target should be reviewed so as to adequately encapsulate the level of political will and action required to enable real transformative change across society, and the need to eliminate all biodiversity-harmful subsidies. 
The legislative role of governments as well as its responsibility to make information available and facilitate education could be better reflected. 
More clarity as regards the ‘repurposing and reforming’ of incentives and subsidies would also be beneficial. 


	2
	31
	C
	184
	There could be an additional indicator measuring the reduction of exports of recyclable materials (i.e. improvements in local-level recycling)


	2
	31
	A
	187
	A component of the following element ‘T15.1. Sustainable consumption patterns’ could focus on monitoring the demand for wildlife used for direct human consumption (subsistence and commercial), associated risks for the health and welfare of both humans and animal species, and assessing the availability of alternative food sources, in urban contexts in particular.


	2
	31
	C
	192
	Zoo visitors are not necessarily a good reflection of societal knowledge. Indicators should include other surveys to accurately assess public engagement and attitudes towards biodiversity.



	2
	33
	B
	205
	‘Trends in development and application of public incentives that promote biodiversity conservation and sustainable use’ – this needs to include the development of specific criteria and policies aimed at ensuring no harm to nature/biodiversity (or preferably positive impacts) by international investment entities (World Bank, IMF, EIB etc).
Monitoring elements that assess how incentives are redirected, repurposed, reformed or eliminated are also required, to ensure coherence with target 13 wording. 


	2
	33
	C
	205-206
	The OECD’s environmental tax indicator could be used as one of the indicators to assess the following monitoring element ‘Trends in development and application of public incentives that promote biodiversity conservation and sustainable use’.



	2
	33
	B
	207
	Add as an indicator: ‘number/proportion of private companies with nature-positive investment criteria’. 


	2
	37
	B
	232
	‘Trends in awareness of biodiversity values’ – preliminary findings of both the IPBES Values assessment and of the Dasgupta review may contribute to this monitoring element.


	2
	38
	C
	239
	‘Trends in degree to which traditional knowledge and practices are respected through: full integration, participation and safeguards in national implementation of the Strategic Plan (decision X/43)’ – it should be made clear that this concerns ‘traditional knowledge and practices’ where they are shown to be sustainable and equitable.


	Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the draft monitoring framework. We look forward to continuing to constructively engage in the process of developing the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. 



Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int no later than 15 August 2020.
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