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	General comments

	We thank the Secretariat for this very valuable document that gives a very comprehensive, but succinct, scientific and technical basis for our deliberations on the proposed Global Biodiversity Framework. We also appreciate the challenge in supplying relevant information regarding such a broad and complex substance matter. Most of our questions and suggestions below concern additions to the texts, that would further increase the usefulness of the document and facilitate our work preparing for OEWG-3.


	The information documents mentioned on page 2 are not available yet, which means that the views given below have not considered any information contained in those documents.


	This document does not specifically address the milestones or the goal and target components, which should also be given a scientific and technical background and justification.


	The texts presented in this document, on each goal and target, often cover a broader subject than what is included in the actual suggested goal or target formulation. The texts often contain conclusions on what is needed to achieve the 2050 vision, regarding specific parameters, but those conclusions are not always reflected in the suggested goal/target formulation, indicating that the goals/targets are not always as relevant as they should be. An analysis of whether the suggested goal and target formulations actually cover what is regarded as relevant would be most welcome. The suggested goal and target components, as presented in CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.1, may offer a means to clarify the scope of each goal and target, without making the goals and targets themselves too lengthy and complicated, but presently those components are not used to that effect.


	For each goal and target a comparison with the level of ambition in the Aichi targets should be presented.


	There is a need for a discussion on suitable baselines for each goal and target that sets numerical values for metrics that should increase or decrease. This is particularly important for goals and targets on restoration, where the targeted outcome of a restoration activity is not necessarily the state in 2020. There should also be a discussion on the difference between choosing a baseline for a goal or target, and setting a reference point for an indicator, which would be more influenced by the availability of data, than by the desirability of a certain outcome.


	In several instances the document mentions human rights aspects addressing inequality, poverty, justice and inclusion, rights of IPLC’s. The document thus provides reasoning for the GBF to include a stronger human rights based approach. A human rights based approach is indeed key to achieve the 2050 vision through transformative change. Transformation to sustainability means (according to IPBES) i.a. addressing inequalities, especially regarding income and gender, which undermine the capacity for sustainability, ensuring inclusive decision-making and the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from the use of and adherence to human rights in conservation decisions. In para 122 it is stated that some of these issues are only partially addressed in target 20.

More substantial information is needed in this document on the interlinkages and synergies between recognition and fulfillment of human rights, and the halting of biodiversity loss. This would include the right to a clean, healthy environment, indigenous rights as set out in UNDRIP, and protection of environment defenders in order to ensure a human rights based approach throughout the GBF goals and targets.


	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	
	
	II. Relationship between the vision and proposed mission, goals and targets

	3
	11
	This paragraph describes two levels of ambition for 2030, with either a no net loss (A) or inflexion point before 2030 (B). This paragraph should present an analysis of the consequences of choosing alternative B rather than alternative A, in terms of the possibility to meet the 2050 vision. Regarding the extent of natural ecosystems, the last sentence of paragraph 18 implies that only alternative A would be sufficient to reach the vision by 2050. Is this a general conclusion for most biodiversity metrics? What is the situation for other metrics employed in the goals, such as integrity of ecosystems, status of threatened species, and genetic variation? Here it should also be stressed that ongoing losses in many cases are irreversible. For genetic diversity, for example, new variation is provided by mutations, which is a random, very slow process to generate new diversity that has been lost (hundreds of thousands of generations). Thus, only alternative A would be compatible within the 2050 vision.


	
	
	Goal A

	4
	16
	The information document CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/9 gives a fuller description of what is meant by “natural ecosystems”, which of course cannot be repeated in full here, but it should be noted that “natural ecosystems” do not exclude the possibility that humans live and support themselves within such ecosystems, in the way many indigenous peoples actually do.

The term “integrity” needs a fuller definition here, as the goal expresses a quantitative change in integrity. Integrity does refer to compositional, functional, structural and spatial components of ecosystems, but what should the state of those components be to ensure integrity? Which are the measurable parameters, and what values should they attain? The glossary provided in the document CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11 could possibly form the basis for a decision on definitions needed to underpin most goal and target deliberations.


	5
	18
	It is important to recognize that significant net increases of the extent of some ecosystems may not be achievable (e.g. for coral reef ecosystems) and then full emphasis must be put on avoiding further loss, while improving integrity and connectivity.

What is the scientific justification for expressing the increase in both area, connectivity and integrity as one percentage? How can three such different metrics be combined in one measurement? Or, if the goal is to be interpreted to say “X%, respectively”, what is the scientific basis for setting the same numerical value in the goal? This paragraph states that 10-15% increase in area would be needed to meet the 2050 vision. How large increases in integrity and connectivity would be needed? The same question applies to the 2030 milestones: given what needs to be achieved by 2050, how large increases in area, connectivity and integrity are needed by 2030? The last sentence of this paragraph indicates that at minimum no net loss in area, i.e. 0% increase, is needed by 2030.

We note that INF/9 (page 11) considers a 20% increase in area of natural ecosystems to confer good alignment with the 2050 vision, and the authors of that document would include 20% in the goal formulation. How does this relate to the 10-15% described as needed in this paragraph?

This paragraph should give guidance on the feasibility to express ecosystem connectivity and integrity as quantitative metrics. How is connectivity and integrity measured and what would a percentage change mean? Would it be better to express a goal for connectivity and integrity in relative terms, e.g. that there should be enough connectivity and integrity to support viable and resilient populations of living organisms?

The specification “across all ecosystem types” needs clarification. It should be read to mean that for each ecosystem type there is a need to increase the area by 10-15%, and not only as an average. This goal component needs safeguards, so that it will not be achieved simply by increasing the area of certain ecosystem types, and neglecting others.

The level of ambition of the suggested goal should be discussed in relation to Aichi target 5, that states that by 2020 the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and where feasible brought close to zero. It would appear that the suggested goal A is less ambitious, as it does not explicitly address loss of natural habitats as such. This paragraph should offer guidance, from a scientific perspective, on how goal A should be formulated to at least match the level of ambition of Aichi target 5.


	5
	19
	The safeguards discussed in this paragraph are very important. Please elaborate on how such safeguards could be designed, and where they would be included, if not in the goal formulation itself. This paragraph addresses the risk that the goal will be gamed, so that natural ecosystems continue to be exploited, while compensation measures do not deliver “the same or similar” qualities. It should be made very clear that full restoration is costly, difficult and even impossible in many cases. This paragraph should also address what kind of compensatory measures would be regarded as appropriate. For example, compensation in terms of exploiting one hectare of a natural ecosystem, and instead increasing the conservation status of another hectare, does not constitute “no net loss”, rather just net loss.

The goal as now formulated does not specify any safeguards, and it does not address the need to preserve critical ecosystems.

This paragraph should also explore the feasibility and consequences of letting goal A address halting the loss of natural ecosystems and restoration as two separate quantities, instead of combining them into a net change in area, connectivity and integrity, to avoid the risks described in this paragraph.


	5
	21
	Yes, areas beyond “natural” ecosystems are also extremely important for biodiversity and ecosystem services, and there should be a goal component for conservation and sustainable use in managed ecosystems as well. But where? It would not be appropriate to simply include “all” ecosystems in goal A, as the metrics involved would be quite different, as would any numerical value assigned. It could be included in goal A as a separate sub-goal, if the goal components were to be treated and formulated as sub-goals, otherwise the managed ecosystems, and their sustainable use, should be included in goal B. It would be particularly valuable to have a discussion on where to deal with “semi-natural” ecosystems, that often are extensively managed, but still retain many of the qualities for biodiversity of natural ecosystems. It is important that it is made clear that in many parts of the world, not least in Europe, semi-natural habitats, such as semi-natural grasslands are highly threatened habitats that harbour a large number of red-listed species.


	5
	23
	The term “healthy” is not unambiguous. It could mean a demographically and genetically viable population, or a population not suffering from diseases or parasites, or a population that does not cause health problems for other species (including humans). If the term is to be used in a goal formulation it needs a clear definition. For the intent of goal A, demographically and genetically viable populations allowing long-term survival and adaptability are most relevant.

The statement “conserving species diversity and abundance…. directly conserves genetic diversity” is not correct. Genetic diversity can be lost irrespective of species diversity, and large, recovered populations can have low genetic diversity. Large, manipulated populations (through hunting, fishing, release activities, etc) can experience loss and/or change of genetic integrity without a decrease in population size.

For consistency of the use of “integrity”, please add “structure” to “(structure, functioning and composition)”


	6
	24
	The 68% decline refers to an index based on vertebrates only. This index has recently been questioned, as it was shown to be rather sensitive to outliers among the data points. If a small number of declining populations are removed from the data set, the average appears to be stable, instead of a 68% decline. But if the same proportion of the most rapidly increasing populations are also removed, the average decline is still 42% (https://www.zsl.org/blogs/science/the-living-planet-index--data-analysis-clusters-and-biodiversity-loss). While being a valuable global indicator, this index balances the negative and positive population changes, as if an increase in species A would compensate for a decline in species B. That is not necessarily the case. The fact that many populations are declining in abundance and distribution should be seen as a problem, irrespective of the fact that other populations increase.

A 68% decline in population abundance is also expected to result in drastic decrease of genetic diversity and will affect also very large populations that are reduced in size. Large populations (10,000 – 1,000,000) that are reduce by 68% are expected to lose 50-70% of their gene variants (Hoban et al 2021, BioScience, in press).


	6
	25
	Yes, it will be necessary to reduce both the extinction rate and the extinction risk, but that is not what the present goal formulation expresses. The goal says that the number of threatened species should be reduced by X%. That could be achieved simply by letting threatened species go extinct. The extinction rate and risk could be more directly addressed through goal formulations that prescribe that no species becomes threatened or goes extinct due to human-induced factors, and that known threatened species have recovered. The goal should address extinction rate and risk directly. The authors of INF/9 state (pages 14-15) that a 90% reduction in extinction rates by 2030 is needed, as is a reduced extinction risk for at least 50% of threatened species by 2030, and for all species by 2050, to meet the 2050 vision.

The last part of the paragraph should be changed into: “as well as to maintain or increase the population abundances and the geographical extent of all species, within their natural ranges.” The current formulation to “improve ... the natural geographical extent of all species” would imply that we should introduce species outside their natural ranges, i.e. increasing the number of alien species.


	6
	26
	This paragraph states that extinction rates should be brought as close as possible to background levels by 2050. There is however nothing in the goal formulation that specifies such a goal.

The footnote 16 states that some estimates suggest that the background rate of extinction is approximately 1 extinction per million species per year. There are also estimates that put that figure at 0.1, i.e. ten times less (De Vos et al. 2014. Conservation Biology 29:452-462, doi 10.1111/cobi.12380).

The goal and the milestone are formulated as numerical values for the percentage reduction in the number of species that are threatened. This paragraph says it would be feasible to reduce the proportion of threatened species by 2030. By how much? And how much would be needed, by 2030 and 2050, respectively, to achieve the 2050 vision?

This paragraph also discusses principles for prioritization among threatened species, and highlights ecological function as one basis for such choices. The problem is that many threatened species have already lost their impact on ecosystem functions, as their abundances are so low. The criterion should thus be the potential ecological role of the species, if recovered, not their present impact.

The level of ambition of the suggested goal should be discussed in relation to Aichi target 12, that states that by 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and their conservation status, particularly of those most in decline, has been improved and sustained. It would appear that the suggested goal A is considerably less ambitious, as it does not address extinction rate explicitly, and it does not demand an improvement in the conservation status of all threatened species, only a fraction of them, even by 2050. This paragraph should offer guidance, from a scientific perspective, on how goal A should be formulated to at least match the level of ambition of Aichi target 12.


	6
	27
	This paragraph addresses the local abundance of populations, which is certainly an important factor. The draft goal formulation does not however specify any change in abundances of species. The milestone includes the goal to increase the average abundance of species by X% by 2030. By how much should abundances increase by 2030, and by 2050, to achieve the 2050 vision? The paragraph mentions that at least current levels should be maintained by 2030, which is the same as saying that X=0%. If we assume that average vertebrate population sizes in 1970 (as in the Living Planet Index) should be the goal for 2050, then X=200% by 2050. Is this achievable, and sufficient?

This paragraph should also address the relationship between local population abundance, population distribution, and total population size. It would not be sufficient to increase population abundance only where the species now occurs, but the distribution should also be restored, to cover as much as possible of the natural distribution. The second sentence should thus be amended to read: “... and progressively increase the distribution and abundance of populations of species ...”

There is a problem with formulating an abundance goal in terms of average abundance, as an increase in species A does not necessarily compensate for a decline in species B, especially if species A is an invasive alien species. This paragraph should explore the possibility to formulate a goal expressing that populations that have decreased in numbers (which are not only threatened species) should have recovered to a certain abundance by 2030 and 2050. That abundance could be expressed as the natural density within the natural range, or as the abundance needed for the species to perform its ecological functions (expressed as “functional role recovered” by the authors of INF/9, page 15). The reference to “healthy and resilient populations of all species” in the suggested goal formulation is not specific enough on this.


	7
	30
	Yes, it is important to address the genetic diversity of both wild and domesticated species, but the suggested goal does not do that. The statements here are insufficiently reflected in the goal and in the targets, which currently lack any reference to genetic diversity.

Regarding the link between genetic diversity and benefits to people, two recent reviews of the state-of-the-art knowledge in genetic diversity (Des Roches et al 2021, Nature Ecology and Evolution; Stange et al 2020, Nature Reviews Genetics) strongly support the role of genetic diversity for nature’s contributions to people, including in pollination, carbon sequestration, wild food provisioning, nutrient cycles, habitat formation, greater species diversity, culture, and more. They also highlight genetic diversity providing resilience to climate change, especially in hyper-diverse ecosystems such as coral reefs and seagrass systems.

With regard to the last sentence of this paragraph: to allow efficient natural selection and evolution to continue, large populations are needed with genetically effective population sizes (Ne) of at least 500.


	7
	31
	The statement that there is limited information on the status of genetic diversity of wild species is misleading. Genetic diversity has been assessed in hundreds of species and is eroding as a result of habitat and population loss, direct harvest, disease, intensive agriculture and extreme climate events. A recent study documented 6% global loss of genetic diversity over the past 100 years, and 28% loss for island species, while another showed 12% lower genetic diversity in harvested fish than non-harvested fish (Leigh et al 2019, Evolutionary Applications; Pinsky & Palumbi 2013, Molecular Ecology).

The statement that genetic diversity of major crops is comparatively well conserved ex situ may give the impression that there are no threats to the genetic diversity of domesticated species, which is not the case. There is an ongoing loss of genetic diversity, especially among land races of plants and animals.


	7
	32
	This paragraph states that the quantitative goal for genetic variation could be given as 90% by 2050. This is reasonable, but we note that plant conservation often aims for a minimum of 95% of genetic diversity maintained in perpetuity (Marshall and Brown 1975, CSIRO), and thus the ambition could be increased to 95%. This is feasible, yet ambitious, and is measurable directly with genetic data and indirectly via acceptable proxies. The goal formulation itself does however not state any numerical value, and there is no milestone on any genetic parameter. The suggested goal A is weak and vague with respect to genetic diversity. The strong importance of genetic diversity for all populations, species, ecosystems and mankind, supported by scientific data since decades, is not reflected in the goal formulation. Similarly, available, scientifically supported conservation genetic guiding principles strongly supported in the conservation genetic research community are not used. One way to go would be to include the 90% (or 95%) in the formal goal, or to formulate the goal in relative terms: maintain the genetic variation needed to ensure long-term viability, adaptability and resilience of biodiversity. What would be a suitable milestone for 2030?

The section on genetic diversity should discuss the different components of maintenance of genetic variation, such as the feasibility and need to halt genetic erosion of all wild and domesticated species, the restoration of genetic variation, and the relationship between amount of genetic variation and adaptive capacity of a population. Qualitative and quantitative metrics for such components should be described, with relevant numerical values that would ensure the achievement of the 2050 vision, to facilitate the formulation of a relevant goal on genetic variation.

The last sentence of this paragraph is hard to interpret. It is true that a metric that measures population abundance is not the same as a metric for genetic variation within that population, but there is generally a correlation between population size and the rate of loss of genetic variation, and a genetically effective population size of at least 500 is often regarded as a threshold for genetic loss. This correlation may well be used in an indicator for within population genetic variation. Genetic variation also has a geographic dimension, expressed as the degree of total variation that is attributed to differences between geographically separate populations of the same species. This between population genetic variation is also crucial, as it represents local adaptation within the species. This is the argument for the suggested headline indicator A.0.5 on the proportion of populations maintained within species.


	7
	33
	It is stated here that various proposed targets identify actions to achieve the genetic elements of the goal. It is true that those targets should do so, but genetic diversity and actions taken to manage genetic diversity are not explicitly mentioned in any suggested target.


	
	
	Goal B

	7
	34-39
	The citation of goal B from the updated zero draft is not complete. The last word “people” is missing.

The logic of the suggested goal formulation should be analysed. As it is now worded, it appears to say that nature’s contributions to people have been valued ... through conservation and sustainable use”. The valuation of NCP is probably better implemented through other actions than conservation and sustainable use.

The scope and level of ambition of this goal should be discussed in comparison with those of Aichi targets 1, 2, 4 and 14.

The document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.1 contains two milestones for goal B, which are not discussed in this document. The relevance of the milestones should also be analysed.

Milestone B.1 mentions “sustainable diets”, which is not defined, but it does not mention that the contributions specified should be maintained through conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. Instead there is a numerical quantification of the milestone in terms of number of people that should benefit from the contributions. There should be a paragraph in this section that analyses the conditions under which biodiversity can deliver contributions to X million people in a sustainable way. There should also be a clarification on what such a numerical goal actually means. Is it in addition to the number of people that already enjoy such contributions? Is it even possible to classify people into those that today do use nature’s contribution, and those that do not?

Milestone B.2 on the valuation of nature is not mentioned at all in paragraphs 34-39, nor among the goal components of document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.1. There should be a discussion on the ways to achieve such valuation, which are probably not limited to those mentioned in the suggested milestone formulation. On the other hand, this milestone overlaps with target 13, and it should be considered whether this issue should be part of the goal at all, as it seems to mainly involve actions to implement the goal.


	7
	34
	We are aware that some IPBES reports, and others, regard the supporting ecosystem services as parts of the ecosystem, and not as ecosystem services as such, and that they do not include them in the concept of nature’s contributions to people. That does not change the fact that supporting ecosystem functions such as primary production, production of oxygen, and nutrient cycling are performed by living organisms, and that there are clear connections between biodiversity at the gene, species and ecosystem level and such functions. Leaving that out of the argument for conserving and using biodiversity sustainably misses an important point.

We also prefer to use the concept “ecosystem services” rather than “nature’s contributions to people”.

The paragraph lists various components of ecosystem services including c) other non-material contributions. Apart from learning, the mentioned contributions are not currently addressed in the goals and targets, and it would be valuable to see a discussion on how such components of ecosystem services could be made more explicit in the goals and targets.


	8
	36
	The first three sentences of this paragraph state that where nature’s contributions to people, and human needs, overlap spatially, nature’s contributions to people are highest. The logic of that is rather elusive. What does it mean?


	8
	37
	The increase in the provisioning ecosystem services mentioned in this paragraph has also been supported by an input of fossil fuels and other non-renewable resources. What would the impact be on the trends of such provisioning ecosystem services given that the use of such resources is being phased out?


	8
	38
	Three kinds of ecosystem services are mentioned in this paragraph on scenarios for future development of nature’s contributions to people. What are the expected trends of the other ecosystem services, including the provisioning ecosystem services mentioned in the previous paragraph, that often are used in an unsustainable way?


	8
	39
	Is an ambitious goal for nature’s contributions to people also ambitious in achieving the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity? Or is there a trade off involved here? If there is, what are the costs and benefits involved in a compromise? In what way should the level of ambition the expressed in the goal formulation? The suggested goal formulation appears not to contain any quantitative or qualitative expression of level of ambition.

Yes, ecosystem services can contribute to increased human well-being as described in sub-paragraphs a to c, but the actual increase in quality of life is also dependent on other factors, mostly societal factors that are beyond the mandate of CBD. The objective of CBD is not to increase the production of food, fibres or genetic resources per se, but to make sure that nature can provide the ecosystem services necessary for maintaining or increasing such production, through conservation, restoration and sustainable use.

The meaning and consequences of sub-paragraph d are unclear. Climate adaptation and mitigation measures may be based on the use of biodiversity resources, but depending on the actual nature of such measures there may be a trade off involved between meeting the Paris Agreement, and meeting the CBD 2050 vision. Does this sub-paragraph take potential negative consequences on biodiversity into account?


	
	
	Goal C

	9
	41-44
	There are two suggested milestones that are not discussed in this section. One is on the establishment of access and benefit-sharing mechanisms in all countries. It is not clear why this action-oriented milestone is placed here, and how it would be different from target 12. It contains the quantitative target “in all countries”. Does that refer to all countries that have ratified the Nagoya Protocol?

The second milestone introduces a numerical target for the amount of benefits shared. As shown in this section, it is not clear which exact metric would be employed, or what the baseline would be. Also, it is not clear how it would be distinct from target 12.


	9
	45
	In addition to targets 12, 13, 19 and 20 mentioned in this section, also targets 4 (ensuring that the harvesting, trade and use of wild species of fauna and flora is legal and safe), 11 (increasing benefits from biodiversity and green/blue spaces for human health and wellbeing), 14 (ensuring production practices and supply chains are sustainable) and 18 (additional and effective financial resources commensurate with the ambition of the goals and targets of the framework) can directly contribute to achieving goal C.


	
	
	Goal D

	10
	46-50
	The discussion on goal D lacks an analysis of the two milestones, to identify and commit by 2022 and 2030, respectively, the means to implement the framework. There is a need for an analysis of the feasibility to identify the means needed for the period up to 2030, already in 2022, and of the practical possibilities to commit means for 10 year periods. A discussion on different options to identify and commit means is needed.


	
	
	Target 1

	12
	51
	It is stated that spatial planning will be crucial in accomplishing the decrease in loss of natural ecosystems. That is undoubtedly true, but not any kind of spatial planning would be appropriate. This section would benefit from a discussion on what properties a spatial planning process should have, to be able to support the target, in terms of objectives, geographical scale, sectoral integration, and local participation. Relevant objectives include sustainable practices and methods that allow a diversity of habitats.

In the brackets of the second sentence, reference to habitat loss and fragmentation in marine environments, e.g. seagrass beds and other coastal ecosystems should preferably be added.


	12
	52
	The scope of this target is the retention and restoration of natural ecosystems, to support the achievement of goal A, but the discussion on restoration in this paragraph appears to include restoration into productive agricultural lands as well. A net gain in area of natural ecosystems cannot be achieved through restoration of degraded agricultural land into productive wheat fields or rice paddies. Any numerical target for restoration included in this target should be limited to restoration with the aim to restore natural ecosystems, regarding area and/or integrity (i.e. including the categories a and b as described here), but not restoration into productive agricultural land (category c). That kind of restoration should be treated under target 9.

This paragraph should include a discussion on the two numerical targets: proportion of areas under spatial planning, and proportion of restored degraded areas. Why is 50% area under spatial planning suggested as a target? Why not 100%? What is a suitable numerical target for restoration? Given the percentage increase in the area of natural ecosystems specified in goal A, how much restoration would be needed? Would restoration that increases the area of natural ecosystems (category a) and restoration that increases the integrity of degraded natural ecosystems (category b) be lumped into the same numerical target? If they are both included, how would that affect the relationship between this numerical target and that of goal A? How could the uneven restoration needs among different countries be handled? Is there need for a mechanism that distributes efforts between countries?

This paragraph needs to examine what the consequences would be of increasing yield on parts of the productive land, to compensate for restoration into natural habitats on other productive land. An intensification on large areas of productive land without safeguards for biodiversity could decrease the net benefits of restoration efforts.

The example from Strassburg et al. 2020 gives a very optimistic view, stating that restoration of 15% of converted lands could avoid over 60% of expected extinctions. That is assuming that restoration is successful in restoring back to a natural-like condition (i.e. only category a restoration), and that prioritization of areas to be restored can be made at the global scale. If the planning is done at national or smaller scale, the effects will be considerably less positive, and much more expensive. Hence, a global numerical target that will largely be implemented at national level would need to be higher than 15% to be commensurate with the 2050 vision.

This paragraph also needs to discuss the target to retain “most of the existing intact and wilderness areas”. What is included in this category of habitats? Is there an unambiguous definition that CBD can adopt, to make it clear what this target is about?

Regarding the need to restore connectivity, it is important to explicitly state that a suitable connectivity criterion should be genetic exchange between populations of species at rates assuring long-term retention of genetic diversity.

[bookmark: _GoBack]This paragraph should reflect on the varying level of maturity in the practices of restoration of different ecosystems and ensure this target is ambitious, but does not trigger perverse incentives in implementation. As an example, we highlight restoration of coral reefs - an emerging area of work that has so far been applied at small scales and with mixed success and high costs (estimated at 400,000USD/ hectare (2010 US$) (Baryaktarov et al. 2019)). There are active areas of work to explore the role of restoration as part of a continuum of activities including addressing and reducing current threats to coral reefs impacts, remediation, and rehabilitating ecosystem function, following standards developed by the Society for Ecological Restoration. Scientific and technical information regarding the appropriate use of coral reef restoration and related innovations is provided in a UNEP/ICRI Policy Brief based on Hain et al. 2020, see https://www.icriforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Policy brief.pdf.


	
	
	Target 2

	12
	54-56
	The information on target 2 on area-based conservation measures does not mention the role and contribution of IPLCs. According to the IPBES findings in the global assessment report nature managed by indigenous peoples and local communities is under increasing pressure, but generally declining less rapidly in indigenous peoples’ land than in other lands. The knowledge of how to manage it is also declining. At least a quarter of the global land area is traditionally owned, managed, used or occupied by indigenous peoples. These areas include approximately 35 per cent of the area that is formally protected, and approximately 35 per cent of all remaining terrestrial areas with very low human intervention. The areas managed (under various types of tenure and access regimes) by indigenous peoples and local communities are facing growing resource extraction, commodity production, mining and transport and energy infrastructure, with various consequences for local livelihoods and health.

It is important to reach a global common understanding in the post-2020 GBF about what is required for protected areas to be “managed effectively and equitably”, and ensure that all conservation efforts live up to that goal. Regrettably, concerns and abuses are still continuously documented and reported by e.g. the UN Special Rapporteur on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. It will be more critical than ever to consider these aspects if a target to protect 30% of the planet is adopted, given that such areas will clearly include areas now managed by IPLCs (Jonas et al. 2014, Human Rights Standards for Conservation: An Analysis of Responsibilities, Rights and Redress for Just Conservation. IIED Issue Paper. IIED, London. https://pubs.iied.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/migrate/14644IIED.pdf; Tauli-Corpuz 2016, Report of the Special Rapporteur of the Human Rights Council on the rights of indigenous peoples, A/71/229, Conservation and indigenous peoples’ rights. https://www.undocs.org/A/71/229).

IPLC inclusion in co-management and monitoring has a strong potential for positive effects for conservation. (Danielsen et al. 2010, Environmental monitoring: the scale and speed of implementation varies according to the degree of peoples involvement. Journal of Applied Ecology 47:1166–1168. doi:10.1111/j.1365- 2664.2010.01874.x; Danielsen et al. 2014, Linking public participation in scientific research to the indicators and needs of international environmental agreements. Conservation Letters 7: 1–13).


	13
	55
	This paragraph would benefit from a discussion on the definitions of protected area and OECM. Would the definition of protected area correspond to any or all of the IUCN categories? What would be appropriate for the purposes of supporting goal A? Similarly for OECMs, which definition should be adopted for the purposes of this target?

Given that the existing protected areas are not a representative sample of all natural ecosystems, how should a component on representativity be expressed in this target? How should the target be formulated to support the formation of an unbiased global network of protected areas? And similarly, what are the options for improving effective and equitable management through the formulation of a target on protected areas? Can a specification on the effectiveness be incorporated into the definitions of protected area and OECM? Regarding representativity, and effective and equitable management, the level of ambition of the suggested target should be compared to that of Aichi target 11.

As a basis for deliberations on the distribution of actions needed in different countries, how should a global target on protected areas be implemented at the national level? For example, given that 30% would be sufficient at the global level, based on a global prioritization process, with a higher percentage in some countries, and lower in others, what would be the effect of each country protecting 30% of its land area?


	13
	56
	This paragraph states that about 30% of land areas should be protected. What is the corresponding figure for marine areas, based on available knowledge? Is it appropriate to combine land and sea area in one percentage target?

As inferred by the reference in footnote 43 in the first sentence, we have certainly also seen some recent convergence on protecting 30% of oceans. To add clarity, we think it would be useful to mention separate areal targets for both land and sea in this sentence, as this would allow a.o. for the incorporation of a growing scientific knowledge base on nature protection. Also “future scenarios for land- and sea-use change” would reflect this duality better in the second part of the first sentence.

	
	
	Target 3

	13
	58-59
	This section should also deal specifically with the management of genetic diversity in wild species, which is closely linked to the recovery and conservation actions. There should also be a discussion on options for including metrics for genetic diversity in the target formulation.


	13
	58
	The treatment in paragraph 58 is unnecessarily restricted, as it only deals with the extinction of globally threatened species, or even a subset of such species (2707 species). Goal A is not only about reducing the number of extinctions, but to improve the conservation status and abundance of all threatened species. The scope of management activities should thus not be limited to extinction avoidance, but to population restoration. The target is also relevant for active management of nationally threatened species, as it is the local species that can deliver ecosystem services, i.e. target 3 can also support goal B.

The goal formulation is also taxonomically restricted, as it only covers fauna and flora, which does not include fungi.


	14
	59
	This paragraph should include a discussion on the definition of the term ”recovery”, including an evaluation of the usefulness of the IUCN definition (A species is fully recovered if it is present in all parts of its range, even those that are no longer occupied but were occupied prior to major human impacts/disruption; and it is viable (i.e., not threatened with extinction) in all parts of the range; and it is performing its ecological functions in all parts of the range) (https://www.iucn.org/commissions/species-survival-commission/resources/iucn-green-status-species/how-does-green-status-define-recovery). This definition of recovery also has implications for what should be considered a baseline for this target, which should also be discussed in this paragraph.

Relevant actions related to this target also include actions to safeguard and restore genetic diversity of wild species.

There is indeed also a need for actions on the conservation of domestic genetic resources, such as crops and livestock, but that discussion belongs in target 9. The term “sub-species level” used here is not appropriate, as the different domestic crops and livestocks are not subspecies, in a taxonomic sense, but breeds, races and clones. A better term here would be “within-species level”.


	14
	60
	An obvious way to reduce human-wildlife conflict is to eliminate the problem wildlife, that is the traditional solution, and a reason why many wildlife species are threatened. This paragraph hence needs a discussion on the status of knowledge related to conflict avoidance that is mutually beneficial, and on how a target can be formulated that avoids negative outcomes for the wildlife.


	14
	61
	Does this statement mean that it there is no scientific basis for a numerical target on human-wildlife conflict?


	
	
	Target 4

	15
	-
	Target 4 is not correctly cited, it lacks the phrase “at sustainable levels”!


	15
	63
	The sentence “While legal use is not necessarily sustainable, illegal trade is associated with threats to biodiversity and human health” gives the impression that legal use is not a threat to biodiversity and human health, which is not necessarily true.

This paragraph should discuss the definition of the term “safe”, as it could have several different meanings, including effects on human health, the health and/or viability of non-target species, the ecosystem as a whole, or not being a threat to other human activities. Also, how can the degree of safety be expressed and measured?

There is also a need for a definition of “sustainable levels” that not only considers the target species, but also other species, e.g. incidental bycatch of untargeted species and entanglement of cetaceans, and the ecosystem as a whole, and the relationship to the concept “safe ecological limits” should be clarified. Criteria for sustainability should also include genetical aspects of populations.

The sustainable use of species by IPLCs should be discussed in this context, and the possible need for safeguards protecting the livelihoods of communities dependent on local resources. The interlinkages to related targets 3, 8 and 9 could be highlighted further. CSU has a special Action Plan under Article 8(j), expected to be launched in its second phase for the new PoW on Art 8 (j).

In the text reference is made to customary sustainable use and how these practices must be safeguarded and respected within the understanding of “legal”. These considerations are important but have as of yet not been adequately reflected in the draft GBF.

There should be a discussion on the taxonomic scope of the target, as “fauna and flora” seems to exclude fungi and microorganisms.

This paragraph should also clarify that the target, as now formulated, can be gamed, that is it would be possible to ensure that harvesting, trade and use is legal, simply by legalizing all such activities. There should be a discussion on the criteria legislation should meet, to be effective. Given that the target demands both sustainability, safety and legality, it could mean that only sustainable and safe activities should be legal. The paragraph should also explore the possibility to formulate a target that directly stipulates that effective legislation must be passed, and illegal activities combatted.

This paragraph should also contain a comparison of the scope and level of ambition of the suggested target and Aichi target 6.


	
	
	Target 5

	16
	68
	This paragraph should offer a discussion on the level of ambition needed to meet the 2050 vision and the relevant goals, and a comparison with the scope and level of ambition of Aichi target 9. In the suggested target the numerical value 50% has been entered for reduction in the rate of new introductions, and for the proportion of priority sites targeted for control or eradication action. Why is 50% chosen for both these parameters?

How is “priority sites” defined and quantified? If the target should be formulated as a numerical target for priority sites, we need to know how to delimit and count them.

There is a difference between alien species and invasive alien species, where the latter includes only those alien species that actually have a negative effect on native biodiversity. The suggested target only mentions invasive alien species. Is that an intentional formulation, meaning that this target is not concerned with alien species in general, only the fraction that becomes invasive? At the point of new introductions, it is not always known whether an alien species is or will become invasive. How does that affect the quantitative target to reduce the rate of new introductions? Should the target be formulated to include “known and potential invasive alien species”?

In the CBD definition of alien species, the term “species” is not restricted to the taxonomic category species, but also includes genetically alien populations and gene pools of the same taxonomic species, which may cause similar negative effects.

Preventing introduction of invasive alien species is the most cost-effective way to prevent spreading of IAS. The words “likely to be” should be deleted from the third sentence.


	17
	69
	There are several additional databases that document invasive alien species, hosted by e.g. IPPC, EPPO, OIE, CABI and Nobanis.


	
	
	Target 6

	6
	71
	The proposed target 6 is clear regarding the level of ambition and baseline, as it aims to reduce pollution to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity, which would be a different amount for each kind of pollution, and it does so for all kinds of pollution. What needs to be further analysed is the relationship between this quantitative, but not numerically specified target, and the three numerical targets suggested for nutrients, biocides and plastic waste. Is there information available to determine a global numerical target for these three metrics that would correspond to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity? A particular challenge here is that the target appears to be referring to new emissions of pollutants, whereas knowledge on levels that are not harmful usually refers to cumulative loads or deposits in the ecosystems. It would be useful to have a discussion on the formulation of numerical targets in terms of emissions or loads, and what would be most appropriate for each kind of pollution. Possibly both kinds of numerical targets are needed. It would also be useful to mention “cumulative effects of pollutions”, which is particularly important in aquatic environments where so called “cocktail effects” are discussed.

As stated in paragraph 71 many forms of pollution impact biodiversity, but only three are explicitly mentioned in the suggested target formulation. We would welcome a discussion on which kinds of pollution would be of highest priority for explicit inclusion with a numerical target.

The term “excess nutrients” needs some clarification. Is it the absolute amount of nutrient emissions (or loads) that should be reduced by X%, or only the proportion exceeding some limit? What would define that limit, i.e. what is “excess” nutrients? From the perspective of effects on biodiversity, it is not relevant whether the amount is in excess or not relative to e.g. production purposes, which means that it would not be meaningful to interpret levels that are not harmful to biodiversity in terms of “excess” nutrients.


	
	
	Target 7

	18
	73-75
	In the context of climate change it is important that the information to support the scientific and technical review of the proposed targets consider that some climate change mitigation programmes have had negative impacts on indigenous peoples and local communities. The negative impacts of all these pressures include continued loss of subsistence and traditional livelihoods resulting from ongoing deforestation, loss of wetlands, mining, the spread of unsustainable agriculture, forestry and fishing practices and impacts on health and well-being from pollution and water insecurity. These impacts also challenge traditional management, the transmission of indigenous and local knowledge, the potential for sharing of benefits arising from the use of, and the ability of indigenous peoples and local communities to conserve and sustainably manage, wild and domesticated biodiversity that are also relevant to broader society

None of the paragraphs on climate change mentions the impacts of ocean acidification. In this regard, we see a need to include conservation of particularly vulnerable ecosystems to impacts of climate change, such as coral reefs, seagrass beds, mangroves, kelp forests and ice related habitats.


	18
	73
	This paragraph discusses the direct impact of climate change on biodiversity, as one of the largest drivers of biodiversity loss. Yet it is not clear from the formulation of the suggested target that climate change as a driver of biodiversity loss is actually within its scope. There should be a discussion here on how the target could include such a scope, and what kind of action it would entail.


	18
	74-75
	The definitions of “nature-based solutions” and “ecosystem-based approaches” are central to the meaning of target 7, and this section should propose such definitions. It is essential to agree on a strict definition of the concepts “nature-based solutions” and “ecosystem-based approaches” prior to the formulation of target 7 (and similarly for target 10).

In the absence of an agreed definition of nature-based solutions within the CBD context, it is essential to always use the terminology “nature based solutions with safeguards” to ensure that actions that could result in loss of biodiversity will not be introduced without due consideration.

The Commission of the European Union defines nature-based solutions as “solutions that are inspired and supported by nature, which are cost-effective, simultaneously provide environmental, social and economic benefits and help build resilience. Such solutions bring more, and more diverse, nature and natural features and processes into cities, landscapes and seascapes, through locally adapted, resource-efficient and systemic interventions.” The Commission concludes that “nature-based solutions must therefore benefit biodiversity and support the delivery of a range of ecosystem services” (https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/nature-based-solutions_en).

The document CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11 gives a definition of nature-based solutions that is not identical to the EU definition, but still appears to mean that nature-based solutions by definition must benefit biodiversity. The same document also defines “ecosystem-based approaches” as “the use of biodiversity and ecosystem services as part of an overall adaptation strategy to help people adapt to the adverse effects of climate change”. That is obviously not the same as nature-based solutions, as the use of biodiversity and ecosystem services in itself does not mean that biodiversity benefits; the use may be unsustainable. Still, paragraph 74 appears to state that “nature-based solutions” and “ecosystem-based approaches” are synonymous. The definitions in the information document have not been adopted by CBD, which means that there is need for careful work on such definitions.

As a starting point for discussions on a distinct definition we suggest the following that was elaborated in a Swedish context: “Nature based solutions are multifunctional and cost-effective actions to address multiple societal challenges through conservation, restauration or creation of ecosystems while simultaneously enhancing biodiversity and human well-being”.


	18
	74
	Change the first sentence, as it is not only management of agricultural land that will contribute to mitigation and adaptation, but also management of forests, wetlands and coastal ecosystems, urban areas, aquaculture etc, so that it reads: “A number of ecosystem-based approaches, such as conservation, ecosystem restoration and improved management in agriculture, forestry, fisheries, as well as in coastal and urban areas, can contribute to both mitigation and adaptation, while also contributing to biodiversity goals, the provision of ecosystem services and disaster-risk reduction.”

Add a new paragraph:
There is an increasing knowledge of the urgent need, and additional value of, meeting the climate and biodiversity crises together. Therefore, nature-based solutions, that have the ability to do so, have been identified by both IPBES and IPCC to be an important key. Moreover, nature-based solutions do not only address these two urgent crises simultaneously, they can contribute to other societal challenges such as eutrophication and air pollution, and they are also important prerequisites for recreation, human health and well-being. Nature-based solutions with safeguards are therefore a powerful tool to address multiple societal challenges and for reaching several goals of the SDGs.


	19
	75
	This paragraph states that mitigation and adaptation measures may have potential [negative] impacts on biodiversity, and that it will be important to avoid or minimize such negative impacts. The suggested target formulation does however not include the word “avoid”, which changes the level of ambition. Given the uncertainty about the definition of nature-based solutions and ecosystem-based approaches employed in the drafting of target 7 (they may not be entirely beneficial for biodiversity), this paragraph should discuss how the scope and ambition level of Aichi targets 10 and 15 compare to that of the suggested target 7.
Include this as the final sentence of para 75: “To this end, COP 14 adopted the voluntary guidelines for the design and effective implementation of ecosystem based approaches to climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction, in which safeguards for both people and biodiversity are included.”


	
	
	Target 8

	19
	76-77
	What does it mean to “ensure benefits”? There is no suggested target component on ensuring benefits. What kind of actions would ensure the benefits listed in this suggested target? Is it a target about increasing production of food and other goods, or about the fair and equitable access to such goods? If target 4 on the sustainable use of species is met, what more can be done to ensure benefits for people? This paragraph would benefit from a discussion on the relationship between targets 4 and 8, especially regarding potential conflicts, that could appear if the use of species at a sustainable level is still not sufficient for meeting the needs of people, and achieving the 2050 vision regarding benefits from biodiversity.


	19
	76-79
	Under target 8 the information is referring back to target 4, where in para 65 it is stated that actions should also respect the customary sustainable use of biodiversity of IPLCs. Despite this, there is no mentioning of IPLC’s contributions, customary sustainable use in these paragraphs.

Target 8 has important synergies with customary sustainable use, and the intentions of the Action Plan on Customary Sustainable Use, under the PoW for Art 8(j) and 10 (c ), expected to be developed in a new phase for post-2020. 

References:
IPBES 2016, The assessment report of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services on pollinators, pollination and food production. Potts et al. (eds). Secretariat of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, Bonn, Germany. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3402856 (In particular: Chapter 5 - Biocultural diversity, pollinators and their sociocultural values).

Ferrari et al. 2015, Community-based monitoring and information systems (CBMIS) in the context of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). Biodiversity 16:57-67.

Funder et.al. 2013, Reshaping Conservation: The Social Dynamics of Participatory Monitoring in Tanzania’s Community‐managed Forests. Conservation and Society 11(3):218-232.


	19
	77
	There should be a discussion on the taxonomic scope of the target, as “fauna and flora” seem to exclude fungi and microorganisms.


	19
	78
	The actions needed to reach this target will also overlap with those for proposed target 4. The two target components presented in CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.1 are both concerned with sustainable management of species, which is arguably the same as the sustainable harvest, trade and use of species covered by the components of target 4. Is there any difference between the scope of target 4 and that of target 8 regarding sustainable management of species?


	
	
	Target 9

	20
	80-81
	The scope and level of ambition of target 9 should be discussed and compared to that of Aichi targets 7 and 14. The phrase “ensuring conservation of biodiversity” in Aichi target 7 appears to be lacking from the suggested target 9.

The role of indigenous peoples and local communities in the sustainable management of ecosystems should be discussed in the context of this target.

Target 9 embraces a number of opportunities to promote the linkages between biological and cultural diversity in social-ecological landscapes (FAO 2012, Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security. http://www.fao.org/3/i2801e/i2801e.pdf).

It would also be valuable to include a discussion on the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity that is directly dependent on management action, such as plants and animals adapted to traditional management methods, in relation to the target to increase productivity.

The term “sustainable use” should be explored further, in the context of managed agricultural land, forests and aquaculture, with reference to wild biodiversity, including biodiversity in production areas as well as in areas of set aside natural ecosystems within the working landscape. The effects of increased productivity and reducing productivity gaps on the possibility to achieve sustainability with regard to biodiversity should be analysed. Is there a trade off involved, the outcome of which would be dependent on the numerical value chosen in the target?


	20
	80
	The term “productivity gap” should be clearly defined, as it is suggested to be the single quantitative metric of the target. What kind of productivity does it refer to, and what comparison defines a gap? What would an appropriate baseline be for such a definition?

The target formulation refers to “agriculture and other managed ecosystems”. The text in paras 80-81 however is almost exclusively concerned with agricultural practices. There should be added a references to sustainable forest-systems in particular. Overall through the document there are only a few paragraphs that deal with the issue of forests and forestry.


	20
	81
	This paragraph mentions restoration of “native habitats”, which could be interpreted to mean restoration of degraded managed land into natural-like ecosystems. The relationship with targets 1 and 2 should be clarified. Would fragmented pieces of restored natural ecosystems within managed landscapes qualify to be included in the numerical target for restoration in target 1? And similarly for conserved and protected pieces of natural ecosystems, do they qualify to be included in the numerical target for protected areas in target 2?

The paragraph does not mention restoration of degraded managed land into productive managed land, but that should be part of the actions to be taken to increase productivity? Would it be suitable to formulate a numerical target for such restoration, or is that already included in the target for reducing productivity gaps?

The discussion on agroecological principles is important, and may be supported by several references, such as Altieri et al. 2015. Agroecology and the design of climate resilient farming systems. Agronomy for Sustainable Development 35:869-890; Fischer et al. 2017. Reframing the Food–Biodiversity Challenge. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 32:335-345; Gliessman 2018. Defining agroecology. Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 42:599–600.

The last sentence of this paragraph appears to be incomplete. Is it intended to say that 20% of the working landscape should consist of natural ecosystems? In general terms, the amount of wild biodiversity in a managed landscape depends on both the area of set asides, and the quality of the managed lands surrounding the set asides. Lower quality of such lands would require larger set asides, and vice versa. On which assumption regarding the quality of the surrounding managed land is the conclusion based that 20% set asides would be sufficient?


	
	
	Target 10

	20
	82-84
	The definitions of “nature-based solutions” and “ecosystem-based approaches” (not “ecosystem approach” as in the draft target formulation) are central to the meaning of target 10, and this section should propose such definitions. Paragraph 82 states that “nature-based solutions”, as well as “ecosystem-based approaches” and “green infrastructure” mean protection and restoration of ecosystems [and their ecosystem services] to address societal needs. This appears to imply that “nature-based solutions” by definition are beneficial to biodiversity, which is also a prominent characteristic of “nature-based solution” in other definitions of the concept. Yet, in paragraph 84 it is stated that nature-based approaches “often have co-benefits for biodiversity” but “these co-benefits are not always guaranteed”, which implies that nature-based solutions are not necessarily seen as positive for biodiversity. It is essential to agree on a strict definition of the concept “nature-based solutions” and “ecosystem-based approaches” prior to the formulation of target 10.

The Commission of the European Union defines nature-based solutions as “solutions that are inspired and supported by nature, which are cost-effective, simultaneously provide environmental, social and economic benefits and help build resilience. Such solutions bring more, and more diverse, nature and natural features and processes into cities, landscapes and seascapes, through locally adapted, resource-efficient and systemic interventions.” The Commission concludes that “nature-based solutions must therefore benefit biodiversity and support the delivery of a range of ecosystem services” (https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/nature-based-solutions_en).

The document CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11 gives a definition of nature-based solutions that is not identical to the EU definition, but still appears to mean that nature-based solutions by definition must benefit biodiversity (contradicting paragraph 84). The same document also defines “ecosystem-based approaches” as “the use of biodiversity and ecosystem services as part of an overall adaptation strategy to help people adapt to the adverse effects of climate change”. That is obviously not the same as nature-based solutions, as the use of biodiversity and ecosystem services in itself does not mean that biodiversity benefits; the use may be unsustainable. Still, paragraph 82 treats the two concepts as synonymous. The definitions in the information document have not been adopted by CBD, which means that there is need for careful work on such definitions.

This section should discuss the numerical target to ensure that at least XXX million people benefit from the listed ecosystem services. Is that in addition to the number of people that already enjoy such services, or the total number? Is it possible to state that those people not included in the numerical target should not enjoy these services? What is the capacity of ecosystems to deliver regulatory services listed in this section? How many people could possible benefit from such “nature-based solutions”? Does it make sense to lump all kinds of ecosystem services into one single numerical target, expressed as number of people?

The proposed components of this target, listed in CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.1, are formulated as headlines for three different kinds of regulatory ecosystem services, but do not specify any action, neither to conserve or restore ecosystems and their services, nor to ensure that nature-based solutions contribute to such services. 


	20
	82
	This paragraph states that safeguarding ecosystem services is a key element of the 2050 vision, but that is not what the suggested target formulation expresses. The scope and level of ambition of target 10 should be discussed and compared to that of Aichi target 14.

In the suggested list of key ecosystems in para 82 we would also like to include “kelp forests”.


	
	
	Target 11

	21
	85-87
	There is a need to clarify the difference in scope between this target and target 8, which is also about human health and well-being, and its dependence on biodiversity.

The entire section on target 11 deals with one of the suggested target components, on access to green and blue areas, but nothing is said about the second component, on benefits from biodiversity for human health and well-being in general. This is of course where there is most overlap with target 8, but there may also be aspects not covered in target 8 that should be dealt with here.

Note that nature-based solutions and ecosystem-based approaches in urban areas will contribute to this target. If well planned, following the process set out in CBD voluntary guideline for ecosystem-based approaches, there will be multiple benefits for health and biodiversity.

Given the importance of ecosystem services for urban and semi urban dwellers, and the green and blue spaces in urban areas, the interdependencies between biodiversity and human rights should be made clear (UNGA 2020, Human rights obligations relating to Report of the Special Rapporteur on the issue of human rights obligations relating to the enjoyment of a safe, clean, healthy and sustainable environment, David R. Boyd. Human rights depend on a healthy biosphere the enjoyment of a safe, clean, healthy and sustainable environment. (A/75/161) https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N20/184/48/PDF/N2018448.pdf?OpenElement;

Human Rights Council Fortieth session 2019, A/HRC/40/L.22/Rev.1 Recognizing the contribution of environmental human rights defenders to the enjoyment of human rights, environmental protection and sustainable development. http://undocs.org/A/HRC/40/L.22/Rev.1;

UN Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner 2018, Human rights obligations relating to the enjoyment of a safe, clean, healthy and sustainable environment.).


	22
	85
	For the purposes of this target, CBD should agree on a clear definition of the terms “green and blue spaces” and “access”, and this section should provide a basis for such definitions. Such a definition on green and blue spaces should be explicit regarding whether such spaces should be suitable for, or actually host, biodiversity.


	22
	85
	The role of green and blue spaces in urban areas for species and ecosystem services is mentioned in this paragraph, whereas the target formulation appears to be silent on this issue. It would be valuable to include in this document a paragraph on the present and potential contribution of urban areas to the conservation of biodiversity, as a basis for discussions on inclusion of this aspect in the target formulation.


	22
	86
	It appears that there is no basis for the formulation of a numerical target on the accessibility to green and blue spaces. It is not clear what kind of metric would be suitable, and there appears to be no useful baseline data. Would it then be possible to formulate a qualitative target, for example that all urban dwellers should have access to such spaces?


	22
	87
	One way to increase access to green and blue spaces is indeed to create such spaces, but the target formulation (and the target components) do not specifify such actions. As a basis for discussions on inclusion of such a target component, it would be valuable for this document to include a paragraph on the need for, and modalities of increasing the area of green and blue spaces in urban areas, in particular whether it would be possible to formulate a quantitative target.


	
	
	Target 12

	22
	88-90
	The suggested target formulation includes the phrase “for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity”, which appears to restrict the scope of target 12 compared to that of goal C. Paragraph 88 accordingly mentions that sharing benefits creates incentives for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, but paragraph 89 on actions to be taken does not deal with the issue of how benefits shared are to be used. Among the suggested target components listed in CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.1 there is no component on using shared benefits to support conservation and sustainable use. By what mechanism could CBD ensure that resources made available through benefit sharing are actually used to support conservation and sustainable use? Given the difficulties in estimating the amount of benefits shared, also measuring the proportion being spent on conservation and sustainable use would add to the complexity of introducing a quantitative target.


	
	
	Target 13

	23
	93
	It should be pointed out that all three basic levels (ecosystems, species, genes) of biodiversity should be dealt with specifically when mainstreamed among sectors. 


	
	
	Target 14

	24
	94-95
	We would welcome an analysis of the internal consistency of the suggested target formulation. If we ensure that production practices and supply chains are sustainable, how would that allow any amount of negative impacts on biodiversity? What is the basis for specifying a numerical target (in particular the suggested 50%) on reduction of negative impacts. What percentage would be commensurate with the 2050 vision? Is it feasible to combine all negative impacts on biodiversity into a single metric, and what would the appropriate baseline be for such a target? The suggested target formulation does not clarify whether the numerical target considers only negative impacts from production and supply chains, or from any factor. Is it indeed possible to make such a distinction?

The discussion on this target lacks references to the safe ecological limits used as a qualitative target in Aichi target 4. As an alternative to a quantitative target, specifying the percentage reduction in negative impacts on biodiversity, this section should explore the possibility to use the concepts safe ecological limits or planetary boundaries as a qualitative target specification.

There is also a need to consider the interpretation of the term “sustainable” in relation to production practices and supply chains. A narrow interpretation would consider only the resources being used, be it genes, species or specific ecosystem functions, whereas a broader interpretation would include effects on all biodiversity.


	24
	94
	It is stated here that production and supply chains are directly linked to unsustainable use. That may be true, but it does not mean that all production is unsustainable, or need to be. It would be interesting to see a discussion on the potential positive effects of production on biodiversity.


	
	
	Target 15

	25
	96-98
	This section on sustainable consumption contains a discussion on the ecological footprint and safe ecological limits, and argues for actions to reduce unsustainable consumption to levels within safe ecological limits and the regenerative capacity of Earth, but such target specifications are not expressed in the suggested target formulation. We would welcome a discussion on how such qualitative targets could be employed in a target formulation.

This section should also examine who the actors are that could implement this target. The suggested target formulation mentions “people”, but that is probably not sufficient for target implementation, and individual people cannot take into account national cultural and socioeconomic conditions. The primary actors would be governments, and the target should include action that goverments can take, even if the purpose is to enable or stimulate action in other actors. Paragraph 98 should include a discussion on actions to be taken by governments that could be included in the target formulation (or that of target components).

There is also a need to consider the interpretation of the term “unsustainable” in relation to consumption patterns. A narrow interpretation would consider only the resources being consumed, be it genes, species or specific ecosystem functions, whereas a broader interpretation would include effects on all biodiversity.

The connection between unsustainable consumption pattern, economic growth and biodiversity decline should be made visible in this section, based on e.g. the recent findings in the Dasgupta report, and references such as Otero et al. 2020. Biodiversity policy beyond economic growth. Conservation Letters 13:e12713.


	
	
	Target 16

	26
	100
	This paragraph indicates that there is very little quantitative information on actual or potential adverse impacts of biotechnology, which would mean that there is no basis for the formulation of a numerical target regarding reduction of such impacts. It is also said here that biotechnology can have positive, neutral or negative impacts on biodiversity depending on the products that are developed and/or how they are used. That could be interpreted to mean that there is at least some understanding of potential adverse impacts. Is there a possibility that biotechnology products that are beneficial for human health are simultaneously negative for biodiversity, or vice versa, causing a trade off between the different components of the suggested target formulation?

In the document CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11 on terms and concepts we miss a reference to the Convention of biodiversity and its definition of biotechnology; “Biotechnology means any technological application that uses biological systems, living organisms, or derivatives thereof, to make or modify products or processes for specific use”. 


	
	
	Target 17

	26
	104
	We would welcome an analysis of the internal consistency of the suggested target formulation. Is a X% reduction in the most harmful subsidies consistent with ensuring that incentives are either positive or neutral for biodiversity? It would appear that only a complete removal of all harmful subsidies, not only a percentage of the most harmful, would be needed to ensure that incentives are either positive or neutral for biodiversity. If the percentage is not set at 100%, what would an appropriate value be, and on what considerations would that value be based?

The choice of numerical value should also be discussed in the light of the ambition of level expressed by Aichi target 3, that stated that “incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity are eliminated, phased out or reformed in order to minimize or avoid negative impacts”. The Aichi target, for example, did not distinguish between “harmful” and “most harmful”. How would “most harmful” be defined?

This paragraph should broaden the discussion on the need to identify harmful incentives, and give a basis for a possible target, or target component, formulation on such identification activities.

It is not entirely clear what the sentence “A total phase out of such incentives could be envisaged” means. Does it mean that a scientific analysis has shown that it would be possible to phase out all incentives particularly harmful to biodiversity? Under what conditions would that be possible? And at what cost to the activities the incentives were intended to support?


	26
	102-104
	This section on incentives should also contain a discussion on the need for development and implementation of positive incentives for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and possible ways to formulate a target for this.

This section would benefit from a discussion on the actors or activities in society that are relevant for the issue of incentives, apart from the more obvious sectors, such as agriculture and fisheries. For example, to explore how the financial system, including banks, funds, corporations, investors and financial mechanisms, could be incentivized to align financial flows to environmental commitments in their investment and financing decisions, and in their risk management.


	
	
	Target 18

	28
	107
	It is indeed challenging to determine the funding needs for the implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. Any discussion on a numerical target on financial resources must be based on a much more comprehensive analysis than the one offered in this document, and it is premature for SBSTTA-24 to identify such a numerical target.


	
	
	Target 19

	29
	111-114
	This section refers to quality and timely biodiversity information. This would be better expressed by using the terminology “evidence-based”, encompassing science as well as indigenous and local knowledge/knowledge systems. 

Target 19 is one of the main targets trying to integrate indigenous issues and traditional knowledge, as in the current Aichi target 18. Therefore, conclusions regarding the limited progress in implementing Aichi target 18 as captured in CBD/SBI/3/2/Add.4 could be relevant to refer in order to inform on necessary elements and aspects to include in target 19 and to achieve better success in the forthcoming GBF. 

In addition, reference should be made to community-based monitoring and information systems as important an evidence base and source of information to fill information gaps mentioned in para 114. Reference should also be made to the need for operationalization of existing IPLC-related indicators as well as the development of new.

There is no mentioning of safeguards such as FPIC as a rights-based precondition to access and the application of indigenous knowledge, in accordance with the principles of the current working programme of article 8(j): “Access to traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities should be subject to prior informed consent or prior informed approval from the holders of such knowledge, innovations and practices or prior informed approval from the holders of such knowledge, innovations and practices”

Knowledge for policy-making goes far beyond information. When it comes to knowledge for enhanced ecosystem governance and policies, the process of reaching an understanding of available knowledge needs to be a process of reciprocity and mutual usefulness. When working with inclusion of indigenous and local knowledge it is also important to recognize the free, prior and informed consent needed. IPBES has been breaking new ground here, in developing methods and approaches for working with indigenous and local knowledge throughout the assessments process.

References:
Hill et al. 2020, Working with Indigenous, local and scientific knowledge in assessments of nature and nature’s linkages with people. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 43:8-20. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1877343519301447

Tengö et al. 2017, Weaving knowledge systems in IPBES, CBD and beyond—lessons learned for sustainability. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 26-27:17-25.

Tengö et al. 2014, Connecting Diverse Knowledge Systems for Enhanced Ecosystem Governance: The Multiple Evidence Base Approach. AMBIO 43:579-591.
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	112
	It is stated here that “important gaps in biodiversity information remain”. It should be noted that the gaps for species and ecosystem observations and data are largely mirrored in genetic data gaps (Miraldo et al 2016, Science; Theodoridis et al 2020, Nature Communications). It should also be noted that investment in capacity building (training, infrastructure, partnerships) can very rapidly build genetic data observations because the cost of genetic data continues to rapidly decrease. We also note that “associated indigenous and local knowledge” of genetic diversity, which was part of Aichi target 3, is not mentioned among the suggested targets. Such knowledge of genetic diversity is an important opportunity.

Further, please note that the number of data bases that harbor freely available genetic diversity data, that can be used to access and monitor genetic diversity are increasing rapidly and include GenBank, EMBL-EBI, GEOME, Sequence Read Archive, Dryad, FishBank, and CartograTree. Several CBD parties are involved in joint efforts aiming to provide reference genome data for a wide range of taxa – resources that will be of direct relevance for assessing and monitoring genetic diversity (e.g. The European Reference Genome Atlas).


	
	
	Target 20
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	115-117
	In target 20, a number of comprehensive, crosscutting critical aspects which need to be included through all the 20 targets are merged and dealt with. 

The Aichi target 18 remains a relevant source with regards of IPLCs and traditional knowledge in biodiversity. Nevertheless, when youth, intergenerational aspects and gender equality also should be covered, this new target 20 remains even more a challenge to be efficient in its implementation. It would be important to do the exercise to firstly ensure the Aichi target 18 is covered, and then think through what would be needed to add, to include the whole society approach, (youth, gender, intergenerational), and the human rights based approach mentioned in the ToC, in order to make this target workable. However, as noted earlier, these aspects needs to be dealt with in each of the 20 new targets.

References:
Global Youth Biodiversity Network (GBYN) 2018, CBD in a Nutshell. A Guidebook to the CBD Process. https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xjO1LFTNhJQhRKek4Bdj2j9sxnRpIz9L/view

United Nations Environment Assembly of the United Nations Environment Programme Fourth session 2019, UNEP/EA.4/L.21. Promoting gender equality and the human rights and empowerment of women and girls in environmental governance. https://papersmart.unon.org/resolution/uploads/k1900914.pdf
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	115
	We agree with the importance of ensuring that views and rights of IPLCs, women girls and youth are taken into account. However, it should be pointed out that different rights regimes and frameworks apply to these groups differently and they should not be grouped together. As such it must be clarified what is meant when referring to “equal rights to relevant resources, particularly lands”. Indigenous peoples’ rights to land as well as the right of self-determination - as stated in UNDRIP –are based on their status as peoples –these distinct rights or status are not to be conflated or diminished by ascription to others without legal recognition or support of international rights instruments.


	
	
	IV. Scope of the proposed goals and targets
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	119-125
	It is stated that the provisions of Article 8(j) are not fully addressed in the suggested new goals and targets and that the coverage of traditional knowledge and indigenous peoples and local communities is less developed than in Aichi target 18. However, it is not specified in what way and what elements/aspects are lacking.

We agree with the conclusions and think this could be clarified further by outlining the gaps. As mentioned above the consent-element on using ILK (as in current Aichi target 18) is currently lacking in the current wording of target 19. The recognition of traditional knowledge should be as valued, respected and considered as useful and necessary for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use as other forms of knowledge.

Neither is Article 10(c) adequately addressed as there is no specific mentioning of indigenous peoples’ customary sustainable use in the proposed goals and targets of the GBF, although there is strong evidence in the LBO and IPBES reports on the importance of indigenous management and practices for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity.

We agree with the statement in this paragraph that coral reefs and fisheries are less prominent in the GBF than they were in the Aichi targets - despite continued decline among the world’s coral reefs and increase in pressures, and fisheries as one of the biggest drivers for biodiversity loss. We therefore wish to highlight the urgency of conserving and sustainable use of coral reef ecosystems through explicit mentions in the GBF.




Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int by 22 March 2021

