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	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	4
	8
	We suggest the following edit: 

8.Ecosystem restoration will be an essential part of efforts to achieve this goal. For example, some estimates suggest that converting restoring 20% of terrestrial managed ecosystems to “natural” ecosystems could reduce the global terrestrial extinction debt (predicted future extinction based on current pressures) by up to 70%.21

In addition, reference 21 should be updated as follows: 
21. Strassburg Bernardo et al (2020) Global priority areas for ecosystem restoration. Nature 586, 724-729 (2020)


	4
	10
	
We suggest the following edit: 
10.An effective network of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) will be an important tool in ensuring the extent and integrity of ecosystems. The areas covered by such a network is are as, if not more, important than the total area of land or sea covered. If protected areas and other effective area-based measures are not properly situated to cover the most important sites for biodiversity, such as Key Biodiversity Areas, their impact on conservation may be limited (see also proposed target 2).


	6
	17. (b)
	We suggest the following edit:
Trends of threatened species - A key indicator for measuring species extinction risk is the Red List Index, which measures overall extinction risk for taxonomic groups that have been comprehensively assessed. The index has declined, indicating increased extinction risk, for all listed groups (birds, mammals, amphibians, corals, cycads) and for all regions since 2000. However the rate at which bird species have declined towards extinction has been reduced through conservation action by at least 40 per cent, mainly preventing critically endangered bird species from becoming extinct.25 Some species have also improved in conservation status, such as the Guam Rail which was Extinct in the Wild but is now living in the wild once again following reintroduction. 26 However overall about 1 million species (or 13 per cent) are currently estimated to be threatened with extinction, although the extinction risk varies significantly across taxa. 27 For comprehensively assessed taxonomic groups the proportion ranges from 7 (for some bony fish groups) to 63 per cent (for cycads) across groups, averaging about 24 per cent.28


	6
	17 (c)
	
The Species Habitat Index is not appropriate as a measure of species abundance; therefore, this reference should be removed: 

Trends in abundance - All indicators suggest that species abundance is declining globally, including the Living Planet Index, the Species Habitat Index, and fish biomass indicators. For most species in the wild, population abundance is declining globally, with some indicators showing a 68 per cent decline between 1970 and 2016, including a 32 per cent decline since 2000.29


	7
	18
	This paragraph should add a reference to the below paper: 

‘Scenarios suggest that a plausible pathway towards the 2050 Vision is to prevent an increase in extinction rates in the coming decade and to reduce them progressively through 2050, towards being as close as possible to background levels by 2050.32 Halting human-induced extinction completely by 2030 is likely not realistic, especially given that certain threats such as climate change will continue to intensify and there are unavoidable time lags associated with conservation action. However, where both the species at risk and the drivers of decline are known, extinctions can probably be avoided given sufficient political will and investment*. Consideration will also need to be given to what extent actions to reach this target should focus on known threatened species or known species more generally.’

*Bolam et al. 2020. How many bird and mammal extinctions have recent conservation action prevented? Conservation Letters https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/conl.12762 

	7
	19
	We suggest the following edit:

‘Scenarios also suggest that it would be feasible to reduce the proportion of species threatened with extinction in the wild by 2030 and aim to reduce extinction risk across all species by 2050. Efforts to reduce extinction rate and risk could should prioritize evolutionary distinct species to conserve evolutionary lineages across the entire “tree of life,” as well as species in ecological and functional groups that have globally relevant roles either because they intervene in regulating processes at the continental or larger scales, such as migratory animals, or because they are locally important across a large number of ecosystems around the world, such as pollinators, scavengers, top predators, and large-bodied mammals and trees.’


	7
	21
	To clarify this paragraph, we suggest the following edit and this additional reference (34):

‘With regards to abundance, the Living Planet Index suggests that a 680 per cent decline has occurred since 1970 to 2016. To get back to the 1970 level by 2050, it will be necessary to incrementally increase the abundance once again. However, recent work suggests that the Living Planet Index is strongly influenced by those species with the most extreme population trends declines or increases. This includes those species’ populations declining the most, as well as those species’ populations increasing the most. Importantly, removing 10% from both extremes (some 20% of the populations within the index) still reveals a decline of 42% since 1970, indicating substantial biodiversity loss*. For example, if the populations with most severe declines are excluded, the overall index shows a slight increase, whereas excluding the populations with most increases shows, the index has a decline of 71 per cent.’

*Robin Freeman (2020) https://www.zsl.org/blogs/science/the-living-planet-index--data-analysis-clusters-and-biodiversity-loss


	
	22
	The last sentence of this paragraph seems to imply that these species are now saved from extinctions while many are still at risk of extinction. To clarify the whole paragraph, we suggest the following edits:

‘…Recent analyses suggest that 37 per cent of threatened species in comprehensively assessed taxonomic groups will require such additional actions.36 These types of intensive actions (as well as mitigation of threats and conservation of key sites and habitats) are known to have avoided extinction of for between 28 and 48 bird and mammal species since 1993, and between 11 and 25 species since 2010.37 It is therefore possible to prevent extinctions even over relatively short timeframes with concerted action.’ 



	
	25
	The Red List Index can factor improvements in status even before official reclassification is published. Therefore, we suggest removing the following sentence: 

‘Three types of information can help to monitor progress towards this target: the number of extinctions, the status and trends of threatened species, and the abundance of species. Information on these three issues is available. However, as noted above, there are gaps in taxonomic and geographic coverage that should be born in mind (see also proposed target 19). Further there are often time lags in collecting these types of information. For  example, the IUCN Red List of Threatened species assessment methodology requires that a species has improved for five years before it can be down listed. Information on the protection of important habitats protection is also available, and can provide an indication of conservation action for areas with high diversity.’

	
	29 (a)
	This paragraph should cite the following paper: 

‘The extinction risk of wild relatives of domesticated or farmed birds and mammals is increasing. A Red List Index covering 55 wild mammal and 449 wild bird species, related to 30 domesticated mammals and birds that are sources of food, showed a decline of 2% from 1988 to 2016, suggesting that on average these species are moving closer to extinction. Fifteen of the wild relatives (seven mammals and eight birds) are currently Critically Endangered, indicating that the status of the wild relatives of farmed animals could deteriorate rapidly unless action is taken to reverse their decline*.’

* McGowan et al. "Tracking trends in the extinction risk of wild relatives of domesticated species to assess progress against global biodiversity targets." Conservation Letters 12.1 (2019): e12588.

	
	68 (a)
	
This paragraph should better emphasize the need for spatial planning to integrate biodiversity considerations adequately. Spatial planning without these considerations won’t help. We therefore suggest the following edit:

‘Spatial planning - It is not currently possible to accurately measure what proportion of the earth is considered ‘under spatial planning, partly because there is no standard definition of what constitutes a spatial plan and a range of approaches and tools for planning are used at different scales. Moreover, spatial planning can be conducted without being done in a biodiversity-positive way. To provide positive biodiversity outcomes, spatial planning also needs to be conducted at an ecologically-relevant scale. However, only a handful of countries are known to have undertaken comprehensive spatial planning that integrate biodiversity objectives. Further the information in national biodiversity strategies and action plans and national reports to the Convention also suggests that the use of spatial planning in relation to biodiversity is limited. With regards to conservation strategies or ecoregional plans, issues related to spatial planning but more narrow in focus, a recent assessment calculated that around 50 per cent of terrestrial ecoregions had some form of these in place but the operational status of many of them was is uncertain.72 In the marine realm, spatial planning tools have been modified to better enable practitioners to consider ecological connectivity in decision making. However fewer than one-third of Member Countries of the FAO report having put in place complete and enabling policy, legal and institutional frameworks for integrated coastal zone management (ICZM), and about half have partially developed frameworks awaiting adoption.73’



	
	81
	
Reference 121 should also list www.keybiodiversityareas.org


	
	82
	
The first sentence of this paragraph repeats the first sentence of paragraph 81 so we suggest deleting it. In addition, we suggest replacing the word ‘protecting’ by ‘conserving’ as OECMs are included in these estimates, and we suggest mentioning Key Biodiversity Areas as follows: 

‘Estimates vary regarding the proportion of the planet that should be within protected areas and OECMs, but mMany recent proposals converge on conserving protecting about 30 per cent of the land surface by 2030, with the possibility of higher targets established subsequently.124 Given future scenarios for land-use change and taking into account the potential for other effective area based conservation measures, such a target is likely feasible.125 However, the importance of focusing on biodiversity outcomes (i.e. effective conservation of sites of biodiversity importance, such as Key Biodiversity Areas) rather than spatial area is emphasized; an increase in coverage alone will not be sufficient.126 Similarly a recent assessment found that marine protected areas could have simultaneous benefits for protecting biodiversity, increase fisheries yields and secure carbon stocks from human activity if properly sited.127 Further the same assessment found that a globally coordinated network of marine protected areas could be twice as effective as one solely determined by national-level planning. Therefore, there is strong evidence that an effective system of protected areas’


	
	85
	We suggest the following additional paragraph: 
Additional types of action that could be undertaken towards this target could include, but are not limited to:
a. Enhancing the monitoring of the effectiveness and conservation outcomes of protected areas and OECMs (proposed target 19),
b. The greater integration or mainstreaming of protected areas and OECMs across national policies and planning processes (proposed target 1).
c. Greater collaboration between neighbouring countries for transboundary planning and cooperation in the management of protected areas and OECMs, where relevant.
d. Completing the inventory of Key Biodiversity Areas in each country, by applying the Global Standard for the identification of KBAs to all species groups and ecosystems through nationally-led multi-stakeholder processes using local data.

	
	88
	The following typographical error should be corrected to clarify that ‘representativeness’ is a key component for monitoring OECMs: 

Monitoring progress towards this target will require information on the extent of protected areas and OECMs, their representiveness, connectivity and effectiveness…


	
	A. Active species management 
	We suggest adding the below text at the start of A. Active species management to provide context and clarity: 

‘While many species will benefit from the retention of intact habitats and restoration of degraded habitats (Target 1), site-based conservation (Target 2), and  mitigation of key threats (Targets 4-7), some threatened species require targeted efforts to prevent their extinction and/or to ensure their recovery. These actions are the focus of this target.’


	
	95
	These additions mentioned in the last sentence of this paragraph would distract from the focus of the target and we suggest that they are removed. Conservation of genetic resources is already encompassed, while conservation of crops and livestock, rather than wild species, is the focus of other targets below (it is about benefits to people, not conservation of species to prevent extinction and promote recovery): 

‘Relevant actions related to this aspect of the proposed target include species reintroductions, species recovery actions (such as vaccinations, supplementary feeding, provision of breeding sites, and planting and protection of seedlings) and ex situ conservation. Further some species may require more than one type of intervention. Similarly, some of these active management actions may need to be aligned with a reduction in threats to the species (proposed targets proposed targets 1, 4-7) as well as the enhancement of protected areas and OECMS (proposed target 2) in order for them to be fully effective. The scope of the target could be expanded to include ex situ conservation of genetic resources at the sub-species level, including for crops and livestock.’


	
	118
	We suggest the following additions to the text: 
1. A range of additional actions may also be required to reach the proposed target. Examples of these include:
a. Identification and targeted efforts towards sustainable management of species most at risk of overexploitation
b. Scientific stock assessments of wild populations including potential sustainable harvest levels, and development of monitoring systems. For example, currently scientific stock assessments are being undertaken on approximately half of global marine catches.186
c. Greater controls on harvest levels (e.g. quotas, catch limits, hunting restrictions)
d. Increased implementation of measures to mitigate bycatch (e.g. for seabirds, cetaceans and turtles in fisheries)
e. Increased capacity of local communities to pursue sustainable livelihoods
f. Enhanced enforcement of existing legislation and increased efforts to curb illegal harvest and trade
g. Development of additional regulatory and non-regulatory measures, including certification
h. Greater engagement with a broad range of actors (e.g. state, non-state, civil society, consumers, experts); and greater inter-agency and international cooperation.’


	
	127
	We suggest the following edits : 
‘Currently more native species are moving closer to extinction due to increased pressure from invasive alien species than are native species improving in risk status as a result of the eradication or control efforts. This is shown in the negative trend of the Red List Index (impacts of invasive alien species), indicating that assessed birds, mammals and amphibians are increasingly being driven towards extinction by the pressure of invasive alien species.’

	
	132
	We suggest the following edits: 

‘The prioritization of eradication and control efforts for established invasive alien species will likely also be required given the number of invasive alien species present in countries and regions. Focusing efforts on those invasive alien species which are particularly detrimental, such as those which are the main driver of decline of threatened species, may be warranted.220 For example, on the IUCN Red list there are currently more than 3,700 critically endangered or endangered species which are threatened affected by invasive alien species. Priority could be given to the controlling or eradicating invasive alien species which are having serious detrimental effects on areas of importance for biodiversity areas, such Key Biodiversity Areas, including or Alliance for Zero Extinction sites.’

	
	138
	We suggest the following edits to bring clarity to the text: 

‘Pollution is one of the key direct drivers of biodiversity loss.223 There are many types of pollution and their impacts on biodiversity vary. Excess nutrients (especially nitrogen and phosphorus) cause eutrophication and ‘dead zones’ in freshwater and coastal areas, and negatively impacts and affects species composition in terrestrial, freshwater and coastal ecosystems. Pesticides, a type of biocide, directly kill some organisms and indirectly harm others. Plastic waste endangers marine animals, among other impacts. Noise and Light and sound pollution also disrupt the behaviour of many species and threaten birds and cetaceans.224 Most pollutants also have negative impacts on human health and many disproportionately affect indigenous peoples and local communities.225 Most forms of pollution are increasing in most parts of the world. To achieve the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework it will be necessary to reduce substantially levels of pollution. Many pollutants are also harmful to human wellbeing and contribute to other societal challenges, including air pollution, climate change and stratospheric ozone depletion.’


	
	151
	We suggest the following edits to bring further clarity for the need for nature-based solutions to be biodiversity inclusive: 

The potential of working with nature to support climate change mitigation and adaptation is increasingly recognized. 261 The terms “nature-based solutions” or “ecosystem-based approaches” are increasingly used to describe such approaches and are umbrella terms that cover a wide range of strategies including ecosystem-based adaptation, 262 ecosystem-based mitigation, ecosystem-based disaster risk reduction,263 ‘green’ and ‘blue’ infrastructure or ‘ecological engineering’. However, it is important to note that nature-based solutions are not limited to addressing climate change and can include nature-based strategies for addressing other societal challenges such as those linked to food security or human health.  Ensuring biodiversity considerations are a fundamental component in the design and implementation of nature-based solutions maximizes the contribution to - and synergies with - efforts to support biodiversity, in particular species, adapt to climate change, whilst also securing wider benefits from nature for people.’ 


	
	191
	This paragraph should be revised to make explicit the mutualistic relationship between delivering for nature whilst enhancing people’s health, livelihoods and well-being: 

While nature-based solutions are increasingly used around the world, information on the extent of their use and the number of people currently benefiting from them is incomplete. While nature-based solutions 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, a biodiversity-inclusive approach would ensure direct benefits for biodiversity are secured. Furthermore, in most cases nature-based solutions or ecosystem-based approaches will not be sufficient on their own to fully meet objectives for water and air quality or to completely prevent or mitigate extreme events and hazards. As such the use of nature-based solutions or ecosystem-based approaches should not detract from efforts to address the direct and indirect pressures on biodiversity and the other pressures which contribute to these hazards.



Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int by 23 April 2021. Please note that review comments previously sent on document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.2 will be considered in the revision of this document and there is no need to resend comments already submitted.

