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IntAct Intervention 

on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework 

CBD/WG2020/3/3 

and 

Proposed Headline Indicators of the Monitoring Framework  

for the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework 

CBD/WG2020/3/3/Add.1 

 

 

Wild Heritage, Griffith University and the Australian Rainforest Conservation Society would like 

to make the following points regarding the first draft of the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity 

Framework including the 2050 Goals, 2030 Milestones and 2030 targets. 

 

I. 2050 Goals and 2030 Milestones. 

 

Goal A 

 

We applaud the strong focus on ecosystem integrity in Goal A. We emphasize however, that 

logically, the call to “enhance ecosystem integrity” should inform all post 2020 Goals and 

Milestones. For this critically important Goal to be met, parties must be encouraged to prevent 

further loss and damage to all ecosystems and the composite biodiversity that underpins their 

functioning, stability, resilience and adaptive capacity. 

 

It follows that the framework should recognize that most, if not all, natural ecosystems are 

irreplaceable by 2030 or 2050 (if ever). Natural ecosystems are increasingly and critically 

important to protect and enhance for biodiversity and ecosystem integrity, and their 

contributions to climate mitigation and climate adaptation. 

 

Improving the protection of primary forests in particular, and fostering recovery of degraded 

natural forests and other carbon dense natural ecosystems, has assumed heightened 

importance for delivering integrated biodiversity and climate action as called for by IPBES and 

the IPCC in their first ever joint workshop report.  

 

With this in mind, calling for a “stabilization in the rate of loss of biodiversity” in Footnote 8 is 

seriously inadequate and does not reflect the extreme urgency of the closely linked biodiversity 
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and climate change crises. We suggest a much more realistic standard would be to halt and 

reverse biodiversity loss by 2030. Imagine if the world community in the Paris Agreement had 

only committed to a “stabilization in the rate of emission reductions”? The Paris Agreement 

would have been dismissed as a failure given what the climate science tells us is now needed. 

Why should we accept such a meagre target for biodiversity when the science as to what is 

needed is equally clear? Similarly, calling for only a 15% increase in the area, connectivity and 

integrity of natural ecosystems by 2050 is seriously inadequate and incongruous in the light of 

the scientific recommendations of the joint IPCC-IPBES report. It is also arguably inconsistent 

with 2030 target 3. It is hard to understand how reducing the rate of extinction tenfold by 2050, 

could conceivably be sufficient, given that current extinction rates are at least a hundred times 

and possibly a thousand times higher than natural, background extinction rates.  

 

Recommended text for Goal A: 

 

The integrity of all ecosystems is enhanced, with an increase of at least 50% in the extent, 

connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems to support healthy and resilient populations 

of all species; reverse the trajectory of species loss and decline; reduce the risk of species 

extinction across all taxonomic and functional groups by 50%; and maintain and safeguard at 

least 90% of genetic diversity of wild and domestic species. 

 

 Milestone A.1.  

 

Given that areas of high integrity are irreplaceable in framework timelines, use of the term ‘Net 

gain’ is confusing and creates the false impression that business as usual conversion and 

degradation can be offset through restoration.  

 

This and all other milestones, should not be expressed in “net” terms. Not only do biodiversity 

offset projects have a very poor track record of success, they have the perverse effect of 

enabling continuing biodiversity loss. These projects are often not “like for like” but enable 

habitat with a high level of ecosystem integrity to be “offset” by investments in degraded 

landscapes. 

 

The proposed 2030 milestone of a 5% net increase in the area, connectivity and integrity of 

natural systems fails to reflect the critical need to reverse the dangerous trajectory we are on. 

To be effective, effort needs to be front-loaded so that at least half the 2050 quantitative goal is 

achieved by 2030.  

 

This Milestone would be in line with scientific evidence and be more effective if revised to read:  

 

Achieve a 25% increase in the extent, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems. 

 

Milestone A.2. 
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There will be little chance of success in achieving global biodiversity conservation objective 

unless this milestone is front-loaded, and biodiversity extinctions are halted. Reducing 

extinction risk by 10% will do little to reverse the trajectory on biodiversity loss. The milestone 

would yield more significant and enduring outcomes if it were revised to read: 

 

Reverse the trajectory of biodiversity loss by ending human-caused species extinctions and 

reducing extinction risk by 25% with a corresponding decrease in the proportion of threatened 

species and corresponding increase in the abundance and distribution of populations of 

species across their natural range. 

 

Milestone A.3. 

 

If we ask the question “what is the baseline against which success of this element of Goal A will 

be assessed,” the only feasible answer is 2020. It is not possible to replace genetic diversity 

once lost. If 90% of genetic diversity is to be maintained by 2050 it must also be maintained by 

2030. Unless it is, this element of Goal A cannot be met. This milestone therefore would 

logically read: 

 

Genetic diversity of wild and domesticated species is safeguarded by ensuring at least 90% of 

genetic diversity in all populations is maintained. 

 

Goal B: 

 

The review of SDG 15 in 2018 noted that “The monitoring framework of SDG 15 does not 

capture essential elements related to quality that are crucial for more meaningful results, 

pointing to the need for additional indicators in areas such as forest intactness, management 

effectiveness of protected areas, and meaningful integration of biodiversity into other 

processes.” The review further noted that “no indicator exists yet to measure the integration of 

ecosystem and biodiversity values into national planning…”and the “need to develop indicators 

of ecosystem ‘quality’ and to recognize the role of biodiversity.” 

 

Since then, and as IPBES has noted, the UN Statistical Division has released a new Ecosystem 

Accounting framework (UNSEEA-EA) that now makes development of indicators of ecosystem 

integrity feasible.  

 

Goal B can therefore facilitate the use of the UNSEEA-EA accounting framework and encourage 

strengthening of all relevant SDG’s given their ultimate reliance on maintaining and enhancing 

the integrity of ecosystems. IntAct’s suggested revised text is: 

 

Nature’s contributions to people are fully accounted to enable SDG’s to reflect the importance 

of ecosystem integrity and the functional role of biodiversity in the provision of all ecosystem 

services and encourage improved ecosystem management to foster climate resilient 

sustainable development for the benefit of all. 



 4 

 

Milestone B.1. 

  

Support will be needed to “fully account and inform all relevant public and private decisions” 

for example, to implement the UNSEEA- Ecosystem Accounting framework. This milestone 

therefore could be strengthened to read: 

 

Where needed, support countries to implement the UNSEEA-Ecosystem Accounting 

framework to facilitate full accounting of Nature and its contribution to people and better 

inform relevant public and private decisions. 

 

Milestone B.2. 

 

This milestone would be stronger if it referenced “ecosystem integrity” instead of 

“sustainability” as the condition of ecosystems (and the biodiversity that underpins and defines 

them) matters for the long-term supply of high-quality ecosystem services, as per below. 

 

The integrity of all ecosystems is improved to ensure the long-term sustainability of all 

categories of nature’s contributions to people, with those currently in decline restored, 

contributing to each of the relevant sustainable development goals. 

 

Goal D  

  

As strongly emphasized by The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review, trillions of 
dollars in subsidies are flowing annually to a range of industries causing serious harm to 
biodiversity and the natural environment. We can no longer afford to subsidize this degradation 
and destruction. IntAct therefore proposes that Goal D would be greatly strengthened if it 
included language to this effect, and recommends the revision below: 
 

Eliminate subsidies that damage the integrity of ecosystems and develop new financial and 

other mechanisms to encourage actions that deliver integrated benefits for biodiversity, 

ecosystem integrity, resilience, climate mitigation and adaptation and livelihoods, to ensure 

the 2050 Vision can be achieved. 

 

Milestone D.1  

 

Consistent with the proposed revision above, we recommend new text for Milestone D.1: 

 

Reduce subsidies for harmful subsidies by 80% and ensure front-loaded funding for integrated 

action to prevent biodiversity loss and climate change averaging an additional one trillion 

dollars per year. 
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2030 Action Targets 

 

Target 1  

 

This target can be helpfully modified to explicitly encourage improved protection of primary 

forests while also emphasizing the importance of smaller areas of high integrity and high 

biodiversity value as refugia for biodiversity and as focal areas for landscape-scale restoration 

efforts. The CBD has previously recognized the exceptional importance of primary forests in 

Decision 14/30 in Sharm El-Sheikh in 2018 and there have been numerous other COP and 

SBSTTA decisions emphasizing the need for improved national reporting on primary forests. 

Primary forests and other relatively undisturbed natural ecosystems are critical strongholds for 

the integrity and stability of Earth’s ecosystems, even at small scales. As currently worded, there 

is a significant danger that smaller, core areas of high ecological value essential for ecosystem 

recovery and ecological restoration efforts will be lost. We emphasize that it is very important 

that the term “intact” not be defined in such a way that it focuses only on very large areas. 

While these are of course also crucial, even small fragments are critically important to 

biodiversity conservation and ecological restoration. 

  

This target therefore can be amended to read:  

 

Ensure that all land and sea areas globally are under integrated, biodiversity-inclusive spatial 

planning addressing land- and sea-use change to retain and improve ecosystem integrity and 

improve the conservation management at all scales of all ecosystems undisturbed by modern 

industrial development, including primary forests and intact landscapes. 

 

Target 2  

 

For the sake of clarity, and to avoid perverse outcomes where, for example, monocultures are 

counted as restoration, we recommend Target 2 be modified to read “ecological restoration” 

rather than simply “restoration.”  

 

Target 3 

 

This target would more explicitly contribute to maintaining and restoring biodiversity and 

ecosystem integrity if it clearly applied to all ecosystems and utilised a pre-industrial or 1950 

reference level.  

 

This would mean that the appropriate level of protection needed would scale from 30% to 100% 

depending on the degree of loss and degradation, and that far more than 30% of severely 

depleted ecosystems would need to be protected. It would also encourage areas of high 

ecological integrity to be selected ahead of degraded areas. Without clearer guidance this 

target may fail to make the contribution needed to reversing the decline in biodiversity and 

ecosystem integrity. It would be strengthened if amended to read: 
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Employing a baseline of 1950 for extent and integrity of all natural ecosystem, ensure that at 

least 30 per cent of each ecosystem on land and sea, prioritizing areas of high integrity and 

particular importance for biodiversity persistence and recovery and contributions to people, 

are conserved through effectively managed, ecologically representative and well connected 

systems of protected areas and other effective area based conservation measures and 

integrated into wider landscapes and seascapes. 

 

Target 8. 

 

Including a mitigation target through ecosystem-based approaches is strongly supported as it 

encourages integrated climate and biodiversity action.  

 

The target could be strengthened and the quantitative mitigation and adaptation elements 

enhanced if the target explicitly identified the importance of improving the integrity and 

stability of carbon dense natural ecosystems such as primary and other natural forests, 

peatlands, wetlands, riparian zones and near shore marine ecosystems. The target should 

encourage integrated biodiversity and climate action by ensuring that all climate mitigation and 

adaption action has a positive impact on biodiversity. We recommend therefore that the text be 

amended to read: 

 

“Minimize the impact of climate change on biodiversity, contribute to mitigation and 

adaptation through ecosystem-based approaches, contributing at least 10Gt CO2e per year to 

global mitigation efforts by encouraging improved conservation management and protection 

of carbon dense ecosystems such as primary forests, peat-lands, wetlands, riparian zones and 

near shore marine ecosystems, and ensuring that all mitigation and adaptation have a 

positive impact on biodiversity.” 

 

Target 10 

 

Unfortunately, most so-called sustainable management practices in ecosystems managed for 

commodity production have fallen well short of protecting biodiversity and ecosystem integrity. 

Even systems once touted as best practice, are contributing to on-going biodiversity loss and 

ecosystem decline.  The challenge for all environmental managers and land- and sea-use 

decision makers, is to improve management so that the natural resilience and adaptive capacity 

of ecosystems is increased, particularly in the face of the current and projected impacts of 

climate change. Encouraging transformational change requires re-assessment of all current 

management practices. This target must be strengthened to encourage improvements in 

management and reduced industrial pressure on natural ecosystems. Conversion and 

degradation of primary forests and other natural ecosystems must be actively discouraged. This 

target would be significantly strengthened if it were to read: 
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Ensure all areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry do no further damage to natural 

ecosystems, foster improvements to the biological health and productivity of agricultural 

landscapes including soils and maintain or enhance ecosystem integrity of natural forests and 

marine ecosystems to improve their adaptive capacity and resilience. 

 

Target 14 

 

We strongly support target 14 and suggest it might be helpful to include a reference to utilizing 

UNSEEA-EA by replacing “accounts” with “accounting utilizing the ecosystem accounting 

framework developed by the UN Statistical Division…” 

 

Target 21 

 

H. Implementation support Mechanisms 

 

In light of the joint IPBES – IPCC report issued earlier this year which clearly emphasized the 

fundamental liinkages between biodiversity, ecosystem integrity and climate change 

mitigation and adaptation,, We strongly recommend that strategies for resource mobilization 

should include exploring new joint funding mechanisms with the United Nations Framework 

Convention for integrated action on biodiversity and climate change. 

 

 

II. Proposed Headline Indicators 

 

Target 1: 

 

With respect to Target 1, we suggest in our comments on the first draft of the Post-2020 Global 

Biodiversity Framework that “biodiversity-inclusive spatial planning” should specifically seek to 

retain and enhance ecosystem integrity, and that conservation of primary forests and intact 

landscapes should be improved.  

 

Target 10: 

 

With respect to Target 10, we note that most so-called sustainable management practices in 

ecosystems managed for commodity production have fallen well short of protecting biodiversity 

and ecosystem integrity. Even systems once touted as best practice are contributing to 

significant on-going biodiversity loss and ecosystem decline.  

 

Certification systems such as FSC and PEFC cannot be used as indicators to measure biodiversity 

or climate benefits because even certified logging results in substantial losses of biodiversity, 

causes significant emissions/reductions in carbon stocks and decreases the resistance and 

resilience of the remaining forest carbon stock. It is therefore not an appropriate indicator of 

biodiversity or climate benefit or of an OECM (Other Effective Area Based Conservation 
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Measure). It only measures a purported decrease in negative impacts relative to a hypothetical 

scenario where a forest is logged without using reduced impact techniques.  

 

We also emphasize that wherever forest area is being reported by the FAO, separate figures 

should be included for the three major forest categories recognized by the FAO: i.e. primary 

forest, other naturally regenerated forests and planted forest, to provide a more complete 

assessment of current forest status. Primary forest extent, and rates of primary forest loss and 

degradation are key indicators that would provide a clear measure of forest ecosystem health. 

 

 

 

 


