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	4
	14
	Like CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/9, we support having a separate goal for ecosystems, rather than a single goal that attempts to integrate ecosystem, species and genetic diversity, for 3 reasons:
1. Ecosystems represent a level of biodiversity that should be targeted for conservation in their own right. The current wording in the updated zero draft implies that ecosystems should only be conserved for the sake of species
2. Ecosystems underpin the three objectives of the CBD: conservation of biodiversity (species and genetic diversity rely mostly on natural ecosystems); the sustainable use of its components; and the sharing of benefits to human well-being. 
3. Management actions for ecosystems, species and human well-being may sometimes be in conflict. A single biodiversity goal fails to address the role of ecosystems in landscape/seascape functions, ecosystem services and hence well-being. Some ecosystem functions do not depend on species, others are species-agnostic, and species-dependent functions are mediated by common species, very rarely threatened species. A separate target for ecosystems enables integration of conservation and sustainability actions without complicating or conflicting goals for species and genes.

	4
	14, 15
	By focussing on area and integrity only, the current ecosystem goal is insufficient to cover core elements of ecosystem change. The goal must address the risk of ecosystem collapse, in addition to area and integrity. When ecosystems collapse, we lose a fundamental part of biodiversity, analogous to the extinction of a species.

Including collapse risk in the goal provides a benchmark for unacceptable declines in ecosystem area and integrity and its consequences for biodiversity and human well-being. It averts the potential perverse outcome of any net change in area or integrity being fungible across or within ecosystems. 

Because ecosystem collapse risk is analogous to considering species extinction risk, alternative wording could include: viability, threat status, threatened ecosystems, or ecosystems at risk of or threatened by collapse, similar to proposed species goals. The ecosystem goal could also refer to resilience, though the concept is slightly different. 

We recommend the following 2050 goal for ecosystems:
Loss in area and integrity of all natural ecosystems is halted from 2020, and reversed by 2050, reducing their risk of collapse.


	4
	14
	Goal A calls for an increase in area of natural ecosystems. Such a goal may result in some perverse outcomes. The area of all ecosystems cannot be increased, while for others it may not be desirable (e.g. increasing outside the original footprint at the expense of other natural ecosystems, e.g. desertification or encroachment of mangroves into saltmarsh). While such a target is nice in its simplicity, it would require caveats and interpretation to achieve the desired outcomes. Aiming to reverse loss (as suggested above) implies restoring ecosystems within their footprint, reducing the risk of perverse outcomes of counting encroachment as a gain.

	4
	15
	We commend the recognition that sustaining ecosystems are essential to meeting all other goal components in Goal A and goals B and C, the Vision, and all three CBD obejctives.

	4
	16
	We broadly agree with the definition of integrity, relating to an ecosystem’s composition (eg species, assemblages), structure (eg connectivity, vertical structure) and function. However, because connectivity is already included in this definition of integrity (via structure and/or function), it should be removed from the goal and addressed instead through indicators of integrity, and referred to in the definition.

	4, 5
	14, 18
	We suggest removing the term ‘net’ because it implies that different components of biodiversity are interchangeable, which could result in perverse outcomes, particularly for threatened ecosystems

	5
	19
	We commend the emphasis on retaining existing ecosystems over restoration, given the timelags, costs and uncertainties of restoration.

	4
	14
	There should be greater symmetry between species and ecosystem goals, in terms of reducing the number of threatened ecosystems and species (or rather, reducing their extinction or collapse risk), reducing extinction and collapse rates, and preventing extinction and ecosystem collapse. 

	5
	23
	What is meant my ‘healthy’ in this case? Disease free? Abundant? A more specific (and less generic) term should be used.

	5
	24, 25
	The emphasis in the supporting text on reducing extinction rates and risks, and preventing extinctions, is not reflected in the goal. Comparable objectives relating to preventing ecosystem collapse should be included.

	11
	51
	Target 1 is unclear, vague, and appears to focus on the mechanism (spatial planning) rather than the outcome (retaining and restoring ecosystems), suggesting the target can be met by the use of planning processes rather than through ecosystem retention and restoration. 

The target attempts to cover multiple items that may be better addressed as separate targets (or distinct target components, as per below) on: 
1) retaining ecosystems, and thus addressing land-use change as a key threatening process; 
2) on restoration and recovery of ecosystem area and integrity, which is analogous to the new T3 (on recovery of species). This could in fact be encapsulated in an expanded Target 3.

These targets components should be separated because of their very different mechanisms, timeframes and likelihood of success. Retaining ecosystems avoids the cost, uncertainty, low success rates, and decades-long lags associated with restoration, providing the most direct way of sustaining biodiversity and ecosystem services. Restoration provides the only pathway for recovery of ecosystems that are degraded or lost from a given area, particularly those that are most threatened. However the uncertainty and time-lags mean that restoration cannot justify or compensate for continued degradation of existing ecosystems.

We provide alternative phrasing for Target 1:

By 2030, sustain the world's ecosystems by: 
a)	retaining area and integrity of all ecosystems, in particular intact and threatened ecosystems, relative to a 2020 reference level;
b)	implementing actions across [X%] of the planet to restore area and integrity of degraded natural ecosystems [by Y%] and reduce collapse risk;
c)	using integrated spatial planning to address water/land/sea-use change.
 


	13
	58
	Target 3 address species recovery. A target clause around active ecosystem recovery might be better suited to this target, rather than target 1 (which could then address land-use change only). This would increase the symmetry of species and ecosystem targets.

	14
	60
	Target 3 includes reducing human wildlife conflict, which seems strangely placed in a target about recovery. This clause would be better suited to Target 4, which could then address unsustainable use and wildlife conflict, which are two ways of harmful interactions between species and ecosystems. In contrast, target 3 could focus on positive actions for management and recovery of species and ecosystems (the optimisitic target). 

	21
	Target 11
	Target 11 should include improving the benefits of urban green/blue spaces for biodiversity, as well as the benefits from biodiversity. This would draw closer parallels with Target 9, on improved management of agricultural and other managed ecosystems for biodiversity
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