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	General comments

	This paper is excellent and very helpful overall.

	These views are presented without prejudice to the final IUCN position on the Updated Zero Draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

	The document makes multiple suggested actions and proposes many recommendations but all are provided without an appreciation for local human contexts. Many of the recommendations, if implemented, would disrupt local communities and have a high possibility for contributing to or creating unequal power dynamics within communities. This could result in significant harm to local communities and indigenous peoples.

	The document must do more to recognize the unique role of women as actors and holders of unique ecological knowledge, and highlight that in many places around the world, women are currently, and will continue to lead the way towards transformative change. In this regard, it is valuable to remember that it is valuable to appreciate gender and inclusion of women because of their unique ecological knowledge, as important actors in decision-making as opposed to passive recipients. In the specific case of indigenous women, it is important to recognize that in many cases they are the holders of indigenous knowledge concerning biodiversity in their communities. That indigenous knowledge must be protected and thus they must be key actors in all decision-making processes that may affect them. 

	More technical and scientific information regarding freshwater, marine and coastal ecosystems should be included, especially in Targets 1-8, and 10. Even if there is less information available, this is also something to consider.

	There is a growing recognition that under the post2020 global biodiversity framework, any expansion of protected and conserved areas must be in the right places. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) are sites of significance for the global persistence of biodiversity, and have been identified in all countries and in terrestrial, freshwater and marine realms for some species. While KBAs have not yet been identified for all taxonomic groups and ecosystems in each country, their comprehensiveness will be increased considerably by 2030, given ongoing efforts and the growing interest, resources and tools available. The criteria, published in 2016 (IUCN 2016), used to identify KBAs recognise sites supporting globally significant populations of a species or extent of an ecosystem. KBAs provide a tool that governments can use to focus their efforts to conserve species and ecosystems within each country. For example, KBAs can guide the expansion of networks of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs), and can inform management actions at these sites. KBAs can also be integrated into spatial land- and sea-use plans to mainstream nature across sectors.  KBA identification and conservation could therefore help achieve multiple targets in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework.

	

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	
	
	General comment: this paper is excellent and very helpful overall.

	3
	10
	The Post-2020 framework must aim to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2030, and achieve recovery and restoration by 2050. This is in line with “bending the curve” and retention targets (i.e. no more net loss; towards net gain). All elements of the framework should comprise elements that are science-based and SMART.  

	3
	10
	The Vision of Living in harmony with nature needs to be underpinned by science - based Goals (on all three components of biodiversity: ecosystems, species and genes) and accompanied by 2030 Milestones to track progress to 2050.

The relationship between the Goals, the Milestones and the 20 Action Targets needs to be made much clearer (the theory of change). 

Each target when implemented needs to “add up” to achievement of the 2030 Milestones and 2030 Mission (and ultimately the 2050 Goals). Each national target will also need to connect to global targets to make the national level contribution to the global target transparent and accountable. 
Parties should aim to formulate national level targets that will collectively contribute to the relevant global target, using the same metrics and indicators. It will only be possible to gain a true picture of progress towards the achievement of this framework in the next 30 years if this is the case. 

Monitoring efforts will need to be scaled-up to assess whether national targets would ‘add up’ in terms of their impact, to yield the intent of the global target(s) when “combined with” voluntary commitments for biodiversity made by non-State actors, noting that a suitable mechanism to assess, curate and store such commitments will need to be developed.

	3
	10
	Under “RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE VISION AND PROPOSED MISSION, GOALS
AND TARGETS,” 10. The Text reads:

“The proposed 2050 goals of the framework seek to translate the 2050 Vision into more tangible outcomes for biodiversity (ecosystems, species and genetic diversity), for people (ecosystem services), for the sharing of benefits from the use of genetic resources, as well as the means of implementation necessary to reach the Vision.”

The mention of people here as solely relevant to ecosystem services is short sighted.

	3
	11
	The diagram provided is helpful. However on the timeline, the 2030, IUCN does not believe it is feasible to achieve “net gain” by 2030. Recommends that this phrase be omitted from the labelling of the diagram.

	3
	11
	More work is needed to determine how, precisely “no net loss” could be achieved. Again, this points to the need for a more detailed and practical “theory of change”. What, precisely, is needed to get to the “inflection point” before 2030?

	3
	11
	The current formulation of the 2030 mission is too passive and ambiguous; it must catalyse action now in order to “bend the curve” by 2030. Recommend a clearer formulation such as: From 2020, take urgent action across society to halt net biodiversity loss by 2030 and begin restoration for the benefit of planet and people.

	4
	12
	The proposed 2030 targets are action-oriented: this needs to be emphasized further. The 2050 goals are outcomes. Again further emphasize this together with their links to the 2050 Vision. 

	4
	13
	Clearly the proposed goals should be consistent with the 2050 Vision. However far more emphasis is needed to make clear that the actions set out in the proposed mission and targets should be commensurate with achieving the proposed 2030 milestones. And that that means that the targets set at national level will need to add up to the intent of the global target.

IUCN welcomes the milestones for all four proposed goals. However, we are concerned, especially in the absence of three distinct biodiversity goals (for the three components of biodiversity), that the milestones will be treated without the necessary sense of urgency. 

	4
	13
	The milestones in the Updated Zero Draft are not adequately addressed in the paper SBSTTA/24/3/Add.2

	4
	14
	The proposed goals: Like CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/9, IUCN strongly recommends urges the inclusion of three distinct biodiversity goals for the different levels of ecological organisation, consistent with the CBD definition of biological diversity, and indeed the whole raison d’être of the Convention. A recent paper in the journal Science summarises the compelling arguments for this: “there is no single goal based on any one facet that would, if realized, guarantee by itself that the necessary outcome for the other facets would be achieved” (Diaz et al., 2020). Each element of biodiversity must be valued and protected with methods and actions appropriate to and focussed on that level. 

Distinct biodiversity goals should not be aligned to any one of the three objectives of the CBD (they are not, for example, “conservation” goals) – rather, they should enable delivery of all three of the objectives of the Convention, namely, conservation, sustainable use, and access and benefit sharing.

The 2050 goals and 2030 Milestones should include a goal on genetic diversity. This is a serious omission.

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

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

	4-5 
	15-22
	Ecosystem Goal: this section of the paper reinforces the need for a specific goal on ecosystems.
•	IUCN supports the use of “natural ecosystems” rather than “freshwater, marine and terrestrial ecosystems”, given that the latter may overlook transitional ecosystems (e.g. coastal, coral reefs, shallow water aquatic habitats, subterranean).
•	The current formulation implies that efforts to increase ecosystem area, connectivity, and integrity would inevitably result in reduced species’ threats/extinctions; but this is not necessarily the case – such an approach will not necessarily result in effective conservation of species. 
•	Calling for an increase in area of all ecosystems may result in perverse outcomes e.g. in the case of desertification or encroachment of mangroves into saltmarsh, hence the importance of the term “natural ecosystems”. 
•	Integrity should be defined as encompassing elements of composition, structure, and function.  
•	By focussing on area and integrity only, the current ecosystem goal is insufficient to cover core elements of ecosystem change. The goal must address the risk of ecosystem collapse, in addition to area and integrity. When ecosystems collapse, we lose a fundamental part of biodiversity, analogous to the extinction of a species. Including collapse risk in the goal provides a benchmark for unacceptable declines in ecosystem area and integrity and its consequences for biodiversity and human well-being. It averts the potential perverse outcome of any net change in area or integrity being fungible across or within ecosystems.
•	Because ecosystem collapse risk is analogous to considering species extinction risk, alternative wording could include: viability, threat status, threatened ecosystems, or ecosystems at risk of or threatened by collapse, similar to proposed species goals. The ecosystem goal could also refer to resilience, though the concept is slightly different.
•	The rationale for this goal needs to explicitly include World Heritage sites, Ramsar sites and other sites, including irreplaceable and/or culturally indispensable biodiversity features such as sacred sites
•	Strongly support the inclusion of connectivity, noting that this must include on the land (including rivers), in the ocean and in the air 
  
Based on these considerations, IUCN recommends the inclusion of an explicit 2050 goal for ecosystem level biodiversity, using a new formulation as:

By 2050, increase the viability, connectivity and resilience of all natural freshwater, marine, and terrestrial ecosystems, through protection and restoration of their area and integrity, thereby avoiding all risk of ecosystem collapse.

Milestone: 
•	IUCN supports the inclusion of a 2030 milestone A.1 for ecosystem level biodiversity, assumed to be against a 2020 baseline

•	IUCN recommends an alternative formulation for A.1 to include the concept of “ecosystem collapse”: 

A.1. From 2020, halt declines in area and integrity, and reduce risk of ecosystem collapse, and by 2030 increase connectivity for all natural land, sea and freshwater ecosystems.

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

	5
	18
	We suggest removing the term ‘net’, or else specifying that it applies to each ecosystem, because as currently worded it implies that different components of biodiversity are interchangeable, particularly for threatened ecosystems

	5
	18
	Suggest adding a clause reading: “working with local and indigenous peoples to understand and promote productive restoration practices that are applicable to certain ecosystems”

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

	5
	20
	Goal A: To reduce species extinction risks there needs to be effective conservation of key sites for significant populations of each species. Many of the Key Biodiversity Areas criteria identify sites where there are significant proportion of the global population of one or more species and can therefore guide where species are conserved. Others identify sites of ecological integrity or irreplaceability and important sites for ecosystems. A focus on where to conserve rather than a general percentage reduction of species loss will help guide governments not only what to do but also where to do it. We want to see language in the rationale for this goal mention important sites for biodiversity such as Key Biodiversity Areas as a guide for where the goal could be achieved and propose the following sentence in paragraph 20:

20. The outcomes of conservation and restoration activities for the abundance and diversity of species, genetic diversity and ecosystem functions and services strongly depend on location; spatial targeting is therefore essential to achieve synergies with other aspects of this goal. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) identify sites that are of global importance and can help guide spatial targeting.


	5
	21
	There should be some reference to ‘managed’ aquatic environments e.g. aquaculture.

	5
	21
	When appreciating the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in areas beyond “natural” ecosystems, including in agricultural and urban environments, it is valuable to make explicit how conservation and sustainable use in these other ecosystems interact with social dynamics, including the inclusion of women as caretakers and indigenous peoples as natural resource managers. 

	5
	22
	Change ‘land-/sea-use’ to ‘land-/water-use’ throughout the document.

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

	5-6
	23-28
	Species Goal: this section of the paper reinforces the need for a specific goal on species.
•	The wording of the species component of the current goal is perverse: the goal could be achieved by driving species to extinction!
•	It is very important that this goal include a component on halting extinctions, which is demonstrated to be achievable (see Bolam et al. 2020 Conservation Letters)
•	The goal should also include numeric values for reduction of extinction risk, and increases in population abundance. Terms like “healthy” and “resilient” are imprecise and should be avoided. 
•	The % of species threatened will be influenced by increasing numbers of extinction risk assessments, the indicator for this goal should therefore be measured from a consistent baseline. 
•	Reducing number of species threatened only gives a binary choice of threatened/non-threatened. Utilisation of Red List categories is more meaningful.
•	An element of the goal on the ‘population abundance of species’ could be introduced, making clear that the aim is to increase the average numbers of individuals of native species. 

Based on these considerations, IUCN recommends the inclusion of an explicit 2050 goal for species level biodiversity (see here, using a new formulation as:

Human-induced species extinctions are halted from 2020, the overall risk of species extinctions is reduced to zero, and the population abundance of native species recovers to viability by 2050.

Milestone: 

IUCN supports the inclusion of a 2030 milestone A.2 for species level biodiversity. Based on Williams et al., we recommend a formulation for 2030 species milestone A.2 as:

A.2. Human-induced species extinctions are halted from 2020, the overall risk of species extinctions is reduced by 20% and the population abundance of native species is increased on average by 20% by 2030.

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

	
	
	68 per cent decline since 1970” (or greater for some biome-specific studies, such as freshwater, where the decline is 84%)

	6
	25
	“it will be necessary to reduce...the extinction rate (i.e. prevent species extinctions)”. Exactly - this is why it is important to include a commitment to halt human-induced extinctions (of known threatened species) in the wording of a Species Goal. We also agree it is necessary to “maintain or improve the population abundances and the natural geographical extent of all species”

	6
	26
	“Halting human-induced extinction completely by 2030 is likely not realistic” - this is defeatest. If focused on known threatened species then it is feasible (certainly, as feasible as other proposed objectives in the Goals and Targets) and is certainly important to aim for. Change to "may be very difficult but is feasible and is an appropriate aim"

	
	
	changing this text:

“Efforts to reduce extinction rate and risk 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.”

to:

“Efforts to reduce extinction rate and risk 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, because their sustainable use is locally important to local communities, women and indigenous peoples, or because they are important across a large number of ecosystems around the world, such as pollinators, scavengers, top predators, and large-bodied mammals and trees.”

	6
	26
	“and aim to reduce extinction risk across all species by 2050” - the aim should be not just to reduce extinction risk, but to reduce it so that all species are Least Concern by 2050, consistent with the CBD Vision.

	6
	26
	“Efforts to reduce extinction rate and risk should prioritize evolutionary distinct species to conserve evolutionary lineages across the entire “tree of life,” ”. 
 The IUCN SSC Phylogenetic Diversity Task Force welcomes the recognition of this important aspect of biodiversity and recommendation on action. Specifically, failure to incorporate the Tree of Life into strategies to reduce extinction risk and rate will, in turn, fail to avert the greatest losses of distinct species, and thus result in greater losses of this fundamental aspect of biodiversity. Support of this statement, and the proposition of relevant indicators to monitor our ability to avert the greatest losses across the Tree of Life through the prioritization of distinct species, can be found in Gumbs et al. (in review) here: 
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2021.03.03.433783v1, specifically the EDGE indicator in meeting this need under Goal A.  

	6
	26
	‘…or because they are locally important across a large number of ecosystems around the world, such as pollinators, scavengers, top predators, diadromes, decomposers, seed dispersers, and large-bodied mammals and trees.’

	6
	27
	“Efforts should prioritize... species that have particularly important functional roles in ecosystems.” Add text to note that it is not always possible to know species functional roles and that organisms whose functional roles are not known should not be neglected.

	
	
	agree with statements in these paragraphs, especially: “Genetic diversity is critical for the long-term stability, adaptability and resilience of biodiversity… It  is important to  address  the genetic  diversity  of both  wild  and  domesticated  species... The genetic diversity of wild species provides the variation essential to maintain ecosystem stability and ensure benefits to people, and supports species survival and adaptation”

	7
	29-33
	Genetic diversity Goal: this section of the paper reinforces the need for a specific goal on genetic diversity.
•	IUCN strongly recommends inclusion of a 2050 goal for genetic level biodiversity. Support for this comes from documentation published by Laikre et al. (2020) Science; and Hoban et al. (2020).
•	Based on this documentation, IUCN recommends a formulation for a genetic diversity goal as:

Genetic diversity within populations of species has been restored and secured by 2050 thereby ensuring their evolutionary adaptive potential and long-term maintenance. 

Milestone: 
•	IUCN also strongly recommends the addition of a 2030 Milestone on genetic diversity:

Documentation has been published by Laikre et al. (2020) Science; Hoban et al. (2020)). Based on this documentation, IUCN recommends a formulation for 2030 genetic diversity milestone A.3 as:

A.3. From 2020, existing genetic diversity is maintained, and conditions ensuring evolutionary adaptive potential have been restored by 2030.

•	The scope of a goal and Milestone on genetic level biodiversity should be all wild and domesticated plants and animals; a suitable percentage of within species genetic diversity would be 90-95% (maintaining 90% has long been a goal of ex situ zoo management; maintaining 95% has long been a goal of ex situ seed banks).  


	7
	30
	The first sentence should read “It is important to address the genetic diversity of wild, domesticated, and other farmed or cultured species, as their dynamics are very different”. [Because the current statement does not address the issue of genetic diversity (and modification of it) in aquacultured species (which are not ‘domesticated’ and monitoring this diversity is very important, in terms of how it might affect wild genetic diversity through introgression etc.

	7
	31
	“There is limited information on the status of genetic diversity of wild species.” This is not exactly true. Genetic diversity has been assessed in hundreds of species and is eroding as a result of habitat and population loss, direct harvest, disease, intensive agriculture and extreme climate events. A recent study documented 6% global loss of genetic diversity over the past 100 years, and 28% loss for island species, while another showed 12% lower genetic diversity in harvested fish than non-harvested fish.

	7
	32
	“Determining precise quantitative targets for maintaining genetic diversity may be difficult, but current knowledge suggests a minimum of 90 percent by 2050 would be consistent with the 2050 Vision.” This is reasonable, but we note that plant conservation often aims for a minimum of 95% of genetic diversity maintained in perpetuity, and thus the ambition could be increased to 95%.

	7
	33
	“Actions  to  achieve  this  element of  the  goal  are  identified  under  the  various  proposed  targets… would therefore contribute to the  conservation  of  genetic  diversity  across  all  species”. We think that genetic diversity should be more explicitly mentioned in these Targets to ensure it is not forgotten, as noted below.

	7
	33
	Ex-situ conservation measures can be important for genetic diversity, but they can also be problematic – A sentence about ensuring re-introductions/re-stocking do not negatively affect genetic diversity is needed.

	7
	34
	“Nature’s contributions to people (a concept similar to and inclusive of ecosystem services) refers to all the contributions from biodiversity to people’s quality of life.” 
The IUCN SSC Phylogenetic Diversity Task Force highlights here the growing evidence that conserving the Tree of Life is an effective strategy for maintaining nature’s contributions to people (for example, see Molina-Venegas et al., 2020, Botanical Journal of the Linnean Society, 194:397; Molina-Venegas et al., in press Nat. Eco. Evol). In particular, NCPs from biodiversity can be measured using the Phylogenetic Diversity indicator (already listed by IPBES for NCPs 18: maintenance of options, 14: resource provision, and 15: learning and inspiration). This indicator is suitable for Goal B to monitor biodiversity’s continued capacity to provide benefits now and into the future, and is fully outlined in Gumbs et al. (in review) here: https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2021.03.03.433783v1   

	8-9
	34-40
	•	IUCN recommends a focus on securing “nature’s contributions” through the maintenance of ecosystem services and nature-based solutions. 
•	We recommend that “have been valued” is changed to “are valued” to emphasise the continuous work needed as well as the insertion of “maintained and enhanced” on the basis that maintenance alone is insufficient. 
•	The goal should include numeric values for 2050.

IUCN recommends the following formulation:

By 2050, nature’s contributions to people are valued, maintained and enhanced through conservation, restoration and sustainable use supporting global development agenda for the benefit of all people.

Milestone: 

IUCN welcomes the Milestones but recommends a formulation for B.1 taking account of the following:

•	The term “natural disasters” does not adequately recognize the multifaceted nature of disasters (that are both natural and human-induced). 
•	The reference to “sustainable diets and food security” is welcomed.
•	Incorporating “health security” in recognition of the linkages between ecosystems and human health.
•	Reference to climate change adaptation and mitigation should be is added.
•	[X%] should be amended to [X] million people.

B.1 Nature contributes to sustainable diets, human health and food security, access to safe drinking water; climate change adaptation and mitigation and resilience to natural disasters hazards through nature-based solutions for at least [X%] million people.

B.2 fails to include explicit reference to values of biodiversity. IUCN recommends that this should be strengthened in a way that improves the link between the 2030 Milestone and the 2050 goal as follows:

B.2 Nature is valued through green investments, nature’s contributions to people and ecosystem service valuations in national accounts, and public and private sector financial disclosures. 

The scope of B.2 should explicitly include the intrinsic and cultural values of nature

	8
	36.
	Suggest changing this text: “Spatial analysis of the provision and need for ecosystem services shows that nature’s contributions to people, for example to water quality regulation, coastal disaster risk reduction and pollination, are not evenly distributed across the world. Human needs also vary depending on the location and social dynamics such as gender. Where the two coincide, nature’s contributions to people are highest. In some areas, however, people’s needs and access to nature’s contributions are not adequately met, due to various dynamics including, but not limited to, gender and ethnicity.”

	8
	37
	Suggest changing this text:  “Poorer groups of people, particularly poor women and girls, are often most likely to suffer the impacts of declining contributions of nature.”

	8
	39
	The four ways this paragraph notes an ambitious goal could benefit people touch on gender. Communities with higher levels of gender inequality are particularly impacted by an ambitious goal, and this should be noted in this paragraph to make clear how interlinked gender is to this goal and how important an ambitious goal is to addressing healthier and more equitable communities.

	9
	40
	Suggest addition to this text to read: “Nature’s capacity to continue delivering its contributions to people is reliant on the area and integrity of both natural and managed ecosystems and their constituent species, ‘between-species phylogenetic diversity’ and within-species genetic diversity.” 
 The IUCN SSC Phylogenetic Diversity Task Force recommends acknowledgement be made here that IPBES recognised (see Diaz et al., 2019, Science, 366:eaax3100) this capacity is also reliant on the maintenance of between-species phylogenetic diversity, or the maintenance of the Tree of Life, which is listed by IPBES as an indicator for nature’s continued capacity to deliver contributions to people.  


	9-10
	41-45
	•	IUCN notes the lack of a baseline from which to start measuring benefits. In particular, non-monetary benefits would be very difficult to measure using only numeric values. 
•	Access is not included in this formulation of the goal. 
•	Benefits associated with traditional knowledge (access and use) as mentioned in the Zero Draft is no longer here; this should be re-inserted. 
•	IUCN considers that this goal must relate to the Nagoya Protocol explicitly as the legal framework within the Convention that addresses the third objective of the CBD.  

IUCN recommends the following formulation: 

By 2050, benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge are shared fairly and equitably resulting in increased benefits directed to conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in accordance with the Nagoya Protocol.

Milestone: 

IUCN suggests that this Milestone includes numeric values for 2030.

· It is important that information on the scope and implementation of Goal C makes clear that decision-making on sharing mechanisms must be equitable, inclusive and recognize the rights of Indigenous peoples, and be representative of local communities. 

· As mentioned above, the lack of data is a major challenge for measuring progress towards Goal C.

· In addition, setting a Goal and its Milestones to look only at increasing benefits is flawed – the goal should include increased equitable sharing of benefits (and more benefits directed to conservation).

· IUCN recommends to add “in line with the Nagoya Protocol” at the end of C.1. 

IUCN suggests rewording of C.2. as follows: Benefits shared are increased by [x%] and distributed fairly and equitably.

	10
	44
	Suggest changing this text to read:  “Given that the benefits derived from the access and use of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge can take various forms, including monetary and non-monetary benefits and threats, consideration should also be given to how information on the different types of non-monetary benefits can be collected in consistent, equitable and transparent ways and in a way which allows information to be aggregated.”

	10
	46
	Change ‘supporting action’ to ‘co-ordination and supporting action’ – while activities may be implemented at the (sub)national level, co-ordination above that is essential.

	10-11
	46-50
	IUCN supports the inclusion of a 2050 goal for means of implementation. It should include numeric values for 2050.

IUCN suggests that these Milestones include numeric values for 2030 as well as iterative milestones to be set periodically (e.g. every two years, for review at COPs).

Agree strongly that increased biodiversity resource mobilization from all sources is necessary to reduce, halt and reverse biodiversity loss (i.e.to bend the curve on biodiversity loss) and will generate net economic benefits for both present and future generations. (Para 48). 

Clearly the more than $500 billion is spent on subsidies considered particularly harmful to biodiversity could help meet the funding gap of c. $700 billion per year.

Although the implementation of the various action targets would certainly help to achieve elements of this goal, the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework should not be coy about the clear need for significant financial resources.

It could be beneficial to include a section on new funding mechanisms for incentivizing biodiversity conservation.

	11
	51
	The text of paragraph 51 reads “...the loss of existing intact and wilderness areas through land/sea use change must be avoided, reduced and reversed.” This paragraph does not appreciate how avoiding, reducing and reversing the loss of existing intact and wilderness area through land/sea use change will impact local and indigenous communities in recognized and unanticipated ways, including in ways which impact gender social relations and could potentially exacerbate existing inequalities. The paragraph should add “More effective and widespread spatial planning will be crucial in accomplishing this, as well as effective and widespread inclusion of local communities, women and indigenous peoples.”

	11
	51-53
	Target 1: 
The “title” given to this target is passive and not likely to inspire action: IUCN suggests “the conservation and restoration of ecosystems”
•           Paragraph 52 in particular confirms that the intent of this target is confused. It appears to focus on the mechanism (spatial planning) rather than actions ensuring delivery of the outcome (retaining and restoring ecosystems): 
•	All, rather than “most” of the existing intact wilderness areas must be retained.
•	The meaning of the wording “allow to restore” is unclear
•	IUCN proposes the following formulation noting that 72% of the planet is currently degraded, restoration needs to be underway in 30% of degraded ecosystems to achieve a target of 50% of the planet by 2030. 

From 2020, comprehensive spatial plans are adopted to maintain all existing ecologically intact land sea and freshwater areas and ensure, by 2030, restoration is underway in [30%] of degraded ecosystems, achieving intact and connected natural ecosystems across [50%] of the planet.

The Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 2021 – 2030 should reinforce ecosystem and soil restoration: a global call for restoration at scale.

	12
	52
	Paragraph 52 mentions a process of restoring agricultural lands back to natural ecosystems. This process must be done while recognizing women’s and indigenous people’s rights to land. Simplifying this process to a direct relationship between restoration of agricultural land and natural ecosystems ignores the people and social relations involved in land ownership, social relations that are fraught with power and inequitable ownership processes. 

	12
	52
	What about restoration of degraded marine ecosystems? Very focused on lands.

	12
	52
	Add KBAs as an example of high biodiversity value because these are recognised by much of the conservation community as such. The paragraph could be worded as follows:

52. In order to put biodiversity on a path to recovery by 2030 in line with the proposed Mission of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, there would need to be a net gain of natural ecosystem area by 2030, while preventing the loss of existing intact and wilderness areas, as well as areas with high biodiversity value (such as Key Biodiversity Areas - see proposed Target 2) or keeping such loss to an absolute minimum……. 

	12
	53
	It should be possible for each country to develop national spatial plans within the next 10 years and therefore the goal should be 100% of national land/sea should be under spatial planning. Making national assessments of KBAs across multiple taxonomic groups and identifying the connectivity needed between KBAs is a critical component of spatial planning and recognized in the IUCN motion 096/2020 which was adopted by a vote of 100% of government members and of 99% of IUCN non-governmental members (732 votes in total). Spatial planning for biodiversity is only reflected in 3% of NBSAPs currently and in 16% of NBSAP reports. Spatial plans are one of the key tools that can be used to mainstream biodiversity across government sectors and as such are critically important. The spatial plans developed in Target 1 should be referred to as a tool to promote mainstreaming in target 13 as it provides a concrete way governments can incorporate biodiversity planning across sectors. We therefore propose adding the following sentence in bold in the rationale for target 1 in paragraph 53.  “

53. Given competing demands for land and sea areas, comprehensive spatial planning across all landscapes and seascapes (i.e., marine spatial planning) will be needed to allow socioeconomic development to continue while also conserving biodiversity and maintaining ecosystem services in line with the levels of ambition suggested above, and to ensure connectivity between natural habitats. Currently, spatial planning is practiced variously and unevenly among countries. Comprehensive national assessments of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) and incorporation of existing KBAs in national spatial plans will ensure spatial plans are built around globally important sites.   Comprehensive spatial planning would be complemented by protection of specific areas with high biodiversity value (such as KBAs - see proposed target 2), and by measures to reduce the other direct (proposed targets 4-7) and indirect drivers (proposed targets 8, 13-20) of biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation 


	12
	54
	Add this sentence to the end of paragraph 54: “To ensure they are equitably managed, women and indigenous peoples in communities must be included in decision making and decision making processes must be made and kept transparent.”

	12
	54-56
	Target 2: The change in sequence of the elements in this target since the zero draft has weakened it, by shifting the emphasis from conserving important locations for biodiversity to expanding the coverage of protected areas. We strongly recommend that the wording is modified to emphasise the outcome we want to achieve (conserving important locations) before the means of achieving this (expansion of protected and conserved areas). This will help to avoid the result of Aichi Target 11 where protected area expansion typically occurred in places that did not maximize the benefits for biodiversity.

The Key Biodiversity Areas Partnership has provided detailed documentation regarding recommended formulation for this target. 
•	It is essential that the biodiversity value of sites is documented, so that the management of PAs/OECMs can ensure to safeguard this. The rationale for the target needs to make this clear. 
•	“Areas particularly important for biodiversity” include Key Biodiversity Areas and other evidence-based approaches; again, the rationale should make this clear.
•	We also propose specifically referring to key biodiversity areas, given these represent by far the largest network of sites of biodiversity importance, identified nationally using standardized criteria.
•	Key Biodiversity Areas are currently not included in the proposed monitoring framework, hence the need to specify “Key Biodiversity Areas” in the target
•	Key Biodiversity Areas and other sites of particular importance for biodiversity should be the focus of the target, not a trailing condition to it.
•	Connectivity needs to be improved to develop ecological networks (on land, freshwater, ocean and air), mitigate fragmentation for migratory species, gene flow, and support adaptation to climate change.

IUCN recommends the following formulation: 

By 2030, protect and conserve the value of all areas of particular importance for biodiversity, including all key biodiversity areas through well- connected, equitable and effective systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures covering at least 30%  of land, sea and freshwater.

•	Implementation of this target must include efforts to prevent protected area downgrading, downsizing and degazettement (PADDD).

	13
	55
	The following language is incorrect in paragraph 55: 
For example, covering all currently identified Alliance for Zero Extinction sites and other Key Biodiversity Areas, hotspots of endemic species, and other areas with a high density of threatened species from the IUCN Red List, would require 2.4 per cent additional to the current terrestrial protected area coverage.4 

This derives from an analytical error in the paper cited. KBAs (including AZE sites) currently cover 8.7% of land and 2.1% of oceans. The area of KBAs outside protected areas represents 4.5% of terrestrial area (we do not know the additional % area that ‘hotspots of endemic species, and other areas with a high density of threatened species’ would add to this). Furthermore, KBAs have NOT been comprehensively identified for all taxonomic groups and ecosystems (which is why we encourage comprehensive assessments as a component of spatial planning in target 1). Application of the criteria in the Global Standard for the identification of KBAs to all species groups and elements of biodiversity will lead to additional sites being identified as KBAs. A simple scoping assessment of species assessed on the IUCN Red List shows that locations outside existing KBAs that may qualify as KBAs cover twice the area of the existing network. While not all of these will be confirmed as KBAs, it is clear that the current network will expand, potentially substantially. ]

We therefore propose that the erroneous sentence in paragraph 55 quoted above is replaced with: “Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs, including Alliance for Zero Extinction sites) currently cover 8.7% of land and 2.1% of oceans. The area of KBAs outside protected areas represents 4.5% of terrestrial area, and will increase, potentially significantly, as KBAs are identified for additional species groups, ecosystems, and other biodiversity features.

	13
	55
	Any figures on marine protected areas?

	13
	57-59
	Target 3: 
•	IUCN recommends an alternative formulation, based on the documentation provided by Bolam et al (https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.11.09.374314v1) as follows: 

Implement intensive species-specific recovery actions by 2030 [and maintain genetic diversity], in situ and ex situ, where required, for species whose survival depends on such actions or whose recovery cannot otherwise be enabled or sustained.

•	Species management and human wildlife conflict should be addressed under separate targets; it is more logical to address human-wildlife conflict in target 4
•	The addition of “maintain genetic diversity” supports the achievement of the goal for genetic diversity.
•	IUCN is developing a Global Species Action Plan to support the achievement of all elements pertaining to species in the Global Biodiversity Framework. This will include strategies to develop collaborative action plans to initiate the responsible re-establishment of ‘Extinct in the Wild’ species in the wild by 2030

	13/14
	58
	National responses need to be co-ordinated across the species range.

	14
	62
	Paragraph 62 should also explicitly mention women in communities.

	15
	63
	“Currently, many species on the IUCN Red List are threatened by overexploitation and trade, including illegal trade”. 
 
Can cite Marsh et al. in (review) here: https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.11.04.367763v2 This paper is a comprehensive analysis of Red List data as it pertains to patterns of use. However, note that it also shows that many species that are used are currently not threatened. 

	15
	63-65
	Target 4:
IUCN recommends that this target be expanded to include reduction of human-wildlife conflict:

By 2030, ensure that the harvesting, trade and use of wild species of fauna and flora is legal, at sustainable levels and safe, and reduce human-wildlife conflict by [X%].

· IUCN strongly agrees that promoting sustainable use is therefore integral to achieving the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework (para 63)

· The range of actions stated is helpful- and reinforce the wide scope of this target, that will need to be made clear to support implementation.
· The inclusion of “legal” suggests that this target will address both the demand for (i.e. the indirect driver) and supply of illegal wildlife products; this should be clarified.
· The scope of this target should include direct and indirect harvesting (e.g. bycatch) as well as exploitation in all realms.
· Make clear that the scope of this target includes fungi
· There is a need to define “safe” – for who or what?
· Note that supporting information needs to make clear that this target applies to all realms and therefore includes both marine and inland fisheries 
· Indicators must address co-existence of people and wildlife

	15
	64 a)
	Women play a very significant role in fisheries practices, with the FAO estimating that women comprise 15% of the workforce involved in harvesting and fill 90% of the jobs in fish processing (Gender in Fisheries - A Sea of Opportunities, IUCN). This role must be recognized in this paragraph.

	15
	64b
	There is often good policy, it’s just not enforced effectively, so important to add mention of enforcement here.

	15/16
	65
	This chain of custody highlights the need for strong national and international traceability of harvested/traded flora and fauna.

	16
	66
	Target 5: ‘Priority sites’ is a term that is not clear and can be interpreted differently at different scales and in different countries. We suggest specifying Key Biodiversity Areas to enable measurable progress towards this objective at a specified and documented suite of important sites for biodiversity. Preliminary estimates suggest that 25% of assessed KBAs are currently threatened by invasive alien species.

We therefore suggest that the wording is revised as follows:

By 2030, manage, and where possible control, pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species, achieving [50%] reduction in the rate of new introductions, and control or eradicate invasive alien species to eliminate or reduce their impacts, including in all affected key biodiversity areas.


	16-17
	66-70
	Target 5:

•	It is extremely important that the targets are not set by arbitrary %s (which will vary greatly between and within countries), but rather by the extent of action necessary to achieve the goals.
•	In addition, it is important to highlight “priority” invasive alien species and reduction of their “harmful” impacts.
•	Recommend that the rationale makes clear the urgent need to control invasive alien species on islands.

By 2030, manage, and where possible control, pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species, achieving reduction in the rate of new introductions to the extent necessary for achieving the goals, and control or eradicate priority invasive alien species to eliminate or reduce their harmful impacts, including in those priority sites necessary for achieving the goals.

	17
	71
	Draw attention to “other emerging pollutants”  (e.g., ‘active pharmaceutical ingredients, illicit drugs, personal-care-product additives)

	17
	71
	Not just marine animals affected by plastics – many other animals from other ecosystems and evidence now that plants e.g. seagrass, can be affected. Change to ‘flora and fauna’.

	17
	71
	Focusing on nutrients, biocides and plastic waste will draw particular attention to these forms of pollution risking not addressing other sources. This target must be linked with other conventions creating synergies (reinforcing policies) or addressing gaps.

	17
	71
	Change this sentence:

“Most of these pollutants also have negative impacts on human health.”

to:
 
“Most of these pollutants also have negative impacts on human health, with research showing that women in particular are impacted by indoor air pollutants.”

This addition references data noting that women and girls disproportionately suffer from adverse health outcomes due to indoor air pollution caused by the use of unclean, according to WHO more than 60% of all premature deaths from household air pollution in 2012 were among women and children.

	17-18
	71-72
	Target 6:

•	It is extremely important that the targets are not set by arbitrary %s (which will vary greatly between and within countries), but rather by the extent of action necessary to achieve the goals.

•	The target should also highlight noise and light pollution.
•	“Other emerging pollutants” (‘active pharmaceutical ingredients, illicit drugs, personal-care-product additives, endocrine disrupters’) should be included.

IUCN recommends:

By 2030, [prevent and control] reduce pollution from all sources, including reducing excess nutrients, biocides, plastic waste, noise, and light to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions and human health.

	18-19
	73-75
	Target 7:
•	The focus of this target, given that it is placed under objective (a), is reducing threats to biodiversity, in this case addressing climate change impacts on biodiversity, including but also beyond the context of nature-based solutions
•	 Supporting information should make clear that each country should maximize the contribution of nature-based solutions; ramping up nature conservation is critical for solving the climate emergency: nature-based climate solutions have the potential to provide up to 37% of the climate change mitigation needed by 2030 to stabilize warming to below 2°C. (Add ref)
•	There appears to be duplication in targets 7 and 10; important to clarify.

IUCN recommends:
By 2030, increase contributions to climate change mitigation, adaption, and disaster risk reduction from nature-based solutions whilst increasing biodiversity-focused adaptation efforts to reduce climate risks in ways that minimize negative impacts on biodiversity

	19
	
	Meeting people’s needs through sustainable use and benefit-sharing – should also make references to the sustainable fisheries and oceans transition from the GBO-5 (footnote 76)

	19
	76
	This paragraph must also explicitly mention women. The target itself, Target 8, must also explicitly recognize and appreciate women and local communities. Suggested text includes:

“Biodiversity is the source of many goods and services on which human well-being depends. These are particularly important for people living in vulnerable situations where women represent an important number.”

	19
	77
	“Wild species of flora and fauna contribute to human well-being in multiple ways. Contributions to food and nutrition are particularly important”. 
 
Again, can cite Marsh et al. (in review; https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.11.04.367763v2) which shows that 40% (out of 25,000 species assessed) are used in some way, with the main purposes of use being pets, for display animals and horticulture, and for human consumption.

	20
	81
	“Most of these actions centre around the sustainable intensification of production practices coupled with ecosystem restoration” - this is a potential solution in aquaculture. For other ecosystems intensification on its own is not a solution; it has to be coupled with ecosystem restoration or some other program of improved land/water management.

	20
	81
	Include reference to Target 15 – there needs to be a behaviour change component by consumers.

	20
	82
	Add to this text to read: “These ecosystem services underpin the health and well-being of people, particularly women and girls,”

	21
	Target 11
	Target 11 should include improving the benefits of urban green/blue spaces for biodiversity, as well as the benefits from biodiversity. 

	21
	83
	This paragraph should include data on how natural disasters impact women as compared to men, to highlight the discrepancy there and the need to include gender considerations throughout efforts which address this target.

	22
	89
	This paragraph states:

“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.”

This is not a complete representation of this Target. The target explicitly includes “...and the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from utilization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge.” This focus and inclusion of traditional knowledge must be appreciated and considered a main action.

Traditional knowledge is vital for the implementation of the GBF 2020. This must be appreciated and promoted. 

	23
	93
	Text here should specifically reference the spatial planning proposed in Target 1, because spatial plans are one of the key tools that can be used to help mainstream biodiversity conservation across sectors, guiding where agriculture/urban expansion and privates sector developments can occur and minimize negative impacts on biodiversity. We would suggest rewording the paragraph as follows:

Further progress towards this target will require a range of actions and many of these will directly or indirectly contribute to the attainment of all of the other proposed targets in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework…….. For such instruments and tools to be effective, they will need to be underpinned by effective biodiversity monitoring and quality biodiversity information (proposed target 19). Spatially explicit plans for biodiversity, as endorsed by the governments and the conservation communityxx, developed under Target 1, provide one such tool that can be used to mainstream biodiversity conservation across sectors.……. 

xx: https://www.iucncongress2020.org/motion/096 

	23
	93
	This paragraph mentions a range of actions which will directly or indirectly contribute to the attainment of proposed targets in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. None of the actions mention the importance of working alongside and integrating gender considerations into policy, tool development and monitoring and evaluation. Gender must be integrated here to recognize the interlinkages and value of integration between the GBF and gender equality efforts.

	24
	95
	“The impacts of productions systems and supply changes related to food (agriculture in terrestrial environments, affecting freshwater and coastal areas too, and fisheries/aquaculture in marine and freshwater environments), - the supply chains in freshwater fisheries and aquaculture can have significant impacts

	25
	98
	In this paragraph it is valuable to mention the important role of women in decision making regarding consumption at the home level and strategies to involve them in a more sustainable consumption process.

	26
	
	Not sure why target 17 refers to reduction in only the ‘most harmful’ subsidies; we should be aiming at reducing any harmful subsidies (but maybe starting with the most harmful).

	27
	Target 18
	Financial resources must be set aside to ensure gender integration and mainstreaming throughout. This must be explicit to ensure it is implemented.

	29
	111
	Change this text: 
“Quality and timely biodiversity information is required to identify threats to biodiversity, to determine priority actions for conservation and sustainable use and to determine if such actions are effective. Biodiversity information, including traditional knowledge and explicit knowledge from women and indigenous peoples in communities, will underpin progress towards all of the proposed goals and targets of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework.”

	29
	113
	Recognizing the knowledge, innovations, practices, institutions and values of only knowledge from local communities and indigenous peoples, but also knowledge from women. This must be explicitly included. 

	31
	124
	We appreciate that gender is explicitly mentioned here.



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

