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	General comments

	On behalf of the Pesticide Action Network UK (PAN-UK), I am pleased to submit the following comments.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	40
	139(c)
	Please note that insecticides are one among many types of pesticides. The word “pesticides” refers to insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, molluscicides, miticides, rodenticides, etc. 

Perhaps an alternative wording could be: ‘Various biocides, including pesticides such as insecticides and herbicides, are used globally.’

	40
	139(c)
	In accordance with this statement; ‘Further the use of certain types of pesticides have been found to be particularly detrimental for certain types of biodiversity, such as pollinators.’,
We suggest that a target to ‘phase out highly hazardous pesticides (HHPs) in agriculture by 2030’ should be incorporated into Target 6. 

A target to phase out HHPs is consistent with:
· The FAO/WHO Guidelines on Highly Hazardous Pesticides (2016)
· The FAO Council statement on HHPs in 2006: FAO (2006) Report of the Council of FAO, 131st Session, Rome, 20-25 November 2006 (CL 131/REP)
SAICM (Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management): UNEP. 2015. Report of the International Conference on Chemicals Management on the work of its fourth session. Resolution IV/3.  SAICM/ICCM.4/15. p47.

In addition, targets or indicators should also include reducing pesticide load, treatment area, frequency of application and toxicity with respect to: biodiversity, sensitive species, terrestrial (above & below ground) and aquatic ecosystem health, ecosystem services (e.g. pollination, natural pest control, provision of clean drinking water and beneficial soil communities, etc.) and human health. 
References to identify HHPs: 
· PAN Updated List of HHPs (2021): http://pan-international.org/wp-content/uploads/PAN_HHP_List.pdf
· UNEP on HHPs: https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/emerging-issues/highly-hazardous-pesticides-hhps
· UNEP/SAICM page on HHPs: http://www.saicm.org/EmergingPolicyIssues/Highlynbsp;Hazardousnbsp;Pesticides/tabid/5479/language/en-US/Default.aspx
· Consider also  impacts on aquatic algae, aquatic invertebrates, fish (chronic), small mammals, avian (acute & reproductive); beneficials (earthworms, pollinators, natural enemies). See examples in Jepson et al, 2020: https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(19)30266-9/fulltext
References on Pesticide Load: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0264837717306002
· includes three sub-indicators for human health, ecotoxicology and environmental fate.
· These can be tailored to focus more on biodiversity; 


	40
	139(c)
	More references that highlight impacts of pesticides on biodiversity include:

Geiger, F., Bengtsson, J., Berendse, F., Weisser, W. W., Emmerson, M., Morales, M. B., et al. (2010). Persistent negative effects of pesticides on biodiversity and biological control potential on European farmland. Basic Appl. Ecol. 11, 97–105. doi: 10.1016/j.baae.2009.12.001

Sánchez-Bayo, F., and Wyckhuys, K. A. (2019). Worldwide decline of the entomofauna: a review of its drivers. Biol. Conserv. 232, 8–27. doi: 10.1016/j.biocon.2019.01.020

Brühl, C. A. & Zaller, J. G. (2019). Biodiversity Decline as a Consequence of an Inappropriate Environmental Risk Assessment of Pesticides. Frontiers in Environmental Science 7(177).
https://www.pan-europe.info/old/Resources/Briefings/Pesticides_and_the_loss_of_biodiversity.pdf
[bookmark: _GoBack]

	42
	143
	We suggest you replace ‘In some cases, improved yields and/or incomes can accompany reductions in pesticide use.’ with ‘In many cases, improved yields and/or incomes can accompany reductions in pesticide use, especially when using agroecological approaches.’ As there are now many published studies that support this. See, for example:

HLPE, 2019. Agroecological and other innovative approaches for sustainable agriculture and food systems that enhance food security and nutrition. A report by the High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and Nutrition of the Committee on World Food Security, Rome. http://www.fao.org/3/ca5602en/ca5602en.pdf  


	42
	143
	It is also worth noting that not all drivers of pesticide use are agronomic, see for example:

Clapp, J. (2021). Explaining Growing Glyphosate Use: The Political Economy of Herbicide-Dependent Agriculture. Global Environmental Change 67: 102239.


	54
	175
	We strongly recommend that the phrase “reducing productivity gaps” should be removed from Target 9. Rather than focusing on increasing production, we suggest that this target should include specific targets to improve livelihoods and ecosystem health (e.g. pollinator and soil health) in agricultural and managed ecosystems. Also, specific targets on sustainability and resilience seem to be absent?  A more holistic and robust target is thus needed. 

Our suggested alternative wording for Target 9 is: ‘Conserve and enhance the sustainable use of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems, as a means to increase their sustainability, productivity and resilience by supporting farmer seed systems and ecosystem-based approaches, such as agroecology and indigenous people’s food systems, increasing the area dedicated to these systems by [x%].’

Over the past decade, numerous high-level panels of experts, intergovernmental and UN bodies, and scientific publications affirm that an agroecological transformation of agricultural systems is the most robust and appropriate response to ensuring the conservation of biodiversity, while promoting climate stabilization, healthy food, nutrition and diets, and system resilience. See, for example:

HLPE, 2019. Agroecological and other innovative approaches for sustainable agriculture and food systems that enhance food security and nutrition. A report by the High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and Nutrition of the Committee on World Food Security, Rome. http://www.fao.org/3/ca5602en/ca5602en.pdf  
International Panel of Experts on Sustainable Food Systems (IPES-Food), 2016. From Uniformity to Diversity. http://www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/UniformityToDiversity_FULL.pdf  
IPBES. 2019. Summary for policymakers of the global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. https://ipbes.net/global-assessment  
Global Alliance for the Future of Food (2019): Beacons of Hope. https://foodsystemstransformations.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/BeaconsOfHope_Report_082019.pdf
Ricciardi, V., Mehrabi, Z., Wittman, H. et al. Higher yields and more biodiversity on smaller farms. Nat Sustain (2021). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00699-2


	54
	176
	While we commend the mention of ‘agroecological principles’ in this paragraph, we strongly suggest bringing this term to the forefront of interventions to support biodiversity within agriculture. Neither “productive” nor “sustainable” are useful or meaningful terms for determining progress away from practices that are detrimental to biodiversity. In addition, agroecology and the other examples provided are not examples of sustainable intensification, thus we feel that the term ‘sustainable intensification’ is incorrectly applied and should be removed from the text as the overarching approach on how to achieve Target 9. In the UNEP (2021) Making Peace with Nature report, sustainable intensification and agroecology are treated as separate approaches. The authors of the report also highlight that intensified agricultural landscapes where the use-intensity is already high would also benefit from de-intensification. This is worth highlighting in this document.

We thus suggest replacing this paragraph with wording such as:

A number of possible actions can be taken to support biodiversity within agricultural and managed ecosystems. Most of these actions centre around designing or redesigning systems based on agroecological principles that enhance ecological processes and reduce the need for external inputs such as fertilizers and pesticides. Such systems value, inter alia: diversification; mixed cultivation; intercropping; cultivar mixtures; habitat management techniques for crop-associated biodiversity; biological pest control; improvement of soil structure and health; biological nitrogen fixation; and recycling of nutrients, energy and waste (HLPE, 2019).

HLPE, 2019. Agroecological and other innovative approaches for sustainable agriculture and food systems that enhance food security and nutrition. A report by the High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and Nutrition of the Committee on World Food Security, Rome. http://www.fao.org/3/ca5602en/ca5602en.pdf  


Also, see for example:
Colbach, N., Petit, S., Chauvel, B., Deytieux, V., Lechenet, M., Munier-Jolain, N. & Cordeau, S. (2020). The Pitfalls of Relating Weeds, Herbicide Use, and Crop Yield: Don't Fall Into the Trap! A Critical Review. Frontiers in Agronomy 2(33).


	54
	177
	Is there any published evidence to support the statement: ‘Productivity increases are also needed to avoid the conversion of natural ecosystems’? According to Byerlee et al. (2014), this is not accepted scientifically and the authors even highlight that on the agricultural frontier, crop intensification has been a major driver of deforestation. While we understand the argument that if sufficient food is produced to meet the demands of the growing human population, there is less pressure to convert natural land to agriculture at a global level. At a local to national level, Byerlee et al. (2014) highlight that intensification that raises profitability and returns to land can provide incentives to expand land area (e.g.  in Indonesia, even though rice productivity per unit land area has increased in recent years, the government is currently converting non-agricultural land to rice, see: https://news.mongabay.com/2020/08/indonesia-mega-rice-estate-project-kalimantan-borneo-peat-wetland/). Thus, to our knowledge, the notion that increasing productivity will prevent conversion of natural ecosystems is not sufficiently supported by the evidence. 

See: Byerlee, D., Stevenson, J. & Villoria, N. (2014). Does intensification slow crop land expansion or encourage deforestation? Global Food Security 3(2): 92-98.


	54
	177
	Shouldn’t the phrase ‘reducing pollinator-dependent yield deficits’ rather be ‘reducing pollination deficits’?

	54
	179
	More examples of alternative indicators to productivity gaps are lacking: e.g. total system productivity, and targets to improve livelihoods and ecosystem health (e.g. pollinator and soil health) in agricultural and managed ecosystems. 

	71
	235
	2nd sentence: We suggest that Target 6 (pollution) should also be added to list of targets requiring cross-coordination within this sentence.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Additional rows can be added to this table by selecting “Table” followed by “insert” and “rows below”



Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int by 23 April 2021. Please note that review comments previously sent on document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.2 will be considered in the revision of this document and there is no need to resend comments already submitted.

