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July 31, 2026

To:  United Nations Committee of Experts on Environmental-Economic Accounting
(UNCEEA)

Re:  Global consultation on the first set of Guidance Notes containing proposals for the
update of the System of Environmental-Economic Accounting 2012 Central
Framework (SEEA CF).

The Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law (Policy Integrity)*
respectfully submits the following comments to the United Nations Committee of Experts on
Environmental-Economic Accounting’s (UNCEEA) global consultation on Guidance Note A.2.
containing proposals for the update of the System of Environmental-Economic Accounting 2012
Central Framework (SEEA CF).2 Policy Integrity is a non-partisan think tank dedicated to
improving the quality of government decisionmaking through advocacy and scholarship in the
fields of administrative law, economics, and public policy.

Policy Integrity supports this consultation process, which is an important step for the
implementation of the SEEA CF. We believe that the UNCEEA successfully identified relevant
issues in the current SEEA CF and presented reasonable options for their resolution.

After reviewing Guidance Note A.2. and its proposed solutions, we offer the following comments:

1. The SEEA CF should expand its explanation on why indicators are important. In
doing so, it should highlight that indicators are useful to many different users such as
businesses, researchers, and the general public, not only to policy decisionmakers.

! This document does not purport to present the views, if any, of New York University School of Law.

2 Shantanu Mukherjee, GLOBAL CONSULTATION ON SELECTED GUIDANCE NOTES FOR THE UPDATE
OF THE SYSTEM OF ENVIRONMENTAL-ECONOMIC ACCOUNTING 2012 —CENTRAL FRAMEWORK (June 10,
2026), https://perma.cc/AB8Z-NZST.


https://perma.cc/4B8Z-NZST

Institute for
Policy Integrity

MEW E L

The SEEA CF would benefit from expanding the set of examples on uses when
describing indicator typologies. In doing so, it should describe examples of uses for
other users than policy decisionmakers. It could also benefit from using user
categories that already exist in other documents, such as the United Nations’
Handbook on Supply and Use Tables.

The new proposed typology of indicators for SEEA CF is adequate. But we
recommend the typology not be characterized in physical terms alone but instead
explicitly accommodate monetary terms across all four proposed categories.

Using a recurrent example, such as Air Emissions Accounts, for how indicators are
constructed is an important addition to the SEEA CF. But the text should also
describe, when relevant, how the construction of indicators may differ for other types
of environmental-economic flows. In addition, we recommend that the SEEA CF
presents indicator examples based on monetary estimates, not only physical flows.

The SEEA CF should change how it describes its links to other indicator sets —
instead of referencing specific external frameworks (like naming individual SDG
indicators, which change over time), it should organize the discussion around
broader, more durable policy themes (e.g. resource use, sustainability, wellbeing
impacts) that those frameworks relate to.
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I. Background: The SEEA and the SEEA CF Consultation
Process

Economists have long argued that the System of National Accounts (SNA), used to measure
economic activity, with its flagship indicator GDP, fails to account for the interactions between
the environment and the economy as it relies on market transactions to measure economic activity.

The SEEA CF was developed by the United Nations to correct for many of these omissions to
national income accounting. The SEEA CF follows the same accounting principles but includes
environmental assets (and associated services such as natural resources, emissions, energy use) in
addition to the land, labor and capital that are priced in the economy and already included in the
national accounts.

The UNCEEA’s global consultation process for updates to the SEEA CF is primarily motivated
by the need to align the framework with the newly revised SNA,? and to respond to policy demands
for integrated data on the circular economy, biodiversity, and climate change. This update process
aims to address measurement and conceptual gaps by replacing inconsistent, ad hoc methodologies
with a robust and internationally recognized accounting standard that ensures comparability across
different countries and regions.

The update process is structured around 29 identified issues and is expected to conclude in 2028.
The process involves the development of 29 Guidance Notes (one for each identified issue) and
their release for global consultation in three phases during 2026, allowing national statistical
offices, international organizations, and expert communities to provide feedback and technical
review. In this document, we provide our comments on Guidance Note A.2. addressing the
treatment of indicators in the SEEA CF, which is part of the second phase of this consultation
process.*

% System of National Accounts 2025 - 2025 SNA, UNITED NATIONS DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND
SOCIAL AFFAIRS, STATISTICS DIVISION, https://perma.cc/R6KY-2YPT,

* PETER MEADOWS, MANDY DRIVER AND CARL OBST, UPDATE OF THE SEEA CENTRAL FRAMEWORK,
GUIDANCE NOTE ISSUE A.2: INDICATORS (June 2026) [hereinafter Guidance Note],
https://perma.cc/AGD2-KUAD.
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I1. Issues ldentified in Guidance Note A.2. on the Treatment of
Indicators in the SEEA CF:

Indicators are “summaries” of different information in a single metric condensing a broad range
of information into a single summary statistic or value. The authors of Guidance Note A.2., citing
a report by the United Nations Development Program, clearly state the importance of indicators: ®

"The major strength of indicators is their ability to condense a broad range of information
into a single and well-defined value that can be easily disseminated and interpreted by a
broad audience. Indicators allow us to track changes over time and make comparisons
across sub-populations using objective evidence of progress. Any indicator, however, is
only as good as the data from which it is derived, the methodology used to compute it, and
the use to which it is put.”

Examples of effective indicators include: the Dow Jones Industrial Average, the AQI (Air Quality
Index), and Gross Domestic Product. They all effectively convey a measure of how well stocks,
air quality and the economy are doing respectively. As the SEEA accounts are developed and
compiled, many users may find the data too granular to extract information for broad interpretation
and will seek to use indicators derived from the accounts.

To ensure that the indicators derived from the SEEA are consistent across time, space, sub-
populations, and other relevant dimensions, the SEEA needs to provide explicit standards and
guidance to generate summary metrics from its more granular data. Only then can the data provide
useful information for businesses, policy makers, and others interested in tracking the
sustainability and contribution of the environment to economic production and wellbeing.

According to the authors of the Guidance Note, the most recent version of the SEEA CF (released
in 2012) provides an insufficient treatment of indicators. This is because the existing content is
fragmented across chapters rather than systematic, it lacks an up-front statement of why indicators
matter, its typology hasn't been revisited, it gives no step-by-step derivation method, and it has not

> UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM, INDICATORS FOR POLICY MANAGEMENT 94 (2005),
https://perma.cc/R3PU-M944,
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been connected to post-2012 developments in other indicators (e.g. Sustainable Development
Goals indicators) or to other domains like the “social domain.”®

To address these issues, the authors of Guidance Note A.2. propose to:

1. Explain more clearly why indicators matter, framing them as the link between technical
statistical compilation and policy decision-making.

2. Update the typology (classification) of indicator types — replace the current categories
with four types: descriptive aggregates (accounting totals themselves), performance
indicators (how an aggregate compares to a benchmark, e.g. a population or threshold),
efficiency indicators (how an aggregate compares to economic output, e.g. resource use
per unit of GDP), and linking indicators (a new category connecting environmental data
to other domains, notably social wellbeing).

3. Add examples, using Air Emission Accounts as a running case study, to show compilers
concretely how to build and present each type of indicator, and to flag common pitfalls in
interpreting them.

4. Change how the SEEA CF describes its links to other indicator sets — instead of
referencing specific external frameworks (like naming individual SDG indicators, which
change over time), organize the discussion around broader, more durable policy themes
(e.g. resource use, sustainability, wellbeing impacts) that those frameworks relate to.

In these comments, we provide general support for these recommendations and add suggestions
for further improvements. In the following section we provide our specific comments. We do so
by reproducing the questions accompanying the Guidance Note. For each question, we respond
with an accompanying justification.

® See Guidance Note, supra note 4, paras. 1, 7, 9, 12, 15, 16. Indicators are revised over time, reflecting
changes in the priorities for their use, which depend on our most recent understanding of science and
economics. For example, in National Income Accounting, the North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS) codes are revised to reflect changing economic importance of various sectors and
products. The same applies for the SEEA derived indicators.
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I1l. Comments to Guidance Note A.2.

1. The SEEA CF should expand its explanation on why indicators are important. In
doing so, it should highlight that indicators are useful to many different users such
as businesses, researchers, and the general public, not only to policy decisionmakers.

“Q1. Do you agree with the proposal to improve the text explaining the rationale for indicators
derived from the SEEA CF and the proposed emphasis on indicators as a bridge between
statistical compilation and policy decision-making?”

The specific proposal is to:’

include text on the benefits of deriving indicators based on accounting frameworks and the
benefits of using indicators to convey accounting-based information in chapter 2 and
consider integration into current paragraphs 1.24 or 1.54.

We agree with the assessment that the SEEA CF does not sufficiently address indicators and the
recommendation of adding text explaining the rationale for indicators derived from the SEEA CF.

We recommend that the new text should state that the “bridge” that indicators provide is not only
between statistical compilation and policy decision-making (as proposed in Question 1) but also
for other realms of decisionmaking. Policy is one important use of national accounts and the
indicators derived from them, but other important users such as businesses, researchers, and the
general public, also use national accounts for other purposes.

For example, businesses increasingly use environmental accounting data — on water use, GHG
emissions, and workforce exposure — to meet corporate sustainability reporting requirements,
such as the EU's Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive and SEC climate-related disclosure
rules; accounting-based data sets of the kind organized by the SEEA are explicitly identified as
supporting these assessments.® Researchers use the accounts and indicators derived from them for

" 1d. para. 27.a.

& UNITED NATIONS ET AL., SYSTEM OF NATIONAL ACCOUNTS 2025 para. 35.119 (2025) [hereinafter SNA
(2025)], https://perma.cc/RE6KY-2YPT (discussing enterprises' use of accounting-based data on water use,
Greenhouse Gas emissions, and workforce capability for corporate sustainability reporting).
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a wide range of applications, such as macroeconomic and econometric analysis of causal
relationships between economic and environmental variables.® The general public — including
analysts, the press, and civil society organizations — uses accounts and indicators derived from
them as summary measures to evaluate the performance of the economy.°

2. The SEEA CF would benefit from expanding the set of examples on uses when

describing indicator typologies. In doing so, it should describe examples of uses for
other users than policy decisionmakers. It could also benefit from using user
categories that already exist in other documents, such as the United Nations’
Handbook on Supply and Use Tables.

“Q2. Are there other purposes or uses of indicators that should be described in the updated
SEEA CF beyond what is presented in Chapter 6 of the 2012 SEEA CF?”

For background, the SEEA CF describes indicators in five different types:*!

Descriptive statistics: simple totals pulled from the accounts (e.g. total water use, total
emissions, total spending on environmental protection).

Environmental asset indicators: how much of a natural resource (e.g. forests, minerals)
exists and how that stock is changing over time.

Financing/cost-recovery aggregates: how environment-related activity is paid for
(e.g. subsidies, environmental taxes).

Ratio indicators: comparing a physical quantity to an economic one (e.g. resource use per
unit of GDP), covering productivity and intensity.

Links to international indicator initiatives: brief mentions of how SEEA data could feed
into existing global reporting efforts.

% 1d. para. 1.51 (describing macroeconomic analysis using econometric methods).

191d. para. 1.49 (“Certain key aggregates of the integrated framework of national accounts, such as GDP
and GDP per head of population, have acquired an identity of their own and are widely used by analysts,
politicians, the press, the business community and the public at large as summary, global indicators of
economic activity and (material) well-being.").

1 UNITED NATIONS ET AL., SYSTEM OF ENVIRONMENTAL-ECONOMIC ACCOUNTING 2012: CENTRAL
FRAMEWORK paras. 6.92-6.111 (2025) [hereinafter SEEA CF], https://perma.cc/B47Z-Z\WC8.
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But the main text does not describe their uses. Instead, it describes types of indicators and the
information they contain. "Use" (who acts on an indicator, and for what purpose) is almost never
stated as an independent category; where it appears at all, it is folded into the sentence defining
the indicator type itself. Below, a few examples:

e Decoupling indicators: "Decoupling indicators show the extent to which growth in income
and consumption is occurring with a decreasing use of environmental resources.” — this
states what the indicator measures, not who uses it or for what decision.*2

e Productivity/intensity indicators: "All of these indicators focus on the production process
and changes in the extent to which natural resources and natural inputs are being used by
industries to produce goods and services." Again, this description focuses on content, not
use.!3

e Polluter pays indicators: "These indicators help show the extent to which environmental
protection costs are internalized, and whether taxation and other payment schemes are
influencing the amount of emissions.” This description is the closest the chapter comes to
a use statement, but it is still framed as what the indicator reveals, not who applies it or
why. 14

The SEEA CF does not present a systematic account of "uses" that a list of additions could sensibly
extend. The chapter's organizing logic is type and calculation basis, not purpose. This is also true
with the guidance note's own proposed typology, which is likewise structured entirely around
indicator type (descriptive aggregates, performance, efficiency, linking) rather than around
purpose or user.'®

With the above in mind, we recommend first to clarify this distinction: Chapter 6 (and the proposed
typology that will replace it) organizes content by what an indicator is and measures, not who uses
it and why. These are different classificatory dimensions and conflating them makes it hard to
answer whether "purposes" are adequately covered, since purposes were never systematically
separated out from types to begin with.

12 Guidance Note, supra note 4, para. 6.109.
3 1d. paras. 6.105-6.108.

41d. para. 6.111.

5 1d. paras. 9, 19.
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After making the distinction between what an indicator is and measures from who uses it and why,
we strongly recommend that SEEA CF provides a list of examples on the uses of indicators. When
doing so, it should be acknowledged that the set of possible uses of environmental-economic data
is effectively open-ended. Therefore, any proposed list would be incomplete. At most, SEEA CF
can aim to provide a list of representative potential uses across use and/or user categories.

To describe uses, we recommend first classifying user types, which is a more bounded exercise.
All user classifications should include, at minimum, four broad user categories: businesses,
policymakers, researchers, and the general public. These categories can be broken down further.
To promote consistency among relevant guidelines and handbooks, which can help reduce
ambiguity and error in the compilation of the accounts and indicators, compilers can use existing
classifications in other guidelines and/or harmonize the SEEA CF classifications across multiple
guidelines. For example, the Handbook on Supply and Use Tables and Input-Output Tables
provide one possible taxonomy distinguishing general data users and analytical users:®

e General data users have simple data needs across a broad range of topics (e.g., ordinary
citizens, small businesses, journalists, students/teachers)

e Analytical users have complex data needs, including detailed and dynamic variables (e.g.,
government departments, researchers, international organizations, and multi-national
corporations)

At the Institute for Policy Integrity, we are at preliminary stages of a report on the uses of natural
capital accounting. Our research includes a literature review of hundreds of papers and reports
from which we extracted the description of actual and potential uses of the accounts. Preliminary
analysis of the answers retrieved using a Large Language Model (the Claude Sonnet 5 model) with
a prompt to execute a classification based on keyword occurrence yields the following results:

16 UNITED NATIONS DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL AFFAIRS STATISTICS DIVISION, HANDBOOK
ON SUPPLY AND USE TABLES AND INPUT OUTPUT-TABLES WITH EXTENSIONS AND APPLICATIONS para.
15.2. (2018), https://perma.cc/N3X8-RGVQ.
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Use Category Government Business Researchers Public Not specified / Apply to all

Assessment/Evaluation 444 65 69 5 248
Data gap/Integration 245 35 38 5 207
Reporting/Compliance 220 50 18 7 142
Valuation 217 34 31 4 145
Monitoring 229 18 26 2 109
Decision-making 205 41 7 5 103
Target-setting 194 11 9 1 71
Planning 201 16 2 3 57
Forecasting 87 7 27 3 44
Trade-off analysis 83 8 1 34
Policy design 70 1 4 1 16
Awareness/Education 24 14 4 19 36
Resource mgmt/Allocation 42 3 1 1 17
Risk/Business intel 3 29 4 0 3

Measurement/Metric development 709 61 190 12 537
Institutional coordination/Cross-sector linkage 76 5 8 1 52
(Unclassified use) 1471 222 318 61 658

Table 1 — preliminary classification of uses and users using a Large Language Model (the Claude Sonnet 5 model) for
a report on uses by the Institute for Policy Integrity. The classification is based on keyword occurrence, which is a
relatively restrictive classification method. This restrictiveness explains in part the large number of unclassified users
and uses (last row). The uses in our sample correspond to uses of the accounts, not necessarily indicators, but can
serve as a guidance to select examples for indicators.

The above classification illustrates the type of uses and users that may be relevant when selecting
examples for indicators in the SEEA CF. Importantly, it shows that while government may be the
most prominent user category, it is not the only one. However, its prominence in the list may
indicate current researchers and organizations’ bias towards focusing on uses by government and
policymakers. We recommend that the SEEA CF text includes a broader set of examples of
indicators that includes businesses, researchers, and the public as these are important (and
potentially underrepresented) users of natural capital accounting.

3. The new proposed typology of indicators for SEEA CF is adequate. But we
recommend the typology not be characterized in physical terms alone but instead
explicitly accommodate monetary terms across all four proposed categories.

10
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“03. Do you agree with the proposed typology of indicators considering its structure,
terminology and coverage presented in para 9 of the Guidance note?”

The existing classification of indicators, and the reasons provided by the Guidance Note’s authors
for its revision are summarized below:*’

Descriptive statistics: describing basic totals from the accounts (e.g., Total Supply of
Products, Total Use of Natural Inputs, Gross Energy Input, Gross Water Input.). The
authors claim the term “statistics” is misleading, since it doesn't reflect that these figures
come from an accounting structure rather than survey-based statistics.

Environmental asset aggregates and indicators: describing what could be measured
from asset accounts (e.g., total stock of a natural resource such as forest area, mineral
reserves; total national wealth; depletion; share of resource rent.) The authors note this area
only describes what could be calculated, without specifying actual calculations — and
point out that, in practice, no aggregate or indicator is even listed for asset accounts in the
current text.

Financing/cost-recovery aggregates: describing how environmental activity is paid for
(e.g., Total Expenditure on Environmental Protection, environmental taxes and subsidies.)
The authors do not raise any specific problem with this category.

Ratio indicators: describing a physical quantity compared to an economic one. Examples
include: the implicit tax rate on energy measured/calculated as energy taxes divided by
joules of energy use, GDP divided by air emissions, resource use per unit of output. The
authors claim this single label conflates two different policy questions — whether
performance matters against a threshold versus whether resource use is efficient — and
should be split accordingly.

Links to international indicator initiatives: describing brief connections to established
efforts. Examples include: the OECD green growth project, the UNEP Green Economy
initiative, the EU's Beyond GDP initiative, and indicator work under the Convention on
Biological Diversity. The authors claim SEEA is "only marginally used" in support of these
initiatives despite being well-suited to it, and note this section predates the SDG indicators,
one of the most important developments in indicators.

" Guidance Note, supra note 4, paras. 7, 9, 12, 15, 16.

11
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To respond to these issues, the authors propose a new indicator typology. The new typology
separates two policy questions that were previously bundled (performance and efficiency); gives
"descriptive aggregates" a different terminology, and adds a category (linking indicators).

The newly proposed categories and the rationale for including them are summarized below:

I.  Descriptive aggregates: accounting totals and identities from the flow, asset, or functional
accounts. The authors rename "descriptive statistics” to better reflect that these figures
come from an accounting structure, not survey-based statistics. This newly proposed
category also explicitly includes financial/monetary aggregates, in addition to what was in
descriptive statistics previously, absorbing old category 3 (i.e., financing/cost-recovery).
Examples include: Total Supply of Products, Gross Energy Input, Total Expenditure on
Environmental Protection.

ii.  Performance indicators: an environmental aggregate compared to a total, population, or
sustainability threshold. The authors split this category out from the old "ratio indicators™
to better isolate the policy question of "does it matter” from efficiency questions (described
below), comparing environmental performance against a benchmark of significance.
Examples include: emissions per capita; resource use relative to a sustainability threshold;
performance of natural resource-based economic activities.

ii.  Efficiency indicators: an environmental aggregate compared to economic output. The
authors split this category out from "ratio indicators"” to isolate a different policy question
— "are we improving how efficiently we use resources” — which they argue is analytically
distinct from the performance question above and deserves its own label. Examples
include: energy, water, or materials use per unit of output produced.

iv.  Linking indicators: a new category (and the least developed) connecting environmental
data to other domains, notably the social domain, and to other international indicator
efforts.!® The authors develop this new category to fill a vital gap in the current typology
(identified in paragraph 16) that links to domains beyond the economic and environmental
realm. The example given is allocating air emissions data to social/gender groups at a
subnational level.

18 1d. para. 16. The authors themselves flag that the connections to the social domain are explicitly deferred
to a separate, later guidance note (issue A7).

12
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The authors chose this typology (based on a 1999 European Environment Agency model) over two
alternatives considered (a UNECE circular-economy-style typology and one based on input-output
tables) primarily because it requires the smallest rewrite of the existing SEEA CF text, not because
it was shown to be conceptually superior.®

In general, we think the new proposed typology is adequate, but we strongly recommend that the
typology explicitly accommodates monetary indicators across all four categories, instead of
focusing on those that are solely in physical units. Valuation is a defining feature of the SEEA as
it is meant to organize physical and monetary data within a common accounting structure.?
However, the examples proposed in the Guidance Note lean almost entirely on physical variables
(air emissions, resource use). The first category (descriptive aggregates) already partially addresses
this, since financial aggregates will be explicitly incorporated there. But categories 2—4
(performance, efficiency, linking) currently have no monetary framing or examples at all. We
recommend that the updated text explicitly describes each category in both physical and monetary
terms, and include examples for indicators based on monetary values alongside physical ones.

We propose some potential examples for indicators based on monetary values by category below:

i.  Descriptive aggregates: Total Expenditure on Environmental Protection; environmental

tax revenue; resource rent; Net National Wealth including natural capital.

ii.  Performance indicators: monetary damages of air emissions per capita, or as a share of
GDP; environmental protection expenditure as a share of GDP; resource rent as a share of
GDP; environmental tax revenue as a share of total tax revenue.

iii.  Efficiency indicators: environmental subsidies relative to the corresponding value of
sector output; resource rent per unit of extraction value.

Iv.  Linking indicators: distributional impact of environmental cost (e.g. carbon tax burden or
estimated pollution damage cost) across income deciles or social groups.

191d. paras. 20-21.
20 See SEEA CF, supra note 11, para. 1.54.

13
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The examples may want to highlight when the change of these variables is relatively important
compared to their absolute value. This will make clear that temporal dynamics are key, requiring
clear definitions that transparently update over time.

4. Using a recurrent example, such as Air Emissions Accounts, for how indicators are
constructed is an important addition to the SEEA CF. But the text should also
describe, when relevant, how the construction of indicators may differ for other types
of environmental-economic flows. In addition, we recommend that the SEEA CF
presents indicator examples based on monetary estimates, not only physical flows.

“Q4. Do you agree with the proposal to include in the SEEA CF a series of examples about
indicators, in this case using Air Emission Accounts as a focus?”

While the current SEEA CF text describes what indicators could be calculated, it gives no step-
by-step demonstration of how to actually build one from the accounts or how to present it
responsibly. 2*

The Guidance Note proposes to fill that gap with three working examples built around Air
Emission Accounts, one for each stage of the proposed typology. In particular, the example would
show:?

1. what are the key descriptive aggregates for air emissions and why are they useful,

2. how to build performance/efficiency indicators tracking emissions over time, and

3. how to link emissions data to the social domain (e.g. allocating emissions by gender or
other population groups), including the methodological problems that arise when doing
SO.

We strongly support using examples, as they can serve as an important guide for the compilation,
interpretation and use of the accounts and derived indicators. A single running example is easier
to follow than abstract definitions and helps to clearly connect the various steps of the process,
from the construction of the indicator to its interpretation and use.

21 Guidance Note, supra note 4, para. 17.c.
22 Guidance Note, supra note 4, paras. 25.a.—25.c.

14
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SEEA CF should link (or expand beyond) the proposed air emissions example to other contexts.
Different types of environmental-economic flows have different properties that may result in
different challenges in the construction, interpretation, and use of their indicators. While it would
be impossible to cover all possible cases, we suggest SEEA CF add a few other examples for a
different set of accounts, add a discussion on the differences between these accounts and the Air
Emissions account, and/or include notes in the Air Emissions examples that highlight differences
that may arise in other contexts.

It is critical to provide examples beyond the physical accounts to include monetary estimates.
Indicators and data based in physical units are often impossible to aggregate. Air pollution for
example is a vague term. PM, Ozone, CO, air toxics, SO2, NOx, etc., cannot be meaningfully
added by weight when the damage per ton of pollutant varies tremendously. In addition, we cannot
sum across externalities because they are in different units. This illustrates the importance that the
SEEA move towards valuation of all these environmental flows.

In practice, we stress the importance of the SEEA CF providing examples of monetary-based
indicators. These examples should correspond to the categories proposed by the authors of the
Guidance Note, described above. For example, efficiency can be described in monetary terms as
the dollar value of benefits per dollar of expenditures. In the case of air emissions, health impacts
are valued in dollar terms using the value of statistical life and other relevant monetary metrics.
When aggregating by monetary value, analysts can combine the effects of reducing multiple
pollutants, including co-pollutants. In this sense, valuation is a powerful tool to construct indicators
that overcomes some of the issues in aggregating diverse information in terms of physical units.
We strongly urge SEEA CF to more clearly state the valuation component of indicators.?®

5. The SEEA CF should change how it describes its links to other indicator sets —
instead of referencing specific external frameworks (like naming individual SDG
indicators, which change over time), it should organize the discussion around
broader, more durable policy themes (e.g. resource use, sustainability, wellbeing
impacts) that those frameworks relate to.

%% See SEEA CF, supra note 11, para. 1.54 (describing SEEA CF’s emphasis on combining physical as
well as monetary accounts).
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“Q5. Do you agree with the proposal that the updated SEEA CF should describe links to both
international indicator sets and social domains using policy themes as the entry point?”

The SEEA CF links the SEEA to other indicator sets by naming specific frameworks directly: the
OECD green growth project, UNEP Green Economy, the EU's Beyond GDP initiative, and CBD
indicator work.2* But, as the authors claim: "SEEA is currently only marginally used in support of
these initiatives, although it provides an integrated, coherent and consistent information system for
the derivation of several indicators."%

Using specific external indicator sets as the entry point for the connections between the SEEA CF
and other external indicator sets presents some challenges. One such challenge is that while
indicator frameworks are created, gain prominence, get revised, or are superseded by newer
frameworks over time, the SEEA CF itself is only revised infrequently (roughly once a decade),
so any named framework risks becoming outdated before the next SEEA update cycle. For
example, the current SEEA CF text does not mention the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG)
indicators, despite the SDG (adopted in 2015) now being the dominant global indicator framework
for sustainability.

We support the proposed change of using policy themes as the entry point. Organizing around
durable themes instead of specific indicator frameworks prevents the updating mismatch described
above, since a theme does not decay or require maintenance the way a list of named frameworks
does. This organization also better matches with how many users are likely to approach the data:
starting from a policy question rather than from a named indicator set. Thus, a theme-based
organization is a more natural entry point than a framework-based one and facilitates the use of
the accounts. We would note, however, that a theme label alone does not tell a user which specific
external indicator (e.g. a given SDG code) an SEEA account maps to, so the update may still
benefit from an illustrative theme-to-account mapping (possibly to existing frameworks) to make
the connection actionable, not just durable.

24 1d. para. 6.112.
% Guidance Note, supra note 4, para. 15.
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