
THEMATIC CONSULTATION ON SUSTAINABLE USE OF BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY  
FOR THE POST-2020 GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY FRAMEWORK  

 

Preliminary summary of the online survey and the discussion forum  

An online survey and a discussion forum were organized as part of the activities planned for the thematic 
consultation on the sustainable use of biological diversity for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework 
(notification 2020-051).  
 
This document provides a preliminary summary of some of the points raised in the online survey and in the 
discussion forum. This document aims to help and facilitate the discussions of the closing webinar and has 
been prepared under the supervision of the co-leads of the consultation and in close collaboration with the 
Co-Chairs of the Open-ended Working Group on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. 

The document is organized in two parts. Section A is a summary of some of the responses submitted through 
the online survey and is organized in the same structure as the survey. Section B is a summary of some of 
the discussions held in the online discussion forum.  

A. Online Survey 

The online survey was available from 27 July – 18 August 2020. A total of 86 responses were submitted to 
the Secretariat, including 33 from Parties and other governments, 22 from non-governmental organizations, 
8 from indigenous groups, 6 from the private sector, 5 from intergovernmental organizations, 3 from 
programmes or specialized agencies of the United Nations, 3 from academia, 3 from conventions and other 
agreements (Secretariat units), 2 from youth and 1 from a local authority.  

 

Section I - Sustainable use of biological diversity in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework  

Summary: Overall, many respondents communicated the need to have more clarity and definition of 
concepts in the framework (e.g. integrity, healthy ecosystem, productivity gap, conservation, sustainable 
use). Many respondents highlighted the need for an ambitious framework with a strong implementation 
mechanism and SMART targets. To achieve this purpose, respondents suggested that biodiversity 
mainstreaming needs to be addressed more prominently and effectively throughout the whole 
framework. Several respondents also commented on the importance of enhancing vertical and horizontal 
integration of governments to support implementation of the framework. The strengthening of synergies 
between the framework and other international agreements (e.g. WTO, CITES, SDGs) was also 
suggested. Many respondents also commented that customary sustainable use and its linkages with 
conservation and benefit-sharing need to be strengthened in the framework. Finally, some disagreement 
existed between respondents on the periodicity of indicators, some advocated for more frequent updating, 
while some advocated for less.   
 
Comments frequently raised by respondents of the survey1  

• Some respondents noted that the contributions of human actions and activities to conservation, 
restoration, sustainable use and equitable benefit-sharing of biodiversity could be recognized, 
encouraged and strengthened in the framework.    

• Many respondents highlighted the need to have more clarity and definition of concepts such as 
integrity, healthy ecosystem, productivity gap, conservation, sustainable use.  

 
1 This indicates comments that were raised by three or more respondents.  



• The importance of mainstreaming for sustainable use, was also highlighted by many 
respondents.     

• Many respondents highlighted that the current draft has some gaps in terms of ensuring equity 
for IPLCs. More specifically, respondents suggested to include customary sustainable use in Goal 
B. To support and complement this, it was suggested that Goal A could also have an element on 
legal recognition of lands, waters and territories of IPLCs.   

• Many respondents highlighted that the current draft should recognize that use of biodiversity must 
be sustainable both inside and outside protected areas and OECMs. Conservation and sustainable 
use are not mutually exclusive, and this should be strengthened in the framework. However, other 
respondents recommended a clearer distinction between targets and indicators that are about 
protection/conservation/threat reduction, and those that are about the management of consumptive 
or non-consumptive sustainable use regimes.  

• Some respondents recommended more emphasis be put on national decision-making (plans and 
policies) around sustainable, legal and safe use and in the wider context of other policies, 
including conservation and management plans.   

• Some respondents suggested simplifying the wording of the Goals to remove inclusion of 
methods and strategies.  

• Some respondents noted that an effective knowledge and technology transfer from developed 
nations is an important aspect of sustainable use that needs to be addressed in the framework.   

• Some respondents suggested that the various uses of biological resources are not adequately 
represented in the indicators and monitoring elements of key sustainable use targets within the 
draft framework. One example given was non-consumptive uses of biodiversity (eg. tourism).  

• Respondents suggested to modify the language used in the current framework, to a language that 
values sustainable use. Respondents also suggested to include language reflecting effective 
management and maintenance and support for resilience of ecosystem services. A direct mention 
of natural resource use sectors as partners in the Goals of the Framework was noted as 
progressive and was advised.   

• Respondents noted that nature’s contributions to people should be complemented by peoples’ 
contributions to nature. Sustainable use is currently characterized as something that benefits 
people and is set apart from benefits to nature. The result of including people and sustainability in 
two groups of the GBF can end up with these streams being in competition with each other, 
potentially undermining effectiveness and delivery in both subsets.  

• Some respondents appreciated that each goal addresses each one of the objectives of the 
Convention and the fourth goal addresses the means of implementation. However, others 
preferred to see sustainable use integrated across all goals and milestones. Others highlighted that 
although ‘sustainable use’ is referred to directly in Goal B, sustainable use is not sufficiently 
reflected in the milestones. Furthermore, others responded that there is no connection between 
goals, targets and milestones with respect to sustainable use.  

 
Comments raised by respondents of the survey2 

Some of the strengths highlighted by respondents:  
• It is positive that the theory of change of the Framework focuses on reducing the threats caused by 

the unsustainable use of biodiversity.  
• The focus on the benefits to people that can be derived from sustainable use is a strength of the 

Framework.   

 
2 This indicates comments that were raised by one or two respondents.   



• The current structure focusing on Nature’s Contributions to People, which is consistent with the 
SDG framework and the relationship between nature (goal A), economy (NCPs in goal B) and 
society (equitable sharing in goal D) is also seen as a strength.   

• The framework offers an opportunity for setting up a new set of incentives for building bridges 
between resource managers and biodiversity conservation communities.  

  
Some of the gaps highlighted by respondents: 
  

• The coverage of monitoring elements and indicators of Natures Contributions to People in the 
monitoring framework needs to be strengthened.   

• Equality of benefit sharing from species and ecosystems, as in Goal C and Target 12, consistent 
with objective C of the Convention, only focuses on genetic resources.   

• Goal B needs to be strengthened (for example B1 and B2 do not necessarily ensure sustainable 
use), and issues related to livelihoods could be incorporated into this Goal.   

• The framework should recognize that sustainable use is also affected by indirect drivers like 
poverty and population that can lead to overexploitation.  

• Making the ecosystem approach more prominent throughout the sustainable use components of the 
GBF would be useful.   

• Marine issues are underrepresented and therefore need to be strengthened.   
• There is a need to strengthen the three dimensions of sustainable development (economic, social 

and environmental) but within the scope of the Convention.   
• The utilization of genetic resources is also a form of use, and could therefore be captured under 

both Goal A and B  
 

Section II- Sustainable use of biological diversity in the targets of the draft monitoring framework 
for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework 

Target 4 

Summary: Overall, many respondents highlighted the need for clearer definitions of the terms in this target 
(e.g. safe, legal), since the current wording could lead to confusion and possible misinterpretation of the 
goals of the target. Respondents also suggested that clarification is needed on which species are addressed 
in the target, as references to “wildlife” and “fauna and flora” in the target and monitoring elements may 
unnecessarily exclude species of plants, fungi and bacteria. Many respondents argued that important drivers 
of biodiversity loss are overlooked in this target, including timber harvesting and detrimental impacts on 
non-target species and habitats. Other respondents indicated that customary sustainable use (CSU) is 
overlooked in this target, and that the monitoring elements should ensure that harvesting, trade and use 
respect and recognize the rights of Indigenous Peoples’ to customary use. Many respondents pointed out 
that the target needs to clarify that Critically Endangered, Endangered and Vulnerable species should be 
excluded from extractive sustainable uses.  

Comments frequently raised by respondents of the survey3  

Target: 

• Respondents indicated that the following terms need to be defined to avoid confusion: harvest, 
trade, use, safe, overexploitation, wild species, sustainable. 

 
3 This indicates comments that were raised by three or more respondents.  



o One respondent pointed out that harvesting is not correct term for sentient animals, and 
that exploitation should be used instead.  

o Many respondents suggested use of “ecologically sustainable” rather than “sustainable”.  
• Others indicated that the word “legal” presents potential problems with the safeguarding of 

biodiversity, since certain practices may be legal but detrimental to biodiversity or may suggest a 
need to change laws that ban harvesting, trade and use of wildlife to make all such harvesting, trade 
and use, legal. In addition, some respondents also indicated that the focus on legality potentially 
excludes CSU and disregards rights of IPLCs and that sustainability should be prioritized over 
legality 

• Some disagreement exists amongst respondents on which terms are best when referring to species, 
comments included: 

o “All species should be covered in this target, not just wild species” 
o “Keep term wild species instead of fauna and flora, which excludes fungi and bacteria” 
o “Wildlife is often understood to mean only animals, which may lead to lack of reporting 

on trafficked timber and other plant species”.  
o Replace “biological resources” with wildlife. 

• Some respondents suggested to define or remove the word “safe” as presently, it is not clear for 
whom the use needs to be safe and no indicators exist to measure safety. Some respondents also 
argued it is beyond the scope of the CBD to measure trends in measures ensuring safety of trade 
operations (as these discussions are undertaken by WCO and WTO) and human health.  

• Others indicated that timber harvesting is an important driver of biodiversity loss and should be 
explicitly included in this target.   

• Respondents also indicated that the following concepts could be included in the target:   
o ecosystem-based approaches. 
o avoiding detrimental impacts on non-target species & habitats. The indicator on bycatch 

which is currently linked to Target 8 is more properly linked to this target which is aiming 
to reduce drivers of biodiversity loss– over-exploitation in this case. 

o harvest quotas should be within safe ecological limits, not just established limits.  
• Respondents indicated the need to clarify that the target aims for sustainable levels of wildlife use 

within the remit of increasing populations, not at current depleted levels. Other respondents also 
suggested that strictly protected species should be excluded from sustainable use, as should wild 
species threatened with extinction (Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN) and Vulnerable 
(VU)) at national levels and that use of endangered or vulnerable species should only be used in 
non-extractive ways.  

Monitoring framework: 

• Respondents of the survey indicated that there are a number of ways that CITES could provide 
useful information for some monitoring elements and as potential indicators. For example: 

o There is a Resolution on Non-detriment findings4 (NDFs) and a dedicated section on the 
CITES website on NDFs with many examples of best practice guidance 
(https://www.cites.org/eng/prog/ndf/index.php) that could also be applied to the 
management of non-CITES listed species.  

o It was suggested to consider if NDFs could also be used as potential indicators, e.g. 
percentage of Parties with NDFs being implemented or with NDFs processes in place.   

 
4 Resolution Conf. 16.7 (Rev. CoP18) 



o For Target 4.2, another potential indicator could be to look at whether the quotas for 
international trade in CITES-listed species have been respected or not.  

o In order to determine the proportion of trade wildlife poached or illicitly trafficked, the 
total volume of legal trade also needs to be determined. From an international trade 
perspective, the CITES trade databases (annual legal trade and annual illegal trade) can 
provide this information for CITES-listed species. At the national level and for non-CITES 
listed species, other datasets would be required. 

• Regarding monitoring elements, some respondents pointed out that trends in illegal trade and 
harvesting need to be monitored as well as legal activities and that increasing legal harvesting does 
not mean illegal harvesting will be reduced. It was suggested to have specific wording in the text 
of the target, monitoring elements and indicators addressing illegality and unsustainable practices 
to fully recognize the role these play in biodiversity decline and over-exploitation. 

o However, other respondents argued that prohibitive policies do not always work where the 
use of biological diversity is needed and that promotion of sustainable use of biodiversity 
works better.  

• Respondents indicated that monitoring elements and indicators regarding CSU need to be included. 
Monitoring elements should ensure that harvesting, trade and use is respecting and recognizing the 
rights of Indigenous Peoples’, including of women, to customary use. 

Comments raised by respondents of the survey5 

• A suggestion was made to move this target from the broad elements of reducing threats to 
biodiversity to the section dealing with sustainable use of the components of biodiversity. 

• Another suggestion was to align Target 4 with SDG 15.7, which explicitly mentions an end to 
poaching and trafficking of endangered species, and urgent action to address both demand and 
supply of illegal wildlife products. 

• A suggestion was made to monitor human health, hygiene and zoonoses in relation to wildlife use. 
• A suggestion was made to include an indicator on regeneration and domestication of biodiversity.  
• A suggestion was made to consider new indicators across a wider range of taxa and on non-

consumptive uses, such as wildlife tourism, to ensure balance. 
• A respondent highlighted the importance of regularly monitoring population levels and 

distributions.  
• It was also suggested that for each group of species (terrestrial and aquatic) that is exploited there 

needs to be agreement reached on the best techniques to estimate sustainable levels of use. In 
addition, it was suggested that a UN agency should be tasked with auditing how States are assessing 
sustainable levels of species populations to ensure consistency across States. 

Target 8 

Summary: Many participants suggested that this target should be combined with Target 4. They argued 
that the focus of the GBF should be to ensure the sustainable use of biodiversity and not benefits to people. 
In addition, respondents were confused by the monitoring elements of this target, which are focused largely 
on the sustainable management of fisheries and not on benefits. In addition, respondents indicated that it is 
unclear whether domesticated species are included in this target, since only wild species are mentioned, but 
indicators for component 8.2 are related to agriculture. Finally, many respondents pointed out that elements 

 
5 This indicates comments that were raised by one or two respondents.   



and indicators related to customary sustainable use (CSU) are needed to ensure that the benefits to the most 
vulnerable are easily accounted for. 

Comments frequently raised by respondents of the survey6  

Target: 

• Respondents indicated that both Target 4 and Target 8 are closely interrelated, and that this target 
could be combined with Target 4. In addition, the indicators proposed for Target 8 seem better 
suited for measuring Target 4 (i.e. many of them measure sustainable harvesting). 

• Some respondents argued that this target should aim to ensure sustainable use rather than benefits 
and that if sustainable use is ensured, wild species will contribute to nutrition, food security and 
livelihoods of more people in 2030 and beyond. Respondent also indicated that biodiversity 
outcomes should be the emphasis of the target, recognising the benefits to humans and that the 
target should be action oriented rather than outcome oriented. 

o However, other respondents indicated that Target 8 addresses an important issue and 
that that the equitable sharing of nature’s benefits is a fundamental condition for the 
success of the global biodiversity framework, in particular for balancing the generation 
of benefits and long-term sustainability.   

• Respondents indicated that the following terms should be defined: 
o Sustainable management 
o Well-being  

• Other respondents suggested the following considerations:  
o Consider reframing benefits as current and future benefits from use of wild species of 

fauna and flora since future benefits will not be achieved if long-term sustainability of 
biological diversity is compromised. 

o The indicator in row 113 refers to fish, when the monitoring element is about 
invertebrate stocks, so the indicator should refer to invertebrate animals. 

o There is no mention of flora in the monitoring elements, which would appear to be an 
important gap.  

• Respondents also indicated that this target appears to be about “wild species” and that it is confusing 
as to whether this includes the benefits from food production, and therefore from domesticated 
species. 

o Others suggested that the target should include domesticated species, local varieties of 
crops and breeds and their wild relatives, furthermore, other responses suggested that 
microorganisms (particularly bacteria and fungi) should also be included in addition to 
flora and fauna, particularly in the medicinal use context.  

Monitoring framework: 

• Respondents indicated that the components and indicators of Target 8 do not respond to the Target 
wording, as they refer to aquatic or terrestrial wild species, rather than capturing the necessary 
components of the Target under wellbeing, including food security, nutrition, secure livelihoods 
and health and that sustainable forest management and other managements can also be involved in 
this target. 

• Others indicated that the monitoring element and indicators are only focused on use of species for 
food and medicine which does not address all the components of the target. It was suggested to 

 
6 This indicates comments that were raised by three or more respondents. 



include other benefits such as poverty alleviation, jobs, fragrance, flavours, biopharmaceuticals, 
cosmetics, fashion, pets, skins, trophy hunting, personal care; and non-material benefits of 
biodiversity, such as recreation, inspiration, psychological benefits and tourism.  

o However, another respondent argued that it is important to prioritize uses which are 
essential for human wellbeing over those which are fundamentally not. 

• Respondents mentioned that a specific component on CSU is crucial in this target and that the 
benefits for local communities are not included in the indicators. Elements and indicators related to 
CSU are needed to ensure that the benefits to the most vulnerable are easily accounted for. 

• Others indicated that the target indicators should be disaggregated by sex if possible, as this Target 
relates to a key gender-biodiversity priority area.  

• SDG indicator 2.3.2: Average income of small-scale food producers, by sex and indigenous status 
is not linked directly to the sustainable management of wild species. 

Comments raised by respondents of the survey7 

• Some respondents highlighted the importance of considering that what constitutes a “sustainable” 
off-take today might not be sustainable or might be too small for human livelihoods in the future. 

• Others commented that the “degree of implementation” and “degree of application” seem 
somewhat arbitrary in terms of indicators and that reporting against these is often subjective.  

• Respondents also indicated that the Red List Index is often not adequate for use in data-poor 
countries such as SIDS.  

• Others also indicated that trends in bycatch databases could also be considered, along with number 
of Parties implementing the FAO’s International Guidelines on Bycatch Management and 
Reduction of Discards (consider other possible synergies with FAO in this target). 

Target 9 

Summary: The majority of respondents found the reference to “reducing productivity gaps” confusing. 
Respondents believed that the global biodiversity framework should focus on the sustainable management 
of agroecosystems rather than increasing their productivity, especially since increases in productivity can 
potentially harm biodiversity and will not guarantee less deforestation. Respondents also asked for more 
clarity on which managed ecosystems are covered by this target. Many respondents also pointed out that 
the indicator “Areas of agricultural land under conservation agriculture” is narrow and unnecessarily 
excludes other forms of biodiversity friendly agriculture. Finally, many respondents pointed out the 
importance of the use of landscape approaches in agroecosystems, since biodiverse agricultural landscapes 
play an important role in providing landscape connectivity and protecting species.  

Comments frequently raised by respondents of the survey8  

Target: 

• Respondents indicated that the current reference to “reducing productivity gaps” is unclear and 
there are no indicators to measure its progress. They also indicated that the main objective of the 
target should be that use of biological diversity is sustainable, and that it contributes to resilient 
ecosystems in the landscape, rather than focusing on productivity, which is not one of the objectives 
of the Convention.  

 
7 This indicates comments that were raised by one or two respondents.   
8 This indicates comments that were raised by three or more respondents. 



• Respondents also mentioned that clarification is needed regarding what managed ecosystems are 
included in this target (for example are mining areas and rangelands included?) and indicated that 
forest ecosystems and aquaculture should be explicitly mentioned.  

• Some respondents pointed out that this target does not mention the role of biodiverse agricultural 
landscapes in providing habitat for species or for improving landscape connectivity and that it is 
important to recognise the role of biodiverse agricultural landscape in species protection, as well 
as for the benefits they provide to people. Ecosystem restoration, ecosystem-based approaches and 
landscape approaches should be included in this target.  

o However, another respondent argued that spatial planning should not be the focus of the 
target, since T1 deals with this issue. 

• Others also suggested that food waste and loss should be addressed in this Target.  

Summary of issues raised in relation to the monitoring framework: 

• Respondents indicated that the following indicator “Areas of agricultural land under conservation 
agriculture” is narrow and lacks clarity and that all forms of biodiversity friendly agriculture should 
be considered, including climate smart, organic, agroecological practices and agroforestry.  

• Others indicated that SDG indicators 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 are highly relevant for CSU and data 
generated for relevant indicators under this target need to be disaggregated for IPLCs and 
monitored through community-based monitoring and information systems. In this regard, some 
suggested adding an indicator for land tenure security and access to wild species of fauna and flora 
for customary and sustainable use. 

• In addition to the two certifications schemes mentioned in the indicator on area of forest under 
sustainable management, respondents noted that there are national schemes which should be 
included and that indicators should also consider certification schemes beyond forest certification, 
such as certification and traceability schemes now being used for marine fisheries resources and 
harvest of medicinal plants (measuring for example the progress with the implementation of the 
FairWild Standard and certification framework).  

o However, others indicated that sole reliance on third party sustainable forest management 
certification would likely exclude measurement of significant areas of reserves and 
production forests that are being sustainably managed but are not certified.  

• Respondents indicated that measures relevant to safety and the consideration of zoonotic diseases 
and their connection to destruction of habitat and proximity of human activities, including 
livestock, to natural areas and wild species of animals, are also missing. 

Comments raised by respondents of the survey9 

• Others suggested that the target should consider the development of sustainable urban agriculture, 
which not only boosts biodiversity but tackles ‘food deserts’ and reduces food transport.   

• Respondents also indicated that Target 9 should ensure that women are given equal rights to 
economic resources, and access to ownership and control over land and other property, financial 
services, and natural resources in accordance with national and customary law. Target indicators 
must also be disaggregated by sex when possible. 

• A suggestion was made for an element of this target to focus on eliminating perverse incentives for 
increasing agricultural industrialisation (particularly livestock). 
 

 
9 This indicates comments that were raised by one or two respondents.   



Target 13 

Summary: The majority of respondents highlighted that more integration of sustainable use across sectors 
is needed, including mainstreaming and monitoring through appropriate reporting and regulation measures. 
Respondents found that there is especially a need to increase awareness and accountability of businesses 
across sectors, through sector-specific guidance and mainstreaming. The target should therefore reference 
non-government actors, including the private sector. Respondents felt there is a need to establish 
mechanisms to promote dialogue and collaboration between actors and it is key to have a harmonization of 
policy goals across critical sectors that influence natural resources governance. A few respondents also 
requested a clearer definition of the term “biodiversity values” and suggested alternative language. Finally, 
respondents recommended that specific indicators that will help implement and track the contribution of 
mainstreaming sustainable use both as a process and as an output should be defined.  

Comments frequently raised by respondents of the survey10  

Target: 
• Respondents suggested that the target should not only focus on ‘mainstreaming biodiversity values’ 

but should rather focus on ‘mainstreaming values of biodiversity and ecosystem services’ 
or simply ‘mainstreaming biodiversity’. 

• Respondents also indicated that spatial planning could be included in Target 13 rather than in 
Target 1 and that focus on “integrated landscape and seascape management” should be added.   

• Other respondents mentioned that the target needs more reference to non-government actors, 
notably the private sector and that more integration of sustainable use across sectors is needed, 
including mainstreaming and monitoring through appropriate reporting and regulation measures. 
Some indicated that ‘Mainstreaming across all sectors’ should promote coordination across sectors 
and levels of governance and highlighted the importance of establishing mechanisms to promote 
dialogue and collaboration between actors to have a harmonization of policy goals across critical 
sectors that influence natural resources governance.   

• Some responses focused on the need to increase awareness and accountability of businesses across 
sectors, through sector-specific guidance and mainstreaming. Some options to increase 
accountability among sectors were mentioned, including through economic valuations of 
ecosystems. Others indicated that the CEPA tool kit and training would help in reaching out to 
various target groups and thereby more effectively mainstream biodiversity and ecosystem 
services across sectors.  

• Respondents indicated that there is a need to evaluate the impact and efficiency of the fiscal 
incentives associated with the management of biodiversity and reform the incentives that are 
ineffective, inefficient and / or contradictory.  

• Others indicated the need to reduce the impacts associated with activities in productive sectors and 
throughout the entire value chain of products and services that directly and indirectly generate 
anthropic risks for ecosystems.  

• Others suggested including and recognizing the links between biological and cultural diversity in 
this Target. 

  
Monitoring framework: 

• If ‘biodiversity values’ are to be used, respondents suggested using the existing System of 
Environmental Economic Accounting Experimental Ecosystem Accounting (SEEA EEA).   

 
10 This indicates comments that were raised by three or more respondents. .  



• Suggestions were made for this target to also include monitoring indicators on PES (Payment for 
Ecosystem services) and to develop guidelines on how to implement PES.  

• Respondents indicated that the monitoring elements do not currently include mainstreaming into 
use-related policies, like agriculture and other production activities and that these need to be 
specifically mentioned, in order to mainstream sustainable use throughout the framework. 

• Some highlighted that the indicators against the monitoring elements on “Trends in integration of 
biodiversity and ecosystem service values into planning processes (lines 152 and 153), refer to 
countries taking specific actions, but does not bring into play the role of sub-national governments 
and communities in similar actions. 

• Others also mentioned that it is important to have indicators that describe actions that lead to 
sustainable use and that specific indicators that will help track the contribution of mainstreaming 
sustainable use both as a process and as an output should be defined.  

• Others also suggested that the monitoring components could make more reference to the uptake of 
specific tools that reflect mainstreaming, including number of countries employing systems of 
environmental accounts, number of countries utilising environmental fiscal reform, number of 
countries with biodiversity criteria in departmental budget proposals, etc. 

Comments raised by respondents of the survey11 

• Others indicated that biodiversity could have diverse ‘values’, both monetary and non-monetary, 
and these differing concepts should be reflected in the Target.   

• They also indicated that governments can provide more clarity about the use of non-financial 
disclosure for biodiversity. 

• The need for greater recognition of the benefits from non-consumptive uses of wildlife on 
sustainable development, and of conservation in particular through the long-term impact of 
changing attitudes towards animals and natural habitats was also highlighted as important for this 
target. 

Target 15 

Summary: Several respondents thought that Target 15 was too vague and lacks precision, particularly with 
regards to the 'elimination of unsustainable consumption patterns'. However, other respondents thought that 
the elimination of these patterns should also be linked specifically to biodiversity and not simply the loss 
of biodiversity (as the target suggests). Some respondents believed the language “taking into account 
individual and national cultural and socioeconomic circumstances” seems more suited for the preambular 
paragraphs relating to the framework as a whole than just specifically to this target. However, other 
respondents argued that consumption patterns are a function of country development and must be treated 
differently across geographies to be fair. Some respondents also believed that the language “ensuring people 
everywhere understand and appreciate the value of biodiversity” is an outcome of the purpose of 
mainstreaming and is therefore duplicative of target 13. Finally, many respondents believed the target 
should promote change in consumption patterns and supply chains and should include circular economy 
principles. 
 
Comments frequently raised by respondents of the survey12  

Target: 
• Several respondents thought that Target 15 was too vague and lacks precision, particularly with 

regards to the 'elimination of unsustainable consumption patterns' and questioned how this can be 
reduced to 'zero' and how this can be measured. Furthermore, respondents indicated that the 

 
11 This indicates comments that were raised by one or two respondents.   
12 This indicates comments that were raised by three or more respondents. 



elimination of these patterns should also be linked specifically to biodiversity and not simply the 
loss of biodiversity (as the target suggests).  

• Respondents indicated that the target as currently proposed is not SMART, too broad in scope and 
unclear on how these aspirations could be achieved and reported on. A suggestion was made to 
break the target up into two: e.g. (i.) eliminating consumption pattern; and (ii.) understanding and 
appreciating.  

• Respondents also mentioned that all the targets should take into account individual and national 
cultural and socioeconomic circumstances and that this language could be more suited in 
preambular paragraphs relating to the framework as a whole rather than just specifically to this 
target.  

o However, others indicated that consumption patterns are a function of country development 
and must be treated differently across geographies in order to be fair.  

• Respondents suggested including principles related to circular economy in this target.   
• Others indicated that “Ensuring people everywhere understand and appreciate the value of 

biodiversity” is an outcome of the purpose of mainstreaming and is therefore duplicative of target 
13. They also indicated that referencing the 2050 vision is redundant in the target.  

• Respondents also highlighted the links between this target and SDG12, particularly targets 12.1 
and 12.8.    

• Similar to Target 13, respondents highlighted the need to identify sector-specific changes.  
• Other respondents indicated that it is important to promote change in consumption patterns as well 

as in production and related supply chains and that it is essential to include production into Target 
15.  

• Some indicated that Target 15 shifts the responsibility to the consumer and that it should be 
complimented by a target that shifts the responsibility to governments to create an enabling 
environment, both legal as well as financially for the private sector to offer a wide range of 
affordable biodiversity friendly products. 

Monitoring framework: 

• Some respondents suggested to further develop the concept of ecological footprint as an indicator. 
• Other responses indicated that eco-labeling mechanisms could be included in the indicators for this 

target and that indicators could address specific sectors. 
• Others suggested that the target could include specific elements relating to the reduction of the 

demand for and consumption of wild meat, with a particular emphasis on urban settings, and on 
encouraging initiatives that deliver alternative sources of protein to subsistence consumers of wild 
animals, in order to further reduce the risk to human health and wildlife populations. 

Comments raised by respondents of the survey13 

• A suggestion was made to consider the contribution of wild species to sustainable/responsible 
consumption practices, and the reduction in consumption and demand for illegally traded wildlife 
products as part of undertaking measurable steps towards sustainable consumption lifestyles. 

• A suggestion was made for this target to be grounded within robust and regularly monitored data 
such as the World Bank's 'Global Consumption Database', with complementary useful reference 
points in the UN Environment review of the Sustainable Consumption and Production SDG. 

 

 
13 This indicates comments that were raised by one or two respondents.   



Other Targets 

Summary: Respondents proposed suggestions to strengthen sustainable use in the following targets: 1, 2, 
3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 19. Notably, many respondents highlighted that sustainable use can be a key tool 
to address human-wildlife conflict in Target 3. Many also commented that production practices and supply 
chains are directly linked to possibilities for sustainable consumption patterns in Target 14. 
 
General comments 
 

• Some respondents indicated that education or awareness raising activities should be included as 
part of the Draft monitoring framework for the post 2020 GBF.  

• Other respondents mentioned that it is important to consider transformative change within the 
framework.  

• Respondents also suggested the inclusion of technology and innovation incorporated into 
agricultural systems and other productive systems that promote the conservation of biodiversity in 
the framework.  

• A comment was made indicating that both target 14 and 15 rely heavily on existing SDG language 
and metrics and there is a need to clarify in what way the GBF is specifically contributing to 
achieving these.   

 
Suggestions to strengthen the sustainable use of biological diversity across different targets of the 
framework 
 

• Target 1:  
o In Targets 1 and 2, recognition of indigenous peoples' lands, waters, territories and 

resources should be recognized as a separate land category from PAs and OECMs and as 
well as in national legislation, to ensure that indigenous peoples' customary sustainable use 
is recognized, strengthened and protected from criminalization.  

o All (not 50%) land and sea should be under some form of planning, including production 
areas where sustainable use takes place. “Planning” can include all land-uses, and it should 
be considered everywhere. Use should be sustainable overall and for the long-term, which 
can be achieved by applying a landscape approach at multiple scales.  

• Target 2:  
o The target should recognize that protected areas are not limited to no-touch zones, and that 

a continuum of different levels of use take place inside and beyond protected areas.  
o Protected areas policy is also an area relevant to sustainable use, and the target should 

reflect that protected areas and OECMs have to fit into an overall landscape that enables 
sustainable use and healthy ecosystems in order to be effective.  

o OECMs also need to include human, cultural, and societal elements, and also coverage of 
KBAs.  

o Include areas under sustainable use such as IPLC territories especially where they overlap 
with PAs and KBAs. 

• Target 3:  
o “Active management actions” apply to both wild and non-wild species. The framework 

also needs to consider recovery and conservation of species actively cultivated, managed, 
and used by humans.  

o Sustainable use can be a key tool to address human-wildlife conflict. Some highlighted that 
it is not clear why the focus is only on ex-situ conservation measures.  

o This Target could have the following additional component: “Engagement with 
stakeholders and beneficiaries to ensure sustainable use of biodiversity.” 



• Target 5:  
o The target should also include an element of sustainable use as invasive alien species (IAS) 

can have a negative impact on sustainable use of biodiversity. This could be made explicit 
and monitored in terms of the amount of sustainable use that is damaged by IAS.  

o The design on any land and landscape and the introduction of plant species should take into 
consideration the risk of IAS and the role of plantings for plant and animal biodiversity 
from a local and landscape biodiversity point of view. Choice of plants to use in 
landscaping is clearly of relevance for sustainable use.  Landscaping is also highly relevant 
for creating a sustainable use of the landscape – landscape practices in cities, peri-urban 
areas and smaller towns can contribute or hinder the ecological connectivity in the over all 
landscape. 

• Target 6:  
o This target aims to reduce pollution but does not explicitly state that pollution can be the 

result of unsustainable use. Pollution is also a sustainable use issue, as any use that 
produces too much pollution cannot be sustainable. Use activities could be added to the list 
of “trends in pollution from…”. 

o  The target should have a component focused on sustainable use of agricultural diversity 
to prevent pollution from excess nutrients and biocides. 

• Target 7:  
o A component focused on sustainable forestry practices can prevent the loss of forest cover 

and help mitigate climate change.   
• Target 10:  

o Assuming that trends in ecosystems contributing to air quality is eventually going to 
include forest ecosystems, it should also be pointed out that sustainably managed 
productive ecosystems can also contribute to air quality regulation, not only perceived 
“wild” areas.  

• Target 11:  
o Sustainable use is also relevant to biodiversity and human health, in that sustainably 

produced goods are healthier for people. Trends in contributions to human health from 
sustainably produced products could be added to the elements. 

• Target 12:  
o The focus should be changed from “increasing benefits” to sustainably using and equitably 

sharing the benefits from genetic resources.  
o The target should also incorporate a component related to sustainable use in relation to the 

use of pathogens by the biopharmaceutical industry.  
o Customary sustainable use of resources (genetic, biological and ecosystem services) should 

be protected from negative impacts arising from access to resources in indigenous peoples' 
territories. 

• Target 14: 
o Many supply chains include wild-sourced species/products and there is scope for reforming 

economic sectors towards sustainable practices along the supply chains for wildlife trade.  
o Production practices and supply chains are directly linked to possibilities for sustainable 

consumption patterns. Production and supply chains trigger consumption and vice versa. 
These are intrinsically linked and cannot be separated.  

• Target 17:  
o This target should include incentive reforms to support sustainable use of biodiversity. One 

example for the agricultural sector is the introduction of incentives to apply a bio-control 
approach. 

o A suggestion was made to reword component 17.2 to focus on resource mobilization in 
order to support the increase in neutral or positive incentives for the conservation and 



sustainable use of biodiversity, following the positive language agreed by the Post-2020 
GBF negotiation process. 

• Target 19:  
o The current elements and indicators do not seem to contain anything about information 

and traditional knowledge on sustainable use. It would be better to explicitly add these in 
this target to make sure they are not overlooked in implementation. 

 

Section III- Customary sustainable use in the draft post-2020 global biodiversity framework  

Summary: Respondents indicated that Customary Sustainable Use (CSU) needs to be strengthened in the 
current draft of the monitoring framework and that it does not properly recognize the ownership, rights and 
access of IPLC to biodiversity and natural resources. Respondents highlighted that the framework needs to 
address the connection between loss of indigenous land and loss of biodiversity and that customary 
sustainable use makes vital contributions to conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, but it is 
currently undervalued, under recognised and under reported. Others suggested that integrating CSU into 
the targets, monitoring elements and indicators of the GBF is crucial to achieving its biodiversity goals and 
highlighted the importance of integrating CSU into National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans 
(NBSAPs) and National Reports (NRs), with the full support and participation of IPLCs. Other respondents 
also indicated that respecting, protecting, securing and promoting customary land tenure and the practice 
of traditional knowledge needs to be a priority for the framework. IPLC initiatives that ensure the 
sustainable use of biodiversity need to be encouraged and financed and traditional knowledge needs to be 
integrated across development sectors. In addition, the capacity of indigenous communities to collect, 
manage and have access to biodiversity data needs to be increased. Participants provided many examples 
of IPLCs that depend on and safeguard biodiversity in their countries and existing programs and laws that 
support them.  

Comments on how CSU can be better integrated into the Global Biodiversity Framework  

• Respondents suggested that the framework needs to address the connection between loss of 
indigenous land and loss of biodiversity. and that respecting, protecting, securing and promoting 
customary land tenure and the practice of traditional knowledge needs to be a priority for the 
framework. 

• Other suggestion by respondents was to integrate CSU across the targets, monitoring elements and 
indicators of the framework as this will be crucial to achieving its biodiversity goals. It was also 
suggested to integrate protection of indigenous territories, rights and traditional knowledge and 
self-determination across the framework.  

o However, other respondents indicated that assuming that subsistence, traditional or 
customary uses automatically being considered as ‘sustainable’ should be avoided and that 
the framework should instead look to develop clear measures of biological and ecological 
sustainability and seek to help cultural and social ‘norms’ adapt according to biologically 
sustainability criteria. 

• Respondents also suggested to add reference to indigenous and local knowledge, with rigorous 
adherence to principles of free, prior, and informed consent to indicators where possible. It was 
noted that while this is the function of Target 20, repetition of monitoring elements and indicators 
is common throughout the framework and serves as a means of establishing linkages between 
Targets. 

• Others mentioned that CSU also needs to be integrated into NBSAPs and NRs, with the full support 
and participation of IPLCs.  



• Respondents also indicated that initiatives by IPLCs that ensure the sustainable use of biodiversity 
need to be encouraged and financed and traditional knowledge needs to be integrated across 
development sectors, and that cultural values and traditional knowledge should also be 
mainstreamed in all policies, processes and education systems. 

• Respondents indicated that collaborative partnerships involving indigenous, local or traditional 
communities should be developed and that transformative partnerships are necessary to support 
adaptation to the effects of biodiversity loss and to build resilient societies. 

• Various respondents indicated that engagement and capacity building are needed in communities, 
in this regard, participants to the survey suggested various actions around the following: 

o Training in value addition of raw forest bioresources so that the value of such secondary 
products can fetch good returns to forest-dwelling people.   

o Increasing capacity of indigenous communities to collect, manage and have access to 
biodiversity data and the ability to observe and manage variations in vegetation and 
precipitation, temporally and spatially, in order to maintain sustainable livelihoods and 
economic growth. 

o Empowering communities to engage in sustainable practices, by consultation and through 
the issuing of special permits based on monitoring of resources. Captive breeding, 
sustainable silviculture and sustainable agriculture may also support local and traditional 
communities while reducing the impacts on natural ecosystems. This information should 
be shared in local languages with the local self-help groups and communities for bettering 
their livelihoods.  

• Others indicated that funding must be directed to the task of researching CSU and supporting the 
maintenance of CSU practices.  

• Respondents to the survey suggested that the monitoring framework, including the indicators 
should consider how customary sustainable use equally benefits women and men and promotes 
participation of indigenous peoples and local communities. The use of community-based 
monitoring and information systems was also suggested for as many indicators as possible.   

• Some respondents believed the framework could put more emphasis on the implementation of the 
Nagoya Protocol. 

• Other respondents indicated that there needs to be more recognition of the methods and 
conservation outcomes of ICCAs and OECMs managed by IPLCs. Importantly, the establishment 
of PAs need to involve IPLCs and respect their rights, and effective OECMs need to be counted 
towards any percentage target for protected areas. 

• Furthermore, some respondents highlighted the need to include IPLCs more actively in the design 
of the framework and in identifying the goals, targets, and indicators 

Specific target and indicator recommendations with regards to CSU 

• For T2: should explicitly protect self-governed territories of IPLCs as effective area-based 
conservation measures that respect all rights. 

• For T19.4, add an indicator on trends in land tenure security and access to terrestrial, freshwater, 
and marine flora and fauna for customary and sustainable use. 

• Customary sustainable use could potentially be added to the components, monitoring elements and 
indicators associated with Target 4, which aims to ensure that the harvesting, trade and use of wild 
species of fauna and flora, is legal, at sustainable levels and safe. 

• For T20: An important component of this target is education of officials at different levels and for 
research, in collaboration with IPLCs to continue to develop methods and approaches, particularly 



around planning and development processes. Respondents indicated that this should be done in 
relation to different country contexts and the challenges that different IPLC representatives and 
officials have. 

o An indicator could be related to the degree of education being conducted for officials at 
different levels. 

Some examples of CSU implemented as a strategy in conservation and sustainable use of 
biodiversity 

• In the Kanuri community, ancestors used to associate bad luck to the hunting of some animals by 
one family more than once in a year or prohibited members of the community from entirely cutting 
down some special species of trees such as the ‘Baobab” trees in the forest. 

• CSU management strategies (usually referred to as traditional management) are recommended in 
the 2014 FAO Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable Small-Scale Fisheries in the Context 
of Food Security and Poverty Eradication (SSF Guidelines). 

• In Guatemala Indigenous Peoples manage the ecosystems based on their practices and customary 
law, see examples on this webpage https://sotzil-guatemaya.org/mapa/ 

• Several outstanding cases in which livelihoods are heavily dependent on biodiversity, include 
examples such as Bighorn Sheep hunting and trophy trade in Mexico, Saltwater Crocodile harvest 
and trade in Australia or Ibex and Markhor trophy hunting in Tajikistan. These examples document 
how CSU has been implemented in some countries both through policies as well as projects. 

• At the level of national policies, CSU has been written into the constitutions such as those of 
Namibia and Zimbabwe which explicitly recognise the right to use wildlife resources sustainably. 

• The Indian government enacted the “Forest Rights Act-2006” empowering tribal people and forest 
dwellers to own and manage land. 

• In India, preservation of sacred groves by women is another example of traditional forest 
management. Preservation of sacred groves have helped to preserve landscape biodiversity and 
maintain ecological services, preventing soil erosion, ensuring extensive water holding capacity 
especially the ground water. 

• In Togo, the existence of sacred forests or the totem poles of certain local peoples who do not eat 
certain animals allow the sustainable use of biodiversity. 

• The multifunctional agrosilvopastoral system known as “montado” in Portugal (and “dehesa” in 
Spain) is typical of the Iberian Peninsula. This agroforestry system is crucial to combat 
desertification and to support the populations of Iberian lynx (Lynx pardinus). 

• In accordance with its obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi, the New Zealand Government 
utilises distinct processes and institutions that afford opportunities for Māori involvement in 
decision-making processes that affect their rights and interests. These range from broad assurances 
of participation in decision-making through to particular instances in which certain legal 
requirements must be fulfilled. 

• Joint management arrangements with IPLCs, such as the Australian Indigenous Protected Areas 
program, deliver broad ranging benefits which extend well beyond biodiversity outcomes.  
Managing   Indigenous   Protected   Areas   helps   Indigenous communities to protect their 
significant cultural values for future generations while simultaneously generating health, education, 
economic and social benefits. 

• In the highlands in the interior of Borneo (Indonesia and Malaysia), IPs (Dayak Lundayeh/Lun 
Bawan/Kelabit) have practiced traditional agriculture (wet rice fields) for centuries, based on sound 
ecological and traditional knowledge, the integrated cycle of water buffalo husbandry, raising 



ducks, high agrobiodiversity, and preservation of the water sources for irrigation. The system has 
respected the fragile ecosystem of the area and demonstrated the sustainability of the use and 
customary practices. The awareness of the IPs in the Highlands, old and younger generations, is 
high and this has led to their declaration for organic cultivation and securing certification to further 
strengthen the traditional agricultural system. The local government has issued a decree for the 
protection of the system (traditional occupation and livelihoods). 

Some examples of traditional occupations/livelihoods dependant on biodiversity 

• In Finland, Indigenous Sámi reindeer herding is dependent on old-growth forests that are important 
sources of tree growing lichen (Bryoria fuscescens). This lichen is vital for reindeer in critical 
winter months when the ground is covered with ice and reindeer cannot graze on ground growing 
lichens.  

• In Uganda, Nomadic Pastoralism, with a population of 2.3 million, represents 95% of the 
population. It has three pillars: natural resources, the livestock herd and Pastoral society and 
institutions. 75% of men are engaged as cattle keepers while 60% of women remain engaged in 
domestic chores. 

• In Malawi communities depend on biodiversity for medicinal products administered by traditional 
doctors, as well as for a cultural dance called "Gule wankulu" (meaning the "greatest dance"). 

• In Venezuela, one example is the use of fiber that comes from the curagua plant, which is used for 
different fabrics, baskets, hammocks. This tradition is carried out by all the community and is 
passed on to the new generations. Another example is the production of a liquor called cocuy, 
which comes from the fermented musts of the Agave plant, and is made by the communities of 
Pecaya, this liquor has a certificate of origin and serves as sustenance for the rural communities of 
the state of Falcón. 

• In Canada, Indigenous peoples have cultural, economic and health needs that are closely related to 
the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. Many Indigenous families supplement their 
nutritional needs by harvesting traditional/ country foods.  Within Indigenous communities, most 
(if not all) occupations are dependant on biodiversity, and are delineated by related skills, gender 
roles and inter-generational responsibilities (e.g., Elders, knowledge keepers, hunters, teachers). 

• Many other participants also listed hunters, farmers, fishers, traditional medical practitioners and 
artisans in their countries as dependent on biodiversity.



B. Online Discussion Forum 

The discussion forum took place from 07 – 11 September 2020. A total of over 160 comments were posted 
to the forum. There were 44 participants in the forum in total, including 11 from Parties, 15 from non-
governmental organizations, 1 indigenous group, 1 from the private sector, 7 from intergovernmental 
organizations, 3 from programmes or specialized agencies of the United Nations, 3 from academia and 1 
from a Convention (Secretariat unit). 
 
Thread 1- Sustainable harvest, trade and use of biodiversity  

1. Which terms should be used in Targets 4: ‘wildlife’, ‘wild species’ or ‘biological resources’? What 
would the implications of these different terms be for the monitoring framework of the post-2020 global 
biodiversity framework?  
 
• The majority of participants agreed the term “wild species” should be used in Target 4, without 

special reference to “fauna and flora”, as this excludes species in the bacteria and fungi kingdoms.  
The term “wild species” encompasses all species affected by harvest, trade and use (including 
plants, animals, bacteria and fungi).  

o The term “wildlife” is often understood to mean terrestrial wild game and could lead to 
misinterpretation of the target.  

o The term “biological resources” is too broad and encourages the commodification of 
nature. 

• A few participants argued the term “biological resources” should be used in the target, since it 
includes all species that are relevant to the target and the term is already defined in the Convention. 
We can only adopt sustainable use of what is considered a resource. 

• A few participants argued the term “wildlife” should be used as most people understand the term 
refers to both plants and animals.   

• A few participants suggested the term “components of biological diversity” be used in the target, 
as this term is used in Article 2 of the Convention. 

• One participant suggested simply the term “species” be used in the target, as it is difficult to define 
the term “wild”.  

• One participant noted that it is important to look at trade not just in terms of trade with species but 
trade with products which are being sourced in a biodiversity-friendly way or biodiversity-based 
products or services such as those related to nature-based tourism.  

• One participant believed the focus should not be on commercial trade and harvest, but on local 
subsistence uses using humane and sustainable practices.  
 

2. Would it be more effective to monitor trends in illegal trade and harvesting, in addition to trends in 
legal trade and harvesting? 

 
• The majority of participants agreed that both trends in illegal and legal trade and harvest should be 

monitored in the GBF, since data on both types of activities are needed in order to properly 
understand population trends. In addition, the only way to eradicate illegal harvest and trade is to 
monitor it and then apply proper enforcement strategies.  

o However, some participants highlighted how challenging it is to monitor trends in illegal 
trade and harvesting, and that indicators should not be included if it is unfeasible to measure 
them.  



o Some participants offered solutions to this challenge, such as the use of remote sensing to 
track illegal logging and harvesting of plants.  

• Many participants also highlighted the importance of monitoring population levels and population 
demographics to understand whether use of a species is sustainable.  

• Many participants emphasized the importance of monitoring impacts of harvest and trade on 
unintended and by-catch species and that indicators to this effect should be included under Target 
4.  

• One participant noted that collating data not only on legal trade but on seizures and enforcement 
effort at a country level is essential for understanding any relationships between the legal and illegal 
wildlife trades. 
 

3. What indicators could be used in the monitoring framework to ensure the safety of sustainable use? 
 

• A few participants requested more clarity on the definition of the word “safe” in this target, as the 
current wording does not make it clear for whom the use needs to be safe. They argued that, for this 
target, safety should be ensured from an ecological perspective, since it is in the section “Reducing 
threats to biodiversity” of the framework. Use of biodiversity should be within safe ecological limits 
and the safety of non-target species should also be ensured.  

o However, one participant argued that both human and animal health and safety should be 
ensured in this target using the One Health approach.  
 

4. What techniques currently exist to estimate sustainable harvest, trade or use limits and quotas? 
 

• A few participants referred to the applicability of the CITES Annual Export Quotas for Target 4, 
noting their success in ensuring harvest and trade of wild species is legal and sustainable.  

• One participant suggested combining CITES-listed species trade data, with other factors (including 
red list status / population trend) to be used as an indicator. 

o However, other participants (4) questioned the relevance of CITES quotas, since they 
only apply to the trade of endangered species, and do not cover all forms of sustainable 
use of biodiversity. These quotas also can encourage overexploitation, since Parties 
often issue these quotas and they are not always based on sustainability.  

• One participant highlighted the BioTrade Principles 1 (conservation) and 2 (sustainable use), 
which provide specific guidance for sustainable trade. A number of guidelines, manuals and 
documents as well as related standards (e.g. the Ethical BioTrade standard of the Union for 
Ethical BioTrade (UEBT)) are supporting stakeholders implement the BioTrade Principles and 
Criteria in over 60 countries. 

• Some participants also noted that: 
o Quotas should not only be based on trade volumes, but that all other drivers of 

biodiversity loss should be considered. 
o Science-based adaptive management is needed to ensure sustainable use. As part of 

sustainability assessments, population trends need to be regularly monitored to ensure 
that offtake (legal + illegal) is non-detrimental and there are feedback mechanisms to 
adjust legal trade levels accordingly. 

o Poor enforcement of quotas remains a major problem. 
o Integrated fisheries management plans are needed for all fisheries operating within an 

ecosystem to ensure sustainable use. Ecosystem based approaches are needed.  



o Harvest regimes should assume certain levels of illegal harvest when being set, in this 
way harvesting above sustainable levels can be avoided. Similarly, any data on illegal 
trade should feed into sustainability assessments for legal trade. 

 

Thread 2- Ensuring benefits to people through sustainable use 

1. Why is it important for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework to ensure nature’s benefits to people 
and not just sustainable use?  

• A majority of participants agreed that it is important the GBF ensures nature’s benefits to people. 
Ensuring benefits gives users an incentive to ensure that the natural world can continue to provide 
benefits into the future.  

o However, other participants believed the target should shift the focus from providing 
benefits to ensure that benefits can be provided. Some argued that if the post-2020 
framework can ensure use is sustainable, then by default it is ensuring nature’s benefit for 
people and that a target demanding in increase of benefits might be used as an excuse to 
intensify and industrialise land use while destroying species and habitats. 

• Some participants believed the focus of this target should be on whether or not the use benefits 
local community livelihoods and well-being, while also ensuring that it is biologically sustainable, 
and does not harm human or animal health. 

o However other participants disagreed. Limiting the consideration of benefits to indigenous 
people and communities would not represent reality and would undermine biodiversity 
conservation.  

o However, these participants still recognized the importance of distinguishing between local 
use by IPLCs, women and other rights holders that are sustaining their livelihoods and use, 
and harvest and trade for national or international commercial markets.  

• Many participants agreed that the GBF should use the IPBES term Nature’s Contributions to People 
(NCP) instead of benefits to people. 

 
2. Are there benefits to people, other than food and medicine, that the post-2020 global biodiversity 
framework should monitor in Target 8? 

• The following benefits to be monitored under target 8 were suggested: 
o Material: 

§ Textiles 
§ leather  
§ Jewelry  
§ Timber 
§ Fibre   
§ Shelter  

§ Wax 
§ Resins 
§ Furs 
§ Pets 
§ Trophies 
§ Medicines 

o Non-material: 
§ Recreation and tourism 
§ Spiritual and cultural 

connection  
§ Cultural benefits 
§ Health 

o Regulating: 
§ Clean water 
§ Clean air 
§ Disaster risk reduction 
§ Climate regulation 



• One participant highlighted that the draft monitoring framework does not include monitoring 
elements on benefits. These can currently only be found in the indicators for goal B. 

 
3. One of the aims of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework is to ensure the sustainable use of 
biological diversity, should it monitor activities that ensure benefits to people through sustainable use? 

• A few participants believed it would be interesting to monitor and identify trends in activities that 
provide benefits to people and enhance livelihoods of IPLC through sustainable use of wild species. 

o However, one participant warned that it is difficult to measure sustainability of use using 
quantitative data. Any attempts at monitoring should avoid imposing global or outside 
standards on use in specific cultural contexts.  

• One participant suggested that monitoring can take advantage of programmes incorporating 
sustainable use, such as GIAHS, MAB, emerging work on OECMs, and others. 

Thread 3- Sustainable use of biological diversity across sectors 

1. How can un/sustainable consumption and production be measured to ensure the sustainable use of 
biodiversity across sectors? What would be the implications for the monitoring framework of the post-2020 
global biodiversity framework?  

• Many participants highlighted the existence of several labeling and certification systems already in 
place (e.g. MSC or PFC/FSC) that have proven to be effective to ensure sustainable harvesting and 
production of wild living resources.  

o However, other participants expressed concerns over relying solely on third party 
certification schemes since they are often inaccessible to many resource users for several 
reasons. 

• Some participants agreed a common definition of sustainable consumption, production practices 
and supply chains is needed.  

• Many participants also agreed that the monitoring framework needs to establish what is 
unsustainable or when ecological limits are reached or surpassed.  

o One participant recommended the ecological footprint as a good starting point that could 
be applied at multiple governance levels.  

• Many participants expressed that the productive sector should be asked to report their ecological 
footprint and show to what extent their sustainability strategies contribute to the decrease of 
negative impacts on biodiversity. 

• A few participants highlighted the importance of integrating traditional knowledge when measuring 
sustainable consumption and production trends.   

• The following reports and monitoring frameworks were suggested by participants to be considered 
by the GBF: 

o For forest management, information is captured in the five-year FAO Global Forest 
Resources Assessment, but to undertake this reporting many countries subscribe to specific 
criteria and indicator frameworks such as Forests Europe, Montreal Process, and ITTO's 
framework. 

o Assessment of the overseas environmental footprint of the largest consuming nations can 
be found in the WWF UK/RSPB reports ‘Risky Business (2017)’ and ‘Riskier Business 
(2020)’. 



2. How can the monitoring framework of the GBF better integrate productive sectors to ensure and promote 
the sustainable use of biological diversity? What would the implications be for the monitoring framework 
of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework? 

• Many participants agreed a more detailed framework establishing a second layer of SMART 
components for each sector is needed, with specific indicators, sector by sector. Monitoring 
elements should develop transformative change to ensure sustainable production and consumption.  
Otherwise, the framework will be too general, not helping to give clear guidance to each sector to 
achieve biodiversity sustainability, making the engagement of the private sector more difficult. 

• A few participants suggested that corporate natural capital accounting should be mainstreamed 
across all sectors, making explicit the contributions of nature in a company’s products and income. 

o An example of this is in a recent report from the World Economic Forum which suggests 
that half of the world’s GDP is moderately or highly dependent on nature. The analysis is 
broken down by 163 industry sectors and their supply chains, showing it is possible to 
disaggregate this data between different productive sectors. 

o One participant believed that sustainable consumption and production of nature and 
biodiversity can only be measured through a framework that sets agreed values for 
environmental assets with and without market prices and a methodology for how ‘natural 
capital costs’ are transferred along value chains along with an explicit incorporation of 
those into companies’ accounting.  

3. How can the framework monitor progress of ‘ensuring people everywhere understand and appreciate 
the value of biodiversity’, taking into account ‘individual and national cultural and socioeconomic 
conditions’? 

• One participant suggested the different efforts made by governments, regions, municipalities, 
companies, and all educational organisations, (labelling efforts, information campaigns etc.) in 
ensuring the development of an increase in understanding and appreciation of biodiversity should 
be monitored.  

• One participant suggested the actual appreciation and valuation of biodiversity by people should 
be monitored.  

o An example of this type of valuation is in the World Values Survey.  
o Surveys regarding consumers preferences and understanding of biodiversity is a way to 

measure progress on this issue. 
• A few participants pointed out that bottom up, community driven approaches to biodiversity 

valuation are needed, not just top down approaches. 

Thread 4- Customary Sustainable Use 

1. How can customary sustainable use (CSU) be strengthened, protected and encouraged in the GBF? 

• Many participants stated that the post 2020 GBF should: 
o Recognize the important role that traditional knowledge and CSU play in in-situ 

biodiversity conservation and sustainable use (as in CBD articles 8(j) and 10(c)). 
o Acknowledge the link between loss of indigenous culture and territories and global 

biodiversity loss.  
o Integrate the protection of indigenous territories, rights and traditional knowledge and self-

determination across the framework.  



o Ensure land tenure to protect biodiversity and its sustainable use in a just and rights-based 
manner. 

• Many participants stated that CSU can be strengthened, protected and encouraged through capacity 
building, networking and the mainstreaming of traditional knowledge and CSU in all decision-
making processes. 

• One participant noted that BioTrade, trade with biodiversity based and biodiversity-friendly 
sourced products, strengthen CSU through providing economic opportunities to IPLCs, 
municipalities and actors who apply practices which are conserving and sustainably using 
biodiversity and ensuring ABS.    

• One participant noted that traditional knowledge needs to be integrated in national environment 
plans.  

• Another participant warned not to fall into a paradigm that frames all use by rural, traditional 
communities as sustainable, even where there is no commercial use by said communities. 

2. How can issues related to land tenure, joint management of protected areas or indigenous peoples and 
local communities conserved territories, and secure access to terrestrial, fresh water, and marine flora and 
fauna be integrated into the GBF? 

• One participant highlighted the need for specific targets on IPLC's (including women) rights over 
resources and traditional governance including CSU practices and related benefits, as well as 
guidelines for the recognition and protection of land tenure rights for IPLCs. 

• Some participants found the boundaries of what activities of non-indigenous local communities are 
and are not “customary use” confusing. 

3. What milestone, component, monitoring element or indicator could be strengthened in the GBF for 
customary sustainable use monitoring? 

• One participant mentioned that there is no equivalent dedicated target to Aichi 18, nor direct 
reference to CSU as such in the updated zero draft of GBF. 

• One participant highlighted that sites recognized for CSU in programmes such as MAB and GIAHS 
should be monitored and included in CBD processes.  

• One participant suggested that the recognition of the self-governed territories of IPLC as effective 
area-based conservation measures needs to be measured in the GBF.  

• One participant believed there are no specific indicators that are going to be broadly appropriate 
for a planet supporting diverse cultures, thus indicators of activities considered inconsistent with 
values of most cultures should be used. 

• New suggested target: “By 2030, appropriately recognize and secure 100% of the rights to the lands 
and waters traditionally and collectively governed by Indigenous Peoples and local communities 
for the conservation and the sustainable use of biodiversity and respect their right to Free Prior and 
Informed Consent”. 

• Suggested additional sources for indicators: Local Biodiversity Outlook (LBO) on traditional 
knowledge and practices; ICCA Registry. 


