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	General comments

	CropLife International’s purpose and vision is to advance innovation in agriculture to deliver more sustainable food systems. We are cognizant of our role and responsibility and engage with all stakeholders to truly address the global impacts of biodiversity loss, and its nexus with climate change and food insecurity. The sustainable development goals set a clear reference framework and recognize that these issues are fundamentally connected. We believe that a science-based approach supported by innovation offers humankind the best opportunity to make progress in all areas simultaneously. Our industry with its focus on crop science draws on a wide range of tools and technologies including seeds, crop protection, biotechnology, biologicals and digital ag. Products and services which ensure farmers, society and policy makers can support biodiversity and increase sustainable food production. 
The range of crops, soils, farming methods, climatic conditions, pests, diseases and other factors on our planet means there is no single simple set of tools and technologies which will achieve this in every corner of the world. Nor can measures to address climate change, support biodiversity and increase sustainable food production be considered in isolation. Thus, it is essential to consider the issues as a system which points to a systems-based approach driven by science and evidence, with respect and understanding for local needs and conditions as well as the global whole.

	Our specific comments delivered by this submission build on previous CropLife International comments, particularly the input provided on the Draft Monitoring Framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, submitted August 14th, 2020.  

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	10
	Goal C
	Para 41 recognises the “important incentive” provided by ABS mechanisms listed (CBD, Nagoya Protocol, ITPGRFA). Paragraph 42 then recognizes that information on the benefits shared is both limited and not possible to put a value on both monetary and non-monetary benefits shared due to confidential agreements. Paragraph 43 makes a significant assumption that whilst monetary benefit sharing information is sparse it is likely a very small proportion of the total revenue of the relevant sectors – implying that this is disproportionate and further value should be shared.  This assumption cannot be supported and the only sound conclusion that can be drawn is that the collection of information on actual benefit sharing can and should be improved.  Certain indicators might help in this regard.

In addition, the statement in paragraph 43 that “75% of new drugs are either derived from or are synthetic mimics of a natural product” is misleading and factually incorrect.    

In order to better balance the implication of these paras, Para 44 could be further strengthened by consideration and use of a consistent method to value or quantify aggregated non-monetary benefits so they can be better appreciated as valuable contributions compared with monetary benefit sharing. …Further addition to this sentence proposed:

 “…information to be aggregated and systematically valued or quantified for its contribution to benefit sharing.

Para 45 links an enabling environment for ABS to Targets 13, 19 & 20 so it is important to review these for consistency and intended refocus on non-monetary benefit sharing. Propose to include Target 18 within the list,

	18
	Target 6
72
	Innovation is key to make pesticide use more efficient and more targeted, which might also lead to use reduction. Some examples of interesting innovations to do so are for instance, modern plant breeding ((1) Brookes G and Barfoot P (2020b). Environmental impacts of genetically modified (GM) crop use 1996–2018: impacts on pesticide use and carbon emissions, GM Crops & Food, 11:4, 215-241, DOI: 10.1080/21645698.2020.1773198, (2) Bertho L, Schmidt K, Schmidtke J, Brants I, Cantón RF, Novillo C and Head G (2020) Results from ten years of post-market environmental monitoring of genetically modified MON 810 maize in the European Union. PLoS ONE 15(4): e0217272.)), digital farming and innovative pesticides. However, inherently the use of pesticides always underlies variation from crop cycle to crop cycle depending on pests, diseases and weeds pressure. But overall, the fact is noteworthy that the use rates of newly introduced modern pesticides (amount per ha) have already continuously and significantly reduced over the past decades, by almost 95% from 1960s to the 2000s: https://croplife.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Phillips-McDougall-Evolution-of-the-Crop-Protection-Industry-since-1960-FINAL-REPORT.pdf.   

“Blunt” reduction targets of crop inputs such as pesticides might be not target-oriented for the delivery of more sustainable food systems: 

a) The first line challenge is for the farmers to optimise the use of pesticides in combination with other tools and practices in their integrated crop management systems in such a way that achieve the best outcome for social, environmental and economic sustainability. But the challenge does not end at the farmgate.  Measures which aim to improve biodiversity, change land use, improve food security and address climate change interact with one another, particularly as they affect agriculture. Technological innovation also affects the outcome, and the interdependencies are complex. Any local or regional proposed measures will affect environment, agriculture, research, trade and the economy elsewhere around the world. A holistic approach to policy that considers all the factors relevant to the likely impact on biodiversity, land use, food security and climate change is thus important. Key decisions on targets should demonstrate that proposed measures are coherent for the entire planet and their impacts are being assessed and fully understood.
	 
b) Pesticide use reduction does not equal risk reduction of potential impact but this is determined by both the intrinsic properties (hazard) as well as the exposure (use) to the respective pesticide. Thus, simple reduction targets are unlikely to support informed and contextualized decision making. 

c) If monitoring of pesticide use reveals risks to biodiversity the identification of targeted measures should focus on risk reduction. This could be use reduction, but it could also entail other exposure reduction measures. It is important to look at all options on the table and chose those that have the best sustainability outcome. There are many exposure reduction measures available that can successfully reduce the risk to biodiversity. The benefit of this approach is that the benefit of the use of the pesticide is maintained for the farmer while the risks for biodiversity are mitigated. 

Finally, it is important to make the link when assessing excess pesticide pollution with levels in the environment that have been found acceptable by the regulatory approval process. Those levels can be drawn from the environmental risk assessment section conducted for the registration of pesticides by relevant authorities, i.e., US EPA, EFSA; PRMA Canada, AVPMA Australia, MAFF Japan, etc. 

	20
	Target 9
81
	The second sentence of paragraph 8 can be more concrete. Propose to exchange agroecological principles (there are many definitions and interpretations on agroecology) with concrete examples of mainstreaming biodiversity and reducing pollution. Text proposal for second sentence:

Most of these actions center around the sustainable intensification of production practices which includes improving the efficiency of use of land and inputs of water, fertilizers and pesticides and reducing harmful emission of inputs, including though genetic improvements to crops and livestock, precision agriculture, innovation in and substitution of external inputs, use of (agro)ecological practices like crop rotation, cover crops and no-till, the use of ecosystem services like natural pollination and natural pest control and the use of emission reduction technology and practices like waste water treatment and buffer strips. 

	22
	Target 12
	See also Goal C paras 41 – 45 – the following observations are relevant added in line above)

Target 12 – Increase by [X]? The usefulness of this figure seems questionable based on the statements in Goal C (paras 41 – 45, p10) when the exact amounts of monetary and non-monetary benefit sharing are largely unknown but assumed to be too low. 
It is important and required to focus the target on better identifying and quantifying the non-monetary benefit sharing value and impact as part of the solution, not on a pure increase in monetary benefit sharing which may or may not be used to conserve biodiversity or reinforce the system of value creation and sharing in the most effective and impactful ways.
Despite the measures put in place in a cited number of parties and non-parties to the Nagoya Protocol – there is an opportunity under the GBF to better understand the value of non-monetary benefit sharing as an essential contribution to conserving biodiversity.
Para 90 (last sentence has a typo “of” should be “or”)
Proposed reword to specify that there is little systematic information on “non-monetary” benefits shared “and how they contribute (quantified value) to enabling sustainable use and the conservation of biodiversity.”

The text also refers to the aim to facilitate benefit sharing.  This is indeed preferred over ‘increase’ benefit sharing.  It also needs to be stressed that facilitated benefit sharing requires facilitated access.  

	23
	Target 13
	With connection to T12 on ABS
Inclusiveness of Biodiversity considerations in everything (policies planning regulation etc.). A more holistic view of Biodiversity in policies will support ABS to move towards more pragmatic and impactful outcomes.
Para 83, “multiple values of biodiversity” should take into account the non-monetary benefit sharing initiatives supporting benefit sharing expectations and more specifically delivering on the CBD goals to ensure sustainable use and conserve biodiversity.

	26
	Target 16
	-

	27
	Target 18
	With a target for increased financial resources, it should be clear that the benefit sharing under ABS is not the primary intended source, and can and is intended to only contribute in a very limited manner to these financial resources
The target also mentions strategy for capacity building and tech transfer which is also highly relevant in the context of ABS. This could also be highlighted in Target 12 ABS to cross reference and support interdependencies of both topics.

	28
	Target 19
	As relates to Target 12 ABS enabling environment.
Knowledge for decision makers by promoting awareness, education and research. Connects well to enabling access to genetic resources and benefit sharing.

	29
	Target 20
	As relates to Target 12 ABS enabling environment.
Participation – diversified and linked to several other targets to enable them.  Recognizes the need for inclusiveness including decision making by indigenous people, local communities, women and youth, which seems to fit well.



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



