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	General comments

	This document should include the scientific and technical elements behind the Goals’ 2030 milestones, as understanding these would support SBSTTA’s review of the appropriateness of the milestones, as currently drafted, which are of key importance in making sure we can effectively measure progress made to 2030.

	

	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	3
	10 
	‘Curve A’ in the graph most closely matches the ambition needed to match the proposed mission to put nature on a path to recovery by 2030, but must more clearly show the desired goal of full recovery so that we are living in harmony with nature by  2050; we have jointly submitted a separate response (submitted by WWF) including a slightly revised version of curve A.

	3
	11
	Paragraph 11 suggests two approaches to provide technical clarification of the draft mission statement. Only the approach that provides a clear path to ‘nature-positive’ by 2030 – a net gain of biodiversity and nature’s contributions to people, as shown by ‘curve A’ - reflects the level of ambition that is needed if we are to keep the biosphere operating in a manner that produces the goods and services on which humankind is dependent, as well as to effectively combat the interrelated biodiversity, climate, and health crises. As made clear by Leclere et al 2020’s scenario models, achieving a net gain in ecosystem extent and species abundance (ref. paragraph 27) and preventing human-induced extinctions of known threatened species (ref. paragraph 58) by 2030, is possible, but necessitates transformative changes in terms of action to both conserve biodiversity and address the drivers of its loss, starting NOW.

	4
	12
	This paragraph should state the difference between the goals (outcome-oriented) and the targets (action-oriented) more clearly, and emphasize the need for immediate action, followed by sustained and cumulative actions. We therefore suggest the following edits: 

‘The proposed 2030 targets are action-oriented and represent desired achievements for 2030 that are necessary to place the world on a path to be able to reach the 2050 goals and the 2050 Vision. This should therefore be reflected in the formulation of the targets in such a way as to which should promote immediate action (in 2021) and reinforce the need for this to be accompanied by sustained and cumulative actions across the period, even if the target year for the result is 2030.’ 


	4
	16
	We believe this definition of ‘integrity’ is confusing and inoperable. The description of ‘integrity’ in paragraph 19 [ecosystem integrity (including species diversity and abundance and communities of interacting species within ecosystems)] makes more sense and can be measured meaningfully as it relates to species characteristics. 

We would suggest ‘integrity’ be defined as:

‘An ecological system has integrity or is viable when its dominant ecological characteristics (e.g., elements of composition, structure, function, and ecological processes) occur within their natural ranges of variation and can withstand and recover from most perturbations imposed by natural environmental dynamics or human disruptions.’* 

Secondly, we suggest the definition of ecosystem connectivity be broadened to encompass the connectivity needed between as well as within ecosystems, as described by the Convention on Migratory Species Post-2020 Working Group**, which defines ecological connectivity as ‘the unimpeded movement of species and the flow of natural processes that sustain life on Earth’, and provides specific conditions under which this would be satisfied.  We therefore propose their definition be referenced and used here.

This paragraph should therefore read:
‘Integrity refers to the compositional functional, structural and spatial components of ecosystems. An ecological system has integrity when its dominant ecological characteristics (e.g. elements of composition, structure, function, and ecological processes) occur within their natural ranges of variation and can withstand and recover from most perturbations. Connectivity is important to maintain the integrity of ecosystems across otherwise fragmented patches, and to ensure the unimpeded movement of species and the flow of natural processes that sustain life on Earth.’

* WCS FAQ: Ecosystem integrity in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework
** CMS position: Ecological connectivity in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework


	4
	17
	Loss of ecological connectivity is also causing the decline of biodiversity, as demonstrated by many studies and decisions, so we suggest the following edit in this paragraph (as well as inclusion of connectivity alongside extent and integrity when mentioned elsewhere):

‘17. While the status and trends of ecosystems vary by ecosystem type and by geographic area, overall, currently, both the extent, and integrity and connectivity of most natural ecosystems continue to decline, and these trends continue under business-as-usual scenarios.’

	5
	18
	To reach the 2050 Vision, we need a significant net increase in area, integrity and connectivity of natural ecosystems. We suggest the following edit to reflect this: 

‘To reach the 2050 Vision, a significant net increase in each of area, and integrity and connectivity of natural ecosystems is needed.’


	5
	19
	We suggest here the three following edits: 

· This paragraph should also acknowledge that, for some countries, ecosystem restoration will be a crucial part of achieving our 2030 and 2050 ambitions, due to the depleted state of nature within these countries. 
· The word ‘wilderness’ should also be removed here as ‘wilderness’ can be considered as encompassed by the term ‘areas of high ecosystem integrity’. 
· The need for safeguards to minimise the risk of harmful outcomes associated with a net outcomes approach is highlighted, which is very important.  To support the identification and development of such safeguards, we describe 7 principles for net outcomes in an upcoming paper (Maron et al. submitted), summarised as follows: (1) recognise what cannot be lost/offset, (2) ensure clear on trade-offs/thresholds to avoid perverse outcomes, (3) clarify timeframe, (4) set goal state for net gains, (5) capture key biodiversity, (6) avoid inappropriate subsitutions, (7) ensure goals are ambitious not merely adequate. The articulation and uptake of such principles is critical to avoid previous mistakes with a net outcomes approach, and we would be happy to share the paper once in press. We also highlight and demonstrate that such principles do not just apply to net outcomes for ecosystems, but all biodiversity metrics.
· There should be a reference to and mention of the Mitigation & Conservation Hierarchy framework here, which provides a step-by-step framework to guide identification, implementation and monitoring of specific actions that contribute to overarching biodiversity goals.: Milner-Gulland, E. J., et al. "Four steps for the Earth: mainstreaming the post-2020 global biodiversity framework." One Earth 4.1 (2021): 75-87. (See briefing here.)


	5
	20
	Goal A: To reduce species extinction risks there needs to be effective conservation of key sites for significant populations of each species. Many of the criteria for the identification of Key Biodiversity Areas = identify sites supporting a significant proportion of the global population of one or more species. Key Biodiversity Areas can therefore guide where site conservation efforts are needed to effectively s conserve species. Other KBAs are identified as sites of high ecological integrity or irreplaceability, or important sites for ecosystems. We therefore propose the following sentence is added at the end of paragraph 20:

‘20. The outcomes of conservation and restoration activities for the abundance and diversity of species, genetic diversity and ecosystem functions and services strongly depend on location; spatial targeting is therefore essential to achieve synergies with other aspects of this goal. Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) identify sites that are of significance for the global persistence of biodiversity, and can therefore help guide spatial targeting.’


	5
	22
	This paragraph should also mention which proposed targets aim to contribute to improving ecosystem integrity. 

However, it should be noted that ultimately ALL targets need to be achieved to achieve the entire set of goals - they should be seen as an indivisible set, with implementation coordinated and complementary (as stated for the SDGs, though often not being implemented as such in practice).  This also applies to paragraphs 28, 33 and 40. 


	6
	25
	We would like to stress that this paragraph provides the rationale for adding an explicit reference to ‘preventing human-induced extinctions’ in the Goal A text. We refer to ‘human-induced’ extinctions because while extinction is a natural process, virtually all documented extinctions in recent centuries have been caused directly or indirectly by human activities. Please find here more information on this. 


	6
	26
	Where both the species at risk and the drivers of decline are known, extinction ought to be feasible to prevent through conservation action, as demonstrated by Bolam et al. 2020, and is certainly important to aim for. We therefore suggest the following edit: 

‘…However, where both the species at risk and the drivers of decline are known, extinctions can probably be avoided given sufficient political will and investment.’  

There should also be reference to and mention here of Rounsevell et al. 2020 A target based on species extinctions for biodiversity policy. Science 368, 1193-1195, doi.org/10.1126/science.aba6592.


	10
	37
	To complement the suggested text under paragraph 15 with respect to the addition of ‘connectivity’ – we further suggest adding a reference to ‘connectivity’ here, as follows:

‘However, the continued provision of these contributions may be compromised by the ongoing decline in ecosystems extent, and integrity and connectivity as well as in the decline of the regulating services that support such provision.’


	10
	39
	Along with acknowledging the vitally important role that nature-based solution plays in helping mitigate climate change, this paragraph must acknowledge that NbS can only provide this much of the solution if carried out alongside rapid decarbonisation. The suggested edit is as follows,

‘To provide about one third of the efforts needed to achieve the goals of the Paris Agreement.,24 in parallel with a strategy of rapid decarbonisation.’


	11
	49
	On the basis of the Paulson report, we suggest the following edits to this paragraph: 

‘…Currently more than $500 billion is spent on subsidies considered particularly harmful to biodiversity; removal and/or the redirection of such subsidies could greatly reduce the funding need…’


	11
	51
	To achieve the 2050 Vision, we must ensure that spatial planning is biodiversity-inclusive and done at an ecologically-relevant scale, and that restoration of natural habitats leads to an increase in favorable of ecosystems’ condition. We therefore suggest the following edits: 

‘…This is to be achieved by both decreasing the loss and degradation (increasing the retention) and increasing the restoration of natural habitats to favourable condition. More effective and widespread biodiversity-inclusive spatial planning, at ecologically-relevant scale, will be crucial in accomplishing this.’   


	11
	52
	We suggest adding KBAs as an example of high biodiversity value because these are recognised by much of the conservation community as such. The paragraph could be worded as follows:

‘52. In order to put biodiversity on a path to recovery by 2030 in line with the proposed Mission of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, there would need to be a net gain of natural ecosystem area by 2030, while preventing the loss of existing intact and wilderness areas, as well as areas with high biodiversity value (such as Key Biodiversity Areas - see proposed Target 2) or keeping such loss to an absolute minimum…’

	11
	53
	Target 1: we believe it should be possible for each country to develop biodiversity-inclusive national spatial plans within the next 10 years (ideally considerably sooner in order to support urgent action towards this target) and therefore the goal should be 100% of national land/sea under biodiversity-inclusive spatial planning by 2030. Making national assessments of KBAs across multiple taxonomic groups and identifying the connectivity needed between KBAs is a critical component of spatial planning and recognized in the IUCN motion 096/2020 which was adopted by a vote of 100% of government members and of 99% of IUCN non-governmental members (732 votes in total). Spatial planning for biodiversity is only reflected in 3% of NBSAPs currently and in 16% of NBSAP reports. Spatial plans are one of the key tools that can be used to mainstream biodiversity across government sectors and as such are critically important. The spatial plans developed in Target 1 should be referred to as a tool to promote mainstreaming in target 13 as it provides a concrete way that governments can incorporate biodiversity planning across sectors. We therefore propose adding the following sentence in bold in the rationale for target 1 in paragraph 53.  

‘53. Given competing demands for land and sea areas, comprehensive biodiversity-inclusive spatial planning 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. Currently, spatial planning is practiced variously and unevenly among countries. Comprehensive national assessments of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) and incorporation of existing KBAs in national spatial plans will ensure spatial plans take account of the locations of sites of importance for the global persistence of biodiversity.  Comprehensive spatial planning would be complemented by protection of specific areas with high biodiversity value (such as KBAs - see proposed target 2), and by measures to reduce the other direct (proposed targets 4-7) and indirect drivers (proposed targets 8, 13-20) of biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation.’


	12
	55
	The following language is incorrect in paragraph 55:
For example, covering all currently identified Alliance for Zero Extinction sites and other Key Biodiversity Areas, hotspots of endemic species, and other areas with a high density of threatened species from the IUCN Red List, would require 2.4 per cent additional to the current terrestrial protected area coverage.4 

This derives from an analytical error in the paper cited. KBAs (including AZE sites) currently cover 8.7% of land and 2.1% of oceans. The area of KBAs outside protected areas represents 4.5% of terrestrial area (we do not know the additional % area that ‘hotspots of endemic species, and other areas with a high density of threatened species’ would add to this). Furthermore, KBAs have not been comprehensively identified for all taxonomic groups and ecosystems (which is why we encourage comprehensive assessments as a component of spatial planning in target 1). Application of the criteria in the Global Standard for the identification of KBAs to all species groups and elements of biodiversity will lead to additional sites being identified as KBAs. A simple scoping assessment of species assessed on the IUCN Red List shows that locations outside existing KBAs that may qualify as KBAs cover twice the area of the existing network. While not all of these will be confirmed as KBAs, it is clear that the current network will expand, potentially substantially. 

We therefore propose that the erroneous sentence in paragraph 55 quoted above is replaced with: 

‘Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs, including Alliance for Zero Extinction sites and Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas) currently cover 8.7% of land and 2.1% of oceans. The area of KBAs outside protected areas represents 4.5% of terrestrial area, and will increase, potentially significantly, as KBAs are identified for additional species groups, ecosystems, and other biodiversity features.’


	13
	56
	It is critical that the focus of target 2 be on biodiversity outcomes: that is that protected areas and OECMs are focused on Key Biodiversity Areas and other important areas for biodiversity, and that they are effectively managed, to capture and retain and/or restore as much biodiversity as possible.  We therefore suggest the following edit:

‘However, the importance of focusing on biodiversity outcomes, by ensuring the focus of protected areas and OECMs is on locating them in the right place (in Key Biodiversity Areas and other important areas for biodiversity) and managing them in the right way (effectively and equitably), rather than spatial area is emphasized; an increase in coverage alone will not be sufficient.46 

	13
	57
	As noted, this proposed target addresses two distinct issues, active species management and human-wildlife conflict, which do not sit neatly together in the same target.  We greatly support a stand-alone target on active species management, as such actions will be critical to preventing extinctions and so in meeting Goal A.

	14
	59
	We do not think it is appropriate to expand the scope of the target and agree that, as noted in Paragraph 59, ex situ conservation is already encompassed. The focus of this target should stay squarely on wild species and the actions needed beyond mitigation of threats and those responses (such as protected areas) covered by other targets. Actions to enhance the benefits from nature such as from crops and livestock are already covered elsewhere in the framework


	15
	63
	As noted in this paragraph, ‘legal use is not necessarily sustainable’, so this, as well as the need to ensure regulation, should be included in Target 4 as follows, under the understanding that all four conditions (regulated, sustainable, legal, and safe) must be applied:

‘Target 4: By 2030, ensure that the harvesting, trade and use of wild species of fauna and flora is regulated, sustainable, legal, and safe.’

It should be made clear that in this context, ‘safe’ refers to human/animal health, while ‘sustainable’ covers ‘safe ecological limits’.

It is not just consumption, ultimately, but also unsustainable harvest practice that can jeopardise livelihoods. Note that we need to avoid unsustainable harvest of non-threatened species as well to avoid their population declines and risk of them becoming threatened in the (near) future. 

We therefore propose the following edits to paragraph 63:

’63. …While directly impacting the species that are the target of exploitation (e.g., for fish, wild meat, timber, medicinal plants), it often also causes collateral harm to other species and affects the functioning of ecosystems. Since people depend on wild species for food, medicine, construction materials and other products, unsustainable harvest and consumption jeopardizes these uses as well as the livelihoods of those engaged (see also proposed target 8). Use of wild species therefore needs to be regulated, often through formal legal means, particularly when sustainability is jeopardized. Currently, many species on the IUCN Red List are threatened by overexploitation and trade, including illegal trade. About a third of the world’s’ marine fish stocks are overfished and under business-as-usual scenarios this is projected to worsen – often this harvest is legal, but inadequately regulated and unsustainable. Unregulated harvesting, trade and use of wild species can also increase the risk of invasive alien species (addressed under proposed target 5) and the emergence of disease. While legal use is not necessarily sustainable, illegal trade is associated with threats to biodiversity and human health…’


	15
	64
	The current list of actions should mention the need to mitigate/reduce bycatch of non-target species when harvesting. This is particularly a critical issue for seabirds impacted by unsustainable fishing practices. When it comes to action, fisheries management must keep fisheries within safe ecological limits. 

Subparagraphs b and c adequately cover aspects such as bushmeat and the increasing illegal bird trade (which is both domestic and international).


	16
	66
	Target 5: ‘Priority sites’ is a term that is not clear and can be interpreted differently at different scales and in different countries. We suggest specifying Key Biodiversity Areas to enable measurable progress towards this objective at a specified and documented suite of important sites for biodiversity. Preliminary estimates suggest that 25% of assessed KBAs are currently threatened by invasive alien species.

We therefore suggest that the wording is revised as follows:

‘By 2030, manage, and where possible control, pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species, achieving [50%] reduction in the rate of new introductions, and control or eradicate invasive alien species to eliminate or reduce their impacts, including in all affected key biodiversity areas.’


	16
	69
	Priority sites must include Key Biodiversity Areas. We therefore suggest the following edit: 

‘69. The IUCN Global Register of Introduced and Invasive Species documents the cumulative number of invasive alien species and therefore provides baseline information for assessing progress in reducing introductions and a standard Environmental Impact Classification of Alien Taxa has been developed.66 Identification of priority sites, [including all Key Biodiversity Areas impacted by invasive alien species,] would be needed to provide a baseline for assessing progress in control and eradication efforts. The IPBES Assessment on invasive alien species, due to be finalized in 2023 will provide further useful information relevant to this proposed target.’ 


	18
	74
	In light of our comment on paragraph 39, we suggest the following edit to this paragraph: 

‘A number of ecosystem-based approaches, such as conservation, ecosystem restoration and improved management of agriculture, can contribute to both mitigation and adaptation, while also contributing to biodiversity goals, the provision of ecosystem services and disaster-risk reduction. In fact, a number of studies indicate that such “nature-based solutions” could provide about at least one-third of the total net emission reduction effort required to keep climate change close to 1.5 degrees C above pre-industrial levels if carried out alongside rapid decarbonisation…’


	18
	75
	The paragraph must make more explicit the need to ensure that the expansion of renewable energy doesn’t lead to further biodiversity loss or ecosystem damage. We therefore suggest the following edit to the text: 

‘The phase-out of fossil fuels requires the development of alternative, renewable energy sources, as well as improved energy efficiency. Inevitably, renewable energy as well as some adaptation measures, have potential impacts on biodiversity. It will be important therefore to avoid or minimize any such negative impacts by adopting biodiversity-inclusive, or nature-sensitive, renewables planning.’ 


	19
	80
	We are concerned that this target has a rather terrestrial focus, so proposed some additions to ensure freshwater, coastal and marine systems such as aquaculture are explicitly covered, in both the target text and paragraph 80:

Target 9. By 2030, support the productivity, sustainability and resilience of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems, including aquaculture, through conservation and sustainable use of such ecosystems, reducing productivity gaps by at least [50%].

The increased productivity of production landscapes should not be at the expense of biodiversity. This important point should be explicitly reflected in the text as follows: 

‘…Unsustainable practices in other managed ecosystems, such as those used for pasture, forestry and aquaculture in freshwater and coastal/marine ecosystems, are also having negative impacts on biodiversity.  To achieve the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework there is a need to increase the productivity (i.e. reduce productivity gaps) of production landscapes and seascapes, and in particular of existing agricultural areas, in order to limit and reduce the demand for land and water resources. This increase must be sustainable and not be at the expense of biodiversity. Achieving the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals will also require reducing pesticide use, and overuse of fertilizers, veterinary drugs and water, and improvement of the management of soils and forests...’ 


	20
	82
	Nature-based solutions is an umbrella concept and covers a dynamic range of solutions, including ecosystem-based approaches and green infrastructure. This clarification should be highlighted in the text as follows: 

‘…The protection and restoration of such ecosystems to address societal needs are variously known as ‘ecosystem-based approaches’, ‘nature-based solutions’ or ‘green infrastructure’; ‘nature-based solutions’ acts as an umbrella term covering all these approaches.’


	21
	85
	Here again, the need for ‘biodiversity-inclusive’ green and blue spaces must be reflected in the text: 

‘Biodiversity-inclusive green and blue spaces can provide important habitat for species, provide ecosystem services and help mediate extreme events, if managed with such objectives in mind.’ 


	23
	93
	Text here should specifically reference the spatial planning proposed in Target 1, because spatial plans are one of the key tools that can be used to help mainstream biodiversity conservation across sectors, guiding where agriculture/infrastructure/urban expansion including private sector development can occur and minimising negative impacts on biodiversity. We would suggest rewording the paragraph as follows:

‘Further progress towards this target will require a range of actions and many of these will directly or indirectly contribute to the attainment of all of the other proposed targets in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework…For such instruments and tools to be effective, they will need to be underpinned by effective biodiversity monitoring and quality biodiversity information (proposed target 19). Spatially explicit plans for biodiversity, developed under Target 1 and endorsed by governments and the conservation community*, provide one such tool that can be used to mainstream biodiversity conservation across sectors…’

*https://www.iucncongress2020.org/motion/096  


	28
	112
	The need for hard and fast data on biodiversity status and trends collected in a robust and systematic fashion must be emphasised in this paragraph. We suggest the following edit:

‘However, important gaps in biodiversity information remain our ability to analyse such data in a robust fashion is limited and important gaps in biodiversity information remain with spatial, temporal and taxonomic bias. For example, species data is still strongly biased towards animal species, especially birds, and higher plants, and many of the most diverse ecosystems, especially in the tropics, are still greatly under-represented…’


	29
	113
	We suggest the following edits to this paragraph to reflect the need for FPIC in the collection, sharing and use of indigenous peoples and local communities’ knowledge:

‘Recognizing the knowledge, innovations, practices, institutions and values of indigenous peoples and local communities, and ensuring their free, prior and informed consent in collecting, sharing and use of these, as well as their inclusion and participation in environmental governance (proposed target 20), often enhances their quality of life as well as the conservation, restoration and sustainable use of biodiversity. However, traditional and indigenous knowledge remains poorly recognized, and is still often marginalized.118’


	29
	114
	The need for both capacity building and critically financial support and investment, from both public and private sectors, is fundamental to developing the metrics, tools and monitoring systems needed to understand biodiversity risks, impacts and dependencies (e.g. for the new Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures).  We therefore suggest this edit:

‘Progress towards this target will require greater support, including capacity building and critically financial support and investment from both public and private sectors, for data acquisition, management and sharing….’


	29
	117
	The rights and role of indigenous people and local communities must be fully supported and embedded in the global biodiversity framework. We therefore suggest the following edit: 

‘…Reaching this target will require a greater recognition of the rights and role of indigenous peoples and local communities, women and youth as leaders and key actors in action towards biodiversity conservation and sustainable use and that these groups are further enabled and encouraged to play this role…’


	30
	120
	In light of the scope of target 7, adaptation actions contributed by biodiversity and ecosystems should also be explicitly mentioned here. We suggest the following edit: 

‘However, in keeping with the respective roles of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the proposed target on climate change covers only those mitigation and adaptation actions contributed by and affecting biodiversity and ecosystems…’

	30
	122
	This paragraph should state more explicitly the five levers for transformational change to make clear which ones are not yet fully addressed in the framework. 




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


