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[bookmark: _y38udodi2kok]Freshwater V2 Public Consultation Questions 
[bookmark: _8qzulggnwq26]Introduction
Dear Stakeholders,
You are invited to join the public consultation on SBTN’s draft Version 2 Freshwater Technical Guidance and the Basin Threshold Tool V0.1. This form is designed to gather your feedback and insights on various aspects of the new guidance. Your contributions will play a crucial role in refining and finalizing the guidance. We welcome contributions from all people and organizations who have an interest in helping to shape and improve SBTN's guidance for setting science-based targets for Freshwater. The consultation will remain open until October 9, 2025.
What to expect from the survey
The form has 6 sections. A Word document of all the questions is available to download on the SBTN website if you want to look through the whole survey in advance to prepare your answers.
We encourage reviewers to complete this survey after reading through all the public consultation materials, including the draft guidance on groundwater (with accompanying slides/video), draft guidance on toxic chemicals, and basin threshold tool report and excel sheets. 
However, you are not required to provide responses to every question of the survey and may skip to questions or sections of most importance for you or your organization. When making comments on specific text or graphical elements in the SBTN materials, please reference the specific document page(s) so SBTN can locate the text that your comment relates to.
Respondents are encouraged to provide their own original inputs to the survey. While we recognize that AI tools may be used for translations or refinements, SBTN reserves the right to exclude submissions that it deems to be entirely AI- or bot-generated from analysis. 
Please note that feedback submitted outside the official consultation channels and submissions that are unclear may be excluded from the analysis. 
The initial survey section requests contact information that is being collected to aid SBTN in analyzing the feedback. Please note that all submitted information and data will be treated with respect for your privacy in compliance with SBTN’s privacy policy and applicable laws and regulations. All information collected in this public consultation will be anonymized to protect each reviewer's identity. No names or other identifying information will be used when reporting data. SBTN greatly appreciates your time, expertise, and perspectives. 
If you have any questions or issues accessing this survey, please reach out to SBTN at https://sciencebasedtargetsnetwork.org/contact/.
[bookmark: _cwiuqunj2w9c]Section 1: About you/your organization 
1. First Name*
2. Last Name*
3. Email*
4. Confirm Email*
5. Organization Name* (if responding as an individual, please put ‘individual’)
6. Type of organization 
7. Sector
8. What country is your organization headquartered in? If you are responding in a personal capacity please provide the country where you are based.*
9. In which regions does your organization have significant operations or value chain activities? 
10. Are you responding to this survey based on your experience and understanding of *
a. Your own organization
b. A specific client 
c. Your experience with a range of organizations
d. Other
11. What is your company’s annual turnover (revenue) 
a. Less than 1 million 
b. 1-49 million
c. 50-450 million
d. Over 450 million 
12. Primary currency (list of currencies)
13. Please select the range that best represents your organization’s total number of full-time employees 
a. 1-50 employees
b. 51–250 employees
c. 251-1000 employees
d. Over 10,000 employees
14. Has your organization validated any science-based targets? (y/n/na)*
15. Is your organization in the process of setting science-based targets for nature?*(y/n/unsure/na)
16. Which stage of the target-setting process are you at now? (Step 1, Step 2, Step 3) Please briefly describe.
17. Which SBTN targets are your organization planning to set? (Land, Freshwater, Ocean)
[bookmark: _ij90b9fnv9la]Section 2: Version 2 Target Setting Technical Guidance 
1. Which public consultation resources have you reviewed to inform your participation? Please check all that apply. 
a. Groundwater - Draft Technical Guidance
b. Groundwater - Explainer video
c. Toxic Chemicals - Draft Technical Guidance
d. Basin Threshold Tool V0.1 - Framework Report
e. Basin Threshold Tool  V0.1 - Upper Mississippi River Resources
f. Basin Threshold Tool V0.1 - Database Structure
g. Basin Threshold Tool - V.alpha
2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Agree)
a. The SBTN Freshwater Version 2 draft guidance effectively describes the new freshwater targets, their context, and includes sufficient supporting information.
b. SBTN Freshwater Version 2 increases the ambition of freshwater targets in halting and reversing nature loss. 
c. SBTN Freshwater Version 2 demonstrates a credible framework for addressing company impacts on freshwater systems. 
d. SBTN Freshwater Version 2 recognizes company implementation barriers and increases feasibility while maintaining scientific rigor. 
e. SBTN Freshwater Version 2 complements existing voluntary and mandatory initiatives.
[bookmark: _79htnp5t1rwj]Section 3: Toxic Chemicals Target

1. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? This method requires a reasonable amount of data, with the minimum granularity and quality necessary to set a target, to ensure the targets are implementable by companies within the method scope?. (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Agree)
2. Are there models, datasets, or other resources not referenced in the guidance that you would recommend for baselining or target-setting (e.g., impact factor data, best practices for pesticide risk reduction, globally applicable point source pollutant concentration thresholds, or lists of hazardous pesticides)?
3. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? The targets will result in positive impacts without resulting in or encouraging negative impacts on other aspects of nature or societal concerns (trade-offs, leakage, etc.)? 
4. Please describe any potential unintended consequences you foresee from these methods, along with any feasible suggestions to increase safeguards for nature and for people in this guidance.  Where possible, please reference specific standards and best practices.
5. How might this guidance be made more practical, to account for differences in value chain position (e.g., between producers and purchasers) and archetype (sector, company size/structure) on reducing pesticide impacts?
6. Would you like to see value chain engagement targets (in addition to reduction and cessation pathways) for the draft guidance? (Yes/No/Unsure)
a. If yes, which type of engagement target do you recommend: (select all that apply):
i. Companies should add the cessation of HHPs to their procurement contracts
ii. Companies should support producers in reducing impacts from pesticides (e.g., help suppliers identify substitutions, invest in technologies to make safer alternatives more economically feasible)
iii. Companies should engage with government to promote policies that enable the switch to lower risk agricultural management practices
iv. Companies should support suppliers on impact reduction at priority locations akin to the SBTN Land Engagement Targets
v. Other: ________________
7. The draft guidance asks companies to pursue cessation and reduction targets in parallel Instead, should companies be asked to first prioritize cessation of HHPs, similar to current SBTN guidance to prioritize high-impact commodities, before reducing impacts of non-highly hazardous pesticides? (yes/no/unsure)
8. Based on the target ambition, are the timeframes to achieve the targets reasonable? yes/no/unsure
a. If no/unsure, which timeframes would you consider appropriate?
9. The draft guidance focuses on reducing pesticide impact by identifying farm use and emissions. This is complemented by local engagement to check for threshold exceedances. To what extent do you agree this approach is reasonable?  (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Agree)
10. What would constitute “reasonable assurance” that a given farm contributed to a pesticide threshold exceedance? How could this information be validated?
11. Do you have recommendations on if/how local information and stakeholder consultation could be used in a meaningful and feasible way? Specifically, how could the draft guidance better interact with and complement local pesticide management plans to ensure better water quality?
12. How could local data and/or models be effectively and appropriately used for target setting?
13. Do you have recommendations on which frameworks/concepts/validation criteria to use to justify not including an HHP into a cessation target yet?
14. Do you have recommendations for criteria that companies would have to meet to demonstrate that meeting point source discharge concentration thresholds is infeasible?
15. How could this guidance ensure the 50% reduction target doesn’t unfairly prohibit companies/producers who have already taken significant steps toward reducing impacts from setting SBTs?
16. Companies producing or trading pesticides are asked to set a cessation target which would address these companies’ downstream (in the value chain) impacts. Do you agree with keeping this pathway in the guidance? (yes/no/unsure)
[bookmark: _bsuwqop0uobz]Section 4: Groundwater Target 
1. Coding System (sec. 3.2.1 Spatial Scale): What are the potential drawbacks of using the same coding system for surface water and groundwater (i.e., the Pfafstetter Coding System for river basins) to account for targets across systems? What alternatives would you recommend? 
2. Global Hydrological Models (sec. 3.3.1 Max Allowable Withdrawals): The proposed global modeling approach uses two models to determine groundwater targets (Global-scale Surface-water Groundwater Model (GSGM) and Hogeboom). Are there any additional and threshold approaches that you firmly believe we should consider? If so, please explain why. 
3. Climate Scenarios (sec. 3.3.1 Max Allowable Withdrawals): The SBTi Forest, Land, and Agricultural (FLAG) sector pathway is based on Roe et al.’s (2019) review study "Contribution of the Land Sector to a 1.5°C World," published in Nature Climate Change. Are there any potential concerns with using the same scenario in GSGM? For instance, RCP 8.5 has been used with other GSGM analysis. If there are concerns with using a 1.5°C scenario, please explain why we should use anything else. 
4. Recovery Limits (sec. 3.3.1 Max Allowable Withdrawals): Our hypothesis is that 10 meters is the upper limit for practically restoring groundwater levels to rooting zones and recovering groundwater-dependent ecosystems. We believe that prioritizing conservation efforts elsewhere may be more successful beyond this point. Do you believe that 10 meters is a reasonable limit? If not, what do you recommend? 
5. Target Calculation (sec. 3.3.1 Max Allowable Withdrawals): Should the targets average the reduction percentages across model grid cells within each Pfafstetter Level 5 Basin, or should they be based on the grid cell that requires the largest reduction (using the most restrictive option)? Please explain. [Reference slide 18] 
6. Groundwater Response Time (sec. 3.3.1 Max Allowable Withdrawals): Do we consider response time when restoring a degraded groundwater-dependent ecosystem? It may take decades to achieve a dynamically stable aquifer level. Selecting a higher reduction percentage shortens response time. [Reference slides 19-20] 
7. Coastal Aquifers (sec. 3.3.1 Max Allowable Withdrawals): We would appreciate your advice on coastal aquifers. Are you familiar with elegant global approaches to establishing groundwater targets to protect against saltwater intrusion? What would be the basis for the threshold? 
8. Allocation (sec. 3.3.2 Determine Company-specific Freshwater Quantity Target): In general, we’ve received a considerable amount of feedback about the “equal contraction of efforts” approach to allocation in the past and are open to enhancements. Are there alternatives or changes you suggest to improve the approach? 
9. Target Dates (sec. 3.3.4 Template for Quantity Targets): The existing requirements for target dates (in Step 3 Freshwater V1.1) are detailed below. Do you think these are also reasonable for this groundwater update? If not, please provide recommendations. 
“For a pressure reduction target of 25% or less: 
· Companies must submit their targets with a target year of five years from the date that the target is submitted, 
· OR: With adequate justification, companies may choose a target date of up to ten years. Adequate justification must be submitted for validation and must demonstrate that the extended target date 1) aligns with the timeframe of global societal or policy goals (e.g., GBF or UN SDGs), 2) aligns with the timeframe of local or regional policy or voluntary goals, or 3) is associated with documentation on stakeholder engagement or other tangible actions that they deem critical for implementing actions to achieve their target in that basin. 
For a pressure reduction target above 25%, companies can submit their targets with a target year of up to ten years from the date that the target is submitted. 
These target lengths balance the urgent need for progress on freshwater quantity in line with global goals and provide companies sufficient time to implement actions to reduce their pressures.” 
10. State of Nature Layers (Step 1b Pressure-sensitive SoN Indicators): In addition to introducing a groundwater-centric dataset, Gerdener’s (2023) global land water storage (GLWS 2.0), which presents the change in groundwater levels using GRACE/FO and is a WWF Water Risk Filter indicator, are there any other water availability datasets that should be considered? Current datasets are listed below. 
· Baseline water stress: Aqueduct v4.0 (Kuzma et al. 2023) 
· Water depletion (Brauman et al. 2016) 
· Freshwater Quantity Targets (Hogeboom et al. 2024). *Update in development 
11. State of Nature Layers (Step 1b Biodiversity SoN Indicators): We are exploring integrating coastal aquifers at risk of saltwater intrusion as a Biodiversity State of Nature indicator (SoNB) in SBTN Step 1b because we may not be able to effectively establish a target. Would groundwater levels exceeding sea levels be a reasonable proxy? 
[bookmark: _dm292ojbcona]Section 5: Basin Threshold Tool Version 0.1
1. Basin Threshold Tool Framework: The proposed framework for the Basin Threshold Tool uses three decision trees to determine the correct path based on results from Steps 1 and 2, the priority local path, the non-priority local path, and the global path. Are there other considerations that you firmly believe we should consider? If so, please explain why. 
2. Data, methods, models: Are there other datasets, methods, models or other information not referenced in the framework report that you would recommend for addition to the Basin Threshold Tool, noting that currently the Basin Threshold Tool consists primarily of surface water flows? 
3. Practicality of the Basin Threshold Tool: Is the Basin Threshold Tool as presented here in its current version practical for use? How can this tool be made more practical, to account for complexities in a company’s supply chain most effectively? 
4. Interface: In Version 0.1, the Basin Threshold Tool is an excel-based relational database. For future versions, how would you like to see this information presented? For example, would you like to see this tool be stand-alone, part of other SBTN products (e.g., WWF Risk Filter Suite, WRI Aqueduct, etc.), or continue as an excel-based database? How would you like to interact with the data that provides the most value to you?
5. Other: What other questions or concerns do you have about the framework of the Basin Threshold Tool, what information may be missing today, or do you have any other comments or questions about the Basin Threshold Tool?
[bookmark: _pzqo8mb65xtk]Section 6: Additional feedback or comments
· Please share any other feedback or comments about the Freshwater V2 Public Consultation with the SBTN team here:
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