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	General comments

	The monitoring of biodiversity spending efficiency could be given a more prominent place. Some subjects are not mentioned, despite their importance: as demography is known to be a major driver of biodiversity loss (IPBES), demography regulation and access to contraception and family planning for girls and women could be a crucial lever of transformational change, as suggested in the recent Dasgupta Review ; moving beyond GDP and finding ways to take into account natural capital when comparing economic performance should also be stressed as an important lever.

	A glossary is necessary 

	We note the need for more balance in the consideration of the ocean across Addendum 2 and especially within the information provided on Target 2 (see our specific comments). References to the ocean should be placed alongside reference to the land, where appropriate.

	

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	4
	16
	Connectivity and integrity are key notions but they are not reflected in the suggested monitoring elements for this goal. A network connectivity index could be referred to. See: Saura et al. 2019 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320717312284 and https://connectscape.github.io/Makurhini/index.html)

	5
	18
	It is not only a matter of what is feasible but of what is necessary. Studies converge on the fact that protecting around 50% of the Earth could protect terrestrial and marine biodiversity while preserving ecosystem services. An increase of 10 to 15% would barely help achieve the 30% target by 2030 but research highlights that it will not be enough and that we should target 50% of Earth under protection by 2050. This paragraph should be revised to reflect this point. See:
- Noss et al. 2012, Soc for Cons Biol
- Cazalis et al. 2018, Science of the Total Environment
- Dinnerstein et al. 2020, Science advances
- O'Leary et al. 2016, bioRxiv
- Woodley et al. 2019, PARKS
- Hannah et al. 2020, Ecography
- Sala et al. 2021, Nature

	5
	20
	It is not clear what the "other aspects" of the goal are here but it would be important actually to highlight that achieving Goal A related to the integrity of ecosystems will also underpin success of targets 8 to 11 related to providing ecosystem services.

	5
	21
	As a complement, research suggests that maintaining 20% of native vegetation in managed ecosystems can support biodiversity conservation goals. It could be highlighted here as a clear, quantitative target. See Garibaldi et al. 2020: https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/conl.12773

	5
	22
	This paragraph should be revised because current Target 1 wording does not clearly make the link with the ambition of Goal 1. It is not because there is spatial planning that all the area under spatial planning will be conserved.

	5
	23
	You could refer to Hoban et al. 2020 for example. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/342637464_Genetic_diversity_targets_and_indicators_in_the_CBD_post-2020_Global_Biodiversity_Framework_must_be_improved

	5-6
	 24 
	Declines in the abundance of species is actually a higher concern than extinction rates. The way it is presented in this paragraph reflects the phrasing of Goal A which should rather highlight an ambition regarding bending the curve of population declines. Issues related to population abundance have been flagged in relation to genetic diversity in Hoban et al. 2020 for example. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/342637464_Genetic_diversity_targets_and_indicators_in_the_CBD_post-2020_Global_Biodiversity_Framework_must_be_improved
We suggest putting a stronger emphasis on issues related to population abundance instead of the extinction risk. 

	7
	31
	It should be highlighted that conservation in situ is of higher priority because conservation ex situ prevents the genetic resources to keep evolving and adapting to environmental changes and may fail in capturing existing genetic diversity (See Hoban et al. 2020, Proc Roy Soc B https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rspb.2020.0102), and in situ conservation can be linked to land protection which is a major feature of biodiversity conservation. Conservation ex situ is a safeguard but should not be the main strategy for conservation of genetic resources and be applied in priority when a species is at the edge of extinction (see McGowan et al. 2016 https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/conl.12285), as ex situ conservation could be an indicator of failure with in situ conservation. One should add to this paragraph a warning about the caveat that could arise from ex situ conservation “ Ex situ conservation should not lead to the feeling that everything that is conserved ex situ is saved, because that could lead to a decrease in in situ conservation efforts.”

	8
	36
	The point of this paragraph is not clear. What are the implications of a gap between people’s needs (or footprint) and ecosystem services' maximum potential of a specific area, as it is said that they do not always coincide? Also, this paragraph mixes two issues: potential gaps between demand and supply, but also in the distribution of ecosystem services in a given local population. The first issue is a footprint one, the second is about social organization and equity. This paragraph should make a distinction between those two issues and should give a vision about what are the implications for biodiversity and people when local footprint exceeds ecosystems potential.

	8
	39
	Regulation of zoonoses could be considered here as a critical nature's contribution to people. This service is threatened by current land-use change, for agriculture, among others. This should be acknowledged here by adding at the end of alinea a): "while ensuring the provision of zoonoses regulation".
See: IPBES report on biodiversity and pandemics,  Arevalo-Herrera  et  al.,  2012.  Acta Tropica,Rebaudo  et  al.,  2014,  Plos  Neg.  Trop. Dis.,  Morand et  al., 2014, Plos One, Alarcón de Noya and Gonzalez, 2015, Acta Tropica, Ajesh et al.2017, Zoon. Pub. Health,  Morris et al., 2016, Sci. Adv., Nava et al., 2017, ILAR J., Erazo et al. 2019, Parasite Vectors,  Ellwanger  et  al., 2020, An. Acad. Bras. Cienc,  Olivero et  al., 2017, Scient. Rep., Rulliet  al., 2017, Scient. Rep.,  Singh et al., 2019, Vet. Quarterly.

	9
	40
	Actually targets 2 and 3 also address the direct drivers of biodiversity loss. It is not clear why they are separated from the other targets 1 and 4-7

	9
	41
	This paragraph should also explore to which extent access and benefit-sharing has contributed or could contribute to the conservation of biodiversity, which is central to CBD missions. It should include a discussion on risk incentives to overexploit biodiversity through access and benefit sharing schemes, and how to prevent this. See for example: Richerzhagen, C. (2010). Protecting Biological Diversity. The effectiveness of access and benefit sharing regimes. London: Routledge.

	11
	49
	It would appear counterproductive to estimate a budget necessary for biodiversity conservation without first working on harmful subsidies. The elimination of these subsidies must be raised in the very short-term priorities of the post-2020 strategy. We suggest to add “and should be of major priority” after : “removal of such subsidies could greatly reduce the funding need”.

	11
	53
	Paragraph 53 demonstrates the need for a comprehensive spatial planning of all landscapes, it should highlight the consequence for the phrasing of Target 1. The ambition for spatial planning would thus be 100% of land and seas globally. Since it is only a matter of planning, that is to say of deciding on the future use of the different areas, it is not clear why it would not include 100% of the surfaces: this does not mean that we aim for biodiversity protection regimes or regulation on 100% of the areas, but that we have thought about and decided what we want to do there.
The corollary could imply that the% of off-target areas would be outside any spatial planning and that it was not even considered whether there were any biodiversity issue there.

	12
	54
	A recent paper by Sala et al. (2021), Protecting the global ocean for biodiversity, food and climate, shows that increasing the percentage of fully protected marine areas can provide benefits in terms of biodiversity, food provision and carbon storage. The intensity of these benefits depends on the fraction of ocean protected.

	12
	54
	The review quotes that 19% of Key Biodiversity Areas are completely within protected areas, however this does not reflect the division between terrestrial and marine. It is important to note that only 2% of the ocean is designated as KBAs (compared to 9% land). 

	12
	54
	We welcome reference to the importance of effective and equitable management and focusing on biodiversity outcomes rather than just spatial area. We recommend that the review provides information on the other qualitative aspects of protected areas, including ecological representativeness and the importance of well-connected systems.

	13
	54
	Despite the reference to equitable and effective management, there is no information provided on IPLCs or their crucial role in effective and meaningful conservation, as highlighted in the IPBES report and the Local Biodiversity Outlook. We would welcome further exploration of this and the links between the role of IPLCs and actions and issues addressed in other targets (such as Target 7 and Target 4) also require further exploration

	13
	55
	 There are extensive studies that support a target of protecting at least 30% of the planet’s land and ocean, and we are concerned that this paragraph doesn’t reflect the breadth of this research. Additionally, this evidence includes numerous studies specifically related to marine conservation, so we are concerned that there is no single, explicit mention of scientific support for the marine component of this target. Lastly, there is significant research documenting the importance of expanding protected area coverage to help achieve climate goals, and we believe that it is important to highlight that data. To address these points, we request that the following studies are incorporated into and explicitly addressed in the final version of this document:
-A comprehensive review of 144 studies found that the current spatial target is insufficient to protect biodiversity, preserve ecosystem services and achieve socio-economic priorities. On average, the data found that 37% of the ocean must be protected in order to achieve these environmental and socio-economic goals.
-A group of IUCN experts published a review of the literature on area-based conservation and concluded that there is ample support for the protection “of a minimum of 30% and up to 70%, or even higher” of the planet’s land and ocean. The authors concluded that the call for 50% of the Earth to be protected “is supported by a range of studies.”
-Over a dozen global experts found in Science Advances also established this need to protect at least 30% of the planet’s land and ocean by 2030, in addition to setting aside another 20% of the planet as “climate stabilization areas” that would be protected from large-scale changes in land cover. It is important to note that the experts found this expanded protection to be an important way to help achieve the Paris Climate Accord goals.
-A “Global Safety Net” to reverse biodiversity loss and stabilize Earth’s climate was published also demonstrates how expanded nature conservation addresses the overarching interrelated threats of biodiversity loss and climate change. This research shows that, beyond the 15.1% land area currently protected, 35.3% of land area is needed to conserve additional sites of particular importance for biodiversity and stabilize the climate.


	13
	55
	Useful statistics are provided here in terms of what is required for increased terrestrial protected area coverage to safeguard biodiversity. We would welcome similar information being presented for marine and coastal biodiversity to reflect the importance of marine and coastal ecosystems for habitat and species protection and for provision of ecosystem services (such as food, climate adaptation and mitigation, disaster resilience). For example, Jones et al. (2020) identifies 8.5 million km2 of priority marine conservation areas to safeguard biodiversity. While Waldron et al. (2020) reported that the economic benefits of protecting land and ocean outweigh the financial costs. The cost of adequately protecting 30% of the earths land and oceans has been estimated between $103bn and $177.5bn per annum. Analysis suggests that achieving this in two biomes alone could result in economic benefits of $170bn to $530bn (value in ecosystem services and environmental catastrophe risk avoided) per annum by 2050.

	13
	55
	The notion of “strong protection” should be introduced in paragraph 55. When it discusses coverage needs, appropriate priorization and improvement of management, the question of the degree of protection should not be eluded. It would be important to highlight here that for biodiversity conservation purposes, some areas need to be under strong protection, i.e. free from any human action, allowing a freer evolution of biodiversity, as well as a reconstitution of wild populations which will be able to recolonize depopulated environments (See Frauke Fischer 2008, GAIA https://www.researchgate.net/publication/233692689_The_Importance_of_Law_Enforcement_for_Protected_Areas_Don't_Step_Back_Be_Honest_-_Protect).

	13
	55
	In this paragraph or in a dedicated paragraph, a point of attention on the issue of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs) should be made regarding this target, as conflicts between IPLCs and protected areas risk blocking negotiations.
We propose to add a rationale about integration of IPLCs considerations in biodiversity conservation: “Traditional practices, like any practice, cannot be free from an assessment of their sustainability but, beyond this, traditional knowledge is crucial to establish adequate protection regimes in these territories in relation to the available scientific knowledge. Furthermore, sustainable traditional practices represent a bulwark against more destructive activities and the rights of IPLCs reinforcing these sustainable practices must be guaranteed, and, to do that, protection regimes for protected areas may act as an opportunity to strengthen these rights.” See Dinnerstein et al. 2020, Science advances, and IPBES Global assessment, 2019.

	13
	56
	We agree with the point made in this paragraph that a focus on protected area coverage alone is not sufficient and that there must be an equal focus on biodiversity outcomes of protected and conserved areas. We believe that it is critical to mention the central role that Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities play in achieving biodiversity outcomes, including in existing protected areas and in a significant portion of the world’s remaining natural areas.
We believe that the adoption of the 30x30 target in the global biodiversity framework is an opportunity to build on the commitments made under the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, and it is important to explicitly highlight the significant research that establishes why Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities must be full partners in the implementation of any spatial target. For that reason, we request incorporating the following findings into the final document:
-Traditional or contemporary stewardship and governance of lands and seas by IPLCs can often be the most effective at achieving biodiversity conservation outcomes.  (Local Biodiversity Outlooks 2 (LBO2), 2020)
-The IPBES Global Assessment found that 35% of all areas that are currently under formal protection and 35% of all remaining land areas with very low human intervention are traditionally owned, managed, used, or occupied by indigenous peoples. This extensive overlap underscores the central role that Indigenous Peoples play in conserving biodiversity and would play in achieving an expanded protected area target.


	13
	56
	Page 13, paragraph 56: This paragraph states that “many recent proposals converge on protecting about 30 % of the land surface by 2030”. We would suggest also referring to the wealth of scientific evidence and proposals which support 30 % protection of the ocean. For instance, O’Leary et al. (2016) provided a review of 144 studies to show that the current global target of 10% protection of the ocean by will not be enough to meet the objectives set out in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Woodley et al. (2019) describes the various proposals for protected area coverage, concluding that there is support for a minimum of 30% coverage needed and supporting the need for an emphasis on quality elements.

	13
	56
	Research supporting a target of 30% by 2030 agree that it underlines the urgency to stop the current erosion of biodiversity as soon as possible. However, the same research pieces of work also agree that a longer-term target of 50% of the global areas to be under protection is needed and it should be made explicit here. The footnote refers to Dinerstein et al. 2019 which discusses this point. One could also add Dinerstein et al. 2020, ScienceAdvances https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/6/36/eabb2824 for terrestrial realm, and Sala et al. 2021, Nature https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-021-03371-z for marine realm).
We propose to replace “with the possibility of higher targets established subsequently” by “with the aim of 50% of terrestrial and marine areas protected in 2050”, in the first sentence. 

	13
	58
	Reference to population abundance should be made next to the extinction issues. Population abundance is a critical factor in the conservation of species and in particular of their genetic diversity, and that this should be aligned with the targets on the use of these species (targets 4 and 8). At the end of paragraph 58, we could add the following sentence: “In order to prevent species extinctions, it is crucial to maintain isolated populations of a species over abundance thresholds, through habitat conservation and non-use of these populations in link with relevant targets on habitat and overexploitation.” See Hoban et al. 2020, Proc Roy Soc B.

	14
	59
	This paragraph needs to balance its message on ex situ conservation and present it more as a complementary rather than a main strategy for biodiversity conservation (see comment above about paragraph 31). Ex situ conservation should not be presented as the priority option for the conservation of biodiversity, but as an ultimate safeguard for critically endangered biodiversity. Ex situ conservation may actually be an indicator of the failure of in natura conservation of biodiversity. Ex situ conservation may undermine the need of in situ conservation. We could add at the beginning of the paragraph “While in situ conservation of biodiversity should be prioritized, relevant actions of the proposed target also include species reintroductions […]” and at the end of the first sentence of paragraph 59, we could add “[…and ex situ conservation] as an ultimate solution for critically endangered biodiversity”. See McGowan et al. 2016 https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/conl.12285),

	14
	61
	Measuring conflicts between humans and wildlife could be considered through a spatial approach, the levels of pressure on/of species depending largely from the ecosystems they live in, and the habitats and resources they provide. This would also allow to take into account how ecosystem modifications by humans enters the equation. Thus, maps showing the gaps in terms of natural areas available, areas of decline in the distribution areas of species, and / or levels of unsustainable anthropogenic footprint would allow to visualize, quantify and locate the intensity of conflicts between humans and nature. The evolution of these pressure maps over time would make it possible to monitor the levels of conflicts between humans and biodiversity. Based on such maps, objectives in terms of % of areas where human-wildlife conflict occur, for example, could be set. See for an example, Sharma et al. 2020, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2351989420308258, Naha et al. 2020 https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-020-67980-w)
These maps should also be consistent with the other objectives and targets of the post-2020 framework and include in particular protected and other areas, areas important for nature's contributions to human populations and areas to be restored. This supports the rationale for 100% of areas under spatial planning (see comment on paragraph 53 above).
We could add a reference to that idea at the end of paragraph 61:” Human and nature conflicts can be identified through maps and associated datasets. An indicator for assessing progress over this issue could be the evolution of the total areas of real or potential conflicts, assuming that this decrease in conflicts areas is not due to the disappearance of biodiversity.” 

	15
	Target 4
	Pauly & Zeller (2016), Catch reconstructions reveal that global marine fisheries catches are higher than reported and declining, Nature Communications. This paper shows the extent of illegal fishing, highlighting its potential impact on marine biodiversity

	16
	68
	The impact rate of invasive alien species is not a sufficiently developed indicator. The following components must be specified, identified by scientists:
· - Economic: several attempts to estimate the economic impacts of invasive alien species have been made but still many uncertainties;
· - Societal: the societal impacts of invasive alien species, in particular on human health, can be measured;
· - Ecological: the complexity of the interactions within makes this calculation even more delicate. In 2017, a study estimated that the environmental impacts were documented for only 30% of exotic birds. Data on the ecological impacts of invasive alien species are needed to better manage them.
See:
· - Courchamp, Franck, et al. (2017) Trends in Ecology & Evolution, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 13–22, doi:10.1016/j.tree.2016.11.001.
· - Latombe, Guillaume, et al. (2017) A Vision for Global Monitoring of Biological Invasions. Biological Conservation, vol. 213, pp. 295–308, doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2016.06.013.
· - Vanderhoeven, Sonia, et al. (2017) Tracking Invasive Alien Species (TrIAS): Building a Data-Driven Framework to Inform Policy. Research Ideas and Outcomes, vol. 3, May 2017, p. e13414, doi:10.3897/rio.3.e13414

	18
	
	The French assessment of ecosystems and ecosystem services (Efese, Evaluation française des écosystèmes et des services écosystémiques) has produced an assessment of the carbon sequestration service in ecosystems, which is a central nature-based solution for climate change mitigation. This assessment computed the monetary value of this service in France for different types of ecosystems.
https://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/sites/default/files/Th%C3%A9ma%20-%20La%20sequestration%20de%20carbone%20par%20les%20ecosysteme.pdf
This national program also produced an assessment of nature-based solutions for coastal erosion mitigation in the Aquitaine region : https://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/sites/default/files/Th%C3%A9ma%20-%20Le%20service%20de%20r%C3%A9gulation%20de%20l%E2%80%99%C3%A9rosion%20c%C3%B4ti%C3%A8re%20en%20Aquitaine.pdf

	18
	74
	In relation to the cautions raised in paragraph 75 about the potential risks of climate mitigation and adaptation measures related to energy for biodiversity, a similar one should be done when introducing the concept of “nature-based solutions”. The positive returns of nature-based solutions for biodiversity should be assessed before implementation, to avoid a misuse of the concept for, e.g.  geoengineering or afforestation and geological carbon capture strategies.
See:
- Eggermont, Hilde, et al. (2015) Nature-Based Solutions: New Influence for Environmental Management and Research in Europe. GAIA  - Ecological Perspectives for Science and Society, vol. 24, no. 4, Jan. 2015, pp. 243–48, doi:10.14512/gaia.24.4.9.
- Seddon, Nathalie, et al. (2020) Understanding the Value and Limits of Nature-Based Solutions to Climate Change and Other Global Challenges. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, vol. 375, no. 1794, p. 20190120, doi:10.1098/rstb.2019.0120.

	19
	75
	We do not really understand the value of specifying the role of IPLCs at this level more than elsewhere. The point applies to all populations (human and other species alike). 

	19
	75
	We disagree with the statement “while many ecosystem-based approaches have co-benefits for biodiversity, this is not always the case, and careful assessment of synergies and trade-offs is required”. Both ecosystem-based approaches and nature-based solution definitions have provisions to ensure that they have biodiversity benefits, otherwise they cannot be qualified as such.
We believe it would be more appropriate to mention that decarbonation pathways have to take into account biodiversity protection, or, at least do not harm biodiversity, especially when it comes to land-based climate mitigation measures that use CDR such as BECCs (the example of tree planting can fall into this idea). The IDDRI paper written by Deprez and al. (2019) can be quoted and provides deeper insights (https://www.iddri.org/sites/default/files/PDF/Publications/Catalogue%20Iddri/Etude/201911-ST0819-climate%20biodiv%20land_0.pdf).
We also believe that this idea would better fit into paragraph 73 as it is not related to ecosystem-based approaches or nature-based solutions per say but to wider decarbonation strategies. 

	19
	77
	The comment appearing in this paragraph could also be put in perspective with the work quantifying anthropogenic and wild biomasses indicating that humans and livestock (cattle, pigs) currently represent around 160 Mt of carbon, while wild mammals only represent 7 Mt (see Bar-On et al 2018). These values therefore imply a strategy to rectify these trends if we want the harvesting of wildlife (and in particular mammals) to be sustainable. This could involve reducing the footprint linked to meat production for human use, for the benefit of wildlife in terms of a reduced land-use change for agriculture and meat production and restauration of natural habitats, even if the harvesting of wild individuals came to a complete stop.
We can add to this paragraph: “However, the demand for bushmeat or other wild products would ultimately become unsustainable if a certain level of demand is reached. In that case, a shift to agriculture products would be needed.” 

	19
	78
	The actions envisaged here should also be linked, beyond target 3, with the targets on the integration of biodiversity into the activities and consumption patterns of human populations (targets 13 to 15).So we propose to add at the end of the sentence “[…] and with the targets on the integration of biodiversity into the activities and consumption patterns of human populations (targets 13 to 15)”. 

	20
	80
	The focus on productivity in this paragraph overlooks some other important contributions of biodiversity in agriculture and other managed ecosystems, beyond achieving food security. A link needs to be done between this paragraph and those related to Target 10 below, because as it stands it seems that nature-based solutions do not apply in the field of agriculture while approaches such as agro-ecology, agroforestry and others rely entirely on ecosystems. We do not fully understand the link to productivity as stated in the para with what is formulated in the text of the target. In addition, productivity seems to be a limited issue as regards the potential of agriculture for the achievement of the post-2020 framework and in particular on the other services provided by it (climate, health, pollution regulation, landscape maintenance, etc.), and so avoid reducing agricultural activity to food security.

	21
	83
	The formulation “Under various scenarios, the decline of regulating services originating from biodiversity is expected to increase.” is not very clear (“the decline (…) is expected to increase”). Prefer: “(…) the regulating services originating from biodiversity are expected to keep declining.” 

	21
	84
	Regarding this sentence: “While nature-based or ecosystem-ecosystem based approaches often have co-benefits for biodiversity and help to create incentives for their use and their mainstreaming into decision making and planning processes, these co-benefits are not always guaranteed.” There is a tipping error.

	21
	84
	“To create or recreate green and blue spaces in urban areas making sure to maintain a coherent network of these ecosystems”

	22
	85
	Add the potential role of these spaces, not only as habitats for species, but also in terms of connectivity of peri-urban natural spaces, and therefore their role in the expectations linked to objective A of the post-2020 framework. See: Kong et al. 2010, Landscape and Urban Planning, Norton et al. 2016, Cur Land Eco Rep, Lepczyk et al. 2017, BioScience, Marconi Penteado 2020, Urban Ecosystems, Aronson et al. 2017, Front in Eco and the Env, Wood et al. 2018, Front. Psychol., Egerer et al. 2020, Scientific Reports.

	22
	88
	This paragraph should also explore to which extent access and benefit-sharing has contributed or could contribute to the conservation of biodiversity, which is central to CBD missions. It should include a discussion on risk incentives to overexploit biodiversity through access and benefit sharing schemes, and how to prevent this. See for example: Richerzhagen, C. (2010). Protecting Biological Diversity. The effectiveness of access and benefit sharing regimes. London: Routledge.

	23
	Target 13
	The statistical commission of the United Nations just revised the System of Environmental Economic Accounting. Physical accounts of ecosystems have been accepted as an international statistical standard, but monetary accounts of ecosystems have not. We should therefore be cautious about the mention of “accounts” in this target. As far as national accounts are concerned, this should be understood as physical accounts.

	24
	94
	Proposition of adding to the following sentence “For example, intensive systems of timber production, such as plantations and clear cutting, may reduce species richness by 13-44 per cent while extensive and closer-to-nature forest management systems have minimal impact.”

	24
	95
	“The impacts of productions systems and supply changes related to food” (agriculture in terrestrial environments, affecting forests, freshwater and coastal areas too, and fisheries in marine environments), 
· Typing error of supply “chains” instead of “changes”
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposition of adding “forests” as being namely affected by unsustainable supply chains and agriculture.

	24
	95
	Regarding the sentence: “ The actions taken the reach this target could directly or indirectly contribute to many of the proposed targets in the post-2020”
Typing error of “the reach” instead of “to reach”

	24
	98
	Regarding the sentence: “ The actions taken the reach this target could directly or indirectly contribute to many of the proposed targets in the post-2020”
Typing error of “the reach” instead of “to reach”

	25
	Target 15
	This target could be linked to the upcoming IPBES assessment on multiple nature-related values

	26
	Target 16
	Sumail et al. (2010), A bottom-up re-estimation of global fisheries subsidies, shows the extent of fisheries subsidies, that can be beneficial to biodiversity, capacity-enhancing, or ambiguous
The OECD also recently published a paper on this topic : Relative effects of fisheries support policies
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/agriculture-and-food/relative-effects-of-fisheries-support-policies_bd9b0dc3-en

	28
	Target 18
	Seidl et al. (2021), The effectiveness of national biodiversity investments to protect the wealth of nature
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41559-020-01372-1
This paper shows the increase in biodiversity spendings, and its positive effects on biodiversity conservation

	28
	109
	Point (e) “enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of resource use”, should be put on higher level of requirement than points (a) to (d). Point (a) to (d) enumerate different ways of mobilizing finance for biodiversity. However, point (e) refers to the efficiency of spending, hence it seems to be an absolute necessity, whatever option (a) to (d) is chosen to scale up biodiversity finance.

	29
	Target 20
	In paragraph 122, it is recognized that inequality and environmental justice (two transformational levers that have been identified by the IPBES) are only partially addressed in Target 20. The suggested change allows to better account for these two levers in Target 20.

	29
	Target 20
	This target could also be linked with the upcoming IPBES assessment of multiple values

	
	
	



Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int by 22 March 2021
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]
