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	Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	General comments

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Structure of the monitoring framework – aim for a limited set and strengthened alignment of goals/targets with monitoring elements and indicators: The goals, milestones and targets set out in this document aim to cover all possible aspects of biodiversity, its protection and restoration in a comprehensive way. This is relevant for an assessment (e.g. IPBES, GBO) but not for a Parties’ accounting framework. Therefore the framework should be drastically restructured and focus on a limited number of monitoring components and elements both for the goals and the targets. 

The current monitoring framework for the GBF contains a myriad of indicators Therefore there is a strong need to have an agreed subset of headline indicators. Such a set of headline indicators, where underlying data is consistent and comparable across countries, could help prioritize national efforts, but more importantly allow for cumulative assessments of whether national commitments and implementation are on track to meet the GBF targets. However, the issue of headline indicators is absent from the current draft monitoring framework. The revised version for SBSTTA-24 should 1) include information on which indicators are suitable as headline indicators), and 2) provide suggestions for a set of headline indicators (e.g. in general one headline indicator per goal and target). For useful information on headline indicators please see CBD/SBSTTA/23/INF/3 “The Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework: Targets, indicators and measurability implications at global and national level” (Nov 2019) as well as the OECD submission regarding this monitoring framework. 

Specifically for Goals A and Goal B, many of the proposed monitoring elements could be monitored with indicators developed from Natural Capital Accounting. They should be designed in line with the SEEA-EEA standard as explicitly mentioned in Eurostat’s submission.
The EU strongly recommends that the final number of monitoring components and indicators should be much lower than in this proposal, with one headline indicators for each goal and target. 

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Goal A components: There is still no clear zero human (avoidable) extinction by 2050 as component of goal A despite recent scientific articles on the measurability of such a commitment. In addition, there is no reference to the Land Degradation Neutrality by 2030 target (UNCCD).

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Capacity building: All indicators focus exclusively on inputs, which says little about the objective, which is to close gaps. Indicators focusing on any gaps in capacity building or technology transfer are completely missing. Further review should also take into account the discussions on the long-term strategic framework for capacity building.

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Resources mobilization: the draft monitoring framework proposes all kinds of indicators regarding e.g. private financial flows and philanthropy while this is merged with public funding in the current CBD financial reporting framework, under both international and domestic financial flows. In recent RM discussions, there was a sense that this should continue to be the case (Parties should have the right to integrate e.g. amounts of private investments mobilized through ODA in the international flows that they report). 

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Biosafety: The wording of the components of the targets should be aligned with the wording of the targets, which is the case now, but the wording of the targets is not final yet. This makes it difficult to comment at this stage on the components.

	0
	0
	0
	0
	ABS: The indicators to measure the ABS-related goal and target (goal C and target 12) are based on tools developed under the Nagoya Protocol and are applied for the whole framework. This is incorrect. The ABS related goal and target under GBF should cover all ABS legal instruments (both the ones existing now, such as ITPGRFA, or PIP Framework, as well as the ones that will come in the future, such as the expected agreement BBNJ, negotiated under UNCLOS). It should also be applicable to CBD Parties. The indicators thus should be of the type that allow capturing and measuring various ABS models/ instruments, including situations where benefits sharing takes place in a context where access is not regulated. 

However, as currently proposed, the indicators for goal C are only applicable to the Nagoya Protocol Parties. For example, there is no obligation on Parties to CBD (nor on Parties to ITPGRFA) to issue Internationally Recognized Certificates of Compliance or designate checkpoints. This results in proposing indicators under the framework, which can only be expected from Nagoya Protocol Parties.   

As for indicators proposed for target 12, although the target aims to cover broader range of ABS instruments (we note in particular indicator for ITPGRFA), still a number of them are structured as if they were only applicable to NP Parties. This is however incorrect as target 12 should be applicable to all CBD Parties. In this context, it may be useful to create a subset of indicators relevant to NP Parties (namely the ones from lines 142-144) rather than presume that obligations of NP would apply in the same way to CBD Parties.

We note with concern that traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is not in any way covered by indicators under goal C, reflecting the fact that goal C does not refer to it. This seems highly inappropriate.

As observed above, we believe that the ABS-related goal and target should cover all ABS instruments. We would welcome thus inclusion of PIP Framework that so far proved one of the most efficient ABS instruments with regard to generation of benefits.

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Indicator suitability: some of the indicators that are being suggested appear to be a bit forced into a particular target (e.g., most of those suggested for target 2) and in an ideal world, you would create specific ones (i.e. to address effectiveness, equity, etc…). In addition, a number of the indicators proposed have their own “issues” and do not quite deliver what people think e.g. the SDG 14.5. Thus, in some cases, especially for headline indicators, there might be a need to develop specific indicators rather than rely on existing indicators that do not quite deliver what we need. 

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Tier approach: It would be useful if a Tier approach (1-3) similar to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) could be applied, where Tier I means data are regularly produced by countries for at least 50 per cent of the countries and of the population in every region where the indicator is relevant. This means that data is available in a consistent and comparable way across many countries. The data can therefore be added up, to determine whether countries are on track to meet the post-2020 global biodiversity (goals) and targets (cf. Headline indicators)

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Marine ecosystems:

1) Marine ecosystems are not well represented throughout monitoring framework. Monitoring elements regarding marine and coastal waters focus on few ecosystems (e.g. coral reefs, seagrasses & mangroves), while other important marine ecosystems (e.g. kelp forests, deep-sea habitats, etc.) are missing.

2) Pressures on marine ecosystem are not always well tackled throughout monitoring framework.

	Table 1

	Goal A/ A1. Increased extent of natural ecosystems (terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems)/ Trends in area of forest ecosystems

	1
	2
	A
	1-14
	The focus is only on ecosystem extent and not quality (condition) which should be added: Increased extent “and condition” of natural ecosystems (terrestrial, freshwater and marine, ecosystems). 

	1
	2
	A
	1-14
	The important issue of ecosystem restoration is an important component of the goal. However, it is not yet made explicit.  

	1
	2
	B
	1-14
	The list of ecosystems should be in line with IPBES and include forest and woodlands, agroecosystems (cropland and grassland), freshwater (lakes and rivers), marine (coastal, lagoons, seas), wetlands and urban.

	1
	2
	B
	1-14
	The important issue of ecosystem restoration is an important component of the goal. However, it is not captured in the monitoring elements (B) and indicators (C).

	1
	2
	B
	5-12
	Monitoring elements for goal A regarding marine ecosystems focus on corals, seagrasses & mangroves, while some elements are available for other important marine ecosystems such as kelp forests (see https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780128050521000036)

	1
	2
	B
	11-12
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in marine ecosystems area focus on area of corals, seagrasses & mangroves, but should also include other important marine ecosystems such as deep-sea habitats (https://www.nature.com/articles/s41559-019-1091-z) and kelp forests (see https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780128050521000036)

	1
	2
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: Land cover change and conversions

Rationale: focus on deforestation’s monitoring and land use change - FAO defines deforestation as the conversion of forest to other land uses

Indicator: OECD: https://data.oecd.org/biodiver/land-cover-change.htm

	1
	2
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: Change in cropland extent

Rationale: focus on deforestation monitoring and land use change : 

This indicator can address the issue of deforestation in link with expansion of agriculture (approximately 80% of global deforestation is linked to the expansion of land used for agriculture).

Indicator: Data source: USGS - Data coverage: Global, regularly updated https://www.croplands.org

	Goal A/ A2. Ecosystem integrity and connectivity (terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems) / Trends in fragmentation and quality of forest ecosystems

	1
	2
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: Biodiversity Intactness Index

Rationale: more relevant for forest degradation monitoring (especially in the tropical biome) 

	1
	2
	C
	new
	Additional indicator: Forest Landscape Integrity Index

Already proposed in indicator FW

WCS

	1
	2
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: forest area density index and average forest  patch size:

For SOFO (The State of the World's Forests) FAO used forest area density index and average forest  patch size: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC118594/technicalreport_fao_frag.pdf

	1
	2
	C
	1-14
	IPBES indicators should be used for condition (species extinction risk, species abundance and diversity) to assess condition of each ecosystem type

	1
	2
	C
	12
	This indicator is for specific marine and coastal ecosystems. This could not be appropriate as a rather  overall indicator

	1
	2
	B
	13-14 
	Monitoring elements for goal A regarding freshwater ecosystems focus on wetlands. Change in the extent of freshwater area could be further investigated using the Global Surface Water Explorer (https://global-surface-water.appspot.com/). Change in river connectivity could be investigated by monitoring the localization of dams (see e.g. https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-020-0362-5)

	1
	2
	C
	13
	The Wetland Extent Trends Index tells part of the story; but does not cover the loss (or recovery) of streams or ponds.

	1
	2
	C
	14 bis
	Add indicators related to Land Degradation Neutrality which is strongly related to ecosystems in good condition: annual change in degraded or desertified arable land

	1
	3
	C
	23-24
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in fragmentation and quality of coral reefs focus on species and acidity (i.e. quality), but should also include an indicator on fragmentation (i.e. continuous global health coral reefs cover/ live coral cover)

	1
	3
	C
	24
	We should prioritize SDGs indicators rather than proposing new ones

	1
	3
	B
	27-28
	Indicators illustrating the number of barriers or dammed lakes and barriers made passable are relevant. Connectivity between rivers and floodplains are also relevant.

	1
	3
	
	29
	Aren’t there any for fish, i.e. sharks and rays?

	1
	3
	
	30
	This would not measure trend in extinction but the opposite. Do we want this?

	1
	4
	C
	36
	3 indicators have been recently proposed to follow the conservation of genetic diversity in all species (see: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320720307126): indicators are: 1) the number of populations with effective population size above versus below 500, 2) the proportion of populations maintained within species, 3) the number of species and populations in which genetic diversity is monitored using DNA-based methods

	1
	4
	C
	36
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in the diversity of wild species should include the phylogenetic diversity (PD), as indicator measuring biodiversity based on phylogeny (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/jse.12436); and other genetic diversity indicators based on number of species and populations, effective population size, and proportion of populations within species monitored with DNA-based methods (https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320720307126)

	1
	4
	B
	37-39
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in diversity of cultivated plants, farmed and domesticated animals should include fishing species (https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780128050521000127). 

	1
	4
	A
	42-49
	Here it is not clear what is meant by critical ecosystems (presumably ecosystems that are rare, vulnerable etc. The monitoring elements (B) could be much better linked, i.e. more specific, to ‘critical’ (A).

	1
	4
	C
	44
	Already developed for EU

	1
	4
	C
	45
	Effectiveness still need to be developed for marine

	1
	4
	B
	48
	“Areas of particular importance for ecosystem services” can correspond to many things and should be specified. This may be the opportunity to use indicators of phylogenetic diversity (PD), a metric which has been used by the IPBES to represent two types of Nature contributions to people: i) medicinal/biochemical/genetic

Resources and ii) maintenance of options. A proposal for including PD indicators in the post 2020 framework can be found here: https://www.cbd.int/api/v2013/documents/6445B22E-1BA7-18B7-6D28-61A95052E841/attachments/IUCN-6.docx

	1
	4
	B
	48
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in areas of particular importance for ecosystem services conserved should be split per ecosystems or services type. Phylogenetic diversity (PD) should be considered as indicator for the provisioning and maintenance services (i.e. medicinal/biochemical/genetic resources; maintenance of options, IPBES 2019 https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2020-02/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymakers_en.pdf

	1
	4
	B
	49
	It may be difficult to find an appropriate indicator)

	1
	4,5
	C
	49-50
	Not clear why the indicator PARC-Representativeness is repeated twice                               

	1
	5
	A
	51
	On the components of the 2050 Goal, we propose to add the following reference – in red-  to soil issues: “Nature’s regulating contributions including climate regulation, formation and protection of soils, disaster prevention and other”

As this is an essential regulating contribution of nature

	1
	5
	A
	51-71
	For goal B, the Nature Contribution to People “maintenance of options” should be included and can be measured and monitored using two indicators: phylogenetic diversity and species’ survival probability (see figure SPM 1 in the IPBES global assessment)

	1
	5
	A
	51-62
	Amend B1. Nature’s regulating contributions including climate

regulation, disaster prevention, formation and protection of soils and other

	1
	5
	C
	51-62
	Priority should be given to the indicators used to monitor land degradation neutrality (SDG/UNCCD target). This component of the goal would also be a trigger to develop new indicators and to collect new data at global level.

	1
	5
	C
	56
	Indicators regarding trends in regulation of climate should include blue carbon of marine areas.

	1
	5
	C
	57
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in regulation of ocean acidification might include proportion of area under sustainable management of carbon dioxide emissions and excess nutrients.

	1
	5
	B
	57
	Regulation? How about trend on ocean acidification?

	1
	5
	B
	60
	Not sure what this element refers to? Rather than regulation, it should focus on the quality itself

	1
	5
	B, C
	60
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in regulation of coastal water quality, should also include marine waters. Indicators should reflect the major impact on marine and coastal water quality (i.e. contaminants, litter, excess nutrients, eutrophication etc.)

	1
	5 
	B
	61
	We propose to add to the current monitoring element “Trends in formation, protection and decontamination of soils and sediments” the following complement “and in soil quality (physical, chemical and biological quality)”. 

In this way, all possible soil degradation processes are covered, although not for all processes indicators are available, certainly not at global scale

	1
	6 
	B
	65
	Consider “Fish stocks at MSY”. See example for Europe https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/indicators/status-of-marine-fish-stocks-4/assessment

	1
	6
	A
	72-76
	We note that access to genetic resources has been added to the understanding of the ABS concept. We very much welcome this addition. As stressed many times, without access to genetic resources, there is no utilization; without utilization of genetic resources, there is no benefit sharing. Thus, access is a pre-requisite for benefit sharing.

	1
	6
	C
	72
	It is proposed that trends in access are measured by “Number of users that have provided information relevant to the utilization of genetic resources to designated checkpoints”. 

Number of users that provided information on utilization to designated checkpoints on utilization does not illustrate trends in access. It actually shows trends in utilization that have been reported to the designated checkpoints. As such the indicator could be moved to line 75, however even with such move, there are limitations, see below. 

Firstly, designation of checkpoints is an obligation on the NP Parties. It is thus unclear how data for such indicator were to be collected from the non-Parties to NP. 

The ABS goal is also supposed to include ITPGRFA and ideally also other ABS models/ instruments. The indicator however does not seem to be relevant to ITPGRFA framework, nor is comprehensive of other models where checkpoints are not established.  

The indicator is also not applicable to CBD Parties that are not Parties to the NP. 

As for the NP Parties, because the Protocol is at its early days of implementation, there is only handful of Parties that designated checkpoints. The data collection is thus likely to be influenced by the implementation level even in relation to the NP Parties.  

As for indicators measuring trends in access, it is our strong belief that such indicators need to be generic enough to cover various ABS legal instruments and they should not be understood as creating obligation to set up ABS legal frameworks by Parties (as Parties are free not to do so). 

	1
	6
	C
	73
	‘Number of checkpoints published’ – yet again shows a trend in utilization and only indirectly in access (and as such could be moved to line 75). 

Similar limitations apply here as in relation to line 72: the obligation to establish checkpoints is only applicable to NP Parties. 

Similarly to above, it is thus unclear how such indicator was to be implemented in relation to non-NP Parties, where no duty to publish checkpoints exists. The proposed indicator also does not seem to be relevant to other ABS instruments (such as ITPGRFA). 

With regard to NP Parties, there are only few Parties that established checkpoints so far. This low level of implementation will inevitably impact the completeness of reporting and overview of the situation

	1
	6
	B
	74-76
	It is unclear what the difference between “Trends in the benefits from the access to genetic resources shared” and “Trends in monetary and non-monetary benefits from access to genetic resources shared” is. Presumably, the first general formulation (benefits from access to GRs) also encompasses both monetary and non-monetary benefits from access to GRs. What is the point of this repetition? We suggest that line 74 is thus deleted.

In addition, the expression ‘trends in (…) benefits from access to genetic resources shared’ sounds odd; presumably we are talking about benefits shared from access to genetic resources? The current formulation allows for interpretation that genetic resources are shared rather than benefits. This formulation should be adjusted across the monitoring framework.    

	1
	6
	C
	74-76
	We note absence of indicators proposed for measuring of benefit sharing. We are fully aware of the challenges related to establishing indicators to measure benefits, particularly in a way that would not result in creating excessive reporting requirements for Parties receiving benefits and considering also the fact that under the bilateral NP model terms of contracts are often confidential. However, if we are aiming for a measureable ABS goal under GBF, then indicators measuring benefits are necessary. 

We note also the issue of the baseline. There is no comprehensive data available now that would tell us what the current level of benefit sharing is. 

It is also our opinion that indicators measuring benefits shared need to be expressed in a way that would allow encompassing different ABS models. 

	1
	6
	C
	75
	We note also absence of indicators for utilization. Please note our suggestions on lines 72-73 (observing also the limitations). 

	1
	6
	B,C
	64-67
	Component on Nature’s material contributions including food, water and others should include a NCP “maintenance of options” as monitoring element, and the phylogenetic diversity (PD) and species’ survival probability as indicators (https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2020-02/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymakers_en.pdf).

	1
	6
	C
	64-67
	None of the monitoring elements captures water, which is explicitly mentioned in B.2. In this context, SDG Indicator 6.3.2 “Proportion of bodies of water with good ambient water quality” is relevant

	1
	6
	C
	65-67
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in provisioning services from biodiversity should include the phylogenetic diversity (PD) as indicator (https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2020-02/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymakers_en.pdf). 

	1
	6
	B
	72-73
	Regarding marine genetic resources, further attention should be paid to the forthcoming BBNJ Treaty, including high-seas (https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00520/full)

	1
	6
	C
	74-76
	Indicators regarding trends in sharing of the benefits might include information from the monitoring system ABS Clearing-House of Nagoya protocol as mentioned e.g. in row 73. Regarding marine genetic resources, further attention should be paid to the forthcoming BBNJ Treaty (https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00520/full)

	1
	6
	B
	77
	This draft monitoring element (Trends in the mobilization financial resources from public international financial flows) is not in line with the current CBD financial reporting framework, which currently defines international financial flows as public and private flows. The current reporting framework defines ‘other flows’ as ‘resources mobilized by the private sector as well as non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia.’ The post 2020 monitoring elements should be in line with currently agreed financial reporting framework, which Parties invested significant efforts to develop and implement in their national budgets and reporting systems. We propose therefore to add ‘and private’ in the draft monitoring element so that it would read ‘Trends in the mobilization of financial resources from public and private international financial flows’

	1
	6
	C
	77
	In line with the above comment, the draft indicator (Official development assistance on conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity (SDG indicator 15.a.1)) should be broader and include ‘other official flows’ and ‘other flows’ in line with the definition of ‘international financial resource flows’ under the current CBD financial reporting framework. This indicator should therefore read ‘international financial resource flows’

	1
	6
	B
	78
	In line with the above comments, the draft monitoring element (Trends in public domestic resource mobilization) should be aligned with the current CBD reporting framework and reflect the definition of ‘domestic biodiversity expenditures’ (Government budgets – central; Government budgets – state/provincial; Government budgets – local/municipal; Extra-budgetary; Private/market; Other (NGO, foundations, academia);  Collective action of indigenous and local communities). This monitoring element should therefore read ‘Trends in public domestic resource mobilization’

	1
	6
	C
	78
	In line with the above comments, the draft indicator (15.a.1 (b) revenue generated and finance mobilized from biodiversity-relevant economic instruments (SDG indicator 15.a.1)) should be broadened in order to reflect other sources of domestic resource mobilization, in line with the current reporting framework. This indicator should therefore read ‘domestic biodiversity expenditures’.

	1
	7
	B
	79
	In line with the above comments, this draft monitoring element (trends in the mobilization of financial resources from private sector) should be removed from the draft monitoring framework, as it would be more logical and simple to capture private flows under both international and domestic financial flows. Multiplying monitoring elements and indicators would be likely to render future monitoring unnecessarily complex, and we should rather build upon the financial reporting framework as agreed by Parties. The lack of draft indicator to support this monitoring element further demonstrates that it should be deleted.

	1
	7
	B
	80
	Same comment as above, this monitoring element (Trends in the mobilization of financial resources from charitable organisations) should be integrated in international and domestic flows respectively, in line with the current CBD financial reporting framework. This monitoring element should be deleted.

	1
	7
	B
	81-85
	Regarding marine genetic resources, further attention should be paid to the forthcoming BBNJ Treaty, including high-seas (https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00520/full)

	1
	7
	D
	81-85
	All indicators focus exclusively on inputs, which says little about the objective, which is to close gaps. Indicators focusing on any gaps in capacity building or technology transfer are completely missing. Further review should also take into account the discussions on the long-term strategic framework for capacity building.

	T9.3. Sustainable management of all types of forests

	1
	20
	C
	New row number after 126
	Additional indicator 

Species Habitat Index 

Rationale: assessment of forest management and potential impact on associated species/habitats

	1
	20
	C
	New row number after 126
	Additional indicator 

Forest Specialists Living Planet Index (LPI)

Rationale: assessment of forest management and potential impact on associated species/habitats


	1
	20
	C
	New row number after 126
	Additional indicator 

Red List Index (forest dependent species) 

Rationale: assessment of forest management and potential impact on associated species/habitats

	Table 2

	T1.2. Prevention of reduction and fragmentation of natural habitats due to land/sea use change/

Trends in extent and rate of change of forest ecosystems

	2
	8
	B
	4
	If these refer to area coverage, it will be difficult to allocate an accurate indicator for this (?)

	2
	8
	C
	3-4
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in area under integrated coastal zone management and marine spatial planning might include proportion of marine and coastal area, and number of countries using with ICZM and MSP, as mentioned in e.g. row 1,2

	2
	8
	C
	New after 6
	Additional indicator 

Ecosystem Intactness index 

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	8
	C
	New after 6
	Additional indicator 

Forest Landscape Integrity Index

 (already proposed in the indicator FW

	2
	8
	C
	New after 6
	Additional indicator 

Forest Specialists Living Planet Index (LPI)

 (already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	8
	C
	New after 6
	Additional indicator 

Species Habitat Index 

(already proposed in the indicator FW

	2
	8
	C
	New after 6
	Additional indicator 

Tree cover loss

(already proposed in the indicator FW

	2
	8
	C
	New after 6
	Additional indicator 

Red List Index (forest dependent species) 

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	T1.4. Restoration of degraded ecosystems

Trend in the area of degraded terrestrial ecosystems restored

TITTLE CHANGED IN INDICATOR FW

	2
	8
	B
	New after 7
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

Trends in extent and rate of change of in grasslands
Proposed addition – as mentioned in the indicator FW

	2
	8
	C
	New after 7
	Additional indicator: Ecosystem Intactness index
(mentioned in the indicator FW

	2
	8
	C
	New after 7
	Additional indicator: Species Habitat Index
(mentioned in the indicator FW)

	2
	9
	B
	New after 8
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

- Trend in the area of degraded forest ecosystems restored

As proposed in the indicator FW

Rationale: focus on forest ecosystem

	2
	9
	B
	12
	Wouldn’t the trend in extension already measure the” rate of change”? What do we want to measure here?

	2
	9
	
	13
	Wouldn’t the trend in extension already measure the” rate of change”? What do we want to measure here?

	2
	9
	B
	14
	Wouldn’t the trend in extension already measure the” rate of change”? What do we want to measure here?

	2
	9
	B,C
	16-17
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in extent and rate of change of marine ecosystems area focus on area of corals, seagrasses & mangroves, but should also include other important marine ecosystems such as deep-sea habitats (https://www.nature.com/articles/s41559-019-1091-z) and kelp forests (see https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780128050521000036). Indicators should also include change on the extent of marine and coastal ecosystems

	2
	9
	C
	New after 8
	Additional indicator 

Ecosystem Intactness index 

(already proposed in the indicator FW

	2
	9
	C
	New after 8
	Additional indicator 

Global Ecosystem Restoration Index 

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	9
	C
	19
	The Wetland Extent Trends Index tells part of the story; but does not cover the loss (or recovery) of streams or ponds.

	2
	9
	B
	23
	This only refers to terrestrial ecosystems. Could we propose one for pristine coastal and marine ecosystems?? Any indicator?

	2
	9
	A
	23-25
	There is no reference to the Land Degradation Neutrality by 2030 target component (UNCCD). See also new 125 bis below

	2
	9
	B
	25
	ICRI should have an indicator for this

	2
	9,10
	A,B
	25- 27
	Components on restoration of degraded ecosystems should include trend in area of degraded mangroves restored as monitoring element. It should also include other important marine ecosystems such as deep-sea habitats and kelp forests

	T1.4. Restoration of degraded ecosystems

	2
	10
	B
	29
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element:

- Trends in farmland biodiversity and sustainability of agricultural land

As mentioned in the indicator FW

	2
	10
	C
	New after 29
	Additional indicator: Farmland Biodiversity Score
(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	10
	C
	New after 29
	Additional monitoring  element 

Trend in the area of Degraded grassland ecosystems restored

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	10
	C
	New after 29
	Additional indicator: 

Ecosystem Intactness Index
(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	10
	C
	New after 29
	Additional indicator: 

Farmland Biodiversity Score (already proposed in the indicator FW – table 2

	2
	10
	C
	New after 29
	Additional indicator: 

Global Ecosystem Restoration Index 

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	10
	C
	New after 29
	Additional indicator: Percentage of cropped landscapes with at least 10% natural land

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	10
	C
	31
	To be extended to marine?

	2
	10
	C
	33
	CMS indicator

	2
	10
	C
	34
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in habitat connectivity should also include proportion of degraded areas over total marine and coastal areas as indicator

	2
	10
	A
	35
	To achieve the target, do we need to succeed at all the indicators listed? What will be the justification for saying we have reached the target?

	2
	10
	C
	35-52
	There is no mention of equity here among the list of indicators e.g. Number of PA/CA and OECMs implementing and reporting governance and equity measures.

In general, the workshop report ‘Measuring the quality and effectiveness of protected and conserved areas – Expert meeting for the development of possible indicators and methods for reporting’ provides many useful indicator suggestions of relevance for target 2. 

	2
	10
	C
	35
	Still useful to know the coverage % on land and sea and how it is broken down by country and region. Countries should be further encourage to make regular updates of their data to the WDPA.

	2
	10
	C
	36
	What this asks for and what the indicator give are different. The way the SDG 14.5 is presented in the metadata is that it is coverage of marine areas of importance for biodiversity, while the text of the target is coverage of the marine. The rationale of this change was in the word “areas” https://unstats.un.org/wiki/display/SDGeHandbook/Indicator+14.5.1 

	2
	10
	C
	37
	Good but not the only important areas for biodiversity.

	2
	11
	C
	38
	We still need to define ABCMs for the marine

Will need to be distinguishable from Protected areas and the figures presented as a combined figure and then for protected areas and OECMs.

	2
	11
	B
	39
	“in proportion relevant”: with respect to what? clarify

	2
	11
	C
	39
	Does it refer to Key Biodiversity Areas™? While this is a useful dataset there are some issues with it, e.g. it is not an open access dataset, it is focused on several species and is often not fully representative of important areas for biodiversity in a country or a region. It is a good dataset but needs to be further developed. It should be noted that several countries have their own defined areas of importance for biodiversity so a national figure and a global figure for the same country may vary.

	2
	11
	C
	39
	Most relevant is “Protected Area Coverage of key biodiversity areas”

	2
	11
	C
	40,42
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in proportion of area of particular importance for biodiversity should also include marine and costal biodiversity and ecosystem type

	2
	11
	C
	42
	This could also include proportion of ecoregion covered by protected areas/OECMs

	2
	11
	A
	43
	“representative” Not mentioned in the target text, but a very important factor

	2
	11
	C
	46
	“Protected Areas Management Effectiveness” to be developed for marine (CSIRO?)

This indicator requires a lot of work! It is very important but our concern is that the current dataset does not address adequately this concept.

See from https://www.bfn.de/fileadmin/BfN/ina/Dokumente/Tagungsdoku/2020/Workshop_report_Quality_metrics_for_protected_and_conserved_areas_BF.pdf 

% of PAs/CAs by area with documented objectives

% of PAs/CAs by area with documented threats to natural values

% of PAs/CAs by area, which have (comprehensive / partial / minimal / don’t know) implemented management

By 2030, X% of PAs/CAs demonstrate that the majority of biodiversity values are in good condition, and X% of the remainder demonstrate that biodiversity values are improving

	2
	12
	C
	47
	This is a useful dataset but is not comprehensively filled out. The concept of recording negative aspects of protected areas is very important but it does need to be balanced by the context and if the negative is balanced by a corresponding positive (i.e. a site be degazetted but being gazetted with equivalent to strengthened legislation).

	2
	12
	C
	48
	Relevance to this target????

You could expand this to other industries, but what does it actually tell us about the 30% target???? Perhaps under wider landscape, and add HNV farmland, farmland under biodiversity positive management etc….

	2
	12
	B
	48
	This is more on terrestrial. We should ask for a marine and coastal as well.

Re “under various governance regimes”: wouldn’t this relate to the types of governance sites are under, this is often used to show how non-state actors are responsible for governing protected areas. 

e.g. Number and area of PA/CAs in each of the four governance types with community governance subdivided into self-proclaimed ICCAs and other

e.g. Number and areas of PA/CA and OECMs that have conducted a governance assessment and have a governance and equity action plan, ideally as part of an overall management plan

from https://www.bfn.de/en/int-academy/workshop-documents.html 

Also, this is weak in terms of recognition on the role of Indigenous people

	2
	12
	A
	49
	This could also include the issue of transboundary protected areas, as it shows cooperation across country boundaries and can stimulate the creation of protected areas e.g. Proportion of country borders which are conserved on both sides by a network of PAs and OECMs

	2
	12
	B
	51
	Isn’t this the same as the previous T.2.4?

	2
	12
	B
	52
	Not really clear and difficult to find an indicator…

	2
	12
	C
	54
	We should also include an indicator to measure recovery from collapsed and or overfished stocks in Fisheries (sustainable use)

	2
	13
	B
	59
	FAO may have something useful

	2
	13
	B
	60
	We will need to define and safe operation. Difficult to find an indicator for this (FAO?)

	T6.1. Reduction of pollution from excess nutrients

	
	
	
	
	

	2
	15
	C
	81
	Eutrophication index may better reflect trends on nitrogen and phosphorous pollution  

	2
	15
	B
	New after 85
	Additional monitoring  element 

Trends in use of fertilizers

Rationale: we do refer to the use of in addition of excess of fertilizer

	2
	15
	C
	New after 85
	Additional indicator 

Amount of fertiliser use per hectare

Already cover By FAO and OCDE

	2
	15
	B
	New after 85
	Additional monitoring  element 

Trends in levels of pollution from ammonia

Rationale: we do include pollution from ammonia

	2
	15
	C
	New after 85
	Additional indicator 

Agriculture ammonia emission

Already cover By FAO and OCDE

	2
	15
	B
	New after 85
	Additional monitoring  element 

Trends in the use of nutrients management

Rationale: we do include the use of nutrients in order to reduce them

	2
	15
	C
	New after 85
	Additional indicator 

Application of integrated nutrients management

To be determined

	T6.2. Reduction of pollution from biocides

	2
	15
	B
	86
	Not sure, there are any index for excess pesticides in marine and coastal (?)

	2
	15
	B
	86
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element 
- Change in the rate of pesticide use

As proposed in the zero draft MFW

Rationale: we need to reduce pollution from pesticide per se rather assess the level pollution excess

	2
	15
	B
	87
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element 
- Change in the rate of herbicide use

Rationale: we need to reduce pollution from pesticide per se rather assess the level pollution excess

	2
	15
	B
	88
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element 
- Change in the rate of biocide use

Rationale: we need to reduce pollution from biocide per se rather assess the level pollution excess

	2
	15
	B
	New row after 88
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

Trends in the use of natural pest controls

Rationale: the pesticide reduction should  be accompanied by other alternatives

	2
	15
	C
	New
	Additional indicator 

Application of integrated pest management

OECD Series on Pesticides (no. 75; Report of the OECD Seminar on Indicators for Integrated Pest 

https://www.oecd.org/chemicalsafety/integrated-pest-management/

	New component of the target: T6.5. Change in the impact of pollution on biodiversity as proposed in the zero-draft of the MFW

	2
	16
	C
	89
	SDG indicator may be better for this case

	2
	16
	C
	89
	Indicator regarding trends in level of pollution with marine plastic should not include index of coastal eutrophication

	2
	16
	B
	91
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in levels of pollution from other sources  should also include inorganic wastes

	2
	16
	B
	93
	
IMO may have something on vessel’s noise (?)

	2
	16
	B
	95
	Does indicator on trends in level of pollution from sediments stay for trends in level of pollution from contaminated sediments?   

	2
	16
	C
	New after 96
	New target component 

T6.5. Change in the impact of pollution on biodiversity

	2
	16
	B
	New
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element 
- trends in level of eutrophication

	2
	16
	C
	New
	Additional indicator 

Index of Coastal Eutrophication (ICEP)

	2
	16
	B
	New
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element 
- trends in level of other pollution

	2
	16
	C
	New
	Additional indicator 

Proportion of bodies of water with good ambient water quality. 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2
	18
	C
	105
	Also, the Ocean Health Index for Fisheries 

http://www.oceanhealthindex.org/methodology/components/fisheries-status
The Ocean Health Index uses estimates of biomass to assess stock status, with the reference point that the biomass of all stocks should be at the level that provides maximum sustainable yield. This particular indicator could be used jointly or alternatively with  SDG 14.4.1

	2
	18
	C
	108
	The usefulness of this indicator is rather contested and may not be a good candidate for monitoring trends in sustainable fisheries management

	2
	19
	C
	110
	The Red List Index (RLI) was developed by IUCN to show trends in overall extinction risk for a group of species (i.e. Corals, Albatross, Petrels) and provide an indicator that is used by governments to track their progress in achieving targets that reduce biodiversity loss. However, in the case of corals, it’s only limited to measure the effects of bottom trawl fisheries on the coral communities.

	2
	19
	C
	112
	Indicator for monitoring elements regarding trends in invertebrate stocks should be proportion of shellfish stocks and not fish stocks

	2
	19
	B
	114-116
	Components on sustainable management of wild species of fauna and flora should not limited to terrestrial species., Trends in marine wild species of fauna and flora used for food and medicine should be included as monitoring element

	T9.1. Sustainable management of agricultural biodiversity, including soil biodiversity, cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild relatives

	Trends in area of agriculture under sustainable practices

	2
	20
	B
	119
	Modification of the name of the monitoring element 
- Trends in area of agriculture under sustainable and biodiversitly-friendly practices

Rationale: we need to go beyond sustainable agricultural practices by adding biodiversity-friendly practices

	2
	20
	B
	New after 119
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

Proportion of agricultural area under sustainable certification 

(to be determined

	2
	20
	B
	New
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

Proportion of agricultural area under organic farming (to be determined)

	2
	20
	B
	New
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

Percentage of cropped landscapes with at least 10% natural land



	2
	20
	B
	New
	Additional element in the monitoring element of the target:

Trends in extinction risk and populations of agro-ecosystem associated species 

(already proposed in the indicator FW – table 2)

	2
	20
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: 

Wild Bird Index (farmland species) 

(already proposed in the indicator FW – table 2)

	Trends in genetic diversity of cultivated plants and of wild relatives

	2
	20
	C
	New after 123
	Additional indicator: 

Comprehensiveness of conservation of socioeconomically as well as culturally valuable species.

(already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	20
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: 

Farmland Biodiversity Score (Trends in farmland biodiversity and sustainability of agricultural land) (already proposed in the indicator FW)

	2
	20
	C
	New
	Additional indicator: 

Number of animal genetic resources for food and agriculture secured in medium or long term conservation facilities 

(already proposed in the indicator FW)



	2
	20
	B
	124
	Components on sustainable management of aquaculture should also include trends in genetic diversity of farmed animals and of wild relatives, as mentioned in e.g. row 122

	2
	20
	B
	124
	FAO should have indicators for this

	2
	20
	A
	125bis

New row number
	Additional element in the component of the target:

T9.4.  Achieve land degradation neutrality by 2030 (in link with SDG 15.3)

	2 
	20
	B
	
	New monitoring element:

Proportion of land that is degraded over total land area (SDG indicator 15.3.1)

There is an existing global UN target to achieve land degradation neutrality by 2030 (SDG 15.3). UNCCD is the custodian agency to monitor the target and has developed a methodology for SDG indicator 15.3.1: proportion of land that is degraded over total land area. 

It would make sense to refer to this target here

	2 
	20
	C
	
	New indicators:

SDG sub-indicators:

-
Land cover and land cover changes

-
Land productivity

-
Soil organic carbon and carbon stocks

Extra indicators can be added to complement the three indicators recommended by UNCCD:

- soil sealing

- land take

They could be included under the sub-indicator ‘land cover change’

	2
	20
	D
	
	Should be globally available to monitor progress towards achieving LDN by 2030 (since adoption in 2015).

	2
	21
	A
	127-131
	“Climate adaptation” should be mentioned as biodiversity benefit provided by NBS and ecosystem-based approach (cf. T.7.1)

	2
	22
	B
	133
	“species that provide essential services” can correspond to a lot of things and should be specified. This may be the opportunity to use indicators of phylogenetic diversity (PD), a metric which has been used by the IPBES to represent two types of Nature contributions to people: i) medicinal/biochemical/genetic

Resources and ii) maintenance of options. A proposal for including PD indicators in the post 2020 framework can be found here: https://www.cbd.int/api/v2013/documents/6445B22E-1BA7-18B7-6D28-61A95052E841/attachments/IUCN-6.docx

	2
	22
	B
	133
	Monitoring element regarding trends in species that provide essential services is very general and need to be more specific by species group or ecosystem service type

	2
	22
	B
	136-138
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in contributions of biodiversity to human health and well-being should also include contribution from seagrasses, and kelp forests as well

	2
	22
	C
	141
	With regard to measuring trends in access in genetic resources for ITPGRFA it is proposed to measure “Total number of transfers of crop material from the Multilateral System of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA) received in a country”; however equally important to measure access is the total number of crop material transferred to the MLS of the ITPGRFA. This should be reflected as well.

The information seems to suggest that there is data available about total number of permits (or their equivalent) issued by CBD Parties for access to genetic resources. What data is referred to here? (We are not aware of existence of such data).

	2
	23
	C
	142
	Firstly, only NP Parties are obliged to issue IRCCs and hence the data can only be expected from the NP Parties. As suggested in the general comments, this indicator could be construed as sub-set for NP Parties.

Secondly, when using this indicator, we are getting only the overview of NP Parties that actually upload their permits on the ABSCH and thus ‘issue’ IRCCs. In our view thus the total number of IRCCs published on the ABSCH is certainly a useful indicator however, it is only meaningful in relation to countries that ‘issue’ IRCC (majority of countries does not). Therefore the indicator should rather read: ‘total number of IRCCs published on the ABSCH in relation to a number of countries that issue IRCCs’.

	2
	23
	C
	143
	Being aware that ABS legislation exists in a given country is the first step to ensure compliance. We welcome thus an indicator that captures number of Parties that publish information about their PIC/ MAT requirements on the ABSCH. 

As observed already under goal C and in general comments, the proposed indicator relies on tools that are applicable only to the NP Parties. This indicator could be thus construed as a sub-set for NP Parties. 

In addition to the issue mentioned above, there are also other challenges related to suggested indicator. The legislation can be published on ABS Clearing House and still be so complicated and administratively burdensome that access to genetic resources from a country would be limited or hindered. Publishing of legislation on the ABSCH does not really tell us much about trends in access. It does inform us however about compliance of the Parties with the rules established by the NP. If the indicator were to be kept, it would need to be re-phrased so it actually indicates what it monitors (compliance with NP rather than trends with access).

	2
	23
	C
	144
	We very much welcome information about procedures published on ABSCH by countries that regulate access. 

Here again, the indicator relies on tools specific for NP Parties (see remarks in line 142 and 143). 

Even however if the indicator was to present a picture on the NP Parties compliance with the Protocol’s rules, if procedures are overcomplicated, information about it will only facilitate access to some extent. Similarly as in comment on line 143, publishing of procedures on the ABSCH does not really tell us much about trends in access.

	2
	23
	C
	145
	The difference between “Number of countries that require prior informed consent that have published legislative, administrative or policy measures on access and benefit-sharing in the ABS Clearing-House” (line 143) and  “Number of countries that have adopted legislative, administrative and policy frameworks to ensure fair and equitable sharing of benefits (SDG Indicator 15.6.1)” (line 145) is unclear. They both seem to cover the same aspect of a number of countries that decided to put access measure to their GR and the major difference seems to concern the fact of publishing on the ABSCH or not (indicator  in 143 refers to publication on the ABSCH whereas indicator in line 145 does not). 

Is it worth keeping two indicators that are almost identical?

Similar issue exists here as in indicator of line 143; there is no direct relation between implemented access events and a number of countries that established access measures. If the measures are overly complicated and burdensome, they may even have the opposite effect (i.e. less access events). 

	2
	22-23
	C
	141-145
	Lines 141-145 are focused on indicators, which are aimed to outline trends in access. In our view facilitated access measures is the best way to stimulate access and ensure it takes place. Facilitated measures contribute to more access events to GRs, which in turn contribute to more utilization and more benefit sharing (even if mostly of non-monetary nature). Therefore, we would welcome an additional information about “Number of permits issued following facilitated procedure for non-commercial research or based on expeditious access measures for health emergency situations”. 

	2
	24
	C
	146
	We note lack of proposal for an indicator for trends in benefits shared from access to genetic resources.  

The following could be considered as one of possible indicators to measure benefits (albeit indirectly): “Number of countries that received benefit sharing in relation to number of countries which require benefit sharing from utilization of genetic resources in their jurisdictions and  adopted legislative, administrative, and policy frameworks to ensure fair and equitable sharing of benefits”.

	2
	24
	C
	146-151
	There is no indicators suggested for measuring benefits. If quantifiable targets are set for ABS target, the monitoring framework should try to monitor the benefits shared as well. 

In this context, we would like to observe that the aspect of non-monetary benefit sharing (present in the preliminary monitoring framework) seems to be completely lost in the current version and not reflected in the indicators. Presumably, “Trends in the benefits from the access to genetic resources shared”, “Trends in the contribution of benefits to conservation and sustainable use”, and “Trends in benefits generated and shared from the use of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources” could incorporate also non-monetary benefit sharing but this is not clear. 

We note also that preliminary monitoring framework relied heavily on NP Annex as the basis for indicators used to measure benefits (both monetary and non-monetary). We understand the challenge of measuring, for example total number of collaborations in scientific research or total number of technology transfers, where such research or technology transfers are often not supervised by a country receiving benefits (and there is certainly no supervision by countries where users are based on the agreed sharing of benefits, be it monetary or non-monetary). 

Insomuch as many of the suggested indicators under NP Annex might have been challenging to monitor due to the disperse form of sharing of benefits (especially the non-monetary ones), the monitoring framework – if it proposes a quantifiable target for ABS - should also try to measure such benefit sharing. 

The non-monetary benefit sharing is an important and often underappreciated aspect of benefit sharing. It often is a sustainable form of sharing benefits and it often involves substantive costs. We note that some overview of non-monetary benefit sharing could be obtained from large databases (for example number of scientific shared publications etc.). 

	2
	24
	B-C
	146-149
	There are no indicators reflected in the table concerning benefits shared under ITPGRFA as if this aspect did not concern ITPGRFA.

	2
	24
	B,C
	146
	Indicators regarding trends in benefits from the access to genetic resources shared might include information from the monitoring system ABS Clearing-House of Nagoya protocol as mentioned e.g. in rows 142-145. Regarding marine genetic resources, further attention should be paid to the forthcoming BBNJ Treaty (https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00520/full)

	2
	24
	B
	147-148
	“Trends in the number of countries that have adopted legislative, administrative or policy frameworks to ensure fair and equitable sharing of benefits” are proposed as a monitoring element of benefits shared from the use of genetic resources. 

However, these monitoring elements (and the indicators proposed to measure it) do not really tell us much about sharing of benefits. Existence of legal frameworks for ABS does not translate into actual sharing of benefits. Where administrative procedures set up by law are burdensome and/ or administration inefficient, and/or expectations concerning benefit sharing evidently unrealistic, often the projects are stalled rather than augmented and no or less benefits are shared. It thus does not seem appropriate to measures benefits shared from use of genetic resources by number of countries that adopted ABS measures.  In our view, lines 147 and 148 should be deleted.

	2
	24
	C
	147-148
	These lines should be also deleted as a consequence of deleting column B. 

We note that almost identical indicators are proposed for measuring trends in benefit sharing and for measuring trends in access. What are we measuring then? 

In addition, the difference between the indicators of line 147 and the one in line 148 seems to be only the fact of publishing information about legislative measures on ABSCH (and otherwise they look identical). 

	2
	24
	C
	149
	It is of crucial importance to monitor the contribution of benefits to conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity.  We welcome thus inclusion of monitoring element that aims to measure trends in the contribution of benefits to conservation and sustainable use. However, further elaboration of the indicator seems needed. How can such estimated % be established? On what basis/data/elements? 

We would like to signal also the issue of having a baseline to compare the increase. There seems to be no data available now on benefits spent on contribution to conservation and sustainable use.

	2
	25
	A
	152
	Integrate ecosystems and biodiversity values into policies, regulations and planning at all levels

	2
	25 
	B 
	152
	Trends in integration of biodiversity and ecosystems values into national and local planning

	2
	26
	A
	157
	Integration of biodiversity into national accounting and reporting systems ‘other’ accounts?

	2
	26
	B
	157
	Trends in integration of ecosystems and biodiversity values into national accounting and reporting systems

	2
	26
	B
	158
	Other accounts -unclear element. The national accounting and reporting systems are completed and coherent at national level.

	T14.3. Sustainable supply chains at national and international levels”

	2
	29
	B
	New row number after 179
	New monitoring element :

“Trends in integrating nature and biodiversity into business models, operations, and practices of economic sectors”

Rationale: to be in line with the current proposal of the LTAM – Area II

	2
	29
	C
	New 179
	New indicator:

“Number of companies integrating the value of nature into decision-making”

	2
	29
	C
	New 179
	New indicator:

“Number of companies publishing their biodiversity dependencies and net impacts in sustainability reports”

	2
	29
	C
	New after 179
	New indicator:

“Number of companies which demonstrate, in their sustainability reports, their net impacts and contributions to ecosystems, species and human health.

	2
	29
	B
	New after 179
	New monitoring element under “T14.3. Sustainable supply

chains at national and international levels”:

“Trends in integrating nature and biodiversity into business models, operations, and practices of the financial sector”

Rationale: to be in line with the current proposal of the LTAM – Area II

	2
	29
	C
	New after 179
	New indicator:

“Number of financial institutions integrating the biodiversity risks and opportunities into decision-making

	2
	29
	C
	New after 179
	New indicator:

“Number of financial institutions publishing sustainability reports”

	2
	29
	C
	New after 179
	New indicator:

“Number of financial institutions which demonstrate, in their sustainability reports, significantly improving their impacts and opportunities on ecosystems, biodiversity and human health in their portfolios”

	2
	31
	C
	192
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in public engagement and attitudes towards biodiversity might also include ocean literacy as indicator

	2
	31
	A,B
	193
	Component on peoples’ responsibility for their choices should include also companies’ responsibility, thus trends in supply for more environmentally friendly products should be included as monitoring elements

	2
	32
	B
	194-197
	Propose to change wording to “Trends in number of countries/Parties that have adopted and implemented necessary biosafety legal, administrative and other measures”

	2
	32
	B
	198-200
	Propose to change wording to “Trends in number of countries/Parties that carry out scientifically sound risk assessments and manage the identified risks

	2
	33
	A
	201-202
	The dissemination and access to information is not directly related to the component of the target “control adverse impacts”. Dissemination and access to information could go under T16.1 and T16.3 could be deleted.

	2
	33
	A
	201-202
	This component “control adverse impacts” overlaps with the previous component T16.2 “manage adverse impacts”.  The difference between “manage” and “control” is not so evident.

	2
	33
	B-C
	201-204
	Columns B and C should be aligned: number of countries vs. percentage of Parties. Parties in column B or countries in column C

	2
	33
	A
	205
	In this proposed element of target 17 (T17.1. Increase in positive public and private economic and regulatory incentives), it remains unclear what a ‘private incentive’ is.

	2
	33
	C
	207
	The proposed indicator (Number of countries with biodiversity-relevant tradable permit schemes) seems to better fit under the monitoring element related to public incentives as tradable permit schemes usually involve oversight by public authorities. This further raises the question of what is the definition of a ‘private incentive’, and whether the term ‘private’ is justified in the context of this target (unless clear indicators relating to ‘public incentives’ can be identified, which does not appear to be the case). 

	2
	33-34
	C
	208 to 210
	The list of draft indicators regarding the most harmful subsidies seems to miss some important elements, such as regarding fisheries subsidies.

	2
	33
	B
	208
	Under discussion at WTO. Will meet in Dec (tbc).

	2
	34
	C
	2011
	The draft indicator (Number of countries that have (a) Assessed values of biodiversity, in accordance with the Convention, (b) Identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities (c) Developed national financial plans for biodiversity; (d) Been provided with the necessary funding and capacity building to undertake the above activities; (decision X/3)) differs significantly from the related draft monitoring element (Trends in the number of countries which have assessed funding needs). It is also unclear whether sub-indicators (a) to (d) would all need to be met for this indicator to be considered as met. The draft indicator looks overall very complex and probably difficult to implement, in particular sub-indicator (d). It may make sense to simplify this draft indicator (or to split it in separate indicators). It is also unclear whether sub-indicator (a) accurately reflects the objectives attached to Target 17: this sub-indicator could probably be deleted. Regarding sub-indicator (c), the term ‘financial’ should be replaced with ‘finance’.

	2
	34
	B
	212
	In line with the above comments, this monitoring element should read ‘Trends in the mobilization financial resources from public and private international financial flows’, as per the current CBD financial reporting framework.

	2 
	34-35
	C
	212 to 216
	In line with the above elements, these indicators should be merged in one indicator which should read ‘international financial resource flows’, as per the current CBD financial reporting framework.

	2
	35
	B
	217
	In line with the above elements, this draft monitoring element ‘Trends in the mobilization of financial resources from private sector’ should be deleted as there is no indicator to support it, and as private flows should be integrated in international and domestic flows in line with the current financial reporting framework.

	2
	35
	B
	218
	Same remark as above on this draft monitoring element (Trends in the mobilization of financial resources from charitable organisations).

	2
	36
	B
	220
	Same remark as above, this draft monitoring element (Trends in the mobilization of financial resources from private sector) should be deleted 

	2
	36
	B
	221
	Same remark as above, this draft monitoring element (Trends in the mobilization of financial resources from charitable organisations) should be deleted

	2
	36
	A

(T18.4 and T18.5)
	222-225
	Same as for table 1 row 81-85: All indicators focus exclusively on inputs, which says little about the objective, which is to close gaps. Indicators focusing on any gaps in capacity building or technology transfer are completely missing. Further review should also take into account the discussions on the long-term strategic framework for capacity building.

	2
	36
	A
	226-238
	The uptake of knowledge on biodiversity and ecosystem services for integration in decision and policy-making processes is not mentioned as component of the Target. A related indicator could be the quotation of scientific literature and research projects in policy document.

	2
	37
	C
	233
	Monitoring elements regarding trends in awareness of biodiversity values might also include ocean literacy as indicator

	2
	38
	A
	239-245
	Participatory approaches and youth movements are not mentioned as components of the target; related indicators could be the number of climate and biodiversity protests, of “youth for climate” demonstrations, #Fridaysforfuture tweets, etc.


2

