Contribuitions from Mexico’s Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (SEMARNAT) and National Forest Commission (CONAFOR)

1. Is the global core set, as it stands in April 2017, sufficiently comprehensive, balanced and short to achieve its stated objectives?
In general terms, there is a lack of indicators reflecting socio-economic issues. This is understandable as those are more difficult to define and measure.
Also indicators related to biodiversity are missing; although they are also difficult to define and measure at national level the use of a Forest Spatial Integrity Index estimated through a global assessment can be proposed.

2. If not, how should it be changed:
· Additional indicators? Please specify.
No additional indicators are proposed.
· Deletion of indicators? Please specify.
No deletions are proposed
· Modification/reformulation of indicators? Please specify.
Some modification and rformulation are proposed (see annex)
3. In particular, please provide suggestions for development of the indicators marked YELLOW – further work needed.
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Global Core Set of forest-related indicators: input to online consultation.
Set out below is the global core set, as proposed by the OLI, with the suggestions of the Task Force, and including the colour coding: GREEN: placed in core set by OLI, YELLOW: further work needed, RED: remove from core set.
	#
	Current proposal by Task Force
	Initial proposal by OLI meeting
	Comments from TF meeting
	Comments from Mexico

	1
	Forest area as proportion of total land area
	Forest area net change rate (%/per year)
	Modified from "Forest area net change rate (%/year) as the net change rate can be computed using forest area as proportion of land area (land area reference year 2015). The proposed indicator name corresponds to the SDG 15.1 wording. No factual change. 
	Agree.

	2
	Forest area within protected areas 
	Proportion of forest area located within legally established protected areas (%)
	Modified. The term "legally established" dropped to avoid confusion and the indicator changed from proportion to total area. The protected areas should follow the definition of IUCN/CBD. If possible, the reporting should be broken down by IUCN categories. The proportion of forest area located within protected areas can be calculated. Efforts be made to maintain consistency with SDG indicator terminology.
	Agree. Categories should allow inclusion of protected areas voluntary designated by land forest owners, as in the case of Mexico, which are legally recognized.

	3
	Above-ground biomass stock in forest  
	Above-ground biomass stock in forest (tonnes/ha) 
	Modified. Suggest reporting in tonnes instead of tonnes/ha as the latter can be derived. Overharvesting/degradation/damage will result in reduced biomass/ha. In some cases increased biomass/ha may be negative (increased fuel load for fires) 
	Agree. At the extent possible would be good to have estimations by major types of forest vegetation.

	4
	Forest area designated and managed for protection of soil and water
	(a) Mountain Green Cover Index
 
  Or

(b) Forest area designated and managed for protection of soil and water 
	Changed to green. Option (b) preferred as already reported to FRA. However, it can be difficult to identify forests “designated and managed” for protection as they often are part of areas managed for multiple purposes.
Option (a) Mountain Green Cover Index is currently a Tier 2 SDG indicator. Development work in progress. Not ready to be included in the core set but progress needs to be assessed and inclusion to be considered in the future
	Agree; this indicator is already part of FRA reporting, although further clarification is needed to ensure a common understanding, recognizing that in many cases such areas are part of areas under multipurpose management or there is no official designation to specifically manage these areas for protection of soil and water.

Please consider adding designated and/or managed, as in many cases there is no formal/legal designation

	5
	Employment in forestry and logging
	Number of forest related jobs per 1000 ha of forest
	Modified and changed to green. Change proposed from "Number of forest related jobs per 1000 ha of forest" to employment in forestry and logging. Employment per 1000 ha of forests can then be derived). 
	Change current proposal only takes into account on-the-field jobs and excludes those occurring in other forest-related activities such as saw mills and other forest industries which underestimate and undervalue contribution of forestry sector to national economies. Definition should be expanded to include jobs in forest industry and for other management activities such as protection, conservation and ecotourism,also. Clarification might be needed on how to address informal and/or temporary jobs.

	6
	Existence of policies supporting SFM
	Existence of policies supporting SFM, including formal protection of existing forest, or definition of a permanent forest estate in countries where this is necessary, with the institutions and resources necessary to implement these policies
	Modified. "…including formal protection of existing forest, or definition of a permanent forest estate in countries where this is necessary, with the institutions and resources necessary to implement these policies" was deleted from the indicator name as those are only examples of such policies. They can be added to the explanatory note. Concept already used in FRA 2015.
	Agree, as it is already included FRA, although some clarification might be needed for a better and common understanding on what kind of policies should be considered.
An optional definition is proposed:
Existence of policies and legal frameworks supporting SFM

	7
	Existence of scientifically sound national forest assessment process
	Existence of a recent, scientifically sound, national forest inventory
	Modified. Deleted the word ‘recent’ and added the word ‘process’ in the original indicator to reflect the need for continuous information flow. Suggest adding "includes NFI and related information and monitoring systems" in the explanatory note. 
Concept already used in FRA 2015
	Agree, as it is already used in FRA. Inclusion of adding "includes NFI and related information and monitoring systems" in the explanatory note is strongly supported.

	8
	Existence of a national mechanism to secure multi-stakeholder participation in the development and implementation of forest-related policies
	Existence of a national multi-stakeholder policy platform, with active participation of civil society, indigenous peoples and the private sector
	Modified the original wording to avoid ambiguity. Concept already used in FRA 2015
	Agree as it is already used in FRA.

	9
	Forest area under a long-term forest management plan
	Proportion of forest area under a long-term forest management plan
	Modified from "proportion of forest area" to "Forest area” in order to align with SDG 15.2.1. Concept already used in FRA 2015  
	Agree as it is already used in FRA. Further clarification about what “long term” means may be required.

	10
	Forest area under an independently verified forest management certification scheme
	Forest area under an independently verified forest management certification scheme (ha) 
	Changed to green. Explanatory note should refer to different types of certification schemes. The TF discussed the problem of double accounting but did not find a solution to that because countries seem not to have that information. Deleted "ha". Concept already used in FRA 2015 . 
Concern in IAEG that certification is not an official policy instrument. Not all sustainably managed forest are certified – indicator could lead to misunderstanding
	Agree, as it is already used in FRA. For the case of Mexico is important that it includes certified area under national schemes (auditorías técnicas voluntarias y bajo la norma official Mexicana sobre certificación del manejo forestal) as it is currently included in FRA.

	11
	Official development assistance for SFM
	Percentage change in official development assistance for sustainable forest management
	Modified.  "Percentage change in…” was removed from the original wording  of the indicator The use of absolute value allows calculation of share of SFM funding of total ODA.
Included in GOFs.
	Agree, although it may be difficult to match information from donors and recipient countries. Some reliable international source of global information on ODA should be used.

	12
	Volume of wood removals
	Volume of wood harvested per 1000 forest workers (m3/1000 workers) 
	Modified. Suggest replacing “wood harvested per 1000 forest workers" with “wood removals" and consider as new indicator, using JFSQ data. Some issues identified with the original proposal was the interpretation and significance, and how to handle informal workers.
	Agree; utilization of JFSQ and FRA data is strongly supported.

	13
	Existence of a traceability system for wood products 
	a. Proportion of traded/consumed forest products derived from illegal logging or trade (%)

or

b. Existence of a robust system to track sustainable produced forest products
	Modified and changed to green. The TF meeting suggested a rewording of option (b) to “Existence of a verified tracing system to track sustainably produced forest products”.  After the meeting a further consultation with FAO subject specialists suggested “Existence of a traceability system for wood products”. FAO has modified the name accordingly.   
The meeting suggested to drop option (a) as reliable data on illegal logging and trade are difficult to obtain
	Agree; this indicator should allow including explanation on how countries are building their traceability systems and what is their progress when such system is not fully operational.

	14
	Forest health and vitality: % of forest area disturbed
	Further work needed. 
· Fairly good data exist on fire and possibly large areas hit by storms. 
Suggest dropping of vitality as it is difficult to measure.
· "Area disturbed" needs a clear definition (e.g., reduced production >20%, unwanted or unnatural fire, damage from invasive insects), especially to distinguish it from ‘degradation’. So this indicator would monitor natural disturbances and other kind of degradation as well as harvesting would be reported using another indicator.
· It is difficult to combine data on different types of disturbance
	Supplementary indicators are proposed

a) Total forest area affected by wildfires by year.

b) Total forest area affected by pest and/or diseases by year.

c) Total forest area affected by extreme hydro-meteorological events by year (floods, hurracaines, storms, etc.)

Most countries have information and use similar indicators.

Or a single indicator could be used, as follows:

Total forest area affected by year (including wildfires, pests and/or diseases, and hydrological events).


	15
	Percentage change in area of degraded forest 
	Further work needed. 
· Link to GOFs lost during their revision.
·  Measurement of forest and land restoration was seen as a better option and it was noted that the intention seems to be include forest degradation as part of 15.3.1 (Proportion of land that is degraded over total land area) which has three sub-indicators which are land cover and land cover change, land productivity, and carbon stocks above and below ground. 
· It was also noted that forest degradation is ambiguous as no globally agreed definition for it exists, thereby also difficult to measure.
· Should be differentiated from the indicator on disturbance.
	Altough is desirable to include an indicator on forest degradation, we agree that there is no commonly accepted definition of forest degradation and that forest degradation is difficult to measure.

It should not be considered at this time.

	16
	a. Percentage change in the number of forest dependent people

or

b. Livelihoods of forest dependent people
	Further work needed. 
· Both indicators are vague as the terms ‘forest-dependent people’ and “livelihoods” lack globally accepted definitions. 
· It is not clear whether a positive change in the value of the indicator reflects positive development. 
· The TF proposes using "Number of people living in extreme poverty whose livelihoods are dependent on forest and trees" instead. 
· The indicator requires further work and alignment with the Global Forest Goals. 
	We agree at some extent with proposal by TF; an alternate indicator is proposed as follows:

Number of people in [extreme] poverty living in forest areas

However, decreasing numbers might not be as result of successful policies but rather due to migration of people to areas outside forests.

	17
	Financial resources from all sources (except ODA) for the implementation of sustainable forest management ($/ha of forest) 
	Further work needed. 
· Included in the GOFs
· Need to define “all sources”
· Although it is important to track all financing sources it would be easier to limit the indicator to public expenditure on SFM (as was done in the past FRAs).
· Potential danger of double accounting (private sector, academia, etc).
	We agree on limiting the indicator to public expenditure on SFM (as was done in the past FRAs) as it is easier to track.

Althoug is incomplete to address what is included in the GOF’s, the following indicator:

Amount of public financial resources for implementation of sustainable forest management by year ($)

This must include investment on forest conservation, restoration, training, technical assistance.

	18
	Share of wood based energy in total primary energy consumption, of which in modern clean systems (%) 
	Further work needed. 
· The Task Force questioned this indicator’s role in the GCS of indicator and proposes using removal statistics (woodfuel vs total removals) instead.
· Its significance is not fully clear (traditional wood energy vs. clean wood-based renewable energy)
	Following indicator is proposed:

Amount of wood used for primary energy consumption (either cubic meters or tonnes)

	19
	Value of payments for ecosystem services (PES) related to forests (value of payments, as ratio to total forest area or area of forest covered by such PES) 
	Further work needed. 
· Not ready for the GCS of indicators. Data on payments (from where?)
· Concepts not yet defined
· Measurement problems, especially for small PES schemes
	Agree that further work is needed; not all country members are implementing PES schemes.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Also PES schemes may include a large variety of activities for different countries.

	20
	
	Recovery rates for paper and solid wood products (volume recovered for re-use as % of volume consumed) 
	Indicator considered outside scope of SFM, as not subject to SFM policy instruments
	Agree; the indicator as it is outlined here is out of scope of SFM.

However, an indicator to express the amount of reused forest by-products (from logging or industrial forest processes) in other production processes such as energy should be explored.

	21
	
	Carbon stocks and carbon stock changes in forest land: net forest GHG sink/source of forests, forest carbon stock, carbon storage in harvested wood products (Tons C) 
	TF meeting suggest to drop this indicator. Changes in ABG biomass stock already captured by another indicator. Using UNFCCC data could cause confusion as it often disagrees with the figures reported to FRA (forest definition, etc.). Too many elements in indicator. 
	Agree. Althoug is important further work and analysis are needed.

Carbon stocks can be estimated from above ground biomass but estimating carbon stocks in other reservoirs is still challenging.
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