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Towards Structural Consolidation of Tourism-Related Monitoring under the Antarctic Treaty System
Summary
This paper recalls that environmental monitoring is a central operational and environmental obligation embedded in the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty (Environmental Protocol). Several initiatives relevant to tourism-related monitoring are currently advancing in parallel within the Antarctic Treaty System and beyond. While these efforts demonstrate that the need for monitoring is broadly recognized, there is a risk of fragmentation and limited long-term data comparability. This paper invites the Parties to engage in a discussion on pathways for consolidating existing knowledge, initiatives and stakeholders into a coherent and operationally aligned approach. 
Normative Context
Monitoring is embedded in the environmental assessment framework established by the Environmental Protocol as an environmental principle applicable to all activities in the Antarctic Treaty area: Article 3 requires that activities be planned and conducted so as to limit adverse impacts and to be based on sufficient information. Annex I further provides that environmental impact assessment includes procedures for monitoring and verifying predicted impacts. 

Within this framework, monitoring serves two interrelated functions: It enables the verification of whether predicted impacts correspond to observed effects, and it provides information that can inform subsequent assessments of similar, expanding or cumulative activities. Monitoring thus, over time, leads from individual project-level evaluation to broader environmental understanding.

Across successive CEP deliberations, monitoring considerations have been linked to discussions on cumulative impacts, site-based management, tourism growth and environmental change. In the recent discussions on a Tourism Framework, monitoring has been identified as a key element for ensuring that governance arrangements are supported by a reliable and comparable evidence base.
Knowledge Base, Ongoing Initiatives and Structural Considerations 
A substantial body of monitoring-relevant knowledge has developed within and alongside the Antarctic Treaty System. 

Scientific contributions have addressed environmental change, ecosystem dynamics, wildlife disturbance, cumulative and site-specific impacts. These analyses provide conceptual frameworks and methodological approaches that are directly relevant to discussions on tourism-related monitoring. Such expertise emerges from a wide range of scientific actors contributing to Antarctic environmental research and assessment processes.

Monitoring-relevant information is also generated through operational practice. IAATO annual tourism statistics and reporting provide consistent data on visitor numbers, vessel activity and patterns of site use over time. Structured site stewardship approaches have introduced more systematic observation and documentation at selected landing sites, generating practical insights into visitation intensity, spatial distribution and emerging management considerations. National research programmes and individual research projects have further contributed site-based studies, impact assessments and methodological proposals relevant to monitoring tourism activities. Coordination initiatives such as Antarctica InSync (IP 91 (2024); IP 99 rev.1 (2025)) have reported on efforts to enhance circumpolar synchronisation of scientific observations, including human pressures and their environmental implications. 

Together, these scientific, operational and research-based contributions demonstrate that monitoring-relevant information is already being generated across multiple domains, including in contexts that are not specifically designed for tourism but may nonetheless provide relevant insights for assessing tourism-related activities and impacts. At the institutional level, several monitoring-relevant processes are advancing within the Antarctic Treaty System. 

Within the Tourism Framework discussions, monitoring has been identified as a relevant component of governance considerations. Environmental monitoring has been addressed in the CEP in relation to cumulative impacts and broader environmental observation needs. The Intersessional Contact Group on an International Framework for Environmental Monitoring has examined general monitoring considerations. Furthermore, the CEP Five-Year Work Plan, adopted at CEP 26, identifies both the development of an environmental monitoring framework for tourism and NGO activities (Priority 1b) and the facilitation of monitoring and state of the environment reporting (Priority 2a) as strategic priorities, including actions on monitoring objectives, gap analysis and data accessibility.

Despite this growing body of knowledge and the emergence of multiple monitoring-related initiatives, no agreed mechanism within the Antarctic Treaty System ensures systematic connection, interoperability or joint prioritisation across these efforts. Therefore, there is a risk that monitoring-relevant outputs remaining fragmented across processes, limiting their integration into a coherent and comparable evidence base in general. Monitoring requires comparability across operators, sites and seasons. If methods, definitions, metadata standards and reporting formats evolve separately, integration into a coherent evidence base will become increasingly complex or even impossible.

This structural challenge is reinforced by the time-sensitive nature of tourism developments. Tourism activities continue to diversify and expand spatially and temporally. Each season without at least minimal alignment increases the likelihood that baselines shift without adequate documentation and that emerging trends become difficult to distinguish from natural variability or broader environmental change. Delayed coordination may therefore reduce the long-term interpretability and policy relevance of monitoring data.

Early clarification of interfaces and minimum common elements would not require the immediate establishment of a fully developed monitoring system. Rather, it would create conditions under which diverse contributions can be meaningfully combined over time. Without such clarification, parallel efforts may entrench methodological divergence, duplicate work, and ultimately limit the capacity of monitoring outputs to support cumulative impact assessment and informed decision-making within the Antarctic Treaty System. Tourism provides a particularly dynamic and visible context in which these challenges become apparent. However, the structural issues identified are not limited to tourism activities and may be relevant for environmental monitoring more broadly
Strategic Considerations for Consolidation

Consolidation should focus on the deliberate clarification of interfaces: agreement on minimum common elements, compatible terminology and basic metadata principles that allow monitoring-relevant information generated across different processes to remain interoperable over time. Establishing such foundations would enable diverse contributions – scientific, operational and governance-related – to accumulate into a coherent and progressively more comprehensive monitoring approach, including but not limited to tourism-related monitoring contexts.

A comprehensive monitoring system need not be predefined in all its components at the outset. However, without early agreement on alignment principles, parallel developments risk reducing the feasibility of later integration. Conversely, early structured coordination would create the conditions under which existing efforts can mature into an operationally robust and collectively owned monitoring framework, with relevance across different activity types within the Antarctic Treaty System.

The question for the CEP is therefore not, whether monitoring activities exist, but how these emerging efforts can best be connected and guided so that they contribute to a coherent and comparable evidence base over time. One way to achieve this could be structured coordination among conveners and actors of existing initiatives. This could include enhanced information exchange, cross-representation or the preparation of a concise joint mapping note identifying overlaps, complementarities and interface needs among ongoing initiatives. Such an approach would build directly on current processes while improving transparency and coherence.

A second pathway could involve a targeted, time-bound consultation or workshop bringing together relevant stakeholders, including CEP representatives, scientific contributors, operational actors and industry representatives. The purpose of such a process would be to clarify roles, identify minimum common elements and explore alignment principles in a focused setting, recognising that tourism provides an entry point for discussion, while the outcomes may inform monitoring approaches more broadly.
Recommendations
[bookmark: _Hlk222767028]In light of the time-sensitive nature of baseline documentation and the parallel development of various monitoring initiatives, the Parties are invited to discuss how consolidation of tourism-related monitoring can now be advanced within the existing framework.

In this context, Germany recommends the CEP to discuss:

1. how existing monitoring-related priorities in the Five-Year Work Plan (including actions under 1b and 2a) could be implemented in a coordinated manner; 
2. possible ways for enhancing alignment and interoperability between ongoing monitoring-relevant initiatives, including focused workshop discussions or voluntary coordination efforts among interested Parties. 
3. guidance on how monitoring coherence should be advanced within its existing governance framework.
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