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Issue 
 
As part of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, the Parties are to consider an 
“enhanced review mechanism.”   
 
The word “review” suggests a process that happens after the fact, i.e., a Party reporting 
on what it has done, an assessment of implementation (or lack thereof), potential 
consequences, etc.   
 
Setting up a review mechanism will involve questions of when reviews should take 
place, how they should operate, who should conduct them, etc. 
 
A critical question, however, is what the mechanism is to review, including, more 
specifically, whether the review should be linked to a Party’s before-the-fact plan or 
commitment as to what it intends to do.   
 
In other words, should the review simply look at what a Party has done?  Or should it 
also look at what a Party has done in relation to what it stated at the outset it intended 
to do? 
 
The CBD’s consideration of an enhanced review mechanism provides a valuable 
opportunity to consider these questions. 
 
The answer may depend upon the desired purpose(s) of the review mechanism (the 
why), reasons why implementation of the 2011-2020 Strategic Plan has been 
insufficient, and the Parties’ other design objectives for the post-2020 framework (in 
particular, concerning the upfront relationship between the global targets and national 
action). 
 
This short paper seeks to address these issues, as well as identify potential options for 
the Parties to consider.  
 
 
 



	

	

 
What Is the Current Situation? 
 
The existing Aichi targets are global, i.e., they are not individual targets applicable to 
each Party. 
 
National biodiversity strategies and action plans (NBSAPs) are the key instruments 
Parties use to translate Aichi targets (and the larger Strategic Plan) into their various 
domestic settings.   
 
The 2010 COP decision adopting the Aichi targets sets up a loose tether between 
national action and the global targets, including, e.g., that Parties are “urged” to 
develop “national and regional targets,” using the global targets as a “flexible 
framework,” in accordance with national priorities and capacities, taking into account 
resources provided, “with a view to contributing to collective global efforts to reach the 
global targets” (paragraph 3(b)).  
 
Parties are to communicate both their intended national actions/targets and their 
progress to the COP. 
 
The CBD review of progress toward achievement of Aichi targets is collective, rather 
than individual, reflected in a secretariat report.   
 
In sum, a Party is not expected to declare in advance what it will do with respect to 
each (or any particular) global target, and, by definition, it is not reviewed as to 
whether it did what it said it would do. 
 
 
In Theory, What Might the Review Mechanism Review? 
 
What the mechanism is to review should largely depend upon its purpose(s). 
 
It might seek, for example: 

• to ascertain the extent of the Parties’ collective actions; 
• to assess the gap between the Parties’ collective actions and the global 

targets; and/or 
• to look at what each individual Party has done.   

 
Each of these purposes would require good Party reporting for a meaningful review, 
but in none of the cases would it be necessary to measure individual Party performance 
against an ex ante plan or commitment. 
 
 
 



	

	

 
For example, the review mechanism could rely on reporting by each Party on its 
progress or, more specifically, on what it had achieved with respect to each particular 
global target, without the need to compare the Party’s action with any ex ante plan or 
commitment.    
 
If, however, a desired purpose of a review mechanism were to promote Party 
“accountability,” then it could make sense to build into the regime some form of ex ante 
plans or commitments1 and a subsequent review of the extent to which a Party had in 
fact done what it said it would do. The prospect of such a review would likely promote 
improved Party implementation. 
 
 
How Might the Post-2020 Framework Provide for Ex Ante 
Plans/Commitments? 
 
As noted, the current approach to the Aichi targets is not designed to enable review of 
the implementation of a Party’s ex ante plans/commitments – not only because such 
review is lacking but also because there is such a loose link between the global targets 
and national action. 
 
Thus, in the consideration of a review mechanism, an important question facing the 
Parties is whether, in addition to updating the Aichi targets, there should be a stronger 
expectation that each Party will announce in advance the specific action(s) it intends to 
take with respect to the post-2020 global targets.   
 
If so, there are various options, along a spectrum, for tightening up the link between 
Parties’ national action and the post-2020 global targets.   
 
For example:  

• At the more prescriptive end of the spectrum, each Party might be expected 
to announce in advance a specific national target in furtherance of each global 
target. 

• Less prescriptively, each Party might be expected to announce in advance 
which actions it intended to take with respect to each global target (but it 
would not necessarily have to announce targets). 

• Even less prescriptively, each Party might be expected to announce in 
advance actions/targets with respect to only some of the post-2020 global 
targets.  These might either be specified in the post-2020 framework (e.g., 
global targets 1 through 5, but not 6 through 10; only the quantified global 
targets) or those chosen by each Party (e.g., each Party must pick any 5). 

																																																								
1 Any such ex ante plans or “commitments” would presumably be non-legally binding, given the non-legal 
nature of the post-2020 framework.   
	



	

	

 
• Under another option, each Party would be expected to say something about 

each global target but not necessarily take action with respect to each one.  In 
other words, it would have to address each global target even if only to say 
why it was not appropriate or possible for it to implement a particular global 
target. 

• Parties might also be accorded discretion, such as in relation to national 
circumstances, relevance, and/or available resources, in terms of which global 
targets they needed to address ex ante (or how they needed to address 
them). 

• The framework might include, or provide for future elaboration of, guidance on 
the timing, clarity, or other aspects of ex ante plans or commitments. 

• Common expectations regarding ex ante clarity could facilitate not only a 
subsequent review of implementation but domestic implementation and cross-
Party comparisons of effort.  

 
Any such tightening of the global/national link would necessitate an adjustment to the 
approach taken in paragraph 3(b) of the 2010 COP decision. 
 
Plans/commitments could be announced through NBSAPs or other means. 
 
 
How Might the Review Mechanism Relate to Ex Ante 
Plans/Commitments? 
 
As noted, specific ex ante plans or commitments would enable the inclusion of an 
additional “accountability” element in an enhanced review mechanism.   
 
In theory, the review could look at: 

• whether a Party announced its plan/commitment in the first instance; 
• whether a Party followed any applicable guidelines, in relation to timing, 

clarity, etc; and/or 
• the extent to which a Party implemented or achieved its plan/commitment. 

 
At the same time, just as a review mechanism does not require ex ante commitments, it 
does not follow that providing for ex ante commitments requires the review mechanism 
to include an accountability element with respect to such commitments. These two 
elements – specific ex ante commitments and post hoc review of the implementation of 
such commitments – can be linked, but they do not have to be.  Indeed, some Parties 
may be concerned that linking them might result in a weaker regime (e.g., weaker 
global targets or weaker ex ante commitments) rather than a stronger one.   
 
 
 



	

	

 
For example, the Parties could decide to include certain ex ante elements in the 
framework to promote objectives other than individual Party accountability, such as 
greater clarity of NBSAPs, promotion of domestic implementation, etc. 
 
In sum, the CBD Parties should take advantage of the opportunity provided by the 
February meeting in Kunming to consider not only various modalities of reporting and 
review, but the core question of what the review mechanism should be reviewing, 
including whether the post-2020 framework should create an expectation that Parties 
will announce ex ante what they intent to do with respect to the agreed global targets 
and be reviewed accordingly. 
 


