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	General comments

	
The post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework (“GBF” or “Framework”) aims to “galvanize urgent and transformative action by Governments and all of society, including Indigenous Peoples and local communities, civil society, and businesses, to achieve the outcomes it sets out in its vision, mission, goals and targets, and thereby to contribute to the objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity and other biodiversity related multilateral agreements, processes and instruments.” Despite global consensus on the gravity of the biodiversity crisis, we are concerned that the goals and targets under consideration in the current Framework draft are insufficient given the scale of the challenges we face and there is ample scientific support for setting and achieving a more ambitious framework.
In May 2019, the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) warned that the natural world supporting our economies, food security, health, and quality of life is eroding at a pace never before seen in human history and is on a trajectory that promises mass extinction and immense suffering for future generations (IPBES 2019). Human actions, such as land- and sea-use change, direct exploitation of wildlife, and climate change, are responsible for the rapid decline in global biodiversity and threaten the loss of a million species, many within decades, under business-as-usual scenarios—even where those scenarios include current global conservation efforts (IPBES 2019).
The zoonotic COVID-19 pandemic that has tragically claimed nearly one million human lives and is wreaking havoc on the global economy is a result of our dysfunctional relationship with nature and inextricably linked to the current biodiversity crisis (IPBES 2020). An estimated 60 percent of emerging infectious diseases in humans are zoonotic, i.e. have an animal origin, and 70 percent of zoonotic diseases in turn arise from wild animals (Smith et al. 2017). COVID-19 is only the latest of the many devastating zoonotic diseases that have jumped from wild animals to people, including, for example, SARS, Ebola, and Lyme Disease (Peters et al. 2020). Environmental degradation and deforestation are bringing people into closer proximity with otherwise latent diseases, further increasing the risk of disease spillover and the closely connected impacts on biodiversity and habitat loss (IPBES 2020). 
Only transformative change—"fundamental system-wide reorganization across technological, economic, and social factors, including paradigms, goals, and values”—will reverse biodiversity loss, according to the IPBES Global Assessment Report (IPBES 2019). In this document, we offer our recommendations to address the two primary drivers behind the accelerating rate of global species extinction: habitat loss/degradation and wildlife exploitation. We must boldly reorient our relationship with nature by adopting ambitious targets that go beyond merely halting global habitat and species loss to include action to catalyse the restoration of our natural world for the benefit of both biodiversity and people. Given that future pandemics are most likely to stem from our unhealthy relationship with nature, this restoration is crucial and time sensitive. Our response must also ensure sufficient resources are dedicated to accomplishing the Framework including by redirecting subsidies that do not align with the Framework.  Through these comments we provide the scientific underpinnings to set far more ambitious goals and targets and ensure that the vision and theory of change align with the transformative change so desperately needed over the next decade and on the road to 2050.
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	9-13
	2050 Vision Statement

While the Parties agreed that the 2050 Vision Statement agreed to at COP14 was still relevant, this does not preclude revision based on new information and ideas for ways to increase ambition in addressing the biodiversity crisis. In fact, the Vision Statement was agreed before IPBES issued its 2019 Global Assessment Report. Thus, the 2050 Vision Statement should be updated to recognize the sustainable use of biodiversity as imperative, rather than “wise use,” and the moral obligation to value, conserve and restore in the long-term through the inclusion of “future generations” in the description of “all people.” The language we suggest is:

“By 2050, biodiversity is valued, conserved, restored and used sustainably, maintaining ecosystem services, sustaining a healthy planet and delivering benefits essential for all people including future generations.”


	3
	10
	Theory of Change 

The Theory of Change as presented includes a flaw in logic that needs to be addressed. It would be more logical if the threat reduction element was placed to the left of the Meeting Peoples’ Needs element, with an arrow from the first leading to the second. This would indicate a Theory of Change whereby reducing threats to biodiversity, including eliminating species extinctions, leads to positive improvements in the ability of the natural world to meet peoples’ needs.  As it stands now, nothing connects these elements in the Theory of Change diagram to show the relationship between the two. The IPBES Global Assessment Report makes it clear that reducing threats (i.e. addressing the key drivers of nature’s decline and extinctions) is necessary in order for sustainable development (i.e. meeting peoples’ needs) goals to be met. Therefore, the Reducing Threats element should lead to the Meeting Peoples’ needs element, and so on. We suggest:
[image: ]
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	Goal A 

As currently structured, Goal A merges what were previously three separate goals on the different components of biodiversity (ecosystems, species, genetic diversity) into a single “conservation” goal, with the idea of having a single goal for each objective of the Convention: conservation, sustainable use, and access and benefit sharing. However, distinct biodiversity goals should not be aligned to any one of the three objectives of the CBD. They are not solely ‘conservation’ goals but rather are critical for enabling the delivery of all three of the objectives of the Convention. 

That said, what is now Goal A should be restructured into two goals: a stand-alone goal for habitat and ecosystems (with its own monitoring framework and indicators) and a stand-alone goal for species and genetic diversity (also with its own monitoring framework and indicators). Protecting, connecting, and restoring habitat is crucial and must be addressed on its own just as halting extinctions and preserving the genetic diversity of species is also key. 

When it comes to habitat and ecosystems, the IPBES Global Assessment Report found that more than 500,000 terrestrial species have insufficient habitat for long-term survival without habitat restoration. In addition, habitat restoration is a vital component of any climate-resilient future and is essential for carbon storage. Both biodiversity and carbon storage goals can benefit from the presence of indigenous communities within habitat areas (Dinerstein et al. 2020), and the rights of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities must be recognized, protected, and enhanced.  Additionally, protecting existing habitat and natural areas will draw down disease risk (Dinerstein et al. 2020). Dinerstein et al. (2020) suggest that by “focusing conservation effort intensely on high beta-diversity ecoregions, large mammal assemblages, intact areas, and wilderness, the payoff for climate stability is enormous.” 

To address the need for habitat conservation, restoration and connectivity, as well as climate mitigation, countries must conserve existing habitat and significantly expand natural habitat by 2030 and adopt measures to provide connectivity between natural habitats well before 2050. Importantly, setting an ambitious goal of conserving at least 50% of natural ecosystems by 2050 can be achieved using a variety of legal and policy tools and regulatory regimes, not just protected areas, depending on the purpose of the area and its biological and ecological characteristics and the impacts that different human uses may have on the natural functions of the ecosystems. We recommend the following text for Goal A:

“The area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems are increased so that at least 50% of the total land, inland water, and ocean areas are conserved by 2050 [recognizing the rights of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities].

Milestones:
1. The area of natural ecosystems is increased to at least 30% by 2030 (Dinerstein et al. 2020)
1. Natural area connectivity is enhanced on average by 20% by 2030 (Dinerstein et al. 2020; Dinerstein et al. 2019; Belote et al. 2020)
1. Overall ecosystem integrity is enhanced on average by 2030 (Dinerstein et al. 2020; Dinerstein et al. 2019)
1. Degraded lands in priority areas are restored by 15% by 2030 (Dinerstein et al. 2020; Dinerstein et al. 2019)” 

Additional text is suggested below to create a standalone Goal B to address human-induced extinctions.

The scientific basis for these recommendations are:

Belote, R. T., Beier, P., Creech, T., Wurtzebach, Z., & Tabor, G. (2020). A framework for developing connectivity targets and indicators to guide global conservation efforts. Bioscience, 70(2), 122.

Bradshaw, C. J., Ehrlich, P. R., Beattie, A., Ceballos, G., Crist, E., Diamond, J., & Blumstein, D. T. (2021). Underestimating the challenges of avoiding a ghastly future. Frontiers in Conservation Science, 1, 9.

Dinerstein, E., Joshi, A. R., Vynne, C., Lee, A. T. L., Pharand-Deschênes, F., França, M., ... & Olson, D. (2020). A “Global Safety Net” to reverse biodiversity loss and stabilize Earth’s climate. Science advances, 6(36), eabb2824.

Dinerstein, E., Vynne, C., Sala, E., Joshi, A. R., Fernando, S., Lovejoy, T. E., ... & Wikramanayake, E. (2019). A global deal for nature: guiding principles, milestones, and targets. Science advances, 5(4), eaaw2869.
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	23-33
	Goal B

According to the IPBES Global Assessment Report, “human actions threaten more species with global extinction now than ever before,” and a growing body of scientific literature supports the notion that the world is in the midst of a sixth, and this time uniquely anthropogenic, mass extinction. The IPBES Global Assessment Report further found that an estimated one million animal and plant species are currently threatened with extinction and that a third of these species became at risk of extinction within the past quarter century. Land- and sea-use change, direct exploitation, pollution, invasive species, and anthropogenic climate change are driving species toward extinction at a rate anywhere from tens to hundreds of times faster than the background extinction rate over the past 10 million years (IPBES 2019). 

Species loss has serious implications for the ecosystem services that a healthy, biodiverse, natural world provides people (Bradshaw et al. 2021). The post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework must include a standalone goal aimed at halting human-induced extinctions and increasing species abundance to reflect the transformative change that is required to protect the world’s remaining biodiversity and set it on a path toward recovery. We suggest:

“Human-induced extinctions are prevented from 2021, and by 2050, no species are threatened with human-induced extinction. 

Milestones
(i) The number of species threatened with human-induced extinction is reduced by at least 20% by 2030. (Williams et. al, p. 12-13)
(ii) The population abundance of all threatened species has increased on average by 50% by 2030. (Williams, et. al, p. 11). See note below.
(iii) Genetic diversity of species is maintained or enhanced on average by 2030. (Williams et. al, p. 11, noting that human-induced extinction would result in a loss of genetic diversity).”

The scientific basis for these recommendations is Williams et al. (2020), including to prevent extinctions from 2021. Our recommended milestone (ii), however, represents a significant increase in ambition from that paper’s recommendation of a 20% increase in population abundance all native species by 2030, and focuses on threatened species. 

The scientific basis for these recommendations are:

Bradshaw, C. J., Ehrlich, P. R., Beattie, A., Ceballos, G., Crist, E., Diamond, J., ... & Blumstein, D. T. (2021). Underestimating the challenges of avoiding a ghastly future. Frontiers in Conservation Science, 1, 9.

IPBES (2019): Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. E. S. Brondizio, J. Settele, S. Díaz, and H. T. Ngo (editors). IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany.

Williams, B.A.; Watson, J.E.; Butchart, S.H.; Ward, M.; Brooks, T.M.; Butt, N.; Bolam, F.C.; Stuart, S.N.; Mair, L.; McGowan, P.J.K.; Gregory, R.; Hilton-Taylor, C.; Mallon, D.; Harrison, I.; Simmonds, J.S. A Robust Goal Is Needed for Species in the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. Preprints 2020, 2020020240 pp. 5-11


	12-13
	54-56
	Target 2

According to IPBES, habitat destruction is the leading driver of the extinction crisis for terrestrial species (IPBES 2019). The conversion of natural habitat for infrastructure development, agriculture, resource extraction, and other anthropogenic use drives species loss and increases the risk of zoonotic disease spillover (UNEP 2020). Habitat loss also weakens ecosystem resilience against climate change and, if allowed to continue at current rates, will jeopardize the ability to remain below a 1.5°C rise in average global temperature (Dinerstein et al. 2019). The world’s oceans are under growing pressure from commercial fishing, development, and maritime shipping, among other anthropogenic drivers of marine biodiversity loss (IPBES 2019). The increasing rate of overexploitation of our oceans together with insufficient area set aside for protection has left marine biodiversity depleted and unable to recover to levels that will support healthy ecosystems and meet our food security needs.
 
Only by protecting remaining intact and interconnected areas of land, inland waters, and ocean can we reverse the trends of habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation, and safeguard the natural ecosystems that wild species and humans depend on for survival (Baillie and Zhang 2018; O’Leary et al. 2016; Wilson 2016). Parties must adopt a post-2020 GBF target that will provide meaningful protection of at least 30 percent of the world’s terrestrial and inland water spaces and 30 percent of the ocean by 2030. This target must be achieved through a truly collaborative process between international institutions, governments, and people, with particular focus on Indigenous Peoples and compliance within the principle of free, prior, and informed consent.

We suggest the following revised text for Target 2: 

“By 2030, protect at least 30% of land and inland water areas and at least 30% of global ocean areas through effectively and equitably-managed, ecologically-representative, and well-connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures free from harmful industrial and non-industrial activities, with a focus on land, inland water, and ocean areas that are particularly important for biodiversity, while recognizing the rights of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities including their right to Free, Prior, and Informed Consent.”
 
The scientific support for these recommendations includes:
 
J. Baillie, Y.-P. Zhang, Space for nature. Science 361, 1051 (2018).
 
Dinerstein, E., Vynne, C., Sala, E., Joshi, A. R., Fernando, S., Lovejoy, T. E., ... & Wikramanayake, E. (2019). A global deal for nature: guiding principles, milestones, and targets. Science advances, 5(4), eaaw2869.
 
E. O. Wilson, Half Earth: Our Planet’s Fight for Life (Liveright Publishing Corporation, ed. 1, 2016).
 
IPBES (2019): Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. E. S. Brondizio, J. Settele, S. Díaz, and H. T. Ngo (editors). IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany.
 
O'Leary, B.C., Winther‐Janson, M., Bainbridge, J.M., Aitken, J., Hawkins, J.P. and Roberts, C.M., 2016. Effective coverage targets for ocean protection. Conservation Letters, 9(6), pp.398-404.
 
United Nations Environment Programme and International Livestock Research Institute (2020). Preventing the Next Pandemic: Zoonotic diseases and how to break the chain of transmission. Nairobi, Kenya.
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	Target 3

As stated above, human action is driving species to extinction at unprecedented rates (IPBES, 2019; Bradshaw et al. 2021; Dinerstein et al. 2020; Dinerstein et al 2019). Our collective approach to species protection to date has been largely ineffective, and as a result, the rate of species extinction is accelerating. 

The post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework must include a species recovery target that (1) recognizes halting extinctions as the first step toward species recovery, and (2) clearly define “recovery” as a species having achieved and sustained favourable conservation status (Williams et al. 2020). Importantly, calling for reducing human-wildlife conflict in a post-2020 GBF target is misplaced; instead, a reduction in human-wildlife conflict should be included as an indicator of Target 1 on restoring habitat integrity and connectivity. We suggest the following text for Target 3:

“By 2030, ensure active management action are implemented to halt the decline of threatened species and recover their populations by achieving and maintaining a favourable conservation status of wild threatened species, and prioritize urgent actions for all species whose survival depends on those actions.”

The scientific support for this text includes: 

Bradshaw, C. J., Ehrlich, P. R., Beattie, A., Ceballos, G., Crist, E., Diamond, J., ... & Blumstein, D. T. (2021). Underestimating the challenges of avoiding a ghastly future. Frontiers in Conservation Science, 1, 9.

Dinerstein, E., Joshi, A. R., Vynne, C., Lee, A. T. L., Pharand-Deschênes, F., França, M., ... & Olson, D. (2020). A “Global Safety Net” to reverse biodiversity loss and stabilize Earth’s climate. Science advances, 6(36), eabb2824.

Dinerstein, E., Vynne, C., Sala, E., Joshi, A. R., Fernando, S., Lovejoy, T. E., ... & Wikramanayake, E. (2019). A global deal for nature: guiding principles, milestones, and targets. Science advances, 5(4), eaaw2869.

IPBES (2019): Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. E. S. Brondizio, J. Settele, S. Díaz, and H. T. Ngo (editors). IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany.

Williams, B.A.; Watson, J.E.; Butchart, S.H.; Ward, M.; Brooks, T.M.; Butt, N.; Bolam, F.C.; Stuart, S.N.; Mair, L.; McGowan, P.J.K.; Gregory, R.; Hilton-Taylor, C.; Mallon, D.; Harrison, I.; Simmonds, J.S. A Robust Goal Is Needed for Species in the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. Preprints 2020, 2020020240 pp. 5-11.
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	Target 4 

The current text for Target 4 embodies the current status-quo objective, including under CITES, of ensuring that wildlife trade is both legal and sustainable. Despite a global pandemic that likely originated due to human exploitation of wildlife and which is costing countless lives and trillions of dollars in economic damage worldwide (Dobson et al. 2020), Target 4 only calls for wildlife trade to be ‘safe.’ 

The current text fails to recognize that (1) wildlife trade is a leading driver of biodiversity loss and extinctions, according to the IPBES Global Assessment Report and many scientists (Lenzen et al. 2020; Scheffers et al. 2019; Peters et al. 2020; Bell et al. 2004), and (2) wildlife trade, including both legal and illegal trade, carries an additional risk of zoonotic disease transfer and pandemic risk, such as the current COVID-19 crisis (IPBES, 2020; Peters et al. 2020; Bell et al. 2004; Halabowski et al. 2020; Hosseini et al. 2017; Huong et al. 2020; Johnson et al. 2015; Borsky et al. 2020; Jones et al. 2008; Karesh et al. 2005). 

A much more ambitious target is required to ensure extinctions are halted, threatened species are recovered, and any continued use of species is sustainable employing a precautionary approach that addresses the threat of zoonotic disease transfer from wildlife exploitation. The existing language in the target on reducing human-wildlife conflict is more appropriately linked to the restoration of habitat. Thus, the Target 4 text should be revised to better reflect the current body of scientific literature both on how wildlife exploitation is driving extinction and disease risk:

“By 2030, eliminate all commercial exploitation of wildlife (domestic and international) that is not legal and ecologically, biologically, and culturally sustainable or poses any risk to human or animal health; and ensure any remaining trade is effectively regulated, and provides benefits including nutrition, food security, livelihoods, and cultural values to Indigenous Peoples or local communities.”

The scientific support for this text includes:

Bell, D., Roberton, S., & Hunter, P. R. (2004). Animal origins of SARS coronavirus: possible links with the international trade in small carnivores. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 359(1447), 1107-1114.

Borsky, S., Hennighausen, H., Leiter, A., & Williges, K. (2020). CITES and the Zoonotic Disease Content in International Wildlife Trade. Environmental and Resource Economics, 76(4), 1001-1017.

Dobson, A. P., Pim, S. L., Hannah, L., Kaufman, L., Ahumad, J. A., Bernstein, A., ... & Va, M. M. (2020). Ecology and economics for pandemic prevention: Investments to prevent tropical deforestation and to limit wildlife trade will protect against future zoonosis outbreaks. Science, 369(6502).

Halabowski, D., & Rzymski, P. (2020). Taking a lesson from the COVID-19 pandemic: Preventing the future outbreaks of viral zoonoses through a multi-faceted approach. Science of The Total Environment, 143723.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7666614/

Hosseini, P. R., Mills, J. N., Prieur-Richard, A. H., Ezenwa, V. O., Bailly, X., Rizzoli, A., ... & Guégan, J. F. (2017). Does the impact of biodiversity differ between emerging and endemic pathogens? The need to separate the concepts of hazard and risk. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 372(1722), 20160129.
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/pdf/10.1098/rstb.2016.0129

Huong, N. Q., Nga, N. T. T., Van Long, N., Luu, B. D., Latinne, A., Pruvot, M., ... & Minh, P. Q. (2020). Coronavirus testing indicates transmission risk increases along wildlife supply chains for human consumption in Viet Nam, 2013-2014. bioRxiv

IPBES (2020). Workshop Report on Biodiversity and Pandemics of the Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Daszak, P., das Neves, C., Amuasi, J., Hayman, D., Kuiken, T., Roche, B., Zambrana-Torrelio, C., Buss, P., Dundarova, H., Feferholtz, Y., Foldvari, G., Igbinosa, E., Junglen, S., Liu, Q., Suzan, G., Uhart, M., Wannous, C., Woolaston, K., Mosig Reidl, P., O'Brien, K., Pascual, U., Stoett, P., Li, H., Ngo, H. T., IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany.

Johnson, C.K., Hitchens, P.L., Evans, T.S., et al. (2015). Spillover and pandemic properties of zoonotic viruses with high host plasticity. Sci. Rep. 5, 14830

Jones, K.E., et al. (2008). Global trends in emerging infectious diseases. Nature 451, 990-993.

Karesh, W. B., Cook, R. A., Bennett, E. L., & Newcomb, J. (2005). Wildlife trade and global disease emergence. Emerging infectious diseases, 11(7), 1000

Lenzen, M., Moran, D., Kanemoto, K., Foran, B., Lobefaro, L., & Geschke, A. (2012). International trade drives biodiversity threats in developing nations. Nature, 486(7401), 109-112. http://folk.ntnu.no/daniemor/pdf/LenzenMoranEtAl_nature11145.pdf

Peters, A., Vetter, P., Guitart, C., Lotfinejad, N., & Pittet, D. (2020). Understanding the emerging coronavirus: what it means for health security and infection prevention. Journal of Hospital Infection.
https://www.journalofhospitalinfection.com/article/S0195-6701(20)30099-2/fulltext

Scheffers, B. R., Oliveira, B. F., Lamb, I. & Edwards, D. P. (2019) Global wildlife trade across the tree of life. Science 366, 71-76, doi:10.1126/science.aav5327. Erratum for the Research Article: “Global wildlife trade across the tree of life,” by B. R. Scheffers, B. F. Oliveira, I. Lamb, D. P. Edwards - July 24, 2020.  
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	71-72
	Target 6 

Target 6 on pollution reduction should pursue an ambitious precautionary-oriented outcome and should comprehensively identify major sources of pollution to be addressed. 

We suggest the following new Target 6 text: 

“By 2030, reduce pollution from excess nutrients, biocides, plastic waste, anthropogenic light and noise, and other sources to levels that have the least possible adverse impact to ecosystem function and biodiversity.” 

The pollution reductions should be linked to an outcome-focused target rather than an arbitrary percentage target, and this target should reference an ambitious reduction in the negative impacts of pollution. Also, it should list all of the major categories of pollution to be addressed, each linked to specific indicators.  

Looking ahead to considerations for the monitoring framework, the indicators should represent the pressure placed on a specified area, habitat or species by the pollutant. For example, for chemical contaminants this could be expressed as a concentration within the environment and a target for the level to which this will be reduced. For plastic waste, indicators could include the amount of plastic accumulating in the sea, along coastlines and on the seabed. Some pollutants, including energy such as underwater noise, may require more complex area and source type specific indicators. The indicators for underwater noise could follow approaches taken by The Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic (the OSPAR Convention) and the European Union Monitoring Guidance on Underwater Noise used by Member States in establishing monitoring schemes to meet the needs of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive indicators for underwater noise in their marine waters.

Technical and scientific support for this text includes:

OSPAR Monitoring Strategy for Ambient Underwater Noise. Agreement 2015-05. OSPAR Commission.
 
CEMP Guidelines for Monitoring and Assessment of loud, low and mid-frequency impulsive sound sources in the OSPAR Maritime Region. OSPAR Agreement 2017-07. EIHA 17/9/1 Annex 15.
 
Monitoring Guidance for Underwater Noise in European Seas- Part II: Monitoring Guidance Specifications. Dekeling, R., Tasker, M., Van Der Graaf, S., Ainslie, M., Andersson, M., André, M., Borsani, J., Brensing, K., Castellote, M., Cronin, D., Dalen, J., Folegot, T., Leaper, R., Pajala, J., Redman, P., Robinson, S., Sigray, P., Sutton, G., Thomsen, F., Werner, S., Wittekind, D. and Young, J., Monitoring Guidance for Underwater Noise in European Seas- Part II: Monitoring Guidance Specifications, Dekeling, R., Tasker, M., Ferreira, M. and Zampoukas, N. editor(s), EUR 26555, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, ISBN 978-92-79-36339-9, doi:10.2788/27158, JRC88045.
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	76-79
	Target 8

The direct exploitation of plants, animals, and other organisms for human use is the second leading driver of terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity loss. For marine ecosystems, direct exploitation is the primary cause of biodiversity loss (IPBES 2019). Current unsustainable levels of harvest, logging, hunting, fishing, and other manner of overexploitation have left one million species of wild fauna and flora at risk of extinction (Lenzen et al. 2012; Scheffers et al. 2019). In order to stem the tide of biodiversity loss and set threatened species on a course toward recovery, current levels of exploitation must be reduced or eliminated to ensure wild species can play their optimal role in their ecosystems.
 
As currently written, Target 8 could be interpreted as encouraging increased exploitation of wild plants and animals. This target must be revised to promote the sustainable and precautionary use of wild plants and animals to ensure their long-term survival, and for those species threatened with extinction, their recovery. Any permitted use should be sustainable not only ecologically, but also socially, culturally, and economically. Reducing the use of wild species to sustainable levels that support healthy ecosystems and biodiversity recovery, and ensuring that such use is pursued equitably, will produce consistent long-term benefits to people, including food security, nutrition, health, and livelihoods.

We suggest the following text for Target 8: 

“By 2030, any permitted use of wild species is proven to be ecologically, economically and socially/culturally sustainable, equitable, and contributes to human wellbeing and fulfilment of rights, including enhanced nutrition, food security and livelihoods, especially for the most vulnerable, while
ensuring wild species play their optimal role in their ecosystems.”

The scientific support for these recommendations includes:
 
IPBES (2019): Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. E. S. Brondizio, J. Settele, S. Díaz, and H. T. Ngo (editors). IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany. 

Lenzen, M., Moran, D., Kanemoto, K., Foran, B., Lobefaro, L., & Geschke, A. (2012). International trade drives biodiversity threats in developing nations. Nature, 486(7401), 109-112. http://folk.ntnu.no/daniemor/pdf/LenzenMoranEtAl_nature11145.pdf

Scheffers, B. R., Oliveira, B. F., Lamb, I. & Edwards, D. P. (2019) Global wildlife trade across the tree of life. Science 366, 71-76, doi:10.1126/science.aav5327. Erratum for the Research Article: “Global wildlife trade across the tree of life,” by B. R. Scheffers, B. F. Oliveira, I. Lamb, D. P. Edwards - July 24, 2020.  
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	Target 17

One of the major obstacles to achievement of the Aichi Targets was the lack of resources available for their implementation. The Post-2020 Framework must not repeat this mistake. The lack of resources is compounded by the continued existence of incentives, including subsidies, that are harmful to biodiversity, which far outstrip investments in conservation. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2020) estimated governments spend approximately US$ 500 billion per year in support that is potentially harmful to biodiversity – five to six times more than total spending for biodiversity. Therefore, eliminating and repurposing such spending must be a priority. 

We agree that the identification of subsidies harmful to biodiversity should be prioritized, and efforts should be undertaken to eliminate them. However, the current phrasing of Target 17 could be taken to imply that the target applies only to the most harmful subsidies and limits ambition to only reducing such subsidies not eliminating them. This is a regression from existing Aichi Target 3. While it may make sense for indicators to focus on sectors where subsidies do the most harm (agriculture, fisheries, fossil fuels, mining/extractive industries), the wording of the target should be clear that it applies to all harmful subsidies and that the ambition must be to eliminate (or repurpose) these. We suggest this wording:

“Eliminate or repurpose all incentives and subsidies harmful for biodiversity, ensuring that by 2030 incentives, including public and private economic and regulatory incentives, are either positive or neutral for biodiversity.”

Support for this target language includes: 

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) (2020) A Comprehensive Overview of Global Biodiversity Finance: Final report, April, 2020, OECD, Paris, France. 

Waldron, A., Adams, V., Allan, J., Arnell, A., Asner, G., Atkinson, S., & Zhang, Y. (2020). Protecting 30% of the planet for nature: costs, benefits and economic implications.
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	Target 18 

Meeting the Post-2020 Framework will also require greater financial ambition. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD 2020) estimated current financial resources dedicated to biodiversity amount to USD 78 - 91 billion per year (2015-2017 average). There is a significant gap between the financial resources that are currently dedicated to biodiversity and those that needed. For example, the Paulson Institute and Nature Conservancy (Deutz, 2020) estimated the biodiversity finance gap to be USD 700 billion. This is just one of a number of recent estimates, which was considered by the Panel of Experts on Resource Mobilization as outlined in Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) document: CBD/SBI/3/5/ADD2. 

It is worth noting that this gap would be significantly reduced if harmful subsidies were removed, emphasizing the importance of Target 17. Depending on whether subsidies and other harmful incentives as well as potential compensation costs are accounted for, estimates for financial needs can vary considerably. The Panel of Experts thus found estimates ranged from US$ 103 billion to US$ 895 billion annually. Nonetheless, all the reports considered by the panel emphasize the chronic finance gap in meeting the ambitions of the Post-2020 Framework and that based on current expenditure, the percentage figure in Target 18 may need to be as high as 1000%.

To achieve the Post-2020 Framework will require a far greater transfer of resources from the developed world to developing countries that will likely bear a disproportionate burden in conserving remaining important areas for biodiversity.  Therefore, the target and indicators should also focus on ensuring a greater flow of resources to developing countries. The OECD’s review of Global Biodiversity Finance highlighted that of the US$ 78 - 91 billion per year spent on biodiversity, only USD 3.9 - 9.3 billion is international public expenditure. A shift to prioritizing international public expenditures is necessary. 

We recommend the following updated text for Target 18:

“By 2030, increase by [X%] financial resources from all international and domestic sources, including an increase of international financial flows towards developing countries, through additional financial resources and support for national biodiversity finance plans commensurate with the ambition of the framework and the capacity required to achieve its goals and targets.”

Support for this target language includes:

Deutz, A., Heal, G. M., Niu, R., Swanson, E., Townshend, T., Zhu, L., Delmar, A., Meghji, A., Sethi, S. A., and Tobin-de la Puente, J. (2020). Financing Nature: Closing the global biodiversity financing gap. The Paulson Institute, The Nature Conservancy, and the Cornell Atkinson Center for Sustainability.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) (2020) A Comprehensive Overview of Global Biodiversity Finance: Final report, April, 2020, OECD, Paris, France. 

SBI. Estimation of resources needed for implementing the post-2020 global biodiversity framework: Preliminary second report of the Panel of Experts on Resource Mobilization. CBD/SBI/3/5/ADD2. (available at https://www.cbd.int/meetings/SBI-03). 




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