Template for the review of the document on scientific and technical information to support the review of the proposed goals and targets in the updated zero draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS

	Contact information

	Surname:
	Von der Weid

	Given Name:
	Carolina

	Government (if applicable): 
	Brazil

	Organization:
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	Address:  
	Esplanada dos Ministérios, Bloco H Anexo 1 - sala 402

	City:
	Brasilia

	Country:
	Brazil

	E-mail:
	dema1@itamaraty.gov.br

	General comments

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Although the document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.2 does not include reference to the baseline options for the GBF’s goals and targets, some of the scientific justification included in the current document appears to take the year of 2020 as the agreed baseline. Despite this issue being addressed in document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3Add.1, we recall that Parties have not yet taken a decision on which baseline or baselines to adopt for the GBF. In this sense, we’d recommend that an explanatory note regarding this issue is included at the opening of the document.

	We consider that just as in the peer review phase of the “Monitoring framework for the post-2020 GBF”, the current peer review process “Scientific and technical information to support the review of the proposed goals and targets in the updated zero draft of the post- 2020 Global Biodiversity Framework” without revising the language of the proposed Objectives and Goals is not justified. Thus, the present analysis focuses on the information provided by the Secretariat in the document Add.2, but also on the language of Objectives and Goals considering the intrinsic correlation between these elements.

	The benefits of the adoption of innovative biotechnology by Parties have increased over last years and have provided solutions for human health, sustainable agriculture production and food security, such as quick development of recombinant vaccines, drugs development, more efficient use of pesticides in crops, pests resistant crops, herbicide and draught tolerant plants, etc. we’d recommend that the approach adopted by the GBF’s targets be more focused on positive incentives related to the safe use of biotechnology.

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	3
	9
	Modify for “As set out in GBO-5, a portfolio of actions would be needed involving transformative change urgent action in the management of land and oceans, and of production and consumption patterns across all sectors, particularly food and agriculture”. Urgent action is the correct term used in Mission 2030, as the authors of the document themselves make it clear in paragraph 11. The concept of transformative changes has not been agreed upon by the Parties. 

	3
	10 (graphic)
	The crossing lines at year 2020 implies that this will be the baseline for the GBF’s goals and targets. However, Parties to the OEWG-2 have not yet decided on the baseline or baselines to be included in the GBF. We’d recommend deleting the graphic, since it lacks precision and does not provide any clarification on the matter at hand.

	3
	11
	The statement “A more ambitious approach would see no-net loss of the status of biodiversity” must be qualified in order to illustrate the challenge within the GBF. To achieve “no net-loss”, especially with regards to developing countries that need to expand their infrastructure, energy and food production, is only feasible if financial resources are available to law-enforcement activities, as well as a system for payments for environmental services by developed countries is operational to compensate for avoided deforestation and to incentivize ecological restoration of degraded ecosystems and technology transfer.

	4
	Goal A
	Modify for “The area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems maintained or increased, by at least [X%] supporting healthy and resilient populations of all species while reducing the number of species that are threatened by [X%] and maintaining genetic diversity”. The different conservation realities within the Parties must be taken into account. A Party may already have achieved the agreed percentage and it is necessary to maintain it. Besides, the Goal must also be designed in a way to create positive incentives towards area preservation. Parties with an excess of conserved or restored natural ecosystems should be financially compensated. It should also be clear that OECMs will be accounted for when defining the Goal.

	4
	16
	We suggest that the “potential natural vegetation” should be used instead of “natural ecosystem”. Since the concept of “natural ecosystem” has not been previously discussed by Parties, we’d recommend that a consultation is conducted before including it in CBD documents. Alternatively, by using the concept of “potential natural vegetation”, it would be possible to measure the contribution of each Party to the current state of biodiversity and, at the same time, address the historical trend of biodiversity degradation in place for centuries. This would be a more precise reflection of the agreed principle that countries have common but differentiated responsibilities. 

	4
	17 and 18
	The concept of integrity lacks definition and is, so far, not mensurable. If it is to be adopted in the GBF, it must be made clear how will be able to measure the integrity of ecosystems. Otherwise, it will not serve as a goal or component of the goal.

	5
	19
	As with regards to the sentence “While ecosystem restoration will be an essential part of efforts to achieve this goal [A], priority should be given to retaining existing natural ecosystems”, we recall the information provided by the Earth Commission Meeting Report to the CBD (Ref. CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/9) which offers scientific guidance, evidence base and feasibility analysis for the development of the Post-2020 GBF. The report highlights “the need to consider all ecosystems under the double perspective of conserving nature and ensuring the long-term provision of benefits to people” (p. 2). It also affirms that “natural ecosystems provide essential benefits to people. At the same time, managed ecosystems should not be considered as ‘lost for nature’; they are places where certain functions of nature are managed to provide specific benefits, but also provide important opportunities for nature conservation and enhancing nature’s contributions to people” (p. 2-3). Based on such reasoning, we would recommend that the authors reconsider the following expression: “(…) priority should be given to retaining existing natural ecosystems”. As demonstrated above, it is not a matter of adopting a twofold approach (i.e. excluding one option at the expense of the other) neither establishing a “hierarchy” between conserving existing natural ecosystems and promoting ecosystem restoration, but instead, recognizing they are equally important. 

	6
	24
	Regarding the sentence “For most species in the wild, population abundance is declining globally, indicators showing, up until 2016, a 68 per cent decline since 1970, including a 32 per cent decline since 2000”, we recall that Leung et al. (2020) have reanalyzed all the data utilized by the Living Planet Index and demonstrated that that the use of averages distorted the facts and found that 98.6% of monitored populations across all systems showed no meaningful global trend. However, when analyzed separately, three groups of species were declining strongly with high certainty (all of them located in the Indo-Pacifc region) and seven groups of species were declining strongly but with less certainty (mostly reptile and amphibian groups). For reference: Leung, B., A.L. Hargreaves, D.A. Greenberg, B. McGill, M. Dornelas & R. Freeman, 2020. Clustered versus catastrophic global vertebrate declines. Nature 588: pages267–271.

	7
	32
	The sentence “but current knowledge suggests a minimum of 90 per cent by 2050 would be consistent with the 2050 Vision” lacks clarity. Does it mean that 90% of genetic diversity within species should be maintained? Or 90% of genetic diversity within populations of species? There is great difference between these two concepts. If only genetic diversity within species is being considered, Parties should carefully consider that the impact of biodiversity loss on populations with little contribution to the genetic pool might be out of scope of the target. 

	7
	32
	“While population abundance is a key factor in the maintenance of genetic diversity, it is not a sufficient indicator since it does not account for within population genetic diversity, hence the need for genetic diversity to be explicitly included in the Goals.” This is a statement that should be carefully considered by Parties when reviewing the proposed goals. Considering the Theory of Change, to enable conditions, and adequate means of implementation to achieve knowledge of the status of genetic diversity within populations and species across the world, a great volume of financial resources, capacity and technology must be directed by the Parties to research and development, specially to Megadiverse countries. This step needs to be reflected in the goals and targets to 2030 and 2050 vision.

	8
	39
	It is necessary to contextualize the paragraph regarding the differences between developing and developed countries and the necessity to provide financial resources. Considering the 2030 milestones (food security, access to water and resilience to natural disasters) of Goal B and the huge gap between developed and developing countries, the efforts to achieve such ambition in the coming decades have to be contextualized in the paragraph. Thus, it is also necessary that Goal B milestones have a direct link to Goal D related to the implementation and provision of resources for developing countries that promote diverse sources, such as payment for ecosystem services, payment for carbon market etc. It is important to stress that implementing the Post-2020 GBF will not only generate costs but also economic benefits.

	9
	39 (d)
	We suggest deleting item 39 (d). The commitments related to mitigation of GHG are negotiated in the UNFCCC Parties, considering that the largest share of historical and current global emissions of GHG has originated in developed countries. Ecosystem-based approaches can be part of adaptation commitments and should not be mixed in the two distinct international instruments. Therefore, it is necessary to make it clear that ecosystem-based approaches are part of adaptation commitments and to stress the common but differentiate responsibilities.

	9
	40
	We suggest removing the term “nature-based solutions”, considering that it has been not agreed upon by the Parties. The way it is written implies that EBA and NBS are equivalent concepts. Until Parties agreed upon a definition for NBS, the equivalence used in the document does not reflect reality and therefore we’d request it is deleted.

	9
	Goal C
	This is the long-term objective of the CBD but currently under implemented given the ongoing discussions on whether and how the use of DSI should also be covered by the benefit sharing commitments made by the Parties. The Post2020 GBF should ensure that all uses of GR and TK pay benefit sharing. Given the fast rate of growth of the biotechnology sector (above 10% por year), Goal C should include an expectation the benefit sharing would increase in a similar proportional rate till 2050. As a comparison, we recall that eleven International Agriculture Research Centers of the CGIAR have proposed in February 2020 a more ambitious alternative long-term goal for ABS: “Requisite national ABS frameworks are in place and operational in all countries, and transfers of genetic resources and associated information (including traditional knowledge), and the sharing of benefits in compliance with national laws implementing international access and benefit-sharing conventions, have increased by [at least 10% per year] until 2030 compared to 2020”.

	9
	41
	We suggest modifying Goal C for “The Access and benefit sharing mechanisms are established in all countries and benefits shared increased by [x%]”. As stated before, Goal C is not very ambitious when is compared to the two other objectives of the Convention. Therefore, it is important that the Goal C reflects concrete actions, using the language of Milestone 2030. This statement is corroborated by paragraph 42 (only 27 Parties reported having received benefits from access to genetic resources) and paragraph 43 (the global pharmaceutical industry market was around USD 1.25 trillion in 2019, and 25% of new drugs are derived from or synthesized from natural products). Additionally, it might be useful to add a call to the engagement of the private sector if the post-2020 GBF is to succeed. The strategy to engage this sector should be better stressed with regards to the means of implementation.

	10
	46
	We suggest including in Goal D a clear mention to the urgent need to Parties to comply with Article 20 of the Convention. The Aichi Targets results showed that implementation is a vital point for the success of GBF.  Goal D needs a more concrete and ambitious language instead of using vague elements. Paragraph 48 correctly states that “Inadequate funding levels are a major impediment to effective biodiversity conservation in many countries and may be associated with failures to meet global targets”. 

	10
	47
	Means of implementation will represent a critical step to allow the ambitious implementation of the Post-2020 GBF. It is worth noting that, in line with Article 20.2 of the Convention, developed countries should provide additional financial resources to the achievement of the CBD´s goals. In this regard, other sources of financing should not reduce the efforts from developed countries. The gap in resource mobilization between developed and developing countries must be taken into account when drafting the Goal. This is of a particular concern due to the current state of the pandemic, which has increased the burden on developing countries and their national recovery packages. Biodiversity-related financial flows to developing countries will significantly improve the chances of a successful implementation of CBD’s goals.

	11
	50
	With regards to the mentioning of benefit sharing and target 12 among the options to means of implementation, it must be recalled that the effects related to the application of ABS compliance provisions and obligations emanating from domestic legislation or regulatory requirements of 129 Parties to the Nagoya Protocol should not be equally taken into account or mixed up with the financing opportunities and implementation mechanisms associated with the overall Post-2020 GBF - under negotiation by the 196 Parties to the CBD.  The latter is broader in scope and application and linked with the need to not only generating additional resources but also enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of resource use.  As stated in Article 20.2 of the Convention, developed countries have endorsed a commitment to take the lead on financing resources towards CBD´s goals. ABS provisions and effective benefit sharing should not be considered as a primary source towards the GBF, and countries receiving benefit sharing should not be harmed in assessing official resources. 

	12
	52
	Modify the sentence “The second and third components would be limited only by logistical and other practical constraints and by resources available for land restoration and improve of productivity”. We acknowledge the importance of recovering degraded areas, but such action requires large amounts of capital and depend on the availability of credit, for example. Thus, the statement should be better contextualized. Given the importance of recovering these areas, we recommend that it is specifically mentioned in the Implementation and Mobilization of Resources Target.

	12
	56
	It is necessary to define and agree about the concept of “Areas particularly important for biodiversity” before it is used by the Convention. So far, it has only being used in an information document from the Secretariat (CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11). Parties should be consulted on this concept. In addition, the sentence “an increase in coverage alone will not be sufficient”, as well as “with the focus on areas particularly important for biodiversity” in the Target 2, should be better explained.

	16
	68
	To complement the paragraph with the information from the mentioned article (MCGEOCH AND JETZ, 2020): “A multinational commitment to this target implies access to vital information about biological invasions in three areas that most directly characterize the invasion problem: spread, impact, and intervention effectiveness”. So that the Goal 5 is renewed with the new instruments available with advances on science and can be reflected in the proposed indicators.

	17
	Target 5
	The component indicator 5.1.2 needs to be simple and effective to be functional.

	17
	69
	It is necessary to define and agree on the concepts of "Pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species" and “priority sites” before they’re used by the Convention. An information document from the Secretariat (CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11) is not equivalent to an agreed decision of the Parties.

	17
	71
	To use the term “pesticides” instead of “biocides”. The concept is not agreed by Parties and is only presented in an information document from the Secretariat.

	17
	72
	Regarding the sentence: “(…) Empirical evidence shows that, in many systems, pesticide use can be reduced by between 20 per cent and 65 per cent without reducing yields or farmer income when accompanied by appropriate agronomic practices”, it must be noted that, although this example targets only “pesticide use”, on-farm efficiency gains are not necessarily related to the reduction per se, but rather to the enforcement and creation of conditions or requirements to undertake a more precise, efficient and safe application of pesticides. For instance, the advances of artificial intelligence and machine learning help farmers to apply pesticides at an appropriate rate for a specific pest and location, only when needed. The responsible use of pesticides, the adoption of integrated pest management practices and the effective incorporation of good agricultural practices are key indicators towards promoting sustainable and resilient production. 

	18
	72
	Modify the Target 6 for “reduction of total nitrogen waste” instead of “reducing excess nutrients by X%”. Despite the statement included in the Secretariat document and scientific references to having a goal on reducing nitrogen waste, the proposed goal deals with “reducing excess nutrients [by x%]. In addition, we suggest including the following information from the mentioned article (SUTTON et al. 2021): “… where total‘ ‘nitrogen waste’ ’is the sum of all forms of Reactive Nitrogen (Nr) pollution plus denitrification to N2, which is equally a waste of Nr resources. The goal of halving global nitrogen waste is relevant both for countries with too much and too little nitrogen and for intensive and agro-ecological farming given that reducing waste enables available Nr resources to go further. It is also more equitable than the earlier goal of increasing Nitrogen-Use-Efficiency (NUE) by 20% because less waste means less action is needed. At the same time, it allows flexibility for national and local actors to tune according to their own priorities (by sector, source, nitrogen form, effect, etc.)”.

	18
	72
	Include a bibliographic review before SBI 3 session about the tropical agriculture and pest management practicals to support any commitment in the proposed goal.
The scientific evidence provided to support the proposal to reduce the use of pesticides comes from experiences in France or other European countries and does not reflect the reality of countries in the tropical zone, where the agricultural model is totally different from countries with temperate climates, considering the incidence of pests throughout the year and crop management including a range of practices (integrated pest management, the development of resistant cultivars, crop rotation etc). Thus, a bibliographic review by the secretariat is suggested so that this reality can be incorporated into the proposed Goal.

	18
	Target 6
	Modify headline indicator 6.0.3 (“pesticide use per area, or amount of production, of cropland”) and component indicators 6.1.3 (“fertilizer use per area or amount of production”) and 6.1.4 (“pesticide use per area or amount of production”). It is necessary to evaluate the use of agricultural inputs (pesticides and fertilizers) according to the amount of production and the area used.

	18
	Target 7
	CBD's considerations on adaptation and mitigation on climate change should be made with a focus solely on biological diversity. Other considerations and commitments on the topic must be dealt with in the specific forum, which is the UNFCCC.

	18
	Target 7
	The term "nature-based solutions" has been not agreed upon by the Parties. We suggest removing the term. See also our comment above on paragraph 40.

	18
	74
	Delete the sentence “Number of studies indicate that such ‘nature-based solutions’ could provide about one-third of the total net emission reduction effort required to keep climate change close to 1.5 degrees C above pre-industrial levels”. 
In decisions of a multilateral forum, the gap of information must be recognized, and scientific cooperation and research must be promoted so that common solutions can be reached. Regarding the contributions of the NBS, a recent study presents that “We found important evidence gaps, including a relative paucity of peer‐reviewed studies from low and lower middle‐income nations in the Global South, and gaps on key intervention types, ecosystems, and climate impacts. Some of the gaps may reflect our exclusion of the gray literature and studies published in languages other than English, as well as the global inequality in the distribution of funding and capacity for scientific research” (CHAUSON ET AL., 2020. Mapping the effective of nature-based solution for climate change adaptation.  https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15310)

	19
	75
	We’d request deleting the sentence “In particular, tree planting is not always appropriate, especially of non-native species in monoculture plantations” and “Inevitably, renewable energy as well as some adaptation measures, have potential impacts on biodiversity. The scenarios analyzed in Chauson et al., 2020 (Mapping the effective of nature-based solution for climate change adaptation) do not distinguish between non-native species in reforestation, so this statement is not supported by evidence. We call the joint statement “Towards sustainability: forest solutions in response to the COVID-19 pandemic”, released at the margins of the FAO’s Committee on Forestry (COFO 25), where the Collaborative Partnership on Forests has laid stress on the fact that “forest landscapes and trees should be at the heart of solutions as we look towards a resilient, sustainable future and to achieving the Sustainable Development Goals, implementing the UN Strategic Plan for Forests 2017-2030 and its Global Forest Goals, and meeting international forest-related commitments and goals. Thus, if trees are at the heart of solutions, it is important to not overlook the benefits of planting trees, including the potential to increase connectivity between habitat fragments, enhance watershed health, maintain ecosystems’ functions and resilience sequester and store carbon, rehabilitate degraded land, and provide shade and fodder for livestock, fiber and non-wood forest products for local communities. Moreover, forests landscapes, trees and the forest-based sector play a foundation role in the promotion of sustainable bioeconomy, including renewable energy production, which contributes to reducing the dependence on fossil fuel sources that are harmful to the environment. As proposed in the GBO-5, the Land and Forests Transition is a pathway towards the 2050 Vision for Biodiversity with related milestones in 2030. In order to achieve the desired outcomes, the mainstreaming of biodiversity across sectors is a valuable opportunity to encourage the establishment and strengthen of mechanisms “to promote business commitments to biodiversity and partnerships” (please refer to action 3.3. of the Long-Term Approach to Mainstreaming provided in the Doc. CBD/SBI/3/13). However, the framing of the issue in a negative perspective included in the assumption “tree planting is not always appropriate, especially of non-native species in monoculture plantations” might act as a disengagement rather that positively mobilize the target audience (including private sector) to promote additional transformative actions to conservation and sustainable use. 
In line with the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration (2021-2030), the role of planted forests for restoring degraded landscapes and its mitigation potential should be recognized and encouraged. Additionally, the United Nations Forum on Forests also stated that “all types of forests” sustainably managed – which includes planted forests – are welcome to the promotion of biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation and sustainable use.
Finally, the statement released in the paragraph about adaptive measures for alternative energy sources has no scientific basis or context in the paragraph.

	19
	Target 8
	Although the item addresses the term ABS, nothing is mentioned throughout the text or goals, targets and indicators on benefit-sharing. Target 8 has important but general elements, totally misrepresented by the proposed indicators, already covered by elements from other goals and by other international organizations (e.g. FAO for nutrition and food security). It should be deleted and replaced by another Goal that incorporates elements of “Implementation”, vital to the success of GBF Pos 2020.

	19
	76
	The word “benefit” on Target 8 seems to be interpreted as only relating to direct benefits that a balanced ecosystem can provide to people, as good or as services. However, this target could also relate to benefit sharing through monetary means reaching people that extract their livelihood from natural ecosystems and depend on them for financial resources, usually as raw material providers. These people must be included as active participants on value chains of natural resources and be recipients of the benefits from the utilization of these resources for the sustainability of these chains to be maintained and ecosystems to be preserved. This target should be considered by Parties as intrinsically linked to Target 14.

	20
	80
	It is necessary to define and agree about the concept of "Productivity gap” before is used by the Convention, and not only being presented in an information document from the Secretariat (CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/11).

	20
	80
	Modify for “In addition, many agricultural practices, such as intensive tillage, inappropriate or excessive fertilizer and inappropriate pesticide use” and “Achieving the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals will also require reducing inappropriate pesticide use”.

	20
	Target 9
	Modify Target 9 for “By 2030, support the productivity, sustainability and resilience of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems through conservation and sustainable use of such ecosystems, reducing productivity gaps by at least [50%] increasing native habitats to at least 20% of working landscape”. The paragraph should be complemented with the information of the article mentioned (GARIBALDI ET AL, 2020): “This is possible in part because NWL (native habitats within working landscapes) can increase agricultural productivity in adjacent lands by (a) reducing erosion and improving soil biological activity and nutrient availability; (b) enhancing pollination services for pollinator-dependent crops, which are increasing in demand globally; (c) slowing the rapid evolution of pests and weeds; and/or (d) preventing floods and regulating climate”.

	20
	80
	Parties and other relevant Governments are encouraged to put in place measures that promote erosion control, conservation and restoration of high-carbon ecosystems, genetic improvements to crops, improved water management efficiency and reduction of excessive or inappropriate use of external inputs and so on. These actions influence soil biodiversity and soil carbon sequestration and encompasses – as previously mentioned – a wide variety of specific management practices aligned with the CBD's objectives, especially the conservation and sustainable use of components of biodiversity. In accordance with GBO-5 (p. 20), the productive and resilient agriculture “makes efficient use of land, water and other resources”. By these means, we’d recommend deleting the expression “(…) will also require reducing pesticide use, overuse of fertilizers and water (…)”. In order to deliver a positive action-oriented message, we’d suggest: “achieving the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals will also require increasing the efficiency of use of water, the sustainable use of fertilizers and pesticides, and to avoid its inappropriate use, by promoting integrated pest management”. 

	20
	81
	Modify for “Most of these actions center around the sustainable intensification of production practices which includes improving the efficiency of use of land and inputs of water, fertilizers and pesticides, including though genetic improvements to crops and livestock, substituting external inputs, and designing or redesigning systems based on agroecological principles, as appropriate”.

	20
	Target 10
	The Parties have not agreed upon the term “nature-based solutions”. We suggest removing the term. See comments above.

	21
	83
	Include a bibliographic review before SBI 3 session about the current situation of water access on developed and developing countries before any commitment in the proposed goal. Some elements in the Target 10 are confusing and it seems to double the paragraph 74 on disaster-risk reduction. It would be important to base the discussion on the bibliographic references that could clearly distinguish what is intended in each of the paragraphs. About the statement “Globally about half of the world's population (3.6. Billion people) live in areas which are potentially water-scarce at least one month out of the year”, and Target 10 itself, which includes “quality and quantity of water for at least [XXX million] people”, both are examples where there is a very different level of ambition for developing and developed countries, and a huge resources requirement of developing countries.

	21
	84
	To complement the paragraph with “The commitments related to mitigation of GHG are negotiated in UNFCCC by Parties in accordance with common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, and their social and economic conditions”. Although adaptation is a fundamental element of the global effort to tackle climate change and its effects, the commitments related to mitigation of GHG are negotiated in the UNFCCC.

	21
	84
	Parties have not agreed upon the term “nature-based solutions”. We suggest removing the term. See comments above.

	22
	88
	Include a bibliographic review before SBI 3 session about the importance of benefit sharing, especially for developing countries, including the case studies on sharing benefits from the use of genetic resources. The importance of benefit sharing is recognized but the text fails on presenting technical and scientific information to support the goal, including the case studies on sharing benefits from the use of genetic resources.

	22
	89
	The sentence “The main action required to reach this target is for countries that provide and use genetic resources to put in place appropriate measures for the access and benefit-sharing of genetic resources and ensure that such measures are applied ” does not represent the ambitious for this target and should be complemented. We’d recommend amending the sentence to the following language: “The main action required to reach this target is for countries that provide and use genetic resources to put in place appropriate measures for the access and benefit-sharing of genetic resources and ensure that such measures are applied,  and ensure the increase in benefits sharing along the next years including the expansion of benefit-sharing fund of ITGRFA and other existing or future ABS-funds, and the number of recipients of those funds”. 

	22
	Target 12
	We suggest including as an indicator: “Amount of resources in the benefit-sharing fund of ITGRFA and other existing or future ABS funds, and cumulatively shared in the ABS agreements reported in the ABS-CH or in national reports to the CBD and the number of recipients of these funds”.

	23
	Target 13
	Modify the components of the target 13.1 for “Biodiversity reflected in policies and planning at all levels as appropriate”.

	23
	90
	With relation to the sentence “However, there is little systematic information on benefits shared”. Parties should not, at this point, look for the information on how much benefits have been shared under Nagoya to try and establish a baseline, because there is little to none when considering total revenues from products arising from access to genetic resources and/or traditional knowledge from industries around the world. The baseline for the analysis of this parameter and to establish the quantitative aspect of this target should be on how much industries that use GR and TK have grown and the percentage of growth in their earnings in the last decade and on what percentage of this amount Parties consider fair and equitable to be shared in monetary and non-monetary ways. Furthermore, according to decision NP-3/1, adopted by the Parties to the Nagoya Protocol on ABS, the lack of the necessary capacities and financial resources are challenges encountered by Parties in the process to make the Protocol fully operational - especially developing country Parties, small island developing States, and economies in transition. In this sense, fostering the development of capacities to enable Parties to comply with the requirements of the Nagoya Protocol are crucial actions to facilitate and ensure the appropriate collection, management, and sharing of information on benefit-sharing. Failure to address the needs of developing countries to assess their capacity building and development needs and priorities may contribute to the poor outcome: “little systematic information on benefits shared”.

	23
	93
	It is necessary to review the Target 13 and the monitoring framework, considering document CBD/SBI/3/13 to focus on GBF only, and not have another plan of action in parallel. It should be important not only refer to the document CBD/SBI/3/13 but also to require that this target and the proposed indicators in the GBF are analyzed by the Open-ended Working Group on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework (OEWG2020-3). Mainstreaming biodiversity is crucial, but we must avoid duplication and must use the main elements already identified to simplify the monitoring framework.

	24
	95
	The sector explored in the text is only agriculture and it was already mentioned along the document. We’d request the inclusion, before SBI 3 session, of bibliographic review on the impact of sectors such as extractive industries, energy, infrastructure, mining and processing to support a commitment in the proposed goal.

	24
	95
	Delete the sentence “More sustainable practices can be further supported through the further promotion of environmental impact assessment practices, labelling and certification schemes and/or moratoria as well as including environmental considerations in trade contracts, policies and agreements”. All practices included in the GBF must be in accordance with the multilateral rules when addressing trade. Besides, Parties should avoid commitments that could become non-tariff barriers to agricultural products in international trade and have questionable impact towards promoting sustainable practices. In fact, certification can act against small and medium farmers, since the cost of compliance is often excessive to them and is not compensated by the premium received by adopting the certificate.

	24
	95
	As regards the example “(…) intensive systems of timber production, such as plantations and clear cutting, may reduce species richness by 13-44 per cent (…)”, it is necessary to clarify whether the scientific information at question was previously provided in the GBO-5, IPBES Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, and/or official CBD documents.  Secondly, the information itself is presented in a way that does not recognize the multiple roles and functions of all types of forests, forest lands and woodlands, as widely promoted in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, including its contributions to SDGs 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), 7 (Affordable and Clean Energy), 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), 13 (Climate Action) and 15 (Life on Land).  Moreover, the impacts of production should be related to any producing system, and not only intensive systems. The sustainable use of natural resources, the adoption of good agricultural practices, the conservation of native vegetation along producing areas, the continuous improvement of practices and adoption of innovations is at the core of several SDGs and should, therefore, be the basis of the future sustainable use targets included in the GBF. The Framework should not target one system against the other; rather it should promote measurable and positive impacts of all producing systems that relies in natural resources. 

	26
	Target 16
	Delete the sentence “…reducing these impacts by [X]”. Until now it was not identified adverse impact by Parties (no baseline), caused by biotechnology in biodiversity. As a conclusion, it would not be possible to establish a percentual of reduction. Please see the third general comment included above.

	26
	99
	The sentence “The Convention also includes provisions to facilitate access to environmentally safe biotechnologies for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity” does not have the same emphasis as the sentence about the Art. 8(g), for example. The secretariat should present it with the same emphasis, as both are important. We would recommend adjusting the language for “The Convention also includes provisions to facilitate access to environmentally safe biotechnologies for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and includes provisions to facilitate participation in biotechnological research activities, especially developing countries.

	26
	100
	Delete the sentence: “There is no systematic quantitative information currently available on actual and potential adverse impacts of biotechnology on biodiversity or on reductions of such impacts through biosafety measures”. The sentence is not based on scientific evidence. The BCH itself is a mechanism where the risk assessment conduct for different GMO can be accessed together with many other sources already available.

	26
	103
	Include OCDE (2020) report information: “Governments alone spend five to six times more in economic support that is potentially harmful to biodiversity each year than total spending for biodiversity”. This information from OCDE report should complement this paragraph, to emphasize the importance of the target.

	27
	104
	Phase-out of harmful subsidies must not be led without addressing the socio-economic consequences of their suppression on the populations. In this sense, we’d recommend including a mention to the World Bank Report “Mobilizing private finance for nature”. Its conclusion states that: “Reforming economic incentives requires a two-step approach: (i) an assessment of the existing programs that do not work and need to be eliminated; and (ii) gradual repurposing of support in favor of sustainable production practices”. The report from the World Bank should also be used as a reference: “The repurposing of perverse subsidies toward ecosystem conservation and restoration can play an important role, particularly when ecological services are underpriced or underprovided. While not all production subsidies are harmful to the environment, and their burden is gradually declining, they remain a significant opportunity cost for the taxpayer, and a factor contributing to environmental degradation”.

	27
	105 – 110
	Include a Target in GBF about "Capacity development, and technical and scientific cooperation in supporting the implementation of the convention” aligned with the recommendations of document CBD/SBI/3/7. Include a bibliographic review before SBI 3 session about the importance of research and development and innovative solutions towards sustainable practices.
The paragraphs and the Target itself fail to recognize a very important issue: the importance of innovation. Capacity-building, technical and scientific cooperation and technology transfer are very important issues for developing countries and should be presented as part of the GBF as an individual Target. The solutions to face the enormous challenges in the next decade will have a very important component - the capacity of developing countries to conduct research and develop solutions for many areas including for sustainable agriculture, to improve efficiency of productive systems, to reduce waste, for biodiversity monitoring  etc.

	28
	108
	As previously mentioned (please refer to the comment on p. 11, § 50), it is a matter of concern the correlation established between the “processes related to access and benefit sharing  (proposed target 12)” with its “potential to generate some of the funding necessary to address the funding needs associated with the implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework”. 

	28
	109
	Article 20.4 of the CBD provides that “the extent to which developing country Parties will effectively implement their commitments under this Convention will depend on the effective implementation by developed country Parties of their commitments under this Convention related to financial resources and transfer of technology and will take fully into account the fact that economic and social development and eradication of poverty are the first and overriding priorities of the developing country Parties”. Therefore, the proposed sentence “actions towards this target should bear in mind the provisions of Article 20 of the Convention” could underline that the timely provision of the predictable funds and technology transfer are based on the “common, but differentiated responsibilities” between the developed country Parties and the developing country Parties, respecting the burden sharing among CBD’s contributing Parties. 

	30
	117
	It should be included the need to increase the access of women and girls to scientific careers




