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Background 
This document summarises the outcomes of two events attended by the Secretariat aiming at providing an 
overview of the ongoing European and global processes with regard to marine litter. The events are: 

- A “MSFD TG Marine Litter Marine Baselines workshop” held on 14-15 March 2017 in Brussels, 
Belgium, and 

- A workshop on ”Marine Litter and Microplastics: Measuring Effectiveness and Identifying Gaps within 
International and Regional Policy Frameworks”, organised by the United Nations Environment 
Program, and held on 29-31 March 2017 in Nairobi, Kenya. 

Additional information will be provided during the Meeting in relation to the outcome of the G7 Workshop 
“Mainstreaming the work of the Regional Sea Programmes towards the better implementation of the G7 
Action Plan and the achievement of the global commitments on marine litter” to be held on 20-21 April 2017 
in Rome, Italy.  

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information and make use of it for the implementation of the RAP 
ML. 
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Ongoing European and global processes with regard to marine litter 
MSFD TG Marine Litter Marine Baselines workshop (14-15 March 2017, Brussels, Belgium) 
Aim 
A MSFD TG Marine Litter Marine Baselines workshop was held on 14-15 March in Brussels. The aim of the 
workshop was to identify key messages on which to conclude and to develop a working process towards a 
common approach for the baselines. In particular the workshop aimed at: 

- elaborating the possibilities, options and scenarios for identifying "starting points" for trend 
assessments; 

- present the basics of baseline setting, then derive a definition for their purpose and elaborate which 
elements are needed (data, data quality, scales, etc.) in order to set baselines (i.e. also derive 
trends...).  

The agenda of the workshops is included in Attachment 1 – a). 

Issues discussed  
The workshop started with presentations on the policy background and description of the roadmap work 
planning and timeline for the definition of marine litter baselines within the TG ML. The definition of a 
baseline was discussed, being the initial proposal as follows:  

“A starting point that provides a final large-scale comprehensive characterization of marine 
litter in a specific year and place. It is against which to monitor, measure and assess and 
activity’s progress and effectiveness during and after the implementation of measures or plan 
is completed.” 

The elements (variables) needed in order to develop baselines were identified as well as possibilities to 
consider them (see table below) for baseline setting. 

Elements Possibilities to consider the elements 
Litter type/impact Beach litter, floating litter, seafloor litter, ingestion (species), entanglement 

(species), microlitter (in different compartments), litter category 
Data availability and quality  
Spatial scale Aggregation at EU, regional, sub-regional, national, country regional, local 

scale 
Temporal scale Averaging over time, changing of reference date, calculation methodology 
Units of quantification (litter 
item identification, master 
list, size ranges, etc.) 

 

 

The idea is to select reasonable baseline scenarios to be tested with available real data.  

Marine litter data (beach litter, seafloor litter, floating litter, ingestion and entanglement) availability, 
coverage and quality was presented. This information was gathered through a data call conducted by JRC to 
EU MS. Due to some inconsistencies, JRC will conduct a second data call to receive additional information 
(deadline 21.4.2017). 

The draft summary on top items in marine beach litter in Europe was a background document to the 
workshop (Attachment 1 – b). This document was considered when discussing the definition of marine litter 
item specific baselines. The reasoning behind is that there is a need to work with litter (not litter fragments) 
items to achieve reduction targets. The need to further work on the comparability of top items identification 
within lists was emphasized, including the MSFD list which is currently under revision.  
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Subsequently, the RSCs presented their approach on definition of baselines: OSPAR, MED and HELCOM. 
Then, break out groups were set to propose baseline scenarios to be tested. The outcome of the break out 
groups is included in Attachment 1 – c). The scenarios proposed by Group 3 will be tested.  

Outcome  
The timetable and goals could be summarised as follows: 

- JRC to test proposed baseline scenarios with real data; 
- a progress report on the testing of the scenarios will be presented at the TG ML meeting to be held 

on 9-10 June 2017, in Gdansk (Poland) (on-line participation is foreseen); 
- baseline concepts to be drafted by the end of 2017;  
- publication of MSFD CIS Guidance document for baseline setting by early 2018. 

The outcome of the workshop is included in Attachment 1 – d). 

Participants 
The list of participants is included in Attachment 1 – e). 

UNEP Workshop ”Marine Litter and Microplastics: Measuring Effectiveness and Identifying 
Gaps within International and Regional Policy Frameworks” (29-31 March 2017, Nairobi, 
Kenya) 
Aim 
As per UNEP/EA.2/Res.11 para 21: “Requests the Executive Director, in close cooperation with other relevant 
bodies and organizations, to undertake an assessment of the effectiveness of relevant international, 
regional and subregional governance strategies and approaches to combat marine plastic litter and 
microplastics, taking into consideration the relevant international, regional and subregional regulatory 
frameworks and identifying possible gaps and options for addressing them, including through regional 
cooperation and coordination, and to present the assessment to the Environment Assembly at its next 
session, within available resources for this purpose.” 

Objectives of workshop:  

- Identify effectiveness, gaps and opportunities in the current framework (sub-regional, regional and 
international). 

- Identify emerging governance and strategy options. 
- Identify sources/sectors and geographical areas that are not covered or included in any existing 

instruments and that are essential to consider. 

The agenda of the workshops is included in Attachment 2 – a). 

Issues discussed 
The workshop was organised in the following thematic panels, where discussion took place following 
presentations from RSCs as well as institutions from the fishing sector (FAO, IOTC1), universities, and other 
international organisations (IMO, CMS2): 

- Working together: Are there lessons in current inter-institutional collaboration & cooperation for 
managing marine litter and microplastics? 

- Managing ALDFG: What are the gaps and options within the policy framework for eliminating 
ALDFG? 

                                                           
1 Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 
2 Convention of Migratory Species 
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- Managing vessel garbage and ocean dumping: What are the gaps and options within the policy 
framework for eliminating ocean based sources of marine litter and microplastics? 

- Managing industry and municipal solid waste: What are the gaps and options within the policy 
framework for eliminating landbased sources of marine litter and microplastics? 

- Effectiveness: How can we measure policy and legal effectiveness in managing marine litter and 
microplastics? 

- Managing Impacts: Are there opportunities for EIAs and EPR to manage macro, microplastics and 
chemicals? 

- Providing the tools: Enhancing technology and skillsets to better manage plastics 
- Leveraging international and regional components - How can we enhance current institutions and 

scientific bodies? 

The Secretariat was panellist to the panel on vessel garbage and ocean dumping and industry and municipal 
solid waste, where the on-going work through the HELCOM RAP on ML was presented.  

Bearing in mind that the aim is “to undertake an assessment of the effectiveness of relevant international, 
regional and sub-regional governance strategies and approaches to combat marine plastic litter and 
microplastics”, the methodology proposed to conduct the assessment was introduced. It is the Methodology 
for Reviewing the Coherent Implementation and Effectiveness of Multilateral Agreements (MEAs) at the 
National Level (UNEP, 2012). This methodology was initially defined to be applied at a national level, although 
on this case it will be applied at a regional and international level. The methodology proposes three options 
to evaluate effectiveness against to: objectives, implementation and cost effectiveness. The first two options 
were selected (before the workshop, by UNEP) for this assessment. Thus, according to the methodology, the 
assessment will consist of 15 review categories (themes) (for further information on the methodology see 
Attachment 2 – b): 

1 Adequate legal and policy framework 
2 Coordinated institutional and administrative framework 
3 Development of an integrated national implementation/action plan(s) 
4 Effective implementation and review of the plan(s) 
5 Effective monitoring and evaluation of implementation of the MEAs in question 
6 Consideration of objectives of the MEAs in question in decision making 
7 Adequate financing 
8 Strong competencies and capacity 
9 Stakeholder engagement 
10 Effective enforcement system 
11 Cross-border cooperation 
12 Achieving the goals and meeting the obligations 
13 Coordination across the cluster of MEAs 
14 Benefits for the environment 
15 Socio-economic benefits 

Finally a zero draft structure of the assessment was shared with the workshop participants (Attachment 2 – 
c).  

Outcome  
The timetable and goals could be summarised as follows:  

- UNEP is to provide a summary of the workshop, which together with previously provided information 
by RSCs (among them HELCOM) and compiled information by UNEP will serve to prepare a draft 
assessment which will be considered by the Advisory Committee previous its submission to the 3rd 
Session of the United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA-3) to be held on 4-6 December 2017.  
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The outcome of the workshop is included in Attachment 2 – d). 

Participants 
The list of participants is included in Attachment 2 – e). 



EUROPEAN COMMISSION 
DIRECTORATE-GENERAL 
Joint Research Centre 
Directorate - Sustainable Resources 
Water and Marine Resources Unit 

10.3.2017 

Workshop 

Marine Litter Baselines 

14.-15. March 2017 

Meeting venue: DG ENV, Meeting Room BU-5 0/A, Avenue de Beaulieu 5, 1160-Brussels, 
Belgium 

FINAL DRAFT AGENDA

Tuesday, March 14th 

9:00 WELCOME AND WORKSHOP OPENING 

Michel Sponar, DG ENV 

9:15 INTRODUCTION AND POLICY BACKGROUND 

MSFD + EU PLASTICS STRATEGY 

Michail Papadoyannakis, DG ENV 

9:45 MARINE LITTER BASELINES ROADMAP 

WORK PLANNING AND TIMELINE 

Georg Hanke, JRC 

10:15 BASELINE  

SCOPE, CONCEPT AND DEFINITION 

Anna M. Addamo, JRC + All 

10:45 Coffee-break 

11:00 ML BASELINE DEVELOPMENT 

ELEMENTS AND NEEDS 

Georg Hanke, JRC 

11:30 EMODNET 

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

Alessandra Giorgietti, INOGS 

Attachment 1 - a) Agenda of the Workshop
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11:45 MARINE LITTER DATA AVAILABILITY 

COVERAGE + QUALITY 

Anna M. Addamo, Daniel Gonzalez, JRC + all 

 BEACH LITTER (MACRO + MESO + MICRO)

 FLOATING LITTER (MACRO + MESO + MICRO)

13:00 LUNCH 

14:30 MARINE LITTER DATA AVAILABILITY – CONTINUED 

COVERAGE + QUALITY 

Anna M. Addamo, Daniel Gonzalez, JRC + all 

 SEAFLOOR LITTER (MACRO + MESO + MICRO)

 INGESTION/ENTANGLEMENT

ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION 

16:00 Coffee-break 

16:15 GEOGRAPHICAL AND TEMPORAL SCALES OF ML BASELINES 

LEVELS AND FREQUENCIES 

Anna M. Addamo, JRC + All 

17:15 ML ITEM SPECIFIC BASELINES 

TOP ITEMS AND CATEGORY LISTS 

Georg Hanke, JRC + All 

18:00 END 

Wednesday, March 15th

9:00 

10:00 

REGIONAL SEA CONVENTION EXPERIENCES WITH ML BASELINES SETTING 

 OSPAR Lex Oosterbaan

 HELCOM Marta Ruiz

 MAP Christos Ioakeimidis

ML BASELINES SETTING 

Discussion on specific topics 

Georg Hanke, JRC + All 

 IMPLICATIONS OF ML BASELINES

 CALCULATION OF BASELINES

 REFERENCE DATES

 IMPLEMENTATION OF BASELINE SETTING APPROACHES

 …

  DISCUSSION AND SHORT PRESENTATIONS 
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   All 

10:45 Coffee-break 

11:00 ML BASELINE SETTING - CONTINUED 

Georg Hanke, JRC + All 

11:30 BREAKOUT DISCUSSIONS GROUP 

Working groups of 5-7 participants 

 HINDRANCES IN ML BASELINE SETTING

 SOLUTIONS AND WAYS FORWARD

13:00 LUNCH 

14:30 CONCLUSIONS 

Identification of agreed messages and needs 

All 

15:15 WORK ITEMS AND PROCESS 

Organisation of collaborative approach for baseline concept development and testing 

All 

16:00 NEXT STEPS 

Who does what, when 

DG ENV + JRC 

16:30 END 
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Georg Hanke 

A short draft summary

Marine Beach Litter in Europe – Top Items 

2016 

JRC 103929 

Attachment 1 - b) Marine Beach Litter in Europe - Top Items 
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Marine Litter – The top ten items 
 

Introduction 
In order to advance actions against marine litter and to facilitate the selection and implementation 

of the most effective reduction measures, the most frequently occurring litter items have been 

identified by analysing beach-clean-up and monitoring data from beaches and other marine 

matrices. 

This compilation of ranking lists should provide an update based on latest information and provide a 

consideration of beach litter as part of the overall problem of marine litter, including the 

implications of beach litter assessments for policy measures. Now only an initial overview can be 

provided, further in-depth analysis will be done, as planned for the Marine Litter baseline 

development, within the MSFD Technical Group on Marine Litter. 

Identification of top ten litter items  
The counting of litter is based on its identity as item. Pieces, including fragments, are individually 

counted. The item identification is based on an agreed item list as provided by the MSFD Guidance 

for the Monitoring of Marine Litter (JRC 2013), preceded by a UNEP/OSPAR list, on which it is based, 

still in use at OSPAR. 

A review and collection of Top litter item information has been made by ARCADIS 2013 (page 85-89). 

Monitoring based on the OSPAR guidelines had been performed in different European regions and 

was the basis of the ARCADIS review. This investigation, while of limited spatial and temporal 

coverage, provided a useful overview, as the surveys have been made with one methodology, thus 

providing comparable results. 

 North Sea (n=151) 
The top fifteen beach litter items for the North Sea are reported in Table 12 and Figure 6 and 
account for 80% of the total number of beach litter items reported in the 151 OSPAR 
screenings. Plastic/polystyrene pieces, small (18%) and medium (14%) size are the dominant 
fraction, followed by string and cord items (12%) and plastic caps/lids (7%). 

 

 Baltic Sea (n=152) 
The top fifteen items for the Baltic Sea are reported in Table 9 and Figure 3 and account for 
73% of the total number of beach litter items reported in the 152 OSPAR screenings. Plastic 
pieces with seizes between 2,5 cm and 50 are the dominant fraction (24%) having an 
average frequency of 34 items per 100 m coast line, followed by cigarette butts (10%) and 
other items such as plastic bottle caps/lids (5%), foam sponges (5%), ceramic/pottery items 
(5%) and plastic (shopping) bags (4%).  

 

 Mediterranean Sea (n=33) 
The top fifteen beach litter items for the Mediterranean Sea are reported in Table 11 and 
Figure 5 and account for 89% of the total number of beach litter items reported in the 33 
OSPAR screenings. Plastic cutlery/trays/straws are the dominant fraction (17%) with an 
average frequency of 131 items per 100m, followed by cigarette butts (14%), plastic 
caps/lids (14%) and plastic drink bottles (12%). 
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 Black Sea (n=7) 
The top fifteen beach litter items for the Black Sea are reported in Table 10 and Figure 4 and 
account for 86 % of the total number of beach litter items reported in the 7 OSPAR 
screenings. Cigarette butts are the dominant fraction (36 %) having an average frequency of 
326 items per 100m coast line, followed by crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks (9 %) and 
drink bottles (9%) and other items as plastic pieces (6 %), plastic caps/lids (5%), drink cans (5 
%), etc. 
 

 
Table: Top fifteen beach litter items for the North Sea and their share and average frequency per 
100m coast line based on 151 OSPAR screenings.  
OSPAR 
code  

Description  Average # /100m  Share  

46  Plastic/polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50cm (total)  104  18%  
117  plastic/polystyrene pieces 0-2,5 cm  81  14%  
32  String and cord (diameter less than 1 cm)  68  12%  
15  Caps/lids (total)  43  7%  
59  Other textiles  26  4%  
98  Cotton bud sticks  25  4%  
19  Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks (total)  23  4%  
31  Rope (diameter more than 1 cm)  20  3%  
115  Nets and pieces of net < 50 cm  19  3%  
6  Food incl. fast food containers  11  2%  
4  Drink bottles (total)  10  2%  
3  Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags  10  2%  
64  Cigarette butts  9  2%  
40  Industrial packaging, plastic sheeting  8  1%  
45  Foam sponge (total)  8  1%  
Total  466  80%  
 

Table: Top fifteen beach litter items for the Baltic Sea and their share and average frequency per 
100m coast line, based on 152 OSPAR screenings.  
OSPAR 
code  

Description  average # /100m  Share  

46  Plastic/polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50cm (total)  34  24%  
64  Cigarette butts  14  10%  
15  Caps/lids (total)  7  5%  
45  Foam sponge (total)  7  5%  
96  Other ceramic/pottery items  7  5%  
2  Bags (e.g. shopping)  5  4%  
6  Food incl. fast food containers  4  3%  
77  Bottle caps  4  3%  
22  Cutlery/trays/straws (total)  3  2%  
70  Wood Crates  3  2%  
19  Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks (total)  3  2%  
65  Cups  3  2%  
31  Rope (diameter more than 1 cm)  3  2%  
59  Other textiles  2  2%  
67  Other paper items  2  2%  
Total  102  73%  
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Table: Top fifteen beach litter items for the Mediterranean Sea and their share and average 
frequency per 100m coast line, based on 33 OSPAR screenings.  
OSPAR 
code  

Description  Average # /100m  Share  

22  Cutlery/trays/straws (total)  131  17%  
64  Cigarette butts  112  14%  
15  Caps/lids (total)  110  14%  
4  Drink bottles (total)  91  12%  
2  Bags (e.g. shopping)  43  5%  
98  Cotton bud sticks  37  5%  
60  Bags  35  4%  
46  Plastic/polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50cm (total)  30  4%  
91  Bottles  28  4%  
19  Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks (total)  26  3%  
6  Food incl. fast food containers  15  2%  
63  Cigarette packets  12  2%  
16  Cigarette lighters  11  1%  
78  Drink cans  11  1%  
102  Other sanitary items  9  1%  
Total  701  89%  
 
 
 
Table: Top fifteen beach litter items for the Black Sea and their share and average frequency per 
100m coast line, based on 7 OSPAR screenings.  
OSPAR 
code  

Description  Average # /100m  Share  

64  Cigarette butts  326  36%  
19  Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks (total)  86  9%  
4  Drink bottles (total)  85  9%  
46  Plastic/polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50cm (total)  57  6%  
15  Caps/lids (total)  49  5%  
78  Drink cans  44  5%  
3  Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags  31  3%  
93  Other glass items  26  3%  
53  Other rubber pieces  16  2%  
6  Food incl. fast food containers  12  1%  
21  Cups  12  1%  
54  Clothing  11  1%  
77  Bottle caps  10  1%  
81  Foil wrappers  10  1%  
22  Cutlery/trays/straws (total)  9  1%  
Total  784  86%  
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Table: Sum of all items across ARCADIS surveys 

OSPAR Code Item Average n/100 m 

64 Cigarette butts  461 

46 Plastic/polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50cm (total)  225 

15 Caps/lids (total)  209 

4 Drink bottles (total)  186 

22 Cutlery/trays/straws (total)  143 

19 Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks (total)  138 

117 plastic/polystyrene pieces 0-2,5 cm  81 

32 String and cord (diameter less than 1 cm)  68 

98 Cotton bud sticks  62 

78 Drink cans  55 

2 Bags (e.g. shopping)  48 

6 Food incl. fast food containers  42 

3 Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags  41 

60 Bags  35 

59 Other textiles  28 

91 Bottles  28 

93 Other glass items  26 

31 Rope (diameter more than 1 cm)  23 

115 Nets and pieces of net < 50 cm  19 

53 Other rubber pieces  16 

45 Foam sponge (total)  15 

77 Bottle caps  14 

21 Cups  12 

63 Cigarette packets  12 

16 Cigarette lighters  11 

54 Clothing  11 

81 Foil wrappers  10 

102 Other sanitary items  9 

40 Industrial packaging, plastic sheeting  8 

96 Other ceramic/pottery items  7 

65 Cups  3 

70 Wood Crates  3 

67 Other paper items  2 

 
A total of 33 item categories is present among the top fifteen items from the 4 Regional Seas. 
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European Regional Seas 
While the assessment of top ten (or a longer ranking list) items has been applied by several 

organizations in the past, Regional Sea Conventions, also in view of the MSFD implementation and 

their Regional Action Plans have compiled available information about their areas and analysed data, 

so that information collected from the 4 Regional Sea Conventions around Europe should provide an 

up to date assessment of the situation. The 4 RSCs (OSPAR, HELCOM, Mediterranean Action Plan and 

Black Sea Commission) have therefore been contacted and provided latest data. With further work 

ongoing in the Regional Sea Conventions, additional data and information may become soon 

available. 
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OSPAR 
OSPAR has a long standing record of beach litter monitoring. The data is analysed by the Litter 

Analyst software (http://www.amo-nl.com/wordpress/software/litter-analyst/ ). 

Table: Item abundancy ranking list 2014 +2015 

Reporting units L2.2.2 & L2.2.5 Southern North Sea       

Item  median average SD 
% of total 
number of 

items 

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301] 80.6 176.7 220.3 41.10% 

Nets and ropes [300] 99.1 98.2 38 22.80% 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15] 28.6 32.5 19.7 7.60% 

Plastic: Drinks bottles and containers [4] 10.1 10.4 7.3 2.40% 

Plastic: Foam sponge [45] 5.2 9.3 6.6 2.20% 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H 9.3 8.0 3.9 1.90% 

Wood: Other items < 50 cm [74] 3 7.8 10 1.80% 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 7.2 6.4 2.8 1.50% 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 6.4 5.3 2 1.20% 

Plastic: Plastic/polystyrene pieces > 50 cm [47] H 2.2 5.1 6.6 1.20% 

Rubber: Balloons [49] 5.3 4.9 1.8 1.10% 

Plastic: Industrial packaging, plastic sheetingl [40] H 3.9 4.6 1.3 1.10% 

Plastic: Shotgun cartridges [43] 3.6 4.0 2.2 0.90% 

Plastic: Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags [3] 3.3 4.0 2 0.90% 

Glass: Other items [93] 2.5 3.7 3.6 0.80% 

Reporting unit L2.2.7 & L2.2.1 Northern North Sea     

Nets and ropes [300] 2024.3 2024.3 0 33.20% 

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301] 1497.7 1497.7 0 24.60% 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15] 763.6 763.6 0 12.50% 

San: Cotton bud sticks [98] H 414.6 414.6 0 6.80% 

Plastic: Shotgun cartridges [43] 117 117.0 0 1.90% 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H 109.3 109.3 0 1.80% 

Plastic: Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags [3] 104.9 104.9 0 1.70% 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 96.4 96.4 0 1.60% 

Rubber: Balloons [49] 94 94.0 0 1.50% 

San: Other items [102] 81.4 81.4 0 1.30% 

Plastic: Strapping bands [39] 60.5 60.5 0 1.00% 

Plastic: Cutlery/trays/straws [22] 55.6 55.6 0 0.90% 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 52.8 52.8 0 0.90% 

Plastic: Plastic/polystyrene pieces > 50 cm [47] H 49.6 49.6 0 0.80% 

San: Sanitary towels/panty liners/backing strips [99] 46 46.0 0 0.80% 

Reporting unit L1.4 Bay of Biscay & Iberian coast     

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301] 88.3 81.4 28.7 21.30% 

Nets and ropes [300] 50.5 52.5 11.1 13.80% 

http://www.amo-nl.com/wordpress/software/litter-analyst/
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Paper: Cigarette butts [64] 29.5 39.1 23.9 10.20% 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15] 26.3 27.8 12.6 7.30% 

San: Cotton bud sticks [98] H 22.1 22.0 8.8 5.80% 

Plastic: Other items [48] 23.1 21.0 12 5.50% 

Plastic: Drinks bottles and containers [4] 12.1 15.0 8 3.90% 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H 12.2 11.6 5.4 3.00% 

Plastic: Foam sponge [45] 7.3 8.7 4.5 2.30% 

Plastic: Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags [3] 6.3 6.9 3.7 1.80% 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 4.8 5.4 2.4 1.40% 

Plastic: Cutlery/trays/straws [22] 4.9 5.3 1.2 1.40% 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 5.2 4.9 2.8 1.30% 

Wood: Other items < 50 cm [74] 4.1 4.9 2.3 1.30% 

Metal: Industrial scrap [83] 0.3 4.7 8.8 1.20% 

Reporting unit L1.3 Celtic Seas      

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301] 105.7 161.1 109.5 31.50% 

Nets and ropes [300] 72.2 68.6 8.8 13.40% 

Plastic: Drinks bottles and containers [4] 26.3 33.2 12 6.50% 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15] 19.6 32.5 27.1 6.40% 

San: Cotton bud sticks [98] H 13.9 27.5 26.7 5.40% 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H 25.9 24.3 5.1 4.70% 

Metal: Drink cans [78] 12.3 12.1 1 2.40% 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 11.2 11.6 1.7 2.30% 

All gloves [304] 8.2 8.8 2.5 1.70% 

Plastic: Bags (e.g. shopping) [2] 9 8.1 2.5 1.60% 

Plastic: Fishing_line [35] 9 7.1 4.6 1.40% 

Plastic: Shotgun cartridges [43] 4.2 7.0 5.7 1.40% 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 5.1 6.4 2.8 1.30% 

Plastic: Cutlery/trays/straws [22] 7.5 6.2 3.1 1.20% 

Rubber: Other items [53] 7.2 6.2 2.2 1.20% 

Reporting units L2.1.1 & L2.1.4 Arctic Seas      

The small number of surveys and of sites in this region does 
not allow for an analysis of the top items for the total of all 
survey sites.         

Nevertheless the top two items on all sites were nets and 
ropes (OSPAR ID 300) and plastic and polystyrene fragments 
(OSPAR ID 301).         

 

The data analysis in the sub-regions of North Sea and Atlantic exhibits different litter items with 

highest abundance indicating different use patterns and littering behaviour.  
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Table: OSPAR item sums across sub-regions 

Item  average 

Nets and ropes [300] 2243.6 

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301] 1916.9 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15] 856.5 

San: Cotton bud sticks [98] H 464.2 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H 153.1 

Plastic: Shotgun cartridges [43] 128.0 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 119.9 

Plastic: Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags [3] 115.8 

Rubber: Balloons [49] 98.9 

San: Other items [102] 81.4 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 69.4 

Plastic: Cutlery/trays/straws [22] 67.1 

Plastic: Strapping bands [39] 60.5 

Plastic: Drinks bottles and containers [4] 58.6 

Plastic: Plastic/polystyrene pieces > 50 cm [47] H 54.7 

San: Sanitary towels/panty liners/backing strips [99] 46.0 

Paper: Cigarette butts [64] 39.1 

Plastic: Other items [48] 21.0 

Plastic: Foam sponge [45] 18.0 

Wood: Other items < 50 cm [74] 12.7 

Metal: Drink cans [78] 12.1 

All gloves [304] 8.8 

Plastic: Bags (e.g. shopping) [2] 8.1 

Plastic: Fishing line [35] 7.1 

Rubber: Other items [53] 6.2 

Metal: Industrial scrap [83] 4.7 

Plastic: Industrial packaging, plastic sheeting [40] H 4.6 

Glass: Other items [93] 3.7 

 

The top fifteen ranking list for each of the 4 sub-regions comprises a total of 29 litter item 

categories. 

 

HELCOM 

The main groups of items found on beaches in the Baltic Sea are discarded short-life or single-use 
goods, mostly consisting of sanitary and household waste, such as cotton bud sticks, bottles, food and 
snack packaging and cigarette butts. Fishing nets and micro-particles (fibers and remnants of car tires) 
are assumed to be important groups of marine litter. The top items found are cigarette butts, 
unidentified pieces of plastics, glass fragments, cotton bud sticks, bottles, food and snack packaging 
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(food containers, candy wrappers, plastic bottle caps and lids), fishing nets, plastic bags, foamed 
plastic and micro-particles.  

The first two sectors/activities account for high shares of marine litter found in beach surveys 
(exceeding 30 or 40%). The type of the items found indicate direct disposal (intentionally or through 
neglect) on the beach or further inland (i.e. through flushing, depositing waste on river banks, or 
through dumpsites) as the main input pathways. The amount of sanitary items indicate over-capacity 
incidents in waste water treatment plants when high amounts of storm waters cause sewage 
overflows .  

The yearly report of the Naturewatch Baltic network (WWF) describes plastic bottles as the most 
common type (31-34%) of litter pieces found. Plastic bags were only registered in some years and 
constituted 19-27 % of litter, when reported. Data collected by the EUCC from Beach Litter monitoring 
carried out at beaches along the German Baltic Coast in 2012 demonstrated that 69% of the items 
found constituted of plastics and polystyrene. 

 

Table: HELCOM information about Top items 

Source (Literature) Items/Consistency (beaches; top five) Type of material (beaches, if not mentioned 
otherwise) 

ARCADIS 2013; 
Riga/Baltic Sea) 

Cotton bud sticks (294 items) 
Small plastic bags (i.e. freezer bags) (163 
items) 
Crisp/sweets packets (142 items) 
Plastic/polystyrene pieces >2,5cm (135 
items) 
Cigarette buds (104 items) 
Others (383 items) 

Plastics: 51% 

Öko-Institut (2012; 
figures mainly from 
UNEP 2009; original 
data: Ocean 
Conservancy/ICC 
2002-2006 and 
Coastwatch Estonia 
1999 - 2006) 

Cigarette butts/filters: 37,4% 
Caps/lids: 8,8% 
Food package: 7,7% 
Beverage bottles (plastic): 6,5% 
Beverage bottles (glass): 5,9% 
Others: 15,9% 

 Plastics: 56% (UNEP: 52%) 
Glass: 19% 
Metal: 16% 
Paper/Cardboard: 8% 

WWF (Naturewatch 
Baltic 1998 – 2005; 
cited in UNEP 2009, 
Öko-Institut 2012 and 
ARCADIS 2013c) 

Plastic Bottles: 40% (UNEP: 31-43%) 
Glass bottles: 18% 
Cans: 14% 
Bags (paper and plastic): 10% (UNEP: 19-
27%, only plastic) 

Plastics (including plastic bags): 50-63% 

 

MARLIN Project 
The MARLIN project performed beach litter monitoring in the Baltic Sea area.  

Table: MARLIN project top ten litter items across all beach types 

Material type Litter type % 

Plastic Other 25,3 

Glass & ceramics Fragments 5,1 

Plastic Bottle caps and lids 4,8 

Plastic  Plastic bags 4,3 

Foamed plastic Foam (insulation and 

packaging) 

4,2 
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Plastic  Food containers, candy 

wrappers 

3,2 

Metal Bottle caps, lids and pull 

tabs 

2,8 

Plastic Knives, forks, spoons, 

straws, stirrers 

2,4 

Wood Processed timber and 

pallet crates 

2,4 

Paper & cardboard Cups, food trays, food 

wrappers,  

cigarrette packs, drink 

containers 

2,1 

 
Some differences between urban and rural beaches in the top 10 lists are worth highlighting. At 
urban beaches many of the items are related to our take away-lifestyle such as bottle caps, plastic 
bags, plastic food containers and wrappers, and plastic cutlery. But one thing that is notable is that 
plastic bottles are not found on the top 10 list at urban beaches.  
The top 10 list for rural beaches includes less of take away-lifestyle litter and more of “industrial” 
litter. Plastic ropes constitute 4.8 % of all litter found and construction material 3%. Notable is that 
plastic bottles that were not found at urban beaches are instead found at rural beaches. There is a 
strong understanding that most of the bottles found at rural beaches are without deposit. This 
indicates that the refund-system for plastic bottles has positive impact in reducing the litter and that 
refund system could be expanded to other litter types as well. 
 
Cigarette butts 
In the MARLIN method, cigarette butts are counted in a separate monitoring area (area 1) since it is 
smaller than the size range 2.5 cm-50 cm. Thus this category is not included in the previous results. 
Cigarette butts are the most numerically frequent form of litter in the world, which is also supported 
by the results of the MARLIN project. The average number of cigarette butts is 153,3 butts/100 m 
(urban beaches 301,9 butts/100 meters, peri-urban beaches 111.5/100 m and at rural beaches 
49,4/100m). 

 
Table: Average amount of cigarette butts per 100 m 
 

Beach type Average amount of cigarette butts/100 m 

All beach types 153,3 

Urban 301,9 

Peri-urban 111,5 

Rural 49,4 
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Mediterranean Action Plan 
 
Top-10 item list as provided by the 2015 UNEP/MAP Assessment report deriving from the 
International Coastal Clean-up campaign 2014 in 8 different Mediterranean countries.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
Cigarette  
butts  

Straws/  
stirrers  

Caps  Plastic  
bottles  

Food  
wrappers  

cans  Grocery 
bags (plastic)  

Other plastic  
bags  

Glass  
bottles  

Paper  
bags  

% 54,3% 13,7% 9,1% 6,2% 3,8% 3,5% 3,5% 2,6% 1,9% 1,3% 

number  
/100m 

175 44 29 20 12 11 11 8 6 4 

 
Note that UNEP/MAP top-10 lists, also those included in the MAP 2015 report are not yet approved 

and adopted by the Contracting Parties.  
 

Table: Main types of marine litter in the Mediterranean (ICC after UNEP, 2011) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plastics: bags, balloons, beverage bottles, caps/lids, food wrappers/ containers, six-pack holders, 

straws/stirrers, sheeting/tarps, tobacco packaging and lighters 

Glass: beverage bottles, light bulbs 

Paper and cardboard of all types 

Metals: aluminium beverage cans, pull tabs, oil drums, aerosol containers, tin cans, scrap, 

household appliances, car parts 

Polystyrene: cups/plates/cutlery, packaging, buoys 

Cloth: clothing, furniture, shoes 

Rubber: gloves, boots/soles, tires 

Fishing related waste: abandoned/lost fishing nets/line and other gear 

Munitions: shotgun shells/wadding 

Wood: construction timber, crates and pallets, furniture, fragments of all the previous 

Cigarette filters and cigar tips 

Sanitary or sewage related litter: condoms, diapers, syringes, tampons 

Other: rope, toys, strapping bands 
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Table: Top ten items in the Mediterranean Sea (International Coastal Clean-up, ICC, 2014). Total 

number is the number of items collected on 59.2 miles of beaches from 8 different countries. 

  
cigarette 

butts 

food 

wrappers 

plastic 

bottles 
caps 

straws/ 

stirrers 

Grocery 

bags 

(plast.) 

glass 

bottles 

other 

plastic 

bags 

paper 

bags 
cans 

Total 

collected 

number 

 

98117 6796 11295 16490 24724 6350 3443 4706 2436 6405 

number 

/100m 
175 12 20 29 44 11 6 8 4 11 

 

 

Table: Composition/ sources of marine litter in the Mediterranean (After Interwies et al., 2013) 

Source 

(Literature)  

Items/Consistency (beaches; top 

five)  

Type of material  Sources  

ARCADIS 

2014)  

- Cotton bud sticks 

- Plastic/polystyrene pieces  

- Crisp/sweets/chips  

- Other sanitary items 

- Charcoal (201 items)  

 

Ports:  

1: Crisp/sweets packets and 

lolly sticks  

2: Cigarette butts  

3: Cotton bud sticks  

Beaches:  

Plastics: 50%  

by volume: 80% 

(Barcelona Provincial 

Government, cited in ARCADIS)  

 

Ports: 29% plastics, 22% wood, 

21% organic matter  

Recreational & tourism:40%  

Households(combined):40% 

Coastal tourism: 32,3%  

Toilet/sanitary: 26,2%  

Household: 11,2%  

Waste collection: 6%  

Recreational: 5,6%  

Öko-Institut 

(2012; figures 

mainly from 

UNEP, 2009)  

-Cigarette butts: 29,1%  

- Caps/lids: 6,7%  

- Beverage cans: 6,3%  

- Beverage bottles (glass): 5,5%  

- Cigarette lighters: 5,2%  

Beaches: 37-80% plastics  

Floating: 60-83% plastics  

Sea-floor: 36-90% plastics 

Recreational/shoreline 

activities: >50%,  

Increase in tourism season  

UNEP/MAP  

(cited in 

ARCADIS 

2014)  

-Cigarette butts/filters: 27%  

-Cigar Tips: 10%  

-Plastic bottles: 9,8% Plastic - 

bags: 8,5%  

- Aluminum cans: 7,6%  

Floating: 83% plastics  
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Table: Top ten items by country (International Coastal Clean-up, ICC 2014) expressed as number of 

items/100m of beach 

 Number of items per 100 m 

COUNTRY 
Cigarette 

butts 

 Food 

wrappers 

Beverage 

bottles 

(plastic) 

Bottle caps 

(plastic) 

Straws 

Stirrers 

Grocery 

bags 

(plastic) 

Beverage 

bottles 

(glass) 

Other 

plastic 

bags 

Paper 

bags 

Beverage 

cans 

Croatia 1540 97 21 86 0 83 34 74 36 22 

Egypt 1 2 40 18 1 15 33 6 0 6 

Greece 116 6 11 15 13 4 3 3 2 5 

Italy 0 0 2 0 0 4 14 0 0 7 

Malta 0 15 22 40 13 0 7 3 0 0 

Slovenia 21 5 3 6 6 1 1 2 0 2 

Spain 79 9 15 23 57 13 5 9 4 8 

Turkey 785 14 29 73 22 26 18 4 4 26 

 

 

Figure: Changes in percentages of the top 8 items in the Mediterranean Sea between 2009 and 2013. 

Data from Ocean Coastal Cleanup on types of debris of 303522 items and 110698 items collected in 

2009 and 2013 respectively on beaches from Greece, Turkey, Egypt and Spain (data from 

http://www.oceanconservancy.org/) 
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Black Sea Commission 
 

Items: Only three sources refer to the main items found in the Black Sea region, but the results are 
coherent: disposable packaging and short life or single use plastic goods (i.e. bottles, bags, 
crisp/sweets packaging, cans, caps/lids) are predominant (UNEP 2009, ARCADIS 2013b; Topcu et al. 
2012). 

Sources: Local surveys and studies (BSC 2007, UNEP 2009, Topcu et al. 2012) state municipal 
waste/sewage and badly managed landfills as the most important source of marine litter, followed 
by marine transport and ports and recreational activities in coastal areas (Topcu et al.2012 found 
only a small share of litter originating from tourism/recreation. Contrary, ARCADIS 2013b concluded 
from the items found at beaches near Constanta that recreational and tourism activities (both land- 
and sea-based) represent the most important source, with a huge amount of litter originating from 
recreational fishing (45%), followed by household and sanitary sources. In ARCADIS 2013b, there is 
no indication that shipping/ports are a major source (only 8%). 

Source (Literature) Items/Consistency (beaches; top five) Type of material 

ARCADIS (2013b; 
Constanta/ 
Black Sea) 

Packaging (combined): 70% 
Packaging (consumer goods combined): 
48% 
Drinking bottles (594 items) 
Crisp/sweets/chips packaging (583 
items) 
Plastic/polystyrene pieces >2,5cm (393 
items) 
Drink cans (310 items) 
Caps/lids (295 items) 
Others (1.066 items) 

Beaches: 
Plastics: 65% 

Topcu et al. (2012) 
and Topcu/Öztürk 
(2010) 

Unidentifiable (eroded) items: 52% 
Identifiable litter: beverage packaging 
(19%), foam/sponge particles (9%), 
ropes (5%) and nylon packaging (4%) 
(bags, food wrappings, etc.). 
  

62.7% hard plastic, 15.8% soft plastic, 4.4% 
synthetic fibers, 4.3% Styrofoam, 3.9% 
polyurethane. 
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EEA Marine Litterwatch 
The European Environmental Agency collects through the MARINE LITTERWATCH project data from 

beach clean-up events. 
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Table: MLW item occurrence from 2014-2016 

Collected 
overall Total item count: 394672     

materials Item label 
item 
% 

Item 
numbers 

Plastic Cigarette butts and filters 16.7 66000 

Plastic Plastic pieces 2.5 > < 50 cm 8.7 34514 

Plastic Polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50 cm 5.9 23372 

Plastic Plastic caps/lids drinks 5.9 23234 

Plastic Shopping Bags  incl. pieces 5.6 22288 

Plastic String and cord (diameter less than 1cm) 5.1 20232 

Plastic Crisps packets/sweets wrappers 4.8 19058 

Plastic Cotton bud sticks 4 15664 

Glass/ceramics Glass or ceramic fragments > 2.5 cm 3.8 15112 

Plastic Plastic/polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50cm 3.1 12083 

Plastic Drink bottles  <=0.5l 3 11976 

Plastic Food containers incl. fast food containers 2.6 10098 

Plastic Drink bottles  >0.5l 2.2 8799 

Plastic Tangled nets/cord 2.2 8706 

Plastic Lolly sticks 2.1 8145 

Metal Cans (bevarage)  2.1 8107 

Plastic Straws and stirrers 2 7824 

Plastic Cups and cup lids 1.5 5806 

Glass/ceramics Bottles incl. pieces 1.3 5309 

Plastic Small plastic bags, e.g. freezer bags incl. pieces 1.3 5049 

Plastic Cutlery and trays 1.1 4390 

Plastic Shotgun cartridges 1.1 4295 

Metal Other metal pieces < 50 cm 0.9 3572 

Plastic Other plastic/polystyrene items (identifiable) 0.8 3217 

Plastic Fishing line/monofilament (angling) 0.8 3067 

Cloth/textile Clothing / rags (clothing, hats, towels)  0.7 2847 

Plastic Plastic pieces > 50 cm 0.6 2377 

 

Top Ten item identification 
While, due to the assessment methodology, litter item abundance cannot be seen as an exact 

measurement, it provides an indication of litter category amounts. This is valuable information for 

the planning and implementation of actions against litter. 

In order to analyse the homogeneity of the identified top items and to compare the different surveys 

across Europe, a combined list of the top items from OSPAR surveys, the ARCADIS surveys and the 

EEA Marine Litterwatch has been compiled. While, due to the different aggregation procedures, 

sample number (for Arcadis + OSPAR top 15, for EEA top 29 items considered) and beach types this 

cannot be a quantitative assessment, it indicates that the overall spread of the top litter items is not 

very big. A total of 52 categories rank among the top items across Europe and the shared seas. 

The list contains both, identifiable objects and fragments of larger items which cannot be identified.  
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Table: OSPAR + ARCADIS + EEA combined top items 
All gloves [304] 

Bags [60] 

Bottle caps [77] 

Bottles [91] 

Cigarette lighters [16] 

Cigarette packets [63] 

Clothing [54] 

Cups [21] 

Cups [65] 

Drink bottles  <=0.5l 

Drink bottles  >0.5l 

Foil wrappers [81] 

Glass or ceramic fragments > 2.5 cm 

Glass: Other items [93] 

Metal: Drink cans [78] 

Metal: Industrial scrap [83] 

Nets and pieces of net < 50 cm  [115] 

Nets and ropes [300] 

Other ceramic/pottery items [96] 

Other paper items [67] 

Other textiles [59] 

Paper: Cigarette butts [64] 

Plastic Crisps packets/sweets wrappers 

Plastic Lolly sticks 

Plastic Plastic pieces 2.5 > < 50 cm 

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301] 

Plastic Polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50 cm 

Plastic String and cord (diameter less than 1cm) 

Plastic/polystyrene pieces 0-2,5 cm  

Plastic: Bags (e.g. shopping) [2] 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15] 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H 

Plastic: Cutlery/trays/straws [22] 

Plastic: Drinks bottles and containers [4] 

Plastic: Fishing_line [35] 

Plastic: Foam sponge [45] 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 

Plastic: Industrial packaging, plastic sheetingl [40] H 

Plastic: Other items [48] 

Plastic: Plastic/polystyrene pieces > 50 cm [47] H 

Plastic: Shotgun cartridges [43] 

Plastic: Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags [3] 

Plastic: Strapping bands [39] 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 

Rope (diameter more than 1 cm) [31] 

Rubber: Balloons [49] 
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Rubber: Other items [53] 

San: Cotton bud sticks [98] H 

San: Other items [102] 

San: Sanitary towels/panty liners/backing strips [99] 

Wood Crates [70] 

Wood: Other items < 50 cm [74] 

 

Note that the item naming and numbering of the items is not always consistent. Further 

harmonization is needed, as well as an adaption of the category lists so that they support the policy 

actions in the best way. The MSFD TG ML is currently investigating a revision of the MSFD master 

item category list. 

Tentative ranking across item lists 
Table with rankings from different lists in comparison: 

OSPAR + ARCADIS + MLW + MAP + BSC Ospar Arcadis MLW MAP BSC R n nR 

Nets and ropes [300] 1         1 1 1 

Plastic Plastic pieces 2.5 > < 50 cm   2 2     4 2 2 

Plastic polystyrene pieces < 50 cm [301]     3     3 1 3 

Plastic: Caps and lids [15]         3 3 4 3 7 20 5 4 

Plastic Polystyrene pieces 2.5 cm > < 50 cm 2 2 10   5 19 4 4.75 

Paper: Cigarette butts [64] 17 1 1 1   20 4 5 

Plastic Crisps packets/sweets wrappers 5   7   4 16 3 5.33 

Plastic: Crisp/sweet packets and lolly sticks [19] H   6       6 1 6 

Plastic String and cord (diameter less than 1cm)   8 6     14 2 7 

Plastic/polystyrene pieces 0-2,5 cm    7       7 1 7 

San: Cotton bud sticks [98] H 4 9 8     21 3 7 

Drink bottles  <=0.5l     11 4   15 2 7.5 

Drink bottles  >0.5l     13 4   17 2 8.5 

Glass or ceramic fragments > 2.5 cm     9     9 1 9 

Plastic: Drinks bottles and containers [4] 14 4       18 2 9 

Plastic: Food containers incl. fast food containers [6] 7 12 12 5   36 4 9 

Rubber: Balloons [49] 9         9 1 9 

Plastic: Cutlery/trays/straws [22] 12 5 19 2   38 4 9.5 

Plastic: Bags (e.g. shopping) [2] 23 11 5 7   46 4 11.5 

Metal: Drink cans [78] 21 10 16 6 6 59 5 11.8 

Plastic: Small plastic bags, e.g., freezer bags [3] 8 13 20 8   49 4 12.3 

Plastic: Tangled nets/cord/rope and string [33] H 11   14     25 2 12.5 

Plastic: Strapping bands [39] 13         13 1 13 

Bags [60]   14       14 1 14 

Plastic: Shotgun cartridges [43] 6   22     28 2 14 

Plastic: Other items [48] 18   24   2 44 3 14.7 

Other textiles [59]   15       15 1 15 

Plastic Lolly sticks     15     15 1 15 

Bottles [91]   16       16 1 16 
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San: Sanitary towels/panty liners/backing strips [99] 16         16 1 16 

Rope (diameter more than 1 cm) [31]   18       18 1 18 

Glass: Other items [93] 28 17 19 9   73 4 18.3 

Nets and pieces of net < 50 cm  [115]   19       19 1 19 

Plastic: Industrial packaging, plastic sheetingl [40] H 27 29     1 57 3 19 

San: Other items [102] 10 28       38 2 19 

Plastic: Foam sponge [45] 19 21       40 2 20 

Wood: Other items < 50 cm [74] 20         20 1 20 

Cups [21]   23 18     41 2 20.5 

Plastic: Plastic/polystyrene pieces > 50 cm [47] H 15   27     42 2 21 

Other paper items [67]   33   10   43 2 21.5 

All gloves [304] 22         22 1 22 

Bottle caps [77]   22       22 1 22 

Rubber: Other items [53] 25 20       45 2 22.5 

Cigarette packets [63]   24       24 1 24 

Metal: Industrial scrap [83] 26   23     49 2 24.5 

Plastic: Fishing line [35] 24   25     49 2 24.5 

Cigarette lighters [16]   25       25 1 25 

Clothing [54]   26 26     52 2 26 

Foil wrappers [81]   27       27 1 27 

Other ceramic/pottery items [96]   30       30 1 30 

Cups [65]   31       31 1 31 

Wood Crates [70]   32       32 1 32 

R= sum of rankings in list, n= number of ranking in lists, nR= normalized ranking (=sum of 

rankings/number of rankings) 

Note that the direct comparison of different lists is not scientifically sound, as they have different 

lengths, furthermore different category descriptions made a cross comparison in some cases not 

possible. This table must therefore be seen as a tentative way to indicate the fact that some items 

rank high on the different lists. Further data treatment and elaboration would be necessary to allow 

a thorough ranking of item frequencies across Europe. 

While this is an ad hoc assessment with currently available data, please note that currently there are 

major efforts underway, from RSCs as well as from EEA and from dedicated research projects to 

provide a better quantification of items found on beaches. 

 

  



20 
 

Conclusions 
Considerable efforts have been made across Europe and in the Regional Sea conventions in 

particular by NGOs, as well as in research projects in order to quantify litter items on beaches. Data 

from a large number of monitoring events are now available. 

 Data allows to derive the overall abundance of the most frequent litter items 

 The most frequent litter items vary between regions and locations (e.g. rural versus urban) 

 Across the category lists of OSPAR (2014-2015), ARCADIS (2013) and EEA (2014-2016) a total 

of 52 categories is ranked as top item. 

 Of the identifiable items (i.e. excluding plastic fragments, the following objects rank high, as 

top ten, across the different lists: 

o Nets+ ropes 

o Plastic caps and lids 

o Cigarette butts 

o Crisp and sweet wrappers 

o Lolly sticks 

o String and cord  < 1 cm diameter 

o Cotton bud sticks 

o Plastic drink bottles 

o Plastic food containers 

Followed by  

o Balloons 

o Plastic cuttlery 

o Plastic bags 
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Discussion Annex: 
 

Beach Litter origin 
Litter items on shorelines and beaches can arrive there through different pathways. They represent 

basically three arrival pathway categories: 

a) Items that have been at sea, then beached by tidal action, waves and currents  

b) Items that have been lost or dropped on the beach 

c) Items that have been transported by run-off, wind or other relocation from inland onto the 

beach 

Beached items can also include items which have not been dropped locally, but have been relocated 

only a short distance, e.g. from a neighbouring beach or estuary. 

Items dropped locally on a beach will have a distinct item pattern related to the beach use, as e.g. 

cigarette butts, food packaging, plastic cutlery, beverage containers, etc., often also directly related 

to the present infrastructure.  

While attempt have been made to attribute litter items to their regional source, e.g. by investigating 

indicators of origin (as e.g. language on packaging), indicators of weathering, still a distinction of 

pathways is hardly possible. Litter arriving through different pathway types can have fundamentally 

different sources and origins which require very different policy measure options.  

High resolution modelling coupling oceanographic models with specific tracers for litter, taking 

physical processes into account (see chapter below), may be a way forward. 

Beaches as Litter sinks and sources 
The beaching of litter items will depend on their transportation by currents and wind, it is influenced 

by the beach exposure and wind/current directions. While local wind regimes can directly influence 

the transport of litter items with an elevated windage (i.e. those who are protruding from the water 

surface), also larger scale current regimes, such as upwelling zones and gyres determine litter 

pathways. 

Properties of the shoreline and adjacent sea, as well as litter item properties determine if the item, 

once arrived to shore, remains on the beach, undergoes disintegration, or will be set afloat again. 

This is the result of complex physical/mechanical interactions. Among the factors influencing the 

processes are e.g. oceanographic situation, wind, tidal water movement, wave action, beach 

morphology, its exposure direction to the sea, shore seabed properties, steepness, sand properties 

(granulometry, shape), surface structure, etc. as well as the mechanical properties (e.g. density, 

shape and surface structure) of the litter items themselves. The outgoing part of tidal cycles in 

particular can be expected to lead to beaching of material brought in by wind and wave action. In a 

similar way the setting afloat of previously beached or dropped items will be influenced by the 

conditions and properties. 

The type and quantity of litter found on a beach is the result of these interactions and beaches are 

therefore not necessarily a quantitative scavenger for litter. 

While a thorough literature review would still be required, the topic of litter/shoreline interaction 

appears to be less investigated. 
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Considerations regarding data quality and coverage: 
Beach litter monitoring is no exact science. Furthermore data often had been derived from beach-

clean-ups, not originally intended for a quantitative monitoring. Besides there are a number of 

issues which can add to variability. E.g. it should be noted that beach litter monitoring focuses on 

sand surface visible items, therefore there might be a bias towards more lightweight, low density 

items, which do not sink rapidly into the soft sand surface. This will depend on the sand substarate in 

the different areas. 

A different spread in the top item percentage, as seen e.g. among ARCADIS surveys and OSPAR 

surveys could possibly indicate a bias in the sampling procedure. 

Data do not cover a geographically even spread, e.g. available MLW data appears to be mostly 

deriving from France. The efforts for streamlining monitoring and reporting of beach litter data have 

led to an improved comparability and thus allow a better analysis of data. There are still some 

incompatibilities in the reporting procedures, as e.g. litter categories and reporting units.  

The provided information is based on item or fragment counts and therefore are not representative 

of the litter material,  or weight.  Rankings are not risk based, items with lower occurrence frequency 

might exhibit a larger risk than some with a higher occurrence frequency. 

From the compiled information, beside the valuable information about top items also some critical  

conclusions can be drawn: 

 Object abundance is not risk related, i.e. a litter abundance may not be related to the harm 

it inflicts potentially 

 Objects are quantified by number, not by weight, i.e. there is no direct link to the amount of 

litter. 

 There is no information about litter items being dropped locally versus beached items, 

though this denotes a significant different policy need 

 Category list items are not fully compatible between lists 

 More detail for item category description is desirable in to improve source attribution, the 

more information, the better the consideration for measures. 

 The quantitative assessment of litter fragments is currently not possible, as objects between 

2.5 and 50 cm are reported in once category. As proposed for floating litter, the additional 

recording of the fragment size would be useful. This would allow an approximate link to 

plastic waste fragment mass.  
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GROUP 1
ELEMENTS SCENARIO 1 SCENARIO 1a SCENARIO 1b
ML Compartments Beach Beach Beach
Item Macro - top items (considering) 

risk should be 80% of items
Macro - Total items per 100 
m 

Macro - Total items per 100 
m 

Spatial scale regional, sub-regional, national 
(priority)

sub-regional sub-regional

Temporal scale 2012, 2014/2015 2014-2015 2009-2014
Averaging or other 1+6 year average (data 

availability) 
average per sub-region average per specific OSPAR 

and HELCOM reporting units

Measures impact expected
SCENARIO 2 SCENARIO 2a SCENARIO 2b SCENARIO 2a SCENARIO 2b

ML Compartments Beach Beach Beach Beach Beach
Item Macro - all items Macro - Sanitary waste - all 

Items
Macro - Sanitary waste - 
cotton butts sticks

Macro - Total of top 80% 
items per 100 m

Macro - Total of top 80% 
items per 100 m

Spatial scale regional, sub-regional, national 
(priority)

regional, sub-regional, 
national

regional, sub-regional, 
national

sub-regional sub-regional

Temporal scale 2012, 2014/2016 2014-2015/2016 2014-2015/2016 2014-2015 2009-2014
Averaging or other 1+6 year average (data 

availability) 
option A: 2009-2014 option 
B: 2010-2015 option C: 2014-
2016

option A: 2009-2014 option 
B: 2010-2015 option C: 2014-
2016

average per sub-region 
OSPAR, HELCOm and MED 
(tbc)

average per specific OSPAR 
and HELCOM reporting units

Measures impact expected yes (PoMs 206 and RPAS in  
all RSCs

yes (PoMs 206 and RPAS in 
all RSCs

SCENARIO 3
ML Compartments Seafloor
Item total, plastic, fishing
Spatial scale regional, sub-regional, national 

(priority)

Temporal scale 2012
Averaging or other
Measures impact expected

SCENARIO 4
ML Compartments Floating
Item microlitter
Spatial scale regional, sub-regional, national 

(priority)
Temporal scale 2014
Averaging or other
Measures impact expected

SCENARIO 5
ML Compartments Beach (Macro)
Item fishing gear
Spatial scale regional, sub-regional, national 

(priority)
Temporal scale 2012, 2014/2015
Averaging or other 1+6 year average (data 

availability) 
Measures impact expected

SCENARIO 6
ML Compartments Beach
Item Macro - plastic
Spatial scale regional, sub-regional, national 

(priority)
Temporal scale 2012, 2014/2015
Averaging or other 1+6 year average (data 

availability) 
Measures impact expected

SCENARIO 7
ML Compartments
Item
Spatial scale
Temporal scale
Averaging or other
Measures impact expected

SCENARIO 8
ML Compartments
Item
Spatial scale
Temporal scale
Averaging or other
Measures impact expected

NOTES NO biota ingestion, 
entnaglement

SCENARIO 1

Beach (seafloor, entanglement&ingestion)
Macro- Cigarette butts

regional, sub-regional, national

2014-2015/2016

Beach (seafloor, entanglement&ingestion)
Macro - Fishing gear (incl code 300 [nets&ropes], code 33 

[net/cord/rope/string])

regional, sub-regional, national

2014-2015/2016
option A: 2009-2014 option B: 2010-2015 option C: 2014-

2016

yes (PoMs 206 and RPAS ina all RSCs

SCENARIO 3

option A: 2009-2014 option B: 2010-2015 option C: 2014-
yes (PoMs 206 and RPAS ina all RSCs

SCENARIO 4
Crisp, sweet wrappers and lolly sticks

SCENARIO 5
EPS, fishing boxes = packaging

GROUP 3

SCENARIO 6
Seafloor

Macro - plastic bags
sub-regional (all)

directly realted to measures
SCENARIO 4
Ingestions

2012-2015
average

SCENARIO 7
Straws

SCENARIO 6
Pellets

Beach
Total amount of pellets

regional

to assess the effectiveness of all the measures now set for 
industries

plastic ban measure

GROUP 2

SCENARIO 7
Floating
all items

national (ex. Germany)

pellets in fulmars
regional (OSPAR)

longest times series available

to assess the effectiveness of all the measures now set for 
industries

SCENARIO 5

SCENARIO 3
Beach

Macro -Specific items directly related to measures
National (UK): bottles; Southern North Sea: dolly ropes; EU 

(all region): Cotton bud sticks; Med/Black Sea: cigarette 
butts

SCENARIO 8 SCENARIO 8
Beach/Floating/Seaflor

30% reduction target beach litter + fishing gear lost at sea

Fishing gear

Attachment 1 - c) Scenarios to be tested



- Based on the outcome from the group sessions, data availability and the envisaged work
process, JRC is proposing an initial list of baselines scenarios for testing. Workshop
participants are welcome to comment and support in developing the scenarios.

Data availability information (with template) 

- Further to the already received data availability information, JRC will distribute a template in
order to receive additional information for all marine litter matrices and criteria. Deadline
21.4.2017.

Top litter items identification 

- As the top items are needed for the scenario testing. Based on input from MS, RSCS, projects
and others, a compilation of lists with the most frequently occurring litter items will be set-
up (related to the “Top Litter items “ report JRC 103929). The approach for aggregating the
derived top items will be proposed and discussed. An agreed report will be published,
supporting the setting of baselines and the EU Plastics Strategy.

Approaches for baseline and trend calculations 

- Workshop participants are invited to share their mathematical approaches and formula used
for calculating baselines and trends. Deadline 21.4.2017.

General information/reports about Marine Litter Baselines 

- If any other report or information, which has not been regarded so far, is available,
workshop participants are invited to share that information.

Data collection 

- Based on the priority scenarios selected datasets, including relevant metadata, will be
collected. For beach litter this would be initially OSPAR area MS, EEA, Defishgear,
Mediterranean MS and EMBLAS II data.

Scenario analysis 

- JRC will start to assemble the datasets and to derive the approaches for data analysis.
Workshop participants may be asked for support.

Attachment 1 - d) Outcome of the Workshop

Marine Litter Baseline workshop 14.+15.3.2017 

Next steps in Marine Litter Baselines Roadmap implementation 

List of proposed priority scenarios 



Country Representative Contact
DG ENV Michail Papadoyannakis michail.papadoyannakis@ec.europa.eu
JRC Georg Hanke geogr.hanke@ec.europa.eu
JRC Anna M Addamo anna.addamo@ec.europa.eu
JRC Daniel Gonzalez daniel.gonzalez@ec.europa.eu
EMODNET - OGS Alessandra Giorgetti agiorgetti@inogs.it
EMODNET -MARIS Dick Schaap dick@maris.nl
ARCADIS Annemie Volkaert a.volckaert@arcadisbelgium.be
EUCC Maria Ferreira M.Ferreira@eucc.net
Belgium Lieve Jorens Lieve.jorens@environment.belgium.be
Finland Outi Setälä outi.setala@ymparisto.fi
France Francois Galgani Francois.Galgani@ifremer.fr 
Germany David Fleet David.Fleet@lkn.landsh.de
Germany Elke Fischer elke.fischer@uni-hamburg.de
Italy Lorenza Babbini lorenza.babbini@isprambiente.it
Netherlands Lex Oosterbaan oosterbaan@rws.nl
Portugal Sandra Moutinho smoutinho@dgrm.mam.gov.pt
Spain Marta Martínez-Gil Pardo de Vera mmgil@magrama.es
Sweden Per Nilsson per.nilsson@havsmiljoinstitutet.se
United Kingdom Thomas Maes thomas.maes@cefas.co.uk
HELCOM Marta Ruiz marta.ruiz@helcom.fi
MAP Christos Ioakeimidis Christos.Ioakeimidis@unep.org
MCS Sue Kinsey Sue.kinsey@mcsuk.org
EEA Štefan Trdan stefan.trdan@izvrs.si
Seas at Risk Emma Priestland epriestland@seas-at-risk.org
SURFRIDER Antoine Bruge abruge@surfrider.eu

Attachment 1 - e) List of participants
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Workshop	Agenda	

Marine	Litter	and	Microplastics:	

Measuring	Effectiveness	and	Identifying	Gaps	

within	International	and	Regional	Policy	Frameworks	

United	Nations	Environment	Program	

United	Nations	Avenue,	Gigiri,	

Nairobi,	Kenya	

CONFERENCE ROOM 7, UNON, NAIROBI

29th-31st		March	2017	

Attachment 2 - a) Agenda of the Workshop
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As	per	UNEP/EA.2/Res.11	para	21:	

Requests	the	Executive	Director,	in	close	cooperation	with	other	relevant	bodies	and	organizations,	to	undertake	an	assessment	of	the	
effectiveness	of	relevant	international,	regional	and	subregional	governance	strategies	and	approaches	to	combat	marine	plastic	litter	and	
microplastics,	taking	into	consideration	the	relevant	international,	regional	and	subregional	regulatory	frameworks	and	identifying	possible	
gaps	and	options	for	addressing	them,	including	through	regional	cooperation	and	coordination,	and	to	present	the	assessment	to	the	
Environment	Assembly	at	its	next	session,	within	available	resources	for	this	purpose.	
	
Objectives	of	workshop	

1. Identify	effectiveness,	gaps	and	opportunities	in	the	current	framework	(sub-regional,	regional	and	international).	
2. Identify	emerging	governance	and	strategy	options.	
3. Identify	sources/sectors	and	geographical	areas	that	are	not	covered	or	included	in	any	existing	instruments	and	that	are	essential	to	

consider.		
	

The	workshop	will	build	on	Key	Message	#5	of	the	2016	UNEA	Report:	

	An	improved	governance	framework	is	needed	-	the	existing	governance	landscape	provides	a	basis	for	an	expanded	governance	framework,	
but	needs	to	take	account	of	the	goals	and	targets	of	the	Agenda	2030,	and	improved	implementation	of	existing	arrangements	is	essential.	
	
Overall	approach	for	3-day	workshop:	

Day1:	What	do	we	have,	what	is	working	and	where	are	the	gaps?	

Day2:	How	can	we	improve	the	current	framework?	

Day3:	How	do	we	get	there?	

	

Workshop	Conveners:	

Moderators:		Prof.	Alistair	McIlgorm	–	University	of	Wollongong,	

Australia	&	Prof.	Nilufer	Oral	-	Istanbul	Bilgi	University,	Turkey	

Coordination:	Karen	Raubenheimer	–	University	of	Wollongong,	

Australia	

	



 3 

DAY	1	–	What	do	we	have?	Effectiveness	and	gaps	in	governing	marine	litter	and	microplastics	

10:30-11:15am	Registration	and	Morning	Tea		

11:15-11:30am	-	Keynote	speakers		

	

Panel	1:	Working	together:	Are	there	lessons	in	current	inter-institutional	collaboration	&	cooperation	for	managing	marine	litter	and	

microplastics?	

11:30-11:35	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

	

Panellists:	

11:35-11:55	-	Iryna	Makarenko		

Black	Sea	–	Danube	partnership	

11:55-12:15	-	Anthony	Talouli	

SPREP	-	JICA,	PacWaste	partnership	

12:15-12:40	-	Discussion	

12:40-12:45	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions		

Topics	to	address:	

1. Describe	the	structure,	roles	and	responsibilities	within	the	partnership	

2. Which	legal	instruments	is	the	partnership	governed	by?	

3. Is	the	management	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics	an	objective	of	this	collaboration?	

4. Is	there	a	mechanism	in	place	that	is	cooperative	and	does	or	could	be	used	to	address	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

5. Is	there	a	mechanism	in	the	relevant	instruments	to	measure	effectiveness	against	the	

objectives	of	the	instrument?	

6. How	is	information	shared	and	reported	and	can	these	translate	to	marine	litter	and	

microplastics?	

7. How	are	Member	States	motivated	to	engage?	(Economic	incentives,	compliance	mechanisms)	

Lunch	12:45-13:45	
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Panel	2:	Managing	ALDFG:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	ALDFG?	

13:45-13:50	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

	

Panellists:	

13:50-14:10	-	Valerie	A.	Johnson,	FAO	

14:10-14:30	-	Herminio	Tembe,	IOTC	

14:30-15:00	-	Discussion	

15:00-15:05	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

	

Topics	to	address:	

1. Your	institution	in	the	global	context:	mandate	and	scope	and	is	it	adequate	to	address	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

2. Overview	of	regulation	of	the	sector:	International,	regional,	sub-regional,	sectoral	-	

representation	of	plastic	(is	this	general	or	specific?)	

3. How	are	the	relevant	global	and	regional	instruments	implemented	by	the	RFMOs?	

4. Where	are	the	gaps	in	MARPOL,	FSA,	Code	of	Conduct,	PSMA?	

5. Where	has	policy	intervention	(binding/voluntary)	been	effective	and	where	has	it	failed?	

6. How	do	RFMOs	cooperate	in	terms	of	monitoring	and	surveillance	and	can	this	be	applied	to	

plastics?	

7. How	do	scientific	bodies	inform	the	institution	or	secretariat	–	are	they	considering	plastics?	

8. Are	there	any	emerging	governance	and	strategy	options	in	this	sector	applicable	to	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

	

Afternoon	Tea	Break	15:05-15:15	

	



 5 

Panel	3:	Managing	vessel	garbage	and	ocean	dumping:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	ocean-

based	sources	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

15:15-15:20	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

	

Panellists:	

15:20-15:35	-	Marta	Ruiz,	HELCOM	

15:35-15:50	-	Melanie	Virtue,	CMS	

15:50-16:05	-	Ning	Liu	(NOWPAP)	

16:05-16:35	-	Discussion	

16:35-16:40	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

	

	

	

Topics	to	address:	

1. Your	institution	in	the	global	context:	mandate	and	scope	and	is	it	adequate	to	address	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

2. Overview	of	regulation	of	the	sector:	International,	regional,	sub-regional,	sectoral	-	

representation	of	plastic	(is	this	general	or	specific?)	

3. How	are	the	relevant	global	and	regional	instruments	being	implemented	within	the	sector?	

4. Where	are	the	gaps	in	UNCLOS,	MARPOL,	LDC/P,	PSMA	in	managing	vessel	garbage?	

5. Where	has	policy	intervention	(binding/voluntary)	been	effective	and	where	has	it	failed?	

6. Is	there	inter-regional	cooperation	in	terms	of	monitoring	and	surveillance	and	can	this	be	

applied	to	plastics?	

7. How	do	scientific	bodies	inform	the	institution	or	secretariat	–	are	they	considering	plastics?	

8. Are	there	any	emerging	governance	and	strategy	options	in	this	sector	applicable	to	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

Close	of	Day	1	
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DAY	2	–	What	do	we	want?	Options	for	moving	beyond	the	status	quo	

	

Panel	4:	Managing	industry	and	municipal	solid	waste:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	land-

based	sources	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?		

9:45-9:50	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

	

Panellists:	

9:50-10:05	-	Luisa	Rodrigues,	MAP	

10:05-10:20	-	Iryna	Makarenko,	Black	

Sea	

10:20-10:35	-	Marta	Ruiz,	HELCOM	

10:35-11:00	-	Discussion	

11:00-11:05	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

	

Topics	to	address:	

1. Your	institution	in	the	global	context:	mandate	and	geographic	scope	-	is	it	adequate	to	address	

marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

2. Overview	of	legal	instruments:	International,	regional,	sub-regional,	sectoral	-	representation	of	

plastic	(is	this	general	or	specific?)	

3. What	principles	and	obligations	are	in	the	legal	vs	voluntary	instruments	and	how	are	they	

applied	to	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

4. Are	there	binding	and	measurable	targets	applicable	to	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

5. Is	there	a	compliance	and	reporting	mechanism	in	place	to	achieve	the	objectives	of	

international	and	regional	instruments?	

6. Where	has	policy	intervention	(binding/voluntary)	been	effective	and	where	has	it	failed	in	the	

management	of	industrial	and	municipal	waste?		
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	 7. Where	are	the	gaps	in	UNCLOS,	LDC/P,	Basel,	Stockholm,	CBD,	Regional	Agreements	and	Action	

Plans?	

8. Do	regions	cooperate	in	terms	of	monitoring	and	surveillance	and	is	this	applied	to	marine	litter	

and	microplastics?	

9. How	do	scientific	bodies	inform	the	institution	or	secretariat	–	are	they	considering	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

10. Are	there	emerging	governance	and	strategy	options	applicable	to	marine	litter	and	

microplastics?	

Morning	Tea	Break	11:05-11:15	

	

Panel	5:	Managing	industry	and	municipal	solid	waste:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	land-

based	sources	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	(cont’d)	

11:15-11:20	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

	

Panellists:	

11:20-11:40	-	Ning	Liu	(NOWPAP)	

11:40-12:00	-	Anthony	Talouli	(SPREP)	

Topics	to	address:	

1. Your	institution	in	the	global	context:	mandate	and	geographic	scope	-	is	it	adequate	to	address	

marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

2. Overview	of	legal	instruments:	International,	regional,	sub-regional,	sectoral	-	representation	of	

plastic	(is	this	general	or	specific?)	

3. What	principles	and	obligations	are	in	the	legal	vs	voluntary	instruments	and	how	are	they	
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12:00-12:40	-	Discussion	

12:40-12:45	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

	

applied	to	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

4. Are	there	binding	and	measurable	targets	applicable	to	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

5. Is	there	a	compliance	and	reporting	mechanism	in	place	to	achieve	the	objectives	of	

international	and	regional	instruments?	

6. Where	has	policy	intervention	(binding/voluntary)	been	effective	and	where	has	it	failed	in	the	

management	of	industrial	and	municipal	waste?		

7. Where	are	the	gaps	in	UNCLOS,	LDC/P,	Basel,	Stockholm,	CBD,	Regional	Agreements	and	Action	

Plans?	

8. Do	regions	cooperate	in	terms	of	monitoring	and	surveillance	and	is	this	applied	to	marine	litter	

and	microplastics?	

9. How	do	scientific	bodies	inform	the	institution	or	secretariat	–	are	they	considering	marine	

litter	and	microplastics?	

10. Are	there	emerging	governance	and	strategy	options	applicable	to	marine	litter	and	

microplastics?	

	

	

Lunch	12:45-13:45	
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Panel	6:	Effectiveness:	How	can	we	measure	policy	and	legal	effectiveness	in	managing	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

13:45-13:50	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

Panellists:	

13:50-14:20	-	Nilufer	Oral,	Istanbul	

Bilgi	University	

14:20-14:25	-	Lara	Ognibene,	UNEP	

Law	Division	

14:25-14:55	-	Discussion	

14:55-15:00	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

Topics	to	address:	

Presentation	of	Measuring	Effectiveness	of	MEAs	at	the	international	and	regional	levels.	

Please	refer	to	the	handout.	

Afternoon	Tea	15-15:15	

	

Panel	7:	Managing	Impacts:	Are	there	opportunities	for	EIAs	and	EPR	to	manage	macro,	microplastics	and	chemicals?	

15:15-15:20	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

	

	

Topics	to	address:	

1. How	have	EIAs	been	implemented	with	regards	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

2. What	are	the	thresholds	that	could	apply	to	marine	litter	and	microplastics	and	how	are	these	

thresholds	triggered?	
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Panellists:	

15:20-15:40	-	Maria	Cristina	Cárdenas	

Fischer,	BRS	

15:40-16:00	-	Luisa	Rodrigues,	MAP	

16:00-16:30	-	Discussion	

16:30-16:35	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

	

3. Where	is	EIA	effective	in	the	regulation	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics	and	where	is	it	

less/not	effective?	

4. How	do	existing	EIAs	manage	industry	behaviour?	

5. How	do	existing	EIAs	manage	transboundary	impacts?	

6. Can	the	scope	of	fisheries	regulate	plastic	fishing	gear	from	design	and	manufacture	to	final	

disposal	downstream	from	PRFs?	

7. What	is	the	possible	reach	of	an	EIA/SEA	–	can	it	embody	the	Polluter	Pays	Principle,	EPR,	can	it	

assess	the	full	global	lifecycle	of	plastics?	

8. Do	we	need	a	harmonised	EIA	system	across	regions	to	address	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

Close	of	Day	2	
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DAY	3	–	How	do	we	get	there?	Mapping	opportunities	to	improve	the	current	framework	

	

Panel	8:	Providing	the	tools:	Enhancing	technology	and	skillsets	to	better	manage	plastics	

9:30-9:35	

Moderator:	Alistair	McIlgorm	

Panellists:	

9:35-9:45	Heidrun	Frisch-Nwakanma,	

ASCOBANS	

9:45-9:55	-	Melanie	Virtue,	CMS	

9:55-10:05	Anthony	Talouli,	SPREP	

10:05-10:25	-	Discussion	

10:25-10:30	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

Topics	to	address:	

1. What	methods/technology	is	currently	in	use	for	information	gathering	and	sharing?	

2. How	are	transboundary	issues	managed?	

3. What	lessons	have	been	learned?	

4. How	can	technology	be	enhanced	to	better	share	information	across	regions?	

	

Morning	Tea	10:30-10:40	
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Panel	9:	Leveraging	international	and	regional	components	-	How	can	we	enhance	current	institutions	and	scientific	bodies?	

10:40-10:45	

Moderator:	Nilufer	Oral	

	

Panellists:	

10:45-10:55	-	Heidrun	Frisch-

Nwakanma,	ASCOBANS	

10:55-11:05	-	Maria	Cristina	Cárdenas	

Fischer,	BRS	

11:05-11:15	-	Valerie	A.	Johnson,	FAO	

11:15-11:45	-	Discussion	

11:45-11:50	-	Karen	Raubenheimer	

Summary	of	discussions	

Topics	to	address:	

1. What	integration/collaboration	is	currently	undertaken	at	the	international	and	regional	levels	

for	the	management	of	marine	plastic	litter	and	microplastics?	

2. Are	there	opportunities	for	improved	inter-institutional	and	cross-sectoral	cooperation	at	the	

global	level	for	the	management	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

3. Where	can	other	global	instruments	be	leveraged	to	regulate	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

4. Are	there	opportunities	to	further	classify	hazardous	components	of	plastic	production	and	

treatment	under	the	Basel	and	Stockholm	Conventions?	

5. Are	there	possible	constraints	in	managing	plastics	within	WTO,	GATT,	free-trade	agreements?	

6. How	can	we	build	on/empower	existing	regional	institutions,	making	cooperation	integrated,	

not	only	collaborative	(ie.	not	just	learning	from	each	other)?	

7. Creating	common	policy	priorities	and	objectives	across	regions	

8. Can	common	indicators	be	defined	across	regions	for	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	

9. What	can	help	drive	engagement	within	national	and	institutional	jurisdictions	(eg.	Common	

indicators,	common	research	needs,	champions	for	particular	indicators)?	

Keynote	speaker	11:50-12:00	

Close	of	Marine	Litter	Workshop	
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Measuring Effectiveness of the Legal and Policy Frameworks at the 

International, Regional and Sub-regional Levels. 
Section 2 of Assessment outline. 

 

Measuring effectiveness of instruments does not include discussion of the gaps. Thes 

gaps are identified in Section 3 of the assessment. 

 

As per the UNEP Guidelines titled Methodology for Reviewing the Coherent 

Implementation and Effectiveness of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) 

at the National Level (Tallinn 2012), effectiveness of MEAs can be measured in three 

ways. The guidelines discuss measurement of effectiveness at the national level and 

how the MEAs are implemented. The scope of this assessment is to assess 

instruments at the international, regional and sub-regional level only. The approach of 

the UNEP guidelines has therefore been adapted here to firstly assess the level of 

inclusion of the suggested measures of effectiveness at the international level and then 

to secondly assess the elaboration of these suggested criteria within the regional 

framework.  

 

For assessment of implementation, the guidelines discuss the adoption of action plans. 

This approach has been used in Section 5, splitting implementation into binding and 

non-binding instruments (eg. Honolulu Strategy, Regional action plans). 

 

The Guidelines describe three methodologies that may be used when measuring 

effectiveness of legal and policy frameworks at the national level across multiple 

MEAs, namely: 

I	Objective	led	effectiveness		

This	methodology	aims	to	determine	if	the	objectives	of	the	MEAs	in	the	cluster	

are	achieved.	This	is	an	objective	led	approach	to	evaluating	effectiveness	focusing	

mostly	on	outcomes.	

• positive	effects	on	the	environment	and	society;		

• implementation	plan	(action	plan)	in	place	and	implemented;		

• environmental	policy	is	integrated	with	other	policies.		

	

Attachment 2 - b) MEAs methodology
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II	Implementation	effectiveness		

This	methodology	refers	to	the	implementation	process.	Here	it	is	used	when	the	

implementation	framework	for	the	MEAs	in	question	is	in	place	and	operational,	

which,	in	turn	means	that:	

• the	legal	structure	is	in	place,		

• administrative	and	research	capacities	are	sufficient,		

• data	and	information	management	are	effective,		

• transboundary	cooperation	is	taking	place;		

• stakeholders	are	engaged;		

• access	to	information	is	ensured;		

• data	and	information	are	used	in	decision	making;		

• implementation	of	the	MEAs	in	question	is	periodically	reviewed,	

• results	are	timely	reported	to	the	secretariat	of	MEAs	and	communicated	

to	the	stakeholders	and	the	wider	public.		

The	process	oriented	assessment	emphasises	the	importance	of	regulatory,	

participatory	and	rationality	aspects	(Peterson	2010).	

	

III	Cost	effectiveness		

This	methodology	evaluates	the	outcomes	of	the	implementation	of	the	MEAs	in	

question,	i.e.,	the	benefits	created	are	in	good	correspondence	with	the	budget	

spent.	

	

For	the	purposes	of	this	assessment	a	combination	of	methods	I	and	II	are	used	

and	III	is	not	considered.		

 

The Guidelines suggest 15 review categories (themes). Those highlighted in yellow 

below have been considered for the purposes of measuring effectiveness of legal and 

policy instruments at the international, regional and sub-regional levels. 

1. Adequate legal and policy framework 

2. Coordinated institutional and administrative framework 

3. Development of an integrated national implementation/action plan(s) 

4. Effective implementation and review of the plan(s) 
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5. Effective monitoring and evaluation of implementation of the MEAs in question 

6. Consideration of objectives of the MEAs in question in decision making 

7. Adequate financing 

8. Strong competencies and capacity 

9. Stakeholder engagement 

10. Effective enforcement system 

11. Cross-border cooperation 

12. Achieving the goals and meeting the obligations 

13. Coordination across the cluster of MEAs 

14. Benefits for the environment 

15. Socio-economic benefits 

 

 

 

1. Mandate and objective (international and regional) 

1.1. International: 

1.1.1. Mandate of institution 

1.1.2. Overall objective of instrument (eg. protection of human health, 

biodiversity as a whole, specific ecosystems, specific area or specific 

species, etc) 

1.1.3. Is there an obligation to regularly review the overall effectiveness of 

the MEA in meeting its objectives 

1.1.4. Is there a mechanism for adapting the MEA to global priorities and 

emerging science. 

1.2. Regional: Have the objectives of the relevant international MEAs (applicable 

to marine litter and microplastics) been implemented at the regional level in 

binding instruments?  

Are there gaps in the application of the overall mandates within the current 

international and regional legal framework for the prevention and reduction of 

marine litter and microplastics? 

 

 

 

2. Principles  (international and regional) 
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2.1. International: 

2.1.1. Precautionary/Preventive 

2.1.2. Polluter Pays 

2.1.3. Common but Differentiated Responsibilities and Respective 

Capabilities (CBDR-RC) 

2.1.4. Extended Producer Responsibility 

2.1.5. Requirement for cross-border cooperation 

2.1.6. Stakeholder engagement 

2.2. Regional: Are these principles adopted within regional binding instruments? 

Are there gaps in the overall principles within the current international and regional 

legal framework for the prevention and reduction of marine litter and microplastics? 

 

 

3. Scope  (international and regional) 

3.1. International: 

3.1.1. Does the definition of pollution encompass all types of marine litter 

and microplastics? 

3.1.2. Are internal waterways included in the geographic scope and pathways 

of pollution? 

3.1.3. Is there a clear duty to prevent transboundary harm? 

3.1.4. Must all activities and sources relative to marine litter and 

microplastics be regulated? 

3.2. Regional: Are these criteria adopted within regional binding instruments? 

Are there gaps in the scope of the current international and regional legal framework 

for the prevention and reduction of marine litter and microplastics? 

 

(Note: sources include air, point and diffuse sources on land, all watercourses and 

ocean. Sources of pollution also include all chemicals used in plastic production, use 

and recycling. Transboundary sources may need to be excluded as these are possibly 

beyond the control of individual States to regulate and monitor except through 

cooperation and pressure to comply with multilateral agreements.) 

 

4. Compliance (international and regional) 

4.1. Monitoring Framework  
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4.1.1. International: 

4.1.1.1. Is monitoring required (as per UNCLOS Art. 204)? 

4.1.1.2. Is monitoring based on updated and reliable environmental 

data? 

4.1.1.3. Are targets specified and can they be applied to all sources and 

activities of marine litter and microplastics (differentiation between 

point and non-point sources)? 

4.1.1.4. Are targets measurable (reduce vs eliminate, %targets, do not 

increase above current levels) and is language subjective or 

objective (eg reduce considerably)? 

4.1.2. Regional: Are the mechanisms for monitoring established at the 

international level sufficiently elaborated at the regional level? 

4.2. Reporting requirements  

4.2.1. International 

4.2.1.1. Is reporting required (as per UNCLOS Art. 205) 

4.2.1.2. Is the reporting requirement for States to report back to the 

secretariat on a regular basis useful? 

4.2.2. Regional: Are the mechanisms for reporting established at the 

international level sufficiently elaborated at the regional level? 

4.3. Enforcement  

4.3.1. International: 

4.3.1.1. Does the institution have sufficient mandate to ensure 

compliance with the MEA? 

4.3.1.2. Is there a mechanism for registering non-compliance 

4.3.1.3. Is it facilitative vs punitive? 

4.3.1.4. There is a requirement to finance implementation, monitoring 

and enforcement of the agreement 

4.3.2. Regional: Are compliance and enforcement frameworks established at 

the international level sufficiently elaborated at the regional level? 

4.3.3. Are the international and regional MEAs ratified? 

Are there gaps within the international and regional legal framework to ensure 

adequate compliance and enforcement to ensure the objective of preventing and 

reducing marine litter and microplastics can be achieved? 
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5. Implementation and Review  

5.1. Binding instruments – international and regional: 

5.1.1. Is there a dedicated institution with the appropriate mandate to prevent 

marine litter and microplastics? 

5.1.2. Are targets measurable with expected timelines for achievement 

(reduction vs elimination)? 

5.1.3. Is there a duty to cooperate? 

5.1.4. EIA, SIA, lifecycle assessment 

5.1.4.1. Is EIA a generally accepted process across all regions 

5.1.4.2. Do EIA requirements meet the level established by UNCLOS 

Sect. 4: Monitoring and Environmental Assessment (Arts. 204-206) 

5.1.5. Linked to science 

5.1.5.1.1. BMP, BET, BAT (Best Available Science?) 

5.1.5.1.2. Promote adaptive management 

5.1.5.1.3. Have a scientific advisory board/mechanism for 

emerging science 

5.1.5.1.4. R&D 

5.1.6. Regional: Are action plans required and are they in place? 

5.2. Non-binding instruments – international and regional: 

5.2.1. Are action plans cross-sectoral and integrated? 

5.2.2. Are the plans and objectives of the action plan in accordance with 

objectives of MEAs at the international and regional level? 

5.2.3. Are targets measurable with expected timelines for achievement 

(reduction vs elimination)? 

5.2.4. Is monitoring based on updated and reliable environmental data? 

5.2.5. Is there a requirement to periodically review the action plan? 

Do the implementation approaches meet the objectives of international and regional 

MEAs to prevent and reduce pollution by marine litter and microplastics? 
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ZERO DRAFT STRUCTURE - UNEA-3 ML ASSESSMENT  
 

Acknowledgements (contributors, peer reviewers, etc.) 
ED Foreword 
Executive summary 
Key messages and recommendations 

 

1 Introduction (3-4 pages) 
Referring back to the UNEA-2 assessment report 

- What is marine litter and microplastics?  
- Define plastic litter and microplastics for the purpose of the Assessment. 
- Impacts and costs of marine plastic debris and microplastics (items) in the 

life-cycle assessment of plastic products 
- Present environmental and other effects, and costs to society. 
- What is required to manage it through governance strategies and approaches 

to combat marine plastic litter and microplastics, taking into consideration 
the relevant international, regional and sub-regional regulatory frameworks. 

 

2 Mapping Current Legal Frameworks (10 p) 
Mapping of existing legal instruments applicable to combat marine plastic litter and 
microplastics, including global, regional and sub-regional instruments relevant to 
marine litter. The objective will be to assess effectiveness of the global, regional and 
sub-regional governance framework for addressing marine plastic litter and 
microplastics, identify gaps through a comparative analysis. The approach will 
examine the existing obligations, applicable principles, standards and approaches for 
addressing marine pollution and the applicability to marine plastic litter and 
microplastics. 
The effectiveness aspect will be assessed based upon indicators.  Where indicators 
exist and monitoring occurs it may be possible to look at already analyzed datasets.1 

2.1 Global 

2.1.1 Measures of effectiveness 
The assessment will examine key global and regional instruments that are directly 
relevant to addressing marine plastics. Effectiveness of these instruments will be 
measured in terms of whether the instruments provide the necessary framework to 
address both macro and micro plastics at their sources and the different pathways. In 
addition, indicators of an “effective” instrument will include level of ratification of 
the instrument, definitions of pollution including marine litter and plastics, applicable 
principles (precaution, polluter pays, etc.), the obligations relating to addressing the 
                                                
1	This	is	a	difficult	challenge	(to	estimate	effectiveness).	Most	important	to	identify	gaps.	Rough	
estimates	can	possibly	be	made	based	on	to	size/importance	of	source,	or	importance	of	
geographical	area,	and	EQO's?	In	some	areas,	indicators	of	level	of	marine	plastic	litter	are	
established	and	levels	monitored.	

Attachment 2 - c) Zero draft structure of the assessment
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entry of plastics into the marine environment, methodologies and approaches used, 
such as emission targets and time tables, monitoring and surveillance, compliance 
mechanisms, enforcement, exchange of information, role of science and linkages with 
other instruments. 
  
In addition, the assessment will evaluate the level of fragmentation of the different 
instruments and examine the need for standardization where needed. Examples of 
“best practice” will be identified among the existing instruments 
 
The overall analysis of effectiveness of binding global, regional and sub-regional 
instruments will examine the following: 

- Obligation regarding pollution of the marine environment 
- Encompasses macro and micro plastics 
- Principles 
- EIA  
- Scope of application (sources and activities) 
- Measures of implementation  

o Prevention (marine plastics) as well as post-pollution actions 
mitigation measures 

o Emission reduction/timetables 
o Waste management approach 
o Microplastics addressed 

- Compliance mechanism/enforcement 
- Liability and compensation 
- Monitoring 
- Exchange of information 
- Research and development 
- Capacity-building 
- Education and awareness 
- Linkage to science 

2.1.2 Land: LOSC, CBD, LDC/P, CMS, ICRW, Basel Conv (int’l trade) 

2.1.3 Ocean: LOSC, CBD, FSA, MARPOL, LDC/P 

2.1.4 Chemicals: Basel Convention, Stockholm Convention 

2.1.5 Soft instruments 

2.2 Regional and sub-regional 

2.2.1  UNEP Regional Seas Programme Protocols  
- LBS Sources 
- Dumping 
- Offshore activities 
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2.2.2 UNEP Regional Seas Programme Marine Litter Action Plans 

2.2.3 Regional Fisheries Organizations (selected) 

2.2.4 Relationship between the existing global instruments and regional/sub-regional 
instruments  
- How to be implemented at national level 

 

3 Gaps and Trends (15-20 p) 

3.1 Gaps in the duty to reduce marine litter and microplastics 
Where is marine litter not specifically mentioned in international, regional and sub-
regional policy frameworks, ie is encompassed in general pollution definitions and 
measures. 

3.2 Gaps in Objectives 
(findings from Section 2) 

3.3 Gaps in geographic scope 
- Binding vs voluntary instruments in 18 Regional Seas, some regions have 

no instruments, eg South East Asia.  
- Other areas such as Arctic region Pacific Island Developing States receive 

more marine litter than they generate (are not a source but is a sink.) Sea-
based sources may be more important in some regions, eg SIDS. There may 
also a greater dependency on international instruments for some regions 
(Pacific – mentioned by Imogen in first AG meeting) where sources of 
pollution are transboundary and domestic legislation not able to deal with 
this adequately. 

- Variations within regional instruments for duty to prevent pollution of 
Convention areas. Not all regions mandate prevention of transboundary 
harm by pollution outside Convention area  

- Inland waterways (only LDP, some Regional Seas) 
- Coastal States and MARPOL Annex V (flagged and foreign vessels). 
- Aquaculture, shipping routes (eg Arctic) 

See Appendix on table of regional binding instruments, whether in force or not, how 
many of the total regional members have ratified, how long it took to come into force 
from adoption date. 
See also table of voluntary instruments adopted at the regional level 
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3.4 Gaps in Environmental Impact Assessment 
- UNCLOS Section 4. Monitoring and environmental assessment 

3.5 Gaps in ability to adapt to emerging science and global trends 
- How many institutions assessed have scientific advisory bodies? 
- Is there a process in place for amending/updating instruments? 
- Are there other processes for mandating new and updated practices? 

3.6 Gaps in compliance and enforcement mechanisms 
 

3.7 Gaps in solid waste management (municipal post-consumer) 

3.7.1 Existing litter in the environment 
- Most common types and where (inland, beaches, etc) 
- Only covered macroplastics – now have micro and nano 
- Sources that are not covered (eg atmospheric outfall, fertilisers). 
- Geographic differences highlighting ‘hot’ regions - Jambeck & other studies  

(regional differences; urban vs rural, informal settlements, SIDS) 
- Identify the elements of effective solid waste management – these are not 

clearly defined in regional instruments 
- Seasonal tourism increases litter, collection affected by colder weather in 

Arctic 
- Location of landfills, dumpsites (macro) – which instruments refer to this 
- Management of port reception facilities for ocean-based sources – 

downstream management of waste and fishing gear delivered to ports. 
- Plastic content (eg microbeads) and types not listed globally and uniformly 

for easy identification by consumer choice and sorting of waste. 
- Incineration should not be promoted as a long-term solution, only for 

transitional phase.  

3.8 Gaps in the regulation of dumping 
- Ocean dumping 
- Dumping along coastal zones and inland waterways. 

 

3.9 Gaps in Pollution and Emission Regulations (industry) 
- Macro vs micro, chemicals 
- Point sources 
- Inland waterways – link to water quality standards and emission targets, 

permit systems (particularly for microplastics) 
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- Atmospheric outfall – link to air quality standards and emission targets, 
permit systems (microplastics) 

- Ocean sources, Aquaculture 

 

3.10 Gaps in regulation of chemicals 
- Additives, especially flame retardants 
- Chemicals used in recycling processes to clean secondary plastics 
- Banned chemicals reintroduced into market via recycled products, marine 

litter 

 

3.11 Gaps in Environmental Impact Assessment 
- UNCLOS Section 4. Monitoring and environmental assessment 
- Antarctic Madrid Protocol – see Art. 3(2), 8, ANNEX I 

3.12 Industry Trends  

3.12.1 Global production trends  
- Primary manufacturers, converters, types of materials (multi-layered, plant-

based, compostable. Design for modular parts, reuse, recycling. 

3.12.2 Trade and consumption trends 
- Domestic consumption vs export 
- Trade deficit/surplus in plastic 

3.12.3 Recycling trends  
- Examples of import controls for cleaner waste streams (China) 
- Introduction of new materials in waste streams, eg bio-based, PLA 

3.12.4 Certifications and labeling 
- Eg. Green Dot in Europe 

3.13 Other challenges 
- Lack of funding, difficulties with cost-benefit analysis, etc 

 



 6 

4 Who pays the costs? (3-4p)2 
Introduction to the costs principles involved in the control of marine plastic debris, 
indicating the information on costs and an introduction to damage, prevention and 
remediation to internalize these costs through abatement and mitigation. 

4.1 The cost of damage and the benefits from prevention 
- Refers to reports that provide examples of the costs of damage to industry 

and to the environment, reducing the value of ecosystem services. 
- Prevention can bring economic benefits through reducing the costs to 

marine industries and environmental damage, which are avoidable costs.  

4.2 The Cost of Remediation 
- Refers to reports on the cost of clean up and which sectors currently bear 

them.  
- Discussion of abatement and mitigation and hence the benefits of paying up 

front for prevention to reduce the costs of damage in the future.  
- This then supports the approach of internalizing the costs by industry 

(Polluter Pays Principle).  
- The costs of remediation for environmental damage by plastic litter and 

microplastics are not currently represented in policy, ie. liability and 
compensation. (This is not in scope, but will be mentioned.)  

- The influence of the costs of plastic recycling will be briefly discussed. 

 

5 Options  (20-30p)  
Proposed options for addressing gaps to prevent and reduce marine plastic litter and 
microplastics  

5.1 Sharing Information 
- As per UNCLOS Art. 266 (2-3)  
- What are mechanisms and tools to coordinate and provide for exchange of 

information and best practices on marine litter management issues and 
activities at the global, regional and subregional measures? 

- Collecting data on marine litter – need global standards that align with 
measuring success of policy interventions 

- Finding the right balance between ensuring more recycling capacity and 
investing in proven technology to avoid spending on infrastructure that will 
not adapt with needs over 10-30 year use.  

- Examples of national targets for collection, landfill diversion, recycling and 
intergovernmental cooperation to achieve these targets. 

                                                
2 Impacts on ecosystems, uptake by biota, economic sectors e.g. fisheries and aquaculture, Tourism 
and recreation, Coastal and urban development, Impact (social, health etc.) 
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- Methods to collect waste statistics, including waste generation, waste 
composition, recycling statistics 

- Methods of auditing, enforcement 
- Design of economic incentives and supporting awareness campaigns 

5.2 Managing the Waste Hierarchy 
- Provide a clearer understanding of the international lifecycle of plastics. 
- Upstream and downstream measures along the waste hierarchy (from waste 

prevention such as eco-design and sustainable consumption to waste 
diversion and collection for recycling and to clean-up technologies) 

- What makes recycling profitable/sustainable  
- EPR must include design for recycling, wear and tear of materials 
- Considerations for design of product stewardship programs  

 
 

5.3 Global Standards 
The need for global standards across entire lifecycle plastic polymers and additives. 
Establish global standards for waste materials to streamline recycling processes and 
provide accurate reporting. 
 

5.4 Leveraging due diligence to allow access to markets by manufacturers 

5.4.1 Environmental Impact Assessment 
Trigger thresholds must be identified that are stronger than the language of 
UNCLOS Art. 205 = “endeavour, as far as practicable”, so as not to 
undermine the “rights of other States” to not have their environment 
impacted by the activities of another State and the duty of each State to 
provide citizens with a healthy environment. 

- EIA must address transboundary impacts and areas beyond national 
jurisdiction or UNRS Convention Areas. 

- Possibly include a list of activities that do/d not require an EIA  
- Limitations of EIA/SEA to manage full lifecycle of a global industry  

5.4.2 Labeling 
- plastic type & percentage, additives 

5.4.3 Recycling 
- quality criteria for plastic waste streams 
- distinction between types of recycling (primary, secondary, tertiary, 

quaternary) 
- defining what makes an item “recyclable” 
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5.4.4 Reporting 
- eg. sources of waste 
- volume and type recycled domestically 
- volume and type traded internationally 
- additives produced, traded and final treatment 

 

5.5 A Multilayered Governance Approach 
- The problem should be addressed in a multilayered-governance approach, 

while also striving for global solutions, providing an international 
architecture which, for instance, insures that low-income countries have the 
necessary technological and financial means for a sustainable waste 
management.  

- A new international architecture must be linked to Millenium Development 
Goals (MDGs), Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and international 
environmental protection policies, as well as allow for flexibility and 
implementation of national environmental protection policies. 

 

5.6 Mapping action to the appropriate level 
- Local, national, regional and international - what can we expect from policy 

at each level, eg binding, voluntary, minimum regulations required at 
national level to manage all sources (macro, micro, inland waterways, 
atmospheric, ocean). 

- Identify elements of a global legal framework that would address gaps, 
inconsistencies, and promote a more coherent governance structure globally 
that is linked to science and industry for implementation at regional and 
sub-regional levels. 

- Require ability to adapt to global priorities and emerging science  

5.7 Funding on a global scale 
- Economic instruments to incentivize investment in infrastructure for 

collection, sorting, recycling. 
- Considerations for a global financing mechanism? 

 

5.8 Geographic differences 
- Needs and measures might vary according to geographical location and 

available funds. 
- Land- vs Ocean sources, particularly on high seas. 



 9 

 

5.9 Liability and Compensation 
- How liability and compensations is handled in other instruments and how it 

can possibly be applied to harm caused by plastics. 

5.10 Policy Instruments for Consideration 
- Type of measure: trade-related measures (from incentives to hard 

regulations such as bans or fines), environmental regulations, private sector 
initiatives etc.  

- Possibly some proposed text with pros and cons (for consideration of 
existing frameworks) and standalone draft text to reflect emerging issues. 

- Not only preventive measures (source to land-ocean boundary such as 
rivers, stormwater drains, etc) but also cleanup what is already in the oceans 
and on beaches. 

- Include measures and mechanisms such as environmental monitoring, R&D, 
information sharing, financing, compliance mechanisms and more.  

- What kind of international instruments and approaches are needed to 
effectively implement the measures identified. Legally binding instruments 
or voluntary approaches, or a combination of the two? Global or 
regional/sub-regional approaches, or a combination of the two? What will 
be most effective?  

- Present options for new and effective international cooperation on marine 
plastics, including to what extent this can be achieved by improving the 
scope and the effectiveness of existing international instruments and 
approaches. 

- At February preparatory meeting for Ocean Conference (to be held in NY in 
June): calls for a global strategy to phase out single-use plastics; ban on 
microplastics, plastic straws and water bottles; warning labels and a hard tax 
on non-reusable plastics; reducing plastic production. 

 

5.11 Suggested Timelines 
- How long to amend binding and voluntary instruments in the past. 
- Challenges and timeframe for new architecture 
- Interim measures to implement Short-, med- and long-term and set of 

priorities (See Annex on suggested timelines) 
- Eg. Incineration is transitional and should be phased out long-term.  

6 Opportunities (2-3 p)  
- Possible collaborative processes and platforms etc. to consider when 

planning for the way forward beyond UNEA-3. 
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- Considerations of the need for better scientific and technical knowledge and 
understanding, and how to obtain such knowledge and understanding - 
should be a horizontal issue throughout the Assessment. 

- Link to global initiatives by other institutions, eg G20, G7 harmonising of 
plastic types at global level. 

- For example, the OECD is developing a global database of policies within 
the fishing sector. 

 

7 Conclusions and recommendations (5-10p) 
- Gaps and options- merged 
- Possibly two options: (1) fix current framework and (2) establish 

considerations/elements of a new international architecture. 

 

8 Summary (1p) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

References 
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9 Annexes 
Suggested Annexes 

9.1 Measuring Effectiveness of Legal and Policy Frameworks at the 
International and Regional Levels 

This will be the outline agreed at the March Expert Workshop (29-31st March). 
Current approach as of 28th March is listed here. 
 
Measuring Effectiveness of the Legal and Policy Frameworks at the 
International, Regional and Sub-regional Levels. 

Section 2 of Assessment outline. 
 
Measuring effectiveness of instruments does not include discussion of the gaps. Thes 
gaps are identified in Section 3 of the assessment. 
 
As per the UNEP Guidelines titled Methodology for Reviewing the Coherent 
Implementation and Effectiveness of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) 
at the National Level (Tallinn 2012), effectiveness of MEAs can be measured in three 
ways. The guidelines discuss measurement of effectiveness at the national level and 
how the MEAs are implemented. The scope of this assessment is to assess 
instruments at the international, regional and sub-regional level only. The approach of 
the UNEP guidelines has therefore been adapted here to firstly assess the level of 
inclusion of the suggested measures of effectiveness at the international level and then 
to secondly assess the elaboration of these suggested criteria within the regional 
framework.  
 
For assessment of implementation, the guidelines discuss the adoption of action plans. 
This approach has been used in Section 5, splitting implementation into binding and 
non-binding instruments (eg. Honolulu Strategy, Regional action plans). 
 
The Guidelines describe three methodologies that may be used when measuring 
effectiveness of legal and policy frameworks at the national level across multiple 
MEAs, namely: 
 
I Objective led effectiveness  
This methodology aims to determine if the objectives of the MEAs in the cluster are 
achieved. This is an objective led approach to evaluating effectiveness focusing 
mostly on outcomes. 

• positive effects on the environment and society;  

• implementation plan (action plan) in place and implemented;  

• environmental policy is integrated with other policies.  

 
II Implementation effectiveness  
This methodology refers to the implementation process. Here it is used when the 
implementation framework for the MEAs in question is in place and operational, 
which, in turn means that: 

• the legal structure is in place,  
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• administrative and research capacities are sufficient,  

• data and information management are effective,  

• transboundary cooperation is taking place;  

• stakeholders are engaged;  

• access to information is ensured;  

• data and information are used in decision making;  

• implementation of the MEAs in question is periodically reviewed, 

• results are timely reported to the secretariat of MEAs and communicated to 

the stakeholders and the wider public.  

The process oriented assessment emphasises the importance of regulatory, 
participatory and rationality aspects (Peterson 2010). 
 
III Cost effectiveness  
This methodology evaluates the outcomes of the implementation of the MEAs in 
question, i.e., the benefits created are in good correspondence with the budget spent. 
 
For the purposes of this assessment a combination of methods I and II are used and III 
is not considered.  
 
The Guidelines suggest 15 review categories (themes). Those highlighted in yellow 
below have been considered for the purposes of measuring effectiveness of legal and 
policy instruments at the international, regional and sub-regional levels. 
1. Adequate legal and policy framework 
2. Coordinated institutional and administrative framework 
3. Development of an integrated national implementation/action plan(s) 
4. Effective implementation and review of the plan(s) 
5. Effective monitoring and evaluation of implementation of the MEAs in question 
6. Consideration of objectives of the MEAs in question in decision making 
7. Adequate financing 
8. Strong competencies and capacity 
9. Stakeholder engagement 
10. Effective enforcement system 
11. Cross-border cooperation 
12. Achieving the goals and meeting the obligations 
13. Coordination across the cluster of MEAs 
14. Benefits for the environment 
15. Socio-economic benefits 
 
 
 
1. Mandate and objective (international and regional) 

1.1. International: 

1.1.1. Mandate of institution 
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1.1.2. Overall objective of instrument (eg. protection of human health, 

biodiversity as a whole, specific ecosystems, specific area or specific 

species, etc) 

1.1.3. Is there an obligation to regularly review the overall effectiveness of 

the MEA in meeting its objectives 

1.1.4. Is there a mechanism for adapting the MEA to global priorities and 

emerging science. 

1.2. Regional: Have the objectives of the relevant international MEAs (applicable 

to marine litter and microplastics) been implemented at the regional level in 

binding instruments?  

Are there gaps in the application of the overall mandates within the current 
international and regional legal framework for the prevention and reduction of 
marine litter and microplastics? 

 
 
 
2. Principles  (international and regional) 

2.1. International: 

2.1.1. Precautionary/Preventive 

2.1.2. Polluter Pays 

2.1.3. Common but Differentiated Responsibilities and Respective 

Capabilities (CBDR-RC) 

2.1.4. Extended Producer Responsibility 

2.1.5. Requirement for cross-border cooperation 

2.1.6. Stakeholder engagement 

2.2. Regional: Are these principles adopted within regional binding instruments? 

Are there gaps in the overall principles within the current international and regional 
legal framework for the prevention and reduction of marine litter and microplastics? 
 
 
3. Scope  (international and regional) 

3.1. International: 

3.1.1. Does the definition of pollution encompass all types of marine litter 

and microplastics? 

3.1.2. Are internal waterways included in the geographic scope and pathways 

of pollution? 

3.1.3. Is there a clear duty to prevent transboundary harm? 
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3.1.4. Must all activities and sources relative to marine litter and 

microplastics be regulated? 

3.2. Regional: Are these criteria adopted within regional binding instruments? 

Are there gaps in the scope of the current international and regional legal framework 
for the prevention and reduction of marine litter and microplastics? 
 
(Note: sources include air, point and diffuse sources on land, all watercourses and 
ocean. Sources of pollution also include all chemicals used in plastic production, use 
and recycling. Transboundary sources may need to be excluded as these are possibly 
beyond the control of individual States to regulate and monitor except through 
cooperation and pressure to comply with multilateral agreements.) 

1.1  
4. Compliance (international and regional) 

4.1. Monitoring Framework  

4.1.1. International: 

4.1.1.1. Is monitoring required (as per UNCLOS Art. 204)? 

4.1.1.2. Is monitoring based on updated and reliable environmental 

data? 

4.1.1.3. Are targets specified and can they be applied to all sources and 

activities of marine litter and microplastics (differentiation between 

point and non-point sources)? 

4.1.1.4. Are targets measurable (reduce vs eliminate, %targets, do not 

increase above current levels) and is language subjective or 

objective (eg reduce considerably)? 

4.1.2. Regional: Are the mechanisms for monitoring established at the 

international level sufficiently elaborated at the regional level? 

4.2. Reporting requirements  

4.2.1. International 

4.2.1.1. Is reporting required (as per UNCLOS Art. 205) 

4.2.1.2. Is the reporting requirement for States to report back to the 

secretariat on a regular basis useful? 

4.2.2. Regional: Are the mechanisms for reporting established at the 

international level sufficiently elaborated at the regional level? 

4.3. Enforcement  

4.3.1. International: 
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4.3.1.1. Does the institution have sufficient mandate to ensure 

compliance with the MEA? 

4.3.1.2. Is there a mechanism for registering non-compliance 

4.3.1.3. Is it facilitative vs punitive? 

4.3.1.4. There is a requirement to finance implementation, monitoring 

and enforcement of the agreement 

4.3.2. Regional: Are compliance and enforcement frameworks established at 

the international level sufficiently elaborated at the regional level? 

4.3.3. Are the international and regional MEAs ratified? 

Are there gaps within the international and regional legal framework to ensure 
adequate compliance and enforcement to ensure the objective of preventing and 
reducing marine litter and microplastics can be achieved? 

 
 
 
5. Implementation and Review  

5.1. Binding instruments – international and regional: 

5.1.1. Is there a dedicated institution with the appropriate mandate to prevent 

marine litter and microplastics? 

5.1.2. Are targets measurable with expected timelines for achievement 

(reduction vs elimination)? 

5.1.3. Is there a duty to cooperate? 

5.1.4. EIA, SIA, lifecycle assessment 

5.1.4.1. Is EIA a generally accepted process across all regions 

5.1.4.2. Do EIA requirements meet the level established by UNCLOS 

Sect. 4: Monitoring and Environmental Assessment (Arts. 204-206) 

5.1.5. Linked to science 

5.1.5.1.1. BMP, BET, BAT (Best Available Science?) 

5.1.5.1.2. Promote adaptive management 

5.1.5.1.3. Have a scientific advisory board/mechanism for 

emerging science 

5.1.5.1.4. R&D 

5.1.6. Regional: Are action plans required and are they in place? 

5.2. Non-binding instruments – international and regional: 

5.2.1. Are action plans cross-sectoral and integrated? 
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5.2.2. Are the plans and objectives of the action plan in accordance with 

objectives of MEAs at the international and regional level? 

5.2.3. Are targets measurable with expected timelines for achievement 

(reduction vs elimination)? 

5.2.4. Is monitoring based on updated and reliable environmental data? 

5.2.5. Is there a requirement to periodically review the action plan? 

Do the implementation approaches meet the objectives of international and regional 
MEAs to prevent and reduce pollution by marine litter and microplastics? 
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9.2 Details from Section 2 (international and regional frameworks) 
Details of Articles, etc discussed in Section 2.  
 
Example table of International binding and voluntary instruments provided 
 
International – binding 
CBDR–RC = Common but Differentiated Responsibilities and Respective Capabilities 
(include transboundary air pollution?) 1979 Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution, 1998-Protocol to Geneva Convention 
 
 UNCLOS MARPOL 

(V) 
CBD LDC LDP BASEL S’HOLM Fish 

Stocks 
CMS UN 

Watercourses 
MANDATE & 
OBJECTIVE 

          

Mandate – global or 
restricted application 
(geographic restricted, 
sectoral) 

Global 
 

Ocean 
 

Global 
 

Ocean, 
some 
land 
 

Ocean, 
some 
land 
 

Global 
 

Global 
 

Sectoral, 
oceans 

Global 
 

Geographic 
restricted, 
land 

Objective – pollution, 
biodiversity, specific 
ecosystems, species, 
materials or activities) 

Biodiversity 
Pollution 
Fishing 
Extraction? 

Pollution 
Operational 
garbage 

Biodiversity 
Terrestrial, 
ocean, air 

Pollution 
Specific 
activity 

Pollution 
Specific 
activity 

Pollution 
Hazardous 
Materials 

Pollution 
Hazardous 
Chemicals 

Ecosystems 
(Art. Xx), 
species 
(Art. Xx), 
activities 
(Art. Xx) 

Biodiversity 
Migratory 
species – 
Terrestrial, 
ocean, air 

 

Must review 
effectiveness in 
achieving objectives 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Mechanism to adapt to 
science 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 
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PRINCIPLES           
Precautionary Yes/no 

(Art. Xx) 
         

Preventive Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Polluter Pays Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

ICM? Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

CBDR–RC Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

EPR Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Cross-border 
cooperation 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Stakeholder 
engagement 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

SCOPE           
Definition of pollution 
(or reference to) 
includes all types and 
impacts of plastics 
(macro, primary micro, 
secondary micro, 
additives)  

All Macro         

Land, Ocean, Air or all All Ocean All Ocean Ocean Land Land Ocean Ocean Land 
Internal waterways Yes (Art. 

Xx) 
N/a Yes No Yes ? ? n/a ? Shared only 

Transboundary Harm Yes/no          



 19 

(Art. Xx) 
All activities and 
sources of marine litter 
and microplastics to be 
regulated 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

MONITORING & 
COMPLIANCE 

          

Monitoring required Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Monitoring based on 
updated environmental 
data 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Are targets applicable 
to all sources and 
activities related to 
ML/MP 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Measurable targets 
specified 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Differentiation between 
point and non-point 
sources 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Is reporting required Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Mechanisms for 
compliance, 
enforcement 

Yes/no 
(Art. Xx) 

         

Mandate of institution 
allows for enforcement 
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Mechanism to register 
non-compliance 

          

Facilitative or punitive           
Reporting requirement 
to secretariat are useful 

          

Required to finance 
implementation, 
monitoring and 
enforcement of the 
agreement 

          

Level of ratification           
IMPLEMENTATION 
APPROACH 

          

Dedicated institution 
with the appropriate 
mandate to prevent 
marine litter and 
microplastics 

          

Measurable targets 
(Eliminate vs reduce) 
and timelines (split?) 

          

Impacts of activities 
must be considered 
(EIA/lifecycle) 

          

Link to Science – have 
scientific advisory 
board/mechanism to 
consider emerging 
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science 
R&D 
BMP, BET, BAT (Best 
Available Science?) 
Are Action Plans 
required? 

International – voluntary 
Honolulu Strategy xxx xxx 

Are action plans cross-sectoral 
and integrated 

Are the plans and objectives of 
the action plan in accordance with 
objectives of MEAs at the 
international and regional level 
Are targets measurable with 
expected timelines for 
achievement (reduction vs 
elimination) 
Monitoring is based on updated 
and reliable environmental data 
Is there a requirement to 
periodically review the action 
plan 
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9.3 Applicable Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) 
- List of MDGs and SDGs supported by the reductions in plastic waste from 

land and ocean sources. 

 
 
 

9.4 Table: mapping sources of macro and microplastics to the appropriate 
measures, approaches and principles. 
- List different sources of plastic litter and microplastics in detail, including 

those generated during the use of products, industrial sources and ocean 
sources. 

- Link each to preventive, cleanup measures. 
- Link these measures to principles and approaches. 
- Link principles and approaches to policy instruments. 
- Link the policy instruments to the appropriate level (int’l, regional, 

subregional) + binding/voluntary 
 

9.5 Suggested Prioritisation and Timelines (draft) 
Immediate: 

- Identify and ban undesirable and unnecessary products and hazardous 
chemicals in production and recycling processes (Reduce) 

- Identify opportunities for Reuse, the required components to enable this, 
identify incentives to design products for reuse and the infrastructure 
required (identification, collection, sorting, dismantling, etc) 

- Begin analysis of the environmental impacts of WTE and perverse 
incentives this may create (ie. Lower prioritization of reduction and reuse) 

 
Short-term: 

- Begin analysis of national legislation in the context of prevention from all 
sources, mitigation and clean-up 

- Establish dedicated government bodies to oversee solid waste management 
policies, implementation and monitoring. 

- Improve collection services – divert from oceans and prevent leakage in all 
lifecycle components 

- Clearly link plastic pollution to air and water quality standards, particularly 
primary microplastics, additives, chemicals used for recycling, release of 
toxins from incinerators 

- Set national collection targets, landfill reduction targets, recycle targets, % 
post-consumer content targets for different types of plastics and applications 

- Enhance support for research into secondary and tertiary recycling 
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Medium-term: 
- Establish global standards for waste stream definitions, criteria and labelling 

to assist in purifying waste streams to increase their value. 
- Improve sorting services to meet requirements of domestic and international 

recycling industry (where exported), make more plastic types recyclable, 
meet landfill reduction targets 

- Implement economic instruments to disincentivise undesirable plastics and 
additives 

- Identify economic incentives at national level to promote 3Rs, focusing on 
reduction of unnecessary and undesirable products, incentives to design 
products for reuse (and the infrastructure, collection, sorting this may 
require) diversion from landfill, sustainable recycling practices 

- Improve classification of hazardous components of plastic production and 
treatment under the Basel, Stockholm and Rotterdam Conventions 

 
Long-term: 

- No leakage to ocean from all sources 
- Effective EIA, SIA processes in place with global standards 
- Compliance with sustainable global recycling standards in all regions 
- Hazardous substances eliminated from lifecycle of plastics, highly regulated 

where not possible to eliminate 
- Close cooperation between design and 3Rs 
- All plastic types are collected, sorted and recycled irrespective of ‘value’ 

 
 
 

9.6 Examples of national implementation, best practices 
- Possibly highlight a set of examples of “Good Practices” (What was done? 

Why it was effective? Are there Obstacles?). 



1	

Results	of	Workshop	Marine	Litter	and	Microplastics:	Measuring	
Effectiveness	and	Identifying	Gaps	within	International	and	Regional	Policy	

Frameworks	

29-31st	March	2017
United	Nations	Environment	Program	

United	Nations	Avenue,	Gigiri,	
Nairobi,	Kenya	

Panel	1:	Working	together:	Are	there	lessons	in	current	inter-institutional	collaboration	&	
cooperation	for	managing	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	
Iryna	Makarenko,	Black	Sea	–	Danube	partnership	
Anthony	Talouli,	SPREP	-	JICA,	PacWaste	partnership	

Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	1:	
• Action	in	Black	sea	has	been	achieved	through	the	development	of	a	voluntary

action	plan.	This	has	allowed	marine	litter	and	microplastics	to	be	put	back	on	the
agenda	and	allow	collaboration	with	other	countries	and	Regional	Seas.

• There	is	a	need	to	establish	baselines.	There	are	plans	to	introduce	strong	measures
of	effectiveness	through	indicators.	Reporting	would	also	be	useful.

• Regional	collaboration	is	strong	in	the	Pacific	despite	not	having	a	voluntary	plan
specific	to	marine	litter	and	microplastics	due	to	a	strong	history	of	collaboration
and	reliance	on	the	oceans.	There	is	a	need	to	establish	indicators	in	Pacific	and	the
region	is	waiting	to	see	what	indicators	are	decided	as	part	of	the	Sustainable
Development	Goals	(SDG).

• Scientific	research	is	spurring	action	in	both	regions.
• Both	regions	are	making	progress	despite	legal	instruments	not	being	sufficient.	A

starting	point	would	be	to	improve	the	definitions	of	waste	in	binding	instruments	to
include	ML/MP	and	targets	of	reduction.

• UN	Regional	Seas	Secretariats	have	played	a	vital	role	in	keeping	marine	litter	and
microplastics	on	the	agendas	of	various	institutions	that	can	play	a	role	in	solving	the
problem.

• Pacific	is	working	with	RFMOs	which	is	breaking	the	silos	of	the	fishing	sector.	Black
Sea	also	has	involvement	with	fisheries	sector.

• Pacific	has	good	example	of	stakeholder	engagement	and	using	research	to	push	the
problem	higher	up	on	the	agenda,	particularly	within	fisheries	sector.

• Both	regions	are	trying	to	prevent	duplication	of	effort	in	the	region	through
collaboration	with	other	institutions.	The	use	of	policy	frameworks	assists	with	this,
including	to	connecting	the	dots	between	household	waste	and	marine	debris.

Panel	2:	Managing	ALDFG:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	the	policy	framework	for	
eliminating	ALDFG?	

Attachment 2 - d) Outcome of the workshop
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Valerie	A.	Johnson,	FAO	
Herminio	Tembe,	IOTC	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	2:	

• Mandate	is	important	in	prioritising	efforts	to	prevent	marine	litter	and	
microplastics.	

• These	mandates	may	indirectly	include	ALDFG	(eg.	through	protection	of	
ecosystems,	sustainable	use	of	resources),	but	they	could	be	expanded	to	include	
waste	generated	from	activities.	

• There	is	no	environmental	consideration	in	the	scope	of	IOTC,	except	for	measures	
that	relate	to	stock	levels,	but	these	do	not	include	pollution.	

• Annex	V	gaps	–	vessel	size	means	most	fishing	vessels	are	excluded.	
• Annex	V	wording	doesn’t	clearly	include	FADs.	
• Preventing	garbage	and	ALDFG	from	entering	the	oceans	is	the	role	of	flag	states	and	

RFMOs.	If	MARPOL	Annex	V	and	the	London	Dumping	Convention	are	complied	with,	
all	waste	items	will	be	returned	to	shore.	On	land,	it	is	the	role	of	the	coastal	States	
to	provide	adequate	port	reception	facilities.	This	has	been	recognised	in	some	
regions	as	placing	an	unfair	burden	on	port	States.	The	power	to	prevent	ALDFG	and	
disposal	of	garbage	into	the	ocean	lies	at	the	port.	It	is	here	where	documentation	
can	be	examined,	but	if	MARPOL	Annex	V	excludes	most	fishing	vessels	through	size	
limitations	for	reporting	and	recording,	the	RFMOs	and	port	States	are	unlikely	to	
regulate	accordingly	and	implement	the	necessary	controls	to	prevent	marine	litter	
and	microplastics.	The	Port	State	Measures	Agreement	(PSMA)	provided	an	
opportunity	to	close	this	gap	by	strengthening	the	duty	to	inspect	vessels,	but	did	
not	include	provisions	for	marine	litter	and	microplastics.	

	
	
	
	
Panel	3:	Managing	vessel	garbage	and	ocean	dumping:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	
the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	ocean-based	sources	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	
Marta	Ruiz,	HELCOM	
Melanie	Virtue,	CMS	
Ning	LIU,	NOWPAP	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	3:	

• Mandate:	if	the	prevention	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics	are	not	in	your	
mandate	but	have	an	impact	in	your	sector,	through	a	cooperative	framework	you	
can	encourage	those	with	an	appropriate	mandate	to	be	more	active.	Those	that	
have	secondary	mandates	can	carry	the	mandate	through	resolutions	so	that	
momentum	is	not	lost.	

• International	measures	are	important	for	migratory	species,	not	just	regional.	
• Some	non-binding	instruments	are	equally	effective	as	binding	for	migratory	species.	
• HELCOM	has	good	methodology	for	information	exchange.	
• Linking	no-special-fee	with	PRFs,	also	Recognition	of	the	“fair	waste	burden	sharing”	

between	ports.	
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• Stakeholder	engagement	can	be	strengthened	through	the	use	of	observers	on	
vessels,	with	compliance	strengthened	through	reporting	of	violations.	

• A	gap	has	been	identified	in	Annex	V	where	the	required	sorting	takes	place	on	
board	vessel	but	the	procedures	at	port	reception	facilities	do	not	match.	

• MARPOL	Annex	V	has	gaps	in	the	duty	to	record	disposals	at	port	based	on	vessel	
size.	

• NOWPAP	–	economic	incentives	have	worked	well	for	removal	practices.	It	has	been	
identified	that	paying	fishermen	was	cheaper	than	removal	by	government.	

• IMO	–		MARPOL	Annex	V	has	152	contracting	parties	(98.72%	of	world’s	tonnage)	–	
the	breakdown	of	fishing	vessels	was	unclear.	

• Annex	V	has	good	record	keeping	measures,	but	is	limited	to	certain	vessel	size	
categories.	

• Annex	V	has	inspection	measures,	but	requires	evidence	that	master	is	not	familiar	
with	Annex	V	procedures	for	prevention	of	pollution	by	garbage.	

• IMO	has	a	funding	mechanism	for	member	states	to	assist	with	implementation.	
• IMO	adopted	a	voluntary	method	for	verification	of	compliance.	This	is	now	

mandatory	and	each	party	is	subject	to	audits	by	IMO	representatives	within	each	
State.	

• IMO	has	strong	link	with	science	through	GESAMP.	
	
	
	
Panel	4:	Managing	industry	and	municipal	solid	waste:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	
the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	land-based	sources	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	
Luisa	Rodrigues,	MAP	
Iryna	Makarenko,	Black	Sea	
Marta	Ruiz,	HELCOM	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	4:	

• The	Black	Sea	has	no	compliance	and	enforcement.	Not	asking	Members	to	report	
on	marine	litter	(no	“naming	and	shaming”).	Report	on	the	Strategic	Action	Plan	is	
completed	every	5	years.	Only	managerial	targets	have	been	established,	so	even	if	
action	were	taken,	there	is	no	way	to	measure	effectiveness	because	there	are	no	
reporting	procedures	in	place.	

• There	is	strong	recognition	of	role	of	monitoring	and	assessment	to	encourage	
compliance.	

• Setting	targets	is	a	challenge	without	baseline	information.	Some	targets	and	
indicators	have	not	been	set	for	this	reason.	

• There	is	good	cooperation	in	the	European	region	between	the	three	Regional	Seas	
(MoUs	for	monitoring	program	development,	etc),	but	integration	also	exists	within	
particular	Regional	Seas	through	countries	championing	certain	issues	(moving	
beyond	simply	learning	from	each	other	towards	integration).	

• There	are	some	challenges	in	overlap	between	Regional	Seas	and	EU	due	to	differing	
targets	and	indicators.	
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• Some	regions	seem	to	gain	traction	through	voluntary	instruments,	but	others	feel	
the	need	for	backing	by	binding	instruments	to	help	raise	the	profile	of	marine	litter	
and	microplastics.	

• There	has	been	some	involvement	by	the	plastics	industry	in	Black	Sea,	but	as	
observers	only	at	meetings.	

• Regional	Seas	are	limited	in	regulating	the	plastics	industry	and	must	rely	on	
contracting	parties	to	regulate	at	the	national	level.	

• Soft	law	can	be	effective	but	it	may	take	the	development	of	guidelines	to	encourage	
implementation.	

• Compliance	committees	tend	to	be	advisory	bodies,	not	an	enforcement	bodies.		
• MAP	Includes	operational	and	reduction	targets.	
• Regional	Action	Plans	must	call	for	development	of	National	Action	Plans	with	

operational	and	reduction	targets,	as	well	as	indicators	for	assessment.	
• An	effective	option	seems	to	be	“name	and	shame”,	but	this	could	be	extended	to	

“name	and	explain”.	
• The	mandate	established	by	the	Convention	and	LBS	Protocol	can	dictate	the	strength	

of	the	voluntary	action	plan.	In	the	Mediterranean,	the	Barcelona	Convention	
requires	elimination	to	the	fullest	extent	possible.	This,	combined	with	Article	15	of	
the	LBS	Protocol,	led	to	an	Action	Plan	with	binding	targets	and	timelines.	The	
HELCOM	region	developed	an	Action	Plan	after	the	Mediterranean	plan	came	into	
effect,	but	with	no	binding	targets.	However,	binding	measures	and	targets	are	
established	through	Recommendations	adopted	at	meetings	of	the	Contracting	
Parties.	

• Although	mention	is	made	of	prevention	at	the	“source”,	“polluter	pays”	and	
“sustainable	consumption	and	production”,	the	RS	felt	regulation	of	the	plastics	
industry	was	not	their	role,	but	that	of	contracting	parties	at	the	national	level.	

	
	
Examples	of	principles	that	can	be	included	(as	per	MAP):	

• Integration:	ML	Management	shall	be	part	of	the	Solid	Waste	Management	and	other	
relevant	strategies;	

• Prevention:	ML	management	measures	should	aim	at	preventing	ML	generation	at	
source;	

• Precaution:	prevent	environmental	degradation	in	cases	where	ML	threats	are	serious	
or	irreversible	damage;		

• Polluter-pays:	costs	of	pollution	prevention,	control	and	reduction	measures	are	to	be	
borne	by	the	polluter;	

• Ecosystem-based	approach:	the	full	effects	of	ML	on	marine	and	coastal	ecosystem,	
habitats	and	species	should	be	taken	into	account;	

• Public	participation	and	stakeholder	involvement;	
• Sustainable	Consumption	and	Production.	
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Panel	5:	Managing	industry	and	municipal	solid	waste:	What	are	the	gaps	and	options	within	
the	policy	framework	for	eliminating	land-based	sources	of	marine	litter	and	microplastics?	
(cont’d)	
Ning	LIU	(NOWPAP)	
Anthony	Talouli	(SPREP)	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	5:	

• Political	will	and	international	image	assists	in	motivating	countries.	
• Regional	Seas	have	a	strong	focus	on	solid	waste	management	and	prevention	of	

leakage.	
• NOWPAP	is	differentiating	between	solid	waste	and	hazardous	waste	(chemicals).	
• There	is	recognition	of	the	waste	hierarchy	across	regions	with	action	that	

implements	Reduction	and	Recycling	but	not	much	on	Reuse	of	plastics.	
• The	overarching	frameworks	appear	to	be	effective	in	providing	the	basis	for	

reduction	of	pollution.	
• Need	more	emphasis	at	the	higher	level,	but	real	need	is	in	terms	of	Action	Plans.		

Targets	and	indicators	are	needed,	including	water	quality	monitoring	and	baseline	
data.	

• The	role	of	science	is	critical	in	establishing	baselines,	triggers	and	targets	that	set	
acceptable	levels	of	pollution.	These	targets	may	need	to	be	determined	by	the	
limitations	of	technology	and	capacity	as	opposed	to	“perfect”	ecological	targets.	

• Framework	should	allow	for	targets	to	be	reviewed	and	updated.	
• For	ocean	sources,	there	may	be	a	gap	in	ratification	of	MARPOL	Annex	V	but	there	

is	room	for	other	national	legislation	to	fill	that	gap.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Panel	6:	Effectiveness:	How	can	we	measure	policy	and	legal	effectiveness	in	managing	
marine	litter	and	microplastics?	
Nilufer	Oral,	Istanbul	Bilgi	University	
Lara	Ognibene,	UNEP	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	6:	
(see	handout	document	on	Measuring	Effectiveness)	
	

• The	Resolution	and	ToR	refer	to	international,	regional	and	sub-regional.	The	
challenge	is	how	to	measure	effectiveness	without	analysis	of	national	legislation	
and	implementation.	

• Where	Contracting	Parties	have	established	their	legal	frameworks,	this	can	be	a	
measure	of	effectiveness	for	implementation,	as	well	as	adoption	of	binding	and	
non-binding	national	legislation.	This,	however,	requires	analysis	at	the	national	level	
and	is	not	in	scope.	

• A	measure	of	implementation	is	the	submission	of	monitoring	data,	eg.	indicate	
implementation	of	a	Dumping	Protocol	by	submitting	information	on	the	
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establishment	of	a	national	authority	to	assess	and	issue	dumping	permits.	Without	
information	over	the	years	on	the	permits	issued	and	quantities	dumped,	
effectiveness	of	legal	framework	cannot	be	measured.		

• A	challenge	of	regional	frameworks	is	how	to	get	data	that	is	consistent	and	of	good	
quality.	

• Another	challenge	with	marine	litter,	particularly	microplastics,	is	that	many	
Contracting	parties	don’t	have	the	money	for	monitoring	programs.	

• Some	regional	instruments	establish	a	duty	to	prevent	transboundary	pollution	but	it	
may	not	be	feasible	to	measure	transboundary	sources.	

• National	legislation	presents	a	strong	layer	(land,	territorial	seas,	EEZs).	High	seas	
have	action	plans	and	other	strategies.	Do	the	high	seas	represent	a	gap?	

• Distinction	between	the	action	that	countries	can	take	at	national	level	and	the	
action	that	can	be	taken	collectively	through	an	Action	Plan,	eg	MAP	can	only	bind	
those	that	are	party	to	the	Action	Plan.	Need	to	enter	into	agreement	with	other	
institutions	to	engage	at	a	different	level	due	to	not	only	the	limitations	of	the	
instrument	but	also	the	geographic	gap.	

	
	
	
	
Panel	7:	Managing	Impacts:	Are	there	opportunities	for	EIAs	and	EPR	to	manage	macro,	
microplastics	and	chemicals?	
Ning	LIU,	NOWPAP	
Luisa	Rodrigues,	MAP	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	7:	
	

• EIA	is	one	of	basic	principles	under	Barcelona	Convention.	All	parties	must	undertake	
EIA	for	those	activities	that	are	likely	to	cause	significant	environmental	impact.	

• This	general	principle	has	been	implemented	in	the	various	protocols	through	
various	measures	such	as	taking	certain	elements	into	account	for	permits,	etc.	

• EIA	is	only	applied	to	projects	or	programs,	eg	coastal	developments	must	assess	
impact	from	litter	generated	by	tourists.	

• Need	to	identify	the	activity	to	be	assessed	under	an	EIA.	Therefore,	diffuse	sources	
are	difficult	to	include	in	EIAs.	

• EIA	is	not	used	for	authorisations	except	for	offshore	dumping.	
• Some	Regional	Seas	Secretariats	are	discussing	developing	guidelines	for	EIA	on	

plastics.	
• In	the	Mediterranean,	thresholds	are	now	being	established	through	targets	and	

indicators	on	marine	litter	and	the	setting	of	baselines	that	can	be	assessed.	But	is	
the	end	of	a	very	long	process,	starting	with	MLAP,	RAP	for	ML,	then	binding	MLAP.	

• Black	Sea	EIA	–	was	on	agenda,	were	supposed	to	have	guidelines	with	Espoo	
convention,	Turkey	and	Russia	not	party	to	Espoo	Convention,	disrupts	discussions	
so	no	EIA.	

• Problem	needs	to	be	significant	to	fall	under	the	annex	of	the	Espoo	Convention.	
Some	countries	are	working	around	this	trigger	by	breaking	up	the	problem	of	
marine	litter	and	microplastics	into	segments	which	dilutes	the	impact.	
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• CMS	and	ASCOBANS	have	developed	guidelines	for	implementing	EIA	for	
underwater	noise.	Meant	to	be	informative	not	binding.	Can	start	with	informative	
that	helps	those	interested	in	implementing	it	then	move	on	to	binding	agreements.	

• EIA	for	dumping	in	Mediterranean	is	implemented	by	national	authorities.	The	
article	does	not	allow	for	diffuse	sources	of	marine	litter.	

• MAP	and	other	instruments	do	refer	to	sustainable	production	and	consideration	of	
lifecycles.	

• An	industry	example	of	assessing	impacts	of	activities	and	products	is	the	HIGG	index	
created	by	the	Sustainable	Apparel	Coalition,	which	measures	the	impact	of	
materials	and	fibres.	(http://apparelcoalition.org/the-higg-index/)	

	
	
	
	
	
	
Panel	8:	Providing	the	tools:	Enhancing	technology	and	skillsets	to	better	manage	plastics	
Heidrun	Frisch-Nwakanma,	ASCOBANS	
Melanie	Virtue,	CMS	
Anthony	Talouli,	SPREP	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	8:	

• Technology	is	a	tool	that	can	be	leveraged	on	3	levels:	
o Collection	of	data	on	plastic	pollution	–	assists	in	setting	of	baselines	and	

targets.	This	can	include	science	and	technical	Working	Groups	components.	
o A	method	to	share	skills	and	build	capacity,	as	well	as	advertise	the	skills	

available	in	the	region.	
o Publication	of	country	profiles.	This	can	lead	to	“naming	and	shaming”	which	

has	encouraged	State	engagement	and	compliance.	
• Institutions	without	the	mandate	to	regulate	marine	litter	and	microplastics	are	

using	aspects	of	the	Regional	Seas	Action	Plans	that	are	relevant	to	their	mandate	
and	providing	advice	where	appropriate,	eg	encouraging	the	adoption	of	standards.	

• Capacity	building	and	sharing	of	technology	is	part	of	compliance	with	an	MEA	and	is	
a	measure	of	effectiveness.	

• The	example	of	South-South	countries	learning	from	each	other	can	be	translated	
into	other	frameworks.	

• Low	density	over	wide	ocean	space	means	low	capacity	in	the	Pacific	region.	Need	to	
provide	the	tools	but	also	the	skillsets	for	these	to	be	maintained.	Any	initiatives	
introduced	must	be	owned	by	government	and	be	bottom-up	based	on	country	
needs.	Timing	is	important	to	ensure	uptake.	Countries	learn	more	by	practical	
implementation	when	those	with	skills	come	to	their	country	and	spend	time	with	
them.	It	is	also	important	for	recipients	to	have	specific	projects	to	implement	post	
skills	transfer.	
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Panel	9:	Leveraging	international	and	regional	components	-	How	can	we	enhance	current	
institutions	and	scientific	bodies?	
Michele	Ameri,	DOALOS	(recorded	presentation)	
Heidrun	Frisch-Nwakanma,	ASCOBANS	
Valerie	A.	Johnson,	FAO	
	
Summary	of	findings	from	Panel	9:	

• The	presentation	by	DOALOS	provided	a	summary	of	challenges:	
o Capacity-building	
o Improved	cooperation	and	coordination	
o Mainstreaming	of	ocean	issues.	

• Those	institutions	without	the	mandate	to	manage	marine	litter	and	microplastics	
rely	on	the	Regional	Seas	(and	EU	MSFD	where	applicable)	to	address	the	issue,	but	
can	encourage	implementation	by	Parties	of	measures	agreed	under	these	
frameworks.	These	institutions	can	also	assist	by	gathering	information	relevant	to	
their	mandate	and	provide	this	to	Regional	Seas,	etc.	

• There	are	gaps	in	the	current	governance	framework	and	performance	issues	in	some	
regions.	

• The	focus	is	still	on	the	waste	management	sector	and	“plugging”	any	leakages	from	
these	processes.	

• Efforts	have	not	focused	at	the	industry	level.	NGOS	have	targeted	microbeads	and	
plastic	bag	bans	on	a	product	basis,	but	the	need	was	clearly	identified	in	this	
workshop	for	greater	management	of	the	entire	lifecycle	of	plastic	products,	
particularly	before	they	become	waste.	This	is	not	within	the	scope	and	mandate	of	
UN	Regional	Seas.	It	is	also	not	in	the	mandate	of	institutions	that	manage	the	impact	
on	various	wildlife	or	the	Convention	on	Biological	Diversity	(CBD).	Only	UNCLOS	
provides	this	mandate,	but	in	broad	terms	that	are	difficult	to	measure.	

• Other	instruments	that	can	be	included	in	the	toolset	of	policymakers	include	the	UN	
Watercourses	Convention,	RAMSAR	Wetlands	Convention,	Basel	Convention	and	
Stockholm	Convention	(all	not	specifically	related	to	plastics).	

• Marine	litter	falls	under	the	scope	of	many	different	instruments.	Can	marine	litter	
and	microplastics	be	managed	by	combining	all	the	objectives	of	the	various	
instruments,	eg	protection	of	biodiversity,	and	is	it	sufficient	for	this	duty	to	be	
implied	or	must	it	be	implicit?	This	may	not	be	an	adequate	approach	and	a	new	
framework	may	be	necessary	to	manage	the	private	sector.	

• There	is	a	clear	need	to	manage	the	issue	‘upstream’.	This	was	interpreted	as	
managing	the	plastics	industry,	including	design,	manufacture	and	trade.	

• The	mandate	of	the	Regional	Seas	is	more	appropriate	to	managing	the	symptoms	
downstream	once	they	become	an	issue	in	the	oceans.	Although	there	is	a	mandate	
to	manage	land-based	sources	of	pollution,	which	would	include	marine	litter	and	
microplastics,	and	some	Protocols	and	Action	Plans	refer	to	consideration	of	lifecycle	
assessments,	the	capacity	of	Regional	Seas	to	manage	upstream	is	through	the	
development	of	indicators,	reporting	procedures	and	country	profiles.	It	is	up	to	
States	to	manage	the	plastics	industry.	

• Does	this	need	a	separate	standalone	framework	to	give	the	mandate	to	
governments	to	regulate	the	industry?	Existing	instruments	do	not	adequately	
address	this.	
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