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	General comments

	The fertilizer industry, together with related industries in the agriculture value chain that focus on plant nutrition (referred to as “the industry”), recognize the importance of biodiversity protection for human and animal well-being and the sustainable future of our planet. The industry is cognizant of its role and responsibilities in helping to avoid and reverse global biodiversity losses. The industry is committed to support the definition of a global framework that ensures that, by 2050, the shared vision of living in harmony with nature is fulfilled. The industry stands ready to provide scientific basis, and private sector expertise on the ground, to  make the biodiversity targets meaningful, realistic and achievable. 


	While the development of measurements and science-based indicators are of utmost importance to track progress and ensure effective implementation, the industry, represented by the International Fertilizer Association (IFA) would caution against the Framework including a total global reduction or improvement number in % (as suggested in several overarching Goals and selected Targets), when they pertain to baselines for which no scientific data exists. In this case, a single number risks to be meaningless and not actionable. Furthermore, it is unclear how such a single number could be translated into national targets and concrete actions: would each country be expected to implement the total value or a fraction of the value on national level? IFA recommends the use of national, context-specific targets and indicators as the primary approach to guiding the actions of all stakeholders, including industry (see our comments regarding Target 6 below). 


	Several terms would benefit from clear, concise definitions to ensure broad and common understanding (e.g. Target 11: “green / blue spaces for human health and well-being”).
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	Target 6
	Nutrients, biocides, and plastic waste should not be lumped together in the same target: These materials are from different sources, have non-comparable ingredients, and their impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem functions and human health differ significantly. 
As opposed to biocides and plastic waste, mineral fertilizers are plant nutrients that are essential for soil and plant health and have a direct impact on animal and human health. They are indispensable to prevent further deforestation and help to optimize sustainable land use for food, feed, fiber and fuel.

	
	
	A nutrient-related target should focus on reducing eutrophication and hypoxic zones as a key biodiversity threat: Eutrophication is caused by excess nutrient loads from crop and animal agriculture, aquaculture, combustion emissions from fossil fuels, and untreated wastewater. Eutrophication of inland and coastal waters represents a major global challenge and is aggravated by climate change effects such as higher temperature, resulting in more algae growth. Well-defined scientific recommendations exist for better nutrient management practices on the farm as well as recycling, wastewater treatment and removal processes that can measurably reduce eutrophication.

	
	
	Instead of a total, global reduction target, we would recommend a context-specific approach, such as “All watersheds should have a Nutrient Load Reduction Action Plan.” that ensures a reduction of nutrient loads to levels required for healthy ecosystems. Such a target would allow to set-up measurable, locally-adapted and customized reduction or optimization plans on a national or watershed level. It would also favor the development of concrete multi-stakeholder engagement projects around this goal. A number of regional targets and related multi-stakeholder activities exist already for the Great Barrier Reef, Lake Erie, and the Chesapeake Bay, or the Baltic Sea – just to name a few. 
Given the increase of wastewater due to continuous population growth, we would also recommend including an explicit recommendation for proper waste and sewage treatment to reduce the discharge into rivers and coastal areas.

	
	
	A global nutrient reduction target would be oversimplistic because it does not take into consideration the variety of soil conditions and climate change impacts around the world: For instance, nutrient reduction would not be appropriate for many African countries and selected other regions where persistent nutrient underuse causes soil depletion or other forms of soil degradation, undermining the required crop production levels to feed the local population. Low nutrient levels in soils would also trigger low biomass development and increased risk of soil erosion, another important driver of eutrophication. In this context, nutrient reduction would negatively affect biodiversity and further increase stress on the habitat of animals and plants in these regions as well as in other regions that would have to produce the extra food required.
Hence, great care should be taken that Target 6 does not oppose the explicit goal of Target 9 to reduce productivity gaps. A global nutrient reduction target could threaten global and regional food security and nutrition goals. 

	
	
	Instead of a global nutrient reduction target, we propose to include for agricultural management a reference to Nutrient Use Efficiency (NUE), defined as the proportion of nutrients applied (from all sources) that are taken up by the crop. NUE combines the need for increased crop production with the target to reduce nutrient losses and leakages to the environment.  For policy and monitoring purposes, it is calculated as the nutrient input/output ratio and specific target ranges can be set for crop production or crop-livestock systems, depending on the specific situation in a country, including past and current fertilizer use. This would ensure that both Target 6 and Target 9 can be achieved, as well as several other Targets that directly or indirectly depend on them (e.g. Targets 2, 7, 10, 14, 17 and 20).
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