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National Indicators and Approachesto Monitor Progress Towardsthe Aichi Biodiversity Targets
- Draft for review -
. Background

1. In paragraph 20 (b) of decision Xll/1, the Confererof the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity requested the Executive Seamgtto convene a meeting of the Ad Hoc Technical
Expert Group (AHTEG) on Indicators for the StrateBian for Biodiversity 2011-2020. In the terms of
reference for the meeting, the Conference of thtid®arequested the AHTEG to, among other things,
prepare guidance on the different types of indisasind approaches used to monitor progress in the
implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiver€1011-2020 at the regional, national and subnatio
levels, reflecting, as appropriate, different perdjwes among Parties for achieving conservatioth an
sustainable use of biodiversity, drawing on a nevdé national reports and other relevant submission

the Convention as well as reports prepared in ciamge with other relevant processes;

2. In SBSTTA recommendation XIX/4, the Executive Seamgwas requested to develop guidance
on the use of national indicators and approachesdnitor progress towards the Aichi Biodiversity
Targets, in collaboration with the Biodiversity lodtors Partnership, drawing upon, as appropriate,
report of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group and deeumentation prepared for it, and to make this
information available through the clearing houseshamism.

3. This document has been prepared in response t@bthe requests. It draws on the outcomes of
the meeting of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Groupi{AG) on Indicators for the Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020 and documents preparedtfdt also considers the information contained %6 1
fifth national reports to the Convention on Biolceji

4, The second section of the document examines thefluiedicators in the fifth national reports to
assess progress towards the Aichi Biodiversity @argThe third section of the report provides
information on different approaches to assessiongrngss in the implementation of the Strategic Plée.
final section provides overarching conclusions & tuse of national indicators and assessment
approaches.

1. National Indicator Uset
General Observations

5. While most Parties make use of at least a few atdrs in their national reports, how they are
used is highly variable. The indicators in the owadi reports tend to be a mixture of both outcome o
impact indicators (those that measure a chandeeistatus of biodiversity) and process indicattrsge

that measure actions taken). Some reports haveraéféo and made use of comprehensive sets of
indicators, however most have used them in a lgste®atic way. Further even those reports that have
made extensive use of indicators, often have gdygsencertain targets or elements of targets dbaod
indicators.

6. Many of the indicators used in the fifth nationgborts are not necessarily specific to biodiversity
or solely related to monitoring the implementatafrthe Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020r F
example many reports contain information relateathianges in forest cover or fish stocks which are
relevant to other sectors and have likely beenldpee for purposes other than biodiversity monitgri
Given this, it is clear that monitoring the implamegion of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 262020

1 Further information on national indicator use awailable in document UNEP/CBD/ID/AHTEG/2015/1/I18F/-
https://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/ind/id-ahteg-20Binformation/id-ahteq-2015-01-inf-03-en.pdf
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or associated national targets does not need &byswlake use of indicators specifically developed f
biodiversity and that indicators developed for otherposes can provide valuable information. Furthe
given the breadth of issues addressed by the §itdéan, using indicators developed for other psses
offers a cost effective means of making use of amganonitoring initiatives and can also help to
mainstream biodiversity across different domains.

7. While some of the indicators used in the fifth aatl reports are noted in the annex to decision
XI/3 (Indicative list of indicators for the stratiegplan for biodiversity 2011-2020) many are notsbme
cases the reports use indicators which are naljogpécific. Some countries have developed thein ow
national indexes to monitor changes on certainesbj Further, many of the reports make use of
indicators related to regional processes. Thigitiqularly the case for members of the Europeaiotln

8. The indicators used by Parties to assess progressds the Aichi Biodiversity Targets are often
similar. For example many Parties have indicatelated to habitat loss, species extinction or ptete
areas. These indicators may have different namdsrathodologies but often measure similar things.
Similarly many Parties have used similar indicatous which focus on different geographic levelshsuc
as ecosystems, region, state/provincial or submaltidevels. These differences in methodologies,
baselines and definitions make drawing comparidmis/een countries or directly aggregating national
information difficult if not impossible. However ¢he are some examples where this has been done by
different regional initiatives, such as those utael@n by the members of the European Union, regiona
processes on criteria and indicators for sustainédyest management, or regional programmes such as
the ASEAN Centre for Biodiversity, the South Paciegional Environment Programme, or the work of
the Conservation of Arctic Fauna and Flora worlgngup of the Arctic Council to name a few.

9. In many fifth national reports the same indicat@swised multiple times within the report, but
with different interpretations or disaggregationsassess progress towards several targets. Fopéxam
indicators related to protected areas were useddess progress towards both targets 5 and 1lafymi
indicators used for target 8 were often disaggexbéd look at specific chemicals or pollutant irgtd
different environments.

10. The fifth national reports tend to contain bothomme/impact indicators (those that measure a
change in the status of biodiversity) and proceslcators (those that measure actions taken). The
process based indicators used by Parties oftenmioad up-to-date information, likely owing to thecffa
that such indicators are generally easier and ¢esdly to prepare. The relationship between the
information generated by the process based ind&aod outcome/impact indicators was not generally
explored in the national reports.

11. Many of the indicators used in the national repbed data for several time periods allowing for
the development of a trend line. The most commpedyof indicators with multiple data points tented

be related to biophysical factors (such as the afeagiven habitat type), indicators related tsorgce
extraction (such as the areas deforested) andverigment processes (such as amounts of funding for
specific programmes or the number of actions taken)

12. The indicators used in the national reports tentethave time lags. Few reports contained
indicators with information post 2013 and seveeglarts noted that this was an issue. In additiaty, io

a few cases were any sources of uncertainty asedcidth the indicators acknowledged. Similarly,ileh
most national reports have undergone some fornevdéw process, few reports if any indicate how the
indicators they have used in their report have lvegiewed.

13. In the national reports there are many instancesrevinformation is included that implies the
existence of either a data series or an indicdtorekample when a description of change is giveraf
certain time period) however the indicator or dades itself is not specified.
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14. Many of the national reports refer to proposeddattirs or processes to develop indicators in the
future. This is most often raised in relation te fimplementation and monitoring of updated national
biodiversity strategies and action plans. Howefrem the information in the national reports, iré&ely
clear what is being done to develop these indisatwr what processes were in place to collect the
necessary data to make them usable.

Indicator use for specific Aichi Biodiversity Targets

15. The use of indicators varies across the Aichi BiedSity Targets. Indicators are most often used
for targets 5, 11, and 12 while relatively few Regrthave used indicators to assess progress towards
targets 2, 3, 13, 16, 17, 18 and 19. This is likedgause the indicators that are used in the raetieports
have tended to be what would generally be congidasetraditional biodiversity indicators. Furthére

more socioeconomic related issues covered by tteegic Plan for Biodiversity tend to be less well
served by indicators. Indicator use in the nati@apbrts for each Aichi Biodiversity Target is aidws:

(a) Aichi Target 1. Awareness of hiodiversity increased - A number of biodiversity indicators
have been used by Parties to assess progress sothégdarget. These can generally be
grouped into two categories. Those that directbeas people’s awareness of biodiversity
and those which provide information on the numideretevant activities carried out or
people’s participation in certain events. The mmminmon indicator used for directly
assessing people’'s awareness of biodiversity wagysl These surveys tended to ask
respondents question to determine how familiar there with biodiversity, their
perceptions of its status or importance or theigrde of agreement with various
statements. In some cases the surveys referredthe inational reports looked at issues
related to the environment generally rather tharbitaiversity specifically. Further,
based on the information in the national reportwatild appear that different types of
survey methodologies were used and that the numbértype of people responding
varied as well. The second category of indicatarghie reports captured information
related to participation in events, the number ahmunication and awareness raising
actions taken, or the extent to which biodiversitas integrated into educational
curriculum. In some cases these indicators lookepb@ernment activities but some also
looked at issues associated with other segmergsaidty, such as membership in certain
NGOs.

(b) Aichi Target 2. Biodiversity values integrated - Very few reports made use of indicators
to assess progress towards this target. Many desmnefer to different valuation studies
associated with specific ecosystem services ottditatiut these largely appear to be one
of studies as opposed to indicators

(c) Aichi Target 3. Incentives reformed -There are few if any indicators used in the fifth
national reports to assess progress towards thgettaProgress is generally assessed
through other means including case studies, exgnion and examples of the types of
actions taken.

(d) Aichi Target 4. Sustainable production and consumption - The indicators used by Parties
in their national reports to assess progress towtrd target tend to focus on issues
associated with consumption rather than productame of the indicators used focused
on specific resources, such as water, while otleelsed at consumption more generally.
The most commonly used indicator was the ecolodomzprint.

(e) Aichi Target 5. Habitat loss halved or reduced - The most prevalent indicators used in the
national reports to assess progress towards tigistteelate to changes in the areal extent
of certain ecosystems, most commonly forests. Eutte indicators tend to be primarily
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terrestrial in nature with few indicators for inthnwaters or the marine environment.
Further in some cases the indicators that were asedighly specific and focus on
certain key habitats of national importance. In@trall cases the reports do not contain
information on all habitat types that are in a dognMany national reports also contain
information which implies to existence of indicatdsut do not actually refer to them.
Some reports contain information on habitat quabity status, however these are
relatively few. Similarly only a few reports usalioators related to land degradation and
fragmentation.Some reports contain indicators related to the rhadm of certain
pressures, such as fire or pollution, on certgiresyof habitats. These types of indicators
are also relevant to those targets which fall urBgategic Goal B. Several of the
national reports also refer to actions taken toseore habitats. These include such
activities as the creation of protected areas storation and are therefore also relevant to
Target 11 and 150verall the types and number of indicators usedssess progress
towards this target in the national reports is galhegreater than those for other Aichi
Biodiversity Target.

Aichi Target 6. Sustainable management of aquatic living resources - The most common
type of indicator used to assess progress towdnidstdarget related to the size of fish
catches/landings. Some Parties used indicatorsrépatrted on fish catches generally
while others used indicators which looked at speapecies, such as tuna. These types
of indicators generally address issues relatedhaofitst part of the target, namely that
fish stocks are managed and harvested sustain@bbre were relatively few reports
which contained indicators related to the othemelets of the targets.

Aichi Target 7. Sustainable agriculture, aquaculture and forestry - Parties have used a
variety of indicators in their national reportsassess progress towards this target. The
indicators used have tended to focus on issuetedeta agriculture and forestry. By
comparison there were relatively few indicatorated to aquaculture. While a number
of parties used indicators related to certifiedeftry and aquaculture or the size of
farmland using organic agriculture, few indicat@addressed sustainable management
directly.

Aichi Target 8. Pallution reduced - The most commonly used indicators in the fifth
national reports to assess progress towards tiysttare those related to nitrogen and
phosphorus concentrations. However Parties hawe ais@riety of indicators related to

these nutrients. Some reports use indicators tel&be their concentrations in the

environments, others have used indicators relatethé levels of nutrients leaving

terrestrial systems, or to the number of areashwhiceed critical thresholds. Further, a
number of Parties used indicators that relate &cifip ecosystems, such as specific
freshwater bodies, or indicators which relate totate phenomena associated with
nutrients, such as eutrophication or acidificatiGenerally the national reports contain
fewer indicators related to pollution other thamitvogen or phosphorus. Some Parties
have used indicators in their national reports Whice relatively broad, such as the
import or use of fertilizers, pesticides and inszdés, the amount of untreated waste
water or the amount of waste material generatedvener, while these indicators are

relevant to this target, they do not necessariflicate if levels of nutrients or other

pollutants are at or above levels which are detiaddo biodiversity.

Aichi Target 9. Invasive alien species prevented and controlled - The mostly commonly
used indicators to assess progress towards tigisttarere those related to the number of
invasive alien species in a country. Other typesadicators used provided information
on issues associated with the impact of invasiienapecies and the areas they affect.
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Some reports also contained indicators relatedh# gopulation trends of specific
invasive alien species or on the effect of invasilien species on other species. There
were few indicators related to the management divpays or control and eradication
efforts.

Aichi Target 10. Ecosystems vulnerable to climate change - The indicators in the national
reports related to this target focused almost @gtion issues associated with the extant
and health of coral reefs. There were few, if anglidators related to the multiple
anthropogenic pressures on coral reefs or othesystems vulnerable to climate change.

Aichi Target 11. Protected areas - In general, the indicators used in the natioepbrts

to assess progress towards this target providenmafiton on changes in either the
number of protected areas in a country or the divers of protected areas. Some Parties
used indicators which related to forms of protectidher than protected areas, such as
reserves. By comparison relative few Parties irmfudhdicators related to the size of
areas particularly important for biodiversity ancbsystem services protected, protected
areas connectedness, the integration of proteatak anto the wider landscapes and
seascapes and the management effectiveness aftpbteeas.

Aichi Target 12. Reducing risk of extinction - Compared to other targets, a large number
of indicators were used to assess progress towhiglstarget. However though the
indicators used had different names or focusey, dbheerally addressed issues related to
the conservation status or population size of gsecln some cases Parties used
indicators, such as red list indexes, which looaethe conservation status of groups of
different species, while in other cases they usedicators which assessed the
conservation status of one or a few specific sgagi@mational importance. The indicators
used in the national reports tended to focus oregstral species and in particular
mammals and birds. By comparison there were relgtiless indicators related to
amphibians, reptiles, invertebrates or aquatic isped-urther some indicators provide
information on the conservation status of speciespeecific locations, such as in
protected areas or certain key ecosystems, whikretelated to the whole country.

(m)Aichi Target 13. Safeguarding genetic diversity - The national reports contain few

indicators related to this target. Those in theonmal reports generally cover issues
related to the condition of livestock breeds orthe number of gene bank/seed bank
accessions. There are few, if any indicators, i tlational reports related to socio-
economical or culturally valuable species or isgetsted to genetic erosion.

(n) Aichi Target 14. Ecosystem services - Very few, if any, Parties included indicators

directly related to this target in their nationaport. However many reports included
indicators that were relevant to a certain ext€hese included indicators related to the
trends in pollination insects, the designation ey kabitats, the restoration of degraded
habitats or the conservation of critical habitMany of these indicators were relevant to
other Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

(o) Aichi Target 15. Ecosystem restoration and resilience - The use of indicators to assess

progress towards this target in the national repisrtimited. The indicators that are used
generally fall in to two categories, those relatedhe area restored and those related to
carbon stocks.

(p) Aichi Target 16. Accessto and sharing benefits from genetic resources - Very few, if any,

Parties used indicators to assess progress towligdsarget in their national reports.
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Most Parties assessed progress towards this taygeporting on the steps that had been
taken to either ratify the Nagoya Protocol or &rtsinaking it operational.

(q) Aichi Target 17. Biodiversity strategies and action plans - Few Parties used indicators to
directly assess progress towards this target. Tést common indicators used were those
examining the number of completed or initiated \diidis. Parties developed or used
these indicators in different but they tended tosider similar issues.

(r) Aichi Target 18. Traditional knowledge -Very few Parties assessed progress towards this
target with indicators. Those indicators that wesed tended to focus on issues related to
the traditional use of resources, the maintenancedratitional customs and the
participation of indigenous peoples and local comities in certain processes. While
these indicators measure issues which are relawatite target, they do not provide
information on progress towards the target spetlific

(s) Aichi Target 19. Sharing information and knowledge - The indicators used to assess
progress towards this target generally focused hen status of certain processes or
activities related to information collection andgely provided information on the
improvement of the knowledge and science baseetklat biodiversity. By comparison,
there were few indicators related to the sharingindbrmation, its transfer or its
application. It is important to note however theany of the indicators related to other
Aichi Biodiversity Targets, in the sense they regrd an improvement in the
understanding of the status and trends of biodiyerprovide a further indication of
progress towards this target.

(t) Aichi Target 20. Mobilizing resources from all sources - The indicators used by Parties in
their national report to assess progress towaidgaltget tended to focus on government
expenditures in relation to things such as fundiiog central budgets for environmental
issues, trends in funding available for certainistifes or for protected areas as well as
expenditures related to official development aasist. Some Parties also used indicators
related to the number of employees working in emnnental sectors. Few reports, if
any, reported on resources spent by the privatersecnon-governmental organizations.
Further, a number of countries noted that they béllreporting on progress towards this
target through the reporting framework for the tese mobilization strategy.

[11. National Approaches2

16. Assessing national progress towards the Aichi Biediity Targets is key to monitoring the
implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiver€011-2020. There are multiple approaches that ca
be used to monitor and assess progress in therimeplation of the Strategic Plan. From the infororati
contained in the fifth national reports, the resolt a survey distributed to Parties on this ismue follow

up interviews, it is evident that a variety of apgches are used by countries to assess natiorakpso
towards the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. These aples can be divided into four general categories:
guantitative indicators, expert opinion, stakehplmsultation, and case studies.

(@ Quantitative indicators - Measures or metrics based on verifiable data @odide a
scientifically-robust and objective evidence bashese may be used or developed by government

2 Further information on this issue is contained idocument UNEP/CBD/ID/AHTEG/2015/1/INF/2 -
https://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/ind/id-ahteg-20Binformation/id-ahteq-2015-01-inf-02-en.pdf
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agencies, non-governmental organizations, researstitutions or academia. They may also be
institutionalized within a government to varyinggdees.

(b) Expert opinion:;

i. Expert advice - Convening relevant experts to offfi@ir opinion and use their
expert judgement to assess progress towards the Biodiversity Targets. The
experts involved may be experts in very precisgestilareas, such as individual
species or habitats, or more generally in the aguahd its context. Expert
opinion can be a valuable means of incorporatimgl/ocontextual knowledge,
including from different sectors, and can also helgrify the often complex
relationships between actions taken and biodiwersitd the relationships
between different the ecosystems (or parts thezgfor

ii. Author opinion - The author(s) of the national neégather primary evidence on
the status and trends of biodiversity, synthesisaMedge and information, and
draw overall conclusions on progress. Author opingan be useful to bring
together and synthesize complex information fromious sources. In some
cases the authors may be experts and authors tesmenflist the help of experts.

(© Stakeholder consultation:

i. Stakeholder input - Stakeholders with an interesthe national report and
biodiversity more generally are directly solicitedprovide relevant information
and input. Stakeholder contributions and assessmieprogress towards the
Aichi Biodiversity Targets may be gathered throuminsultations, interviews,
face-to-face or online workshops or stakeholdeiesewf documents;

ii. Public and community consultations - Such condoliatmay take place through
individual interviews, questionnaires, online revée workshops or
awareness-raising events. The general public magobsulted as a whole, or
specific communities may be identified for targetedsultation.

(d) Case studies - For some specific complex subjects, obtainirdear picture of the status
and trends of biodiversity, reasons for any chamgthe impact of any measures taken may be difficul
due to various confounding factors. Case studiagtoarefore be used to provide a detailed anabysis
demonstration of progress at a local level towardmtional or global target. Case studies can dmaw
various types of information, including indicatobsit ultimately require expert judgement to situthatem
within specific contexts.

17. These different approaches are not exclusive of amsther. Using one approach does not
preclude the use of another. In fact most Paritietheir fifth national reports, have used combiorag of
these different approaches to assess progressd®wrea Aichi Biodiversity Targets and their natibna
biodiversity targets.

18. Each approach has inherent strengths and limittibhese strengths and limitations depend on
the national context and priorities, and the magtra@priate approach or combination of approachds wi
vary between countries. Therefore what is usefubfee Party may not be effective for others. Furthe
approaches used vary not only between Partieddmtdthin assessments carried by a Party for diffe
Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

19. Almost all of the assessments of progress towanrdsAtichi Biodiversity Targets in the fifth
national reports made use of various sources ofrimdtion in addition to indicators to arrive atithe
conclusions. This includes such things as liteeteviews of government reports, scientific arscéed
grey literature, as well as expert opinion andetakder consultations. The information from thdoral
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reports suggests that most Parties are making @atigmse of information by drawing on multiple
sources of information and making the best usehe$d in reaching a conclusion regarding progress
towards the Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

20. More than 40% of reporting Parties have include@xaslicit assessment of progress towards the
Aichi Biodiversity Targets in their national repertThese assessments generally use a scale @ ratin
system which classifies progress towards each ttamnge a category (for example, no progress, some
progress, on track to reach target). The methogolsgd to undertake these assessments is usuélly no
clear from the national reports. However it is appathat most Parties have considered differemtces

of information, including indicators, the types adtions taken, expert opinion and published literat
among other things. Further those national repstigch do not contain an explicit assessment of
progress towards the Aichi Biodiversity Targetsnftontain narrative descriptions of progress tdear
the Aichi Targets. These do not assign a speciéitrimto indicate progress towards the target atitar

list the types of activities taken, planned actionsefer to changes in biodiversity trends. lingportant

to note, that in these cases, even with the limitéarmation that is available, most Parties haxauded
information in their national reports which enabdssessments of progress, at least towards sorhée Aic
Biodiversity Targets, to be made, though sometiwigs low levels of confidence.

V. Conclusion

21. There are multiple approaches to assessing progoessds national implementation of the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020. Thesgrapches include quantitative indicators, expert
opinion, stakeholder consultation and case studieese different approaches are not exclusive ef on
another. Using one approach does not preclude $keofi another. In the assessment progress the
strengths and limitations of the approaches usedlghbe taken into account and limitations showdd b
clearly acknowledged

22. The most effective and efficient assessment appré@cmonitoring the implementation of the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 at theioval level will vary with national circumstances.
Parties will need to consider available informataomd data, and the time and resources required for
different approaches in their national context mden to determine the most appropriate approach or
combination of approaches to use.

23. Given the limitation that each assessment apprasihg multiple approaches and drawing on
multiple lines of evidence is the most feasible nseaf comprehensively assessing progress towaeds th
Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

24. Efforts should be made to ensure the approach mbiz@tion of approaches taken is clearly
documented and repeatable for subsequent assessaigmiogress, while also aiming to improve the
assessment of progress where possible (e.g. basezlodata available).

25. Indicators used to report to organisations suchthes FAO or multilateral environment
agreements, can provide biodiversity relevant imfation even though there may have been developed
for other processes. Making use of existing indicatepresents a cost effective means of generating
information which can be used for assessments.

26. In situations where outcome (status or trend) @ldics are unavailable, process indicators can
offer a relatively straightforward and effectiveyaf generating information which can be used seas
progress.
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27. There is a wide range of guidance already availablehe development and use of national
indicators and monitoring systems. For exampleBRiugliversity Indicators Partnership has developed a
national indicator development toofkit

3 See hitp://www.bipindicators.net/nationalindicatordeweinent




