
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 (monitoring elements), B (indicators) and C (Indicator baseline year and frequency of updates) of the 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:
	Meyer

	Given Name:
	Hartmut

	Government (if applicable): 
	

	Organization:
	ABS Capacity Development Initiative in consultation with external ABS experts

	Address:  
	GIZ, P.O. Box 5180

	City:
	65726 Eschborn

	Country:
	Germany

	E-mail:
	hartmut.meyer@giz.de

	
	
	Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	1
	6
	B
	72 & 73
	Possible additional indicator: “Number of internationally recognized certificates of compliance on access to genetic resources published in the ABS Clearing-House” if that indicator will not be taken up under Target 12

	1
	6
	A
	74 & 76
	The monitoring elements should rather be on benefits shared that accrued from the utilization than benefits from the access, to be in line with the ABS logic. It is unclear where the difference is between monitoring element line 74 and monitoring element line 76, maybe only monitoring element line 76 should remain.

	1
	6
	B
	74-76
	When drafting indicators, three challenges have to be dealt with:
First, under the internationally agreed bilateral model of ABS, benefit sharing details are specified in ABS contracts (mutually agreed terms – MAT), which are typically confidential. Only if the parties to the contract agree, details could be made public. This would make reporting in Goal C2 very difficult.
Second, depending on the national ABS system, Competent National Authorities, which are likely to be responsible for reporting in the context of the Post-2020 global biodiversity framework, are not necessarily a Party to the ABS contracts and thus do not have access to the full information on benefit-sharing. CNAs may only be informed about benefit-sharing mechanisms defined in the ABS contract when issuing the related ABS permit, or they might not receive detailed information about the benefit sharing provisions contained in the MAT at all. In many cases, they will not be informed about actual benefits being shared during or after the utilisation of the GR / aTK either. In countries, were several CNAs have been established, coordination mechanisms between those CNAs need to be in place for comprehensive monitoring and reporting at national level.
Third, the actual sharing of monetary benefits is often based on dynamic figures, such as annual turnover, profits, revenues etc. Monitoring such figures would be a highly resource-intensive task that most CNAs would not be able to fulfil. Furthermore, the provisions of many national laws only trigger ABS measures when GR and aTK are accessed for utilisation for research and development, leaving utilisation in subsequent applications and commercialisation subject to case-by-case MAT. Many users will be public research institutions offering only non-monetary benefits. Even if parties to the ABS contracts agree on making benefit-sharing details public, the intended reporting on non-monetary benefits in absolute monetary numbers will pose a significant actuarial valuation problem. A first step to facilitate reporting about non-monetary benefits would be setting up categories with an agreed common “value” for reporting, e.g. “number of PhD studies sponsored”. The question, which institutions are responsible for monitoring and reporting at national level and the coordination mechanisms necessary remains to be discussed.
These challenges will affect both reporting and the establishment of the base line. Indicators that should report on the benefit sharing agreed might not work or are significantly underreported if the COP would not make a very strong decision on sharing these details of the ABS contracts. Also, the time gap between signing an ABS contract and actually receiving (monetary) benefits can be significant.

	2
	23
	B
	142
	The indicator should be specified “Total number of internationally recognized certificates of compliance on access to genetic resources published in the ABS Clearing-House”

	2
	24
	A
	146
	The monitoring element should rather be on benefits shared which accrued from the utilization of genetic resources than on the benefits from the access.

	2
	24
	B
	146 & 149
	When drafting indicators, three challenges have to be dealt with:
First, ABS contracts which specify the benefit sharing details are per se confidential, only if the parties to the contract agree, details could be made public. This could make reporting in Goal C2 very difficult. Under the internationally agreed bilateral model of ABS, benefits are shared by users of GR and/or aTK with providers based on terms and conditions set out in Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT). The details (amounts, sharing and distribution of benefits, payment schedules etc.) of such ABS contracts under international private law are often considered confidential information which is only shared with the provider.
Second and depending on the national ABS system, Competent National Authorities which are likely to be responsible for reporting in the context of the Post-2020 global biodiversity framework, are not necessarily a Party to the ABS contract. CNAs may only be informed about benefit-sharing mechanisms defined in the ABS contract when issuing the related ABS permit. However, in many cases CNAs might not receive detailed information about the benefit sharing provisions contained in the MAT. In many cases. they will not be informed about actual benefits being shared during or after the utilisation of the GR / aTK either. In countries, were several CNAs have been established, coordination mechanisms between those CNAs need to be in place for comprehensive monitoring and reporting at national level.
Third, the actual sharing of monetary benefits is often based on dynamic figures, such as annual turnover, profits, revenues etc. Monitoring such figures would be a highly resource-intensive task that most CNAs would not be able to fulfil. Furthermore, the provisions of many national laws only trigger ABS measures when GR and aTK are accessed for utilisation for research and development, leaving utilisation in subsequent applications and commercialisation subject to case-by-case MAT. Many users will be public research institutions offering only non-monetary benefits. Even if parties to the ABS contracts agree on making benefit-sharing details public, the intended reporting on non-monetary benefits in absolute monetary numbers will pose a significant actuarial valuation problem. A first step to facilitate reporting about non-monetary benefits would be setting up categories with an agreed common “value” for reporting, e.g. “number of PhD studies sponsored”. The question, which institutions are responsible for monitoring and reporting at national level and the coordination mechanisms necessary remains to be discussed.
These challenges will also affect the establishment of the base line. Indicators that should report on the benefit sharing agreed might not work or are significantly underreported if the COP would not make a very strong decision on sharing these details of the ABS contracts. Also, the time gap between signing an ABS contract and actually receiving (monetary) benefits can be significant.

	2
	24
	A
	150
	The monitoring element should resemble the one in line 140 and should be rephrased “Trends in access to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources”

	2
	24
	B
	150
	The indicators for a rephrased monitoring element could be “Total number of permits or their equivalents granted for access to aTK” and “Total number of internationally recognized certificates of compliance on access to aTK published in the ABS Clearing-House”

	2
	25
	A
	151
	The monitoring element should only be on benefits shared which accrued from the use of aTK but not on the benefits generated in total. This would be consistent with the monitoring element in line 146.

	2
	25
	B
	151
	When drafting indicators, three challenges have to be dealt with:
First, ABS contracts which specify the benefit sharing details are per se confidential, only if the parties to the contract agree, details could be made public. This could make reporting in Goal C2 very difficult. Under the internationally agreed bilateral model of ABS, benefits are shared by users of GR and/or aTK with providers based on terms and conditions set out in Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT). The details (amounts, sharing and distribution of benefits, payment schedules etc.) of such ABS contracts under international private law are often considered confidential information which is only shared with the provider.
Second and depending on the national ABS system, Competent National Authorities which are likely to be responsible for reporting in the context of the Post-2020 global biodiversity framework, are not necessarily a Party to the ABS contract. CNAs may only be informed about benefit-sharing mechanisms defined in the ABS contract when issuing the related ABS permit. However, in many cases CNAs might not receive detailed information about the benefit sharing provisions contained in the MAT. In many cases. they will not be informed about actual benefits being shared during or after the utilisation of the GR / aTK either. In countries, were several CNAs have been established, coordination mechanisms between those CNAs need to be in place for comprehensive monitoring and reporting at national level.
Third, the actual sharing of monetary benefits is often based on dynamic figures, such as annual turnover, profits, revenues etc. Monitoring such figures would be a highly resource-intensive task that most CNAs would not be able to fulfil. Furthermore, the provisions of many national laws only trigger ABS measures when GR and aTK are accessed for utilisation for research and development, leaving utilisation in subsequent applications and commercialisation subject to case-by-case MAT. Many users will be public research institutions offering only non-monetary benefits. Even if parties to the ABS contracts agree on making benefit-sharing details public, the intended reporting on non-monetary benefits in absolute monetary numbers will pose a significant actuarial valuation problem. A first step to facilitate reporting about non-monetary benefits would be setting up categories with an agreed common “value” for reporting, e.g. “number of PhD studies sponsored”. The question, which institutions are responsible for monitoring and reporting at national level and the coordination mechanisms necessary remains to be discussed.
These challenges will also affect the establishment of the base line. Indicators that should report on the benefit sharing agreed might not work or are significantly underreported if the COP would not make a very strong decision on sharing these details of the ABS contracts. Also, the time gap between signing an ABS contract and actually receiving (monetary) benefits can be significant.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Additional rows can be added to this table by selecting “Table” followed by “insert” and “rows below”


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�





