Target number:  14.1

Indicators: 
14.1.1a Index of coastal eutrophication (ICEP) (Proposed change: remove the word potential, as described in below)
14.1.1b Plastic debris density (Proposed change: remove the word ‘floating’ as it is proposed to measure this on beaches, in the sea column and on the sea floor)
14.2.1 (suggested wording)

Background

Process for developing the methodology:
UN Environment, in partnership with UNEP-WCMC and OIC-UNESCO, conducted a broad literature review to understand the existing monitoring approaches for monitoring coastal eutrophication and marine litter and ecosystem-based approaches for managing marine areas. This work was coupled with other existing work of UNEP to develop a proposal for these indicators. 

The proposal aims to:
1) Align with the existing monitoring plans and approaches of the Regional Seas Programmes and other intergovernmental fora, including: the CPPS: Permanent Commission for the South Pacific (Southeast Pacific); EU MSFD: European Union Marine Strategy Framework Directive; EU WFD: European Union Water Framework Directive; GEF-TWAP: Global Environment Facility Transboundary Waters Assessment Programme; HELCOM: Helsinki Commission (Baltic Sea); Nairobi Convention (Western Indian Ocean); NOAA: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; NOWPAP: Northwest Pacific Action Plan (Northwest Pacific); OSPAR: Oslo-Paris Convention (Northeast Atlantic); ROMPE: Regional organization for the Protection of the Marine Environment (ROMPE sea area); UNEP-MAP: UN Environment Mediterranean Action Plan (Mediterranean Sea)). For more information on the Regional Seas see: https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/oceans-seas/what-we-do/working-regional-seas 
2) Leverage decision and groups which are setting international standards on monitoring the 14.1.1 and 14.2.1.
3) Provide a step-by-step guide to progressively monitoring, including level 1: what we can monitor globally; level 2: national level monitoring using the Regional Seas reporting mechanisms when possible; level 3: national indicators which are recommended for countries when relevant.

International expert groups and linkages with existing global groups:
In order to conduct the review, UNEP and UNEP-WCMC conducted a literature review and reached out to key partners, including the Regional Seas, through surveys to understand monitoring practices. A few of the key initiatives included the:
· The Joint Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection is a collective effort of IMO, FAO, UNESCO, IOC, WMO, UNIDO, IAEA, UN DESA, UNEP, UNDP and ISA. The working group is made up of global experts from countries and the academic community around the world. The group has provided guidance on monitoring and suggesting experts to be involved in the work on SDG 14.1.1 and SDG 14.2.1. (http://www.gesamp.org/) 
· An expert group and Community of Practice (CoP) was established by UNEP. The CoP is an online group. The expert group included two meetings, the first covered all indicators under 14.1.1 and 14.2.1 and provided a path for fleshing out the indicators (https://uneplive.unep.org/egm/pariseutrophication) and the second focused on plastics (https://uneplive.unep.org/egm/kenyamarinelitter

Regional Seas Monitoring:
A review of existing UNEP initiatives on methodologies, existing monitoring procedures which are used by the Regional Seas Programmes. This is included in the Appendix  in the attached methodological document. In summary, the Regional Seas Programmes have collectively agreed to monitor 22 core indicators. The indicators which are directly relevant for the 14.1.1 and 14.2.1 include:
1. Chlorophyll-A concentration (relevant for 14.1.1a)
2. Inputs of marine chemical pollution (relevant for 14.1.1a)
3. Quantification of beach litter (relevant for 14.1.1b)
9. 	Frequency of algal blooms (relevant for 14.1.1a)
10. Concentration of pollutants by type, including plastics (relevant for 14.1.1b)
22. National Intercoastal Zone Management (ICZM) in place (relevant for 14.2.1)

In order to promote the use of the Regional Seas as part of the follow-up and review mechanism for the Regional Seas, UNEP drafted  report on how Regional Seas data could be directly used for the SDGs (see https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/27295/ocean_SDG.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y). UNEP has been discussing data sharing mechanisms with the various regional seas. Not all regional seas currently have data which can be used for reporting (this is presented in Appendix 1 of the attached manual).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Note that countries have an obligation to report for the regional multi-laterally agreed Regional Seas Programme core indicators. 

Eutrophication, 14.1.1a:
· UNEP is the Secretariat for the Global Partnership on Nutrient Management (GPNM).  The GPNM has been exploring ways to better monitor and manage nutrient pollution in the terrestrial and marine environment. This directly links to a UN Environment Resolution on Nitrogen Management and is informed by a group of International Nitrogen Management System (INMS) experts. The development of the index on coastal eutrophication has been developed under guidance of this group. 
· UNEP has formed a global partnership with GEO BluePlanet to operationalize a global product on chlorophyll-a concentrations which aligns with the Regional Seas indicator 1. This has been presented at the Global Ocean Observation Conference in September 2020 and reviewed by experts.

Plastics, 14.1.1b
· Under GESAMP, a global standards, entitled, Guidelines for the Monitoring and Assessment of Plastic Litter in the Ocean, was developed and adopted. This publication was launched in March 2019 and provides the backbone for the proposed approach on SDG 14.1.1b. This method is proposed for monitoring by the Regional Seas. 
· Additionally, UNEP has recently established a high-level Ad Hoc and Open Ended Expert Group on Marine Litter and Microplastics. The approach for monitoring SDG 14.1.1b has been aligned with this working group and with the Regional Seas.

Marine area management, 14.2.1
· This indicator aims to measure national level policy. This indicator was reviewed by UNEP’s international expert group, but the decision was made to utilize the existing reporting under the Regional Seas to the extent possible.  UNEP published a conceptual guideline on using existing regional seas monitoring of ICZM (and Marine Spatial Planning (MSP)) for monitoring SDG 14.1.1: https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/26440/MSP_ICZM_Guidelines.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y.  A few examples of existing monitoring of ICZM and MSP are presented in the document. Additionally, many Regional Seas have already begun collecting this information (see the[image: ] below examples – orange is existing plans). [image: ]



Proposed approach for the methodology:
The environmental dimension of the SDG indicators is relatively new compared to the MDGs and nationally-derived environmental data has not often been captured before. With this in mind, this methodology encourages the use of globally available environmental data to enhance country-derived data, filling data gaps and enabling countries to more rapidly make progress towards achieving Targets. For SDG 14.1.1, both coastal eutrophication and marine litter a progressive monitoring approach which brings together globally modelled data and national data is proposed. This same approach has been adopted for other SDG Indicator methodologies, such as Indicator 6.6.1 and 15.3.1

This methodology applies a progressive monitoring approach meaning countries can utilize both globally- and nationally- derived data to report on Indicator 14.1.1. Countries should aim to report on all aspects of Indicator 14.1.1 should they have the data and capacity to do so. While it is beneficial to capture data on all aspects of the Indicator, some countries may be able to achieve this and others may not have all data available. This progressive monitoring approach therefore encourages different levels of ambition.

The progressive monitoring approach uses 3 Levels. Level 1 data utilizes data which is already globally available to establish a foundation which can be strengthened by countries as they develop capacity and ability to report on Level 2 data and Level 3 data. Level 2 data is recommended for national data collection in all countries. Level 3 data is a list of supplementary information which is suggested that countries consider monitoring, but this manual does not go into detail on the Level 3 indicators. All globally available data will be shared with national statistical offices and other relevant authorities for in-country validation, to ensure coastal eutrophication is represented accurately. Since this global data is derived global algorithms, some countries may return their own data derived from regionally tuned algorithms as part of the Level 2 data.

The details of the proposed indicators are included in the attached methodology and metadata. 

Justification
SDG indicators 14.1.1a, 14.1.1b and 14.2.1 are relatively new for many national statistical systems. The suggested approach aims to leverage global data which can be used for monitoring, build on the existing work of the regional seas and provide a progressive monitoring approach. Additionally, the indicators proposed have been supported by different bodies of the UN Environment Assembly and the intergovernmental processes of the Regional Seas – which provides support as endorsement as a global statistical standard. Therefore, UNEP believes that this indicator is ready to upgrade.

[bookmark: _Hlk507766116]


Annex: Pilot testing and consultations:
In-country testing:
The draft methodology was tested during consultations with Colombia, Brazil and South Africa. The draft was presented and bilateral consultations held with the government institutions responsible for the indicator, as well as other relevant national stakeholders, to examine the various elements of the methodology and obtain feedback on the overall approach, as well as on specific elements of the methodology. 
Institutions consulted (Colombia):
· Ministry of Commerce, Industry and Tourism, Colombia
· Ministry of Environment, Colombia
· National Administrative Department of Statistics (DANE), Colombia
· Andes University, Colombia (conduct national research on corporate social responsibility and sustainability reporting and a main partner of the Government on the topic)
· Hub Economia Circular – a consultancy specialized in corporate sustainability practices, and also a key partner of the Government on CSR-related issues
· Representatives from the Colombian agro-food industry, including Juan Valdez Café, Team, Grupo Nutresa, and Alpina

Institutions consulted (Brazil): 
· Ministry of Environment, Secretariat of Sustainable Consumption, Production and Development
· Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics
· Institute for Applied Economic Research (IPEA)
· Ministry of Industry, Foreign Trade and Services
· Global Reporting Initiative - GRI Brazil
Institutions consulted (South Africa):
· Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), Environment House, Pretoria. 
· Department of Performance Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME), DPME offices, Pretoria. 
· Statistics South Africa (StatsSA), ISIbalo House, Pretoria. 

Webinars and written consultations:
The Intergovernmental Working Group of Experts on International Standards of Accounting and Reporting (ISAR), hosted by UNCTAD was consulted on the methodological approach at its meetings, and several members of ISAR participated in the International Task Force. ISAR membership includes 34 member states on a rotational basis representing nine African, seven Asian, six Latin American, three Eastern European, and nine Western European and Other States, and includes all other member states and other stakeholders as observers. The draft methodology was presented for consultation and feedback during an inter-sessional meeting in May 2018 and during the annual ISAR session in October 2018.

The custodians also consulted with the Group of Friends of Paragraph 47, a group of Governments that convened during the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development (or Rio +20) to promote the implementation of Paragraph 47 of its outcome document, the Future We Want, on Corporate Sustainability Reporting. Members of the Group of Friends include:
· Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development of Argentina
· Ministry of Environment of Chile
· Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs of Denmark
· Ministry of Europe and Foreign Affairs of France
· Federal Office for the Environment of Switzerland
· South African Department of Environmental Affairs

Written feedback was also received from the Russian Federation, through the Statistics Office.

Overall feedback received on the methodology:
· The approach was considered complete, thoroughly thought out and potentially very useful for governments. 
· All stakeholders agreed with the overall approach of the methodology, in terms of defining a minimum standard of sustainability disclosures for a company to be included in the indicator count. They generally also agreed with the approach of having different reporting levels, allowing companies to begin with the minimum and work their way up to advanced. 
· The indicator was highlighted as challenging for member states. Most were therefore in favour of establishing an online platform/database which would allow the custodian agencies to generate data for the indicator, given the challenges they would have in themselves providing a figure for the number of companies within their jurisdiction publishing sustainability reports. However, they insisted on national governments being able to verify the data and complement it is required.
· Some Governments noted that they had considered using the number of Sustainability Reports included under their country in the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). However, they recognized that this approach had its limitations, such as not taking into account all sustainability reports (a significant number may be missing), only taking into account one of the several existing global reporting frameworks, and counting all sustainability reports contained in the GRI database towards the indicator, regardless of quality.
· Stakeholders requested that the methodology align with existing reporting frameworks, such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), used by most companies, and Global Core Indicators developed by UNCTAD. This had already been considered and taken into account in the methodology from the outset in ensuring that the minimum standard aligns with the existing reporting frameworks. 
· The need to ensure that data could be disaggregated according to national definitions of company size was stressed. This has been taken into account in the refinement of the methodology. While for the purposes of the regional and global aggregation and analysis for the indicator, it is necessary to have a common definition for all Member States, national definitions could differ. The global platform/database will therefore include a function whereby users could apply filters and search for the number of companies reporting according to different company sizes (employee numbers) or turnover that would align with their national definitions. Member States could then carry out additional analysis and report according to their own national definitions for the purposes of their Voluntary National Reviews, should they prefer. 
· Generally, feedback supported disaggregation per sector, which would serve as a basis for further analysis at the national level, such as the percentage of listed companies in each sector producing sustainability reports. Most stakeholders requested that the International Standard Industrial Classification of all Economic Activities (ISIC) definition of sectors be used.
· The value of recording information on the number of third-party verified reports was highlighted.
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