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Background 
This document contains the Summary Record of the OSPAR Meeting of the Biodiversity Committee (BDC) 
held on 19-23 February 2018 in Madeira (Portugal). 
 
Please note especially the Agenda items 3 (review of the North-East Atlantic Environment Strategy), 4 
(indicators and assessments) and 7 (cooperation with other organizations). 
 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information, and use it as needed e.g. together with the information 
provided in documents 3-2 and 3-3 to support the discussion on strategic guidance on future indicator work 
in HELCOM. 
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 BDC 18/10/1-E  
 

OSPAR Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic 

Meeting of the Biodiversity Committee (BDC) 

Madeira: 19-23 February 2018 

Summary Record 
Agenda Item 0 – Opening and representation at the Meeting  
0.1 The 2018 meeting of the Biodiversity Committee (BDC) was held in Madeira from 19-23 February 
2018 at the kind invitation of the Regional Government of Madeira. 

0.2 Manuel Ara Oliveira, Regional sub-director, opened the meeting on behalf of the Regional 
Government of Madeira and warmly welcomed delegates to Madeira. He stated that, although Madeira 
was outside the jurisdiction of OSPAR, the work of the Biodiversity Committee was of particular relevance 
to the island, given the importance of the sea and the natural heritage to Madeira and its long history of 
cooperation.  

0.3 Madeira, located in the geographical and ecological centre of a major biogeographic region – 
Macaronesia - emerges from an abyssal plan at 4000 metres deep, with many living and non-living 
resources existing there. With barely any continental shelf, oceanic cetaceans which normally inhabit deep 
waters, are easily observed as they come very close to shore to feed, reproduce and socialise. 

0.4 Madeira has always had a widely recognised pioneering role in Portugal with regard to marine 
protected areas and Mr Oliveira highlighted several milestones with respect to the establishment of marine 
and nature reserves. In addition, the Government of Madeira was actively engaged in promoting 
sustainable Blue Growth, and was committed to the MSFD and to measures and monitoring concerning all 
11 descriptors. Mr Oliveira acknowledged the huge challenge to integrate various approaches to the 
protection of the marine environment, but recognised OSPAR’s major role in achieving coherence and 
international cooperation. 

0.5 Mr Oliveira wished the meeting every success for its work and hoped that delegates would have a 
very pleasant stay in Madeira and the chance to enjoy the rich historical and cultural heritage that the 
island has to offer. 

0.6 The meeting was chaired by Jeroen Vis (Netherlands) and was attended by representatives from the 
following: 

a. Contracting Parties 

Belgium, Denmark, European Commission, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (UK);  

b.  Governmental and Non-Governmental Observer Organisations 

North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC), BirdLife International, Greenpeace International, 
Oceana, WorldWide Fund for Nature (WWF).  

The observer HELCOM participated in the meeting virtually. A list of participants is at Annex 1. 

 

  



5 of 29  

OSPAR Commission Summary Record – BDC 2018 BDC 18/10/1-E 
 

Agenda Item 1 – Adoption of the Agenda 
BDC 18/1/1Rev.1 + Add.1 

BDC 18/1/Info.1, Info.2+Add.1, Info.3, Info.4 

1.1 The draft agenda (BDC 18/1/1 Rev.1) was adopted without amendment. A copy of the agenda and 
documents submitted to the meeting is at Annex 2. A list of actions arising from the meeting is at Annex 3. 

1.2 The meeting noted a letter from the Chairman which highlighted the strategic issues to be 
considered by the BDC 2018 meeting (BDC 18/1/Info.1), the elements of work in the Programme of Work 
for the Biodiversity Committee on which the agenda for the present meeting was based (BDC 18/1/Info.2). 
It noted the Terms of Reference for ICG-MPA, ICG-COBAM and ICG-POSH (BDC 18/1/Info.2 Add.1).  

1.3 The meeting took note of an update on relevant information from the OSPAR Commission and CoG 
meetings (BDC 18/1/Info.3) and of issues from other subsidiary bodies relevant to BDC (BDC 18/1/Info.4) 

 

Agenda Item 2 – Cross-cutting and coordination issues 
BDC 18/2/1, BDC 18/2/2, BDC 18/2/3+ADD.1+ADD.2, BDC 18/2/4, BDC 18/2/5, BDC 18/2/6 

BDC 18/2/Info.1, Info.2 

2.1 The Chair set out the key issues for the BDC 2018 meeting, based on his earlier letter to Contracting 
Parties (BDC 18/1/Info.1). He stressed that the focus of the meeting should be on the North East Atlantic 
Strategy.  

2.2 The Secretariat presented (BDC 18/2/Info.2) recognising the significant amount of work of 
completing all the biodiversity indicators for the Intermediate Assessment 2017. A number of minor errors 
had been agreed to be corrected at the CoG(2)2017 meeting. 

QSR 2023 

2.3 The Secretariat presented BDC 18/2/6 on the QSR 2023, including the frequency and timing of 
indicator assessments and the need to revise the JAMP to ensure timely delivery of QSR 2023 components. 

2.4 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. it was important to start by a looking back at the 2000 and 2010 QSR, and also the IA2017, to 
consider how this had contributed to work in OSPAR to use this as guidance on how to develop 
the scope for the QSR 2023 to make it a useful tool for OSPAR policy; 

b. compared to previous QSRs there were now more assessments being made in the region, in 
particular status assessments for EU MSFD, thus OSPAR needed to clearly identify topics of the 
QSR that created added value; 

c. consecutive QSR and IA2017 assessments should be used to evaluate change in the marine 
environment over time and thus QSR2023 should build on previous work; 

d. the challenge of achieving good status of the North-East Atlantic had not changed since 
previous assessments, and the QSR 2023 needed to show if we were making sufficient 
progress through OSPAR measures to reach this objective; 

e. the scope of the questions to be assessed in the QSR were to be based on the North-East 
Atlantic Strategy for Biodiversity, and the QSR should help OSPAR understand how well the 
political aims were being achieved; 

f. ICG-MAQ’s identification of the target audience being an expert audience was supported, 
further noting that the status assessment was mainly a product for OSPAR policy and expert 
use by assessing the progress OSPAR was making on achieving the goal of a good status of the 
North-East Atlantic marine environment. Even though the QSR was an expert product, the 
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language used should be clear to all users. Key messages for policy makers should be 
generated; 

g. the QSR 2023 should cover the whole OSPAR area, for BDC this was recognised as a challenge 
as the common indicators did not cover all OSPAR regions in IA2017; 

h. QSR2023 should give emphasis to evaluating how well OSPAR was doing on implementing 
agreed measures and whether the measures were having the desired effect; 

i. it could be useful to have a review of how well the components of the IA2017 worked from a 
perspective of the process of generating and disseminating the assessment information to 
further consider what components worked well and what components may need further 
development of the structure of the QSR2023; 

j. OSPAR needed to ensure balance in the work effort of completing assessments compared to 
carrying out other work and this needed to be considered when establishing the scope of the 
QSR2023; 

k. the OSPAR cumulative effect assessment method, which was developed during AI2017, could 
in the coming meeting cycles be relevant for BDC in establishing the overarching assessment 
questions for biodiversity in the QSR2023; 

l. France stated that a rolling assessment requires versioning control arrangements that ensure 
previous assessments, such as the IA2017, are not changed. Besides, before updates, work on 
correspondence between OSPAR indicators and new GES (primary) criteria should be 
conclusive enough to ensure adequacy (see §4.4).  

2.5 In conclusion, BDC agreed:  

a. to work on developing proposals for establishing a rolling assessment programme during the 
meeting cycle 2018/2019. To support this ICG-COBAM and ICG-POSH are requested to 
analyse what would be a manageable sequence of assessment, data flow and possible 
synergies between biodiversity assessment processes; 

b. to inform ICG-MAQ on the difficulty in interpreting the aim of the provided template and the 
information that is needed, and that ICG-MAQ may wish to revisit the template before 
submitting it to other Committees;  

c. that the Secretariat would communicate BDCs conclusions to ICG-MAQ as a preparation for 
next steps in the development of a QSR2023 roadmap. 

Science Needs Agenda 

2.6 The lead for the task group on updating the OSPAR Science Agenda (OSA) (Lisette Enserink, the 
Netherlands) presented BDC 18/2/2+Add1, highlighting that an updated OSA should be delivered to 
CoG(1)2018 and the need to prioritise the many science needs identified for biodiversity. The science 
agenda was being updated based on IA2017 knowledge gaps to help OSPAR progress on these issues. 

2.7 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. the OSA update was based on IA2017, recognising that this was a limited scope and did not 
include gaps for issues for which OSPAR had not yet developed common indicators nor the 
work of ICG-POSH; 

b. some Contracting Parties were of the view that further testing and development of common 
indicators as well as developing threshold values was a priority; 

c. some Contracting Parties stated that knowledge gaps that were not captured in the IA2017 
may become priority knowledge gaps especially as work towards the QSR2023 progressed; for 
example additional science needs were seen as emerging  from the revision of the EU 
Commission Decision on GES which was not considered in the IA2017 and extending the 
OSPAR common indicators to other OSPAR regions (e.g. I, IV and V); 
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d. it was not yet clear how the OSA would be used in the sense of filling the gaps through funded 
work, the aim of the developed OSA was to clearly communicate OSPAR needs based on which 
funding opportunities would be explored. If funding sources were known, including their focus, 
the OSA could be structured in accordance with potential funding sources. Small funds were 
expected to soon become available through an EMFF call. It may be relevant to consider other 
funding sources such as EMFF, DG ENV, FP 9 Programme, Interreg, Horizon 2020 or JPI Ocean;  

e. the OSA should differentiate between ‘science needs’ and ‘data deficiency needs’; 

f. BDC could prioritise criteria/themes science needs instead of prioritising single indicators 
through a nested approach as explained in Annex 4;  

g. prioritisation could be based on the NEAES and/or the EU Commission Decision on GES primary 
criteria; 

h. multi-year programmes or projects could be developed based on nested knowledge gaps; 

i. the common indicators should be used for the entire OSPAR Maritime Area and that nesting of 
science needs should consider all OSPAR needs; 

j. development of the OSA should not be a purely scientific exercise but would need political 
steer to ensure that science needs developed would support OSPAR implementing measures. 

2.8 In conclusion the BDC agreed:  

a. to inform CoG(1)2018 that for BDC it was not possible to identify only a handful of priority 
knowledge gaps, due to the large number of knowledge gaps identified in IA2017 (over 80 out 
of a total of approximately 200) and more are foreseen to arise as work progressed towards 
the QSR2023; 

b. to use a nested approach where experts would group indicators into wider topics; to use 
expert groups’ multi-year work plans to update OSA and to reflect interactions, and vice versa, 
and for BDC to then prioritise among the wider topics; 

c. that there was a need for further iterations with experts to ensure that the OSA became 
relevant and useful by allowing the experts to do the grouping and prioritisation, and included 
work on OSA in the Terms of Reference (ToR) of ICG-COBAM, ICG-POSH and ICG-MPA for the 
meeting cycle 2018/2019; 

d. on next steps as outlined in Annex 4.  

Proposed limit change between OSPAR Regions II and III 

2.9 France presented an analysis of the implications of the proposed limit change between OSPAR 
Regions II and III in the French EEZ on the species and habitats Recommendations (BDC 
18/2/3+Add.1+Add.2). 

2.10 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. several Contracting Parties stated that they understand the reasoning behind the boundary 
change and supported France in their effort; 

b. several Contracting Parties were of the view that developing a fast track procedure for 
changing regions for listed features requires careful consideration by ICG-POSH experts, as well 
as by JL, before any change to the procedures could be agreed. 

2.11 The Secretariat presented 18/5/11 on discrepancies between the List of threatened and/or declining 
species and habitats, the Recommendations and the Background documents. Clarifying that the case report 
was an assessment against the Texel-Faial criteria whereas the background documents were developed to 
support the drafting of a Recommendation on what measures OSPAR was to take. 

2.12 In discussion the following points were raised: 
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a. OSPAR Recommendations are political agreements implying that the Regions in which a 
feature was listed may not in all cases reflect the scientific information presented in a case 
report or  background document; 

b. the OSPAR Commission could decide on changes to the Regions even without a change to the 
case report and the background document that provide scientific information as a basis for the 
decision but other scientific evidence can also be presented as support for such a decision; 

c. the steps of the current listing procedure are slow and may impede adaptive management of 
OSPAR regional collaboration on managing these features; 

d. the time needed for Contracting Parties to complete national consultation had to be 
considered if a new procedure was developed to change the region in which a feature is listed;  

e. OSPAR 2016 agreed on adjusted regions for IA2017 purposes and the implications of other 
boundary changes needed to be considered. 

2.13 In conclusion on the discussion of the Region II and III boundary change and identified discrepancies 
between the List and associated documents, BDC agreed: 

a. that France would present by OSPAR 2018 a more detailed analysis of the occurrence of the 
five listed features to clarify their occurrence in the ‘mixed area’ as a decision base for the 
implication of a boundary change, noting it was not possible to assess within a short period of 
time whether the species and habitats were threatened and/or in decline in relation to that 
area; 

b. to ask OSPAR 2018 whether the limit change between Regions II and III would apply to all BDCs 
future work, including proposals for additions to the OSPAR List (e.g. Haploops communities 
and kelp forests);  

c. to request ICG-POSH to consider a proposal for an adapted procedure for changing the 
regions of a listed feature for adaptive management purposes to then be considered by BDC 
and JL, noting that different procedures might be relevant if a region needs to be changed due 
to a change in boundaries or due to a change in threats or distribution of the feature, and 
noting further that the OSPAR Commission can decide to change a Recommendation based on 
other scientific evidence than a case report and a background document; 

d. to reassess the case report for Thornback ray with the aim to clarify the identified discrepancy 
as a basis for further discussions on how to resolve the issue, noting that France would 
investigate the possibility to take the lead on this action (to be confirmed before CoG(1) 
2018). 

Data and information management 

2.14 The Secretariat presented an update on the Data and Information Strategy (BDC 18/2/4). 

2.15 In conclusion BDC agreed that Secretariat could release the EcApRHA data upon request in 
accordance with the OSPAR Data Policy, and Conditions of Use: https://odims.ospar.org/data_policy.html.  

2.16 The Secretariat presented the outcome of the workshop on human activities and pressure 
information (WS HAPI) which had been held in Amsterdam on 11-12 December 2017 (BDC 18/2/1). 
Clarifying that the next steps in considering how to collect the data, cost implications and relevance would 
be considered in detail at EIHA 2018. 

2.17 BDC endorsed the WS HAPI conclusion that it was of high importance to generate better knowledge 
on fisheries effects. The meeting further noted that from a policy perspective the EU DC-MAP now 
provided a stronger position for collecting incidental by-catch and seabed effects data, and noted that 
STECF would look into the issue in practice through an expert workshop in May and that delegates may 
wish to coordinate with their national fisheries counterparts on this issue.  

2.18 BDC agreed with the identified priorities and additionally agreed that turtles should be included on 
the list of species for incidental by-catch data collection. 

https://odims.ospar.org/data_policy.html
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2.19 The Secretariat presented an overview of BDC reporting requirements (BDC 18/2/5) as a discussion 
based for Contracting Parties to consider means by which reporting could be better supported in the 
future. 

2.20 BDC agreed that a summary of the reporting requirements should be made available on the OSPAR 
website, based on the example table in the document. The summary should clearly distinguish between 
obligatory reporting and voluntary commitments, with the aim to help streamline reporting needs and 
timings for obligatory reporting. Additionally a short ‘reporting for task managers new to OSPAR’ should 
be included. The Secretariat was asked to develop this further and to work with the ICG’s during the 
2018/2019 meeting cycle.   

2.21 The Secretariat presented the ‘Strategic approach to projects’ which was adopted by CoG(2)2017 
(BDC 18/2/Info1) highlighting that this approach encouraged Contracting Parties in OSPAR to inform each 
other on project proposals under development.  

2.22 BDC noted that an EU EMFF call was expected to come out soon, and that it was highly relevant to 
also look at other sources of funding such as Interreg. 

 

Agenda Item 3 – North-East Atlantic Environment Strategy 
BDC 18/3/1+Add.1+Add.2, BDC 18/3/2, BDC 18/3/3 

Review of achievement against OSPAR NEAES 2010-2020 

3.1 The Chair of BDC presented the process for review of the OSPAR North East Atlantic Strategy (NEAES) 
2010-2020 and the development of a new NEAES 2020-2030 (BDC 18/3/1 Add.1+Add.2). The NEAES 2020-
2030 would be adopted at an OSPAR Ministerial Meeting in 2020. 

3.2  The Executive Secretary presented the stepwise approach in reviewing progress against the current 
NEAES and developing the new NEAES, clarifying that BDC would be invited to provide further input to the 
process as follows: 

a. BDC 2018: to provide an initial review of the progress against NEAES2020 objectives; 

b. BDC 2019: to sign off progress review against NEAES 2020 objectives, be well underway with 
assessment of effectiveness of measures, and to draft objectives for NEAES 2030; 

c. BDC 2020: to sign off assessment of effectiveness of measures, and finalise objectives for 
NEAES 2030. 

3.3 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. several Contracting Parties considered the drafting of a new NEAES as a welcome opportunity 
to assess the work achieved against the current Strategy’s objectives; 

b. one Contracting Party was of the view that the NEAES is a very important tool for drafting of 
Recommendations as they often refer to objectives of the strategy; 

c. some Contracting Parties felt the task to review progress against the objectives was too 
ambitious within the currently proposed timeframe;  

d. it was highlighted that goals in the current NEAES would also be relevant for the new NEAES as 
they have not yet been fully achieved; 

e. one Contracting Party welcomed the fact that the new NEAES core issues would cover the last 
period of SDG goals; 

f. it was noted that for BDC objectives it would be difficult to assess the extent to which measures 
could be considered fully or partially implemented as due to the language used in the 
objectives and that this could be a valuable lesson learned when drafting objectives for NEAES 
2020-2030; 
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g. several Contracting Parties expressed a view that it is currently unclear what the assessment 
of effectiveness of measures should encompass and that BDC would require more guidance 
from CoG before being able to plan for the completion of the assessment; 

h. some Contracting Parties expressed their preference for a lighter and more strategic NEAES 
2030 compared to the current strategy. 

3.4  WWF presented its comments on the review of achievement against the NEAES with a focus on ABNJ 
(BDC 18/3/3).  WWF suggested that the Madeira process could be used in the future, so that MPAs became 
an effective tool to foster protective action on species and habitats in ABNJ, and urged Contracting Parties 
concerned to report on the implementation of recommendations on the management of MPAs and live up 
to the 2010 Ministerial commitment to designate the seafloor MPAs Northern MAR, Altair, Antialtair and 
Josephine seamounts.  Concern was expressed on the temporary nature of NEAFC bottom trawling closures 
and on certain MPAs like the Josephine seamount which remained unregulated, due to a sense of 
renationalisation following the claims on extended continental shelves and in this regard expressed a wish 
to see more engagement from OSPAR Contracting Parties speaking with one voice in other fora. Although 
satisfied with developments under the collective arrangement, WWF recalled the threat from deep sea 
mining had still not been addressed and a first exploitation licence granted in a hydrothermal vent field 
(“Lost City”). WWF raised concern that bottom fishing continued in ABNJ no go areas as shown by AIS 
analysis.  

3.5 The Chair of BDC recalled fisheries management was not within the remit of OSPAR, and that the 
‘Madeira Process’ resulted in the collective arrangement where work is actively ongoing between 
competent international authorities. 

3.6 BDC noted that the current stage in the process of review of the progress against the objectives in 
the NEAES 2010-2020 is an initial stage where first views are collected. These initial views are to be 
submitted to the Strategy Task Group that will compile the initial responses from all Committees to be 
considered by CoG(1)2018. Based on the initial overview, CoG(1)2018 may agree further guidance on how 
to work further on the review. Thus, it should be well noted that the currently drafted text would not be 
considered as final contributions to the process and should only be considered as an initial summary of 
reflections. 

3.7 BDC agreed to submit the initial views on the progress review against the objectives of NEAES 2010-
2020 as contained in Annex 5 to the Strategy Task Group, as additional input BDC would also submit 
document BDC 18/7/1, which provided examples on how BDC work could be linked to UN SDGs. 

Review of applicability of Decisions, Recommendations and Other Agreements within the framework of 
the OSPAR Convention 

3.8 The Secretariat presented background to support BDC’s review of applicability of Decisions, 
Recommendations and Other Agreements (BDC 18/3/2). This was a periodical housekeeping review, which 
aimed to identify whether measures remain applicable or have become obsolete due to scientific and 
technological developments, implementation completed, measures taken nationally or measures overtaken 
by other measures. The last full applicability review was made for the OSPAR Ministerial Meeting 2010. The 
review of applicability can be used as a basis for planning how to complete the assessment of effectiveness 
of measures needed as part of the review of progress against NEAES 2020. 

3.9 The applicability review used the following criteria: 

Category 1, should continue to be applicable without amendment; 

Category 2, should continue to be applicable with amendment, including possible consolidation 
with other measures; 

Category 3, is fully implemented or covered by other legislation. 

3.10 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. France requested that Recommendations that might be affected by their proposed boundary 
change between Regions II and III be given “Category 2” classification; 
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b. one Contracting Party stated that the OSPAR List of Threatened and/or Declining Habitats 
(Agreement 2008-06), the Description of Habitats on the OSPAR List (Agreement 2008-07) and 
the Guidelines for Listing and De-listing (Agreement 2016-02) be given “Category 2” 
classification; 

c. it was proposed that the Other Agreement on the application of the EcoQO system 
(Agreement 2006-04) be recommended to be set aside as “Category 3”; 

d. it was proposed to add the CEMP Guidelines which would be adopted by BDC 2018 to the list 
of other agreements;  

e. the best approach for CEMP Guidelines in this context was agreed to always give them a 
‘category 2’ as they are seen as living documents that are updated as the indicators are further 
developed.  

3.11 In conclusion, BDC agreed to the categorisation of measures as shown in Annex 6 to be forwarded as 
input to the review of all measures applicable in the framework of the OSPAR Convention. 

3.12 BDC noted that the applicability review of the Decisions and Recommendations (Table A, Annex 6) 
could be used as a basis for the assessment of effectiveness of measures as an input to the review of 
progress against NEAES2020, however BDC required further guidance from CoG on what such an 
assessment should include. 

 

Agenda Item 4 – Coordination of marine biodiversity assessment and 
monitoring 
BDC 18/4/1+Add.1, BDC 18/4/2, BDC 18/4/3+Add.1, BDC 18/4/4+Add.1+Add.2, BDC 18/4/5+Add.1-Add.5, BDC 18/4/6, 
BDC 18/4/7, BDC 18/4/8, BDC 18/4/9, BDC 18/4/10,  

BDC 18/4/Info.1, Info.2, Info.3, Info.4 

4.1 The Co-convenors of ICG-COBAM (Peter Heslenfeld, the Netherlands and Richard Emmerson, 
Sweden) reported on progress achieved by ICG-COBAM against the Terms of Reference agreed by BDC 
2017 for the period 2017/2018 (BDC 18/4/1).    

4.2 BDC agreed to publish the list of biodiversity common indicators on the OSPAR website, and to invite 
other Committees to publish their common indicator lists. 

Biodiversity indicator development work 

4.3 The Co-convenors of ICG-COBAM presented proposals for future orientation of OSPAR biodiversity 
indicator development work taking into account the revised EU Commission Decision 2017/848/EU 
(BDC 18/4/6). 

4.4 In a general discussion on the emphasis that should be given to OSPAR indicator work and how this 
related to EU MSFD needs, the following points were noted: 

a. several Contracting Parties thanked ICG-COBAM for carrying out the comprehensive analysis 
which was seen as an important basis for further work on the indicators; 

b. biodiversity indicators were important for assessments of whether OSPAR had achieved its 
NEAES goals, and that the indicators could also be relevant for Contracting Parties that were 
also EU Member States in their reporting on EU MSFD, noting that the indicators did not have 
political boundaries relating to the MSFD and that for QSR 2023 purposes there was a need to 
work on extending the indicators to all OSPAR Regions;  

c. several Contracting Parties proposed using the primary criteria in the EU Commission Decision 
on GES should be used to prioritise future indicator work; 

d. Norway stated that it was challenging to follow what details of the indicator work were driven 
by OSPAR needs and what was driven by EU MSFD needs, and that it was thus challenging for 
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Norway to engage in the indicator development process as it did not implement the EU MSFD 
and does not spend resources on this issue. Norway was currently exploring how to best 
engage with the OSPAR expert groups working with the indicators; 

e. several Contracting Parties underlined the importance of ensuring sufficient resources were 
put forward to carry out the required work, noting that resource can mean funding or 
engagement of national experts in OSPAR expert groups and that could be relevant to consider 
how best to organise expert group work for example through joint working groups with other 
organisations; 

f. Ireland proposed to identify the amount of work that can be completed with the currently 
available resources and to indicate to CoG or HOD that further resourcing was needed if all the 
outlined work was to be completed;  

g. one Contracting Party proposed that financial instruments similar to those supporting 
assessment of fisheries at EU level were needed to support assessment of the environment;  

h. several Contracting Parties indicated that their experts would contribute to the work of ICG-
COBAM. All Contracting Parties were invited to inform the Co-Convenors and the Secretariat of 
experts engaged in the work (see also BDC 18/4/info4). 

4.5 BDC agreed that the Co-convenors and Sweden would develop a document for ICG-COBAM that 
identified the challenges emerging from the revision of the EU Commission Decision on GES with respect 
to indicator development, particularly habitats assessment, which habitats are to be used, how habitats 
can be assigned to broad-scale and other habitat types, links between the assessments under MSFD and 
Habitats Directive as well as the integration of indicators.  

4.6 In a discussion on birds and incidental by-catch of birds, seals, cetaceans, turtles and non-
commercial fish the following points were noted: 

a. BDC recognised the significant progress made on bird indicators thanks to the work of 
JWGBIRD, its OSPAR co-Chair Ian Mitchell and all relevant experts; 

b. BDC welcomed the offer by Germany to engage two experts, who work as indicator leads for 
the bird abundance and the incidental by-catch indicators in HELCOM, to work on incidental 
by-catch issues;  

c. work on incidental by-catch was ongoing in several forums, OSPAR should seek collaboration 
as relevant (e.g. ASCOBANS and IWC) instead of establishing new expert groups; 

d. the EU had commissioned ICES to work on the integration of species assessments which would 
be taken forward through open expert workshops 1-4 May (WKDIV_AGG) and 12-15 June 
(WKDIV_EXTINCT) and Contracting Parties were encouraged to engage in the process. 

4.7 In conclusion on incidental by-catch, BDC agreed that the ICG-COBAM Convenors, the Secretariat 
and the expert group/indicator leads should develop proposals: 

a. to connect OSPAR better with the DC-MAP to address data poor incidental by-catch for 
mammals, birds, fish and turtles and to take into account similar work in other RSCs; 

b. for a workshop to examine needs and possibilities for developing indicators for incidental by-
catch of birds, seals, cetaceans, turtles and non-commercial fish. This process should also seek 
to improve characterisation of incidental by-catch risk and the areas where these species 
groups are vulnerable to incidental by-catch. This should be linked to related work by HELCOM 
and ICES as relevant. 

4.8 In a discussion on fish the following points were noted: 

a. in the revised EU Commission Decision on GES the common indicators for fish communities 
FC2 and FC3 were linked to a secondary criteria (D4C3) and primary criteria (D4C1) respectively 
under D4 and were no longer relevant for D1; 
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b. some Contracting Parties were of the view that OSPAR should focus work on non-commercially 
exploited fish, noting that expert work on defining non-commercially exploited fish was 
needed; 

c. the assessment of fish was complex and a dedicated expert workshop was needed to clarify 
details such as: how to integrate assessments of commercial fish assessments (cf. D3) in a 
biodiversity status assessment (cf. D1), how to revise approaches for indicators and thresholds 
for existing fish indicators for abundance (FC1), demographic characteristics (FC3) and fish 
distribution, the effects of by-catch on non-commercial fish, explore data availability that 
would allow expanding the current suite of assessments to include coastal fish and pelagic fish, 
explore options of processing the data which is collected on species level to meet the needs of 
a biodiversity assessment of species. 

4.9 In conclusion on fish, BDC agreed; 

a. to continue to work on the current suite of fish community indicators, noting that assessments 
of these indicators have been published in the IA 2017 with the understanding that further 
work will be undertaken and further noting the relevance of comparability of results for OSPAR 
between IA2017 and QSR2023; 

b. ICG-COBAM should develop the ToR of a dedicated workshop on fish assessments in relation 
to the EU Commission Decision, to take place in 2019; 

c. the outcome of the workshop would inform next steps on considerations of how to organise 
work on fish assessments in OSPAR. 

4.10 In a discussion on marine mammals the following points were noted: 

a. in the past there had been a significant overlap of the experts and the topics of the OSPAR 
expert group and those in ICES MME, and that it could be relevant to consider a structure of a 
joint working group. 

4.11 In conclusion on marine mammals, BDC agreed: 

a. to work towards extending the common indicators for seals into Region III; 

b. to reinstate the OSPAR expert group on marine mammals with a lead from Germany. France, 
Sweden, UK and Belgium indicated they would support experts to be involved in the group. 
Key tasks for the group had been identified in BDC 18/4/6;  

c. as a next step request the OSPAR marine mammal expert group to consider what relevant 
links for collaboration could be established with other organisations such as ICES MME, 
ASCOBANS, ACCOBAMS and IWC; 

d. to request the Secretariat to contact the secretariats of ASCOBANS and ACCOBAMS to 
explore plans for assessments of incidental by-catch on harbour porpoise and other small 
cetaceans to explore potential for harmonisation of approaches. 

4.12 In a discussion on pelagic habitats the following points were noted: 

a. France confirmed co-lead for PH2 and PH3, and Sweden confirmed co-lead for PH2. 

4.13 In conclusion on pelagic habitats, BDC agreed: 

a. to work towards extending the common indicator PH3 to regions II and IV, acknowledging that 
case studies of the pilot IA 2017 already included these Regions (II, III and IV). 

4.14 In a discussion on benthic habitats the following points were noted: 

a. many knowledge gaps (e.g. integration) remained to be solved before threshold values could 
be set for the common indicators; 
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b. the revised EU Commission Decision on GES requires assessment of broad scale habitats and 
other habitats listed under the Habitats Directive or by OSPAR as well as how to assess areas 
against thresholds and it was currently not clear how to work on these issues in OSPAR; 

c. early engagement of policy experts in the technical work to understand the requirements of 
thresholds and assessments had been very helpful in the past;  

d. one Contracting Party was of the view that the processes of setting thresholds for OSPAR 
purposes and EU MSFD purposes should be kept separate to help disentangle what indicator 
development work was driven by which purpose; 

e. the EU informed BDC that ICES had been commissioned to work towards setting spatial 
threshold values for D6C5 and that a step-wise approach was being taken to ensure a good 
policy discussion through the MSFD CIS work. A block of work on physical disturbance had 
been outlined as a first step, the next step would be the development of proposals on 
assessing impact levels. The proposals for principles on how to define impacts were to be 
presented at WG GES in March 2018, with the aim to conclude on how to continue the work at 
this meeting. From an EU perspective it was very helpful to have thorough discussions on this 
topic in OSPAR to help build consensus among Contracting Parties that were also EU Member 
States on what assessment options could work in the North-East Atlantic region to be put 
forward in the CIS process;  

f. threshold development could be taken forward on two scales in two steps, first on a regional 
and general level, and in the future on a more detailed and specific scale (e.g. VMS data 
products currently are considered sufficient only for regional scale assessments; gaps of 
relevant ground-truthing data to be able to set thresholds). 

4.15 In conclusion on the benthic habitats, BDC agreed:  

a. that the ICG-COBAM Convenors, the Secretariat and the expert group/indicator leads should 
organize a science-policy discussion on the development of benthic habitat assessment 
methods. This should include a review of methods used to set assessment thresholds at 
national level (both European Member States and other Contracting Parties) for relevant MSFD 
criteria and OSPAR indicators. BDC suggested that the dialogue be organised in two stages:  

(i) a discussion at the next meeting of the OSPAR Benthic Habitats Expert Group (OBHEG), 
which would evaluate possibilities to collect information on progress on national 
thresholds, their scientific basis and scientific challenges, and to develop material 
suitable for consideration at a workshop;  

(ii) a workshop involving policy representatives from ICG-COBAM and other groups (BDC, 
ICG-MSFD) to discuss possibilities, options and challenges on benthic habitat 
assessment, including threshold setting and integration, and to consider the implications 
of different approaches. 

Organisation of this dialogue and alignment with OBHEG work priorities and current resources 
could be discussed at ICG-COBAM(1) 2018. 

b. that OBHEG members and the Secretariat should endeavour to raise appropriate awareness 
of OSPAR work among initiatives in the MSFD CIS process and vice versa. 

4.16 In a discussion on NIS the following points were noted: 

a. France offered to co-lead for the indicator ‘abundance and spread’; 

b. as work on NIS assessments progressed it would be important to ensure links between impacts 
of NIS identified in work on benthic habitats (cf.D2C3) and to also maintain close links to EIHA. 

4.17 In conclusion on NIS, BDC agreed: 

a. to split the NIS3 indicator into two indicators, one relating to ‘new introductions’ (cf. D2C1) 
and one relating to ‘abundance and spread’ (cf. D2C2); 
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b. that the UK would continue as a lead for the ‘new introductions’ indicator and would adapt 
the indicator documentation as relevant, and lead on the development of proposals for 
setting a threshold value for the indicators including identifying pros, cons and resource 
needs for the different options to be brought forward to ICG-COBAM and BDC. 

4.18 In a discussion on food webs the following points were noted: 

a. some Contracting Parties did not see work on food webs as a priority; 

b. many indicator leads had been engaged with the drafting of the current document and the 
outlining of how OSPAR indicators could be structured in a D4 approach.  

4.19 In conclusion food webs, BDC agreed:  

a. to continue work on developing regional indicators and assessment approaches for food webs 
to address MSFD Descriptor 4; 

b. that the Co-convenors, Sweden and other interested parties would organise a dedicated 
session back-to-back with ICG-COBAM(1)2018 to consolidate OSPAR’s approach to food  web 
assessments. 

4.20 BDC agreed on the linkage of OSPAR biodiversity indicators to the criteria of the revised EU 
Commission Decision on GES as outlined in the document BDC 18/4/6, and would inform CoG and OSPAR 
Commission. 

4.21 BDC agreed to work on monitoring and assessment of turtles through the task group that was 
proposed to be set up to work on Common Action 26 of the POSH Roadmap. Work on turtles mainly 
concerned Portugal, Spain and France and the task group could explore cooperation with Barcelona 
Convention and build on results from the MISTICSEAS project.  

4.22 BDC agreed to prioritise working on a fish group above work on cephalopods and to consider work 
on cephalopods at a later point in time.  

Promotion of priority candidate BH1 to common indicator 

4.23 Spain presented a proposal for the promotion of BH1 to common indicator for Region IV 
(BDC 18/4/3, together with draft CEMP Guidelines for BH1 (BDC 18/4/3 Add.1). 

4.24 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. the Contracting Parties in Region IV considered the indicator relevant and ready for promotion; 

b. the Netherlands offered co-lead to develop the method with the aim of extending the 
indicator to Region II; 

c. CEMP guideline needed editorial work as it referred to the old ComDec. A link to the 
assessment under the Habitats Directive should be elaborated on, Sweden could contribute to 
the development; 

d. CEMP guideline should go back to OBHEG; 

e. the next OBHEG could discuss how the BH1 indicator related to the BH2 indicators. 

4.25 In conclusion, BDC agreed: 

a. to promote BH1 for Region IV, and inform CoG and OSPAR Commission; 

b. not to publish the CEMP guideline at this time. 

CEMP Appendices 

4.26 The Secretariat presented CEMP appendices for the priority candidate indicator ‘FC3 Mean maximum 
length (MML)’ and common indicator ‘M6 Marine mammal bycatch’ to be published (18/4/4+Add1+Add2). 
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4.27 BDC agreed to publish the appendices of FC3 and M6 as part of the CEMP Agreement 2016-01, with 
the editorial change to M6 of deleting the word ‘Guidance’ from the monitoring guidelines and adding a 
footnote for Ireland in aggregation of data ‘via DATRAS’. 

CEMP Guidelines 

4.28 The Secretariat presented CEMP guidelines for publication for the common indicators BH2, NIS3, 
PH1/FW5, a combined guideline for FW3, FC1, FC2 and FC3, and M4 (18/4/5 Add1-5). CEMP guidelines are 
to be made available as documentation of the methods used for all indicators that have contributed to the 
IA2017.  

4.29 BDC recalled that CEMP guidelines were to be considered as living documents that are updated as 
work on operationalizing the common indicators progressed, and that Contracting Parties would bring 
further comments to the upcoming meetings of ICG-COBAM and relevant expert groups. 

4.30 In conclusion, BDC agreed:  

a. to publish the CEMP guidelines for BH2, NIS3, PH1/FW5 and the combined guideline for FW3, 
FC1, FC2 and FC3; 

b. a written procedure for M4 CEMP guideline to be completed in time to inform CoG(1)2018 of 
the outcome;  

c. that France would continue working on the CEMP guideline for PH2 and PH3 and would aim 
to present the documents for consideration by the pelagic habitats expert group in time to 
submit the guidelines through written procedure of BDC to agree the guidelines for 
publication at OSPAR 2018 in June; 

d. to add an annex to the previously agreed FW4 CEMP guideline as an example of a sampling 
protocol. 

Coordinated monitoring 

4.31 ICG-COBAM Co-convenors presented BDC 18/4/8 examining possibilities for contribution to requests 
from the European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research Organisation (EFARO) on integrating fisheries and 
biodiversity monitoring.  

4.32 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. all of COBAM should be involved in further communication on the topic and not to be limited 
to indicator leads and the issue is to be further discussed at ICG-COBAM(1)2018; 

b. it would be relevant to ask for contributions to the discussion of synergies in monitoring also 
from HASEC and EIHA;  

c. Norway could share experiences of seeking synergies between fisheries and environmental 
monitoring in the Barents Sea, France could share experiences of seeking monitoring 
synergies; 

d. it would be helpful if the Netherlands would be able to share more information on the pilot 
project on benthic habitat monitoring in the North Sea to continue discussions on how to build 
on previously generated COBAM information about benthic surveys;  

e. NEAFC proposed that the issue be presented for discussion through the collective arrangement 
as the issue matured further.  

4.33 In conclusion, BDC agreed to continue the work on communicating with EFARO and requested ICG-
COBAM to continue the discussions and elaborate on the examples of synergies.  

Biodiversity data stream development 

4.34 The Secretariat presented options for how to progress on establishing data streams for the 
biodiversity common indicators based on the proposals of a one-day data stream workshop held back to 
back with ICG-COBAM(2)2017 (BDC 18/4/8). Data management arrangements needed to be established for 
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OSPAR common indicators to enable periodic rolling assessments and ensure data quality. The 
development process was anticipated to require work over the coming years, and required guidance and 
steer from BDC 2018 in order to ensure the developed systems were relevant and resources were used 
efficiently.  

4.35 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. several Contracting Parties welcomed the document as extremely timely as there was a need 
to establish data-flows for the biodiversity data streams in order to support rolling indicator 
assessments; 

b. one Contracting Party expressed a wish to see harmonisation in timing of reporting with other 
RSCs for such reporting rounds that are for OSPAR needs in the rolling assessment structure 
between the major assessments such as QSRs; 

c. one Contracting Party expressed the view that BDC should consider the frequency of indicator 
updates as a general principle, and to aim for at least one update of each indicator before the 
QSR2023 as an opportunity to test the processes going forward in operationalising the data 
streams; 

d. in the EU process of reporting the complex task of ensuring correct technical details TG DATA 
was carrying out work in the MSFD CIS process, which included agreeing on specifications for 
datasets of assessments in the MSFD in approximately 2 years’ time to define data standards 
(comparable to OSPAR reporting formats);  

e. France stated that due to ongoing work to establish the national data systems, it was not 
possible at this time to express preferences on data stream options.  

4.36 In conclusion, BDC agreed: 

a. for seals to work further on the reporting format; 

b. for NIS to explore a regional, centralised data storage approach and to further explore the 
database options of EASIN and AquaNIS, and requested the NIS EG lead to develop 
documentation of pros and cons of these options in collaboration with the organisations 
maintaining the databases; 

c. for fish and foodwebs to explore the establishment of a single data stream and aim to initiate 
discussions with ICES on the development needs, noting that Contracting Parties may wish to 
also consider this issue as Contracting Parties of ICES, and to work towards establishing a 
trophic level database by exploring both the option of building on fishbase.org and of 
establishing a new OSPAR database; 

d. for pelagic habitats it was not considered a priority to establish the dataflow for long-term 
fixed point data, and that some efforts could be taken on concrete issues such as open the 
Mongo-database and work towards common reporting formats; 

e. for benthic habitats to attempt establishing a direct link to the WFD reports held at EEA, noting 
that EEA was currently finalising a data quality check and the data was soon to be published 
and available through WISE, agreed to explore establishing regular OSPAR data calls for 
biological data and supporting environmental data and to explore options of storing the data 
that might require a mixed model of storing some of the data at ICES and in other cases in 
EMODnet and this should be further explored.   

4.37 BDC agreed to request the Secretariat to use the guidance provided at BDC 2018 to use the 
available resources provided by the Netherlands in the most appropriate manner, for example by 
engaging a consultant to implement the concrete actions.  

4.38 BDC agreed that it was very challenging for BDC to have a discussion on the data stream options and 
how to further develop these components of ODIMS and that there was an apparent need for an OSPAR 
group that discussed data issues for the whole of OSPAR from a strategic point of view. BDC was of the view 
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that there was a need for an ‘ICG-Data’ group, and recalled that when OSPAR 2017 prolonged the OSPAR 
Data and Information Strategy it also agreed to re-instate the ODIMS task group that could be a group to 
help BDC with issues on data. BDC saw a need for support on both a general strategic level on how all the 
data streams are to be worked on, as well as the very technical details on how to manage the data 
including solutions to ‘data infrastructure’, reporting formats and data standards.  

Joint session between representatives of ICG-COBAM and ICG-POSH 

4.39 With the aim of ensuring best use of resources in OSPAR when carrying out biodiversity assessments 
and ensuring synergies between ICG-COBAM and ICG-POSH, the Co-convenors of these groups had 
developed a proposal for a joint session between representatives of ICG-COBAM and ICG-POSH (BDC 
18/4/9).  

4.40 BDC agreed that the Co-convenors of ICG-COBAM and ICG-POSH would analyse the issues to be 
discussed in the weeks following BDC with the aim to elaborate ToR for the session and identify the most 
relevant timing of such a meeting to be agreed by written procedure.  

Joint meeting between RSCs indicator experts 

4.41 BDC agreed on the proposal to organise a joint meeting between OSPAR, HELCOM and 
BARCOM/UNEPMAP on indicators and assessments during 2019, to be reflected in the ToR of COBAM to 
prepare for the meeting. Sweden indicated a willingness to host such a meeting. 

4.42 BDC noted that HELCOM would welcome a joint meeting as there were ongoing discussions on 
strategic questions relating to the future work on indicators, and as such HELCOM would be interested in a 
joint meeting and could see the benefit of a bilateral indicator and considered it would be helpful in the 
planning of the meeting to consider if the discussions should focus on specific indicators, criteria or 
descriptors.   

ToR 2017/2018 

4.43 The meeting welcomed the work that had been undertaken in the previous intersessional period 
thanking the co-convenors, delegates and all experts. BDC agreed to adopt new Terms of Reference for ICG-
COBAM for the period 2018/2019 (Annex 7). The Terms of Reference include the updated membership of 
ICG-COBAM. 

4.44 The Secretariat presented a three year work programme for the OSPAR/HELCOM/ICES Joint Working 
Group on Birds (JWGBIRD) (BDC 18/4/2). The group had worked well during the past years, however there 
had been difficulties in achieving sign off for annual ToRs from the three conventions due to differing 
meeting schedules of the relevant subsidiary bodies and therefore a three year programme had been 
developed for agreement. 

4.45 BDC noted the view of HELCOM that the work of JWGBIRD had been very successful and helpful to 
progress regional aspects assessments in relation to marine birds. 

4.46 BDC agreed on the three-year work programme, noting that any changes proposed by either 
HELCOM or ICES at the meetings of their respective subsidiary bodies would be resolved at an online 
meeting between the Co-chairs of JWGBIRD, representatives of the Secretariats and as relevant Chairs of 
the respective Committees in late April 2018. 

4.47 The Secretariat presented BDC 18/4/10 on ensuring effective work on Non-Indigenous Species in 
OSPAR by including ToR related to work relevant to EIHA. 

4.48 BDC agreed to include the additional ToRs to the workplan of NIS EG with the aim to ensure a good 
connection was established with relevant NIS work under EIHA. 

4.49 BDC noted that this made the work programme of NISEG ambitious; it would be important to 
manage the work load and requested the group lead to consider this issue.  
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Agenda Item 5 – Species and Habitats 

BDC 18/5/1, BDC 18/5/2, BDC 18/5/3, BDC 18/5/5, BDC 18/5/6, BDC 18/5/7, BDC 18/5/8, BDC 18/5/9, BDC 18/5/11 

BDC 18/5/Info.1, Info.2, Info.3 

5.1 The Co-convenor of ICG-POSH (Michael McLeod, UK), presented the report of work under ICG-POSH 
against its Terms of Reference 2017/2018 (BDC 18/5/1).  

Implementation of measures  

5.2 Secretariat introduced BDC 18/5/2 on the Roadmap for the implementation of collective actions 
within the species and habitats Recommendations. The updated document included where new leads or 
co-leads for specific actions had come forward at ICG-POSH 2018 and the updated Actions Sheets.  

5.3 The following updates were made on leads for specific Roadmap actions: 

a. United Kingdom and Norway could co-lead with the Netherlands on Action 11 on Sabelleria 
spinulosa reefs; 

b. United Kingdom could co-lead with Norway on Action 40 on Seamounts. 

5.4 The meeting discussed whether Action 28, on the implementation of the MSFD in relation to habitats 
essential to the lifecycles of cod and the cod stocks, could be considered completed. The EU highlighted 
that Article 8 of the Common Fisheries Policy provide member states a mechanism to identify and take 
management action on Critical Habitats. The Netherlands highlighted the link to the MPA eco-coherence 
connectivity and lifecycle analysis that they were undertaking, highlighting that cod was one of the species 
where they had the best data. 

5.5 BDC welcomed the progress made on the planning for implementation of joint actions, as 
documented in the Action Sheets, since the adoption of the roadmap by OSPAR 2017 and agreed that 
Action 28 should remain in the roadmap and a link should be made to the work on eco-coherence in ICG-
MPA. 

5.6 The United Kingdom introduced BDC 18/5/7 on the update to the database on threatened and/or 
declining habitats, outlining the change in reporting dates that had been update to take account of the 
change in the date of the OSPAR Quality Status Report (QSR) to 2023. Reporting would now be done in 
2018 and 2020 in time for preparation of QSR2023 assessment to be delivered in 2022. A poor response 
had been received in conjunction with the 2017 data call and Contracting Parties were invited to ensure a 
better response in the next reporting round. 

5.7 BDC agreed the data in the 2017 update on habitat mapping and its publication through the OSPAR 
Data Portal. 

Import of implementation reporting against Recommendations for OSPAR T&D habitats and species into 
the reporting database 

5.8 The Secretariat introduced BDC 18/5/Info.1, which outlined the updates to the OSPAR relational 
databased for threatened and/or declining species and habitats. The database had been updated to include 
the most recently adopted Recommendations and the links between the background documents and 
Recommendations had been checked and verified. BDC noted that the next actions in the database 
development would be to develop a user-friendly front end, which would allow the database to be used by 
Contracting Parties. 

5.9 The Co-convenor of ICG-POSH, presented an analysis of the 2016 reporting against 
Recommendations for OSPAR listed species and habitats (BDC 18/5/6). The document included a proposal 
for a high level overview for communicating progress to the public (BDC 18/5/Info.2) and a more detailed 
report for internal reporting in line with Articles 22 and 23 of the OSPAR convention (BDC 18/5/Info.3). The 
document also highlighted some issues to be resolved to improve the consistency of the reporting such as 
the interpretation of the implementation methods in Annex 1 of the Recommendations. 

5.10 In discussion the following points were noted: 
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a. Contracting Parties generally welcomed the high level overviews and thought they were a 
good communication product; 

b. Sweden highlighted that detailed output of national reporting alone did not satisfy articles 22 
and 23 of the Convention. Some form of overview evaluation was needed to assess the overall 
status of implementation for each Recommendation; 

c. one Contracting Party felt that the pie chart of implementation method should be removed as 
the information was not easy to understand due to the differing approaches taken by 
Contracting Parties in reporting on these categories;  

d. several Contracting Parties were of the view that it is not clear for what purpose the 
implementation method categories should be reported on as it is not clear what question can 
be answered in an assessment using the submitted information; 

e. several Contracting Parties highlighted that the meaning of implementation terms, particularly 
“by negotiated agreement”, were not clear and that further guidance should be provided to 
improve consistency in the 2019 reporting round; 

f. the Secretariat highlighted that as the implementation method terms were commonly used in 
all OSPAR Recommendations the interpretation or guidance should be checked by JL; 

g. Oceana stressed that it was important to make the “highlight reports” on species and habitats 
public, as they are user-friendly and powerful communication tools; it also felt the 
“engagement index” might be difficult to interpret and could be improved. 

5.11 In conclusion BDC agreed: 

a. that the UK and the Secretariat would develop high-level overviews for all species and habitats 
reported against in 2016, and that the pie charts would be removed. Depending on timing, 
these overviews would either be agreed by written procedure or submitted to ICG-POSH 2018 
for approval; 

b. that Sweden and the UK would undertake an overview assessment of the 2016 
implementation reporting; 

c. to report on the implementation method at the action level and to submit the BDC 
interpretation of the implementation method terms to JL, as outlined in Annex 8, to ask if this 
was consistent with the interpretation in other OSPAR thematic areas; 

d. that the POSH Co-convenor would develop guidance on implementation reporting before the 
2019 round, based on experience from the 2013 and 2016 reporting, taking into account any 
advice from JL. 

5.12 The UK presented options for how to include the information on Contracting Parties reporting 
against the Recommendations in 2013 into the database (BDC 18/5/5). At the end of 2013 Contracting 
Parties reported on 16 Recommendations for OSPAR Listed threatened and/or declining species and 
habitats.  The reporting was done using a spread sheet format, which is not directly compatible with the 
reporting database which was used for reporting in 2016. Three options were present 1) do nothing, 2) 
import was much as possible without checking back with Contracting Parties or 3) a complete import which 
would require a double check of the reporting by Contracting Parties to ensure it was correctly transposed. 

5.13 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. one Contracting Party highlighted it was difficult to decide on an option without a detailed 
discussion of the implications for the 2019 reporting and being able to track progress over 
time;  

b. several Contracting Parties highlighted that they supported option 2 as this was pragmatic and 
ensure most of the 2013 data would not be lost. 
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5.14 In conclusion, BDC agreed that the UK should follow option 2 and import as much of the 2013 
reporting as possible. 

Status assessments of threatened and/or declining species and habitats 

5.15 On behalf of the task group, Sweden presented the draft guidance on the development of status 
assessments for OSPAR Threatened and/or Declining Species and Habitats (BDC 18/5/4). This was based on 
the outline agreed by BDC 2017 and developed further throughout the year. The draft guidance had been 
discussed in detail by ICG-POSH 2017, however it was felt that the guidance should be tested during 
2018/2019 to identify if it was sufficient and what resources were required before it was adopted by BDC. 
ICG-POSH also sought guidance from BDC on the timing and frequency of the assessments and whether the 
assessments also have any role in relation to EU MSFD given the revised EU Commission Decision on GES 
(2017/848). 

5.16 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. several Contracting Parties welcomed the thorough guidance;  

b. one Contracting Party was of the view that some consideration of whether the current status 
is acceptable, rather than a trend, should be the conclusion of  the assessment; 

c. one Contracting Party highlighted that synergies should be sought with the indicator 
assessment work under ICG-COBAM; 

d. one Contracting Party supported option one in the document regarding the frequency of 
assessments (e.g. assess everything in a first round 6 years, and in that first assessment decide 
if in the future assessment should be 6 or 12 years or some other frequency);  

e. it was highlighted that there may be a need to take into account the lifecycle of various 
species in the frequency of assessments; 

f. test assessments need to be carried out for different types of features to gain a better 
understanding of the resources needed for an assessment and how long it takes to complete 
one assessment as input to the planning of a phased approach to carrying out the 
assessments; 

g. some Contracting Parties were of the view that it would be important to develop the status 
assessments so that they could also serve Contracting Parties that are also EU Member States 
in their reporting on EU MSFD, and proposed that this aspect of possible harmonisation of 
reporting duties should be recalled when the guidelines are further developed; 

h. the UK volunteered to undertake a test status assessment for the Kittiwake and Norway would 
consider if they could support UK in this work and would confirm at a later stage; 

i. the Netherlands was of the view that it would be relevant to carry out test assessments for 
features which are also covered by a common indicator, namely the harbour porpoise, roseate 
tern and black-legged kittiwake and offered to investigate if they could undertake a test 
assessment on the harbour porpoise. Germany volunteered to co-lead on this test 
assessment. 

5.17 In conclusion, BDC agreed:  

a. to note the development of the guidance for undertaking status assessments of OSPAR 
threatened and/or declining species and habitats; 

b. to keep in mind the synergies with MSFD but that it was not possible to make firm conclusions 
at this stage in relation to the revised EU Commission Decision on GES; 

c. to further develop the guidance through the testing period and the planned joint session 
between ICG-POSH and ICG-COBAM; 

d. that the preferred option for the frequency of assessments was option 1, however this needed 
to be considered in the testing phase before a final decision was to be made at BDC 2019; 
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e. to welcome the proposed test assessment by the UK and [Norway] for the Kittiwake and 
[the Netherlands] and Germany for the Harbour porpoise, and encouraged other Contracting 
Parties to volunteer to undertake a test assessment of a habitat as this was currently a gap in 
the testing. 

Revised background document for Dogwhelk (Nucella lapillus) 

5.18 The UK presented the revised background document for Dogwhelk (Nucella lapillus) for publication 
(BDC 18/5/8). Based on the information provided in the revised background document, ICG-POSH 2017 
concluded that there was no need to develop a Recommendation, as the relevant measures have already 
been taken, this may be reconsidered after the completion of a status assessment, as relevant. 

5.19 Denmark highlighted that they had a small change to the information relating to their monitoring 
programme and suggested the following change on Page 19 (addition in Italics): Nucella is included in the 
Danish Monitoring Programme, but only as an imposex indicator. In 1998/1999, 2004 and 2007 imposex in 
N. Lapillus was assessed at 2-6 stations, both sites close to harbours and sites regarded as reference sites. 
Since 2013 only one station at Skagen with N.lapillus has been studied for imposex every second year. Data 
from an older survey from 1991 where UK researchers visited some of the Danish stations together with 
other North Sea stations also exists. 

5.20 In conclusion, BDC agreed to recommend the revised background document, including the Danish 
amendment, to OSPAR 2018 for publication and not to develop a Recommendation at this time. 

Background document and Recommendation for Azorean barnacle and Houting 

5.21 Portugal informed BDC on the progress of developing a Background document for the Azorean 
barnacle where a working draft was being developed and would hopefully be submitted to ICG-POSH 
2018. Denmark informed BDC that the draft Background document and Recommendation for the Houting 
were nearly complete and would definitely be submitted to ICG-POSH 2018. 

Proposal for listing of Haploops communities 

5.22 On behalf of ICG-POSH, the Netherlands presented the draft case report for the listing of Haploops 
communities in Region II on the OSPAR List of Threatened and /or Declining Species and Habitats (BDC 
18/5/3).  

5.23 During the discussion the following points were raised: 

a. France wanted to clarify what implications there would be for the listing of Haploops with 
regards to their proposal for changing the boundary between OSPAR Regions II and III; 

b. Denmark wanted to replace the first sentence of the case report section on Required Further 
Management with the text “Efforts should be made to protect and 
monitor Haploops communities in the Sound, Kattegat and Skagerrak (OSPAR Region II)”; 

5.24 BDC agreed to: 

a. include the Danish text proposal in the Haploops case report; 

b. forward the Haploops case report to the OSPAR Commission, in line with Agreement 2016-02, 
and recommend its inclusion on the OSPAR list of threatened and/or declining species and 
habitats; 

c. develop a draft ICES request for a peer review of the Haploops communities habitat case 
report, including an assessment of the occurrence of Haploops communities habitat in the area 
that could be affected by the proposed French Region II/III boundary change. 

5.25 France, Norway and UK informed BDC that they would further develop the Kelp forest case report 
for ICG-POSH 2018. France requested all Contracting Parties to provide all available information and data 
on kelp forests as soon as possible since the aim is to finalise the development of the case report before 
summer 2018. 
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Conservation measures related to deep-sea sharks 

5.26 The Secretariat presented BDC 18/5/9 on behalf of a task group comprising the Netherlands, UK, 
Sweden, Germany and the Secretariat. The document outlined draft actions, based on expert discussions at 
ICG-POSH 2017, for further collaboration between OSPAR and NEAFC on the conservation of deep-sea 
sharks, under their respective mandates, through the collective arrangement. 

5.27 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. NEAFC welcomed the paper and noted that they were continuing their ban on targeted 
fisheries on these deep sea sharks. They had assessed the data for all deep sea fisheries, and 
over the last five years there had been a significant decline in deep sea fisheries effort and 
catch. Under the NEAFC regulations there was a requirement to submit data on by-catch to 
ICES however little was available. There was a need to be realistic about how much additional 
data could be provided by fishermen and how much species identification work could be 
expected by them. Perhaps discard data could be an alternative route. NEAFC also highlighted 
that OSPAR Contracting Parties should discuss this further with their fisheries colleagues as 
preparation for further discussions of the issue under the collective arrangement. 

b. WWF thought this was a fruitful initiative under the collective arrangement. However they 
wondered if there should be a specific mention of the OSPAR MPAs in ABNJ as many had shark 
species included in their conservation objectives. 

c. Portugal highlighted that this was a particular issue for them and that by-catch of deep sea 
sharks in the black scabbard fishery was an issue. They were willing to cooperate and provide 
data collected under the DCF for the Madeira area. 

d. Sweden highlighted that Contracting Parties should liaise with their national fishery 
authorities and BDC should ask the EU to bring forward the appropriate documentation to 
their meetings (e.g. WPIEI and RAG).  

5.28 In conclusion, BDC agreed: 

a. to support further work on the eight actions in the proposal; 

b. that the task group should add a reference to the OSPAR High Seas MPAs in the proposal; 

c. that the updated proposal should go forward to the fourth collective arrangement meeting 
7-8 May 2018 for discussion and agreement on how to progress work on the proposed 
actions. 

International year of the Salmon 

5.29 The Secretariat presented BDC 18/5/10, which provided information on the International Year of the 
Salmon (2019), which is being coordinated by the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization 
(NASCO) and the North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission (NPAFC). The document outlined a number of 
potential actions in line with OSPAR Recommendation 2016-03 on the Atlantic salmon. This included 
undertaking a status assessment for Atlantic salmon, further work on conservation measures within 
existing MPAs, asking EIHA to take address the impacts of mariculture and inviting NASCO to work 
collectively through the collective arrangement with OSPAR and NEAFC on by-catch in pelagic fisheries. 

5.30 In conclusion, BDC agreed to the actions outlined above and that they should be further explored 
with NASCO. 

Terms of Reference 

5.31 BDC welcomed the work that had been undertaken in the previous intersessional period thanking the 
Co-convenors, delegates and all experts. BDC agreed to adopt new Terms of Reference for ICG-POSH for 
the period 2018/2019 (Annex 9) and noted that the JAMP product B3 would be updated for BDC 2019. 
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Agenda Item 6 – Marine Protected Areas 
BDC 18/6/1+Add.1, BDC 18/6/2 Rev.1, BDC 18/6/3+Add.1, BDC 18/6/4, BDC 18/6/5+Add.1+Add.2, BDC 18/6/6 

6.1 The Convenor of ICG-MPA (Henning von Nordheim, Germany) presented the report of ICG-MPA 
against its 2017/2018 Terms of Reference (BDC 18/6/1). 

The establishment and management of the OSPAR network of Marine Protected Areas 

6.2 The Secretariat presented an overview of reporting on Recommendations on Marine Protected Areas 
(BDC 18/6/2 Rev.1). As of 1 October 2017 nine Contracting Parties had reported against Recommendation 
2003/3 and nine Contracting Parties had reported against Recommendations 2010/11-2010/17 and 2012/1 
(the Recommendations do not apply to Finland, Luxembourg and Switzerland).  

6.3 BDC noted that reporting had not been satisfactory in the meeting cycle 2017/2018, and recalled the 
discussion on the need to consider aspects that could support reporting by Contracting Parties as outlined 
in document BDC 18/2/5. 

6.4 BDC agreed that Contracting Parties should ensure reporting in the meeting cycle 2018/2019 was 
timely and included all required information. 

Draft assessment sheet on the status of the OSPAR network of marine protected areas 

6.5 Germany, as Convenor of ICG-MPA presented the draft 2017 assessment sheet on the OSPAR 
network of MPAs (BDC 18/6/6). Several Contracting Parties requested that one reference to the work on a 
methodology for the assessment of management effectiveness was removed from the draft, as there was 
not agreement on a way forward on this topic within ICG-MPA. 

6.6 BDC agreed to endorse the 2017 Assessment sheet for publication to OSPAR 2018 with agreed 
editorial amendments. 

6.7 BDC noted the outlined arrangements for producing the 2018 Assessment Sheet and the 2018 Status 
Report on the OSPAR Network of MPAs.  

6.8 BDC invited WWF to bring forward information on how to assess shipping using AIS data in the 
MPAs in ABNJ to the discussions at EIHA 2018 and ICG-MPA 2018. 

Proposal of a new High Seas MPA in the OSPAR maritime area 

6.9 BirdLife International presented a proforma for a proposed new High Seas MPA in the OSPAR 
maritime area, namely, ‘North Atlantic Current and Evlanov Seamount High Seas MPA’ (BDC 18/6/5, 18/6/5 
Add.1 and 18/6/5 Add.2, Presentation 2). The proposal presented by this OSPAR observer organisation was 
sponsored by France. 

6.10 BDC thanked BirdLife International for the work on preparing the comprehensive nomination 
proforma and noted that it was another exemplary case of an NGO bringing forward MPA proposals for the 
ABNJ of OSPAR.  

6.11 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. conservation measures for seabirds was recognised as important since the IA2017, as well as 
other global and regional assessments, had recognised that the decline in population 
abundance gave cause for concern, and thus establishment of MPAs for bird conservation was 
seen as an important measure; 

b. the analysed seabird tracking data presented a robust scientific case identifying the proposed 
MPA as an exceptionally important area used by millions of birds that, during various life-
stages, fly to the proposed MPA area from all areas of the Atlantic to forage at the site; 

c. other OSPAR threatened and/or declining features were present in the proposed MPA area, 
however there was currently insufficient evidence available to conclude on the importance of 
the area for the conservation of these features; 

d. some Contracting Parties expressed the view that the principle of sustainable use should be 
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clearly incorporated in the drafting of management measures in the MPA proforma; 

e. some Contracting Parties were of the view that the precautionary principle should be applied 
when drafting the sections of the MPA proforma related to threats and management 
measures; 

f. Denmark, Ireland and Norway were of the view that the “adjacency principle” applied in the 
BBNJ process should be applied as the proposal is developed further, implying consultation 
with coastal states that had a continental shelf claim submission bordering the proposed MPA;  

g. some Contracting Parties highlighted the importance to consult and collaborate with other 
competent organisations of relevance as the proposal is developed further, identifying in 
particular ICCAT, NEAFC and IMO;  

h. Denmark placed a study reservation on the proposal as its national consultation had not yet 
been completed; 

i. NEAFC noted the impressive scientific case being made in the proforma and was of the view 
that in the continued development of the proforma it would be important to better quantify 
threats and furthermore explain ways to collaborate with other competent authorities on 
management measures with the aim to show a concrete example through this process in the 
BBNJ process on regional governance of the high seas. Contracting Parties considered this 
would be especially relevant with regard to fisheries data with regard for that area; 

j. WWF supported the proposal and was of the view that the conservation of the feature and the 
biological value of an area would be the main considerations in a nomination and designation 
process for an MPA. With regard to threats from shipping, WWF offered assistance using its 
satellite based AIS vessel tracking tool. 

6.12 BDC concluded that the scientific evidence base presented for seabirds was robust, the data clearly 
showed this was a very important area for seabirds, and as seabirds were in decline regionally and globally 
and were underrepresented in the OSPAR MPA network, the proposal was welcomed and unanimously 
supported. 

6.13 BDC noted the following statement by Norway and the aim to include it in the proforma in the 
further stages of drafting (e.g. in §39 of the proforma) 

‘The MPA shall be based on the best possible scientific foundation, seeking a sound balance 
between use and preservation, respecting that any protective measures shall not prevent 
sustainable use, provided that this is not contrary to the conservation objective. In this respect 
relevant interests of all coastal states shall also be taken into account.’ 

6.14 BDC agreed on the conservation objectives of the proposed MPA as detailed in Annex 10, and to 
develop a table in the proforma listing the bird species for conservation of which the site would be 
designated.  

6.15 BDC agreed that the scientific case for the proforma in its current status was sufficient, with the 
exception of the agreement that Norway and BirdLife would explore the possibility to include additional 
Norwegian tracking data on kittiwake however noting that the inclusion of additional data is not a 
prerequisite for the proforma being agreed at a later stage. 

6.16 BDC agreed that the Secretariat would forward a request for legal advice to JL on whether it was 
possible to designate overlapping MPAs in the OSPAR high seas maritime area. 

6.17 BDC agreed that the Secretariat would ensure the proposal was presented and discussed as 
relevant at the fourth meeting of the collective arrangement, and in this context also engage with ICCAT 
to invite the competent authority to discuss this concrete issue as relevant. 

6.18 BDC agreed to establish a Task Group consisting of France, Germany, Norway, Sweden, UK, BirdLife 
and the Secretariat that would develop a document to HOD 2018 for advice concerning: 
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• the proposed delineation of the MPA taking note of issues related to continental shelf 
submissions and existing OSPAR MPAs, noting that the scientific case shows the conservation 
objective of protecting millions of birds would be achieved no matter which delineation option 
is agreed on and all options are thus supported by scientific reasoning; 

• political agreement on how to approach the issue of the “adjacency principle” as used in the 
BBNJ process in this case; 

• as relevant, the development of a supplementary document quantifying information on known 
human activities and threats in the proposed MPA with the aim to support further discussions. 

6.19 BDC agreed that there was no need to present a redrafted proforma for HOD 2018 since the aim was 
to redraft the proforma taking into consideration further guidance and agreement from HOD 2018. 

6.20 BDC noted that Germany, in the capacity of Convenor of ICG-MPA, would lead on bringing the 
proforma to ICG-MPA 2018 in a format where it had been redrafted to align with the conservation 
objectives agreed at BDC 2018 and any further guidance by HOD 2018. 

6.21 The meeting noted the foreseen next steps of the OSPAR internal process of developing the MPA 
proposal, pending agreement on the continued work by HOD 2018: 

• JL 2018: to advise on whether OSPAR HS MPAs can be spatially overlapping with existing 
OSPAR MPAs; 

• HOD 2018: consider proforma and agree on policy issues related to e.g. delineation; 

• ICG-MPA 2018: consider the finalised proforma, draft a Decision for establishing the MPA and 
the Recommendation for management measures; 

• BDC 2019: finalise the draft Decision and Recommendation for forwarding to OSPAR 2019 (via 
JL 2019) with a view to adoption (draft Decision and Recommendation to be submitted to BDC 
12 weeks before the meeting of BDC 2019); 

• JL 2019: examine the draft Decision and Recommendation from a legal and linguistic point of 
view; 

• OSPAR 2019: to consider adopting the proforma for the site, the Decision to establish the MPA 
and the associated Recommendation. 

6.22 WWF suggested OSPAR should reconsider its legitimate role in the establishment of the Arctic Ice 
High Seas MPA as the Arctic Council had not taken it up and did not have a mandate for MPAs in ABNJ. 

OSPAR MPA database 

6.23 France presented a review of recent developments regarding the OSPAR MPA database that is co-
administered by France and Germany (BDC 18/6/4). 

6.24 In discussion the following points were noted 

a. five MPAs in the database lacked information on species and habitats; 

b. France would be able to cover the costs for the development actions outlined in the document 
during the 2018/2019 meeting cycle; 

c. if the region in which a feature was listed as threatened and/or in decline was included in the 
database, this information would support the assessment of ecocoherence; 

d. an ‘export function’ for the management information would support qualitative analysis; 

6.25 In conclusion, BDC agreed to invite the Secretariat to contact Iceland with the aim to complement 
data in the MPA database. 

The connectivity criterion of the MPA network ecocoherence assessment 

6.26 The Netherlands presented the final report of a literature survey on availability of relevant 
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connectivity information as a basis for further development of the method to assess connectivity as one of 
the criteria contributing to the ecocoherence assessment (BDC 18/6/3+Add.1). 

6.27 In discussion the following points were noted: 

a. the compilation of connectivity information was welcomed as a valuable contribution to the 
current knowledge on the subject; 

b. synergies with other ongoing initiatives and projects should be explored including participation 
in relevant workshops, such as ongoing activities in the NorthSEE project; 

c. some Contracting Parties were of the view that it was important to balance the effort and 
ambition of the assessment of ecocoherence of which connectivity was only one criteria and 
that a pragmatic approach was needed; 

d. the issue would be further discussed intersessionally by the ecocoherence task group; 

e. species association as shown in Table 1 (18/6/3 Add.1) should be checked by ICG-POSH.  

Other MPA assessment issues  

6.28 BDC noted that ICG-MPA was looking into calling for information on Other Area Based Measures with 
the aim to use the information as a complement to the OSPAR MPA network.  

6.29 BDC endorsed the inclusion of information on OABMs in the biennial status report. 

6.30 BDC noted the ongoing discussion within ICG-MPA on whether there was a need to improve the 
method for assessment of management effectiveness including developing a joint understanding of the 
terms ‘well managed’ and ‘management effectiveness’. 

6.31 BDC noted the update of the JAMP B11 product. 

ToR 2018/2019 

6.32 BDC welcomed the work that had been undertaken in the previous intersessional period thanking the 
Co-convenors, delegates and all experts. BDC agreed to adopt new Terms of Reference for ICG-MPA for the 
period 2018/2019 (Annex 11). The meeting thanked Sweden for the invitation to host ICG-MPA 2018 to be 
held 30 October to 1 November, noting that the exact venue was still to be confirmed. 

 

Agenda Item 7 – Cooperation with other international organisations 
BDC 18/7/1 

BDC 18/7/Info.1, Info.2, Info.3, Info.4,Info.5(L) 

Other international cooperation 

7.1 BDC noted with interest the following information: 

a. an update on the collective arrangement (BDC 18/7/Info.2); A draft agenda for the fourth 
collective arrangement meeting in Berlin, 7-8 May, was currently being developed on the basis 
of past and expected developments, bearing in mind the desired expansion of the collective 
arrangement to include other competent organisations; 

b. an update from NEAFC meetings (BDC 18/7/Info.1); NEAFC further informed that the Annual 
Meeting had agreed to extend the current fishing closure areas for another 5 years and to 
extend the extent of the Rockall and Hatton Bank closure southward based on annual VME 
advice from ICES. NEAFC informed about an upcoming expert meeting with ICES to work on AIS 
and VMS data. NEAFC and OSPAR will both be in Korea to present the collective arrangement 
to the Sustainable Oceans Initiative (SOI). NEAFC will also meet Caribbean Environment 
Programme and Regional Fisheries organisation in Jamaica to discuss cooperation. WWF 
requested clarification on the VME protection, including Josephine, as there had been a 
proposal by Russia and Norway at the Annual Meeting to review the Bottom Fisheries 
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Regulation to make coastal states’ rights to take measures more explicit. NEAFC replied that 
while the proposal had not been adopted, a working group had been established to discuss the 
issue further, and that this is an interesting topic and process with global ramifications that 
could be of interest for all parties to follow. 

c. an update on OSPAR cooperation with Cartagena Convention (CEP) (BDC 18/7/Info.4). Since 
June 2017 several WebEx meetings had been held on how to proceed on marine protected 
areas, marine litter and nutrients with funding received from the Netherlands. A project 
proposal for MPA management capacity building is being drafted.  

 d. information on the UN Resolution to negotiate a treaty that will protect half the planet (BDC 
18/7/Info.5(L)). 

OSPAR BDC strategy, objective and indicators related to the UN Sustainable Development Goals 

7.2 The Secretariat presented BDC 18/7/1 which gave examples of OSPAR biodiversity strategy, 
objectives and indicators mapped against UN Sustainable Development Goals.  

7.3 BDC welcomed the document and stated that RSC contributions are an important level for 
implementation of SDG14 and that OSPAR should strive to make these contributions visible. BDC was 
further of the view that by making the delivery of SDGs a visible component of OSPAR work, this could also 
support OSPAR showcasing management of ABNJ by a regional organisation. 

7.4 BDC welcomed the offer by Sweden to help further analyse how OSPAR could contribute to Agenda 
2030 and SDG14, and welcomed the proposal to explore how SDGs could be made more visible in the 
OSPAR common indicators. 

7.5 BDC agreed to amend the example table by aligning indicators PH1/FW5 and FW2 to SDG 14.3, and 
that the document should be highlighted to the Strategy Task Group and forwarded together with the 
initial review of progress against objectives of NEAES 2010-2020 (cf. § 3.7). 

 

Agenda Item 8 – Organisational issues 
BDC 18/8/1 

ICES Work Programme for 2019 

8.1 The Secretariat introduced BDC 18/8/1 setting out progress on the delivery of the 2018 ICES work 
plan. The request from the ICES 2017, fishing pressure/intensity mapping and data management for the 
OSPAR biodiversity database had been delivered. Following the decisions at OSPAR and CoG(2) 2017 not to 
agree the 2018 request for the fishing pressure/intensity maps there were no BDC elements in the 2018 
ICES work programme. 

8.2 The Secretariat informed BDC that the Contracting Parties in Regions II and III were developing an 
ICES request for fishing pressure/intensity maps for OSPAR Regions II and III, funded through voluntary 
contributions. 

8.3 BDC reviewed a draft ICES request for the 2019 work programme on the peer review of the case 
report for the Haploops Communities, should the OSPAR Commission agree its addition to the OSPAR List of 
Threatened and/or Declining Species and Habitats, as outlined in Annex 12. 

Work programme 

8.4 A draft 2018/2019 revision of the Programme of Work for the Biodiversity Committee, as at 
Annex 13, was agreed for forwarding to OSPAR 2018 with a view to its adoption.  

Future meeting arrangements 

8.5 BDC agreed to recommend to OSPAR that a five-day meeting of BDC should be held. However BDC 
requested that the Committee should be moved to a later slot in the meeting schedule. Contracting Parties 
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were invited to consider hosting this meeting and to inform the meeting of Heads of Delegation 2018 at 
the latest if this was possible. 

8.6 BDC noted the following scheduled and ICG meetings relevant to its work: 

a. ICG-COBAM (1) 2018: 22-24 May, to be kindly hosted by [Ireland]; 

b. ICG-COBAM (2) 2018; 27-29 November, to be kindly hosted by Spain in Madrid; 

c. ICG-POSH 2018; 9-11 October, to be kindly hosted by France in Paris;  

d. ICG-MPA 2018; 30 October – 1 November, to be kindly hosted by Sweden [close to 
Gothenburg]; 

e. JWGBIRD 2018; 5-9 November 2018 to be held in Belgium, Brussels. 

 

Agenda Item 9 – Any other business 
9.1 BDC noted the information provided by Norway that ICES was applying for status as observer to the 
UN, that Norway was sponsoring the application and that other interested Contracting Parties were invited 
as co-sponsors of the application. 

9.2 The Secretariat informed that OSPAR had been invited to nominate experts to the pool of experts in 
the ‘Ad hoc Working Group of the Whole on the Regular Process for Global Reporting and Assessment of 
the State of the Marine Environment, including Socioeconomic aspects’ (‘the Regular Process’). Contracting 
Parties were invited to inform the Secretariat of the national experts they have nominated to participate 
in this process that have also been engaged in the IA2017 by 23 April 2018. The aim is for OSPAR to 
endorse the nomination of experts that could support the promotion and inclusion of regional assessment 
products in the global assessment. 

9.3 BDC thanked Deputy Secretary John Mouat for his excellent support of the Biodiversity Committee 
during the past years with a bottle of 1992 vintage Madeira. 

 

Agenda Item 10 – Adoption of the Summary Record 
10.1 In closing the meeting the Chair thanked the Regional Government of Madeira for hosting the 
meeting and the excellent hospitality provided. BDC thanked Deputy Secretary, John Mouat, for his 
dedication and hard work which had greatly contributed to moving the work of BDC forward.  

10.2 The Summary Record of the meeting was adopted as amended.] 
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