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Thank you for the work that has gone into this doent. As an national organisation
(non-governmental) organisations with concerns attmienvironment and
conservation, including biodiversity and keepinghivi planetary limits, we are gratefu
for the Background and the Prior Processes and s#otions that orient us to what ha
been done, and the Other considerations and subngsmade, as recorded in Section
I-V. We are grateful for all that work and fourtdréry useful to have your account of

We are a national organisation with a keen intérekbth sub-national matters within
our remit and in national and international mattaie are long-standing members of
IUCN. Various of us have been on the Council ancth@issions of IUCN.

To date we have not been very aware of the speafithe development of the CBD

processes or how to have input, though generallgneev about the CBD and the targe

etc. We are considerably out of touch with theDQ®licy development processes. V|
have used the Aichi and other commitments and ega ksubject to our slim resources
to stay abreast of the Strategic Plans and thdamwent and implementation of the
outcomes of the post 2020 Global Biodiversity Frawr.
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This is an example of a specific comment on PadgaBagrap 6

18, 19

We agree with the goal of connecting with and hssimgy the biodiversi-related
sections of the many other international agreememisconventions.

19

As a specific point that applies to this paragrapt the document in general, we th
there could be more inclusion of the marine reajne@ments, including the Law of the
Sea, the developing Biodiversity Beyond Nationaistliction agreement and many
other marine-related agreements.

20

We welcome the 2050 Vision of the Strategic Plash taeliving in harmony with natur

and “By 2050 biodiversity is valued, conservedtaesd and wisely used”.




5-6

20

We agree that this Vision needs to e specifics defined as elements and benchn
and scenarios to achieve its purpose, for 2030) 20d 2050.

Scenarios have contributed a good deal to the shksom of climate change and
greenhouse gas emissions. For biodiversity, wstmany, many variables, this will be
far more challenging, but is necessary to providetangibility that is needed.

The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species and theGldst of intact ecosystems
provide focal points and the

Ecosystem functionality exposed in ecosystem serstiedies and typologies have
helped many who had failed to grasp the signifieasfoecosystems to get some

understanding of these. Reporting on these isiitapt so long as the disaggregation|of
these does not obscure the connections and impert#rthe whole system.

In our view, the Vision, the tools the goals antivities need to be defined and
discussed in ways that emphasise the need to rimelitghysical systems, not simply
services to people. If systems fail, so do theises and stocks that benefit people an
are used by them — but it is other species andititeractions with each other and the
biophysical environment that are fundamental.
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20

We consider that there could be efforts to sepatiataission of “use”f biodiversity
into private consumptive uses (rivalness in envirtental economic terms) and the non-
rival benefits of biodiversity that accrue to allo the extent that consumptive private
(ie rival) uses deprive many of non-rival benefitmany of which are vital — there may
be a loss of total welfare of the population. @gasome consumptive uses must be
made, but the ledger must also show the loss tdatidely experience benefits.

Distinguishing these rival and non-rival “uses” Wbhelp to clarify welfare
implications.

It would be helpful in this context also to addrds pervasive language of “promoting
sustainable use”. The fundamental ambiguity &f taim may help gain agreement, but
it maintains the idea that we should push for ratarbe used. A more helpful and
coherent formulation is that “any use should beagnable”. We recommend that
formulation.

The nature of the use, and classification of itMeein rival use and non-rival would help
to understand the losses to society — and the@mmient — incurred when there is
consumptive use.

21

We agree with the points made in para 21 about¢leel to have implementation supg
mechanisms, and reviews of implementation withnleehanisms listed.

21, 2%

We agree thithere should be national goals and commitment&reltmay be some ra
for nationally determined commitments given thaisef of some countries to sign up to
internationally determined limits and measures. n&ed to guard against these
nationally determined commitments being vague, untmus, achieved by debasemer
of the meanings of terms — such as “marine protieateas” that are no more than papgr
parks or feeble regulations with no enforcementsingly entrenching business as
usual — or worse. We recognise the politics ofomai sovereignty and the use of that
defence against international accountability.
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21, 2%

Requirements for reporting to be verified and thate than government reporting
achieved is essential in our view. The provisisinguld include separate reports from
NGOs and other members of civil society. The sigitNew Zealand of delegations of
officials from other OECD countries to assess Naaland’'s environmental
performance within the OECD, can be helpful. Qtheryears these 10 yearly
assessments have occasionally galvanised goversteemiprove and the public relea
of the reports, especially when these have nat baded down in collusive
uncriticality.

Provision for meetings — and we suggest — reportietegations by NGOs and others
civil society — to reviewers can help to stiffesalve — or the PR obfuscation efforts —
governments. If ENGO reports are made public,his help to increase transparency
and veracity of government reporting. Clearlysame countries this would be very
risky to those making such reports, so it mustdmething to which civil society
organisations give their consent.

Another model is that of the Open Government Pestrip. In this process and
Independent Reviewer is appointed. NGOs and ottarshen report to or be
interviewed by the Independent reviewer who in teports to the international
secretariat — and the government. This may prosasee shield to those who do not
want to be picked on or persecuted by the goverhméte suggest that the option of
direct submissions to the CBD secretariat and degandent reviewer might be a goo
mix.
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24

We agree that the future goals should be no legitiaos than the Aichi Targets. V
agree that there must be consideration of a widetyaof perspectives.

We further support both the mapping of aspiratiatigdctions, and definable and
reportable milestones.

The IPCC has had to clearly demonstrate its sientiderpinnings, but with
biodiversity, other knowledge, such as traditicaradl local informed ecological
knowledge is also needed. Sometimes the lattertrigmer further research.

24

We tend to agree with the need to address and eng#gthe various other biodivers
related Protocols and Conventions. Care will bexded though to ensure that political
financial blockages in one place do not then leastterosis everywhere.

or

25

We agree on inclusiveness of people and groupsandeepresentative of citizens ¢
holders of particular knowledge. We are less aweed that corporates should have th
same “voice” as citizen-based organisations oremwéck who may be somewhat
independent of vested interests.

26

Iterative processes are welcome so long as it bt lead to bur-out and exhaustion «
those called to comment (and those in the Secagtari

27

In general we agree with the points in 27. We waddthat there is a need to ens
that the focus on biodiversity is not lost in therass of sustainable development
agendas. Mainstreaming and submerging could Ise dousins.

Biosecurity and controls on invasive species is atgortant to biodiversity, food
security and peace. We consider this needs mpieigxexposure, as do the links to

climate destabilisation.




30

We agreewith the points made in para 30 about evide but note that “researctand
“observations” rather than “science”-based is agbeerm. Traditional ecological

knowledge may reflect keen observation over longtperiods and should also form g
part of biodiversity assessments.

31

The emphasis in para 31 on implementation issugseiews of actions plan
independent reporting of effectiveness of actiaken (not only by Parties) is essential.

32

The use of metings convened between now and 2020 is sensilidygar in mind the
for many civil society organisations, particulattye environmental NGOs, participatiof
at biodiversity specific meetings is expensive dificult to the point of impossible, an
that keeping up with processes at other venuesHlssvoften not possible.

|

33

We agree that national processes are importaig.also important that there are sc
funds for NGOs to convene with other civil societganisations, academics etc to
discuss matters independent of governments andstinaiegically used funding — if any.

34

Review processes are esser— and these should include by civil society membeos
only by governments themselves or officials fromestcountries. Diplomatic
considerations and collusive refusals to blow théstie on other governments are too
likely to impede frank reporting.

35

Voluntary commitments have a ple- but verification and cohesion internationally .
both important too. Too many voluntary commitmes#a end up being exercises in
“smoke and mirrors” with debasement of the meanifiigrms and commitments.
External curation and reporting of voluntary conments is still necessary.
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36

Agreed, but this could be expanded to include s from other entities than Parti

37

Fine, so long as “interim” commitments is not cdole“able to be slithered out of”. Tt
problem of lags is well worth addressing.

38, 3¢

Overarching Principle — these seem good, but some resourcing willeeded tc
achieve the inclusivity.

10, 11

40

We agree with these activities but again, resouimesll but the most wealthy ENG(
will be needed to enable participation, if onlysimpport of costs.

Leveraging networks such as the members and coniemsssf IUCN could be useful to
achieve these goals. IUCN national committees ravtiese exist, and networks with
convening power such as ECO NZ and our equivakda&svhere could be used to reach
into the community. Most of us work unpaid, sophweith venue costs and fares and
other such costs can make a huge difference talility to participate.

In remote and/or far-flung coutnries — such astered island nations in the Pacific —
costs of collaboration and meetings can be a hagéeh

11

41

In New Zealand there has been little attempt byeguwent to engage civil society in 1
CBD processes. As of late 2017 we have a new govent and notably a well informed
and motivated Minister of Conservation who comesitfian ENGO background. We
hope that there can be improved communications fheniNZ focal point about CBD
matters.

A calendar of events is and would be very usefidar in mind though, that it can be far
too expensive for many of us to get to internatiamal regional events. Some form of
inclusion of those who cannot make it or finansigbport is needed. Our experience |s
that poorly resourced first world voluntary orgaatisns find it especially difficult to get
to such meetings.

12

43

Such Reviews will be welcome. Yole done a great job of avoiding acronym soup.
it will still be useful to provide an abbreviatigiossary.

15-16

Table ?

We have not heard of the possible March 2New Zealand based Pacific Regio
Capacity Development Programme. Is it happenitig®ould be useful if future
versions on these event lists also included a URttlier means of further information.




16 Table ¢

The list of events could be accompanied by inforomadf how to develop such evel
and whether there are any sources of funding fsaland how to access those.

17, 1€ Figure

Hmm, these are acronym soup. A glossary is neeflecbn the Gantt chart are so

flow more vertical lines. It is useful though, thanks
chart,
Gantt
Chart
0 0 Thanks for this work which is mainly derstandable even to those of us not immers

CBD matters. We hope to engage further.

Additional rows can be added to this table by sglgcTable” followed by “insert” anc
“rows below”

Please submit your commentssiecretariat@cbd.irdr by fax at +1 514 288 6588 WyJanuary 2018




