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	Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	1
	2
	A
	1
	A1. Increased extent of natural ecosystems (terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems) – change “extent” to “area”.

	1
	2
	C
	1
	Instead of using “forest area as a proportion of total land use”, as an indicator to Goal A, it is relevant to include any type of vegetation conserved regardless it does not follow the concept of forest; natural pastures, savannah and other types of native vegetation are key to biodiversity conservation. The expression “native vegetation areas as a proportion of total land use” allows to consider any type of native vegetation. 

	1
	4
	B

	36
	Trends in the diversity of wild species -Indicators and baseline missing

	1
	4
	B
	37-39
	Trends in the diversity of cultivated plans, farmed and domesticated animals – add an indicator /baseline: number of new varieties and animal breeds released annually.  Maintaining (and expanding) genetic diversity is also the result of continuous efforts in breeding and selection, and not only efforts to maintain old/historical resources.

	1
	5
	B
	54
	Trends in pollination and dispersal of seeds and other propagules.
Note that the Indicator and baseline is provided only for pollinators. Suggest deleting “dispersal of seeds and other propagules” unless a measurement is available to monitor

	1
	5
	C
	51, 56, 58
	The indicator “Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on habitat conservation/restoration” should not be used excluding other non-certified forest and native vegetation conservation areas provided that those areas are managed under effective area-based conservation measures.

Moreover, all types of native vegetation areas effectively conserved should be used as an indicator towards Goal B. 

	1
	6
	B
	63
	Trends in regulation of detrimental organisms and biological processes

Indicator and baseline missing. 

It is not clear what is meant by “detrimental organisms and biological processes”? Within the context of goal B and monitoring element B1- the trend above should be clarified with focus on human health and disaster prevention, for example edit to:

Trends in occurrence of pathogenic organisms and public health challenges (epidemics, pandemics), and with the addition of the relevant indicators and baseline data

	1
	6
	A
	64
	B2. Nature’s material contributions including food, water and others

Simplify by deleting “material”

	1
	6
	B
	65
	Trends in the provision of food and feed from biodiversity should consider a broad range of indicators such as i) access to fruits and other food; ii) soil health and conservation and water conservation and responsible use as key assets to food production; iii) sustainable agriculture practices that promotes the continuous improvement of production with conservation measures; iv) the creation of genetic resources banks on a regional perspective, aimed at accessing and maintaining the diversity of food genetic resources.  

	1
	6
	B
	66
	Trends in the provision of materials and assistance from biodiversity
Indicators and baseline missing

Suggest to delete “assistance” as it is unclear what this means and how this can be measured. 

	1
	6
	B
	67
	Trends in the provision of medicinal, biochemical and genetic resources from biodiversity
Indicators and baseline missing.

The “biochemical” resources – it is not clear what is meant by this, or how it could be monitored. 

Trends in provision of “genetic resources” – this is addressed under goal C (line 72 on access) and can be deleted here.


	1
	6
	A
	72-75
	Table 1 has equivalent requirements as table 2, rows below. Same comments apply for table 1 as for table 2 row 140-151.

	1
	7
	B
	79
	Considering that CBD is a Party-driven process, potential indicators on the measurement of the resource mobilization efforts from the private sector are not applicable. The source of means of implementation should rely on Parties, banks and organizations. Private sector, philanthropies and other resources should not be considered as a compromised amount to the means of implementation and, therefore, should be considered as separately. 

	2
	9
	B
	21
	T1.2. Prevention of reduction and fragmentation of natural habitats due to land/sea use change 

Trends in forest and agriculture lands as a proportion of total land area
The forest area is already captured in the same monitoring element (line 6), therefore – delete “forest and” and line 22.
The Indicator for “agricultural land” is complex as it is only proposing to monitor “landscapes with at least 10% natural land”.  It is difficult to determine what the baseline is, even if one is indicated. In addition, “10% natural land” is not well defined. This is driven by the local context (and the farming system), i.e. if the agricultural area is located where the prairie is the “original” natural ecosystem, it is relatively easy. However, in Central Europe, this means something totally different – it can be land set aside, whereby unmanaged it would finally transform into a forest or it becomes a managed ecosystem where biodiversity is protected as open land with high biodiversity of insects and plants – but has nothing to do with the natural climax state of an ecosystem in Europe. Thus, suggestion is that the indicator needs to consider different landscapes and different protection goals. 

Propose to focus the monitoring on impact and the related indicator on impact reduction rather than reduction of area of agricultural land per se. This should take into consideration innovative inputs, better use of IPM thresholds, implementation of precision ag and innovative agricultural solutions.


	2
	9
	C
	21
	Propose to monitor “all agricultural land” 

	2
	9
	C
	29
	T1.4. Restoration of degraded ecosystems
Trend in the area of converted agricultural lands restored

The indicator is the same as for T1.2 (line 21), see above).
In addition, why is agricultural land considered as “degraded”? Does the term “degraded land” refer to specific conditions? Or does the term refer to a certain level of biodiversity that is considered better than what is referred to traditionally as “intensive modern” agriculture?  The challenges to the indicator remain the same as above though they should be ideally much more nuanced and precise to assess the level of qualitative impact on biodiversity in agricultural land, not by starting from a presumption that this impact is qualitatively negative per se.


	2
	10
	C
	29
	The existence of native vegetation on farms and other producing landscapes is key to promote sustainable development of agricultural systems. 

	2
	12
	C
	48
	The proposed indicator – “Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on biodiversity conservation” – is not suitable, per se, to measure the scope of the implementation of effective area-based conservation measures. It can be incentivized as a possible instrument, but it is relevant to note that Parties do not engage directly in forest certification schemes. 

	2
	15/16
	B
	86/87/88
	FAO maintains global data regarding the use of pesticides and herbicides. Despite of the existence of data, the rationale and appropriate use of inputs must be promoted. One indicator that should be considered is, therefore, the existence of regulations to approve and monitor the use of inputs considering safety instructions and requirements. 

Another indicator should be the implementation of programs to recycle inputs packages as a manner to control and avoid contamination of residues of the products. 

Another indicator should promote the use of integrated pest management practices, according to climate and regional characteristics, aimed at achieving effective control practices.  

	2
	19
	C
	114
	Monitoring element: Trends in terrestrial wild species of fauna used for food and medicine
Indicator: Number of plant and animal genetic resources for food and agriculture secured in medium or long term conservation facilities (SDG indicator 2.5.1)

This same indicator is used under Goal A5 (Maintain genetic diversity, line 38), and under target 9 (line 122). 

Under T8 (focused on wild species) – we are not sure that  the proposed monitoring element in line 114 (focused on agricultural genetic resources) can provide information related to wild species, and thus we propose the deletion of in the indicator  line 114.


	2
	20
	C
	117
	Delete line 117 under T9.1 

As worded now, T9.1 is clearly focused on agricultural land and the monitoring element in column B “Trends in area of agriculture under sustainable practices” reflects this narrow focus.
Therefore, the indicator in line 117 “proportion of land that is degraded over total land area (SDG indicator 15.3.1)”, is broader than the Component T9.1 and monitoring element B.
Note that degraded land is not uniquely related to agricultural uses and therefore, the indicator in line 117 should not be linked to T9.1



	2
	20
	C
	117-123
	Add another indicator along the proposal for A5 (lines 37-39, see above): Trends in the diversity of cultivated plants, farmed and domesticated animals.
Add an indicator /baseline: number of new varieties and animal breeds released annually (to point out that maintaining (and expanding) genetic diversity is also the result of continuous efforts in breeding and selection, and not only efforts to maintain old/historical resources.

	2
	21
	C
	126
	The sustainable management of all types of forest can be supported by forest certification schemes. Considering that those schemes are voluntary and not mandated by Parties regulations, it is inappropriate to refer to specific certification schemes as indicators. This could disregard other schemes and mechanisms; the effective management of the forests is the goal, regardless how it has been achieved. 

	2
	22-23
	A
	141-144
	As a general comment, we would like to state that the ABS related indicators on access should focus on the improved implementation and compliance with the Nagoya Protocol provisions on access by the Parties, and encourage rules, interpretations or implementation on a national or regional level that comply with the obligations of a Party to the Nagoya Protocol pursuant to Article 6.3 a) to provide for legal certainty, clarity and transparency of their domestic ABS legislation  and b) provide for fair and non-arbitrary rules and procedures on accessing genetic resources. Unfortunately, this is currently not the case in many countries. 
The indicators on access (Target 12.1) are focussed on the number of permits granted (and/or IRCCs published), and the number of countries that require prior informed consent and that have published legislative, administrative and policy measures.  
These indicators assume that regulating access is the default situation and it is recommended that countries regulate access.  This also assumes that regulating access will contribute to the benefit sharing goals (Goal C) of the GBF.  This however goes against the sovereign rights of countries whether they decide to regulate access or not, and does not reflect the range of approaches that may be adopted by countries.  It is perfectly legitimate for a country to decide not to control access and to focus on the creation of value via unencumbered use of its genetic resources. Many countries grant access without requiring prior informed consent; this contribution to access to genetic resources should also be captured in the indicators.     

The current indicators measure or consider the number of transactions or bureaucracy, whereby more bureaucracy will be qualified as success for the parameter ‘access’.  Experience has shown that increased bureaucratic measures in fact discourage or prevent access thereby decreasing the potential to create benefits to be shared.  Instead of solely including quantitative indicators measuring number of permits and access regulations, the focus should be on effective access to ensure value creation. We recommend prioritising qualitative indicators focussed on such effective access which enables the productive use of genetic resources.

Since legal certainty is of key importance for users and for the creation of value in the context of biodiversity, target 12.1 could be reformulated to: “All countries have established whether and which access measures apply”. 
For those countries which have implemented access measures, the following elements could be added as indicators to ensure the proper functioning of these measures: 

· The ratio of requested and granted access requests 

· The number of access permits granted within a reasonable timeframe, also taking into consideration the elements listed in row 149, i.a. the number of access permits whose conditions enabled the actual use of genetic resources in R&D projects; 

· The number of access permits granted to public institutions and private organisations.

In this regard reference is also made to the need for a fair, equitable and balanced application of ABS requirements, to achieve the objectives of research and training as defined in Article 12 of the CBD  “to promote and cooperate in scientific advances of biological diversity research, to develop programs for scientific and technical education, and to promote technology transfer, collaboration and capacity building”.  ABS frameworks should be proportionate and supportive of research and development.   A review mechanism should be applied to evaluate and ensure that the implementation of domestic ABS measures is not restricting access and having unintended consequences such as limiting or deterring research and development activities.  

These elements should be taken into consideration and result in a more meaningful set of indicators to assess the actual ABS frameworks of the countries.
Albeit that coherence between different legal instruments dealing with genetic resources is important, it is important to recognise that the ITPGRFA is to be regarded as a specialised legal instrument, operating under its own (multilateral) legal concepts and principles. The elements looked at here are focused on the CBD and the Nagoya Protocol.  For completeness with regard to the indicator re the ITPGRFA as included i.e. ‘the total number of transfers from the MLS received by a country’, we would like to point out that this indicator does not take into due consideration the access of PGRFA from non-parties, nor does it consider that the vast majority of transfers are between the CG centres.  In addition, also the transfer to users of the private sector does not seem to be considered. Furthermore, it does not assess the amount of material that should be transferred under the MLS, but actually is not.  The transfer and use of PGRFA has a multi-layered character which should be duly regarded.  

	2
	23
	A
	146
	Suggestion that the indicators should measure the amount of the value created from the utilization of genetic resources, that contributes to benefit-sharing objectives (which may comprise capacity building for R&D or value chains or any parameter in the Nagoya Protocol Annex). Contributions can be in the form of monetary and/or non-monetary shared benefits. It can be via ABS redistribution mechanisms, and/or via other mechanisms.

Specific indicators could include: number (value) of R&D projects set up in the provider country, number (value) of infrastructure/labs set up in provider country, number of accessions deposited in international databases by each and every country, use of information in international databases by researchers in different countries,  number of best practices and/or standards developed  (this is related to the fact that capacity building should be explicitly addressed and a qualitative indicator should be developed in relation thereto).

	2
	23
	C
	147-148
	As is the case for the indicators re access, the indicators on benefit sharing also focus on the number of countries that have adopted and published legislative, administrative and policy measures.  Thus again, this indicator considers the number of measures or bureaucracy, as parameters of success.  The focus should be on efficacy and effectiveness e.g. workable policies and regulations and impact. 

We reiterate the comments made above relating to the erroneous assumption that regulating ABS is a positive indication of value creation per se (thereby also negating the sovereign right of a country not to regulate ABS).  

As pointed out above, since the focus should be on value creation, it is recommended to also define qualitative indicators related to the use of genetic resources and the value of the innovation resulting therefrom for society. 

Suggestion to merge and re-formulate row 143,144,145,147,148 into a transparency indicator: Number of countries for which the ABS-CH has the complete and up-to-date set of laws and requirements relevant to ABS. 



	2
	23
	B
	149
	The indicator on the actual benefits rightfully refers to monetary and non-monetary benefits (thereby acknowledging that to assess the real value the two need to be considered in a comprehensive manner).  

This indicator should also reflect the complexity of socio-economic and scientific benefits created.  It is therefore important to note that the indicators need to be further refined and should provide tools for a meaningful comprehensive assessment.  The following elements should be addressed:

· The indicators should not be vague and general. 

· The indicators should not solely focus on sharing from users to provider countries, but recognize the actual value created within countries from utilisation of genetic resources.  

· The indicators should not be purely quantitative (number of or a percentage) and also include key qualitative (value) elements.  This would enable  a more complete assessment of the real value (economic impact assessment criteria for provider countries might be useful). 
· The actual value, including socio-economic value or benefits resulting from innovative products, i.e. re food security or human health should be explicitly included.

· The non-monetary benefits resulting from “open access and exchange” should be explicitly covered. 

· There are a few additional elements that could be added to the list: number (value) of R&D projects setup in the provider country, number (value) of infrastructure/labs setup in provider country, number of accessions deposited in international databases by each and every country, number of best practices and/or standards developed  (this is related to the fact that capacity building should be explicitly addressed and a qualitative indicator should be developed in relation thereto).

In addition, albeit that the objective of conservation of biodiversity under the CBD should be taken into consideration when allocating benefit sharing contributions, it is important to note that the monitoring always should keep in mind that the benefit sharing contributions will not be sufficient to finance all efforts required for biodiversity conservation; and that the broader financing of biodiversity conservation is linked to the ongoing discussions on broader approaches to resource mobilisation, rather than relying primarily on Access and Benefit Sharing. 

    

	2
	24
	B
	150-151
	The monitoring elements as covered in the previous rows on genetic resources can be applied mutatis mutandis to traditional knowledge, keeping in mind especially that in the context of CBD and the Nagoya Protocol we are dealing with traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.


	2
	29
	C
	177
	The debate around the private sustainable forestry certification schemes and other market-based mechanisms focused on timber products ought not be treated too simplistically. The CBD should not promote specific private certification schemes as ways to assure sustainable production. 
The use of voluntary certification can be a way to promote sustainable production, but Parties should agree on the best ways to promote it as targets that would be managed and supported by Parties. 

	2
	32
	A
	194-204
	While the language of the target is not currently open for review and comment, we would like to provide some general comments that clarify our proposed edits to the target components, measures and indicators for this target. 

The current language for target 16 is inappropriately negative and beyond the scope of the Convention language. It singles out one technological application – biotechnology in the context of biosafety – and focuses exclusively on the prevention of potential adverse impacts without recognition of the benefits and solutions that biotechnology and its products do and will continue to will contribute to the goals and targets of the framework.  We are also concerned that this target is drafted in a way that is beyond the scope of the Convention language.  The language from Article 8(g) of the Convention requires parties to “regulate, manage or control the risks associated with… living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology which are likely to have adverse environmental impacts that could affect the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity…”.  
While  revisions to the language in  target 16 are not in scope in this comment period, we request that its components, monitoring elements and indicators are reworded to ensure both consistency with the Convention text, and that measures to are related to “living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology” “that are likely to have adverse effects”.

	2
	32
	B
	194-197
	T16.1. Measures to prevent potential adverse impacts of biotechnology on biodiversity and human health

General comment: measures should be focused on preventing identified risks of adverse impacts, not potential risks (or even less so hypothetical ones). They should also be focused on living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology.

The measures that are addressing “potential” risks of adverse impacts should be focused on their assessment in order to identify those that may plausibly lead to actual adverse impacts (that are to be monitored under components 2 and 3 of the same target).

Given that the monitoring elements and indicators for this component are capturing legal and administrative measures for implementation of biosafety regulations, the component T16.1 should be edited to:

“Measures to assess the risk of potential adverse impacts of living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology on biodiversity and human health”


	2
	32
	C
	198
	Percentage of Parties that carry out scientifically sound risk assessments to support biosafety decision-making.

Edit to:

“Percentage of Parties that carry out science-based risk assessments to support biosafety decision-making.”
This change is proposed as “scientifically sound” is too objective.



	2
	32
	C
	199
	Percentage of Parties that establish and implement risk management measures

Edit to:

“Percentage of Parties that establish and implement risk management measures to mitigate identified risks of adverse impacts associated with living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology”
This edit in the component T16.2 is proposed as a logical next step from T16.1 where risk assessment identifies actual (or likely) risks of adverse impacts.


	2
	32-33
	A
	198-202
	T16.2-T16.3. It is not clear what is the difference between T16.2 and T16.3 (manage /control language)

Suggest deleting line 202 as this is already reflected under line 200. 

Suggest editing T16.3. to reflect the work of Parties on information sharing.

Proposed text:

“Measures to control share information on assessing and managing the risks of adverse impacts associated with living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology”.


	2
	33
	A
	203-204
	T16.4 - For an objective indicator, the restoration and compensation for damages to biodiversity caused by LMOs must be based on the concept of “damage” and “significant adverse effect” from Article 2.2 (b) and Article 2.3 of the Nagoya-Kuala Lumpur Supplementary Protocol. 

	2
	35
	B
	217
	Considering that CBD is a Party-driven process, potential indicators on the measurement of the resource mobilization efforts from the private sector are not applicable. Efforts should be strived to creating effective and reliable sources of funding from Parties to support the implementation of the Global Biodiversity Framework. Voluntary funding from the private sector could be considered as a separate source of funds, not controlled or managed by Parties. 

	2
	37
	C
	231
	Indicator 12.6.1 requires data on the number of companies publishing sustainability reports. However, a decision from the Parties cannot, per se, mandate and create obligations to the private sector within the CBD. It is important to understand that the full development and effective application of voluntary and mandatory reporting frameworks or policies are subject to national circumstances and well-recognized sustainability standards by and across sectors, which are adopted at national level and company level. Currently, for instance, the UN Global Compact is widely recognised and one of the world's largest corporate sustainability initiatives supported on a voluntary basis by companies. 

In general, this is a process that requires time and capacity building in the field of SDG reporting, in order to avoid the creation of new reporting standards or frameworks. In this sense, pilot-testing are needed to validate new proposed methodologies for data collection. Further developments and considerations are needed before turning the indicator 12.6.1 into an indicator of the GBF.  

	
	
	
	
	


Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int no later than 25 July 2020.
