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groups are to be found in this document, given that the WG ESA meeting will be 
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has however been taken into consideration in drafting this document. The 

document attempts to bridge these inputs with the political steer provided by 

Marine Directors at their last meeting in May 2015. 
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- take note of the orientations presented for the draft CIS Work Programme 2016-2018 

- discuss and comment at the meeting or in writing by 13 November, as appropriate 
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MSFD Common implementation strategy Work programme 2016 – 

2018: Follow-up to WG input and main ideas 

Introduction   

The Common Implementation Strategy has accompanied the implementation of the Marine Strategy 

Framework Directive (MSFD – 2008/56/EC). It has proven to be an essential framework which brings 

together Member States and the Commission in a shared understanding of the implementation 

needs of the directive. It also provided for an opportunity for bringing closer, where possible, the 

frameworks of the four Regional Sea Conventions and the EU context. Last, but not least, it also 

allowed for the valuable input of stakeholders in complementing the process. 

Possible future priorities of the MSFD Common Implementation Strategy were discussed at the last 

Marine Directors' meeting in Riga (May 2015). Importantly, Marine Directors highlighted a number 

of challenges which they recommend need to be taken into account when developing the future 

work programme. This will have to be translated into a meaningful way of making the best use of 

existing resources to reap the maximum benefits collectively.  

There are a number of key elements that need to be considered: 

 The MSFD finds itself at a transition from first cycle into second cycle of implementation; 

 The work programme needs to take into account the limited resources available at all levels 

and has therefore to (1) prioritise actions that are fundamental to achieving the objectives of 

the MSFD and/or provide  a showcase to the work and efforts in reaching such objectives; 

(2) maximise potential synergies across implementation levels, notably at regional sea 

convention level where there is scope to avoid duplication; (3) maximise potential synergies 

across different legislative frameworks (Water Framework Directive, Habitats and Birds 

Directives, Common Fisheries Policy, Integrated Maritime Policy and  Maritime Spatial 

Planning Directive, and others e.g. food safety legislation, agricultural policy, transport and 

shipping, etc.); 

 The second cycle should move towards a more coherent regional system of MSFD 

implementation, both within and across regions; 

 Identify and resolve further gaps in the implementation framework 

While the adoption of the work programme was originally intended for 2015, the delay allows for 

inputs from working groups as requested by the Marine Directors.  

The main deliverables  

The MSFD requires a number of deliverables that are staged over a six-year period.  The 

implementation of the Directive now finds itself at a phase when Member States (though not all) 

have submitted their monitoring programmes in accordance with Art.11 MSFD and the Commission 

is now assessing these programmes in accordance with Art.12 MSFD. This sets the scene for the next 

phases of the Directive's implementation, as pictured in the Figure 1 below and the work 

programme needs to be structured around these main deliverables. A number of other processes 

inevitably either feed into (such as the Art.20.3 review of the marine environment in coordination 

with the European Environment Agency) or provide support to these deliverables (such as much of 

the work until now carried out by the working groups, or the knowledge gathering activities carried 
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out by the Commission's Joint Research Centre and the International Council for the Exploration of 

the Sea). 

 

 

Figure 1: Upcoming MSFD major milestones and deliverables 

The work feeding into the 2019 evaluation under Art.20 will be crucial and needs to be envisaged 

within this work programme so as to already feed into the start of the second cycle. Some of this 

preparatory work already finds itself in the Commission report assessing the implementation of 

Art.8, 9 & 10 (See COM(2014)97) and the upcoming report on the Commission’s assessment of the 

implementation of Art.11. Watching out for the shortcomings already identified by the Commission 

in the context of these reports would help with implementing these articles the second time round. 

Two other factors however also play an important part in shaping upcoming work for the 

implementation of the Directive. Firstly, the “Cross-cutting issues” document (GES_14-2015-07) – 

which is still in draft form – establishes or reaffirms a number of guiding principles that should help 

in better implementing the directive. Whatever the eventual form of this document is going to be, 

and together with the “Common Understanding" document (see GES_14-2015-08 Proposal for 

taking the Common Understanding Document forward), it will address a number of elements that 

required attention or a different modus operandi. The second significant process that will address 
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the shortcomings in the implementation of the MFSD is the outcome from the ongoing review 

process for the Decision on Good Environmental Status (2010/477/EU) and Annex III of the MSFD.  

Both these elements need to be taken into account as they will inevitably shape the second cycle of 

the MSFD implementation.   

Objectives 

Given the aforementioned context, and the overarching objective of the directive, the work 

undertaken by all actors in the context of the MSFD Common Implementation strategy over the 

coming two years needs to be geared to answering the question as to where we stand with our 

progress to reach Good Environmental Status. This is likely to require quantifying the status of the 

marine environment, i.e. how close (or far) are we to achieving good environmental status and 

qualifying whether our actions are geared towards alleviating the main problems preventing the 

achievement of Good Environmental Status.  It is also clear that the political significance of the 

substantial work that has been carried out and that still needs to be done should not be underplayed 

but on the other hand is brought to the fore, so as to be able to illustrate the benefits – whether 

imminent or projected – when drafting the Art. 20 report in 2019. 

It should be noted that the achievement of Good Environmental Status in the European Union’s 

marine waters by 2020 remains a legal obligation, and a political reiteration of this ambition was 

made by the Commission at the Our Oceans conference in Chile in early October 2015. 

Lessons learnt  

The May 2015 Directors’ meeting in Riga recognised that the work carried out so far on the common 

implementation strategy brings people and expertise together; improves cooperation with the 

Regional Sea Conventions; and serves at identifying gaps in the MSFD framework. This recognition 

however came with some caveats, namely that the progress was often not fast enough and that 

more efforts were necessary at all levels.  The second limitation that was highlighted is the reduced 

availability of resources and administrative capacity, and thereby calling for further focus on 

essential elements to implement the directive and to do so with a certain degree of efficiency. It is 

therefore important to exploit as many synergies as possible with other ongoing process, limit 

duplication and reduce unwanted burden that may come with implementing the MSFD.  

Coordination with other policies 

In this respect, the level of interaction with other policies becomes even more significant. The 

interaction with the implementation of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) is one of the more 

obvious candidates, and as per indicated by the marine directors, the coordination needs should be 

precisely defined in the work programme, with specific deliverables. The draft common 

implementation strategy work programme for the WFD recognises that there is the need to keep the 

dialogue and coordination structures with other closely related processes, notably mentioning the 

MFSD common implementation strategy. Areas being considered under the WFD common 

implementation strategy work programme include looking at integrating economic analyses 

between the WFD and MSFD; contributions to the GES decision review process; the links with GES 

descriptors when assessing status and biota-monitoring guidance.  

The above-mentioned draft cross-cutting issues document (presently in its section 3.5) also 

describes the links between the various elements of the acquis communautaire that contribute to 
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the marine strategy framework. Somewhat anticipating the ongoing Good Environmental Status 

Decision review it points out that "when developing recommendations for a [possible] revision of 

the Decision it will be important to ensure specifically how the determination and assessment of 

Good Environmental Status is linked with assessments and standards under other EU legislation (as 

well as linking to corresponding work under the Regional Sea Conventions and other international 

agreements)". Given the aforementioned objectives of this work programme, the work being done 

in the context of the Good Environmental Status decision review in streamlining processes from 

different legislative and international frameworks into the MSFD implementation process is 

expected to address, at least in part, the recurrent concern that these separate but related 

processes need to be brought together. Irrespective of the outcome of the review, the continuation 

of joint workshops and further streamlining of process and reporting obligations are needed to 

ensure that the various frameworks complement each other without the need for additional burden 

wherever possible. The joint workshop, held in December 2014, on the coordinated implementation 

of nature, biodiversity, water and marine policies is an example. The call by Marine Directors to 

consider a joint meeting of the Marine and Fisheries Directors is worth pursuing.  

The section "Exploitation of synergies" below dwells more upon the subject. 

Prioritisation of actions 

This work programme will need to prioritise the actions to be taken over the coming few years. The 

work has to directly feed into the mainstream deliverables thereby allowing Member States (and the 

Commission) to focus on the main elements required for the suitable implementation of the 

Directive – to focus on the "big things" as put by the Marine Directors in May 2015. 

Both the MSCG and Marine Directors have outlined a number of priorities that would need to be 

considered for the forthcoming work programme. These are found in the minutes1 and summary 

record2 of the respective meetings. This document attempts to reconcile the strategic orientations 

with other work strands that need to feed into them. 

Table 1: "Principles" of work identified by Marine Directors 

Working together 
Directors meeting: Riga 26-27 May 2015 

Implementation Harmonise approach between EU & regional level 

Duplication of efforts & obligations Avoid conflicting or uncoordinated timelines 

External dimension Foster cooperation with non-EU countries,  among 
RSCs & international organisations  

Using resources wisely 
Directors meeting: Riga 26-27 May 2015 

Using resources wisely Focus on implementation 

                                                            
1 MSCG minutes - https://circabc.europa.eu/w/browse/36e08b79-a6d4-450c-92a2-30cd1b4e6b51 

2 Marine Directors summary record - https://circabc.europa.eu/w/browse/36e08b79-a6d4-450c-92a2-

30cd1b4e6b51 

https://circabc.europa.eu/w/browse/36e08b79-a6d4-450c-92a2-30cd1b4e6b51
https://circabc.europa.eu/w/browse/36e08b79-a6d4-450c-92a2-30cd1b4e6b51
https://circabc.europa.eu/w/browse/36e08b79-a6d4-450c-92a2-30cd1b4e6b51
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 Set strict priorities 

 Focus on "big things" 

Establish better knowledge base Collaboration between Commission, EEA and 
Regional Sea Conventions 

 Understand cause-effect relationships 

Effective  & efficient process Reporting: joint assessment 

Technical, administrative & financial support EMFF funding for MSFD 

 

At the same time, the Directors called for strengthening the external dimension of EU action related 

to the MSFD. This call comes at a timely moment given the adoption of Sustainable Development 

Goal 14 and the G7 focus on marine litter. Both of these international developments provide a 

platform for the EU to showcase and implement its work (or parts thereof) that would ultimately 

lead to healthy, clean and productive seas, following the same principles as outlined above. The 

ongoing work on descriptors 5 and 10 appear to be good candidates. Another opportunity for cross-

fertilisation of EU MSFD and global efforts is provided by the World Ocean Assessment (WOA) the 

second cycle of which is planned to be launched in 2016. Ccoherence between WOA II and MSFD 

reporting should be increased even further, including with regard to timelines. The next EU Member 

States’ assessments under the MSFD are expected in 2018 and will feed in the first EU State of the 

Marine Environment Report, to be presented by the European Environment Agency in 2019; this 

report could constitute the EU input for the next WOA. Finally, the 2030 agenda was adopted last 

month and it includes the SDG 14 on conservation and sustainable use of oceans, seas and marine 

resources. It will be important to reflect jointly on how to design its implementation and reporting in 

a way that is mutually reinforcing with implementation of the MSFD and maximizing efficiency and 

effectiveness.  

 1. The MSCG is invited to comment on the choice of these strategic priorities. 

Structure and working arrangements 

The current structure of the common implementation strategy is serving well and seems to enjoy 

general support. It therefore does not seem necessary to change the structure itself. This document 

therefore proposes to retain the current three working groups – Good Environmental Status (WG 

GES); Data, Information and Knowledge exchange (WG DIKE); and Economic and Social Analysis (WG 

ESA). The participation to these groups is also not being questioned. It is however likely that the 

work ahead of us may require streamlining certain processes. Looking at the work that was carried 

out over the previous work programme, there were instances when differing working groups were 

working on the same issue but there interaction between the different work strands was not optimal 

(e.g. the links between Art.8.1(b) & (c) assessments). As these processes will be repeated during the 

implementation of the second cycle, the need to make them more efficient and focused becomes 

relevant. It is therefore appropriate to revisit the working arrangements. 

The first issue to look into is the scope of each working group. The need to focus work would also 

have certain implications on how working groups tackle certain issues.  The whole process has to 



MSCG_17-2015-08 

DG Environment, Marine Environment and Water Industries Unit 7 

deliver with respect to the main objective of the work programme, i.e. to show progress towards 

achieving Good Environmental status. As explained in the draft cross-cutting issues document, the 

qualitative descriptors for achieving good environmental status either express a particular state of 

the marine environment that is to be achieved, or else express a particular state to be achieved in 

relation to a specific pressure. The pressure exerted on the environment may produce impacts 

(degradation), and therefore good environmental status may also be expressed in terms of its 

relation to these impacts.  While retaining the basic structures used throughout the 2013-2015 work 

programme, one could consider directing the scope of the working groups to better reflect the tasks 

that lie ahead. WG GES would look at the 'state' relevant work strands, i.e. the updates on the 

assessment of marine waters, the determination of good environmental status and the monitoring 

programmes assessing the status of marine waters. WG ESA would focus on the actions and 

measures aimed at mitigating the pressures on the state of marine waters, including targets. WG 

DIKE, supported through TG Data, could be seen as a group that feeds into both other working 

groups as the work it does, namely reporting systems and data flows, is of a cross-cutting nature. TG 

Noise and TG Litter would concentrate on the descriptor-relevant work and are most likely to feed, 

though not exclusively, into the WG GES work strand.   

The approach to assessing Member States' efforts on implementing the Directive, notably in relation 

to the Article 8 assessment would therefore need to be differentiated to take into account of the 

above. WG GES would therefore focus on Art.8.1a and 8.1.b while WG ESA would work on Art.8.1.c. 

In this respect, the two working groups would need to work together and the working patterns 

would need to accommodate the need for joint work.  

The same focus could then be retained by the working groups for both Article 17 updates and Article 

20 assessments. This possible workflow structure is represented in Figure 2. 

 

 

Figure 2: Possible interaction between working and technical groups 
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 Option 1 Option 2 

WG GES 

Maintain status quo – all working groups 

look at all aspects 

Leads on monitoring and assessment 

when  determining the state of the marine 

environment  

WG DIKE Supports both WGs ESA and GES 

WG ESA Leads on assessing the effectiveness of 

measures and actions in reaching 

associated targets  

Table 1: Options for improving focus of different working groups   

 The MSCG is invited to discuss and provide feedback on these options. 

When looking at the future work programme, we also need to consider the appropriateness of the 

frequency of meetings. Another issue that will have to be considered is the timing of meetings. 

While this is heavily influenced by meeting space availability, the proximity of certain meetings does 

not always allow for enough preparation time for participants in the interim.  

Following from the above considerations, one can draw a number of options (Table 2) that the 

Marine Strategy Coordination Group (MSCG) may wish to consider.  

 Currently 

meets: 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Regulatory 

Committee 

As often as 

necessary back 

to back with 

MSCG 

Maintain 

status quo 

As often as necessary 

and back to back with 

MSCG 

As often as necessary 

and back-to-back with 

MSCG 

Marine 

Directors 

x2 p.a. X1 p.a. (or as often as 

necessary) 

x2 p.a. (or as often as 

necessary) 

MSCG x3 p.a.  x2 p.a. x2 p.a. 

WG GES x2 p.a. x1 p.a. + 

joint meeting(s) if 

necessary (depending 

on work programme 

requirements) 

x2 p.a. + 

joint meeting(s) if 

necessary (depending 

on work programme 

requirements) 

WG DIKE x2 p.a. x1 p.a. + 

joint meeting(s) if 

necessary (depending 

on work programme 

requirements) 

x2 p.a. + 

joint meeting(s) if 

necessary (depending 

on work programme 

requirements) 

WG ESA x2 p.a. x1 p.a. + 

joint meeting(s) if 

necessary (depending 

x2 p.a. + 

joint meeting(s) if 

necessary (depending 
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on work programme 

requirements) 

on work programme 

requirements) 

Technical 

groups 

 As often as necessary X1 p.a. (or as often as 

necessary) 

Table 2: Options for working arrangement options for the Common implementation strategy 

Option 1 maintains the status quo. It provides for a framework where the three existing working 

groups work in parallel and report both horizontally (across working groups) and vertically (MSCG) 

on their work. The argument in favour of maintaining this approach is that it has proven to deliver 

results. The frequency of the meetings allows for the groups to discuss issues at regular intervals. 

MSCG would continue meeting three times a year and bring the three parallel processes together. 

On the other hand, this option does not allow for the cross-hybridisation of groups, in particular 

when topics need to be discussed affecting more than one group. Cross-referring from one group to 

the other may also lead to delays in the process thereby reducing the efficiency that is being sought.  

Option 2 attempts to rationalise the shortcomings identified in the first option. It reduces the 

meeting of the working groups to once a year, but on the other hand allows for the possibility of 

joint meetings for working groups to discuss certain work strands of the work programme. It is likely 

that these meetings will be more focused, thereby requiring shorter agendas aimed at developing 

and/or delivering a particular issue or product. From the substance point of view, they allow for an 

exchange of views stemming from different fields of expertise but that inevitably need to 

complement each other for an improved implementation of the directive. Given the wider audience 

participation at these joint groups, the option proposes to reduce the MSCG meetings, i.e. meeting 

at least once a year with the Regulatory Committee being held back to back and as necessary. 

Marine Directors would also meet at least once a year, though the Presidency may adjust this 

according to necessity. This option however requires that the work programme for the individual 

working groups would have to identify a priori those work strands which have to be shared, so as to 

ensure that joint meetings do not multiply to an extent that their frequency becomes 

unmanageable. 

Option 3 combines the status quo but introduces the flexibility that is derived from option 2 and 

therefore combines the arguments in favour and against for both. It however still reduces MSCG and 

Committee meetings down to two for the same reasons identified in option 2. 

Irrespective of the options being proposed, the general workflow in the context of the Common 

Implementation Strategy largely remains as under the previous work programme. Figure 3 explains 

the dynamic relationship across the various configurations grouped under the common 

implementation strategy. Importantly it recognises that work is cyclical rather than hierarchical and 

integrates the valuable contribution of the Regional Sea Conventions into the system. The work 

programme would have to identify in rather concrete terms those work strands where synergies can 

be exploited with a view to maximise efficiency and avoid duplication.  
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Figure 3: Common Implementation Strategy 2016-2018 - organisation structure and workflow 

 The MSCG is invited to provide feedback on the proposed options. 

The working groups also have different chairmanship structures. WG GES and WG ESA enjoy a joint 

chairmanship between the Commission and Member State representatives. This however was not 

the case for WG DIKE. The WG GES and WG ESA experience has generally been positive, though it 

pays the price of being more complex. It is therefore appropriate at this stage to consider whether 

the co-chairmanship model has provided the expected benefits in terms of co-steering the work 

strands or whether the burden on Member State representatives outweighed these benefits. 

 The MSCG is invited to provide feedback on the different chairmanship models. Member 

States wishing to co-chair the technical groups are invited to inform MSCG. 
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Table 2: Possible work items involving working groups 2016-2018 

Deliverable   Action Who delivers? 

Monitoring programmes 

(Art.11) 

Assessment report (Art. 12) Commission 

Programmes of measures & 

exceptions (Art.13 & 14) 

Submission Member States 

 Follow-up: Response to and 

assessment  coherence of 

programmes of measures 

(Art.16) 

Commission 

 Follow-up: identify common 

issues at regional and sub-

regional levels 

Member States through RSCs 

 Follow-up: identify common 

issues at EU level 

MSCG & Commission  

Interim reporting on 

implementation of 

Programmes of measures 

(Art.18) 

Public consultation Member States 

 Sharing best practice on 

Programmes of measures 

implementation 

WG ESA & GES 

Evaluation report on 

implementation (Art.20) 

Review of implementation Commission & European 

Environment Agency 

 State of EU's Marine 

Environment report (Art.20.3) 

European Environment Agency 

 Technical work on assessments 

feeding into Art.20.3(b) report 

WG GES, ESA, DIKE 

 Update & improve links in the 

assessment of pressures & 

impacts, socio economic 

analysis and status 

WGs GES, ESA, DIKE, 

Roof reporting Develop a framework, within 

the context of a possibly 

revised GES revision for roof 

reporting 

WG DIKE 

 Increase marine knowledge 

base, including modelling 

toolbox 

Commission (JRC), ICES, 

Member States 
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 More efficient exchange of 

data between Member States, 

RSCs, Commission and EEA 

WG DIKE 

Simplify implementation Finalisation of GES & Annex III 

review 

Commission, MSCG, 

Committee 

 Finalisation of cross-cutting 

issues document/common 

understanding document 

MSCG, Commission 

 Follow-up to GES & Annex III 

review:  Prioritisation of actions 

in descriptor manuals needing 

further work  

WG GES, MSCG, Commission 

Identify priorities for achieving 

GES 

Examine whether other 

legislative frameworks are 

covering descriptors 

adequately  

WG GES, MSCG 

Assistance for implementation Identify funding priorities with 

possible focus on certain 

(sub)regions 

Commission 

Information sharing Licencing, permitting and 

authorisation and their links 

with MSFD 

Commission 

 Develop specific guidance to 

support 2018 assessment of 

Art.8 

WG GES with Commission 

support 3 

Update of assessment of 

marine waters (Art.17/Art.8) 

Member States to define 

national and regional status to 

ensure coherence 

Member States & coordination 

in RSCs 

 Monitoring and assessment of 

environmental state (Art. 

8.1.a&b) 

WGs GES, DIKE 

 Monitoring and assessment of 

environmental state: uses & 

activities, cost of degradation 

(Art. 8.1.c) 

WGs ESA, DIKE 

Priority setting Redefinition of priorities per 

region, sub-region or MS 

WG GES, MSCG, RSCs, 

Commission 

Update of determination of MS to  GES at national and MS & coordination in RSCs 

                                                            
3 Proposed by DE at WG GES at the 05.10.2015 meeting 
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GES (Art.17/9) (sub-)regional level to ensure 

EU-level coherence 

 Work towards achieving 

consistency in GES 

determination at EU level 

WG GES 

Update  of environmental 

targets (Art.17/10) 

MS to reset targets at national 

and (sub-)regional level to 

ensure coherence; RSCs 

MS & coordination in RSCs 

 Monitoring and assessment 

actions and measures (Art.10) 

WG ESA 

 

 The MSCG is invited to consider the tasks identified in Table 2 and to detail associated actions 

that require mention in the future work programme. 

Technical groups 

The current Common implementation Strategy has three ongoing technical groups: TG Litter, TG 

Noise and TG Data. The work that is being done by two technical groups is so far advancing. TG Noise 

and TG Litter have developed valuable EU technical guidance, which is likely to continue through the 

future work programme. For example having marine litter as a strategic priority, the work carried 

out by TG Litter needs to continue, in particular with respect regard to establishment of baselines. 

TG Noise is also carrying out relevant work that feeds into the knowledge base required for assessing 

Descriptor 11. The work that should have been carried out by TG Data is however on hold. The scope 

of its work and deliverables are still relevant to the work that still needs to be carried out during the 

forthcoming work programme. It is proposed that the technical groups are therefore retained.   

The organisational structure of the common implementation strategy (see Figure 3) refocuses the 

outputs of the technical groups to feed directly into the working groups. This follows the rationale 

that the operational nature of the expected deliverables of the technical groups the work should be 

focused on developing specific tools geared at supporting the working groups on specific descriptors 

(TG Noise and TG Litter) and that of a more cross-cutting nature (TG Data). The groups followed a 

different chairmanship model to that of the working groups. TG Noise was co-chaired by the United 

Kingdom and the Netherlands and TG Litter by France together with Germany and the JRC's Institute 

for Environment and Sustainability. The chairmanship of TG Data was assigned to the European 

Environment Agency.  
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Table 3: Possible work items for technical groups 

 

 The MSCG is invited to express its opinion on whether the work of these groups should 

continue within the remit of their current mandate, or whether it considers that a different 

focus is required. The MSCG is also invited to provide feedback on the organisational 

structure.  Member States wishing to co-chair the technical groups are invited to inform 

MSCG.   

Possible work items for TG Litter 

Work on developing baseline for marine litter and identification of trends 

Updating of category lists and prioritisation 

Harmonisation of methodologies  

Developing an appropriate database to support assessments and monitoring requirements 

Interaction with Regional Sea Conventions (e.g. through joint workshops) 

Possible work items for TG Noise 

Support Member States and Regional Sea Conventions in the implementation of assessment 

methodologies and monitoring programmes 

Work with Regional Sea Conventions on the development of noise registers 

Work with Regional Sea Conventions on developing a joint monitoring programme for ambient 

noise 

Extract relevant outcomes from ongoing and future projects and initiatives for the implementation 

of MSFD 

Contribute to WG GES in the preparation of Member State future assessments under Art. 8 & 9 and 

Art.11 monitoring 

Contribute to WG ESA in the preparation of Member State future assessments, measures and 

associated targets under Art. 8, 10 and 13. 

Further work on the characterisation of the Underwater noise impact on marine fauna 

Possible work items for TG Data (unchanged from work programme 2013-2015) 

Accessing data and information according to MSFD Art. 19.3, in the context of WISE-Marine and 
associated to INSPIRE, EMODnet, and other relevant processes and projects 

Geographic handling and visualisation of reported information 

Technical development of WISE-Marine, including linkages to other reporting requirements (e.g. for 

Regional Sea Conventions, Water Framework Directive and the Nature Directives), and preparation 

of dissemination products, including mapped information 

Technical development of decentralised reporting methods and systems 
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Exploiting synergies 

It is acknowledged that a great deal of the work is carried out by Member States in the context of 

their obligations under the Regional Sea Conventions.  The dynamics of each regional configuration 

are different and therefore the overlap with the implementation of the MSFD is not homogenous. 

There is however a lot of scope to streamline the work that is done in a way that avoids duplication 

and inefficient processes. This is mutually beneficial for both Member States and the Regional Sea 

Conventions. This need has often been stated in the context of ongoing work and also featured in 

the previous Common Implementation Strategy work programme. In principle, the rationale behind 

further cooperation at regional level in the context of the MSFD is that (1) there is need of a certain 

degree of coherence at the way we assess, monitor and carry out actions within (and across) 

regions; and (2) certain topics are not confined to a national boundary. In this respect this document 

tries to include the regional dimension++ in its various sections. Rather than envisaging the work of 

the Regional Sea Conventions as a parallel process, regional work and MSFD implementation 

complement each other with the aim to fulfil the same marine environmental objectives. It is 

therefore desirable to align the processes as much as possible and provide clarity on the division of 

labour. 

One consideration is the need for joint meetings or working arrangements of the MSFD technical 

groups with similar groups established under the Regional Sea Conventions. This would enable 

consistency of the work of the working groups under the MFSD Common Implementation Strategy 

and the working groups of the Regional Sea Conventions. An alternative consideration would be to 

substitute certain MSFD working groups with other regional ones or vice-versa. This however carries 

the risk that the certain issues pertinent to one specific region may not be well represented in the 

discussions. If this option were to be pursued, the interests of all regional agglomerations would 

have to be adequately represented.  

Complementary input from the Regional Sea Conventions to the work programme would once again 

be appreciated with a view to increasing efficiency and avoiding duplication. 

 The MSCG is invited to propose working arrangements on how to make the interaction 

between the MSFD and Regional Sea Conventions more efficient, thereby reducing 

duplication.  

Reporting obligations are often cited as another possible candidate for joint synergies and often the 

idea of roof reporting is flagged. Roof reporting can only be considered if they satisfy all reporting 

requirements under the MSFD. At an operational level, therefore, there is an alignment process that 

would allow for more synergies to be exploited so as regional assessment products can be used for 

MSFD reporting purposes. 

 The MSCG is invited to assess the appropriateness of working and technical groups developing 

the work leading to "roof reporting" once the GES Decision review process is completed. 

Similarly, the links between the Directive and other legislative frameworks needs to be 

strengthened. Again, the work that is being done in the context of the GES decision review for each 

descriptor would create the direct links that are sought. It is however equally useful to hold joint 

workshops where the same issue is discussed under different frameworks, e.g. WFD interaction with 
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MSFD on MSFD Descriptor 8. This is also an example that has been identified in the draft Common 

implementation strategy work programme for the Water Framework Directive.  

A discussion on the future of the Project Coordination Group (PCG) was held on the basis of a paper 

submitted to MSCG (MSCG_16-2015-08), which proposed to amend its mandate and terms of 

reference. There have since been developments, with the Commission announcing that PCG may not 

be the most appropriate forum for modelling experts to meet and that a different format 

for modelling expert consultation will therefore be developed.  The remaining parts in the PCG terms 

of reference however retain its role of offering mid-term strategic advice to the Commission on 

project planning, as well as to support mutual awareness in Member States of planned and ongoing 

projects, thereby maximising the usefulness of those financial instruments available for MSFD 

implementation. The forthcoming work programme will build upon this notion for the future role of 

the Project Coordination Group. 

The Common Implementation Strategy should also offer the possibility to hold ad hoc technical 

groups or joint workshops in order to increase the collaboration with other implementation 

processes. Marine Directors singled out the Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) Directive but there are 

and will be others that may need to be considered. The Commission's Joint Research Centre is also 

carrying out important work in the context of MSFD implementation through its expert groups, for 

example with regard to descriptors 5 and 8 (both related to the Water Framework Directive and 1 

and 6 (both related to the Habitats and Birds directives). It appears logical to make the most of this 

expertise in a coherent way. 

 The MSCG is invited to consider the use of ad hoc technical groups and identify specific areas 

where these would be most needed. 
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