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	General comments

	There is a growing recognition that under the post2020 global biodiversity framework, any expansion of protected and conserved areas must be in the right places. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) are sites of significance for the global persistence of biodiversity, and have been identified in all countries and in terrestrial, freshwater and marine realms for some species. While KBAs have not yet been identified for all taxonomic groups and ecosystems in each country, their comprehensiveness will be increased considerably by 2030, given ongoing efforts and the growing interest, resources and tools available. The criteria, published in 2016 (IUCN 2016), used to identify KBAs recognise sites supporting globally significant populations of a species or extent of an ecosystem. KBAs provide a tool that governments can use to focus their efforts to conserve species and ecosystems within each country. For example, KBAs can guide the expansion of networks of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs), and can inform management actions at these sites. KBAs can also be integrated into spatial land- and sea-use plans to mainstream nature across sectors.  KBA identification and conservation could therefore help achieve multiple targets in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. 

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	4
	14
	Goal A: To reduce species extinction risks there needs to be effective conservation of key sites for significant populations of each species. Many of the Key Biodiversity Areas criteria identify sites where there are significant proportion of the global population of one or more species and can therefore guide where species are conserved. Others identify sites of ecological integrity or irreplaceability and important sites for ecosystems. A focus on where to conserve rather than a general percentage reduction of species loss will help guide governments not only what to do but also where to do it. We want to see language in the rationale for this goal mention important sites for biodiversity such as Key Biodiversity Areas as a guide for where the goal could be achieved and propose the following sentence in paragraph 20:

20. The outcomes of conservation and restoration activities for the abundance and diversity of species, genetic diversity and ecosystem functions and services strongly depend on location; spatial targeting is therefore essential to achieve synergies with other aspects of this goal. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) identify sites that are of global importance and can help guide spatial targeting.



	11
	53
	Target 1: we believe it should be possible for each country to develop national spatial plans within the next 10 years and therefore the goal should be 100% of national land/sea should be under spatial planning. Making national assessments of KBAs across multiple taxonomic groups and identifying the connectivity needed between KBAs is a critical component of spatial planning and recognized in the IUCN motion 096/2020 which was adopted by a vote of 100% of government members and of 99% of IUCN non-governmental members (732 votes in total). Spatial planning for biodiversity is only reflected in 3% of NBSAPs currently and in 16% of NBSAP reports. Spatial plans are one of the key tools that can be used to mainstream biodiversity across government sectors and as such are critically important. The spatial plans developed in Target 1 should be referred to as a tool to promote mainstreaming in target 13 as it provides a concrete way governments can incorporate biodiversity planning across sectors. We therefore propose adding the following sentence in bold in the rationale for target 1 in paragraph 53.  “

53. Given competing demands for land and sea areas, comprehensive spatial planning across all landscapes and seascapes (i.e., marine spatial planning) will be needed to allow socioeconomic development to continue while also conserving biodiversity and maintaining ecosystem services in line with the levels of ambition suggested above, and to ensure connectivity between natural habitats. Currently, spatial planning is practiced variously and unevenly among countries. Comprehensive national assessments of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) and incorporation of existing KBAs in national spatial plans will ensure spatial plans are built around globally important sites.   Comprehensive spatial planning would be complemented by protection of specific areas with high biodiversity value (such as KBAs - see proposed target 2), and by measures to reduce the other direct (proposed targets 4-7) and indirect drivers (proposed targets 8, 13-20) of biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation 


	12
	52
	Add KBAs as an example of high biodiversity value because these are recognised by much of the conservation community as such. The paragraph could be worded as follows:

52. In order to put biodiversity on a path to recovery by 2030 in line with the proposed Mission of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, there would need to be a net gain of natural ecosystem area by 2030, while preventing the loss of existing intact and wilderness areas, as well as areas with high biodiversity value (such as Key Biodiversity Areas - see proposed Target 2) or keeping such loss to an absolute minimum……. 

	12
	54
	Target 2: The change in sequence of the elements in this target since the zero draft has weakened it, by shifting the emphasis from conserving important locations for biodiversity to expanding the coverage of protected areas. We strongly recommend that the wording is modified to emphasise the outcome we want to achieve (conserving important locations) before the means of achieving this (expansion of protected and conserved areas). This will help to avoid the result of Aichi Target 11 where protected area expansion typically occurred in places that did not maximize the benefits for biodiversity. 

We propose replacing “protect and conserve” with “effectively conserve”, (a) to emphasize the importance of effectiveness in achieving positive outcomes for nature, rather than simply designating protected and conserved areas, and (b) to avoid the potential contradiction of calling for “protection” through OECMs (which are by definition, not protected areas).

We also propose specifically referring to key biodiversity areas, given these represent by far the largest network of sites of biodiversity importance, identified nationally using standardized criteria.

Furthermore, we propose including the word “equitable”, given the importance that protected and conserved areas are managed equitably.

Finally, we call for specific mention of land, sea and freshwater ecosystems to ensure that expanded coverage of protected and conserved areas is considered for each of these environments individually.

We therefore propose the following language (bold indicates modifications to the current draft).

[bookmark: _GoBack]By 2030, effectively conserve key biodiversity areas and other sites of particular importance for biodiversity through well-connected and equitably managed protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures covering at least 30 per cent of land, sea and freshwater.



	13
	55
	The following language is incorrect in paragraph 55: 
For example, covering all currently identified Alliance for Zero Extinction sites and other Key Biodiversity Areas, hotspots of endemic species, and other areas with a high density of threatened species from the IUCN Red List, would require 2.4 per cent additional to the current terrestrial protected area coverage.4 

This derives from an analytical error in the paper cited. KBAs (including AZE sites) currently cover 8.7% of land and 2.1% of oceans. The area of KBAs outside protected areas represents 4.5% of terrestrial area (we do not know the additional % area that ‘hotspots of endemic species, and other areas with a high density of threatened species’ would add to this). Furthermore, KBAs have NOT been comprehensively identified for all taxonomic groups and ecosystems (which is why we encourage comprehensive assessments as a component of spatial planning in target 1). Application of the criteria in the Global Standard for the identification of KBAs to all species groups and elements of biodiversity will lead to additional sites being identified as KBAs. A simple scoping assessment of species assessed on the IUCN Red List shows that locations outside existing KBAs that may qualify as KBAs cover twice the area of the existing network. While not all of these will be confirmed as KBAs, it is clear that the current network will expand, potentially substantially. ]

We therefore propose that the erroneous sentence in paragraph 55 quoted above is replaced with: “Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs, including Alliance for Zero Extinction sites) currently cover 8.7% of land and 2.1% of oceans. The area of KBAs outside protected areas represents 4.5% of terrestrial area, and will increase, potentially significantly, as KBAs are identified for additional species groups, ecosystems, and other biodiversity features.

	16
	66
	Target 5: ‘Priority sites’ is a term that is not clear and can be interpreted differently at different scales and in different countries. We suggest specifying Key Biodiversity Areas to enable measurable progress towards this objective at a specified and documented suite of important sites for biodiversity. Preliminary estimates suggest that 25% of assessed KBAs are currently threatened by invasive alien species.

We therefore suggest that the wording is revised as follows:

By 2030, manage, and where possible control, pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species, achieving [50%] reduction in the rate of new introductions, and control or eradicate invasive alien species to eliminate or reduce their impacts, including in all affected key biodiversity areas.


	23
	93
	Text here should specifically reference the spatial planning proposed in Target 1, because spatial plans are one of the key tools that can be used to help mainstream biodiversity conservation across sectors, guiding where agriculture/urban expansion and privates sector developments can occur and minimize negative impacts on biodiversity. We would suggest rewording the paragraph as follows:

Further progress towards this target will require a range of actions and many of these will directly or indirectly contribute to the attainment of all of the other proposed targets in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework…….. For such instruments and tools to be effective, they will need to be underpinned by effective biodiversity monitoring and quality biodiversity information (proposed target 19). Spatially explicit plans for biodiversity, as endorsed by the governments and the conservation communityxx,  developed under Target 1, provide one such tool that can be used to mainstream biodiversity conservation across sectors.……. 

xx: https://www.iucncongress2020.org/motion/096 



Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int by 15 March 2021

