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Introduction

1. The seventeenth meeting of the Subsidiary Body provided an important opportunity to take a broad look at the technical and scientific needs for the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity and the achievement of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. 

2. The analysis was undertaken on the basis of the documents prepared for the meeting
 as well as the experiences of Parties expressed during the meeting. 

3. The following conclusions can be used by Parties, for example in updating and implementing national biodiversity strategies and action plans and in preparing national reports. The conclusions may inform the work of the Conference of the Parties, the Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Review of Implementation (WGRI), and the Subsidiary Body itself, including, for example, the discussions at the twelfth meeting of the Conference of the Parties on the envisaged “PyeongChang Roadmap” for achievement of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. The conclusions may also inform the work and priorities of the biodiversity science, monitoring and science-funding agencies, and the Intergovernmental Science‑Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES). 

Linking the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 with the Sustainable Development Goals

4. The Aichi Biodiversity Targets are a useful tool that has inspired Parties and many others to action. They also provide readily available elements for biodiversity-related goals, targets and indicators that could be integrated into the set of sustainable development goals. 
Challenges 

5. Implementing the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 presents significant challenges to all Parties, especially developing countries Parties, in particular the least developed countries and small island developing States among them, and Parties with economies in transition. Challenges relate to, inter alia:
(a) Limited human and financial resources at the national and subnational levels to develop and implement the national biodiversity strategy and action plan; 
(b) The absence of baselines or of sufficient information on current trends to facilitate target setting; 

(c) Limited capacity to conduct meaningful consultations and stakeholder engagement;

(d) Limited capacities to manage biodiversity effectively;

(e) Limited availability of, or access to, context-specific guidance and tools, and limited capability to adapt global guidance and tools for application at national and subnational levels;

(f) The inadequacy of monitoring systems to track progress.
6. The meeting recognized the multitude of efforts being undertaken to overcome these challenges and limitations, both through innovative local solutions and by fostering partnership and collaboration among Parties and other partners.
Policy tools and guidance 

7. There is an abundance of policy support tools and methodologies available to Parties which enable action to implement the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and achieve the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. The lack of tools or guidance, for some Targets, or the difficulties of applying them in some countries, should not prevent most countries from taking effective action to implement the Strategic Plan. 

8. New tools should only be developed when there is a clearly demonstrated need. The focus should be on sharing and applying existing tools, and on translating them to specific national circumstances. 

9. Additional tools and methodologies for which a particular need was highlighted include:

(a) Guidance on the social, economic and cultural drivers motivating behavioural change, their interplay, and the implications for policy design;

(b) Tools and methods that, in conjunction, are able to recognize the full range of biodiversity values, including its social, spiritual, and cultural importance;

(c) Approaches to address non-economic incentives and implement associated measures, such as the incentive impacts of institutions, including collective property and associated governance arrangements;

(d) Good practice guidance for identifying incentives that are harmful for biodiversity, based on successful case studies and lessons learned;

(e) Tools and methodologies on achieving sustainable consumption;

(f) Integrated land-use planning to address multiple Aichi Biodiversity Targets within the broader landscape and seascape.

10. Technical and scientific cooperation among Parties should be promoted through the clearing‑house mechanism. This could include: the sharing of experiences and good practices on the development and application of national tools; and the application of global tools for use at national level. 
11. The clearing‑house mechanism should also enable Parties to express their specific technical and scientific needs, and other Parties, as well as scientific networks, relevant organizations and funding bodies to indicate their areas of competence and expertise. The mechanism could thereby facilitate the matching of needs and capabilities. 
12. The proposed FAO Voluntary Guidelines for Forest Monitoring and the FAO Voluntary Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security are relevant to activities aimed at achieving a range of Aichi Biodiversity Targets. 
Data, monitoring, observation systems and indicators

13. There is a need to continue and enhance the dialogue between policymakers and the earth observation community with a view to enhancing the collection and access to data for monitoring progress in achieving the Aichi Biodiversity Targets and associated national targets.

14. There are opportunities for much greater systematic use of remote sensing data and of cost‑effective and standardized in-situ observations. 

15. Free and open access to satellite data has enabled greater use of such data for the monitoring of biodiversity. The salience of remote sensing data is much improved if it can be made available in near‑real-time and processed into key products that are useful to decision makers (e.g. land-use maps).  

16. Better access to near-real time biodiversity monitoring data can promote greater public interest in biodiversity policymaking and enable the participation of a wider range of stakeholders.

17. More widespread and systematic biodiversity monitoring can enable greater participation and has led to significantly greater use of such remote sensing data for monitoring of biodiversity. In turn, this has enabled greater awareness by stakeholders and the general public of biodiversity change. 

18. The Essential Biodiversity Variables can improve the efficiency of monitoring by focusing observations on a limited number of key attributes. Such information on the types of observations most useful to the biodiversity community will enable space agencies to deploy appropriate sensors.

19. Building and sustaining biodiversity observing systems at national, regional and global levels require: data standards, interoperability and coordination amongst institutions. 

20. Biodiversity observing systems also require capacity-building and sustained funding. In particular, countries with low capacity, especially the least developed countries and small island developing States, need support. 

21. Regional collaborative programmes, or regional centres, could promote biodiversity observation networks and support data analysis for use by countries of the region. 

22. A toolkit (“BON-in-a-Box”) that can be tailored to national and regional needs would fill a major gap. Such a toolkit would include a handbook, Essential Biodiversity Variables in support of indicators and database structures, strategies to integrate remotely-sensed and in-situ data, and guidance on terminology, methods and standards.  

23. The Group on Earth Observations Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON) is ready to engage with Parties on selected and clearly defined priority needs related to building observing systems and biodiversity monitoring.

24. The Global Biodiversity Informatics Outlook (GBIO) represents a roadmap and a framework to enhance access to and sharing of new observations and measurements from remote sensing, local monitoring activities and citizen science. It thereby allows for the analysis of data across different data sets. GBIO thus promotes a globally coordinated approach that Governments and funding bodies should invest in, to mobilize biodiversity information and to enhance efforts to make data public and accessible for use in policy and research. 

25. Indigenous and local knowledge systems are at the core of sustainable management of many ecosystems. Local knowledge and monitoring efforts are often a critical source of information, complementing scientific approaches and frequently covering different temporal and spatial scales. Respect, trust, equity and transparency are essential for enabling monitoring that draws on combinations of indigenous and scientific knowledge systems.   

26. The Biodiversity Indicators Partnership should continue its efforts on capacity-building, information sharing and also continue working to harmonize and/or link national and regional indicators with global datasets. 
27. The Executive Secretary should continue collaborating with the Biodiversity Indicators Partnership, GEO BON, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and others to fill the gaps in coverage of indicators for all 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets. A process is needed to review those indicators that are being added to those listed in decision XI/3. This could be done through an AHTEG or other expert process.

28. Cross-scale comparison of ecosystem types and attributes is hampered by the lack of agreed definitions in some areas.

29. Assessing the cumulative impacts of drivers of biodiversity loss is a significant challenge.

Assessing effects of types of measures taken under the Convention

30. While policy evaluation is a commonly applied approach it is difficult to discriminate and measure the specific effects of policies, especially those which have multiple objectives and which are delivered in a complex policy landscape. The feasibility of such evaluations could be explored by undertaking pilot assessments of the effects of measures taken in specific thematic areas or case studies.  The Convention on Biological Diversity could draw upon the experience of the environmental performance reviews undertaken by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN-ECE).
31. An analysis of methodologies used in self-assessments of progress towards implementation of the Convention reported in fourth national reports and other reports should be undertaken.

32. A voluntary review mechanism to provide targeted guidance to countries could strengthen implementation of the Convention and should be explored.
Proposals for recommendations

The Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice 
1.
Requests the Executive Secretary, subject to the availability of the necessary resources, to:
(a) Further enhance the clearing‑house mechanism of the Convention to enable the provision of targeted technical support to Parties on the identification of suitable policy support tools, approaches to monitoring and encourage national, regional and international institutions; 
(b) Organize a meeting of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Indicators for the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 to review the indicators proposed to be added to those listed in decision XI/3;
(c) Continue collaborating with the Biodiversity Indicators Partnership, the Group on Earth Observations Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and others to fill the gaps in coverage of indicators for all 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets;

(d) Recalling paragraph 17 of decision XI/2, undertake, in collaboration with relevant centres of expertise and relevant organizations and networks, including the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF), GEO BON and the Biodiversity Indicators Partnership, regional capacity‑building activities and training related to mobilization, management and analysis of data, information and knowledge suitable for monitoring and managing biodiversity, including by strengthening national clearing‑house mechanisms;

(e) Carry out an analysis of methodologies used in self-assessments of progress towards implementation of the Convention reported in fourth national reports and other reports;

(f) Prepare terms of reference for a possible voluntary mechanism to review implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity at national level with a view to providing targeted guidance to countries.  These could draw upon the experience of the environmental performance reviews undertaken by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN-ECE);
(g) Undertake pilot assessments of the effects of measures taken in specific thematic areas or case studies;

(h) Review national experience in the evaluation of effectiveness of policy following the completion of the mid-term review, and report to a meeting of the Subsidiary Body before the thirteenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

The Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice

2.
Highlights the urgency of implementing measures, including those noted in paragraph 11 of decision XI/18, to achieve Target 10, and agrees to consider this as part of the updating of the specific work plan on coral bleaching, in line with paragraph 18 of decision XI/18.
Annex
General conclusions on Strategic Goal A

33. Implementation of Aichi Targets 1 to 4 is critical as it will provide a significant stimulus to the implementation of many other Aichi Targets and to resource mobilization.

34. It is essential for effective mainstreaming to achieve better policy coherence, that is, the development and application of common objectives across sectors, and the implementation of activities that are mutually supportive activities. Good governance arrangements are critical in achieving this.

35. Further research is needed on the social, economic, and cultural drivers motivating behavioural change, their interplay, and the implications for policy design.

36. It is critical to align policies, incentives and business within safe ecological limits.

Conclusions for each Aichi Target under Strategic Goal A

Target 1: By 2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of biodiversity and the steps they can take to conserve and use it sustainably.

37. The programme of work on communication, education and public awareness (CEPA) provides the main framework for action towards this target.  Toolkits and other support resources have been developed by the Secretariat as well as by other relevant global, regional and national actors. These resources are adequate but additional resources are needed for adaptation of these to local conditions and languages.

38. In order to overcome remaining gaps, create the additional tools and methodologies needed, and integrate these actions to promote behavioural change, there is a need to:
(a) Identify target groups and their needs and interests;

(b) Identify most effective communication means and technologies for these, including intercultural approaches to communication;

(c) Gather information on methodologies for behaviour change and implement campaigns on the basis of this data;

(d) Work with local authorities, including cities, to develop and achieve domestic targets and to extend and adapt tools and campaigns; and
(e) Increase impact at the local level by using locally relevant approaches to apply global principles.
39. Recent good practice include integrating biodiversity into the curriculum of primary and secondary formal education, as well as developing informal education tools in collaboration with botanical gardens, natural history museums, zoos and aquariums. 

40. Monitoring this target, using a range of methodologies and indicators, is progressing, but challenges remain.  Comprehensive data remains limited at the global level.  The Biodiversity Barometer of the Union for Ethical Biotrade was recognized as an indicator of global significance. Progress could be further improved by agreeing on core concepts and common methodologies for use by Parties.

41. Given their particular role as traditional stewards of biodiversity, the role of indigenous and local communities needs to be reflected in public awareness measurements, such as for instance in the form of measurement of the number of cooperative activities between Governments and indigenous and local communities.

Target 2: By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated into national and local development and poverty reduction strategies and planning processes and are being incorporated into national accounting, as appropriate, and reporting systems.

42. There are a variety of tools and methodologies available to help assess the values of biodiversity at different levels, including in the private sector. While many tools and methodologies focus on economic values, guidance has been developed at national level on integrated assessments of values of biodiversity. While there are indications that such tools and methodologies are increasingly being applied, there is a need to further develop and apply tools and methods that, in conjunction, are able to recognize the full range of biodiversity values, including its social, spiritual, and cultural importance. IPBES could be engaged in work on assessing valuation tools.
43. Reflecting the values of biodiversity in development and poverty reduction strategies and national accounting systems can be a technically challenging task and there are major obstacles to the implementation of the policies, tools and methodologies associated with this target.

44. The work of several international partner organizations and initiatives, such as the United Nations Committee of Experts on Environmental-Economic Accounting, the Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB), and the global partnership on Wealth Accounting and the Valuation of Ecosystem Services (WAVES), is critical for advancing implementation of some aspects of this Target. Guidance and tools have been developed by these organizations and initiatives and several pilot initiatives are already ongoing to further adjust and test them.

45. Applying these tools and methodologies requires significant expertise and capacity. This is further compounded by the complexity of establishing national development strategies, poverty reduction plans, national accounting and reporting processes. The continuation and expansion of capacity-building will be important to speed up the use of such tools and methodologies and implement Aichi Target 2.

Target 3: By 2020, at the latest, incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity are eliminated, phased out or reformed in order to minimize or avoid negative impacts, and positive incentives for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity are developed and applied, consistent and in harmony with the Convention and other relevant international obligations, taking into account national socioeconomic conditions.

46. It is important to follow a two-pronged approach that would consist of both promoting positive incentive measures, bearing in mind potential budgetary implication, while simultaneously eliminating, phasing out or reforming harmful incentives, as a critical and necessary step that would also generate net socioeconomic benefits.

47. Several relevant policy tools and associated guidance material have been developed under the Convention, while international organizations and initiatives have also prepared analysis and guidance on incentive measures. Some countries have further developed step-by-step guidance tools and analyses at national level, such as on the existing incentives landscape, including subsidies, in order to identify priority candidates for elimination, phase‑out, or reform.

48. Tools and methodologies could be further developed to address non-economic incentives and implement associated measures, such as the incentive impacts of institutions, including collective property and associated governance arrangements, the capacity to enforce regulation, and the availability of information.

49. Good practice guidance could be developed in identifying incentives that are harmful for biodiversity, based on successful case studies and lessons learned.

50. There is significant information on subsidies and incentives more generally, available at least for some sectors at the global level; however, indicators need to be further developed to be ready for use at global level.
Target 4: By 2020, at the latest, Governments, business and stakeholders at all levels have taken steps to achieve or have implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption and have kept the impacts of use of natural resources well within safe ecological limits.
51. Existing policy support tools and methodologies are of a general nature and need to be adapted to different governance levels (regional/national/subnational/local) and for economic sectors. Particularly, there is a lack of information and policy support tools and methodologies for effectively engaging with businesses whose contribution is critical, for instance through the Business and Biodiversity Platforms. 

52. The United Nations 10-Year Framework Programmes on Sustainable Consumption and Production provides the general structure for taking action and existing processes there under could be harnessed.

53. Changing production and consumption models implicates awareness of biodiversity and behavior change – there is a need for integrated systems, including the application of social sciences, non-market tools and collective action. 

54. While tools and methodologies seem to be available for cleaner production, recent progress includes tools and methodologies on achieving sustainable consumption, such as footprint measurement approaches that evaluate the impact of consumption at national, subnational/local, or household levels, including the OECD’s Household Behavior report.

55. Exchange information, including good practices and lessons learned, could provide further guidance, such as on national targets aligned with Aichi Biodiversity Target 4. 

56. The leadership and contribution of Ministries of Economy and Finance is perceived as key to mobilize the various industry sectors and mainstream implementation. 
General conclusions on Strategic Goal B
57. Overall policies and guidance are well developed for Strategic Goal B. Implementation of existing policies and guidance remains the major constraint. 

58. Particularly with regards to targets 5and 7, there is a need to strengthen policies, tools and guidance with regards to land use planning that can also take into account other relevant Aichi Biodiversity Targets (such as targets 11, 14 and 15).  
Conclusions for each Aichi Target under Strategic Goal A

Target 5: By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and where feasible brought close to zero, and degradation and fragmentation is significantly reduced.

59. Policies, tools and guidance are relatively well developed. New tools may be needed for decisions makers to account for the costs of habitat loss and degradation. Data should also aim to measure short and long term changes in habitat cover, condition and integrity.
60. Challenges include monitoring sectoral pressures associated with habitat loss, especially the implications of land use change on other critical ecosystems such as wetlands and fresh water. In this regard, countries may need to explore the need for additional tools and guidance to monitor the drivers leading to the loss of habitat. 

61. Examples of successful approaches taken at different levels to reduce habitat loss and to enhance ecosystem service were called for. The combination of policy instruments for land use planning, monitoring and control, together with legal policy frameworks to address deforestation, for example, were highlighted.
Target 6: By 2020 all fish and invertebrate stocks and aquatic plants are managed and harvested sustainably, legally and applying ecosystem based approaches, so that overfishing is avoided, recovery plans and measures are in place for all depleted species, fisheries have no significant adverse impacts on threatened species and vulnerable ecosystems and the impacts of fisheries on stocks, species and ecosystems are within safe ecological limits.

62. At the global, regional, and often national levels, policies, tools and guidance are relatively well developed with regards to fish stocks and the impacts of fishing. 

63. Monitoring of fish catches is relatively well developed, although not without gaps and constraints. At the global level this topic is already covered by the FAO including attempts to improve monitoring and data. 

64. Major challenges remain in monitoring the impacts of fishing on ecosystems and biodiversity (other than the fish catch itself). As an interim measure, indicators and monitoring should be included for trends in fishing pressures and the application of management measures.
Target 7: By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring conservation of biodiversity.

65. For agriculture there is limited guidance specifically under the Convention on Biological Diversity but a considerable level of guidance available at the global, regional and national levels made available through partners including in particular the FAO, the CGIAR centres and many intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations and farmer support organizations. 

66. Measures to foster coherence among different sectors, including agriculture, aquaculture and forestry were also underscored. In many countries inter-ministerial dialogues and bodies have been created to enhance greater coordination and cross-sectoral cooperation. These have also been useful in fostering small scale ecosystem-related production systems.
67. Much of the current guidance refers to operational management on the ground, whereas the key factors include the important indirect drivers of incentives, trade and consumption patterns. 
68. Further guidance in a holistic and integrated manner to help balance multiple demands for growing production of food, fiber and fuel and increasing pressures on biodiversity. In the context, the need to address intensified agriculture systems was mentioned.  
69. Challenges that remain include:

(a) finding the appropriate balance between intensive (high input) and smaller scale, ecosystem based,  production systems;
(b) Monitoring the impact of these actions is relatively limited with the information currently available;
(c) Leveraging policy support from different sectors, implementing and monitoring policy, while addressing the major drivers, through law enforcement and other regulatory measures, need to be factored in to achieve this target; 
(d) Links to other Targets ( i.e. the effects of forest fires to pollutants - Target 8).  
70. While there are no universally agreed criteria for sustainability for forests, agriculture or aquaculture  the monitoring framework can use a small number of globally consistent indicators that work across ecosystems to provide an overview, and also flexible, ecosystem specific indicators that reflect local circumstances. 
(a) Improvements can be made in these independent initiatives to build a stronger perspective on biodiversity criteria and safeguards, while also addressing the externalities in primary industries and opportunities to foster regional efforts to promote productivity in rural areas;
(b) At the regional level criteria and indicator processes have led to some advances in the collection of data that is comparable, reflecting areas that are not only certified but sustainability managed;
(c) The role of indigenous and local communities was also emphasized. Through the implementation of the Plan of Action on Customary Sustainable Use of Biodiversity, indigenous and local communities can also contribute in the collection of data and application of monitoring initiatives.
Target 8: By 2020, pollution, including from excess nutrients, has been brought to levels that are not detrimental to ecosystem function and biodiversity.

71. There is much policy guidance and tools available at global, regional and national levels, although with significant gaps in implementation of measures to significantly reduce pollution. 

72. A major gap is with regards to soils as sinks for pollutants and as a substrate for biodiversity. 
Target 9: By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized, priority species are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to manage pathways to prevent their introduction and establishment. 

73. National invasive species strategies and action plans are developed and integrated in NBSAPs in a number of countries.   
74. International standards for sanitary and phytosanitary measures were developed with the context of other international agreements and not fully focused on biodiversity therefore it is not simple for Parties to apply the measures under the environment related policy. Explanatory materials (COP XI/28) would assist Parties to apply these international standards and guidance to achieve Target 9 (measures to be in place) if such materials are associated with capacity development opportunities.
75. Information on invasive alien species is needed and the GIASI Partnership is filling gaps in this regard. Further information on pathways and measures to control them would be useful. 
76. Tools for cost benefit analysis tools on the relative feasibility of eradication versus management for established alien species can facilitate decision making. 
Target 10:  By 2015, the multiple anthropogenic pressures on coral reefs, and other vulnerable ecosystems impacted by climate change or ocean acidification are minimized, so as to maintain their integrity and functioning.
77. The urgency of attention to this target was stressed (in view of its 2015 timeline). 
78. A major gap is the identification of vulnerable ecosystems at the national level using consistent assessments of relative vulnerability to climate change, other pressures and the effects of multiple pressures. 
79. At the global/regional levels, these assessments should explore which regions are most vulnerable and assess the reasons for differences between them. 
-----
� UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/17/2, and addenda 1 to 4, and UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/17/3.


� Based on interventions made so far.
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