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TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS: Draft guidance for updating national biodiversity strategies and action plans in light of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework contained in CBD/SBI/3/11/ADD 4

	Advanced comments on the draft documents on Planning, Reporting and Review Mechanisms for the Resumed Session of the Third Meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Implementation

	Scope of this template for comments 
	Guidance for updating national biodiversity strategies and action plans in light of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, contained in the document CBD/SBI/3/11/Add.4 which includes a draft version of Annex A to CBD/SBI/3/CRP.5. 

	Contact information

	Surname:
	Kimura

	Given Name:
	Mariko

	Government (if applicable): 
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan

	Organization:
	-

	Address:  
	2-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku

	City:
	Tokyo

	Country:
	Japan

	Postal Code:
	100-8919

	Phone Number (including country code):  
	+81-3-5501-8245

	E-mail:
	mariko.kimura@mofa.go.jp

	Comments

	National commitments and NBSAPs used to be treated separately, but the former has been renamed from “national commitments” to “national targets” and are clearly described as parts of NBSAPs in this draft guidance. Japan welcomes this change. Comments on each issue are as follows.

Depending on each party's situation, there may be areas and contents that can be addressed by each party in more/less ambitious way than the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. For this reason, for example, there should be a section for parties to describe the areas in which each party can set and implement ambitious national targets beyond the post-2020 GBF level and/or support implementation of other parties, while there should also be a section to describe the areas in which each party has difficulty to implement the post-2020 GBF and/or require international supports (for some reasons). This will help to clarify the strengths and weaknesses of each party and accelerate mutual efforts.

With regard to p.3 para 6 (b), we propose the following amendment in red.
"Concrete action plans detailed spatially, temporally and financially (in a quantitative manner, as appropriate)" 

With regard to p.3 para 6 (c), this paragraph only describes what the monitoring process should be like, and does not clarify the minimum elements to be included in the NBSAPs, which is the original purpose of this guidance. The proposed amendment is as follows: 
"At the stage of developing the NBSAP, headline indicators and national indicators consistent with the monitoring framework should be set, taking into account national circumstances.”

With regard to p.3 para 9, we suggest adding "landscape approach" to the sentence which encourages the use of "a whole-of-government and whole-of-society approach". Similarly to "a whole-of-government and whole-of-society approach", "landscape approach" is a participatory approach that involves stakeholders. Since there is a lot of related literature, it is valuable to mention it here.

With regard to p. 4 para. 12, the concept of "national ambition" is mentioned together with "national targets", but the difference is unclear. If they are different, please describe the definitions.


	Please use the table below to provide any specific comments on the template: 


	 Section
	Comment

	1
	It would be better to list the headline indicators for each target (if necessary, with component and complementary indicators) in this column so that parties can indicate which headline indicators they use at the national level and values of national targets based on the headline indicators.


	2
	-

	3
	It seems unnecessary to explain the relationship with the national targets made in the context of the Aichi Targets (Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020).
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	4
	Even if this question is included, it would be difficult to completely avoid double-counting between the commitments indicated in the NBSAPs and the commitments made by other entities because they may be inseparable and there may be cases where the government does not know the commitments by all entities comprehensively.
Therefore, commitments in the NBSAPs and the commitments made by other entities should be analyzed separately, rather than aiming to integrate the two without overlap. 
Information on commitments by other entities would be useful in terms of collecting pioneering initiatives, good practices, and examples of international initiatives.




