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	General comments

	As a general comment, the challenge is to get comparable data globally. At a national level, it is important to get specific information but on the global scale, it is challenging. For this reason, it is possible only to look at trends and often not get specific information. The framework is a balancing act between the general and the specific. We are also still missing the document INF/21 with the scopes of the proposed goals and targets and the review with respect to coverage of the Articles of the Convention, the drivers of biodiversity loss and the levers/leverage points for transformative change identified by IPBES, and the areas of transition outlined in GBO-5 and LBO-2. This review is supported by an information document that provides a more systematic review of these areas (CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/21).  

The informal session of the SBSTTA-24, which we appreciated as first reading, made it clear, that it is very difficult or even impossible to assess indicators as well as baseline, as goals and targets are not yet settled. Regarding the role of SBSTTA it is clear that it is not the right fora to focus on goals or targets, but on technical-scientific issues incl. baselines, indicators etc. SBSTTA-24/3 Add2 document currently under peer review was made available unfortunately late compared to the possibility to raise issues during SBSTTA. As this Add2 document was not previously available, this led to the fact that the comments already made on the indicators (Add1) are no longer valid in all respects or require further comments, as we now have the Add2 document covering new information on the Goals and Targets. 

We support the calls by a number of Parties during the informal session of SBSTTA 24 for the framework to be
strengthened with regards to its reflection of the ocean, including the need to strengthen indicators for marine
and coastal biodiversity. In general, more attention is required to the marine and freshwater ecosystems and their pressures, when describing the situation and also solutions. Now the descriptions are, too focused on terrestrial examples.

The information part for the goal C is quite sparse. It would be helpful if the document CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/21 was available. This also applies to targets 12 and 16. 
Crucial importance of genetic diversity of all species, wild and domestic is summarized in the scientific background in this document CBD/SBSTTA/24/3/Add.2 (Page 7, paragraphs 29-32). The suggested wording of the Goals and Targets do not reflect this at all. Goal A is too weak and unspecific with respect to genetic diversity and no Target explicitly directs actions towards genetic diversity. 
Cross cutting initiatives directly support work under thematic programmes, for example, the work on indicators provides information on the status and trends of biodiversity for all biomes. The work under the thematic work programmes should be fully utilized. We also would like to underline the importance to have a consistent and holistic approach with regard to youth, gender and IPLCs.
The post-2020 global biodiversity framework represents a unique opportunity for all relevant intergovernmental conventions and processes to approach biodiversity in a cooperative and complementary manner, reflecting on the priorities they each have, and the contributions they can each make.
Implementation of the various conventions responds to and is impacted by many of the same direct threats and drivers of change, and each is working with the same governments as Parties, and is concerned with the same means of implementation, so there are many potential commonalities.
There is clear recognition of the value of cooperation and collaboration in implementation of conventions at all appropriate levels, and an appreciation that there is potential to do more in this area building on and enhancing existing experience. 
It is recognised that a robust post-2020 global biodiversity framework, which integrates the mandates and interests of all relevant conventions and processes with respect to biodiversity and builds on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), will be very important in this regard.
At the national level, there is potential through cooperation to enhance implementation of each of the related conventions, for example through increasing efficiency and sharing experience and resources, and it will be valuable for this opportunity to be reflected in some way in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework.


	Specific comments

	Page 
	Paragraph
	Comment

	1
	3
	“The Working Group at its second meeting invited the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice at its SBSTTA-24 to carry out a scientific and technical review of the updated goals and targets…”

The formulations of goals and targets are interlinked with the measuring of outcomes and actions. Add2. document and its content have some challenges with regard to its content and layout. Level of ambition is not consistently addressed, and we miss links and information to the Aichi Targets and baselines. The links between goals and targets are not addressed sufficiently, concepts, glossary and definitions are still missing.


	4
	Goal A wording 
	Goal A is weak, vague, and confusing with respect to genetic diversity. The strong importance of genetic diversity for all populations, species, ecosystems and society has been supported by scientific data for decades, in scientific literature and Global Biodiversity Outlook reports.  This importance is not reflected in the current Goal formulation, though strong statements throughout INF/9 document state the importance of genetic diversity. Available, guiding principles strongly rooted in science and supported in the conservation genetic research community are not used. This means that best available knowledge is not reflected in Goal A formulation.
The INF/9 document calls for much stronger wording including: The Goal A should be explicit in that genetic diversity of all species is at focus and it should include a quantitative goal, as for ecosystem and species diversity.
Suggestion for additions to Goal A (in bold italics):
The area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems increased by at least [X%] supporting healthy and resilient populations of all species while reducing the number of species that are threatened by [X%] and maintaining at least [95%] of genetic diversity for wild and domesticated populations, and restore conditions ensuring evolutionary adaptive potential
Note: It may be argued that text on the species Goal element “healthy and resilient populations” could encompass genetically healthy populations, but this is often not the case- genetic concerns are very frequently not considered in species’ population management. In addition, large recovered populations may still have low genetic diversity, face genetic issues, and need actions for genetic diversity

	4
	16
	Goal A - The area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems increased by at least [X%] supporting healthy and resilient populations of all species while reducing the number of species that are threatened by [X%] and maintaining genetic diversity
para 16. “Natural” ecosystems are understood to be those whose species composition is predominantly native and determined by the climatic and geophysical environment. Integrity refers to the compositional functional, structural and spatial components of ecosystems. Connectivity is important to maintain the integrity of ecosystems across otherwise fragmented patches.”
Additionally, Goal A: We note that integrity is defined within Add.2:
Para 16: “Integrity refers to the compositional functional, structural and spatial components of ecosystems.”
Para 16: “Natural ecosystems refers to species composition that is predominantly native and determined by the climatic and geophysical environment”.
Para 23: “…integrity (functioning and composition) of ecosystems…”
We would welcome the definitions provided to be added to the glossary document.
The Add2 document pages 4 Para 16 and page 20 para 80 clarify that Finnish forests fall under this goal because Finland´s forests are mainly covered by native species. According to the Add1 document Finnish forests would have been under Target 9 (managed ecosystems). Thus, under the peer review of the Add1 document and the proposed indicators, FI provided detailed comments on the forest indicators. 
It remains unclear to us whether the OEWG Co-chairs, in formulating the goal, originally placed the forests under Goal A?

Based on the Secretariat's analysis, the conclusion is, with regard to forests, that the issue of forest area does fall under the Goal A, and e.g. forest certifications falls under Target 9. As forests could be included in both (Goal A and Target 9), the “Big picture” of the GBF needs to be clarified for the content of the Goal A and the Target 9; for example, with regard to the Glossary etc. in the final post-2020 framework to clarify the concepts of “natural ecosystems” and “managed ecosystems”.

Second conclusion: Now that we have seen the content of this Goal A (Add2) it is possible to consider the appropriate indicators in more detail, i.e. to reflect this division between the Goal A and the Target 9. In other words, it is important to use Parties previous comments on the indicators as well as which indicators would be the priority ones in measuring this Goal A and which in measuring Target 9.

	4
	17
	Whilst integrity and connectivity are essential elements, further information and clarity is needed on how the percentage increase can be measured. Scientific background information is required. 

	5
	19
	The importance of different types of ecosystems should be emphasized more. It is mentioned in this paragraph including restoration, but it is not included in the Goal A itself. It is alluded to by the phrase “all species” but it needs to be more clearly expressed as it is a vital part of global biodiversity (as mentioned in paragraph 20 on page 5).

	5
	23
	The term “healthy” is a bit unclear – that populations are “genetically viable allowing long-term survival and adaption” is more relevant.
The statement “conserving species diversity and abundance…. directly conserves genetic diversity” is not correct. Genetic diversity can be lost irrespective of species diversity, and large, recovered populations can have low genetic diversity. Large, manipulated populations (through hunting, fishing, release activities, etc.) can experience loss and/or change of genetic integrity without a decrease in population size. And noted on page 7 paragraph 32, “abundance... is not a sufficient indicator”

	5
	23
	“Maintaining the diversity of species and ensuring that populations of species are healthy are clearly indispensable to the achievement of the 2050 Vision. Further, conserving species diversity and abundance is essential for the integrity (functioning and composition) of ecosystems and directly conserves genetic diversity.” See definition on integrity on para 16. If this is not clear, integrity of ecosystems could be spelt out to ecosystem functioning and species composition.

	6-7
	24
	It would be good to have numbers of extinction for different ecosystems, terrestrial/marine /freshwater etc.

	7
	30
	It is very good that the importance of genetic diversity is recognized here. However, the statements here are insufficiently reflected in the Goal (Goal A needs to be improved for genetic diversity) and in Targets which currently lack genetic diversity.
We note that knowledge has recently increased on this topic. Two recent reviews of the state-of-the-art knowledge in genetic diversity (Des Roches et al. 2021 Nature Ecology and Evolution, Stange et al. 2020 Nature Reviews Genetics) strongly support the role of genetic diversity for ecosystem services, including in pollination, carbon sequestration, wild food provisioning, nutrient cycles, habitat formation, greater species diversity, culture, and more. They also highlight genetic diversity providing resilience to climate change, especially in hyper diverse ecosystems such as coral reefs and seagrass systems.
It is good that the need to maintain genetic variation of both wild and domestic is recognized. All populations need genetic diversity for adaptation, long-term survival, and resilience. Wild populations also need genetic diversity to cope with pests and disease (not just domestic species).
In regards to the last sentence of this para: To allow efficient natural selection, large populations are needed with genetically effective population sizes (Ne) of at least 500. 

	7
	31
	“There is limited information on the status of genetic diversity of wild species.” This is not exactly true. Genetic diversity has been assessed in hundreds of species and is eroding as a result of habitat and population loss, direct harvest, disease, intensive agriculture and extreme climate events. A recent study documented 6% global loss of genetic diversity over the past 100 years, and 28% loss for island species, while another showed 12% lower genetic diversity in harvested fish than non-harvested fish (Leigh et al 2019 Evolutionary Applications, Pinsky & Palumbi 2013 Molecular Ecology).
Further, with increased efforts to monitor genetic diversity through Targets and Indicators directed towards this level of diversity our knowledge on genetic diversity trends will increase. Clearly, such Targets and Indicators are needed but are missing from the current proposal. It is vital that the CBD set standards for monitoring of genetic diversity in both wild and domestic populations.

	7
	32
	“Determining precise quantitative targets for maintaining genetic diversity may be difficult, but current knowledge suggests a minimum of 90 percent by 2050 would be consistent with the 2050 Vision.” This is reasonable, but we note that plant conservation often aims for a minimum of 95% of genetic diversity maintained (Marshall and Brown 1975, CSIRO), and thus the ambition could be increased to 95%. This is feasible, yet ambitious, and is measurable directly with genetic data and indirectly via acceptable proxies including recent indicators (CBD/SBSTTA/24/3Add.1)

The intentions in this paragraph are very valid but why are these intentions not reflected in explicit Target(s)? Genetic diversity is currently not included explicitly in any of the Targets. This needs correction - specific suggestions below.


	7
	32
	We agree that “While population abundance is a key factor in the maintenance of genetic diversity, it is not a sufficient indicator since it does not account for within-population genetic diversity, hence the need for genetic diversity to be explicitly included in the Goals”. Thus, the Goal component on genetic diversity needs improvement as noted above. This statement also means that abundance related indicators (e.g. Red List Index) are not tracking genetic diversity.

	7
	33
	We disagree that actions to achieve conservation, maintenance and recovery of genetic diversity is taken care of in currently proposed Targets. In contrast, genetic diversity must be explicitly mentioned and addressed.
Genetic diversity needs to be added to already proposed Targets. According to Page 7, Paragraph 33 it is the intention that the targets should reflect genetic diversity. But the intention needs to be included clearly.
Change in this respect is vital for the credibility, legitimacy, and efficiency of the post-2020 biodiversity framework.
Included below are suggestions for how genetic diversity can be explicitly stated in Targets. 

	7
	34
	We need to include also abiotic material e.g. minerals from soil and seabed.


	7-9
	34-40
	Goal B - Nature’s contributions to people have been valued, maintained or enhanced through conservation and sustainable use supporting global development agenda for the benefit of all
We would propose to the following wording : Goal B: - Nature’s contributions to people Ecosystem services and functions (Nature’s contribution to people) have been valued, maintained or enhanced through conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, supporting global development agenda for the benefit of all
The change to Para 34 would then read: “Ecosystems services and functions (a concept similar to Nature’s contribution to people) refers to all the contributions from biodiversity to people’s quality of life. They include minerals from soil and seabed (a) material contributions, such as the production of food, feed, fibre, medicines and energy, (b) regulating services, such as the regulation of air and water quality, climate regulation, pollination, regulation of pests and diseases and provision of habitat, and (c) other non-material contributions, such as learning, inspiration, health, physical and psychological experiences and supporting identities, as well as maintaining options for the future”.
We want to underline to importance of sustainable use of biodiversity and this needs to be appropriately reflected. Additionally, Goal B – possibility/missing link to health, considering recently published documents.

	9
	41
	It is still unclear whether the Goal C refers only to the Nagoya protocol (NP) or to other benefit-sharing instruments as well. It should include all possible instruments. We would like to point out that term “traditional knowledge” is missing at the goal level. This should be included.  
The document states that access and benefit-sharing (ABS) provides an important incentive for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. It should also state that the resulting benefits should be used for the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components (para 9 of the Nagoya protocol).  

	9
	43
	It is useful to have information about the market values. However, the citation (Newman and Cragg, 2020) might be somewhat misleading, since it is unclear how big a part of the total value reported comprises of drugs that are developed from GR or TK that might be in the scope of the CBD or NP or other ABS instruments. Even an estimate of this would be useful.

	9-10
	41-45
	Other comments on Goal C: information of the milestones have not been included in the text. Milestone (ii) is still problematic as is the indicator C.0.1, since there is still lack of information for benefits shared and it is difficult to see how this will be improved. Without a clear, numerical baseline, how can we define a % value for the 2030 milestone? However, the indicator C.0.2 might give some indications of non-monetary benefits and provide information for 2030 milestone (ii). But also in this case a baseline is needed. 
We propose that this milestone should be modified.

	11
	Target 1 
	We note that genetic diversity is not mentioned in any Target, which neglects its importance to ecosystems, species, and ecosystem services and may lead to further erosion. Recalling that CBD/SBI/3/2/Add.2 observed “the development of strategies to minimize genetic erosion are not generally reflected in the targets set by Parties,” 
It is important to explicitly state that “connectivity” requires genetic exchange between populations of species at rates ensuring long-term retention of genetic diversity.
This could be added to the target:
Target 1 proposal for wording:. By 2030, [50%] of land and sea areas globally are under spatial planning addressing land/sea use change, retaining most of the existing intact and wilderness areas, and allow to restore [X%] of degraded freshwater, marine and terrestrial natural ecosystems and connectivity among them allowing genetic exchange among populations of species assuring retention of [X%] of population genetic diversity.

	11
	51
	No reference to loss of marine habitats. Eutrophication, acidification etc. This needs to be noted and added.

	12
	51
	It is important to implement comprehensive spatial planning as mentioned. However, spatial planning per se does not guarantee any change in the fact that land and sea use change continues to be the major direct driver of biodiversity loss. If there are no safeguards in place for biodiversity in the planning exercises, the potentially beneficial results for biodiversity can neither be guaranteed nor achieved. There needs to be effective implementation of the planning outcomes with biodiversity safeguards. Of course, “retaining most of the existing intact and wilderness areas” and restoration can be seen as biodiversity safeguards for spatial planning. However, there is a potential pitfall in this target: it just measures area under spatial planning without any qualifiers for biodiversity. Spatial planning can be used as a tool for smart and cost-effective biodiversity protection but its value as a target on its own is questionable.

	12
	52
	Please clarify what is meant by “The second and third components would be limited only by logistical and other practical constraints”.

	12
	52
	There is nothing mentioned about marine areas in this paragraph. How will these be addressed when direct restoration actions are in many cases limited?
Here is an example of assessing restoration potential in marine areas in Europe, which possibly could be tested globally as well: Bekkby T, Papadopoulou N, Fiorentino D, McOwen CJ, Rinde E, Boström C, Carreiro-Silva M, Linares C, Andersen GS, Bengil EGT, Bilan M, Cebrian E, Cerrano C, Danovaro R, Fagerli CW, Fraschetti S, Gagnon K, Gambi C, Gundersen H, Kipson S, Kotta J, Morato T, Ojaveer H, Ramirez-Llodra E and Smith CJ (2020) Habitat Features and Their Influence on the Restoration Potential of Marine Habitats in Europe. Front. Mar. Sci. 7:184.doi: 10.3389/fmars.2020.00184

	12
	53
	Regional sea conventions could be used to address the issue of uneven (marine) spatial planning among countries. There should also be an assessment how countries apply MSP and especially ecosystem-based management, is biodiversity taken into account in these and how well.  Good examples how to link planning and environment is from Baltic Sea. HELCOM-VASAB MSP Group https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2018.00402/full


	12
	54
	There is a need to be observant, when the OECMs are included, so that only areas bringing real biodiversity benefits are included. Counted towards 30%.

	12
	54
	For marine areas, the issue of areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJs) should be emphasized, as nearly 2/3 of the ocean lies there and only 1,2 % is protected. Also, EBSAs should be mentioned alongside KBAs, as areas of importance for biodiversity.

	12-13
	54-56
	There is a need for more balance in the consideration of the ocean within the information provided on Target 2 and across Addendum 2. The use of language such as ‘land surface’, ‘land-use’ and ‘planet’ can underrepresent the importance of marine and coastal biodiversity. References to the ocean should be placed alongside reference to the land, where appropriate.

	12
	54
	The review quotes that 19% of Key Biodiversity Areas are completely within protected areas, however this does not reflect the division between terrestrial and marine. It is important to note that only 2% of the ocean is designated as KBAs (compared to 9% land). Also looking at MPA coverage https://mpatlas.org/ only under 3 % is highly protected. 
Also, EBSAs should be mentioned alongside KBAs, as areas of importance for biodiversity.
 Sanotaan jo edellä 12 / 54 kohdassa.

	12
	54 and 55
	The importance of effective and equitable management of protected areas in now raised as well as focusing on biodiversity outcomes and this is important rather than looking just on spatial area. 
We recommend that the review provide information on the other qualitative aspects of protected areas, including ecological representativeness and the importance of well-connected systems. “Moreover, many protected areas are not effectively or equitably managed.” However, the importance of focusing on biodiversity outcomes rather than spatial area is emphasized; an increase in coverage alone will not be sufficient.”

	12 & 13
	55-56
	Useful statistics are provided here in terms of what is required for increased terrestrial protected area coverage to safeguard biodiversity. We would welcome similar information being presented for marine and coastal biodiversity to reflect the importance of marine and coastal ecosystems for habitat and species protection and for provision of ecosystem services (such as food, climate adaptation and mitigation, disaster resilience). There are extensive studies that support a target of protecting at least 30% of the planet’s land and ocean, and we are concerned that this paragraph doesn’t reflect the breadth of this research. Additionally, this evidence includes numerous studies specifically related to marine conservation, so we are concerned that there is no single, explicit mention of scientific support for the marine component of this target. 

There is significant research documenting the importance of expanding protected area coverage to help achieve climate goals, and we believe that it is important to highlight that data. To address these points, we request that the following studies are incorporated into and explicitly addressed in the final version of this document:
•	A comprehensive review of 144 studies (O’Leary et al., 2016) found that the current spatial target is insufficient to protect biodiversity, preserve ecosystem services and achieve socio-economic priorities. On average, the data found that 37% of the ocean must be protected in order to achieve these environmental and socio-economic goals.
•	A group of IUCN experts published a review (Woodley et al., 2019) of the literature on area-based conservation and concluded that there is ample support for the protection “of a minimum of 30% and up to 70%, or even higher” of the planet’s land and ocean. The authors concluded that the call for 50% of the Earth to be protected “is supported by a range of studies” and supported the need for an emphasis on quality elements.
•	Another recent international collaboration (Jones et al., 2020) identifies 8.5 million km2 of priority marine conservation areas needed to safeguard biodiversity and at least 26% of the ocean needing effective conservation to preserve marine biodiversity. While a key socio-economic assessment (Waldron et al., 2020) reported that the economic benefits of protecting land and ocean outweigh the financial costs. The cost of adequately protecting 30% of the earths land and oceans has been estimated between $103bn and $177.5bn per annum. Analysis suggests that achieving this in two biomes alone could result in economic benefits of $170bn to $530bn (value in ecosystem services and environmental catastrophe risk avoided) per annum by 2050.
Regarding the information of marine areas, it would be good mention EBSAs as well as information from Regional Seas Conventions.  

	12
	56
	Ecological representativeness needs to be emphasized more. It is a key issue and cannot be ignored. Aichi Target 11 also puts emphasis on equitably managed protected areas, but this is lacking in the current Target 2 although its importance is very relevant. The connection with Target 1 is also crucial: protected areas and OECMs need to be taken into account in the spatial planning in terrestrial and marine realms. Spatial planning needs to take into account positive biodiversity outcomes as a guiding principle if the 2050 Vision is to be achieved.

	13
	56
	We welcome efforts made to demonstrate linkages between targets, and between goals and targets. We welcome reference to the linkages with target 1 and 9 in terms of ecosystem management and restoration and how these will impact the maintenance of ecological processes and the provision of ecosystem services. We would also recommend that the contribution of target 2 towards increasing the area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems (Goal A) be better reflected alongside linkages with reducing species extinction (target 3) and the sustainable use and management of wild species (targets 4 and 8).

	13
	Target 3 
	Target 3 proposal for wording: By 2030, ensure active management actions to enable wild species of fauna and flora recovery and conservation, and reduce human-wildlife conflict by [X%] and maintain at least [95%] of genetic diversity to assure adaptive potential of populations. Note also our suggestion for Goal A and please consider the best way forward to minimize duplication. 

	14
	59
	It is important that genetic diversity of crops and livestock is addressed under the Targets that have to do with ecosystem services in order to mainstream the importance of biodiversity to other sectors, such as agriculture.

	14
	60 
	This part is also missing marine aspect e.g. by-catch issue should be addressed here. This is a conflict where humans affect wildlife not causing harm to people. 

	14
	62
	There is a need of safeguards for biodiversity in the Target component “reduce human-wildlife conflict” so the solution is not to reduce wildlife.

	15
	Target 4 
	Target 4 proposal for wording: By 2030, ensure that the harvesting, trade and use of wild species of fauna and flora is legal, and safe, and does not erode their genetic diversity.

	16
	Target 5 
	It is important to remind explicitly here in text that “alien species” can have rapid genetic consequences.

	17
	69
	The identification of priority sites is an important priority.

“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.[footnoteRef:1][1] Identification of priority sites 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”. [1: [1] Pagad et al (2018). Introducing the Global Register of Introduced and Invasive Species. Scientific Data, 5, 170202. https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.202; IUCN (2020) IUCN EICAT Categories and Criteria. The Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa: First edition. Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, United Kingdom. https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.CH.2020.05.en] 



	17
	70 
	For marine areas the Ballast Water Management Convention should be mentioned here. 

	17
	71
	Noise and light pollution also disrupt the behaviour of many species. -> For light this could be ok, but for e.g. underwater noise this underestimates the effects of underwater noise, at worst it is deadly. CBD report on underwater noise. 
Pharmaceuticals is missing here also, affects to aquatic life.  

	18 
	72
	Although nutrients are mentioned here, otherwise pollutants in marine areas area under-represented here. Should include also sentences e.g. on underwater noise.

	18
	Target 7 
	
Suggested wording to Target 7. By 2030, increase contributions to climate change mitigation adaption and disaster risk reduction from nature-based solutions and ecosystem-based approaches, ensuring resilience and minimizing any negative impacts on biodiversity, including by maintaining genetic diversity and utilizing genetic rescue where appropriate.

	18
	73
	It would be good to have one sentence which parts of the globe are mostly affected of climate change e.g. polar areas. 

	18
	72-73
	Reducing pollution[footnoteRef:2][2] [2: [2] The text in this subsection draws on GBO-5, and references therein, in particular the sections on Aichi Biodiversity Target 8. Additional references are indicated in the text for specific points.] 

Target 6. By 2030, reduce pollution from all sources, including reducing excess nutrients [by x%], biocides [by x%], plastic waste [by x%] to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions and human health.
We would like to underline that clarity is needed on the reduction and management incl. percentages of reducing biocides and nutrients, following the EU’s farm to fork and EU biodiversity strategy.  

	20
	Target 9 
	Suggested wording for Target 9. By 2030, support the productivity, sustainability and resilience of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems through conservation and sustainable use of such ecosystems, reducing productivity gaps by at least [50%], retaining [95%] of genetic diversity of domestic breeds and crops and of their wild relatives

	20
	80 
	Aquaculture should be included here, both in marine as well as in freshwater ecosystems e.g. nutrient loads, destruction of habitats (mangroves). ->linkage to para 82 and 84. 

	20
	80
	Target 9. By 2030, support the productivity, sustainability and resilience of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems through conservation and sustainable use of such ecosystems, reducing productivity gaps by at least [50%].
We consider that separate targets are needed for different sectors and areas including clear baselines for measuring actions. We still miss targets for forestry, fisheries, aquaculture, tourism and mining.
“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.  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 in particular of existing agricultural areas, in order to limit and reduce the demand for land and water resources. Achieving the 2050 Vision and the proposed Goals will also require reducing pesticide use, overuse of fertilizers and water and improve the management of soils and forests. This proposed target focuses on these objectives and specifically on how enhanced biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems can contribute to these objectives.”
As noted previously under Goal A, clarification on the content of the Goal A and the Target 9 with regard to the Glossary etc. it is important in the final post-2020 framework to clarify the concepts of “natural ecosystems” and “managed ecosystems”.
Now that we have seen the content of this Goal A (Add2) it is possible to consider the appropriate indicators in more detail, i.e. to reflect this division between the Goal A and the Target 9. In other words, it is important to use Parties previous comments on the indicators as well as which indicators would be the priority ones in measuring this Goal A and which in measuring Target 9.

	22
	85
	Green and blue spaces are very important for human mental and physical health. This has also been shown by studies. For CBD, it is important to emphasize that at the same time these areas need to bring benefits to biodiversity as well. The quality of green and blue spaces is important for biodiversity and for human health. There is a big difference between a manicured lawn and a natural meadow. Both can be pleasing to the human eye but for biodiversity the natural meadow is far more beneficial.  Studies have also shown that stress hormone levels in humans are less in a forest environment than in an urban park. For example: Liisa Tyrväinen, Ann Ojala, Kalevi Korpela, Timo Lanki, Yuko Tsunetsugu, Takahide Kagawa, The influence of urban green environments on stress relief measures: A field experiment, Journal of Environmental Psychology,
Volume 38, 2014, Pages 1-9, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.12.005
Tyrväinen Liisa, Ojala Ann, Neuvonen Marjo et al., "Health and well-being from forests – experience from Finnish research", Santé Publique, 2019/HS1 (Special issue), p. 249-256. DOI: 10.3917/spub.190.0249

There is also a clear connection with nature-based solutions in Target 7. Green and blue spaces, especially in urban areas, can be prime examples of nature-based solutions (such as water purification wetlands for excess urban runoffs).

	22
	88
	See our comment on para 41 (page 9). The text should also state that the resulting benefits should be used for the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components (para 9 of the Nagoya protocol).  

	22
	90
	There seems to be a linguistic mistake in the last sentence – should read “ensure or facilitate”

	24
	95
	Seabed mining and other exploitations of the seabed could be mentioned also here.

	25
	Target 16
	Suggested wording: Target 16. By 2030, establish and implement measures to prevent, manage or control potential adverse impacts of biotechnology on conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, taking also into account the risks to and human health. reducing these impacts by [X].

	25
	99
	The target focuses on preventing, managing or controlling, potential adverse impacts of biotechnology. However, the text correctly states that the Convention also includes provisions to facilitate access to environmentally safe biotechnologies for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. The text should elaborate more on this but clearly state that this is a separate issue and that the focus of this target is on potential adverse impacts of biotechnology.

	25
	100
	The text states that there is no systematic quantitative information available for a baseline to which the 2030 reduction target (by x) could be based on/compared to. The aim of the target should be having these measures in place in every Party and keeping adverse impacts at zero.   

	29
	111
	When traditional knowledge of IPLCs is used it is important that this always happens with a free, prior, and informed consent with the IPLCs. This needs to be added into the Target 20.

	29
	112
	Marine areas are also under-represented and more mapping efforts are needed. There are still knowledge gaps on marine environment/biodiversity (species and habitats) and especially regarding deep sea areas.  

	29
	112
	We note that the gaps for species and ecosystem observations and data, are largely mirrored in genetic data gaps (Miraldo et al. 2016 Science, Theodoridis et al 2020 Nature Communications).  We note that investment in capacity building (training, infrastructure, partnerships) can very rapidly build genetic data observations because the cost of genetic data continues to rapidly decrease.  We also note that “associated indigenous and local knowledge” of genetic diversity was part of the 2010 Targets (3.1) but is no longer included. Such knowledge of genetic diversity is an important opportunity.

We also note that the number of databases that harbor genetic diversity data freely available that can be used to access and monitor genetic diversity are increasing rapidly and include GenBank, EMBL-EBI, GEOME, Sequence Read Archive, Dryad, FishBank, and CartograTree. Several CBD parties are involved in joint efforts aiming to provide reference genome data for a wide range of taxa – valuable resources for assessing and monitoring genetic diversity (e.g. The European Reference Genome Atlas).  Again, however, capacity building is needed to further improve these efforts and ensure they are useful and used by all countries globally.

	30
	117
	It is important also to make reference to international commitments or as it is said in the Aichi Target 18 “relevant international obligations” as in some cases national circumstances might not encourage the Target 20 to be fully implemented at a national level.

	30
	119
	Article 10c is not addressed at all. The Target 18 falls short of the ambition in Aichi Target 18 and this lack of ambition should be addressed. It is important that there is a target for IPLCs that addresses all relevant IPLC issues incl. youth and gender.

	31
	123
	Marine and freshwater issues are not expressed clearly enough in the global biodiversity framework.



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

