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Supplementary Notes 1. Notes and abbreviations used in Table 1 and Figure 1.

Table 1 Footnotes.
1. The nomenclature for the subgroups of environmental monitoring programs is modified from Danielsen, F. et al. Local participation in natural resource monitoring: a characterization of approaches. Conserv. Biol. 23, 31-42 (2009). 
2. By professional scientists without involving local stakeholders. 
3. By professional scientists with involvement of local stakeholders as data collectors. 
4. By local stakeholders who collect, process, and interpret the data and present findings to indicator initiators or decision makers. 
5. By local stakeholders on their own without involving professional scientists. 
6. Requires area-based or remote sensing-based data. 
7. Requires a national or supranational overview. 
8. Requires knowledge of administrative, legislative, policy, regulatory, or managerial aspects. 
9. Difficult to monitor technically or analytically. 
10. The proportion of indicators (averaged between the two evaluators) where we personally knew of specific, or closely related, examples of monitoring programs in which the indicators had been populated with data. This was used as a measure of our confidence in the coding we had provided. 

Figure 1 Notes. For each group of indicators and agreement, the x-axis plots the proportion of indicators that can be measured by professional scientists with the involvement of local stakeholders as data collectors. This indicates the extent to which the indicators are amenable to being monitored by monitoring programs of type C-D. The y-axis plots the proportion of indicators that can be measured by local stakeholders, who not only collect data but also process and interpret the data and present the findings to decision makers. This indicates the extent to which the agreement is amenable to being monitored by monitoring programs of type B. 

Abbreviations used in Figure 1. AEWA, Agreement on the Conservation of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds; Aichi, Convention on Biological Diversity strategic plan 2010-2020 and the associated Aichi Biodiversity Targets; CBMP, Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Program; CITES, Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species; CMS, Convention on Migratory Species; IOSEA, Indian Ocean—South-East Asian Marine Turtle Memorandum of Understanding; OECD, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development; Ramsar, Convention on Wetlands of International Importance; SEBI, Streamlining European 2010 Biodiversity Indicators; UNCCD, United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification; UNFCCC, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change; and WHC, World Heritage Convention.
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