Comments to Indicator 5.a. and its Metadata
Conceptual challenges with the current formulation of the indicator:

1. Framing the indicator around “ownership or secure rights” is problematic:

· The phrase “secure rights to land” is meant to capture both the existence of the rights and its substantive quality. It is entirely possible, for example, for a woman to own land with her husband and yet fear that her land will be taken away if her husband dies; or for a family to own land but in practice have no way to defend their ownership because they don’t have documents or because they cannot access justice; or for Indigenous Peoples who own the land  to lose their land because the State does not recognize and respect their  rights to their land.
· Including the word “ownership” in  the indicator can bias its implementation toward a particular bundle of rights that is not feasible, attainable or desirable for millions around the world ignoring different bundles of rights that, when secure, can contribute to the economic progress and empowerment of the right-holders. 
· Suggestion: frame the indicator as  “secure rights to land”

2. Framing the indicator around “agricultural land” is problematic:

· Secure land rights are key to accessing income, food, status, housing, credit, government services, and greater household- and community-level decision-making and, as such, indicators to track progress related to poverty alleviation and/or gender equality and women’s empowerment must include all, not just those currently holding agricultural land.
· While the metadata refers to a broader notion of “agricultural land,” unless this broader definition is carefully and broadly stipulated its implementation, has the potential to ignore the millions of women, men, indigenous peoples and local communities (IPLCs) who live in the forest, practice nomadic or semi nomadic pastoralism, rely on plots too small to be considered agricultural holdings, live in rural areas but are not engaged in agricultural production, reside on communal land not designated for agricultural purposes, or rely on land for small businesses. 
· An indicator that focuses on agricultural land risks generating perverse policy incentives that promote the destruction of land dedicated to housing and home gardens, land that generates income through PES, conservation or sustainable tourism, or land that is part of cultural heritage and ancestral domains.
· Suggestion: frame the indicator as “rural land”

Challenges with the operationalization of this indicator
· As currently specified, the indicator can alternate between self-reported ownership and documented ownership as defined by states. These are two very different concepts with different policy implications. We encourage tracking whether people have documented rights (not just documented ownership) as a way to hold governments accountable and to encourage governments to take steps to recognize those rights. An indicator based on reported or perceived ownership does not provide a similar policy handle.

· Neither perceived, nor reported, or documented rights (or ownership), indicate that those rights are viewed as secure by the right-holders, an important condition for their empowerment and economic development.

· Suggestion: operationalize “secure rights” by measuring both documentation (to signal governments’ commitment) and perceptions of tenure security (to capture how the rights are experienced in practice)
