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Ms. Elizabeth Maruma Mrema
Executive Secretary
Convention on Biological Diversity
413 Saint-Jacques Street, Suite 800
Montreal, Quebec, Canada H2Y 1N9

Dear Ms. Mrema:

The United States appreciates the invitation to provide input in response to the draft document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.2, on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework for the twenty-fourth meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA 24).

We are pleased to have the opportunity to share the attached information, and thank you for your consideration.


Sincerely,
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Barbara M. De Rosa-Joynt
Division Chief for Biodiversity
U.S. National Focal Point for the
  Convention on Biological Diversity









Attachment: U.S. comments on scientific and technical information to support the review of the proposed goals and targets in the updated zero draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework.


Views of the United States of America on scientific and technical information to support the review of the proposed goals and targets in the updated zero draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS

	Contact information

	Surname:
	Revere

	Given Name:
	Robert 

	Government (if applicable): 
	United States of America

	Organization:
	U.S. Department of State

	Address:  
	2201 C Street NW

	City:
	Washington, DC

	Country:
	U.S.A.

	E-mail:
	RevereRB@state.gov

	General comments

	We considered that the document is in general an excellent summary of the scientific underpinnings related to the Post-2020 Framework's goals, targets and related indicators and that the text is well supported by the available scientific literature and provides a strong rationale for the proposed actions required.  We found that the central role of cross-sectoral coordination and spatial planning as a tool to prioritize actions at appropriate scales and landscape locations in different spheres/sectors is a strength of this analysis.

	We believe that the document could be strengthened with more consistent use of citations.  While sources are cited throughout the document, they are lacking in some places noted below. 

	

	

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	2
	6
	We believe the statement, “the analysis in this document is further supported by a series of information documents which are under development,” might usefully be reformulated.  As written it could be contradictory, in that if it is still in development then presumably conclusions are not ready to be drawn. 

	3
	9
	We consider that the statement “Current trends show that most indicators of biodiversity (including ecosystem extent, species conservation status and population abundance) and nature’s contributions to people, are declining” would benefit from the inclusion of a citation.

	5
	24
	We consider that the statement “About 1 million species (or 13 per cent) are currently threatened with extinction” would benefit from the inclusion of a citation or indication of confidence levels.

	8
	39a
	We found the food security related text to be well done, noting the challenges in discussing food security for fisheries (and to some degree aquaculture) as the solution to those challenges are significantly different than the challenges associated with food security and agriculture.  Thus, we appreciate the reference to fisheries in this text and would urge further consideration of this issue.

	12
	52
	We believe that the suggested text addition in bold below would contribute to food security mentioned in Target 8, while echoing language in Target 9.

“Given competing demands for land and sea areas, comprehensive spatial planning and sustainable intensification of production practices 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.”

	14
	60
	We note this sentence appears to be incomplete, referring only to deliberate threats, while it is framed with the word “both” presumably to include unintended as well.  This could usefully be clarified.

	14
	62
	We offer suggested text in bold below that would emphasize the importance of access to effective tools for reducing conflict human-wildlife conflict.

“It may be reduced by the better planning of development and access to effective tools, including of agriculture and infrastructure, and by mitigation, including compensation, and control measures.”

	15
	63
	[bookmark: _GoBack]We believe the inclusion of “trade” could be misinterpreted, and suggest clarifying this to mean unregulated or unmonitored trade. 

	15
	64
	We believe this statement may have a typographical error that could usefully be addressed to foster clarity.

A range of actions will be required to reach the proposed target. For example:
(a) Scenarios suggest that investing in fisheries management (inclusive exclusive of distant water fleets).

	17
	72
	For Target 6. Reducing pollution from all sources, including reducing excess nutrients. Agricultural practices are referenced here, but we note that there are growing opportunities backed by primary studies and peer-reviewed literature that support the ability of bivalve shellfish and seaweed aquaculture (including restoration activities) to serve as ‘in-water nutrient removal’ techniques. In particular, bivalve shellfish are able to ‘bioextract’ nutrients from the water, and through subsequent commercial harvest, physically remove those nutrients from systems.  ‘Payment for ecosystem services’ approaches are in-development and have been operational in the United States. (i.e., State of Maryland). 

For more, see: 
Quantification and Valuation of Nitrogen Removal Services Provided by Commercial Shellfish Aquaculture at the Subwatershed Scale. Anthony Dvarskas, Suzanne B. Bricker, Gary H. Wikfors, John J. Bohorquez, Mark S. Dixon, and Julie M. Rose. Environmental Science & Technology 2020 54 (24), 16156-16165. DOI: 10.1021/acs.est.0c03066
Goods and services of extensive aquaculture: shellfish culture and nutrient trading. Joao G. Ferreira, and Suzanne B. Bricker. Aquaculture International 2016 24, 803-825.

	18
	72
	We consider that the below statement would be improved with a citation.

“In some cases, improved yields and/or incomes can accompany reductions in pesticide use.”

	18
	74
	For Target 7. Increase contributions to climate change mitigation adaptation, etc. Agricultural practice improvements are described as opportunities and we believe that aquaculture opportunities could also usefully be emphasized here.  There is growing interest in macroalgae (seaweed) approaches to marine carbon dioxide removal, with significant scaling potential and possibilities for significant carbon capture with co-benefits (e.g., food products, biofuel feedstocks, etc.).  There are also ecosystem services/co-benefits from aquaculture, such as nutrient removal from eutrophic systems (whereby eutrophication will be exacerbated in varying parts of the world given intensified development and changing precipitation patterns), habitat for wild fish stocks, oxygenation of the water column / buffering of ocean acidification, etc.  These benefits and services are increasingly documented in the literature and we suggest they be included here.

For more, see:
Froehlich, H. E., Afflerbach, J. C., Frazier, M., & Halpern, B. S. (2019). Blue growth potential to mitigate climate change through seaweed offsetting. Current Biology, 29(18), 3087-3093.
Theuerkauf, S. J., Morris Jr, J. A., Waters, T. J., Wickliffe, L. C., Alleway, H. K., & Jones, R. C. (2019). A global spatial analysis reveals where marine aquaculture can benefit nature and people. PLoS One, 14(10), e0222282.

	19
	75
	We suggest the issue of tree planting is more complicated, than the text suggests, and the risks (and benefits) for biodiversity of such plantations depends on context.  As a result we suggest revising the third sentence of this paragraph to read: “In particular, tree planting may not always be appropriate.”

	20
	80
	We consider that each of the below statements would be improved with a citation.

“Currently, land-use change from the expansion of agriculture is the largest driver of biodiversity loss. In addition, many agricultural practices, such as intensive tillage, inappropriate or excessive fertilizer and pesticide use as well as the overuse of antibiotics in livestock also tend to reduce biodiversity.  Unsustainable practices in other managed ecosystems, such as those used for pasture, forestry and aquaculture, are also having negative impacts on biodiversity.”

	20
	80
	For Target 9, there is a statement that: “Unsustainable practices in other managed ecosystems, such as those used for pasture, forestry and aquaculture, are also having negative impacts on biodiversity.”  We would suggest an edit to make it clear that not all practices in such managed ecosystems are unsustainable (it could inadvertently be read that way).  We might suggest instead it read “Unsustainable practices in other managed ecosystems, such as those used for pasture, forestry and aquaculture, are also, in some instances, having negative impacts on biodiversity...”

	24
	94
	We believe that the below statement would be improved with a citation.

“The production and supply chains used to meet the increasing demand for goods and services is directly linked to unsustainable use, one of the main direct drivers of biodiversity loss.”

	24
	95
	We consider that the broad statement on international trade could be inadvertently interpreted as a negative view of trade overall, disregarding benefits that trade poses for food security and biodiversity.  As a result, we recommend inclusion of additional text to articulate these nuances and balance the text.

	26
	Target
	We suggest revision to read “…likely potential adverse impacts…” to reflect CBD text.

	26
	99
	The text currently reflects the CBD language: “living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology.”  We suggest that the text be revised in order to match the definition in the Cartagena Protocol, to read “living modified organisms obtained through the use of modern biotechnology.”


	26
	100
	We note that, while it is correct that there are no collated sources of risk assessments, there are individual assessments that have taken place on a product-by-product basis.  We therefore suggest revising this sentence to read: “Risk assessments developed for particular products can be consulted for quantitative information on actual and potential adverse impacts on biodiversity or on reductions of any such impacts through biosafety measures.”

	26
	100
	We suggest the addition of the text in bold in order to reflect Articles 7 and 19.

“Biotechnology can have positive, neutral or negative impacts on biodiversity depending on the products that are developed and/or how they are used. The proposed target focuses on preventing, managing or controlling, potential adverse impacts that arise from the use and release of living modified organisms.”

	26
	101
	We suggest revising the text to read “…measures partially in place…”

	
	
	

	
	
	Additional rows can be added to this table by selecting “Table” followed by “insert” and “rows below”



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