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Submission by SWEDEN to CBD Notification 2020-045

Peer review of draft documents for the twenty-fourth meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA 24)

I. Introduction

To facilitate the preparation of documents for SBSTTA 24, Sweden supports the peer-review process, and in particular of the three documents related to Agenda Item 3 (Post-2020 global biodiversity framework) which are currently available:1) a draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework; 2) an information document on the links between the Sustainable Development Goals and the post-2020 global biodiversity framework; 3) an information document on indicators for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, prepared by UNEP-WCMC, in collaboration with the Biodiversity Indicators Partnership

The present submission answers to this invitation, issued through the above notification, using the template attached. 

Sweden notes that review comments are not being sought on the updated formulations of the proposed 2050 goals and the 2030 targets as well as proposed 2030 milestones, which are provided for context only and consideration of these will take place at the third meeting of the open-ended working group.

	Disclaimer

„The comments provided by Sweden on the draft monitoring framework and supporting information documents do neither represent nor prejudge the EU positions on goals, targets and indicators that will be expressed at the third meeting of the open-ended working group and by no means indicate any agreement on what is currently included in the draft monitoring framework.”




II. Submission to CBD Notification
See the Template for commenting the draft monitoring framework attached.
TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS

	Review comments on the draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

	Contact information

	Surname:
	Abenius

	Given Name:
	Johan

	Government (if applicable): 
	Swedish

	Organization:
	Environmental Protection Agency

	Address:  
	Naturvardsverket, 10648

	City:
	Stockholm

	Country:
	Sweden

	E-mail:
	johan.abenius@naturvardsverket.se

	
	
	Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Following the instructions of co-chair Basile during the webbinar we offer comments on, and suggestions regarding the formulation of goal and target components, as well as new components. This means that we actually do comment on the content and structure of the goals and targets, even though that is not the purpose of this peer review. It is however very hard to keep the mandates of SBSTTA and OEWG separate in this, as the monitoring framework consists of both goals, targets and indicators, that must form a cohesive whole.

	0
	0
	A
	0
	Column A in both table 1 and 2 give components of goals and targets. We are not certain about the intended status of these component formulations. Will they be negotiated specifications of the goals and targets, like sub-goals and sub-targets, or will they only serve to link the monitoring elements to the different aspects of the goals and targets? At the moment, some of them are formulated like sub-goals and sub-targets, whereas others are just labels for different aspects of the goal or target. Some of the listed components are simply a phrase taken from the goal or target itself, without any new meaning added, but some draft components actually add content to the goal or target (e.g. components A6, T2.3, T2.7). This gives the components a function beyond linking monitoring elements to different aspects of goals and targets, and then they should be treated as negotiated specifications.

	1
	2
	A
	1
	This goal component is about natural ecosystems (which is not defined in INF/11; the meaning of natural cannot be derived from the definition of nature in INF/11, as that term is used without any connotation of naturalness). This must include ecosystems restored to a natural-like state, otherwise it would not be possible to increase the extent of natural ecosystems. This should be made clear, e.g. through an addition: Increased extent of natural ecosystems through restoration.

	1
	2
	B
	1
	This goal component is about natural ecosystems. Not all forests are natural, many are heavily managed, so the monitoring element should be restricted to natural or primary forest ecosystems.

	1
	2
	C
	1
	The SDG indicator is not appropriate, as it includes all kinds of forests, including heavily managed. The indicator should be primary/natural forest area in absolute terms, or as a proportion of total land area (not of total forest area).

	1
	2
	B
	3
	The monitoring element should be restricted to other natural terrestrial ecosystems: Trends in area of other natural terrestrial ecosystems. 
Another monitoring element should be added: Trends in area of natural and semi-natural grasslands

	1
	2
	B
	11
	To make it clear that the component is about natural ecosystems: Trends in area of other natural marine and coastal ecosystems.

	1
	2
	B
	13
	The monitoring element should mention area:

Trends in area of wetlands

	1
	2
	A
	15
	To make it clear that the component is about natural ecosystems: Increased integrity and connectivity of natural ecosystems.

	1
	2
	B
	15
	This goal component is about natural ecosystems. Not all forests are natural, many are heavily managed, so the monitoring element should be restricted to natural or primary forest ecosystems. In this and the following elements the term quality is used instead of integrity. This may cause confusion. Is there a difference? Use integrity to conform with the goal, unless there is a good reason not to: Trends in fragmentation and integrity of natural/primary forest ecosystems.

	1
	2-3
	B
	15-28
	In this and the following elements the term quality is used instead of integrity. This may cause confusion. Is there a difference? Use integrity to conform with the goal, unless there is a good reason not to.

	1
	2
	B
	16
	This goal component is about natural ecosystems, but this element is about farmland and agricultural land (any difference?), so it should be moved to target 9, where it is actually covered by existing monitoring elements.

	1
	2
	B-C
	1
	Suggested additional monitoring element to component A1 : Trends in Arctic ecosystems

Possible indicators:
Arctic sea ice extent

Reduction of permafrost



	1
	3
	B
	17
	This goal component is about natural ecosystems: Trends in fragmentation and integrity of natural and semi-natural dry and sub-humid lands, grassland, and other terrestrial ecosystems.

	1
	3
	B
	25
	This goal component is about natural ecosystems: Trends in fragmentation and integrity of other natural marine and coastal ecosystems.

	1
	3
	B
	15
	We suggest a new indicator under component A2. Ecosystem integrity and connectivity, which specifically addresses river continuity. Monitoring element: Trends in fragmentation and integrity of rivers.
Suggested indicator is the integrated connectivity status index (CSI) as reported in the article:

Grill, Günther & Lehner, B. & Thieme, Michele & Geenen, B. & Tickner, D. & Antonelli, F. & Babu, S. & Borrelli, Pasquale & Cheng, L. & Crochetiere, H. & Macedo, Heloisa & Filgueiras, R. &

Goichot, Marc & Higgins, Jonathan & Hogan, Zeb & Lip, B. & McClain, Michael & Meng, J. & Mulligan, Mark & Zarfl, Christiane. (2019). Mapping the world’s free-flowing rivers. Nature. 569.

215-221. 10.1038/s41586-019-1111-9.

	1
	3
	A
	29
	Technically, extinction is a natural process, and there is always a non-zero natural extinction rate. This goal is really about eliminating human-induced extinctions, which have increased the extinction rate dramatically. Also, the component is formulated more like an action target than a goal; an alternative formulation would be: No species becomes threatened or goes extinct due to human-induced factors. If the present formulation is kept, it should be specified: Prevent human-induced extinction and improve the conservation status of threatened species.

	1
	3
	A-B
	29
	There is no drafted component or element corresponding to the first part of milestone ii: The number of species that are threatened is reduced by [X%]. This is tricky, as this number can be reduced by extinctions! Just let them go extinct, and we have met the goal! We recommend a new component formulation in column A: Known threatened species have recovered, and a new monitoring element in column B: Trends in the number of known threatened species that have recovered (and in the milestone itself: at least X% of known threatened species have recovered).

	1
	3
	A
	34
	It is not clear what health refers to here, or what it means to increase it. From an ecological perspective, a “healthy” population may be one that is fairly stable in population size and age and sex distribution, but from a veterinary perspective it may be a population without any serious diseases or parasites. In conservation it may simply mean not threatened. This component should focus on the population size of species that have decreased and become threatened because of human action. It would be meaningless to adopt a goal to increase the population size of all species; some species are already at their carrying capacity, and we may want some species to decrease in population size, e.g. invasive alien species. Suggested formulation: Increase the population size of threatened species.

	1
	3
	B
	34
	Abundance is not exactly the same as population size. Abundance is defined as the number of individuals of species within a specific ecosystem or sample. The abundance may remain high in parts of the distribution area of a species, while it decreases in other parts. So the local abundance may remain high, even when the total population size decreases. The monitoring element should focus on total population size: Trends in the population size of species.
There should also be a companion element: Trends in the geographic distribution of species.

	1
	4
	A
	36
	This component needs specifications: Maintain genetic diversity within all species, and the adaptive potential of populations.

	1
	4
	A
	36
	It would be logical to let goal A include components on halting the loss, and where needed restore, diversity at both the ecosystem, species and gene level. Currently, the restoration of genetic diversity is missing from the goal. This could be addressed in a new component: Restore genetic diversity within populations suffering from depleted genetic variation.

The two main methods to achieve such restoration would be to increase the genetically effective population size to above 500, and to facilitate genetic connectivity.

	1
	4
	B
	36
	This element needs specifications: Trends in genetic diversity within and between populations of wild species.
Further, three additional elements are needed to capture the essence of the component, especially since direct genetic data will not be available for all relevant species to monitor:
Trends in the proportion of populations, within wild species, with genetically effective population size above 500.

Rationale: This element captures aspects of genetic variation within populations. Populations with smaller effective population sizes than 500 risk loss of adaptive potential by too rapid loss of genetic diversity. If the effective population size cannot be estimated from genetic data, a rule of thumb of 10% of census population size will be sufficient. According to Hoban et al (2020) (https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320720307126), this proposed indicator “determines rates of inbreeding, loss of genetic variation, and loss of adaptive potential.” This is based on well-established and well-regarded theoretical framework and research. Effective population sizes smaller than 500 will result in genetic erosion and reduced ability to adapt to environmental change, which is particularly important in a rapidly changing world. The data underlying this indicator can be calculated from numerous data sources but in particular can be calculated as a rough approximation using populations’ census size. One of the most useful databases might be the Living Planet Index.
Trends in the proportion of genetically distinct populations within wild species.

Rationale: This element captures aspects of genetic variation between populations within a species. Marginal or partly isolated populations are often genetically distinct from other populations of the same species. Hence part of the total genetic variation within a species is geographically structured. The loss of distinct wild populations will result in large losses of genetic diversity within species, including the loss of unique traits and adaptations (Hoban et al (2020) (https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320720307126)). The Living Planet Index, the PREDICTS database, or the Species Habitat Index could be appropriate as a data source for this indicator. Distinct populations would be those with some minimum genetic distinction, occurrence in a unique environment, or geographically distant.
Indicators for the two elements above are under active development by the GEO BON Genetic Composition Working Group in partnership with IUCN CGSG, GBIKE, and the SCB Conservation Genetics Working Group. We expect detailed methodology and datasets available in the second half of 2021. They should be able to be updated annually at global scale and disaggregatable to country level.

Trends in the geographic distribution of wild species (same as above on line 34).

Rationale: This element also captures aspects of genetic variation between populations within a species, as it addresses the geographical component of genetic diversity within species, but with simpler data, and less precision. There is scientific support for using geographic distribution of a species as a proxy for genetic diversity (Mimura et al. 2017. Understanding and monitoring the consequences of human impacts on intraspecific variation. Evolutionary Applications 10:121-139), and indicators based on this are already applied (Measuring biodiversity and ecological integrity in NSW. Method for the Biodiversity Indicator Program  https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/animals-and-plants/biodiversity/biodiversity-indicator-program).

	1
	4
	B
	37-39
	The indicators for this element are focused on the genetic diversity between breeds and varieties, which is more or less the same as number of breeds and varieties. The element should however also be concerned with the genetic diversity within breeds and varieties. Suggestion: Trends in the genetic diversity within and between varieties of cultivated plants, and of breeds of farmed and domesticated animals.
Another monitoring element could be:

Trends in the proportion of populations, within cultivated plants and of farmed and domesticated animals, with genetically effective population size above 500.

Same rationale as for line 36 above.

	1
	4
	B
	40
	This element needs specifications: Trends in genetic diversity within populations of wild species that are relatives of cultivated plants, and of farmed and domesticated animals.
The three new suggested monitoring elements described above for line 36 actually include wild species that are relatives of cultivated plants, and of farmed and domesticated animals, and specific monitoring elements for this category of wild species can be formulated in the same way:
Trends in the proportion of populations, within wild species that are relatives of cultivated plants, and of farmed and domesticated animals, with genetically effective population size above 500.

Trends in the proportion of genetically distinct populations within wild species that are relatives of cultivated plants, and of farmed and domesticated animals.

Trends in the geographic distribution of wild species that are relatives of cultivated plants, and of farmed and domesticated animals.

	1
	4
	C
	40
	The Red List Index may give information on the conservation status of these species, but it does not address genetic diversity per se. Delete.

	1
	4
	A
	42
	The component A6 is problematic. The term critical ecosystems is not defined, and protection sounds like protected areas, which is covered by target 2. In the monitoring elements the term conserved is used instead. Is that different from protected? Is “critical ecosystems” the same as “intact/wilderness areas” in T1.3, or as “areas of particular importance for biodiversity” in T2.2? Is it critical for delivery of ecosystem services, critical for conservation of species, or critically threatened, such as coral reefs?  Possibly, depending on what is is, it may not need to be included here.

	1
	4
	B-D
	42-49
	Delete?, see above.

	1
	5
	A
	51
	We prefer this formulation: Regulating ecosystem services, including climate regulation and disaster prevention, are maintained or enhanced.
Valuation is also an important component of this goal (even though the phrasing of the goal is odd: “valued ... through conservation and sustainable use”). Why not a new component?: Biodiversity and ecosystem services are recognised and valued as essential to human survival.

	1
	6
	A
	64
	We prefer this formulation: Material ecosystem services, including food and water, are maintained or enhanced.

	1
	6
	B-C
	65
	We suggest additional elements on Food accessibility, nutrition and food security:

- Trends in consumption of diverse locally-produced food.

- Trends in dependency on externally-produced food.
Indicator:

- Incidents of food shortage [since 2008]

	1
	6
	A
	68
	We prefer this formulation: Non-material ecosystem services, including cultural services, are maintained or enhanced.

	2
	8
	A
	1
	This target is problematic. It contains a number of disparate components, and lacks the overarching purpose it had in the zero draft: to retain and restore ecosystems, as the action target corresponding to goal A. We feel that this target should remain dedicated to retaining and restoring ecosystems, and be restricted to natural (including natural-like restored) ecosystems (as indicated by components T1.2 – T1.5). The management of other ecosystems, such as agricultural land and managed forests, can be treated in target 9. The component about spatial planning is needed, but it applies to all kinds of ecosystems, including highly productive agricultural systems, managed forests, and urban environments, as well as protected areas and natural ecosystems, and it does not sit well in a target concerned only with natural ecosystems. It is essentially a tool for implementation and mainstreaming, and it belongs in the section of targets 13-20, possibly as a new stand alone target, as it overarches all natural and managed ecosystems.

	2
	8
	A
	1
	The component on spatial planning should be further specified, clarifying that the purpose of such spatial planning is conservation and sustainable use through an ecosystem approach, and integration between sectors, introducing a spatial component to processes such as EIA:

Increase in area of terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems under spatial planning to facilitate conservation and sustainable use through an ecosystem approach.
Spatial planning itself can be used for other purposes than meeting the goals and targets of CBD; I am sure there is a spatial plan for the deforestation of the Amazon basin...

	2
	8
	B
	1
	There is a lack of monitoring elements and indicators for spatial planning in terrestrial ecosystems!

	2
	8
	A
	6
	Let fragmentation be covered by T1.5, and focus here on the extent of natural ecosystems (habitats is an unnecessary term here; it relates to the environmental needs of species):

Prevention of reduction of natural ecosystems due to land/sea use change.
That would make this component essentially identical to component A1, with the same monitoring elements and indicators. Do we need to repeat them here, or should there be some restructuring?

	2
	8
	B
	6
	We suggest: Trends in extent and rate of change of natural forest ecosystems.

	2
	8
	C
	6
	The SDG indicator is not appropriate, as it includes all kinds of forests, including heavily managed. The indicator should be primary/natural forest area in absolute terms, or as a proportion of total land area (not of total forest area).

	2
	8
	B
	8
	We suggest: Trends in extent and rate of change of natural dry and sub-humid lands.

	2
	8
	B
	10
	We suggest: Trends in extent and rate of change of other natural terrestrial ecosystems.

	2
	8
	B-C
	1
	Monitoring element: Trends in area under spatial land-use plans

Additional indicator:

Social, spiritual, cultural and environmental impact assessments are undertaken prior to approval of projects that may affect indigenous peoples’ lands, territories or resources, with the participation of indigenous peoples’ representative institutions.


	2
	9
	B
	16
	We suggest: Trends in extent and rate of change of other natural marine and coastal ecosystems.

	2
	9
	B
	20
	We suggest: Trends in extent and rate of change of natural and restored wetlands.

	2
	9
	A
	21
	Delete this monitoring element and its indicators. There is no need to monitor area of managed forest and agriculture in general, and the area of managed forest and agriculture under sustainable practices are covered in target 9.

	2
	9
	A
	23
	The terms intact and wilderness areas are defined in INF/11, but natural ecosystems are not defined. What is the difference? This entire target is (or should) be about natural ecosystems, and if that is synonomous to intact and wilderness areas, then a priority retention of intact and wilderness areas is pointless. On the other hand, if there is a difference between the concepts, such that intact areas can never be achieved through restoration, then we need this component.

	2
	9
	A
	24
	This component should be about the restoration of degraded ecosystems (any ecosystem, they were all natural at one stage, however distant in the past), into a natural-like state: Increased restoration of degraded ecosystems into a natural-like state.

The restoration of productivity in agricultural and managed forestry land should be treated in target 9.

	2
	9
	B
	24
	We would like to specify the purpose of the restoration: Trends in the area of degraded terrestrial ecosystems restored into a natural-like state.

	2
	9
	C
	24
	The SDG indicator is not appropriate to measure restoration into a natural-like state, as it does not differentiate e.g. between the restoration of cropland into natural-like forest and the restoration of wasteland into cropland.

	2
	10
	B
	26
	We would like to specify the purpose of the restoration: Trends in the area of degraded marine and coastal ecosystems restored into a natural-like state.

	2
	10
	B
	28
	We would like to specify the purpose of the restoration: Trends in the area of degraded wetlands restored into a natural-like state.

	2
	10
	B
	29
	We would like to specify the purpose of the restoration, and include restoration in forests: Trends in the area of converted agricultural lands and forest plantations restored into a natural-like state.

	2
	10
	B
	30
	We prefer: Trends in ecosystem fragmentation and connectivity

	2
	10
	C
	32
	The Red List Index itself does not say anything about connectivity. Delete.
Instead there should be an indicator that measures the functionality of connectivity at the genetic level. There is no ready to use global indicator for this, but there are methods available, e.g. BAYESASS (Faubet et al. 2007. Evaluating the performance of a multilocus Bayesian method for the estimation of migration rates. Molecular Ecology 16:1149–1166, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-294X.2006.03218.x).


NEW indicator to monitoring element Trends in extent of areas under other area-based conservation measures :
	[Number / area of] indigenous community conserved areas

The monitoring framework needs safeguards to ensure no displacement or forced relocation of IP’s due to establishment of PAs. Could be monitored through indicator on:
[Proportion of] Establishment and extension of State-designated protected areas on indigenous peoples’ territories with free, prior and informed consent and Incidents of displacement or relocation of indigenous peoples 

	2
	11
	C
	40,42
	Same indicator inserted twice, or should there be a difference?

	2
	11
	B
	43
	The target component is about protected areas and OECMs, so the monitoring element should mention protected as well:

Trends in ecological representativeness of areas protected and conserved

	2
	12
	C
	48
	It is unclear what kind of parameter “number of ... areas” is. Is it area or a number of something? Then, is this really a useful indicator for protected areas? The forest certification criteria are different in different countries, and while they all probably have an “impact on biodiversity conservation”, they are not necessarily comparable to protected areas. Voluntary set-asides may be counted as OECMs, given the right criteria, e.g. on long term protection, but the entire certified forest area cannot be counted as OECM, and included in the indicator.

	2
	12
	C
	49
	Are OECMs included in the spatial analyses that produce the Protected Area Connectedness Index? They should be, otherwise the index may underestimate connectivity.

	2
	12
	B
	51
	An additional monitoring element: Trends in the relative abundances of mammals and birds larger than 1 kg, compared to smaller mammals and birds, within protected areas.
Rationale: Protected areas lacking effective protection have been observed to quickly lose their larger mammals and birds due to poaching.

	2
	12
	B
	53
	Is it good or bad if the number of ex-situ conservation measures increases? There certainly are many species that would benefit from ex situ measures, but an increase in such measures may also indicate that more species become threatened because of lacking in situ measures, and costly ex situ measures may draw funds away from in situ measures. It would be more appropriate to formulate a monitoring element that measures the degree of success of existing ex situ projects: Trends in the proportion of ex situ projects that reach their goals, and contribute to species survival.

	2
	12
	B
	54
	A specification: Trends in the success of species in situ recovery programmes.

	2
	12
	C
	54
	We suggest two new indicators:
The number of known threatened species that have recovered.
Rationale: The absolute number is more informative than the percentage, as the total number of threatened species may increase, which would mask the successful cases if presented as a percentage. The Red List Index could also be useful, if calculated for initially known threatened species (which would be the baseline) only, without adding new threatened species, but this index is a rather sluggish indicator.
The number of genetically depleted populations where genetically effective population size has increased to above 500 through increased population size or restored connectivity.
Rationale: An indicator is needed on the success of restoration of genetic diversity within populations of wild species.

	2
	12
	C
	55
	A reduction in the number of human-wildlife conflicts can be achieved in different ways, not all of them to the benefit of biodiversity. A simple way would be to eliminate all potential and actual problem animals! We suggest: Trends in the proportion of human-wildlife conflicts that are solved without negative consequences for biodiversity.

	2
	12
	B
	53
	A new monitoring element, for genetic diversity: Trends in the number of species and populations in which genetic diversity is being monitored using DNA-based methods.
Rationale: For countries and biodiversity organizations to successfully safeguard genetic diversity, they need knowledge on the amount of genetic diversity within and among populations. Knowledge is needed on where unique genetic diversity is, how genetic diversity is changing, which environmental drivers cause changes in genetic diversity, and how genetically connected are populations. Management of genetic diversity relies on this knowledge. 
An indicator for this element would be composed of the number of populations in which within-species genetic diversity has been measured in a publication, published in online databases (e.g. GEOME, BOLD, GenBank), and/or where such data is collected to inform conservation. Such an indicator is under active development by the GEO BON Genetic Composition Working Group in partnership with IUCN CGSG, GBIKE, and the SCB Conservation Genetics Working Group. We expect detailed methodology and datasets available in the second half of 2021. They should be able to be updated annually at global scale and disaggregatable to country level.  

	2
	12
	A
	56
	It is not clear what “safe for ... biodiversity” means in relation to harvest. Does it include avoiding bycatch, or damage to species habitats caused by e.g. trawls? Safety regarding biodiversity could be expressed as “ecologicaly safe”.
We feel there is overlap between this component and components T8.1 and T8.2 on sustainable management of wild species, and with T14.1 and T14.2 on sustainable production, with partly overlapping monitoring elements and indicators. Would it be possible/appropriate to combine components T4.1 and T4.2 into T8 or T14?

The “legal” part of components T4.1 – T4.3 can be achieved simply by making all harvest, trade and use legal, which would be counter-productive. Rather the opposite is needed, stronger legislation on wildlife harvest, trade and use, and better law enforcement.

	2
	12
	B
	56
	It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources harvested legally. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of illegal harvesting, simply by increasing the amount of legal harvesting. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of illegal harvesting: Trends in amount of biological resources harvested illegally.

	2
	12
	C
	56
	Same problem as for the monitoring element.

	2
	13
	B
	58
	It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources harvested within harvest limits. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of harvesting beyond harvest limits, simply by raising the limit or harvest within limits in more species. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of harvesting above harvest limits. Also, the established harvest limits must be sustainable, with respect to the species being harvested, as well as bycatch and other collateral damage: Trends in amount of biological resources harvested above established harvest limits.

	2
	13
	C
	58
	Same problem as for the monitoring element.

	2
	13
	B
	59
	It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources harvested through sustainable harvest practices. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of unsustainable harvesting, simply by increasing the amount of sustainable harvesting. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of unsustainable harvesting: Trends in amount of biological resources harvested through unsustainable harvest practices.

	2
	13
	C
	59
	Same problem as for the monitoring element.

	2
	13
	B
	60
	It is not clear what “safe” harvesting operations would be. Safe for whom or what? Does it include avoiding bycatch, or damage to species habitats caused by e.g. trawls? Bycatch in aquatic ecosystems is dealt with in component T8.1 and one of its monitoring elements. Safety regarding biodiversity could be expressed as “ecologically safe”.

	2
	13
	A
	61
	It is not clear what “safe for ... biodiversity” means in relation to trade. Does it include avoiding the spread of invasive alien species? Safety regarding biodiversity could be expressed as “ecologically safe”.
We feel there is overlap between this component and components T8.1 and T8.2 on sustainable management of wild species, and with and components T14.1 and T14.2 on sustainable production. Would it be possible/appropriate to combine components T4.1 and T4.2 into T8 or T14?

	2
	13
	B
	61
	Are narcotic drugs included in “biological resources”? If they are, then any monitoring element and indicator may be swamped by data on narcotics, and less relevant for monitoring of wild biodiversity.
It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources traded legally. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of illegal trade, simply by increasing the amount of legal trade. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of illegal trade in biodiversity: Trends in amount of biological resources traded illegally.

	2
	13
	C
	61
	Same problem as for the monitoring element.

	2
	13
	B
	62
	It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources traded within established limits/quotas. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of trade beyond limits/quotas, simply by raising the limit/quota or amount of trade within limits/quotas. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of trade above harvest limits/quotas: Trends in amount of biological resources traded above established limits/quotas.

	2
	13
	A
	64
	This component should include both use and possession.

It is not clear what “safe for ... biodiversity” means in relation to use. Safety regarding biodiversity could be expressed as “ecologically safe”.
We feel there is overlap between this component and components T8.1 and T8.2 on sustainable management of wild species, and with component T15.1 on sustainable consumption. Would it be possible/appropriate to combine component T4.3 into T8 or T15?

	2
	13
	B
	64
	It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources used legally. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of illegal use, simply by increasing the amount of legal use. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of illegal use: Trends in amount of biological resources used or possessed illegally.

	2
	13
	B
	65
	It is problematic to use the proportion of biological resources used within established limits/quotas. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of use beyond limits/quotas, simply by raising the limit/quota or amount of use within limits/quotas. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of use and possession beyond use limits/quotas: Trends in amount of biological resources used or possessed above established limits/quotas.

	2
	14
	B
	66
	Not clear what kind of measures are intended here.

	2
	14
	A
	67
	There should be a target component on the rate of introductions: Reduced rate of new introductions of known and potential invasive alien species, with the indicator in line 69.

	2
	14
	B
	67
	Delete the word “timely”.

	2
	14
	C
	67
	A possible indicator: Number of countries that have performed a formal identification and prioritisation of pathways for introduction.

	2
	14
	B
	73
	Another monitoring element needed: Trends in the abundance and distribution of prioritised invasive alien species.

	2
	15
	A
	77
	A specification needed in the component: Eliminated or reduced impacts of IAS on native biodiversity.
Rationale: IAS have effects on economy and human health as well, but in this context it is effects on native biodiversity that are relevant.

	2
	15
	A
	81
	For all components of this target: Make it clear whether the target is about reducing new emissions or about resulting pollution levels and deposits in the environment, or both. Ideally, it should be both, with different indicators needed for each category.

	2
	15
	A
	81
	We suggest: Reduction of release of nutrients, and of nutrient loads in the environment, to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions.
Rationale: Both new release and existing nutrient loads should decrease. The word “excess” is not needed. For effects on biodiversity, it is not relevant whether nutrients released are in excess of fertilization needs or not.

	2
	15
	A
	86
	We suggest: Reduction of release of biocides, and of biocide loads in the environment, to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions.
Rationale: Both new release and existing biocide loads should decrease.

	2
	15
	B
	86
	The word “excess” is not needed. For effects on biodiversity, it is not relevant whether pesticides released are in excess of pest control needs or not.

	2
	16
	B
	87
	The word “excess” is not needed. For effects on biodiversity, it is not relevant whether herbicides released are in excess of plant control needs or not.

	2
	16
	B
	88
	The word “excess” is not needed. For effects on biodiversity, it is not relevant whether other biocides released are in excess of pest control needs or not.

	2
	16
	A
	89
	We suggest: Reduction of release of plastic, and of plastic loads in the environment, to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions.
Rationale: Both new release and existing plastic loads should decrease.

	2
	16
	A
	91
	We suggest: Reduction of release of pollutants from other sources, and of other pollutant loads in the environment, to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions.
Rationale: Both new release and existing other pollutant loads should decrease.

	2
	16
	B
	98
	We suggest: Trends in contributions of biodiversity to climate change mitigation and adaptation.

	2
	16
	B
	99
	We suggest: Trends in contributions of biodiversity to disaster risk reduction.

	2
	17
	B
	101
	This monitoring element is not sufficient to monitor impacts on biodiversity from such projects. The actual impact should be monitored. We suggest an additional monitoring element: Trends in abundance/distribution/richness of species potentially affected by mitigation, adaptation and disaster risk reduction projects.
There is not an abundance of available indicators for such monitoring, but they need to be developed. Such indicators should include telecoupling effects anywhere in the world, especially for projects that involve biomass production.

	2
	17
	C
	101
	This indicator is marginally relevant for biodiversity, if at all. It does not mention biodiversity consideration.

	2
	17
	A
	103
	We suggest: Sustainable management of aquatic wild species, including fisheries.
Rationale: Strictly speaking, the terms “fauna and flora” do not include fungi or microorganisms.

	2
	17
	B
	103
	We suggest: Trends in fish stocks, and in population size of aquatic mammals.

	2
	17
	C
	103
	It is problematic to use the proportion of fish stocks within sustainable levels. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of unsustainable fisheries, simply by increasing the amount of sustainable fisheries, i.e. increasing the number of fish stocks utilised. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of unsustainable fisheries.

	2
	18
	C
	104
	It is problematic to monitor decrease in unsustainable fisheries through the amount of sustainable fisheries as a percentage GDP. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of unsustainable fisheries, simply by increasing the amount of sustainable fisheries, i.e. increasing the number of fish stocks utilised. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of unsustainable fisheries.

	2
	18
	C
	105
	Same problem as in row 103.

	2
	18
	C
	107,109
	Same indicator inserted twice, or should there be a difference?

	2
	19
	B
	110
	This monitoring element needs a specification: Trends in population size and extinction risk in bycatch species

	2
	19
	C
	113
	Invertebrate stocks, not fish stocks.

It is problematic to use the proportion of invertebrate stocks under sustainable management certification schemes. That proportion may increase without any decrease in the absolute amount of unsustainable harvesting, simply by increasing the amount of sustainable management schemes, i.e. increasing the number of fish stocks utilised. The monitoring element should look at absolute amount of unsustainable harvesting of invertebrates.

	2
	19
	A
	114
	We suggest: Sustainable management of terrestrial wild species.
Rationale: Strictly speaking, the terms “fauna and flora” do not include fungi or microorganisms.

	2
	19
	C
	114
	This indicator is only marginally relevant for the monitoring of wild species, as it is mainly concerned with farmed and domesticated animals in ex situ conservation measures.

	2
	19
	C
	115
	Relevance of this indicator for wild species highly questionable. Is it good or bad for the populations of wild animal species if this income increases? Increasing income based on use of wild species may be sustainable, or it may not be sustainable, depending on which species are being used, and in what amounts.

	2
	19
	C
	116
	This indicator is entirely irrelevant for monitoring trends in wild species.

	2
	19
	C
	116
	Two alternative indicators, of much higher relevance:
Red List Index for wild animal species being used for food and medicine.

Living Planet Index for wild animal species being used for food and medicine.

	2
	20
	A
	117
	This component should also include wild species dependent on management measures in the agricultural landscape, e.g. fungi, plants and invertebrates dependent on grazing or mowing in semi-natural grasslands:
Sustainable management of agricultural biodiversity, including soil biodiversity, wild species dependent on management measures, cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild relatives.

	2
	20
	B
	117
	An additional monitoring element needed: Trends in the abundance of wild species dependent on management measures in the agricultural landscape.

	2
	20
	A
	125
	We suggest to introduce a target component on restoration in agricultural and other managed ecosystems here (whereas restoration of degraded areas into natural-like ecosystems is better dealt with in target 1, on natural ecosystems): Increased restoration of degraded terrestrial ecosystems into productive managed land.
There is also a need for restoration in freshwater ecosystems to enhance regulatory ecosystem services (e.g. as a measure under target 10 on nature based solutions). The restoration result would not necessarily be a natural-like state, but a managed freshwater ecosystem. A target component on this would fit here, or under target 10: Increased restoration of degraded inland water.

	2
	20
	B
	125
	The corresponding monitoring elements needed: Trends in the area of degraded terrestrial ecosystems restored into productive managed land.
Trends in the area of degraded ecosystems restored into functional freshwater ecosystems.

	2
	21
	C
	126
	FSC does not market its certification scheme as a guarantee for sustainable forest management (the term used is “responsible” forestry). The certification criteria are different in different countries, as a result of negotiations between different stakeholders. A national standard is hence a compromise between different interests, not a science-based recipe for sustainability with respect to biodiversity, and the impact on forest biodiversity varies. Generally, the certification criteria, if implemented, are beneficial for forest biodiversity, offering a great step towards sustainability, but they are not synonymous to sustainable forest management with respect to forest biodiversity. Hence, other indicators that directly monitor forest biodiversity are also needed, such as a Red List Index for species in managed forests.

	2
	21
	A
	127
	This component needs a specification: Regulation of air quality through increased nature based solutions and ecosystem approaches.
Rationale: This target is basically about finding nature based solutions, and employing an ecosystem approach, not just to enhance regulatory ecosystem services (which are covered in goal component B1).

	2
	21
	B
	127
	This monitoring element is basically about regulatory ecosystem services functions, and is identical to that in goal component B1. There is also a need for a monitoring element on the main point of this target: the development of nature based solutions, and employment of an ecosystem approach. We suggest something along these lines:

Trends in the application of nature based solutions to enhance regulatory ecosystem services.
Trends in the application of ecosystem approaches to enhance regulatory ecosystem services.

	2
	21
	C
	127
	A suggested indicator: The number of trees per unit area in urban areas.

	2
	21
	A
	128
	This component needs a specification: Regulation of hazards and extreme events through increased nature based solutions and ecosystem approaches.
Rationale: This target is basically about finding nature based solutions, and employing an ecosystem approach, not just to enhance regulatory ecosystem services (which are covered in goal component B1).

	2
	21
	C
	128-131
	None of these four indicators actually monitor the application of nature based solutions or ecosystem approaches.

	2
	21
	A
	129
	This component needs a specification: Regulation of freshwater quantity, quality, location and timing through increased nature based solutions and ecosystem approaches.
Rationale: This target is basically about finding nature based solutions, and employing an ecosystem approach, not just to enhance regulatory ecosystem services (which are covered in goal component B1).

	2
	21
	B
	129
	Delete the word “natural”:

Trends in freshwater ecosystems proving good ambient water quality.

Rationale: All freshwater ecosystems should show good ambient water quality, including restored or artificial wetlands.

	2
	21
	A
	132
	A prerequisite for access to green/blue areas is the existence of such areas. Several of the other goals and targets address this issue through protected areas, sustainable use and restoration, in a range of different ecosystems. There is a gap however, as biodiversity in urban areas and among infrastructure, is nowhere addressed. This is a serious gap, as this is where a majority of people live and work, and will find an opportunity to enjoy green/blue areas, aside from the fact that green/blue areas in urban areas and among infrastructure are also important for the conservation of biodiversity. We suggest a new target component:

Increased extent of well connected green/blue areas supporting a rich biodiversity in urban areas and among infrastructure.

	2
	21
	C
	132
	This indicator is marginally relevant to biodiversity in urban areas. “Open areas” can be anything, including paved squares. A relevant indicator must measure the actual amount of green and blue spaces, and the amount of biodiversity in them.

	2
	22
	B
	134-139
	These monitoring elements are needed, even though we see a lack of relevant indicators.

	2
	22
	C
	135
	We fail to see the relevance of this indicator to the monitoring element.

	2
	25
	A
	152
	Add “strategies” to this component: Biodiversity and its values are reflected in policies, strategies and planning at all levels.

	2
	25
	A
	152
	A new component is needed: Ensure that biodiversity values are mainstreamed across all sectors, including energy and climate related sectors.
Rationale: This general component of the target is not clearly reflected in components T13.1. – T13.3., and the reference to energy and climate related sectors is intended to stress the need for integrated biodiversity and climate action (could possibly be included in target 7 as well).

	2
	26
	B
	158
	A specification needed: Trends in integration of biodiversity and ecosystem values into other accounts, including in the private sector.

	2
	27
	A
	162
	A specification is needed in the component: Reduction of at least [50%] in negative impacts on biodiversity from unsustainable production practices and supply chains.
This is a relevant and ambitious target component. It is however not obvious how it will be monitored, given that actual impacts must be tracked, and attributed to production practices and supply chains.

	2
	27
	C
	164
	This indicator is relevant in target 15, but not here.

	2
	28
	A
	167
	Delete the latter part of this component, as it is repeated in component T14.3. The component also needs a verb:
Ensure sustainable production practices, including circular economy and waste management.

	2
	28
	C
	167, 172
	Same indicator inserted twice, or should there be a difference?

	2
	28
	C
	168
	Does this indicator measure net (compensated) or gross emissions? Does it restrict measurement of emissions to the country where the value is added, or anywhere in the world?

	2
	28
	C
	170
	This indicator is relevant in target 15, but not here.

	2
	29
	A
	177
	Add a verb to the component:

Ensure sustainable supply chains at national and international levels.

	2
	31
	A
	188
	Two additional components that correspond directly to the monitoring element Trends in ecological limits reached or surpassed, and the indicator Ecological Footprint:

Reduce the total ecological footprint to sustainable levels.

Reduce the human appropriation of net primary production.

	2
	31
	C
	188
	The indicator Human appropriation of net primary production (HANPP) should be used here as well (now in target 14 only).

	2
	31
	B
	190
	We suggest a new monitoring element: Trends in the implementation of policy measures to facilitate new social norms for sustainability.
Rationale: It is relevant to monitor how governments and agencies implement the action needed for this target, not just the result.

	2
	31
	A
	193
	This component formulation is hard to understand. It says people should be responsible for their choices. Yes, but much more important is that they make the right choices regarding their impact on biodiversity. We suggest:
Peoples’ consumption choices are commensurate with the 2050 biodiversity vision.

	2
	32-33
	A
	194-204
	All components, elements and indicators presented are concerned with measures to prevent, manage or control impacts, but none deals with the main point of target 16, to actually reduce impacts on biodiversity and human health. A new component could be:

Reduced impact on biodiversity and human health from biotechnology.
Corresponding monitoring elements and indicators should also be formulated.

	2
	33
	B
	208
	Do not restrict this monitoring element to subsidies: Trends in the number and value of subsidies and other incentives harmful to biodiversity.

	2
	33
	A
	208
	A first step in the process is to identify harmful incentives, and we may need a target component on this:
Subsidies and other incentives most harmful to biodiversity have been identified and strategies for their reformation have been produced.

	2
	33
	B
	208
	The corresponding monitoring element:

Trends in the number of countries which have produced strategies for the reformation of incentives most harmful to biodiversity.

	2
	33-34
	C
	208-210
	The suggested indicators are restricted to agricultural and fossil fuel subsidies. There should also be indicators for several more sectors, including fisheries.

	2
	35
	C
	213
	It is good to strengthen statistical capacity in developing countries, but the relevance to the target is uncertain. How do we know that this capacity will be used to implement the post2020 global biodiversity framework?

	2
	35
	C
	214
	Relevance of this indicator uncertain. How do we know that financial and technical assistance will be used to implement the post2020 global biodiversity framework?

	2
	37
	C
	230
	Relevance of this indicator uncertain. How do we know that research in the field of marine technology will be used to implement the post2020 global biodiversity framework?

	2
	37
	B
	234
	This monitoring element should not be restricted to academic curricula:
Trends in the integration of biodiversity into school and academic curricula.

	2
	37
	C
	234,235
	Same indicator inserted twice, or should there be a difference?

	2
	38
	B
	236
	We suggest a new monitoring element:
Trends in national research budgets allocating funds to biodiversity research.

	2
	38
	C
	238
	This indicator is very marginally relevant for this monitoring element.

	2
	38
	C
	239
	Monitoring element: Trends in the participation of indigenous peoples and local communities in decision making

Current indicator only monitors the respect of traditional knowledge in decision making, not the participation of indigenous peoples in decision making or implementation of the Convention/strategic framework.

Additional Indicators:

Number of states recognizing the right of indigenous peoples to participate in decisions that may affect them, through their representative institutions, in national legislation
Number of states with mechanisms in place to ensure full and effective participation of indigenous peoples and local communities in the implementation of the Convention and the strategic framework.



	2
	38
	B-C
	239
	Additional monitoring element in addition to Trends in the recognition of rights over relevant resources:

NEW: Trends in security of land tenure for indigenous peoples
Additional indicators:

Proportion of [indigenous] people with ownership or secure rights over land (out of total community population),
Number of states recognizing indigenous peoples’ rights to lands, territories and resources in national legislation.

Clear procedures adopted by the State for identification, demarcation, mapping and registration of indigenous peoples’ lands or territories lands in consultation with and in accordance with indigenous norms, values and customs



