
Guidelines and template for the review of the draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework
I. Background
1. The second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group
 on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework invited the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice at its twenty-fourth meeting to, among other things, carry out a scientific and technical review of the updated goals and targets, and related indicators and baselines, of the draft global biodiversity framework. Under agenda item 3 the Subsidiary Body will consider this issue. 

2. Tables 1 and 2, presents a draft monitoring framework for the 2050 Goals and the 2030 targets respectively. These tables are being made available for the purposes of peer review. In both tables’ interim formulations of the proposed 2050 goals and milestones and the 2030 targets are provided for context. Review comments are not being sought on these parts of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework at this time.  Columns A, B of the tables provide draft monitoring elements and indicators to be used at the global level to monitor progress in the implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. Further column C provides information on the baseline year for the indicator and on the frequency that the indicator is updated where known. Review comments are being sought on columns A, B and C only. 
II. Submitting Comments
1. To ensure that your comments are given due consideration, please send them by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int, at your earliest convenience but no later than 25 July 2020
2.   When submitting comments, please adhere to the following guidelines as much as possible:

a. Please provide all comments in writing and in an MS Word or similar document format using the table provided below. 

b. Please provide full contact information for the individual/Government/organization submitting the comments. 

c. Please avoid commenting on issues related to grammar, spelling, or punctuation, unless it affects the overall meaning of the text, as the document will be edited as the final draft is prepared. 

d. To facilitate the revision process please be as specific as possible in your comments. In areas where you feel additional or alternative text or information is required, please suggest, if possible, what this text may look like or what should be included.

e. If you refer to additional sources of information, please include these with your comments when possible or provide a complete reference or hyperlink.  

f. Please focus your comments on columns A (monitoring elements), B (indicators) and C (Indicator baseline year and frequency of updates) of the tables 1 and 2. 
g. If you are suggestion the inclusion of additional indicators please provide information on if the indicator is currently operational, the organization supporting its development, its baseline (i.e. the year data is first available) and how frequently the indicator is updated (i.e. monthly, yearly, every two years etc.). 
h. All review comments will be posted on the webpage
 for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework in the interests of transparency
3. Should you have any questions regarding the review process, please contact secretariat@cbd.int.  

III. Template for Comments
4. Please use the review template below when providing comments. 
5. The complete draft of the monitoring framework has been released in a portable document format (PDF). For tables 1, 2 and 3 column letters and row numbers have been provided as well as page numbers. Please use these as a reference as illustrated in the table below. General comments can be included in the table by referring to Page 0 and Line 0.

TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS

	Review comments on the draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

	Contact information

	Surname:
	Paul

	Given Name:
	Helena

	Government (if applicable): 
	

	Organization:
	EcoNexus

	Address:  
	

	City:
	London

	Country:
	UK

	E-mail:
	h.paul@gn.apc.org

	
	
	Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	0
	0
	0
	0
	We were recently involved in a letter from civil society representatives requesting a serious rethink of the post 2020 process in the context of the pandemic and its impacts on the capacity of people and governments, especially in the global south, to participate effectively in that process.

We very much object to the process as it stands. The goals and targets have been revised following OEWG2, yet we are not allowed to comment on them here. We feel that this basically renders the whole peer review exercise redundant: what is the point of commenting on indicators for targets that have been amended but not yet reviewed? Some of the changes made are considerable. A few are positive, but many weaken the already weak original draft targets.
However, we have decided to comment at this point in time, because the document as it stands risks undermining the principles upon which the CBD is founded.

For example, throughout this monitoring document the relationship between people and the biosphere, especially that between IPLCs, small and peasant farmers, and biodiversity, has been omitted altogether. 

Yet this relationship is central to many ecosystems, even those described as wild: research has shown that IPLCs have lived within and adapted aspects of ecosystems over centuries; it also shows that their territories are some of the richest in biodiversity and satellite pictures reveal in the Amazon for example that they protect forests more effectively than others. 

Indeed land described as intact or as wilderness (T1.3 A, B  row 23) may well have been studied, cared for and enriched by indigenous peoples over centuries.
Business is not mentioned anywhere in the document, and only referred to as ‘private’ or ‘private sector’ in goals B, D, and targets 17 and 18, and here most often in terms of mobilization of financial resources. Yet business has multiple impacts on ecosystems, major influence over governments and drives unsustainable consumption at all levels of society. It must therefore be regulated and play its own clear and verifiable role in the post 2020 GBF. 
Indicators: throughout, too many of the indicators are purely quantitative and this is not good enough. Ecosystems are systems, webs of interactions between living organisms and non-living components. They are subtle and complex and we understand very little about them. In the same way the interactions between IPLCs and biodiversity are subtle and complex.

Precaution: the precautionary approach is one of the principles of the Rio Conventions, ie the CBD, yet it is mentioned nowhere in this post2020 draft; nor is the word avoid, only minimize.

Principle 15 of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development states that: 

“In order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be widely applied by States according to their capabilities. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation.” 

In the preamble of the Convention on Biological Diversity it is noted that: 

“Where there is a threat of significant reduction or loss of biological diversity, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to avoid or minimize such a threat.”


	0
	0
	0
	0
	Sustainable – what does this word actually mean in biodiversity terms, for example sustainable management? We have to define it. Sustainable for what and for whom?
Here’s a standard definition of sustainable development:

‘Sustainable development is the organizing principle for meeting human development goals while simultaneously sustaining the ability of natural systems to provide the natural resources and ecosystem services on which the economy and society depends.’

The problem is that this suggests it is infinitely possible to do both, while we would say, no, we have reached the limits of what natural systems can tolerate and we have to amend human development goals to fit within those limits. 


	0
	0
	0
	0
	Frequent mention of SDGs

Not all the SDGs are necessarily helpful to the process of developing the GBF.  For example, IPLCs are not mentioned once in the SDGs. They are also internally contradictory, eg: SDGs 9 and 10 (economic growth) with SDGs 13,14 and 15 (biodiversity, ecosystems and climate). We now have to address the fact that our current economic model of growth is destroying our life support systems: biodiversity, resilient ecosystems and a stable climate. The post2020 framework is probably our last chance to address this fundamental issue for biodiversity so we have to be ambitious. 

The fundamental SDGs are 1 (poverty) and 2 (hunger and sustainable agriculture). Fulfilling these depends directly on the health and resilience of the ecosystems that people inhabit. A recent Webinar on Agroecology and Community Forest Management in Africa (6.8.20) revealed that economic developments such as eucalyptus plantations are depriving people of the land and water they depend on for their lives. However, SDG 1 is not referenced here, and SDG 2 only once. 


	0
	0
	0
	0
	The word forest must be properly defined for the GBF! Current definitions are still inadequate and even deceptive. Here it also seems to include plantations which is unacceptable


	1
	4
	A
	1-50
	All the elements mentioned in A1-6 are aspects of the territorial governance of indigenous peoples

	1
	
	C
	51, 56, 58
	Define sustainable management and certified forests



	2
	
	C
	126, 177
	What is sustainable management here? Certification by FSC and PEFC is often flawed. This totally lacks ambition and opens the way for mass conversion of natural forest to plantations to continue and even increase.



	2
	
	A
	1-5
	If spatial planning is to be carried out in areas of high biodiversity, it must fully include IPLCs (FPIC) and must avoid the risk of creating a process that allows destruction in one area provided it is ‘offset’ by (e.g.:) a protected area in another. The problem about the situation we find ourselves in is that we have reached the limits and must not advocate processes that can lead to further destruction in the name of planning.



	2
	
	A
	23
	Many so-called wilderness areas are being and/or have been cared for and even enhanced by IPLCs and this should be acknowledged.


	2
	
	A
	24-9
	Ecosystem restoration: T1.4: define restoration, by whom? according to what standards? – and again IPLCs should be involved in deciding how this is to be done


	2
	
	A
	30-34
	T1.5 connectivity: again IPLCs should be mentioned here and they must participate fully in decision-making.



	2
	
	A
	35-52
	T2.1-7:
This should acknowledge that full legal recognition of IPLC territories is crucial to any area-based targets that aim to conserve critical areas for biodiversity (not mentioned anywhere in the updated text). Also that areas called “natural ecosystems” or critical ecosystems with low human impact frequently owe a great deal to territorial and cultural  management by IPs producing good conservation outcomes. 

IPLC territories need to be recognized as a distinct land and water category, based on the special cultural and spiritual relationships they have with these lands and waters, which are also delivering the best biological and cultural diversity values.

Some Indigenous peoples may not wish to be included under the conservation framework of protected areas and even OECMs, but are still actually ‘conserving’ their lands in the fullest sense of that word, and so their rights to govern these on their own terms should be recognized regardless.


	2
	
	C
	35-52
	Indicators only mention protected / conserved areas in components, monitoring elements and indicators. We should add trends in recognition of/loss of Indigenous territories and lands managed by local communities; trends in land rights recognition especially for women… 

See ‘Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security’

	2
	
	A, B, C
	67-80
	T5.1-6

IAS is a clear example of an issue that demands international cooperation and the sharing of information and action, yet the draft GBF confines itself to national actions. 



	2
	
	
	97-99 

127-31
	Nature-based solutions – the term MUST BE DEFINED or removed. It is in real danger of being exploited by all sorts of interests to enable them to continue with, eg: infrastructure projects destructive of biodiversity.



	2
	
	A
	101
	Target 7 and component T7.2:
CBD language is minimize OR AVOID!



	2
	
	A
	103-116
117-126
	T8.1-2, T9.1-3    A 103-116 and 117-126

Define sustainable management

once again, nothing is mentioned about IPLCs and peasant farmers who have played and continue to play such a crucial role in observing, working with and protecting agricultural biodiversity.


	2
	
	C
	114, 122
	We are generally disquieted by the references to the SDGs, for example 2.5.1: 

‘Number of plant and animal genetic resources for food and agriculture secured in medium or long term conservation facilities’
Does this include in situ conservation?
It would be best to add an indicator on trends in amount of biodiversity conserved in situ, eg in community and Indigenous seedbanks.
For example IPBES notes:
‘Small landholdings (less than 2 hectares) contribute approximately 30 per cent of global crop production and 30 per cent of the global food caloric supply, using around a quarter of agricultural land and usually maintaining rich agrobiodiversity’ 
  



	2
	
	C
	116
	Volume of production per labour unit by classes of farming/pastoral/forestry enterprise size (SDG indicator 2.3.1) 
Volume of production per labour unit can best be achieved in large-scale monocultures with almost no biodiversity.  Increasing volume of production should not be the main aim, as it is not necessarily compatible with a systems based approach to protecting and enhancing biodiversity in situ.


	
	
	C
	119
	Areas of agricultural land under conservation agriculture.

conservation agriculture is a highly ambiguous term that may be applied to large-scale monocultures using minimum tillage, GM crops and herbicide applications. The use of the word conservation is deliberately designed to confuse.

THIS MUST BE REMOVED.


	
	
	A
	140-151
	T12.1 (140-5), 2 (146-149) and 3 (150-1): access, benefit and traditional knowledge: Who accesses? Who benefits? Whose traditional knowledge?  This is mentioned in isolation, without any reference to IPLCs



	
	
	C
	140,145
	T12.1: These indicators are purely quantitative and need refining further – to whom and for what and what about in situ issues?

	
	
	C
	143,144
	The correct terminology is FREE prior informed consent – the word free must be added


	2
	
	A
	162-179
	T14.1-3

Supply chains are possibly one of the most difficult issues to deal with, since they involves so many players and such inequality of power.  In order to address it we have to confront the clash between the demand for economic growth and the protection of our life support systems. Parties have to work together to address these issues and create the frameworks within which the private sector must operate. Here again Articles 3, 4 and 14 of the CBD need to be applied.

	2
	
	A
	180-193
	T15.1. T15.2., T15.3. 
This completely avoids talking about the role of business/private sector in moving towards sustainable consumption patterns. People cannot be expected to take all the responsibility for this: government has to investigate what it would actually mean to establish sustainable consumption patterns; also these need to be defined.  Government then needs to provide regulatory frameworks for the private sector.  People have all too often been reduced to the role of consumers. Of course they need some awareness of the impact of their choices, but this needs to be balanced with the roles of the other sectors, ie governments (public sector) and business (private sector). T15.2 requires huge changes, which are not addressed at all by the indicators. HOW are we going to move towards this new vision? It requires changes at almost every level and rights across all sectors, working together. Above all governments need to regulate in the interests of their people and their biodiversity.


	
	
	
	205-210
208
	T17.2 

Components should also include identifying perverse incentives with enhanced transparency as set out in existing CBD language: 

https://www.cbd.int/incentives/perverse.shtml and https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/cbd-ts-56-en.pdf   

What about perverse tax incentives for example? 

‘State and local governments routinely offer companies billions of dollars in fiscal incentives, including cash grants, rebates, and tax credits, to entice them to relocate, expand, or stay in a specific locality. In the United States, based on the most recent figures, the estimated total annual value of fiscal incentives is around $90 billion. 1’

https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/how-state-and-local-governments-win-at-attracting-companies 

We also need to look carefully at redirecting the money saved on removing perverse incentives. Such funding, if well directed, could cover most of the finance required for biodiversity.

Clearly incentives linked to fossil fuel and industrial agriculture are among the most problematic as these sectors are major direct drivers of biodiversity loss and climate change. They also frequently involve damage to the biodiversity of states that are not responsible for applying the subsidies in question. Here articles 3, 4 and 14 of the CBD become highly relevant and should be enforced.

Positive incentives – proposals for these should be carefully analysed to ensure that they are actually positive for biodiversity right the way through the chain.



	2
	
	C
	207
	biodiversity-relevant tradable permit schemes … 

These schemes are unsustainable – we do not have enough resilient ecosystems rich in biodiversity to ‘trade’ for further destruction of such ecosystems.


	2
	
	A, B, C
	239-248
	This is a vital section that should not come at the end. The word participation needs to be defined, because 
It means very different things to different interests, ranging from participating in consultations to having real power to make decisions.  'for example Participation means the involvement of intended beneficiaries in the planning, design, implementation and subsequent maintenance of the development intervention. It means that people are mobilized, manage resources and make decisions that affect their lives'

https://www.socialcapitalresearch.com/designing-social-capital-sensitive-participation-methodologies/definition-participation/
in a recent webinar on Agroecology and Community Forest Management in Africa (6.8.20) it emerged that ‘informed consent’ was being substituted by ‘informed consultation’, something entirely different. Many IPLCs have their own processes of deliberative democracy and decision-making that must be fully respected. Women are often marginalized and lack land rights and therefore do not have input into decision-making. Some cultures have patriarchal practices and national laws frequently still privilege men.


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int no later than 25 July 2020.
� � HYPERLINK "https://www.cbd.int/doc/recommendations/wg2020-02/wg2020-02-rec-01-en.pdf" ��CBD/WG2020/REC/2/1�


� � HYPERLINK "https://www.cbd.int/conferences/post2020" �https://www.cbd.int/conferences/post2020�





� https://ipbes.net/news/global-assessment-summary-policymakers-final-version-now-available





