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Report of the Technical Workshop 
 on Selecting Indicators for the State of Regional Seas 

30 June – 2 July 2014, Geneva, Switzerland 
 

I. BACKGROUND 
 

1. UNEP Regional Seas Programme was launched in 1974.  In each of the 18 regional seas (Black Sea, 
Wider Caribbean, East Africa, East Asia, ROPME sea area, Mediterranean, Northeast Pacific, 
Northwest Pacific, South Pacific, Red Sea and Gulf of Aden, South Asia, South East Pacific and 
West ,Central and Southern Africa), a regional seas programme was established and is under 
implementation. Antarctic, Arctic, Baltic Sea, Caspian Sea and Northeast Atlantic are regional seas 
associated with the UNEP Regional Seas Programme.  For each of these regional seas, an action 
plan serves as the basis for regional cooperation and regionally coordinated action to address the 
issues related to and prioritised in the marine and coastal environments of these seas. Many of the 
regional seas programmes continue to assess the state of the marine environment on a regular 
basis, and recently more effort has been made to connect the regional state of the marine 
environment reporting with the Global Ocean Assessment processes. Different regional seas 
carried out the state of the marine environment reporting based on different methodologies, and 
introduction of key indicators for the purpose of assessing the state of the marine environment is 
observed in some of the regional seas programmes. 

 
2. A limited number of regional seas programmes clearly set the ecosystem-based objectives or in a 

limited number of cases, regional targets, which the member countries collectively endeavour to 
achieve. In relation to the proposed approach: Ecosystem Approach to Regional Seas 
(UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF.3), UNEP proposed to establish a set of indicators, from which the regional 
seas programmes can withdraw and decide in order to track down the chronological changes of the 
status of marine and coastal environment.  The regional seas programmes are also urged to set 
their own regional ecosystem based management objectives or even targets to achieve through 
their collective efforts. In order to measure the progress in the achievements in the ecosystem-
based objectives and targets, another set or the similar set of indicators may be used.  

 
3. On a global scale, the UN member states are proceeding with the World Ocean Assessment (also 

referred to as the regular process)1, but the currently developed assessment is narrative-based 
assessment based on the existing and emerging literature.  It is expected that chronological 
changes will be monitored based on the indicators in the follow-up Regular Process.  UNEP has 
developed a set of indicators for the Transboundary Waters Assessment Programme, targeting 
Large Marine Ecosystems and Open Ocean, but there are difficulties for the regional seas 
programmes to take them up in their own assessment and management efforts.  Based on the 
Rio+20 Outcome document: The Future We Want, the international community started discussing 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and how to measure their achievements through 
possible application of indicators.  Many of the indicators already developed through some of the 
regional seas programmes would contribute to the discussion of the marine and ocean related 
SDGs development and indicators associated with them.  

 
4. Based on the UNEP Regional Seas Strategic Directions2, and following the Ecosystem Approach to 

Regional Seas programme, UNEP is proposing that the Regional Seas programmes agree on a set of 
core indicators and another set of supplementary indicators, so that each of the regional seas 
programmes can mainstream these indicators within their assessment and monitoring 
programmes and they can report on the indicators regularly to the UNEP Regional Seas Programme 

                                                      
1
 www.worldoceanassessment.org 

2
 www.unep.org/egionalseas/globalmeetings/default_ns.asp 
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for its compilation.  Such a mechanism should be closely linked with the UNEP-Live3, which is 
UNEP’s flagship data and information management programme.   

 
5. As the starting point, UNEP already prepared a report (UNEP/EARS/WG.1/2) reviewing the 

ecosystem-based indicators and index for regional seas by: (i) collecting and collating information 
on the ecosystem-based indicators and index used for the state of the marine environment 
reporting and tracking down the achievements of regionally agreed, ecosystem-based objectives 
and targets; (ii) analysing these indicators to find common elements to be used for continuing 
regional state of the marine environment reporting in order to formulate recommendations to the 
ongoing discussion on the global state of the marine environment reporting, such as 
Transboundary Water Assessment4 and Global Ocean Assessment; and (iii) proposing a set of 
indicators and the scientific background to use such indicators, from which each of the regional 
seas programme can adapt and adopt its sub-set as the indicators for their own state of the marine 
environment and tacking down the achievement of their management objectives/targets.   The 
report was being finalized for publication. 

 
6. The results of the review and recommended indicators were submitted as UNEP input to the 

Sustainable Development Goals discussion as well as the technical discussion on the future 
direction of the Global Ocean Assessment to form a basis for regionally-based target monitoring 
and assessment.  An assessment framework will also be proposed to monitor the overall 
achievement of the Global Partnership for Oceans5, which the World Bank is spearheading. 
 

7. In order to discuss possible sets of indicators for the state of regional seas, UNEP organised a 
technical workshop on selecting indicators for the state of regional seas, 30 June – 2 July 2014, in 
the International Environment House 2, Geneva , Switzerland.  The programme of the workshop is 
included in ANNEX I. The list of participants is found in ANNEX II.  
 

8. The workshop was conducted in English and moderated by Mr. Takehiro Nakamra (UNEP).  The list 
of documents used and presentations is annexed to this report (ANNEX III).  The report was 
compiled and prepared by UNEP based on the presentations and results of the breakout groups. 

 
II. OPENING OF THE WORKSHOP 
 

9. The workshop was opened by Ms. Nena Schneider, who delivered her statement on behalf of 
Regional Director and Representative for Europe of the United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP) at 0900 Hrs. on 30 June 2014.  She welcomed the participants to Geneva and outlined the 
UNEP activities leading to this Workshop. 
 

10. Mr. Takehiro Nakamura, UNEP, made a presentation, introducing the UNEP draft report: Review of 
ecosystem-based indicators and indices on the state of the Regional Seas (UNEP/EARS/WG.1/2), 
and outlined the proposed objectives of the workshop as follows: 
 
(i) to have an overview of existing and planned indicators for regional seas (regional seas 

programmes under UNEP coordination, Global Environment Facility (GEF) International 
Waters Large Marine Ecosystem (LME) projects, regional components of global ocean 
assessments, and other thematic regional ocean assessments); and 

 
(ii) to preliminarily discuss a core set of indicators and supplementary set of indicators 

together with their scientific background and possible data sources and future monitoring. 

                                                      
3
 www.unep-live.org 

4
 www.geftwap.org 

5
 www.globalpartnershipforoceans.org 

http://www.globalpartnershipfor/
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III. PRESENTATIONS BY REGIONAL SEAS AND REGIONAL INITATIVES 
 

11. Participants from the regional seas programmes and other regional initatives/projects made 
presentations on their indicator initiatives and other relevant activities.  The following programmes 
made presentations: Caribbean Environment Programme (Cartagena Convention), Regional 
Organisation for the Conservation of the Environment of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden (PERSGA), 
Black Sea Commission, Northwest Pacific Action Plan (NOWPAP), Secretariat of the Pacific Regional 
Environment Programme (SPREP), East African Seas (Nairobi Convention), South Asian Seas hosted 
by South Asia Co-operative Environment Programme (SACEP), Helsinki Commission, West, Central 
and Southern Africa (Abidjan Convention), Mediterranean Action Plan (Barcelona Convention), 
Tehran Convention (interim) Secretariat (Caspian Sea), Gulf of Mexico LME project, Caribbean LME 
project, European Environment Agency (EEA), International Council for the Exploration of the Seas 
(ICES) and North Pacific Marine Science Organisation (PICES).  All these and other presentations can 
be found in www.unep.org/globalmeetings/Indicator_RS_meeting/indicator_workshop.asp. 

 
IV. PRESENTATIONS BY GLOBAL INDICATOR INITIATIVES 

 
12. Two global indicator initiatives were presented: (i) Biodiversity Indicator Partnership by UNEP 

World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC); and (ii) Transboundary Waters Assessment 
Programme (TWAP) by UNEP TWAP Project Manager and the coordinator of the TWAP Large 
Marine Ecosystems Component, which is executed along with the Open Ocean Component by the 
International Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organisation (IOC/UNESCO). 

 
V. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 
13. Discussion on the regional seas indicators were made.  

 
14. Many regional seas programmes expressed their support for this initiative but expressed their 

concern about the overall objective of this initiative and slow progress. 
 

15. Many regional seas programmes reported that indicators could be useful in carrying out the state 
of the marine environment reporting, reporting of the implementation of the Convention and 
Protocols, and setting management objectives.  However, currently some regional seas 
programmes actually introduced indicators to their programmes with typical examples of Helsinki 
Commission, Mediterranean Action Plan and OSPAR Commission. Few regional seas programmes 
were currently using indicators for monitoring the achievements of agreed management objectives 
in the action plans and strategic action programmes.  A number of them indicated that they were 
in the middle of setting indicators and urged UNEP to coordinate regional seas indicators as early 
as possible. Most indicators established by regional seas relate primarily to process indicators. 
 

16. Many of the regional seas programmes already adopted the ecosystem approach or ecosystem-
based management as principles of their management.  However, it was not very clear how the 
introduction of these principles affected the way they implement their programmes.  Further, how 
the introduction of the ecosystem approach affects the state of the marine environment reporting 
was not clearly demonstrated with few good examples in regional seas programmes where the 
European Union Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) affects their programme 
implementation.  Some requested that UNEP lead the development of clear guidelines for the 
introduction of the ecosystem approach to regional seas further to the UNEP paper 
(UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF3) in which use of ecosystem-based indicators are conceptualized. 
 

http://www.unep.org/globalmeetings/Indicator_RS_meeting/indicator_workshop.asp


UNEP/EARS/WG.1/3 

 

 5 

17. The introduction of ecosystem services associated with coastal and marine ecosystems in the 
regional seas assessment and management had been started but not fully realized.  A clear 
methodological development is needed for the regional seas programmes to introduce the concept 
of ecosystem services and their values in their assessment and decision making. 

 
18. Almost of all the regional seas programmes already introduced the Driver-Pressure-State-Impact-

Response (DPSIR) framework in their assessment framework.  Some participants reported recent 
development introduced to the DPSIR, particularly replacing the Impact with Benefit or Welfare.  
However, when further considering the regional seas indicators, the participants agreed to use the 
DPSIR framework or any recent modifications to it.  
 

19. Many regional seas programmes considered that the value of using indicators was that they could 
convey information and messages to decision makers not only in the languages that are easily 
understandable and easily translatable for decision-making but more importantly information that 
is actually requested by them.  For this purpose, a rigid but practical scientific basis should be 
established for establishing and choosing indicators. Further, indicators on Responses can be more 
used while impact related indicators are difficult to monitor. 
 

20. It was clearly recognized that the objectives of developing indicators should be clearly identified 
from the onset.   
 

21. For both the Biodiversity Indicator Partnership and TWAP LMEs component  a number of specific 
questions were identified to be answered for which indicators are useful, and through which the 
objectives and usefulness of use of indicators were clarified.   

 
22. A question was raised as to why a core set of indicators applicable to all regional seas programmes 

is needed.  After some discussion, it was agreed that the core set of indicators could be used for 
some regional seas programmes to develop new indicators and for other regional seas 
programmes to revise their existing and agreed indicators.  The core set of indicators would be 
used by UNEP to facilitate its support to regional seas programmes for their data acquisition and 
quality assurance to compile reporting from the regional seas to produce global assessments to 
contribute to the ongoing global assessments such as WOA and TWAP and to the Global 
Environmental Conventions.  A set of indicators coordinated among the regional seas programmes 
was also proposed and discussed. 
 

23. Some participants identified Global Ocean Observing System to be a global observing system where 
the regional seas programmes may link their initiatives for their indicator-based assessment.  
 

24. It was clearly recognized that different regional seas programmes have different marine and 
coastal issues and varied data and assessment capacities.  It was therefore suggested that a widely 
applicable indicator toolbox should be developed from which the regional seas programmes could 
select appropriate indicators to suit their needs, rather than a strictly defined core set of indicators.  
Also discussed is coordinated set of indicators among the regional seas. 
 

25. Data collection and their quality assurance are important issues in setting and applying indicators.  
Availability of the data (measurement, national estimates, etc.) at national/local level is limited and 
many look at data produced from modeling for global purpose. The QA/QC process to be applied 
will not be the same. Global datasets may be of assistance, but the regionally available scientific 
and technical capacities, data and information should be the basis for setting and applying 
indicators. Global datasets should be underpinned by regional data and regional datasets should be 
underpinned by national or subnational data.  
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26. Many of the regional seas developed or are moving towards developing ecological quality 
objectives, ecological objectives and/or good environmental status.  Indicators are needed to 
measure the progress in achieving the objectives or targets of their Action Plans, Conventions and 
Protocols.  One participant felt that no good example of indicators was presented that could be 
adopted for the state of the marine environment reporting and for the measuring progress in 
Regional Seas.  In response, it was pointed out that it is important to distinguish between the 
indicator (what is being measured) and the underpinning data - the indicator is measurable at any 
geographic scale from global to sub-national, etc.  Further, the type of indicators selected depends 
on the purposes for which they are to be used.  For example, in the GEF funded LME projects, 
indicators are identified for monitoring the achievements of the objectives of the strategic action 
programmes (SAPs). SAP targets were being now assessed in some cases, such as the process in the 
Mediterranean. However, SAP focused more on targets and activities, and indicators are not 
properly incorporated into the SAP implementation.   
 

27. A linkage between the regional seas indicators and national level reporting was also discussed.  
Regional seas member countries or parties to regional seas conventions are supposed to report to 
regional seas programmes and global multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs).  Regional 
seas indicators should be supportive of and complementary to their national reporting, including 
national biodiversity strategy and action plans under the Convention on Biological Diversity and 
national communications under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 
among the others.  Regional seas indicators should give as little additional burden to their member 
countries or parties in their reporting as possible.  Regionally harmonized indicators may assist the 
member countries or parties.  
 

28. Issues of geographical scale and timing of reporting of indicators were discussed.  The indicators 
concerned should be on a regional sea scale, while national level information and reporting would 
play an important role.  Harmonisation of timing of application of indicators would be difficult 
among the regional seas programmes although there used to be a coordinating state of the marine 
environment reporting earlier coordinated by UNEP and there would be possibly more coordinated 
regional seas contribution to the future WOA. 
 

29. Satellite data and physical  and numerical models should support harmonized indicators.  
 

30. Some participants indicated the importance of setting indicators on regional ocean governance. 
 
VI. BREAK-OUT GROUP DISCUSSION 
 

31. Four break-out groups were formulated, respectively discussing indicators on: (i) marine 
ecosystems, including fish and human impacts on them (led by Mr. Damon Stanwell-Smith of 
WCMC); (ii) pollution and its sources and water quality (led by Mr. Vincent Sweeney of UNEP); (iii) 
impacts of climate change and variability and other global changes (led by Mr. Pascal Peduzzi of 
GRID-Geneva); and (iv) socio-economic indicators led by Ms. Liana McManus of TWAP/UNEP).  
General guidance was provided to the groups through UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF6.   
 

32. It was agreed that the groups would start the discussion to identify questions to be answered by 
applying indicators.  After identifying the questions, each group would identify possible indicators 
or the areas indicators could cover.  With the exception of the socio-economic group, an initial 
priority was given to state and pressure indicators while recognizing the importance of response 
indicators. The groups would not reach filling out two tables presented in the guidelines 
(UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF6) and would not differentiate core and supplementary sets of indicators. 

 
33. The results of the break-out group discussion are presented in ANNEX IV. 
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VII. PRESENTATION BY INTERNATIONAL ORAGNISATIONS 

 
34. Participants from international organisations made presentations: Food and Agricultural 

Organisations of the United Nations, International Atomic Energy Agency, European Environment 
Agency, and GRID-Geneva.  Their presentations specifically mentioned how their programmes can 
support the initiatives of the regional seas in setting their indicators. Also UNEP (TWAP) and IOC-
UNESCO (TWAP) 
 

VIII. WAY FORWARD 
 

35. It was agreed that a working group would be formed among the regional seas programmes and 
other supporting organisations willing to assist this process.  The working group would work 
through e-mail and virtual communications, and would meet when financially feasible.  The 
objective of the working group is to develop and agree on a conceptual guide on the introduction 
of ecosystem approach and associated indicators to regional seas, to develop and agree on a set of 
indicators to be used by regional seas in the form of an indicator toolbox.  Where there are needs, 
the working group would develop a guidance materials on developing ecosystem based objectives 
and goals associated with global and other regional goals and objectives. UNEP would take the lead 
in the organization and carrying out the work of the working group. 

 
36. It was recommended to develop a conceptual framework on the introduction of the ecosystem 

approach to regional seas and ecosystem-based indicators.  Global  and regional organisations are 
taking similar ecosystem-based approaches, and it was recommended that the regional seas 
programmes would also have a common understanding of incorporating the ecosystem approach 
in their programmes.   Such a conceptual framework would include the objectives and purposes of 
introducing ecosystem-based indicators in relation to the member countries’ and parties reporting 
on the regional seas status to regional and global environmental agreements and processes. 
 

37. A recommended set of indicators for use by regional seas programmes would be developed by the 
working group.  The set would form a basis for regional seas programmes to adopt or revise their 
own regional seas indicators based on their defined objectives for their use.  The working group 
would also discuss if a core set of indicators for all regional seas programmes to use could be 
agreed upon among them. 
 

38. The working group would base its activities on the UNEP indicator report and the results of the 
discussion during the present workshop and discussing results expressed in its report.  Its work 
would be reported to regional seas programmes on appropriate occasions.   
 

39. Data and information, as well as regional capacities, should form a crucial basis for the indicator 
work, and it was agreed that an inventory of marine and coastal data sources should be developed.  
Further capacity support should be provided within this indicator initiative, particularly based on 
the global programmes such as UNEP-Live and WOA. 
 

40. ICES and PICES expressed their possible support to this initiative and expressed their willingness to 
support future work within their mandates, particularly intellectual input to the process.  FAO and 
IAEA both indicated that these two organisations were already working with UNEP on mutual 
support and the scope of the cooperation should include support to the regional seas indicator 
initiative. 
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IX. CLOSING OF THE WORKSHOP  
 

41. Ms. Jacqueline Alder, on behalf of UNEP, delivered the closing statement, thanking all the 
participants for their active engagement and input and officially closed the workshop at 1600 Hrs. 
on 2 July 2014. 
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ANNEX I: PROGRAMME OF THE WORKSHOP 
 

Timing Activities Responsible 

Day 1: 30 June 2014 

0930-0945 Opening of the workshop UNEP Regional Director for 
Europe 

0945 - 1000 Workshop objectives UNEP 

1000-1020 Coffee/tea break  

1020 – 1050 Presentation of the UNEP 
indicator report 

UNEP 

1050-1145 discussion UNEP 

1145-1230 Presentation of regional seas 
indicators by regional seas 

UNEP/CEP, PERSGA, Black Sea 

1230-1400 Lunch break  

1400 – 1545 Presentation of regional seas 
indicators by regional seas  

NOWPAP, CPPS, SACEP, South 
Pacific 

1545-1600 Coffee/lunch break  

1600-1730 Presentation of regional seas 
indicators by regional seas 

East Africa, West and Central 
Africa, Mediterranean 

1730-1745 Organisation of break-out 
groups 

UNEP 

Day 2: 1 July 2014 

0900-0915 Issues from Day 1 UNEP 

0915-1100 Presentations of two global 
indicator initiatives 

Biodiversity Indicator 
Partnerships (WCMC) and 
TWAP 

1100-1430 Group discussion: (1) 
ecosystems including fishery; 
(2) pollution and water quality; 
(3) impacts of global changes; 
and (4) socio-economic issues 

Group leaders to be selected. 

1100-1115 Coffee/tea break  

1230-1400 Lunch break  

1430-1530 Reporting back to plenary and 
discussion 

Repporteurs from the groups 

1530-1550 Coffee/tea break  

1550-1745 Other regional indicator 
initiatives 

Gulf of Mexico, CLME, ICES, 
PICES, Tehran Convention 

Day 3: 2 July 2014 

0900-0915 Issues from Day 2  UNEP 

0915-1100 Global support programmes FAO, IAEA, GRID-Geneva, EEA 

1100-1400 Break-out groups Selected leaders of the groups 

1100-1120 Coffee/tea break  

1230-1400 Lunch break  

1400-1500 Final reports from break-out 
groups 

Selected rapporteurs 

1500-1550 Way forward UNEP 

1550-1600 Closing of the workshop UNEP 
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ANNEX II: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

 First 

Name  

Last Name  Organization  Email 

1.  Julian  Reyna The Permanent Commission for the South 

Pacific (CPPS) 

sgeneral@cpps-int.org 

2.  Ms. Iryna   Makarenko Permanent Secretariat of the Commission 

on the Protection of the 

Black Sea Against Pollution (Bucharest 

Convention) 

irina.makarenko@blacksea-commission.org 

 

3.  Paula  Sierra CPPS  

4.  Liana McManus GEF Transboundary Waters Assessment 

Programme (TWAP) 

liana.mcmanus@unep.org 

 

5.  Sebastian Valanko, Ph.D. The International Council for the 

Exploration of the Sea (ICES)  

sebastian.valanko@ices.dk  

6.  Harold   Batchhelder The North Pacific Marine Science 

Organization (PICES) 

hbatch@pices.int 

 

7.  Virginie  Hart MedPartnership UNEP/MAP virginie.hart@unepmap.gr  

8.  Patrick  Debels Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem 

Project 

pdebels@clmeproject.org/PatrickD@unops.org 

9.  Dr. Norma 

Patricia  

Sevilla  Marine Program for the Gulf  

of Mexico-and Caribbean
National 

Polytechnic Institute- 

npmsevilla@gmail.com 

10.  Harwig  Kremer UNEP Hartwig.Kremer@unep.org 

11.  Waruinge Dixon UNEP/Nairobi  Convention Secretariat 

 

dixon.waruinge@unep.org  

12.  Abou Bamba UNEP/ Abidjan Convention Secretariat 

 

abou.bamba@unep.org 

13.   Alessandra   Vanzella-Khouri UNEP- Caribbean Environment 

Programme 

avk@cep.unep.org 

 

14.  Paul  Anderson Secretariat of the Pacific Regional 

Environment Programme(SPREP) 

paula@sprep.org 

15.  S.M.D.P. 

Anura  

Jayatilake  South Asia Cooperative Environment 

Programme (SACEP) 

dg_sacep@eol.lk  

16.  Ahmed  Khalil The Regional Organization for the 

Conservation of the Environemtn of the 

Red Sea and the Gulf of Aden (PERSGA) 

ahmed.khalil@persga.org 

17.  Alexander  Tkalin UNEP/ Northwest Pacific Action Plan 

(NOWPAP) 

alexander.tkalin@nowpap.org 

18.  Damon Stanwell-Smith UNEP-World Conservation Monitoring 

Centre 

Damon.Stanwell-smith@unep-wcmc.org 

19.   Gabriella  Bianchi Food & Agriculture Organisation of the 

United Nations 

Gabriella.Bianchi@fao.org 

20.  Leah Karrer  GEF Lkarrer@thegef.org 

21.  Michael Angelidis International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) 

<M.Angelidis@iaea.org> 

22.  Takehiro  Nakamura UNEP –Marine and Coastal Ecosystems 

Unit  

Takehiro.Nakamura@unep.org 

23.  Jacqueline  Alder UNEP Fresh Water and Marine 

Ecosystems Branch 

Jacqueline.Ader@unep.org 

 

24.  Vincent Sweeney UNEP/GPA Vincent.Sweeney@unep.org  

25.  Sherry  Heileman GEF Transboundary Waters Assessment sh_heileman@yahoo.co 

mailto:sgeneral@cpps-int.org
mailto:irina.makarenko@blacksea-commission.org
mailto:liana.mcmanus@unep.org
mailto:anne.christine@ices.dk
mailto:sebastian.valanko@ices.dk
mailto:hbatch@pices.int
mailto:virginie.hart@unepmap.gr
mailto:pdebels@clmeproject.org/PatrickD@unops.org
mailto:npmsevilla@gmail.com
mailto:Hartwig.Kremer@unep.org
mailto:dixon.waruinge@unep.org
mailto:abou.bamba@unep.org
mailto:paula@sprep.org
mailto:dg_sacep@eol.lk
mailto:alexander.tkalin@nowpap.org
mailto:Damon.Stanwell-smith@unep-wcmc.org
mailto:Gabriella.Bianchi@fao.org
mailto:Takehiro.Nakamura@unep.org
mailto:Jacqueline.Ader@unep.org
mailto:Vincent.Sweeney@unep.org
mailto:sh_heileman@yahoo.co
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Programme (TWAP)  

26.  Pascal  Peduzzi UNEP/ UNEP-Global Resource 

Information Database (GRID) Network 

Geneva  

pascal.peduzzi@unepgrid.ch 

27.  Cécile  Roddier-

Quefelec  

European Environment Agency (EEA) Cecile.Roddier-Quefelec@eea.europa.eu 

 

28.  Lena Katarina Avellan Baltic Marine Environment Protection 

Commission - Helsinki 

Commission(HELCOM) 

Lena.Avellan@helcom.fi 

29.  Nina  Schneider Regional Office for Europe (ROE) Nina SCHNEIDER@unep.org 

mailto:Lena.Avellan@helcom.fi
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ANNEX III: LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND PRESENTATIONS 

Working documents 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/1  Provisional Programme 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/2  Review of ecosystem-based indicators and indices on the state  

     of the Regional Seas 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/3  Report of the meeting 

Information documents 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF1  Provisional list of participants 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF2  Provisional list of documents 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF3  Ecosystem Approach to Regional Seas 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF4  Information note 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF5  Summary of regional seas indicator systems 

UNEP/EARS/WG.1/INF6  Guidelines for the organisation of the break out groups 

Presentations 

 Abidjan Convention- Abou Bamba 
 
Barcelona Convention-Protection of the Marine Environment & Coastal Region of the Mediterranean - 
V.Hart -UNEP MAP 
 
Biodiversity Indicators Patnership for Regional Seas Programme_D.Stanwell-Smith-UNEP WCMC 
 
Black Sea Commission World Ocean Assessment Process _I. Makarenko 
 
Contributing to Indicator Based Management of Transboundary Aquatic Systems- GEF TWAP-
S.Heileman& L.T. Mcmanus 
 
Development of Ecosystem indicators Within PICES-H. BAtchelder- PICESMcmanus 
 
Ecological Quality Objectives - A. Tkalin- NOWPAP 
 
EEA Coastal & Marine Indicators- C. Roddier& C.Belchior-EEA 
 
 GPA, Global Patnerships & Indicators -V.Sweeney-GPA UNEP 
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GRID- Geneva's _Contributions to open data solutions-P. Peduzzi 
 
HELCOM Core indicators as the base of the HELCOM Assessment System-L.Avellan 
 
IAEA-UNEP Collaboration to improve data quality in marine pollution monitoring programmes of 
Regional Seas-M.Angelids 
 
ICES Regional Indicator Initiatives WK.Valanko-ICES 
 
Indicators & the CLME Strategic Action Programme-Patrick Debels- CLME Project 
 
Indicators for Sustainable Fisheries-G. Bianchi-FAO 
 
Marine Environmental Indicators & CEP-A. Vanzealla-Khouri -CEP 
 
Monitoring Indicators in the Gulf of Mexico & Mexican portion of the Caribbean Sea-N.Sevilla 
 
Regional Indicators for the Assessment of Red Sea & Gulf of Aden Environment-A. .S.M Khalil-PRESGA 
 
Regional Reporting Nairobi Convention-D.Waruinge_UNEP 
 
Regional Seas Indicators-Takehiro Nakamura -UNEP 
 
Regional seas Pacific Ocean Indicator Initiatives-P.Anderson-SPREP 
 
South Asian Seas Programme-A. Jayatilake -SACEP 
 
South East Paicific Data in Support of Integrated Coastal Area Management_-Julian Reyna-CPPS 
 
Tehran Convention N.A Schneider
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ANNEX IV: REPORTS FROM THE BREAK-OUT GROUPS 
 

Biodiversity and ecosystems Group (together with “Global change’ in day 3) 

The group discussed different ways of identifying indicators for the RSPs and agreed to classify the key 

questions related to the health or marine ecosystems into questions related to “state” and “pressure” .  

1) What is the state of the marine environment? 

 

 Are commercial stocks being exploited in a sustainable manner 

 Where are HAB occurring (how to get rid of them?) 

 What is the state of key habitats 

 What is the state of key fish stocks 

 Is there an increase in non-indigenous (N)IS species? 

 Is BD declining in the region?  

Example 

Question Indicator Target 

1. Is there an increase in 
non-indigenous (N)IS 
species?  

 

# of new arrivals 
 

No new arrivals (no increase in 
# of arrivals)(within a given 
time period, e.g. 6 years) 

 

Points from the discussion 

- Disaggregation by countries 

- Marine/freshwater 

- Region-specific 

- Aichi targets related  

 

Response indicator:  

1. % countries having ratified the Ballast Water Convention 

2. Establishment of management/eradication plan for Alien Invasive species 

 

2. What are the pressures on the marine environment? 

 

 How much disturbance is too much? 

 What are the impacts of fisheries on marine ecosystems? 

 What are the processes that impact the state of ecosystem? 

 What are the implications of Climate Change for fisheries in the region? 

 What is the impact of sea level change on ecosystems? 

 What is the impact of climate change on the marine environment? 

 What is the impact of HS on ecosystems? 

 What is the impact of extractive industries? 

 What is the impact of plastics? 

 What is the impact of eutrophication? 
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 What is the impact of mariculture and land reclamation/development? 

 What is the relative contribution of different pressures in the state of the environment? 

 What is the impact of NIS? 

 

Question Indicator Target 

1. What is the impact of 
land reclamation? 

 (Assumption: reclamation 
does have an impact…) 

 

- Coverage (%) of certain 
key habitats 
(mangroves, coral 
reefs) change over time 

- Area (km2) of reclaimed 
land over time 

 

 

 

Response indicator: 

Restored areas (Km2) 

 

2. What is the value of ecosystem services and which ones are you losing do to the impacts on 

the marine environment? 

 

Response indicators: 

 How do you manage degraded ecosystems? 

 How responsive are government structures 

 

3. Overall recommendations/feedback: 

1. Regional seas are very different from one another 

2. Common objectives → lead to indicators? 

3. Develop a “toolbox” of indicators  

4. Next steps: Regional consultation (RS scale) to identify key questions → objectives → possible 

indicators 

5. Establish a WG on indicators (UNEP) 

6. Coordination across RS to identify common indicators 

7. Harmonizing time scales of RS reporting → using indicators 
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Pollution and Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Group 

 
As general remarks the participants agreed that:  
 

 Since one of the questions of our group was “What are the thresholds for GES?”, both the clear 

thresholds and definition of GES on the global level could be established: 

1. Thresholds for all types of pollutants could be settled down (at the moment we covered 

only bathing waters and seafood consumption (World Health Organization), for the rest of 

pollutants mostly the national standards and emission limits are set, some RSCs made 

attempts (by OSPAR - Environmental Assessment Criteria), therefore, as a way forward the 

thresholds for all the pollutants could be established; 

2. The definition of Good Environmental Status (i.e. as the one in MSFD) may be further 

investigated and coordinated. 

 Despite the existence of different approaches as regards the elaboration of TDAs and SAPs in 

different RSCs, as far as it concerns the activity of our Pollution Group, the indicators (types of 

pollutants and sources of pollution) are quite common and similar for all regions; 

 Therefore, to be able to address these issues, a proper governance system (considering the 

specificity of the region) could be introduced; 

 Toolbox of indicators may be produced for different RSCs (considering specificity). 

Categories of pollutants and relevant indicators 
 

Issue State Pressure Data sources & 
scientific data 

Remarks 

Marine Litter 
 
 
 

Density on the beach, 
surface water, column, 
seafloor 
 
Ingestion/entanglement 
(part mammals) 
 

Indiscriminate 
dumping 

No standards, no 
thresholds, almost no 
targets, under progress 
 
ICC 
Initiative(International 
Coastal Cleanup) 
 
Many NGO’s 
 
UNEP Global Initiative 
on ML, EC (“Berlin 
Message”) 
 
Modeling on marine 
litter/plastics (LME 
models) 
 
IFREMER research for 
mapping sea-floor 
(case studies) 
 
JRC, research on 
surface litter 
 
OSPAR, ingestion of 
plastics in birds 

No harmonized 
classification & 
assessment 
 
Protocols on 
monitoring 
under 
development 
 
UNEP 
requested to 
assessment 
based n UNEA 
decision (in 2 
years) 
 
Marine litter 
strategy for 
Mediterranean 
(Action Plan) 
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WSPA ingestion in 
birds 
 
Universities’ projects 
 
Plastic Industry 
Association 
 
NOAA marine debris 
program 
 
Sea Education 
Association 
 

Nutrients 
(Eutrophication) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sewage 

Concentration of key 
nutrients in water 
column 
 
Chlorophyll/Algal bloms 
(& toxic algal blooms) 
 
Sechi disk/transparency 
 
 
 
 

Points sources 
(urban/industry) 
 
Diffuse sources 
(i.e. agriculture) 
 
Atmospheric 
inputs 
 
 
 
 
 
BOD (load) 
SS, TN, TP 

Remote sensing for 
chlorohyl a 
 
Global Partnership for 
Nutrients partners 
 
Inter RSCs cooperation 
(HELCOM&BSC, usage 
of nutrient assessment 
tools) 
 
IONET (EU&EEA portal) 
 
GOOS data sources 
 
Research projects on 
point sources, riverine 
inputs 
 
JRC, for European seas 
(Modeling and data 
management) 
 
Global news model 
 
MyOcean web-portal 
 
TDA’s (i.e. Caribbean) 
National Authorities, 
water utilities 
Public and private 
sector, urban and 
industry 
 
 
 

Issues of algae 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not always 
easy to get 
data 

  No. of offshore IMO (MARPOL ELV’s for many 
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Oil 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hazardous 
Pollutants i.e. 
POPs 
 
Hg 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Radioactivity 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Occurrence of slicks 
Amounts of oil (lost) 
Shipping density 
Concentration of 
hydrocarbons 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Concentrations in 
different media 
(biota/sediments/waters) 

installations 
Discharges of oil 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Emissions 
 
PCB’s in 
electricity 
transformers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Annexes), accidents 
are monitored 
 
Regional Activity 
centers (Med and 
Caribbean) 
 
Satellite images of oil 
spills, plus modeling 
(i.e. Black Sea, EMSA, 
& Mediterranean) 
 
Surveys and 
intercomparison 
exercises (i.e. Black 
Sea) 
 
Shipping boast, IMO, 
FAO (??) for fishing 
vessels, plus national 
authorities 
 
Cruise ships, Regional 
Touristic and fisheries 
organizations. 
 
International Tankers 
owners federation. 
 
 
 
 
Regional Seas 
conventions data 
bases 
 
ICES 
 
National monitoring 
 
IONET 
 
Stockholm Secretariat 
(reports on control). 
 
Global Mercury 
assessment by UNEP 
 
Updated inventories, 
supported by 
donors…i.e. in Med. 
 

substances 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National 
standards. 
Oil companies, 
do they share 
information 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NIPs. For POPs 
for emissions 
and sources. 
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Almera and MARIS 
databases 
IAEA laboratories 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other 
contaminants… 
 
 
 

 Anti-fouling 
from ships. 
 
Desalination 
plants (heat & 
brine, chlorine) 
 

  
 
 
Emerging 
issues 

Land 
reclamation and 
dredging 
activities 
Plus sand 
mining 
 

 Suspended 
solids 
plus pollutants 
& dumping 
 

  

     

 
Need to look at sectors (linked to drivers) 
Ship-breaking 
Agriculture 
Cement 
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Global Change Group 
 
Participants: Harold Batchelder, Paul Anderson, Paula Sierra, Pascal Peduzzi, Julian Reyna 
 
This list is not exhaustive but reflects what was covered in the 1h45 min. 
 
1. Is climate change integrated in Land planning? 
Status: Number of people living below 10 m elevation (relevant for SLR and storm surges from extremes). 
Impacts: Monitoring costal dynamic (different methods) 
Response: Land planning taking climate change into account extreme events as well as continuous 
processes (e.g. coastal erosion from SLR). 
 
2. Is ocean acidification a threat in your region? 
Adding devices for monitoring ocean acidification (pH, measuring carbon, aragonite stations) where there 
are scientific stations. 
Response: 

- Adaptation of livelihood based on shell fishes, coral 
- Continue to fight for mitigating CO2 emissions 
- Reduce other stresses to marine ecosystems (sediments, fertilisers,…) 

 
3. Shipping: Is ballast waters an issue for invasive species ? 
Response: adoption by countries of laws and policies regarding ballast waters. 
Status: Quality of enforcement %age of non-compliance per year. 
Status: Number of invasive species. 
 
4. How is your region impacted by oil spills? 
Status: Number of oil spills reported (Area of spills recorded by radar images?) 
Response: %age of tankers who are cleaning their tank in facilities. 
 
5. Is tourism development under control?  
Response: Presence of sustainable tourism development plan 
Pressure: number of days visitors 
 
6. Fishing 
Status: Monitoring of Fish size mean trophic level, age / size structure. 
Data sources: FAO categories on overfishing, The sea around us (Vancouver, Daniel ) 
Impacts: By catch, %age and species of by catch from observers 
 
7. MPA 
Aichi Biodiversity Targets 
Monitoring progress on target 11 i.e. 10% coastal and marine areas 
 
8. Dead zones 
Monitoring nutrients inputs and run off (N & P) 
 
9. Acquaculture 
Sates: Protein mass produced by acquaculture. 
 
10. Sand mining 
Lack of database on marine and coastal sand extraction 
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Socio-Economic Group 
Chair: Liana Talaue McManus 
Participants: Abou Bamba, Leah Bunce-Karrer, Patrick Debels, Norma Patricia Muñoz,  
   Julian Reyna, Paula Sierra 
 

Problems / Issues / Needs in Coastal Communities  

 Creation of proper job creation policy in marine sectors (e.g. tourism, fisheries & mariculture, 

energy, mining, shipping) 

 Links between poverty and coastal/ocean issues, such as food security (fisheries – illegal fishing, 

bycatch), access to energy, access to basic services 

 Dependence on ocean/coastal resources and services 

 Wealth creation 

 Governance of coastal development, particularly in urban areas 

 Risks 

 

Questions 

Overall: Why should anyone care about / invest in / manage well the oceans?!?!?!?! 

What services (benefits) do the coastal/ocean resources provide? Possibilities include: 

 Existence of: 

Provisioining: Fisheries, Mining, Energy, Shipping 

Regulating: Carbon sequestration 

Cultural: Tourism/recreation: revenues 

Supporting: Biodiversity 

What are the economic , social and cultural value of ocean-related activities (e.g. tourism, fisheries & 

mariculture, mining, energy, shipping, etc)? Relatedly, how important are these activities? How 

dependent are people and the economy on coastal/marine resources?   

 How do these activities (see above)  contribute to:  

 revenues, % GDP, employment, wages, number of businesses 

 To what extent do people depend on nationally/locally caught seafood for protein? -  -  

 levels of locally consumed seafood (per capita fish consumption) (wild and 

mariculture), local and non-local fish sourced consumption 

 To what extent do the coastal/marine resources support tourism? 

 # of visitors (domestic, foreign) 

 

 To what extent do coastal/marine resources provide shoreline protection from storm surge and 

erosion? 

 extent of marine habitat (reefs, mangroves, saltmarsh) 
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What socioeconomic conditions exist that may be positively or negatively affecting the marine 

environment? 

o Poverty levels in coastal areas: Human Development Index (literacy, health, income), GINI 

coefficient, poverty mapping 

What are the costs of current pressures (e.g. unsustainable fishing, pollution, habitat loss)? What are the 

anticipated costs and benefits of proposed policies/activities (e.g. more fishing, more coastal 

development)? Relatedly, what are the benefits of minimizing pressures in order to keep and maintain 

coastal and marine ecosystems and their services? 

- Opportunity costs (lost benefits) – for example, if there is oil and gas exploration that reduces 

fishing, how many fisheries jobs were lost? – trade off indicators 

 

What is the cost of not having an integrated ocean policy (regional seas)? 

lack of harmony in ocean and coastal decisions at multiple scales (local, subregional) (Research Analysis; 

indicators) 

 loss of biodiversity (IUCN, CBD, WCMC) 

 land use changes – UNESCO IOC 

 increase in pollution – IMO, IAEA 

 increasing coastal development 

 unsustainable fishing practices – (FAO, RFOs) 

 increasing threats to marine security (piracy) and safety – SEA Convention 

o number of violations of international regulations 

o number of deaths 

o number of vulnerable populations 

o number of vulnerable vessels 

 degraded ecosystems 

 unemployment / loss of livelihoods in living resource based livelihoods/tourism indicators as before 

 lack of credible scientific information and slow economic development 

o metrics of scientific research – publications, number of research centers - IOC 

o low level of development 

 

Ways forward 

1. Day 1 exercise indicated the questions we wanted to ask and the indicators we could use to answer the 

questions 

2. Inventory of available marine and coastal data products (tabular data, spatial data) that mandated data 

source agencies produce routinely 

3. Identify data and information gaps = difference between Item 1 and Item 2 

4. Countries to articulate a collective need for appropriate regional seas – relevant data products to be 

produced  – through the UN Environment Assembly, the IOC General Assembly, etc. and other venues 

5. Get institutional commitments to produce desired data products amenable for aggregation at the 

Regional Seas scale 

6. Staff training for Indicator-Based State of the Marine Environment of Regional Seas 
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 Improved capacity building to use data products, including those derived from in situ and satellite 

observing systems  

7. Periodicity of SOME RS  

o Must take into account the reporting frequency for conventions, protocols and action plans 

o Frequency of the GEO reports, which should be supported by the Regional Seas reports 

 


