
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:
	Franks

	Given Name:
	Phil

	Government (if applicable): 
	

	Organization:
	International Institute for Environment and Development

	Address:  
	80-86 Grays Inn Road

	City:
	London WC1x 8NH

	Country:
	UK

	E-mail:
	Phil.Franks@iied.org

	General Comments

	This is an example of a general comment

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Specific Comments

	Table
	Page
	Column letter
	Row number
	Comment

	2
	12
	B
	48
	This should mirror the formulation of line 47, ie Trends in governance and equity
Justification: there are two aspects to equitable governance a) type or regime of governance and b) quality of governance and equity (equity being an issue of governance quality as explained in COP-14-DEC-08).  At present the monitoring element covers a) and but does not cover b) which is equally if not more important. 

.    

	2
	12
	C
	48
	The existing specified indicator is an indicator of PA management NOT PA governance and should therefore be dropped from this row.  It could be added to row 46. 

As in the UNEP-WCMC framework there need to be two indicators for this row. 

1. Number of PAs/CAs that have completed a site-level assessment of governance and equity (SAGE) 
2. Numbers and areas of PAs/Cas in each of the four governance types with community governance subdivided into self-proclaimed ICCAs and other



	2
	12
	D
	48
	Corresponding to the two indicators above: 
1. 2016, annually.  IIED did a global inventory in 2016 for all types of governance assessment but is maintaining this only for the one that has been used at the largest scale (SAGE) 
2. ???, annually.  This information is a variable in WDPA but I don’t know when it was added to WDPA., Community governance is not yet sub-divided.  But information on the ICCA sub-category is becoming available in the ICCA database which is also be developed by UNEP-WCMC in partnership with ICCA Consortium.

	2
	38
	A
	239-240
	The term “equitable participation in decision-making ” can be interpreted in different ways: a) at least equal participation compared to other stakeholders (=inclusive), b) those who have rights relevant to the issue in question should participate more than those who dont, c) those who may be negatively affected by the issue in question should participate more than those who dont, d) those who are making a positive contribution to the issue in question (eg a contribution to law enforcement) should participate more than those who dont.  So the meaning is unclear.  For example with women and the issue of the law enforcement system of a PA a) implies they should participate in LE related decision-making, b) implies they should not, c) implies they should if negatively impacted (which they sometime are), but d) implies they should only participate if women contribute to LE activities (unlikely in most countries).
For target 20 itself which does not refer to a particular group of actors “equitable participation” is OK (though “effective and equitable participation” would be better).
For target components (column A) which refer to specific actor groups, the 
normal term “effective participation” is better as “effective” in CBD is generally understood to mean that decision-making should be responsive to their input. Thus T20,1 should be framed: “Effective participation of IPLCs in decision-making related to biodiversity and rights over relevant resources”.  This means that the default position is the specific actor group should have influence over all decisions of the type specified and this is a stronger statement of equity/justice than saying “equitable participation...” which is open to different interpretations. 

	2
	38
	C
	239
	While it is OK to have the monitoring element being framed as a trend, it is not OK to frame an indicator in this way.  An indicator is a metric.  The trend is the change in this indicator/metric over time.  So this indictor should simply read “Degree to which traditional knowledge and practices……..”.  

	2
	38
	C
	240
	A good indicator except that the population frame needs to be specified ie not the whole population of the country but rather Proportion of IPLC rightsholders and stakeholders who believe ………..
Such data might be collected using the IIED SAGE tool with a small sample of PAs in each country - see my comments in the indicators matrix.

	2
	39
	C
	241&242
	Delete “Trends” from the indicator see explanation above

	2
	39
	C
	243
	See my comments above for 240.

	2
	39
	C
	245
	Few countries will admit to not having these is place so it is not a useful indicator.  Since the first indicator (244) is not conservation specific this second one should be.  I suggest “Proportion of members of committee that make conservation-related decisions who are women”.  For example the Kenya constitution states all decision-making committee should have at least 30% women.  This indicator should focus not on the policy (ie intent) but on the implementation.

	2
	40
	C
	247
	I suggest “Proportion of members of committee that make conservation-related decisions who are under 30 years of age”.


Comments should be sent by e-mail 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�





