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	General comments

	It is inevitable that gaps will remain for some time in the availability of suitable indicators with global data for some of the goals and targets in the Global Biodiversity Framework.  In such cases it should be possible to make at least some assessments using other sources.  The Convention on Migratory Species has considered this issue in relation to assessment of progress in implementing the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 (https://www.cms.int/en/document/strategic-plan-migratory-species-2015-2023-4), and has provided for two ways of addressing it.

First, the indicator identified for assessing progress towards a particular target in the Plan is defined in a number of cases as “National Report data”; and relevant specific questions have accordingly been included in the format for National Reports (submitted by Parties to each COP) to generate the requisite information.  Second, for targets without any other available indicators, where capacity for continuous regular data production does not exist and where no other solution is available for the time being, it is anticipated to use occasional “one-off” studies to fill the gap.

Similar approaches may be worth considering for any parts of the Global Biodiversity Framework where a similar lack of other options persists for a while.
An additional target which was discussed during the OEWG2 concerns “Enhancing synergies between the various biodiversity related conventions and other relevant MEAs to contribute to effective implementation of the framework at national, regional, bilateral, transboundary and international levels as well as of its monitoring and review”. The details of this target will be discussed at Bern II workshop: 

	Specific Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	1
	2
	A
	1-28
	The references in column A to “terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems” carry a risk that attention to intertidal ecosystems may not be sufficient, if the overall scheme is framed in this three-category way.  The problem is highlighted by the fact that in column B at rows 11 and 12 it has been necessary to adapt the wording to “marine and coastal ecosystems”, thereby creating some inconsistency.  Notwithstanding the fact that reference is made to mangroves in rows 5-7 and to saltmarsh in row 11, other ecosystems such as tidal flats, estuarine waters, rocky shorelines and cliffs must not escape attention.  It would be advisable therefore to amend the two references in column A that currently read “terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems” to read instead “terrestrial, freshwater, coastal and marine ecosystems”.

	1
	2-3
	B
	15-28
	It is suggested to include an additional monitoring element related to “Trends in ecosystem connectivity”.

	1
	2
	C
	15
	The table mentions forest fragmentation, but does not currently specify any indicator for it.  Some such indicators have been developed for specific studies at national level (e.g. USA, Paraguay, India), and the European Joint Research Centre has assisted FAO with a forest fragmentation indicator for its recent State of the World’s Forests report (see https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/en/publication/fao-state-world-s-forests-forest-fragmentation ).  It should therefore be possible to build on these methodologies to produce a general indicator (forest fragmentation index) for wider use.

	1
	2-3
	B
	15-28
	The various ecosystems mentioned in the suggested monitoring elements for “trends in fragmentation” currently do not mention rivers.  Although strictly speaking rivers are included in the definition of “inland wetlands”, the suggested indicators in column C for inland wetlands (rows 27-28) will not address fragmentation.  Methods for assessing river fragmentation (and the corollary, “free flowing rivers”), such as a Dendritic Connectivity Index and a River Fragmentation Index, have however been used by the World Resources Institute, the European Environment Agency and others – see for example https://www.grida.no/resources/5633 , https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-019-1111-9?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=newsletter_axiosscience&stream=science , https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/rra.3386 and https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/10/1/015001/meta .  This can be especially important for migratory fish species.

	1
	3
	C
	17-21
	For the monitoring element “Trends in fragmentation and quality of dry and sub-humid lands, grasslands, and other terrestrial ecosystems”, it would be valuable to develop a new indicator addressing trends in the length of barrier infrastructures that are modified to reduce fragmentation of ecosystems, in the functional sense of the migratory movements of their constituent animals (such modifications including for example removal of fences and construction of underpasses).

	1
	3
	C
	29-35
	In the case of most of the indices mentioned here, provision should be made for various specific sub-indices that disaggregate the datasets to relate to particular sub-sets of interest matching particular global policy mandates in support of the Global Biodiversity Framework.  This principle already appears in the table at row 28, where a disaggregation of the Red List Index to address the sub-set “wetland species” is mentioned, which will act as an indicator relating to the contribution of the Ramsar Convention.  Disaggregations of the sub-set “migratory species” should similarly be considered, to provide indicators specifically relating to the contribution of the Convention on Migratory Species.  This would address effects of changes in connectivity on the status of the species as assessed though species indices such as the Red List Index, Living Planet Index and Wild Bird Index, as suggested by the Gandhinagar Declaration https://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/cms_cop13_res.13.1_gandhinagar-declaration_e.pdf .

	2
	8
	C
	1
	For its application to biodiversity more generally, it would be worth exploring the scope to adapt the SDG “water cooperation” indicator mentioned here to address the proportion of trans-frontier zones over which formal biodiversity-related cooperation arrangements exist.  In the context of Target 1 this would have particular relevance to coherent spatial planning for shared ecosystems of importance for migratory species.

	2
	8
	A
	6-22
	Component T1.2 (“Prevention of reduction and fragmentation of natural habitats due to land/sea use change”) would be better if it were worded as “Prevention of reduction and fragmentation of natural habitats and disruption of ecological processes due to land/sea use change”.  Otherwise it will not fully reflect the element of “connectivity” mentioned in Target 1.  (The definition of ecological connectivity adopted under the Convention on Migratory Species is “the unimpeded movement of species and the flow of natural processes that sustain life on Earth”).  This would then also be more consistent with a number of the listed monitoring elements (column B) which refer to “change in ecosystems”, i.e. addressing ecosystem change in a wider sense than merely the reduction or fragmentation of habitats.  Although many of the suggested available indicators do concentrate on habitat extent, others imply wider aspects of ecosystem condition and functioning.

	2
	8
	C
	6-22
	The indicator on trends in the length of barrier infrastructures proposed in the comments on Goal A in Table 1 above (lines 17-22) concerning fragmentation of ecosystems is also relevant here.

	2
	10
	B
	30-34
	Component T.1.5 is critically important.  “Trends in habitat connectivity” is not the correct monitoring element to match this component, however (“Maintenance and restoration of connectivity of natural ecosystems”), or indeed Target 1 itself, which refers to connectivity among ecosystems.  The monitoring element should instead read “Trends in ecosystem connectivity”.  Connectivity in ecosystems is not only a matter of habitats, but relates also to flows of natural processes and movement of the species that form part of the ecosystems (see the adopted definition of ecological connectivity referred to in comment on Table 2 rows 6-22 above).

	2
	10
	C
	30-34
	The forest and river fragmentation indices referred to in the comments on Goal A in Table 1 above are also relevant here.

	2
	10
	C
	30-34
	In relation to the element of component T.1.5 that relates to restoration of connectivity, it would be valuable to develop a new indicator addressing trends in the length of barrier infrastructures that are modified to restore natural ecosystem connectivity, in the functional sense of the migratory movements of the ecosystem’s constituent animals (such modifications including for example removal of fences and construction of underpasses).  (See also comment on Goal A in Table 1 above).

	2
	10
	C
	30-34
	There is a need to develop other indicators here to address the functional aspects of ecological connectivity, and in particular the way these operate between areas that are not necessarily contiguous (e.g. through the movements of species, including migratory animals and plant propagules etc.).  The proposed migratory species disaggregation of the Red List Index (row 33) is relevant to this, and the Living Planet Index and Wild Bird Index may also be relevant, as highlighted in the Gandhinagar Declaration https://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/cms_cop13_res.13.1_gandhinagar-declaration_e.pdf ; but other more targeted and responsive measures are required in addition. 

	2
	12
	C
	49-50
	Component T.2.5 and the accompanying monitoring element in column B are highly important.  As with T.1.5 above there is a need to develop other indicators here to address the functional aspects of ecological connectivity.  The two existing indicators mentioned (“PARC-Connectedness” and “ProtConn”) address aspects of habitat connectedness, but they do not go far into “ecological connectivity” as the latter has now been defined (see comment on Table 2 rows 6-22 above); in particular by not addressing connectivity between non-contiguous areas (for example those that are protected or conserved as part of an ecological network for migratory species).  Concepts of “network coherence” (as espoused for example by the Convention on Migratory Species) are likely to offer an important contribution to the thinking required.

	2
	12-13
	C
	56-60
	The Strategic Plan for Migratory Species (https://www.cms.int/en/document/strategic-plan-migratory-species-2015-2023-4 ) includes an indicator (6.1: “Trends in implementation of measures designed to minimize impacts of fisheries and hunting on migratory species, their habitats and their migratory routes”) which should be able to make some contribution towards component T4.1.

	2
	13
	B
	60
	Indicators developed to address the monitoring element “Trends in measures ensuring safe harvesting operations” will need to ensure that “safe harvesting” is assessed not only in terms of safety for the target organisms, but also for the unintentional mortality or bycatch of non-target organisms.  In fact some parts of an indicator suite for this element could conceivably focus specifically on the bycatch aspect.

	2
	14
	B
	68-69
	It would be helpful for the monitoring element here (“Trends in development of control and management measures for pathways for introduction”) to be expressed more particularly as “Trends in development of effective control and management measures for pathways for introduction”.  The word “effective” would then be a way of signalling that desired trends in restricting pathways for IAS should not at the same time involve the undesired impeding of the natural movement (i.e. the ecological connectivity) of other (native, non-invasive) species.

	2
	16
	B-C
	92
	For the monitoring element “Trends in levels of pollution from lead” it is important to specify the trends in levels of use of lead in ammunition and fishing weights. A possible indicator supported by the Convention on Migratory Species would be “Number of countries phasing out lead in ammunition and fishing weights”.

	2
	16
	B
	93
	For the monitoring element “Trends in levels of pollution from noise” it is important to consider underwater noise too.

	2
	16
	B-C
	91-95
	It is suggested to consider an additional monitoring element “Trends in levels of use of veterinary pharmaceuticals harmful to wildlife”. These include the non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs) which have the potential of causing the extinction of certain species of birds e.g. vultures. A possible indicator supported by the Convention on Migratory Species would be “Number of countries that close loopholes for the use of pharmaceuticals products on livestock directed at humans”.

	2
	18
	C
	105-109
	For the monitoring element “Trends in sustainable fisheries management”, in addition to the indicators listed, it could be worth investigating the scope for developing indicators specifically addressing bycatch, conceivably drawing both on trends in monitored levels of the bycatch itself and on trends in the application of relevant mitigation measures.  (This would complement the assessment of monitoring element “Trends in population and extinction risk in bycatch species – see rows 110-111).

	2
	19
	C
	110-111
	A determined effort needs to be made to expand the capability of the RLI and LPI disaggregations mentioned here, to cover other bycatch-prone taxonomic groups beyond the ones that are currently covered.

	2
	37
	C
	232-233
	The Strategic Plan for Migratory Species (https://www.cms.int/en/document/strategic-plan-migratory-species-2015-2023-4 ) includes an indicator (1.1: “Levels of engagement in World Migratory Bird Day and similar events”) which should be able to make some contribution towards component T19.2.


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