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Code 3-10 
Category DEC 
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approach and related policies 
Submission date 26.3.2018 
Submitted by Secretariat 
Reference Outcome of GEAR 17-2017, para. 3.26 

Background 

After discussion on document 3-3, the ‘future of the HELCOM indicators’, at GEAR 17-2017 it was requested 
that the Secretariat develop a more directed questionnaire for the GEAR working group that explored 
resource related and planning issues alone (Outcome of GEAR 17-2017, paragraph 3.26).  

The Secretariat received four responses to the questionnaire (provided in Annex 1 of this document) and the 
below document summarises the responses in the form of an action plan for future work on the HELCOM 
indicators, taking into account aspects highlighted in document 3-6 of GEAR 18-2018. The action plan is 
intended to incorporate the ideas and needs expressed by Contracting Parties into a viable time line that will 
enable a full review of the current indicators to be carried out, a careful policy discussion to take place, and 
the specific planning of future work to meet policy requirements and technical capacity when the work plan 
is initiated. 

The revised document, after the GEAR 18-2018 meeting, will be shared with State and Conservation in 
preparation for enacting the proposed plan. 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to:  

- discuss and comment on the proposed plan, 

- agree on finalization of the plan. 

 

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2017-2017-473/MeetingDocuments/3-3%20%20Future%20of%20HELCOM%20indicators.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2017-2017-473/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20GEAR%2017-2017.pdf
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Future work on HELCOM indicators 

Summary of responses by Contracting Parties – formulating a plan for the 
way forward 
The overall aim of this document is the presentation of a clear plan for future work on HELCOM indicators, 
defining a process by which: the current situation is reviewed, gaps are identified, and a process for future 
work are outlined. Previous indicator work has focused greatly on the needs of the HOLAS II process and the 
State of the Baltic Sea report, however with the update of the BSAP, the introduction of the UN SDGs, and 
the new Commission decision there is a clearly defined need to ensure the indicators and future work meet 
the commitments of Contracting Parties. The starting point should consider the current HELCOM indicator 
catalogue with respect to relevant policy documents, i.e. the BSAP, MSFD and UN SDGs, and the update or 
revision of these policies. The current focus should include core and pre-core indicators and those candidate 
indicators incorporated into the final HOLAS II State of the Baltic Sea report (e.g. litter and noise). The purpose 
of the plan is to ensure incorporation of indicator work into relevant HELCOM processes (e.g. the update of 
BSAP) and ensuring readiness for Contracting Parties to be able to utilize the work for their national reporting 
requirements.  

The plan outlined below represents a strategic approach for the development and adjustment of the HELCOM 
indicators, to meet the requirements of Contracting Parties, and all work will be carried out guided by four 
major driving principles: good planning, good governance, high quality and complete transparency (cf. 
document 3.6 GEAR 18-2018). Following these principles will ensure that work will progress to meet 
requirements, that high quality and open access documentation and products are developed and that 
technical experts, policy experts, the Secretariat and Contracting Parties work towards a common goal. 
Furthermore, other issues defined by Working Groups in responses to the questionnaire, such as reviewing 
data solutions, and the development of a more inclusive and more visible platform for the indicators and 
their presentation, will be important issues to address during the active working phase on indicators. 

 
This document has used as a basis the answers from the questionnaire on indicators (Annex 1), the outcome 
of the drafting group on the regional cooperation in relation the revised Commission Decision, and the input 
provided by Contracting Parties to support the drafting group work, as well as taking into account possible 
areas of cooperation with OSPAR. The proposed process outlined below follows these major steps: Now (i.e. 
GEAR 18-2018), Inform, Endorse, Review, Define, Confirm, Prepare, and Execute. As expressed by Contracting 
Parties in their responses a major focus will be on those indicators that are core and pre-core yet require 
further operationalization (e.g. wider spatial coverage, development of thresholds, finalization of current 
methodologies, adjustment of existing indicators) with the filling of gaps to policy requirements, via the 
development of new indicators, being a second important priority.  

The steps outlined and detailed below are devised to meet the four guiding principles recommended by 
Contracting Parties and to assist with formulating a clear process by which future indicator work should take 
place.  

 

STEP 1: Now – Develop the plan for HODs and develop guidance for experts at GEAR 
This step represent the current GEAR meeting (GEAR 18-2018) and is the starting point for this document on 
its route to the June 2018 HELCOM HODs meeting. The pre-HODs steps in the process are shown in steps 1-
3, thus the document to be presented to HELCOM HODs is from step 4 onwards and development of these 
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sections will take place through discussion and drafting at GEAR 18-2018. The guidance material for experts 
to use when reviewing the mapped indicators will also be a topic of discussion and development. 

 

STEP 2: Inform – Engage State and Conservation at the planning stage 
Plan: Inform the S&C working group, responsible for technical and scientific aspects of indicator work, of the 
proposal so as to inform of the overview being developed and to foster an inclusive approach between 
technical and policy experts. 

Aim: Start building a good understanding of future work and engage at the planning stage so that common 
plans can be formed and processes adapted, where needed, for future steps. 

Action: Draft plan, intended for approval by HODs, presented to State and Conservation to keep relevant 
working groups informed. 

Timeline: By 23 April (document deadline for State and Conservation 8-2018). 

 

STEP 3: Endorse - Approval of plan at HELCOM HODs 
Plan: Present a plan to the HELCOM HODs to gain approval for the planned work on indicators. 

Aim: Gain approval and mandate for the planned work. 

Action: Submit post GEAR and State and Conservation document to HELCOM HODs. 

Timeline: By 24 May (document deadline for June 2018 HOD-54 meeting). 

 

STEP 4: Review – Analyze current status by mapping to policy documents 

Plan: Mapping of the HELCOM indicators to existing policy documents (BSAP, SDGs and MSFD) will be carried 
out. This will include core and pre-core indicators and those candidate indicators incorporated into the final 
HOLAS II State of the Baltic Sea report (e.g. litter and noise). This will entail mapping to primary and secondary 
criteria, species lists and elements where possible. The same document will summarize the current hosting 
of the indicators (e.g. within which expert group or network). 

Aim: The mapping of indicators to policy documents will identify the current status (e.g. threshold coverage, 
assessment coverage, gaps), provide an insight into development and resources needed, and facilitate 
discussion on the further work required. This will identify needs for development (e.g. thresholds, data 
coverage, agreed methodologies), matches and gaps to policy documents, and common aspects between 
policy documents. This mapping exercise will form the background to detailed discussion at GEAR Autumn 
2018 meeting. 

Action: A drafting group with policy expertise (compiled by GEAR 18-2018) will be formed to evaluate the 
pre-filled initial draft prepared by the Secretariat and advise on interpretation of the policy documents. The 
outcome of the drafting group (using the table in Annex 2 of GEAR 18-2018 Document 3-6 as its basis as may 
be agreed in the Gear meeting) will be sent to expert groups to be completed. The drafting group would also 
provide detailed instructions for the expert groups on how to assess and complete the required mapping 
process, detailing aspects such as how to consider and act on policy interpretation of the new Commission 
decision. 

Expert groups (indicator leads and chairs as a minimum) will be asked to summarize the ‘state of play’ for 
each indicator, the scientific recommendation for the indicator (e.g. frequency-minimum and optimal), the 
resources required for full operationalization in the form of a brief plan, and any perceived obstacles (e.g. 
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technical or data related). The expert groups will also be requested to compile relevant criteria and elements 
lists based on the guidance document provided by GEAR. 

Timeline: Autumn 2018 – starting in August 2018, drafting group in late September 2018, completed tables 
by expert groups ready for submission to GEAR Autumn meeting 2018. GEAR will review the outcome in step 
5. 

 

STEP 5: Define - Policy based discussion of mapped indicators 

Plan: With the indicator mapping and expert group response as the basis, a detailed policy based discussion 
will be held to define a common vision between Contracting Parties.  

Aim: Develop a comprehensive understanding to enable a harmonized approach where possible, identify and 
highlight gaps, identify need for adjustments of existing indicators to meet policy requirements, define 
indicator/policy area priority, and identify indicators for potential synergistic work with other institutions 
(e.g. OSPAR). Discuss effective policy implementation for future indicator work, such as the addition of a 
policy lead to each indicator. 

Action: The mapped indicators and expert responses will provide the background for detailed discussion at 
the GEAR meeting from a policy perspective and specific issues such as MSFD Article 8, the adaptation of 
indicators to the new Commission decision, the requirement of indicators to assess progress towards agreed 
targets and the application of corresponding measures, the use of indicators within the BASP update, and 
national approaches, actions and requirements (e.g. have lists of elements or species been adopted) will be 
discussed. The benefits of a designated policy lead for each indicator will also be discussed and a defined 
option expressed. 

Timeline: Define policy related priorities based on mapping and analysis stage - at GEAR 2018 autumn 
meeting. Planning with State and Conservation, for example an intersessional review or timing of the 
meetings, to allow documents to transfer between the meetings, would enable State and Conservation to 
also review the input provided by expert networks and indicator leads [pending on the timing of the autumn 
GEAR meeting].  
 

STEP 6: Confirm – Outline general working structure 

Plan: Set out the process for indicator development, the role of expert networks, the stages required during 
development of individual indicators, including the planned approval process (e.g. threshold approval at 
HODs), and other relevant aspects to ensure the smooth and coherent, development, adjustment and update 
of indicators. Implement a policy lead approach with an assigned policy lead for each indicator. 

Aim: Ensure that clarity on the process and responsibilities are defined for all expert groups and indicator 
leads. Clarify any newly proposed aspects (e.g. policy lead role). Create a structural overview for management 
of the indicator work so that clear development steps are available for experts charged with developing or 
adjusting indicators. 

Action: Develop a clear indicator management document (agreed between GEAR and State and 
Conservation) that defines the indicator development structure and process. This would then form the basis 
for updating the terms of reference (ToR) of existing expert groups and to be supplied to all indicator leads 
and expert groups. 

Timeline: Spring 2019 – joint action with GEAR and State and Conservation. 
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STEP 7: Prepare - Joint policy-technical-expert workshop for common focus 

Plan: A one-off workshop to bring together GEAR, State and Conservation, experts responsible for 
development or adjustment of indicators, the Secretariat, invited policy experts if identified (e.g. MSFD or 
UN SDG related), and invited OSPAR representatives (e.g. relevant Secretariat individual responsible), or 
representatives from other institutions with whom joint working initiatives have been identified. This could 
be done in sections (e.g. hazardous substances, biodiversity) or focus only on those indicators that are at an 
early developmental stage (e.g. new proposals, candidate or joint work). This would focus on those indicators 
identified in previous stages of this process as priority or for development/adjustment. 

Aim: Document a defined list of priority indicators for work to be carried out on (development or 
adjustment), detailing the specific way forward for each of the identified indicators. This would for example 
specify practical, policy and technical issues to be worked on, define resources required for planned work, 
and re-define the focus of the list of HELCOM indicators to reflect only those with active purpose or under 
development.  

Action: Develop a common understanding between policy working groups, technical working groups and 
experts responsible for carrying out the planned work. Define a clear plan with milestones and stages for 
development and provide information that would guide the work focus of the expert networks. 

Timeline: Spring 2019 (possibly March or back-to-back with spring GEAR meeting) 

 

STEP 8: Execute – initiate work program on indicator development and adjustment 
Plan: Initiate the work to develop new indicators and adjust existing indicators by activating the respective 
expert groups and indicator leads/co-leads. This step, as well as indicator maintenance will be led by the 
State and Conservation Working Group. 

Aim: This will be a longer program of work that will have two natural stages. The first stream of work would 
be the operationalization of existing core and pre-core indicators with a target of 2021 (i.e. the update of the 
BSAP). The second stream of work would have a target of early 2023 so that development is completed in 
advance of the third holistic assessment (timetabled in 2023). This plan would ensure indicator development 
took place in advance of the assessment and reporting period. 

Action: Initiate the program of work to develop the identified indicators based on the outcome of this overall 
process. The outcome of the process would be represented by the final output of the joint policy-technical 
workshop (once approved by HODs). Specific kick of workshops could be implemented where needed, 
targeted towards defined themes. 

Timeline: Document to HODs in June 2019 for approval on program of work. Planned work initiated in 
autumn 2019, ongoing till 2021 and 2023. 
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Annex 1. Responses to the Future work on Indicators Questionnaire 
Response from Denmark 
1. General information 

Please give the name of Contracting Party responding and the contact details of a suitable person for follow 
up questions if needed. 

1.1 Name of Country/Contracting Party. 

Denmark 

1.2 Name and contact details of contact person for possible follow up questions. 

Lone Munk Søderberg, lomu@mfvm.dk 

2. Policy requirements 
The HELCOM core indicators form a vital part of the HELCOM process. It is through the indicators that 
threshold values are developed and operationalized, which in turn are used to support international 
commitments with regards to essential aspects of scientific, environmental, as well as policy importance. 
These indicators form the basis for much of HELCOM’s own work to implement the Helsinki Convention and 
the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), such as the holistic assessments of the state of the Baltic Sea. They can also 
offer vital support to HELCOM Contracting Parties, which are also EU Member States, assisting in coordinating 
their marine strategies under MSFD. Furthermore, at the High-level Segment of HELCOM 38-2017 
Contracting Parties have agreed to coordinate the use of HELCOM indicators to measure and compare 
progress towards reaching ocean-related UN Sustainable Development Goals.  

2.1 How should HELCOM indicators be evaluated to meet existing commitments (HELCOM BSAP, the 
updated Commission decision for HELCOM CP that are EU Member States, UN SDGs)? 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Should gap identification (to these policy documents) be carried out? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1: In our view it is crucial that the HELCOM indicators as far as possible match the requirements 
in the updated Commission decision. If the indicators do not match we should as a minimum have 
considered and decided that this is acceptable. In our view the COM DEC contains legally binding 
obligations and therefor this has the highest priority. Furthermore the requirements of the 2017 
COM DEC are more specific than previous MSFD requirements and in our view more specific than 
our existing commitments in the BSAP and UN SDGs. If commitments in the BSAP or UN SDGs 
have a wider scope or a broader thematic range this should be highlighted and taken into 
account. 

2.2: DK finds that a detailed gap analysis should be carried out in relation to the requirements in 
the MSFD Commission Decision. This should be the foundation for the further indicator work and 
the necessary prioritisation. 



GEAR 18-2018, 3-10 
 

 

Page 7 of 27 
 

2.3 What form should this overall process overall take (e.g. via scientific expert groups, via policy experts, 
designated workshops, other)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Housing of, and the structure used for developing and updating HELCOM indicators 

HELCOM indicators are currently developed and maintained, via the Secretariat (indicator coordinator), using 
the Lead country (or co-Lead country) approach. Nominated experts from HELCOM Contracting Parties are 
designated to carry out this work on behalf of the Lead country. Many (but not all) HELCOM indicators have 
Lead countries and Lead contributors (one or more) and many are aligned with active working groups (WGs), 
expert networks (ENs), intersessional networks (INs) or correspondence groups (CGs). Many (though not all) 
indicators are currently reviewed by the existing working groups that host them. Data solutions and the level 
of automation, thus also the level of direct work by indicator contributors, varies between indicator 
categories and individual indicators. 

3.1 Please evaluate the way the HELCOM indicators are housed and how the indicator process has worked 
so far. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3: We suggest engaging the expert networks as a starting point for the gap identification. The 
expert networks should preferably have relevant indicators assigned to the group/network and 
should preferably be familiar with the COM DEC. 

Policy level (and WGs) needs to be engaged for interpretation of COM DEC.   

Whether to start with a gap analysis at policy level or expert level could be discussed (pros and 
cons). 

After gap identification policy level should be engaged for prioritisation of work. Expert level can 
contribute with assessment of the technical/scientific possibilities for further development of 
existing indicators or development of new indicators. 

3.1: It is in our opinion a great improvement that an indicator coordinator is assigned at the 
Secretariat.  

In Denmark we do not any more have any officials, which have followed the CORESET process 
and thus we admit that some of our national knowledge of the development of indicators may 
have been lost. The development of indicators in recent years has for us not been a very 
transparent process and it has been difficult to find information on progress, latest version of 
indicator reports, contact persons/lead country and so on. It has also been difficult for us to 
understand and find information on the historic background for selecting indicators (core, pre-
core, candidate) as well as matrices for which threshold values are suggested. 

The quality of the indicator reports has in our view varied. 

It seems that some of the indicator reports have been carried out by a single expert, which might 
not be the best or most robust solution. 

For Denmark the approval process for the indicators and threshold values have often been too 
short for the time needed for political approval.   
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3.2 Please define better approaches, solutions or alternative methods that should be considered in the 
future work on HELCOM indicators. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3 How should expert networks be better involved in the HELCOM indicator process? 

 
  
 

 

3.4 Have policy needs been sufficiently integrated into HELCOM indicator work? 

 

 

 

3.5 How should collaborative work with OSPAR (and other relevant parties) be approached and advanced 
in future HELCOM indicator work? 

 
  
 

 

 

3.2: All indicators should preferably be connected to an EN/IN/CG and thus also to active WG. 

The indicator process should be transparent, well described and easy to retrieve information 
about. A dedicated webpage would be good, preferably with information about lead country, 
process, status (core, pre-core, candidate), status regarding approval (EN, WG, HOD and perhaps 
study reservations), threshold values and link to the latest version of the indicator report.  

Governance of the indicator development should be strengthened and policy needs should drive 
the prioritisation. Indicators should not be developed at all if there is no policy need. 

DK finds that prioritisation of the work is crucial as it is difficult for many CPs to provide sufficient 
expert resources. Quality should be prioritised over quantity when developing indicators. It is 
important that all HELCOM indicators are scientifically robust.  

Though data format and amounts of data varies between the indicators, it is preferable to have 
only one data portal e.g. ICES to collect all data. The data base and format should be agreed in 
the expert groups taken into account data bases used in e.g. OSPAR and/or EU working groups to 
avoid conflicts/overlap between data bases and formats. The frequency and deadline for CP’s to 
report data to HELCOM should be similar for all indicators as to keep to the data reporting and 
quality control as simple and transparent as possible. 

3.3: The role of the expert networks in the development of indicators should be clearly defined 
in the ToR for the network.  

3.4: We find that policy needs have changed and thus new policy needs (MSFD COM DEC) have 
to be integrated into the HELCOM indicator work to a higher degree. 

3.5: As party to both HELCOM and OSPAR Denmark supports as much collaborative work on the 
indicators as possible – especially for seabed, litter and underwater noise – where EU 
coordination is needed. We support common databases where relevant, joint groups and/or joint 
workshops and development of joint indicators, where relevant.  
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3.6 Please identify specific examples or issues relevant to the above points. 

 

 

 

4. Indicator update frequency 

The frequency with which HELCOM indicators should be updated is an important consideration to facilitate 
planning, the meeting of policy and reporting needs and to enable good development of existing and new 
indicators. Both policy needs and scientific/technical aspects need to be considered in such a process. A 
number of detailed possible options for setting the frequency, or developing a plan for suitable update 
frequency, are provided in annex 1 at the end of this document. This list is not exclusive nor all-encompassing 
and is provided to assist with answering the questions posed within this section. 

4.1 What policy considerations should be taken into account when defining the update frequency of the 
HELCOM indicators? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 What is the next policy related indicator update requirement that is envisaged? 

 

 

 

 

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE – beyond this point offers detailed examples on indicator update frequency to 
support the questions posed in section 4 of the questionnaire. 

 

 

 

3.6: -Joint indicator development for example regarding microlitter. HELCOM and OSPAR should 
also consider joint data calls to ICES and coordinated data calls to CPs. 

4.1: From a policy perspective it might not be preferable to update indicators and assessments 
too frequently. Managers need for example a steady background for political planning of 
measures. For DK the reporting requirements under the MSFD are vital to take into account. 
Another policy consideration is resources. 

For Denmark the model with updating HOLAS II with an extra year’s data has required too many 
resources and has caused troubles in regard to our traditions for public consultation. 

From our point of view there is a big difference between updating the data and updating the 
indicator methodology, and this needs to be reflected more clearly in the document and 
discussions. We find that further development of some of the existing indicators is important as 
the COM DEC might have caused changes in policy needs. 

4.2: At present we support primary updates every 6 years (without update with an extra year’s 
data) and secondary updates in between (example 2 or 3). But we are open for suggestions and 
would like to discuss pros and cons for indicator specific update scales as well. 
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Response from Estonia 
1. General information 

Please give the name of Contracting Party responding and the contact details of a suitable person for follow 
up questions if needed. 

1.3 Name of Country/Contracting Party. 

Estonia 

1.4 Name and contact details of contact person for possible follow up questions. 

Katarina Oganjan Katarina.oganjan@envir.ee 

2. Policy requirements 
The HELCOM core indicators form a vital part of the HELCOM process. It is through the indicators that 
threshold values are developed and operationalized, which in turn are used to support international 
commitments with regards to essential aspects of scientific, environmental, as well as policy importance. 
These indicators form the basis for much of HELCOM’s own work to implement the Helsinki Convention and 
the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), such as the holistic assessments of the state of the Baltic Sea. They can also 
offer vital support to HELCOM Contracting Parties, which are also EU Member States, assisting in coordinating 
their marine strategies under MSFD. Furthermore, at the High-level Segment of HELCOM 38-2017 
Contracting Parties have agreed to coordinate the use of HELCOM indicators to measure and compare 
progress towards reaching ocean-related UN Sustainable Development Goals.  

2.1 How should HELCOM indicators be evaluated to meet existing commitments (HELCOM BSAP, the 
updated Commission decision for HELCOM CP that are EU Member States, UN SDGs)? 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Should gap identification (to these policy documents) be carried out? 

 

 

 

2.3 What form should this overall process overall take (e.g. via scientific expert groups, via policy experts, 
designated workshops, other)? 

 

 

 

 

2.1: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

HELCOM indicators should be compared to the targets of the major political decisions, which 
HELCOM finds relevant to participate in. It could be reviewed the same way as MSFD, based on 
the results of the initial assessment or, in the case of HELCOM, holistic assessment using gap 
analysis. 

2.2: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Yes, gap identification comparing HELCOM indicators with other policy documents should be 
carried out, but also gaps in these policy documents could be identified.   

2.3: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

HELCOM indicators should be evaluated by the secretariat with the help of the policy experts, 
using web queries and designated workshops. 
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3 Housing of, and the structure used for developing and updating HELCOM indicators 

HELCOM indicators are currently developed and maintained, via the Secretariat (indicator coordinator), using 
the Lead country (or co-Lead country) approach. Nominated experts from HELCOM Contracting Parties are 
designated to carry out this work on behalf of the Lead country. Many (but not all) HELCOM indicators have 
Lead countries and Lead contributors (one or more) and many are aligned with active working groups (WGs), 
expert networks (ENs), intersessional networks (INs) or correspondence groups (CGs). Many (though not all) 
indicators are currently reviewed by the existing working groups that host them. Data solutions and the level 
of automation, thus also the level of direct work by indicator contributors, varies between indicator 
categories and individual indicators. 

3.1 Please evaluate the way the HELCOM indicators are housed and how the indicator process has worked 
so far. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2 Please define better approaches, solutions or alternative methods that should be considered in the 
future work on HELCOM indicators. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3 How should expert networks be better involved in the HELCOM indicator process? 

 
  
 

 

 

  

3.1: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

At the moment, the process seems to be wasting valuable resources and time, for example the 
case of the indicators that have been developed half way through and been left forgotten or are 
not used anymore. Necessity, timetable and precise steps of the indicator development should 
be evaluated at the very first stage by the scientific groups in collaboration with the policy 
makers, in order to avoid futile work. One solution might be better gap analysis and planning. 

3.2: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

As soon as shortcomings in the indicators have been identified by the expert groups, new 
indicator proposals should first be made at the HOD level for acceptance from HOD. HOD would 
then give a task and timetable for the indicator to be developed. If there are EU or OSPAR 
indicator schemes then HELCOM should use them as much as possible to avoid duplication of the 
processes.  HELCOM indicator developers could participate or be more involved in the work of 
JRC working groups and EC GES related work and indicator development. 

3.3: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Expert networks could benefit from a workspace or a project website on different indicators 
where HELCOM could provide background data and facilitated access to the working documents 
for those who are not connected to the indicator. 
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3.4 Have policy needs been sufficiently integrated into HELCOM indicator work? 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5 How should collaborative work with OSPAR (and other relevant parties) be approached and advanced 
in future HELCOM indicator work? 

 
  
 

 

 

 

3.6 Please identify specific examples or issues relevant to the above points. 

 

 

 

 

4 Indicator update frequency 

The frequency with which HELCOM indicators should be updated is an important consideration to facilitate 
planning, the meeting of policy and reporting needs and to enable good development of existing and new 
indicators. Both policy needs and scientific/technical aspects need to be considered in such a process. A 
number of detailed possible options for setting the frequency, or developing a plan for suitable update 
frequency, are provided in annex 1 at the end of this document. This list is not exclusive nor all-encompassing 
and is provided to assist with answering the questions posed within this section. 

  

3.4: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Not all MSFD updated Commission decision indicators have been covered, some lacking threshold 
values for e.g. For the EU member states MSFD and HD are the first priority and HELCOM could 
help member states with the relevant indicators.  

3.5: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Since both conventions at some level strive to help with MSFD implementation, then in order to 
avoid duplication and waste of resources indicators could be developed together, at least through 
arrangement of the joint workshops.  

3.6: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Is there a need for the winter N concentrations indicator when MSFD demands DIN and TN? There 
are relevant indicators developed under Habitat Directive for the benthic habitat assessment, 
which could be used in the HECLOM work.  
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4.1 What policy considerations should be taken into account when defining the update frequency of the 
HELCOM indicators? 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 What is the next policy related indicator update requirement that is envisaged? 

 

 

 

 

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE – beyond this point offers detailed examples on indicator update frequency to 
support the questions posed in section 4 of the questionnaire. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.1: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Overall, 6 year update frequency corresponding to the MSFD reporting cycles. However, new 
developed policies relevant for the Baltic Sea region should also be taken into consideration. 
Therefore, if there is a new document it should be taken into account during the first year, if 
possible.  

4.2: Please type response here using as much space as needed. 

Marine litter, underwater noise, climate change, hazardous substances and cumulative impacts. 
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Response from Germany 
1 General information 

Please give the name of Contracting Party responding and the contact details of a suitable person for follow 
up questions if needed. 

a. Name of Country/Contracting Party. 

Germany 

b. Name and contact details of contact person for possible follow up questions. 

Andrea Weiß (GEAR HOD), German Environment Agency 
andrea.weiss@uba.de; Tel: 0049 340 2103 2302 
 

2 Policy requirements 
The HELCOM core indicators form a vital part of the HELCOM process. It is through the indicators that 
threshold values are developed and operationalized, which in turn are used to support international 
commitments with regards to essential aspects of scientific, environmental, as well as policy importance. 
These indicators form the basis for much of HELCOM’s own work to implement the Helsinki Convention and 
the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), such as the holistic assessments of the state of the Baltic Sea. They can also 
offer vital support to HELCOM Contracting Parties, which are also EU Member States, assisting in coordinating 
their marine strategies under MSFD. Furthermore, at the High-level Segment of HELCOM 38-2017 
Contracting Parties have agreed to coordinate the use of HELCOM indicators to measure and compare 
progress towards reaching ocean-related UN Sustainable Development Goals.  

mailto:andrea.weiss@uba.de
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2.1 How should HELCOM indicators be evaluated to meet existing commitments (HELCOM BSAP, the 
updated Commission decision for HELCOM CP that are EU Member States, UN SDGs)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1: We suggest the following approach: 

1. Compare BSAP, MSFD and UN SDG specific indicator needs.  
Aim: Identify which needs are similar/same and allow the use of the same indicator or data set 
under the different commitments.  
2. Produce a list of current HELCOM core/pre-core and candidate indicators for management 
discussion which  
- links the indicator to any of the three policy contexts (see point 1),  
- indicates need for adjustment of any indicator in order to meet the policy needs, 
- indicates the link of the indicator to measures and their effectiveness, 
- indicates optimal frequency for updating the indicator assessment. 

3. Indicators which are also intended for use by EU Member States under MSFD: Systematic 
review of the core / pre-core indicators: 
- Does the indicator (individually or jointly) principally respond to a GES criterion, and if so, is 

it a primary or a secondary criterion?  
Aim: Identify mismatch of indicator and criteria needs, i.e. any need for indicator adjustment. 
Also identify (major) gaps (see question 2.2). 

- Have so far Contracting Parties agreed on the use of secondary criteria for MSFD reporting 
purposes, and if so, which? 
Aim: Put focus on the finalization or further development of indicators for primary criteria 
and those secondary criteria which most Contracting Parties intend to use, thus optimizing 
HELCOM efforts to assist those countries being EU member states in fulfilling their MSFD 
obligations in a regionally harmonized way. 

- Have so far Contracting Parties agreed elements for assessment (i.e. list of species, 
substances etc.) of the criterion? Do these agreements meet the requirements of COM 
Decision 2017/848/EU?  
Aim: Produce a list of (sub-)regionally agreed elements per criterion/indicator. 

- Has so far a threshold value been agreed by Contracting Parties for the indicator/criterion? 
Aim: Identify gaps in threshold agreements for indicators and for criteria (where several 
indicators contribute to the assessment of a criterion); establish and agree the missing  
(sub-)regional values. 

- Do already agreed threshold values correspond to the requirements of COM Decision 
2017/848/EU?  
Aim: Identify any need for adjustments resulting from the requirements of COM Decision 
2017/848/EU and agree a change of values accordingly. 

- Does the presentation of the indicator results match the requirements of COM Decision 
2017/848/EU for presenting the results of the criterion?  
Aim: Identify any need for adjustment and identify options (e.g. through different 
presentation tools) to meet the different policy needs while ensuring consistent messages. 
Seek agreement on a standard presentation(s) of the indicator results as part of the indicator 
concept. 

- Does the monitoring for the indicator meet the requirements of COM Decision 2017/848/EU?  
Aim: Identify any need for adjustment of the monitoring programmes and technical 
guidelines. Review of the regional monitoring programmes as a contribution to the review 
and update of national monitoring programmes under Art. 11 MSFD. 
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2.2 Should gap identification (to these policy documents) be carried out? 

 

 

  

2.2: Yes, with the understanding that  

- as a priority, the existing set of core/pre-core indicators should be consolidated with a 
timeline e.g. by 2020. 

- any new indicator development should be prioritised to close major gaps (i.e. where so far 
no assessment has been possible at all), and in particular gaps regarding primary criteria, with 
a timeline (e.g. by 2022) for application in the next HOLAS assessment. If new indicators are 
proposed, priority should be given to those that link to primary criteria and to measures, and 
are targeted to inform concrete management decisions. There should, however, also be room 
for the development of indicators for biodiversity and foodwebs, which often can’t be linked 
so clearly to measures, but will be of importance for assessing the environmental status. 

- the gap analysis is used for review and consolidation of the list of candidate indicators with 
the aim to narrow down the list. 

- any new developments are complementary to EU technical work on GES criteria and does 
not duplicate EU efforts. 

As suggested under 2.1, streamlining and coherence of indicator use for different purposes is 
paramount. To serve this end, the adjustment of existing indicators or data sets is a priority and 
the development of any new additional indicator in the field of existing indicators should be 
avoided. If a new indicator is considered to match better the policy needs than another, it should 
replace the other rather than be developed on top, unless there is a very good justification for 
doing so. Such cases should be subject to policy decision. 
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2.3 What form should this overall process overall take (e.g. via scientific expert groups, via policy experts, 
designated workshops, other)? 

 

  2.3: We respond in relation to the activities suggested in point 2.1: 

Ad (1): Comparative inventory by Secretariat as background for the technical consideration by 
HELCOM Working Groups (see next two steps). 

Ad (2): Expert groups fill out a table with the list of indicators as described under 2.1 point 2, and 
report to Working Groups via S&C to GEAR. 

Ad (3): Analysis by expert groups which report proposals for agreement to the Working Groups.  
The expert groups’ task should be steered by GEAR, i.e. with a clear explanation of the tasks and 
the expected outputs. State and Conservation, Pressure and GEAR should take a view across the 
analysis and proposed further indicator work and steer the consolidation process from a technical 
and a managerial view. A one-off workshop (e.g. early in 2019) which brings the HELCOM 
community together may help to take a view across all indicators, to communicate policy needs 
and resource restrictions, seek jointly for synergies and pave the way for prioritising and 
organising the further work.  

And in relation to the activities suggested in point 2.2: 

Data gap analysis is already being addressed by HELCOM FISH e. g., Core Indicator “Number of 
drowned mammals and waterbirds in fishing gear” and pre Core Indicator “Cumulative impact on 
benthic biotopes”.  It appears that there is a different understanding of data needs. This could be 
addressed by scientific workshops involving expert groups. Eventually together with EU COM and 
ICES expert groups ICES WGBYC and JWGBIRD (for by-catch). 
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3 Housing of, and the structure used for developing and updating HELCOM indicators 

HELCOM indicators are currently developed and maintained, via the Secretariat (indicator coordinator), using 
the Lead country (or co-Lead country) approach. Nominated experts from HELCOM Contracting Parties are 
designated to carry out this work on behalf of the Lead country. Many (but not all) HELCOM indicators have 
Lead countries and Lead contributors (one or more) and many are aligned with active working groups (WGs), 
expert networks (ENs), intersessional networks (INs) or correspondence groups (CGs). Many (though not all) 
indicators are currently reviewed by the existing working groups that host them. Data solutions and the level 
of automation, thus also the level of direct work by indicator contributors, varies between indicator 
categories and individual indicators. 

3.1 Please evaluate the way the HELCOM indicators are housed and how the indicator process has worked 
so far. 

 

 

  

3.1: The indicator coordinator in the Secretariat has proven an invaluable help for indicator leads, 
HELCOM groups and Contracting Parties, and is very important for successful work.  

The lead country approach is still considered a good way to take work forward. It is important 
that the state of work is regularly shared with the HELCOM expert groups (and, for a broader 
contextual review and steer, working groups). Expert groups should be given the opportunity to 
evaluate the direction of the technical development. Early and regular consultations among 
expert groups / working groups are essential for a final policy acceptance. 

The HELCOM projects have been a boost-factor for the development of indicators. Yet, like for 
the lead country approach, a close cooperation with the expert groups (and, for a broader 
contextual review and steer, working groups) is needed. In the past, there were instances where 
project work was perceived as a closed shop, non-transparent and difficult to influence. 

A good science-policy interface is essential to ensure that scientific developments respond to 
policy needs. Policy needs and resource limitations are considerations to be taken into account 
in the future indicator work. Less may be more if the right indicators are chosen.  
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3.2 Please define better approaches, solutions or alternative methods that should be considered in the 
future work on HELCOM indicators. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3 How should expert networks be better involved in the HELCOM indicator process? 

 
  

 
 

 

 

3.4 Have policy needs been sufficiently integrated into HELCOM indicator work? 

 

 

 

  

3.2: Whether lead country or project approach: 

- discuss the intended direction of work with expert groups before starting work. 
- regularly report to expert groups and working groups substantive information on the state of 

play and inform about technical options in the further work. Allow for technical discussions 
and steering by the groups. 

- use a one-off workshop of technical and policy experts to kick-off the next phase for indicator 
work and for collective orientation 

- establish a light but effective reporting/exchange system that allows science-policy interface 
at the start and milestone points of indicator work 

- reinforce the use of the HELCOM web-platform to inform on the state of play of work, to 
discuss approaches and to allow collaboration from others. It would help exchange if the 
system would be open to the rest of the HELCOM community so that people can actively 
inform themselves. 

- invest into user-friendly and consolidated database-linked data streams to facilitate data 
reporting, extraction and handling for assessment purposes as part of more automated 
processes. 

- ensure appropriate timelines for discussion and development of indicators and avoid 
consultations at short notice with the aim to enable necessary expert and policy consultations 
at national levels.  

3.3: There should be regular and substantive reporting on the detailed technical indicator work, 
in order to allow expert networks to fully appreciate the direction and science the work is taking 
and to allow for steering. The idea of involving expert networks is that all Contracting Parties can 
influence the indicator. Yet, the challenge remains that limited resources will not allow CPs to 
participate in all groups. 

3.4: Overall: no. 
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3.5 How should collaborative work with OSPAR (and other relevant parties) be approached and advanced 
in future HELCOM indicator work? 

 
  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6 Please identify specific examples or issues relevant to the above points. 

 

 

 

4 Indicator update frequency 

The frequency with which HELCOM indicators should be updated is an important consideration to facilitate 
planning, the meeting of policy and reporting needs and to enable good development of existing and new 
indicators. Both policy needs and scientific/technical aspects need to be considered in such a process. A 
number of detailed possible options for setting the frequency, or developing a plan for suitable update 
frequency, are provided in annex 1 at the end of this document. This list is not exclusive nor all-encompassing 
and is provided to assist with answering the questions posed within this section. 

 

  

3.5: Good initiatives have been taken by joint meetings and seeking exchange of information. 
This should continue. A work-sharing approach should be considered, where the topic/issue 
allows and where one of the organisations is advanced in the work. Joint request for ICES advice 
can help ensuring that the regional specificities of the respective other organisation are taken 
into account in the work (example technical monitoring guidelines and development of threshold 
values).  

In addition to OSPAR, good cooperation should be sought with technical assessment work at EU 
level. This implies that  

- HELCOM work should complement EU work and not duplicate EU work in parallel 
- Results from technical EU MSFD work is taken up in the HELCOM work on indicators and 

assessments 
- HELCOM expertise and technical input to EU work is continued and ensured through 

HELCOM CPs and the Secretariat 

3.6:  

Examples:  

- Wealth of proposed plankton indicators (pre/core and candidate) without demonstrated 
need for all of them 

- Unclear relations of the work within HELCOM on the indicator on cumulative impacts, 
BSPI/BSII and pressure targets to ensure integrity of the seafloor. In addition lack of 
clarity how HELCOM work relates to work intended by the planned EU Technical Group 
on Habitats and threshold development. 

- The cooperation with OSPAR on the bird indicators (JWGBird) is a good example for 
OSPAR/HELCOM collaboration and could be a model for other topics. 
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4.1 What policy considerations should be taken into account when defining the update frequency of the 
HELCOM indicators? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 What is the next policy related indicator update requirement that is envisaged? 

 

 

 

 

 

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE – beyond this point offers detailed examples on indicator update frequency to 
support the questions posed in section 4 of the questionnaire. 

 

 

 

 

4.1:  

- Specific policy needs: depending on the indicator concerned 
- Management cycles and legal obligations: minimum once in a six-years period  
- Needs of holistic assessments: chosen indicator assessment periods need to be 

representative and allow their integration although they may differ among indicators 
- Visibility of change over time: if changes are seen only based on a couple of years’ data, 

assessment can be less frequent  
- Link to measures and management: if indicator is able to track changes and inform 

management, frequency may be more often 
- Spreading out assessment work: avoid boost at the time of holistic assessments 
- Resource limitations: automated assessments may be more frequent than others 
- Efficiency of assessment processes: more often assessments may be warranted to establish 

assessment routines and to improve the quality of data sets by regular data use. This may 
lead to assessments being less time consuming and that their quality is increasing. 

We recommend in conclusion that the frequency should be determined indicator-specific 
(example 4 in Annex 1) taking into account the above-listed considerations and the minimum 
requirement of once in a six-years period.  

The examples in Annex 1 do not question the two-step approach applied to the second holistic 
assessment, i.e. to prepare a draft version for use in public consultations and an update a year 
later in support of reporting. The approach should be further discussed. We question that the 
effort the update requires is proportionate to the gain in one more year of data which in most 
cases won’t change the overall assessment results; it is more for the good looking.  

4.2:  

- Progress on measures and on management targets (subset of HELCOM indicators (pressure-
related indicators)): 2020 

- Update of the state of the marine environment assessment for 2023 
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Response from Sweden 
1. General information 

Please give the name of Contracting Party responding and the contact details of a suitable person for follow 
up questions if needed. 

1.5 Name of Country/Contracting Party. SWEDEN 
1.6 Name and contact details of contact person for possible follow up questions. 

Linda Rydell, Direct no +46 10 6986033, linda.rydell@havochvatten.se 

2. Policy requirements 
The HELCOM core indicators form a vital part of the HELCOM process. It is through the indicators that 
threshold values are developed and operationalized, which in turn are used to support international 
commitments with regards to essential aspects of scientific, environmental, as well as policy importance. 
These indicators form the basis for much of HELCOM’s own work to implement the Helsinki Convention and 
the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), such as the holistic assessments of the state of the Baltic Sea. They can also 
offer vital support to HELCOM Contracting Parties, which are also EU Member States, assisting in coordinating 
their marine strategies under MSFD. Furthermore, at the High-level Segment of HELCOM 38-2017 
Contracting Parties have agreed to coordinate the use of HELCOM indicators to measure and compare 
progress towards reaching ocean-related UN Sustainable Development Goals.  
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2.1 How should HELCOM indicators be evaluated to meet existing commitments (HELCOM BSAP, the 
updated Commission decision for HELCOM CP that are EU Member States, UN SDGs)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Should gap identification (to these policy documents) be carried out? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1: We would propose the work to be coordinated by a drafting group under GEAR, who are 
tasked not only to look at future of Helcom indicators but also the over all work of coordination 
in line with the Commission GES Decision.  GEAR would be relevant body since they should 
coordinate work with the ecosystem approach, and all elements of national marine strategies. 
This would be more suitable than tasking for example State, since there are indicators which fall 
between groups. However, the work should be run in close contact with the working groups (as 
relevant) and the secretariat.  

Concrete steps foreseen: 

• agree on the details of which commitments to use in the evaluation:  
o present BSAP and/or updated BSAP? We should consider the need for evaluation 

(though indicators) of new commitments in an updated BSAP.  
o Which step of the MSFD cycle, e.g. next cycle Art 8 assessment? We probably also 

need to discuss indicators for Art 10, targets. As regards Pressures, the COM Decision 
Annex III includes substantial requirements which are reported under/linked to 
MSFD Art 10.   

• Developing the table drafted through the ”Regional Cooperation and the Revised 
Commission Decision” document, for example through clearly linking indicators to 
criteria, matching against BSAP or other committments.  

• Identifying existing Helcom-relevant targets which we need indicators for (And the 
opposite: is there a target missing?). For example, at present there are several targets 
under Maritime but only two core indicators.  

• We would propose not to analyse ALL indicators but as a start focus on Core/pre core. 
Candidates could be analysed after a first GAP analysis (maybe leave out Baltic sea fact 
sheets completely?) 

We consider much of the evaluation work already done, what is needed now is a GAP analysis 
and proposals for prioritization (in time or other) for future work. 

This work will also be relevant input to the EU working groups, and we could foresee further 
exchanges with the Commission on this topic. 

2.2: Yes, not only indicators but also gaps as regards indicators for targets (and any need for 
additional targets).  



GEAR 18-2018, 3-10 
 

 

Page 24 of 27 
 

 

2.3 What form should this overall process overall take (e.g. via scientific expert groups, via policy experts, 
designated workshops, other)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Housing of, and the structure used for developing and updating HELCOM indicators 

HELCOM indicators are currently developed and maintained, via the Secretariat (indicator coordinator), using 
the Lead country (or co-Lead country) approach. Nominated experts from HELCOM Contracting Parties are 
designated to carry out this work on behalf of the Lead country. Many (but not all) HELCOM indicators have 
Lead countries and Lead contributors (one or more) and many are aligned with active working groups (WGs), 
expert networks (ENs), intersessional networks (INs) or correspondence groups (CGs). Many (though not all) 
indicators are currently reviewed by the existing working groups that host them. Data solutions and the level 
of automation, thus also the level of direct work by indicator contributors, varies between indicator 
categories and individual indicators. 

2.3: Please see 2.1. 

We would propose the work to be conducted through elaborating a document, in table format. 
This “gap analysis” table would need a sheet per descriptor, in order to have space for all the 
information needed. The Annex 1 table (in the Regional cooperation towards GES document) is a 
good basis for this. The same columns can be kept, but what needs added is geographical 
coverage per basin, region etc. This way we can identify any issues, per basin. For example, at 
present there is no oxygen indicator for the Arcona basin. A column can be added with reasons 
for such gaps (these may vary).  (it is possible that other file formats than Word/excel would be 
useful for exchanges).  Based on this we can prioritize, based on a set of criteria such as:  

o indicators that cover all Primary criteria are prioritised, but should we also include 
secondary;   

o for those indicators where monitoring is already ongoing etc.  
o what can be considered a “sufficient” level to cover the needs for MSFD at present stage 

of implementation  
o Secretariat/Gear could develop a first list before circulating to working groups with clear 

tasks (what needs to be further analysed). Possibly, also with an estimate of how much 
development work is still needed for each indicator.  

As regards the timing, we would foresee that we would need activities (correspondence, online 
meetings) to run between working group meetings in order to fulfil the task within reasonable 
time. The chairs of the groups could be tasked to communicate with sub-groups/expert networks. 
We would propose the following: 

o Autumn 2018: GEAR drafting group starting the planning and evaluation. It would be 
useful to have any results of this first gap analysis ready for state and conservation in 
autumn, in order for the group members to be able to flag up resource needs for 2019 
on time.  

o December 2018: first evaluation finalised, including identification of 
topics/indicators/questions for further scrutiny  

o Spring 2019: Detailed analysis by working groups (we would propose that they 
contact/distribute work to expert networks where relevant)  
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3.1 Please evaluate the way the HELCOM indicators are housed and how the indicator process has worked 
so far. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2 Please define better approaches, solutions or alternative methods that should be considered in the 
future work on HELCOM indicators. 

 

 

 

 

3.3 How should expert networks be better involved in the HELCOM indicator process? 

 
  
 

 

 

3.4 Have policy needs been sufficiently integrated into HELCOM indicator work? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.1: This issue could possibly be solved starting with discussions in 2019.  Lower priority than 
above questions.  

Scope to be considered:  

o would this include data hosting? in that case detailed analysis is required.  
o Would this be needed for all indicators? Or are there issues for particular indicators? 

Could be done per theme (Beat, chase, heat), or by indicator, by expert groups. 
o Detailed analysis of data flows and review might be considered (as we know from 

previous experience that data errors slipped through) 

3.2:  

- 

3.3: Differs depending on topic. 

• Biodiversity: EN on biodiversity needs to be more consistently involved in the work.  
 

3.4: As regards policy issues, GEAR need to be closely involved and have close exchange with the 
working groups where relevant, and on certain topics.  

We would furthermore need a policy lead per theme, who can help in balancing resource use 
against conservation targets.  

Proposal: The evaluation that was started 2014 of Helcom organisation should be followed up, 
evaluated, now that GEAR/STATE have been active for a few years.  
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3.5 How should collaborative work with OSPAR (and other relevant parties) be approached and advanced 
in future HELCOM indicator work? 

 
  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6 Please identify specific examples or issues relevant to the above points. 

 

 

 

4. Indicator update frequency 

The frequency with which HELCOM indicators should be updated is an important consideration to facilitate 
planning, the meeting of policy and reporting needs and to enable good development of existing and new 
indicators. Both policy needs and scientific/technical aspects need to be considered in such a process. A 
number of detailed possible options for setting the frequency, or developing a plan for suitable update 
frequency, are provided in annex 1 at the end of this document. This list is not exclusive nor all-encompassing 
and is provided to assist with answering the questions posed within this section. 

 

4.1 What policy considerations should be taken into account when defining the update frequency of the 
HELCOM indicators? 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5: Collaboration should take place where needed. There are examples of existing collaborations 
such as Corebam, EN Noise, etc. In order to facilitate coordination and identification of possible 
collaboration opportunities:  

• Denmark, Sweden and Germany should take responsibility to ensure there is an exchange 
between working groups, for example to see to that reporting forms are aligned.  

• Keeping informed on other RSC:s work could be an item in the work programs of the 
working groups. At State, there is an agenda item on ongoing Ospar activities for 
information. Pressure has a similar agenda item but with a broader approach to include 
“other regional sea Conventions”. In a similar way it is useful to have an exchange with 
the EU-level. Coordination as regards MSFD goes mainly through WG GES.  

3.6: See above 

4.1: This has been discussed in the working groups, and needs to be decided per working group.  
The update frequency planning will differ between Pressure and State, and per indicator. For 
example MAI is updated yearly, CART every 3 years. 
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4.2 What is the next policy related indicator update requirement that is envisaged? 

 

 

 

 

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE – beyond this point offers detailed examples on indicator update frequency to 
support the questions posed in section 4 of the questionnaire. 

 

4.2: MSFD programs of measures, for example for the purpose of the GAP analysis.  

Also the updated BSAP 
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