Some feedback on two documents from CBD. 
Many of the points below are repeated in several CBD documents but probably sufficient to note them once. 

CBD/SBSTTA/24/INF/21

Omissions
Seabed trawling
Point 75 (c). Seabed trawling and dredging is overlooked. This indiscriminately destroys benthic habitats which take decades to centuries to recover. In addition, as calculated in the recent Sala et al. 2021 paper, this trawling releases as much carbon dioxide as the global aviation industry without including methane release which is also likely to be significant. The simplest way to “restore” marine ecosystems would be to ban seabed trawling. Indonesia has done this. New Zealand excludes it within a few km of coast and other countries have some measures but often exceptions. Other countries are also taking such initiatives. Coastal communities were rightly concerned about trawling impacts over 100 years ago and it is an environmentally damaging method of fishing with significant bycatch and collateral damage. 
e.g., https://phys.org/news/2021-12-highlights-urgent-bottom-trawling.html 
https://www.fauna-flora.org/app/uploads/2021/12/FFI_2021_New-perspectives-on-an-old-fishing-practice.pdf

Fishery bycatch 
There is no mention that fishery bycatch is driving species to extinction, including cetaceans and seabirds. 

MPA prioritisations 
Point 90. The documents omit to mention any of the six published peer reviewed studies which did standardised analyses of where best to protect marine biodiversity at a global scale. Only the ad hoc and semi-political approaches of EBSA and KBA which while worthwhile, have mixed approaches and supporting data and cannot consider global representativeness of biodiversity. 

I attach two recent papers from the University of Auckland which provide standardised data-driven maps of where it is most spatially effective to locate MPA. Of course, as the papers say, their coarse resolution still requires local management decisions on MPA boundaries and protection measures. However, there is now clear guidance on where it is most spatially effective to local MPA to protect most biodiversity in as small an area as possible. 

Corrections
Wilderness
Point 75 (b). The text regarding marine “wilderness” simplistically cites one paper and the phrase is misleadingly suggests an area is “pristine”. But this is not true. All the oceans have been contaminated by persistent pollutants and plastics, and reduction in numbers of large whales and top predators. It should be made clear that this is a continuum of impacts and nowhere is pristine in the ocean at least. Maybe part of the Antarctic landmass or remote areas of desert and boreal lands are close. 

Protected Area statistics
Point 87. The statistics on Protected Areas (PA) are grossly misleading. It should be acknowledged that in the WDPA 
1.	Only IUCN categories Ia, Ib, and II aim to protect species and biodiversity (others only protect selected species, or “landscapes” which are geomorphological and not biological), 
2.	And over 40% PA in WDPA lack any IUCN category designation (I checked a few months ago),
3.	That the WDPA are submitted by government officials and lack independent verification.
It is thus wrong to count all entries as if they aim to protect biodiversity in a natural condition when most do not (IUCN categories II-VI), and 40% are unclassified so their aims are unknown. 

An correct use of the WDPA would not count PA whose purpose is unknown (not classified) and not count IUCN Categories IV-VI as aiming to protect biodiversity because they do not by definition. 

The independent verification of MPA by MPAtlas.org finds only 2.8 % of MPA aim to protect biodiversity, not 7% as WDPA reports. Perhaps only one third of terrestrial PA in the WDPA aim to protect biodiversity as well? If so the “15.4 %” terrestrial may be closer to 5%.  

Note the above is only what PA state their aim is. Many PA may yet not be managed effectively which is a secondary issue. 

Another way to report PA statistics would be by country. Most coastal countries lack even one MPA where killing for fun and/or commercial sale is prohibited. For example, there is one Marine Nature Reserve in Ireland (I did my PhD there) and commercial fishing is allowed under license and angling for sport is allowed by anyone anytime without any permit. In Norway, our local MPA only bans collection of seaweed and we need a permit to do research there, but angling is actively encouraged – scuba divers removed 20 tonnes of lost angling equipment in a few months. One local termed it a “slaughterhouse”. The UK has only one permanent fully protected area (Lundy Island) with recent areas being called MPA because they plan to have limited take but actually have no protection in place and no timeline for when it may happen. Last week OSPAR “designated” a large MPA in the North Atlantic but it has no protection measures whatsoever yet. It seems disingenuous to call a place protected when it is not. 

A telling indicator would be whether a country has one MPA where no fishing of any kind is allowed. 

Hence this sentence is based on incorrect data “account recent announcements and commitments on protected areas as well as estimates of the size of other effective area-based conservation measures, the targets of having 17 per cent terrestrial areas and 10 per cent of marine area under protection, as expressed in Aichi Biodiversity Target 11, are likely to have been met or exceeded.”

A quick graph of data in WDPA shows negligible increase in real Protected Areas but a widening gap between places being called “protected” and those that “aim to protect”. This undermines the credibility of the CBD to cite incorrect data.  

MPA management
Point 93. Re management effectiveness says “Similar limitations have also been identified for marine protected areas. ” This incorrectly cites my own paper as saying this. But it is exactly what we did NOT say. Our point was that 97% of MPA do not even aim (IUCN Category I1, Ib) to protect biodiversity in a natural condition. Six years later the MPAtlas shows this is still true. Most MPA are instead an attempt at sustainable fishery management which is what countries promised to do everywhere in 1982 (UN Law of the Sea) and 1993 (CBD). How well managed any of these areas are is a different issue and uncertain. 

WDPA 
Point 99. “The data in WDPA is relatively well developed, with over 80 per cent of records updated in 2020.” This seems incorrect if over 40% of Protected Area entries do not say what IUCN category they fall into. Not to mention other irregularities in the data. Furthermore, these data are what is provided by countries without any independent verification. Several papers have reported errors of commission in the WDPA, not necessarily deliberate but because different government staff interpret definitions of PA categories differently, and/or make mistakes. 

It is long overdue that the WDPA is better resourced so its content are independently verified to produce accurate data for the CBD. 

Invasive species
Point 144 and 149. The invasive species resources listed are good but they are only lists, some georeferenced. The present text suggests they are sufficient. There is no complete global database on all introduced species. While a few countries have good national resources, there is no “early warning” system or online guide to species identification. The IUCN endorsed GISD lacks any secure funding (one person on soft money). DAISE is outdated and only a list for Europe (AquaNIS is far better for aquatic species but not mentioned).  
It took us years to create a World Register of Introduced Marine Species. In doing so we discovered the resources cited by CBD are incomplete or perpetuate errors from the literature (e.g., papers that speculate a species may be introduced become cited as if this was a fact). 

Global collaboration in a centralised introduced species information system could produce a taxonomically verified early warning systems at lower cost and improved quality for everyone. 

Use of GBIF
Point 300. Good to see GBIF and OBIS recognised. But the CBD and its community still fail to realise that these systems were set up explicitly to provide data for biodiversity analysis and should be used for CBD targets. Both are standardised, supported by governments, and can handle data on the abundance and distribution of any species. However, CBD governments should mandate data to be published there and it be used to track trends in biodiversity. Map of Life uses these data well for example. Living Planet index does not.  

Minor concerns
Point 8 (e). “higher sea temperatures have led to an increase in mass coral bleaching, compounded by the impact of ocean acidification.” – I am not aware of any evidence (despite popular speculation) that ocean acidification has yet impacted corals or other taxa. However, temperature effects would be synergetic with hypoxia which is not mentioned.

Point 22 “It also important to note that there are an estimated 8.7 million species, of which only about 1 million have been described by science, and therefore for the majority of species little is known.” 
This cites a deeply flawed (but highly cited) and outdated paper – today, 2 million named species are listed in the Catalogue of Life (plus similar number of synonyms). A letter will appear in Nature soon announcing this achievement.  Instead of uncritically citing incredible statements in scientific papers a more in-depth study of the literature and data would show that most species have been named (likely two thirds or more).  However, the sentence is nevertheless still correct that for most species little is known, but the best resource for this is the IUCN Red List. 

Point 75 (d). “In the marine realm, where knowledge gaps are greater than for terrestrial environments, a main tool for supporting and restoring connectivity is through marine protected area networks”.  MPA do nothing to help connectivity in the ocean for two reasons. First the species are already common outside the MPA and numerous papers show they already move freely through the ocean. Too many scientific studies treat MPA as if they were islands, which is obviously not true. Second, there are not enough MPA. 

Point 187 (c). Cites a 21-year-old paper on aquaculture nutrition. The text does not recognise the development in finfish diets with from then being 60-70% fishmeal and now about 40%, nor that major consumers of fishmeal and other animal feeds (pigs, poultry, pet food) which may use a lower % but because they are a bigger industry overall they are a major consumer. 
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Repeats many of the points above. 

Point 77. Confuses “Register” (plural Registers) with “Registries”. These are only a starting point for invasive species management. 

Point 117. “annual discards from fisheries represent about 10 per cent of annual catches. ” cites FAO. This is very hard to believe. Seabed trawls for a start collect a far higher “by catch”. Maybe it is what countries report to FAO. 
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University of Auckland, New Zealand, 
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22nd December 2021.
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