
Guidelines and template for the review of the draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework
I. Background
1. The second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group
 on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework invited the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice at its twenty-fourth meeting to, among other things, carry out a scientific and technical review of the updated goals and targets, and related indicators and baselines, of the draft global biodiversity framework. Under agenda item 3 the Subsidiary Body will consider this issue. 

2. Tables 1 and 2, presents a draft monitoring framework for the 2050 Goals and the 2030 targets respectively. These tables are being made available for the purposes of peer review. In both tables’ interim formulations of the proposed 2050 goals and milestones and the 2030 targets are provided for context. Review comments are not being sought on these parts of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework at this time. Column A of the tables provides draft components of the goals and targets. Columns B and C of the tables provide draft monitoring elements and indicators to be used at the global level to monitor progress in the implementation of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. Further column D provides information on the period baseline data is available for the indicator and on the frequency that the indicator is updated where known. Review comments are being sought on columns A, B, C and D only. 
II. Submitting Comments
1. To ensure that your comments are given due consideration, please send them by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int, at your earliest convenience but no later than 25 July 2020
2.   When submitting comments, please adhere to the following guidelines as much as possible:

a. Please provide all comments in writing and in an MS Word or similar document format using the table provided below. 

b. Please provide full contact information for the individual/Government/organization submitting the comments. 

c. Please avoid commenting on issues related to grammar, spelling, or punctuation, unless it affects the overall meaning of the text, as the document will be edited as the final draft is prepared. 

d. To facilitate the revision process please be as specific as possible in your comments. In areas where you feel additional or alternative text or information is required, please suggest, if possible, what this text may look like or what should be included.

e. If you refer to additional sources of information, please include these with your comments when possible or provide a complete reference or hyperlink.  

f. Please focus your comments on columns A (components the draft goals and targets), B (monitoring elements), C (indicators) and D (indicator baseline year and frequency of updates) of tables 1 and 2. 

g. If you are suggestion the inclusion of additional indicators please provide information on if the indicator is currently operational, the organization supporting its development, its baseline (i.e. the year data is first available) and how frequently the indicator is updated (i.e. monthly, yearly, every two years etc.). 
h. All review comments will be posted on the webpage
 for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework in the interests of transparency
3. Should you have any questions regarding the review process, please contact secretariat@cbd.int.  

III. Template for Comments
4. Please use the review template below when providing comments. 
5. The complete draft of the monitoring framework has been released in a portable document format (PDF). For tables 1, 2 and 3 column letters and row numbers have been provided as well as page numbers. Please use these as a reference as illustrated in the table below. General comments can be included in the table by referring to Page 0 and Line 0.

TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS

	Review comments on the draft monitoring framework for the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

	Contact information

	Surname:
	von Weissenberg

	Given Name:
	Marina

	Government (if applicable): 
	Finland

	Organization:
	Ministry of the Environment

	Address:  
	Aleksanterinkatu 7 – FI 00023 Government

	City:
	Helsinki

	Country:
	Finland

	E-mail:
	marina.weissenberg@ym.fi

	General Comments

	Finland would like to see that SBSTTA identifies a small number of ‘headline indicators’ that will:

i) evaluate multiple components of goals or targets; ii) are globally relevant but can be dis-aggregated to relevant scales; and iii) will be updated regularly. We also think the SDG framework and indicators in place need to be used incl. filling gaps. Shared baselines can be identified for these indicators. Here it would help to determine which of the proposed indicators meet the headline indicator criteria (i.e. data is available in a consistent and comparable way across countries). See also “The Post-2020 Biodiversity Framework: Targets, indicators and measurability implications at global and national level”, November OECD (2019) for more information on state, pressure and response indicators, and on headline indicators. 

We are concerned that a large amount of indicators are not specific enough and will be in the end redundant. The way to reduce redundancy and the number of indicators would be focusing on outcome (state) indicators for goals, and output (process) indicators for targets. For example, component A6 at the Goal level is focused on process indicators (establishment of area-based measures) rather than outcomes. 
While it is important to have many response indicators (this is what will lead to change), it is important to note that many of these proposed response indicators are related to protected areas or other area-based conservation measures (about 10). It would be important to identify additional response indicators that are representative of other elements, including mainstreaming (across sectors, to address the pressures). 

We need to continue to make use of National reports and indicator frameworks (national/global) and lessons learnt thereof and improve coherence and synergies https://www.unep-wcmc.org/resources-and-data/global-biodiversity-indicator-mapping. 
Herewith, we welcome the work done by BIP www.bipindicators.net and would like to highlight the importance of robust national monitoring frameworks and set of indicators www.biodiversity.fi. 
Additionally, indicators used by CITES, including those being developed for the Strategic Vision 2020-2030, should be used and adopted. They provide an important source of information as they deal with CITES-listed species and international trade, but they are readily available indicators that many governments are reporting on already. These could include, for example, the proportion of CITES Parties in Category 1 of the National Legislation Project or subject to trade suspensions, which would serve as an effective proxy for the legality of trade. 

The proposed monitoring framework: 1) baselines, are often not specified or vary between indicators, and 2) there are a very high number of indicators for some goals and targets.
With this in mind, we recommend the inclusion of the following indicators (see table to identify relevant components and gaps attached): 
· The Human Footprint (HFP) Index (see Venter et al. 2016) is a spatially explicit, cumulative index of eight key human pressures on natural ecosystems that is quantified through both remotely sensed and survey data. It is not currently included in the Draft Monitoring Framework; however, it is included in the BIP Information Document. It will be updated from 2020 annually. 

· The Ecosystem Intactness Index (EII) (see Beyer et al. 2019) measures the relative integrity, or intactness, of the world’s terrestrial ecosystems using global datasets on anthropogenic pressures. It is currently included in the Draft Monitoring Framework (under another name). This indicator is applicable to a larger number of components/elements (see table) and could be considered as a “headline indicator.” We strongly recommend its retention as an indicator. It will be updated from 2020 annually. 

· The Forest Landscape Integrity Index (FLII) (see Grantham et al. 2020, currently undergoing peer review) is the first globally-consistent, continuous measure of forest condition as determined by degree of anthropogenic modification. It is not yet included in the Draft Monitoring Framework; however, it is included in the BIP Information Document. It is also applicable to a large number of components and elements. It was not available until this year and is scientifically rigorous and uses the latest available data. To be updated from 2020 annually. 
Forests are important ecosystems throughout the world, but they differ quite substantially in different vegetation zones. Therefore, we suggest considering for strengthening implementation regional indicators. Dead wood is commonly used to measure structural biodiversity in forests, and it could be used as a regional indicator at least in the boreal region to measure the quality of forest ecosystems (see Forest Europe, https://foresteurope.org/deadwood-2/).


	We support making use of the SDG framework and indicators assessed on national, regional and global level for building synergies and according to comprehensive national assessments of threatened species, invasive alien species and climate change including fragmentation of nature /land use change and use of natural resources are common. Finland has just published its VNR including indicators. See https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/26261VNR_Report_Finland_2020.pdf
We support the inclusion of the indicator of protected area coverage of KBAs. Subsets of this indicator are official indicators for SDGs 14 and 15 - specifically indicators 14.5.1, 15.1.2 and 15.4.1. 
For all the indicators that are SDG indicators, it would be very useful to add information on whether these are currently classified as Tier I, Tier II or Tier III. The latest information on SDG Tier classification is available here (17 April, 2020): 

https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/files/Tier%20Classification%20of%20SDG%20Indicators_17%20April%202020_web.pdf
Please note that an SDG indicator that is classified as Tier I effectively implies that it meets the headline indicator criteria – Tier I means data are regularly produced by countries for at least 50 per cent of the countries and of the population in every region where the indicator is relevant.



	The goals can’t be fully achieved in isolation. Rather, each of them contributes synergistically to the achievement of the others. For instance Target 1 in the new version is less ambitious than its predecessor in the zero draft of the global biodiversity framework. See comments by Sanna-Kaisa Juvonen Finland (separate peer-review & indicators).
The same appears for Target 17 in comparison to Aichi Target 3 – the new formulation is less ambitious than the previous one on harmful subsidies.


	We are concerned that the term “traditional knowledge” has been removed at the Goal level. This is a core concern for Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities around the world. Though it is included in Target 12, we urge Parties to reflect the importance of traditional knowledge in the language of the Goal C.

	We also think it is important to make fully use of the scientific work in relation to the P2020 framework included in SBSTTA24 INF9 https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/f06d/33a3/66a053f9d850143056c9a7b8/sbstta-24-inf-09-en.pdf

	

	Comments on marine and coastal biodiversity – see list of indicators by Penina Blankett Finland (separate peer-review).

	

	

	Indicator 
Components 
Baseline 
BIP Doc. 
Human Footprint Index (HFP) 
A1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 2.4, 7.1 

2020 

Y 

Ecosystem Intactness Index (EII) 
A2, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 2.4, 7.1 

2020 

Y 

Forest Landscape Integrity Index (FLII) 
A2, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 2.4, 7.1 

2020 

Y 

Live Coral Cover 
A2, 1.2 

2020 

Y 

Reef Fish Abundance & Biomass
Farmland / Wild Bird Index 
Ocean Health Index 
A2, 1.2 

C    1.2, 9.1.
C    11.1, 11.2

2021 

1990

2012

Y 

Y
Y



	Specific Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	0
	0
	A
	0
	We note that having separate goals on ecosystem conservation and species conservation would make more sense; not combining too many elements (and therefore indicators). Therefore, we recommend disaggregating Goal A. 

This relates to the Goals as articulated, but also the organization of their components in Column A. 

	1
	2
	X
	
	We would therefore propose the following revision to Goal A: “Net gain of at least [X%] in the area, connectivity and integrity of natural ecosystems increased by at least [X%], resulting in no further species losses, and improvement of the conservation status of [X%] and maintaining genetic diversity”. (See our specific comments on genetic diversity of wild species below). 

	1
	2
	C
	15
	Dead wood is commonly used to measure structural biodiversity in forests, and it could be used as a regional indicator at least in the boreal region to measure the quality of forest ecosystems (see Forest Europe, https://foresteurope.org/deadwood-2/).

	1
	2
	C
	16
	Farmland bird index (% annual change) is an appropriate and used indicator. Data is currently available for OECD countries (from 1990 onwards). https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264186217-graph59-en

	1
	4
	A
	42-50
	There is some logical inconsistency in the placement of monitoring component A6, “Protection of critical ecosystems,” or at least the indicators used to measure it. 

At the goal level, indicators should measure outcomes, such as changes in the state of ecosystems or conservation status of species. The indicators included under component measure certain actions, such as the designation of protected areas as reported by Parties. This is not an effective measure of progress towards the Goal, as we know that designation of area-based measures without good implementation, i.e. ‘paper parks’ can provide a misleading view of conservation outcomes. Rather, the focus should be on measurements of the extent and integrity of identified critical natural ecosystems through the indicators in components A1 or A2, and if there is to be another component on critical ecosystems, it should focus on the retention of intact or wilderness areas as currently included in Target 1. (Component T1.3). 

Recommendation: Amend component A6, “Protection of critical ecosystems” (T1, R42-50) to read “Retention of critical and/or intact ecosystems,” and replace indicators focusing on protection of areas with indicators focusing on the state of natural ecosystems (see comments on components A1 and A2, as well as T1.2, T1.3 and T1.5). 

	1
	5
	C
	51
	The existing indicator in row 51, “Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on habitat conservation/ restoration,” will measure the absolute extent of harvested area, thereby incentivizing the increase in forests opened up to use. This creates a perverse incentive. The indicator here should measure the proportion of forests subject to sustainable use regimes that have achieved certification. 

Additionally, the Bonn Challenge has indicators that could be used for the restoration portion of this element. 

Recommendation: Delete existing indicator “Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on habitat conservation/ restoration,” (T1, R51) and/or replace with a new indicator focused on the “Proportion of production forests certified to be under sustainable management.” 

	1
	6
	B
	64
	Sustainability is critical under Goal B. Recommendation: Greater focus on “sustainable” use, not simply use and benefits from this use.

	1
	6
	X
	72-76
	Comments on Goal C: 
We are very concerned that the term “traditional knowledge” has been removed at the Goal level. This is a core concern for Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities around the world. Though it is included in Target 12, we urge Parties to reflect the importance of traditional knowledge in the language of the Goal C.

	
	
	
	
	Trends in degree to which traditional knowledge and practices are respected through: full integration, participation and safeguards in national implementation (decision X/43). (See additional comments on ABS below).

	2
	8
	B
	1
	Recommendation: The element that currently reads “Trends in area under spatial land-use plans” to say “Increase in area under spatial land-use plans”

	2
	10
	0
	35-52
	Target 2: 

By 2030, protect and conserve through well connected and effective system of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures at least 30% of the planet with the focus on areas particularly important for biodiversity and ecosystem services.


	2
	11
	C
	39
	Comment on row 39: 
Support to include the indicator of protected area coverage of KBAs. Subsets of this indicator are official indicators for SDGs 14 and 15 - specifically indicators 14.5.1; 15.1.2 and 15.4.1. This indicator is reported by BirdLife International, IUCN and UNEP-WCMC on behalf of the KBA Partnership, based on analysis of data in the World Database of KBAs and the World Database on Protected Areas. 

	2
	11
	C
	39-42
	Recommendation: Add an additional indicator under this monitoring element as follows: “Protected area or OECM coverage of Ecologically or Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs).”

	2
	12
	C
	48
	Comment on row 48: 
The existing indicator “Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on biodiversity conservation” measures the absolute number of forest areas/ecosystems that are in sustainable use regimes, and as such is more suited to placement under another target (i.e. not one on protected areas and OECMs). This indicator does not belong here. 

Recommendation: Delete existing indicator “Number of certified forest areas under sustainable management with verified impacts on biodiversity conservation” (T2, R48). 

	2
	12
	A
	46-48 and 51
	T2.4 and T2.6 to be merged!

“Effective management and equitable governance of protection and conservation”. These two components should be merged. 

	2
	12-13
	X
	56-66
	Comments on Target 4: 
The inclusion of a target focused on legal, sustainable and safe use is a critical component of this framework. However, lack of indicators (e.g. for sustainability) leaves important gaps to be defined by Parties in how it will be implemented. 

We propose the following amendments to the draft target: 

Replace “harvest” with offtake or exploitation, as harvest is not the best term in reference to wildlife. 

Include “or below” after “at” in the target to ensure that the target is not to reach maximum sustainable yield and Parties may choose to restrict offtake, use or trade below what is biologically sustainable. 

This should read: “By 2030, ensure that the exploitation, trade and use of wild species of fauna and flora, is legal, at or below sustainable levels, and safe.” 
Terms such as “harvest,” “sustainable,” and “safe” need to be collectively defined or indicators carefully chosen to make this Target effective. 

In particular, the term “safe” is not defined; does it pertain to safe for wildlife, for human health, for ecosystems, or something else? It would be preferable to design elements, targets, and indicators that relate directly to zoonotic disease threats. 

	2
	18-20
	X
	103-116
	Comment on Target 8: 
Indicators for this target should focus on delivery of benefits to human beings, rather than levels of harvest and trade (which are better suited to Target 5). This target is not very measurable. There is little consideration on equity as to who receives these benefits and how. 

Potential revisions to the wording: “By 2030, ensure benefits, including nutrition, food security, livelihoods, health and wellbeing, for people, especially for the most vulnerable through protection and sustainable management of wild species of fauna and flora and natural ecosystems.” 

	2
	20
	A
	125
	Comment on component T9.3: 
Component T9.3, “Sustainable management of all types of forests” would indicate that all forests should be sustainably managed (which normally implies some level of forestry, use or extraction. However, there will be many forest areas (e.g. highly intact forests, current protected forests, Indigenous forests) that should not be managed for this purpose. 

Recommendation: Amend existing component T9.3 to read, “Sustainable management of all production forests.” 

	2
	26
	B
	156
	Please consider adding sectoral strategies (such as National Forest Programmes) in addition to sectoral plans.

	2
	26
	C
	156
	Indicator could be similar as in row 152, e.g. Number of countries that have established national biodiversity targets in their national sectoral strategies and plans.

	2
	33/34
	A
	
	Target 17.2. This language is less ambitious than the current language in Aichi Target 3 (which refers to harmful subsidies), as this target 17.2 only refers to “most harmful” subsidies. Delete most.

	2
	36-38
	X
	226-238
	Comments on Target 19: 
We are very concerned that there are no longer any FPIC protections for traditional or local knowledge from IPLCs. This is critical and should be put back in to the current draft. 

	2
	38-41
	C
	239-240
	Indicators for Target 20, we would like to raise the following possibilities and use of the Plan of Action on Customary Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity
Indicator: Customary sustainable use of biological diversity incorporated, with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities, into NBSAPs 

Means of verification: Future national reports, commencing with the fifth national report onwards.

Indicator: Inclusion of community-based initiatives that support and contribute to the implementation of Article 10(c) in the national reports and the Traditional Knowledge Information Portal

Means of verification: Progress report for the Working Group on Article 8(j) and related provisions, from ninth meeting onwards.
Indicator: Parties recognize and support, and indigenous and local communities develop community protocols and other mechanisms, that affirm traditional knowledge and customary sustainable use of biological diversity. 

Means of verification: Future national reports, commencing with the fifth national reports 2020 and Local Biodiversity Outlook.

	Marine and coastal biodiversity
	
	
	
	

	2
	15
	C
	89
	Indicator formulated to suggest that coastal eutrophication is an indicator of plastic pollution – whereas it is an indicator of pesticides/herbicides. Therefore indicator (A) needs to move up to T6.2

	2
	18
	C
	105-109
	Recommendation: Add indicator: “Number of countries using ecosystem-based approaches to manage marine areas (SDG indicator 14.2.1)”

	2
	8
	B
	6-11
	Sea ice is an important habitat for many polar species. Suggest adding the following monitoring element in Column B: "Trends in sea-ice" and the following indicator: “Sea Ice Area and Condition (part of Ocean Health Index)”

	2
	8
	B
	6-11
	We recommend adding trends in ecosystem integrity as a monitoring element with the following new indicator:  “Ecosystem Integrity” (found within Ocean Health Index)

	0
	0
	0
	0
	Marine related HELCOM monitoring and assessment

https://helcom.fi/baltic-sea-trends/indicators/

	1
	2
	B
	1
	HELCOM: Seabed Habitat Distribution and Extent

	1
	3
	B
	25
	HELCOM: Benthic Physical Loss and Damage (under development)

	1
	3
	B
	32
	HELCOM: Birds; Mammals, Fish, Fisheries and Shellfish, Phytoplankton, Zooplankton

	1
	4
	B
	45
	Finland is working to identify possible OCEMs in marine environment 

	1
	5
	B
	60
	HELCOM: Inputs

	2
	8
	B
	4
	https://www.msp-platform.eu/msp-eu/introduction-msp

	2
	8
	C
	1
	Comment on row 1: 
The indicator in row 1, “Proportion of transboundary basin area with an operational arrangement for water cooperation (SDG indicator 6.5.2)” fits better under the element “Trends in the area under integrated water resources management” (T2, R5). 

Recommendation: Move existing indicator “Proportion of transboundary basin area with an operational arrangement for water cooperation (SDG indicator 6.5.2)” to element “Trends in the area under integrated water resources management” (T2, CB, R5). 

	2
	8
	C
	2
	Comment on row 2: 
The existing indicator “Number of countries using ecosystem-based approaches to managing marine areas (SDG indicator 

14.2.1) is better suited to the monitoring element on marine spatial planning below. 

Recommendation: Move existing indicator “Number of countries using ecosystem-based approaches to managing marine areas (SDG indicator 14.2.1)” (T2, R2) to both elements “Trends in area under integrated coastal zone management” (T2, R3) and “Trends in area under marine spatial planning” (T2, R4). 

	2
	13
	B
	58
	For cetaceans under IWC -> catches from 1985 https://iwc.int/total-catches

	2
	14
	B
	70
	HELCOM: Non-Indigenous Species

	2
	15
	B
	81-85
	HELCOM: Inputs

	2
	15-16
	B
	86-88
	HELCOM: Concentrations of Contaminants

	2
	16
	B
	89
	HELCOM: Litter

	2
	16
	B
	93
	HELCOM: Underwater Noise

	2
	16
	B
	93
	Comment on element “Trends in levels of pollution from noise”: 
There is an extensive body of peer-reviewed research about the impacts of increasing levels of underwater anthropogenic noise pollution on marine biodiversity, and in particular cetaceans (see e.g. Southall et al. 2019, Erbe et al. 2019). It has also been recognized by UN Member States as a threat to marine biodiversity (see A/RES/74/19). Welcome the inclusion of a monitoring element on noise pollution. 

Recommendation: Amend existing element “Trends in levels of pollution from noise” to read “Trends in the levels of noise pollution and impacts on biodiversity.” 


	2
	18
	B
	103
	HELCOM: Fish, Fisheries and Shellfish

	2
	19
	C
	110
	Comment on row 110: 
In addition to the existing indicator, which focuses on albatrosses and petrels, the inclusion of aquatic animals such as cetaceans, marine turtles, and sharks and rays will be important indicator species for bycatch. The Red List Index status for those taxa could be relevant as well. 

	Genetic diversity
	
	
	
	

	1
	4
	B
	36
	We suggest the following changes and additions to element A5:

Trends in the genetic diversity within and between of wild species
Trends in the proportion of genetically distinct populations within wild species

Trends in the geographic distribution of wild species
These elements need indicators! 

We suggest the following for consideration:

- Look into a possibility to create an index from EDGE species to be used as an indicator.

See https://www.edgeofexistence.org/science/
- Comprehensiveness of conservation of socioeconomically as well as culturally valuable species (see the indicator from UNEP-WCMC)

- Red List Index

	2
	12
	0
	after 52
	Target on genetic diversity of wild species is missing (see document WG2020-02-rec-01from Rome – there this was suggested as a goal). This could be added after target 2.

“By 2030, genetic erosion of all wild species is halted and by 2050 genetic diversity of populations is restored and their adaptive potential is safeguarded”.

This will need indicators, see above.

	Access and benefit sharing (ABS)
	
	
	
	

	1
	6
	C
	74-75
	Comment on indicators:

Indicators for benefit sharing are missing. 

Suggestion:

Indicator for row 74: Number of countries that report receiving benefits from their genetic resources (information from interim national reports). 

Row 75: Number of Internationally Recognized Certificates of Compliance (IRCCs) in the ABS Clearing House.

	2
	24
	A
	146
	Comment on component T1.2.2:

There should be a distinction between monetary and non-monetary benefits regarding benefits from the use of genetic resources and traditional knowledge, respectively. Initial information is available in Nagoya Protocol interim reports. 
However, estimating increase by amount of benefits may be difficult, since e.g. any information of monetary benefit-sharing may be confidential.  Instead, e.g. increase of number of Parties that have reported receiving monetary and non-monetary benefits (question 18 in the Nagoya protocol interim report) could be considered as an indicator. 
Benefit sharing under all applicable benefit sharing instruments (including the ITPGRFA) to be indicated. The formats for national reporting to be amended accordingly.
Recommendation: split the component to two: monetary and non-monetary benefits. Indicators for benefits from other instruments should be considered.

	2
	24
	C
	147-148
	Comment on component C, indicators:

The indicators should not only be applicable to the Nagoya protocol but to other benefit-sharing instruments (e.g. ITPGRFA). 

Recommendation: include indicators for e.g. FAO ITPGRFA. 

	2
	24
	B and C
	149
	Comment on monitoring elements B and indicators C:

Trends in the contribution of monetary benefits to conservation and sustainable use: This information might be difficult to obtain, since benefit-sharing arrangements are often confidential. 

Suggested alternative: increase of number of countries that have reported directing received benefits toward conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. 

	2
	24
	A and B
	150
	Comment on component T12.3. and monitoring elements:

There should be a distinction between monetary and non-monetary benefits regarding benefits from the use of genetic resources and traditional knowledge, respectively. See the comments above.

Recommendation: split the component to two: monetary and non-monetary benefits.

	2
	24
	C
	150
	Comment on indicators:

Suggested indicator: Increase of number of Internationally Recognized Certificates of Compliance (IRCCs) for TK.

	IAS and wild species
	
	
	
	

	2
	12
	C
	55
	Wild species:

Proposal for a new indicator: Amount of subsidies paid for damage caused by wildlife, assessing yearly the annual changes in costs. Data exists for large carnivores, certain ungulates and protected species.

	2
	13
	C
	58 and 59
	Wild species:

Proposal for a new indicator: Annual game bag census data, annual counting data for birds, brood and pair counts. Annual assessment of the population and population trends. 

Wild species: 

Proposal for an additional indicator to be used: Red listed species; extinct/recovering

	2
	14
	C
	67
	IAS: 

Proposal for a new indicator: Proportion of countries adopting an analysis or assessment on identification of

pathways for introduction of invasive alien species, to control and manage them.

	2
	14
	C
	68
	IAS: 

Proposal for a new indicator or modification of the existing one: Proportion of countries

adopting and implementing relevant national or regional strategy and/or action/management plan on pathways to

control of invasive alien species.

	2
	14
	C
	70, 71, 72, 73
	IAS: 

Proposal for a new indicator: Proportion of countries using national or regional monitoring data bases to provide up-to-date data used for further detection, identification, and eradication.

	2
	15
	B
	78, 79, 80
	IAS: Please use the terminology “IAS” instead of “AIS”.


Comments should be sent by e-mail to secretariat@cbd.int no later than 25 July 2020.
� � HYPERLINK "https://www.cbd.int/doc/recommendations/wg2020-02/wg2020-02-rec-01-en.pdf" ��CBD/WG2020/REC/2/1�


� � HYPERLINK "https://www.cbd.int/conferences/post2020" �https://www.cbd.int/conferences/post2020�





