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Background
The 8th meeting of the State and Conservation Working Group (STATE&CONSERVATION 8-2018) was
convened on 14-18 May 2018 in Klaipeda, Lithuania. The Meeting was chaired by the Co-Chairs of the
Working Group: Mr. Urmas Lips (Estonia), Chair of monitoring and assessment related topics, and Ms.
Penina Blankett (Finland), Chair of nature conservation issues. The Joint session was chaired jointly by the
Co-Chairs.
The Monitoring and assessment session was attended by delegations from all Contracting Parties as well as
observers from Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB). The Joint session was attended by delegations from all
Contracting Parties except EU, observers from Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), Nordic Hunters’ Alliance and
OCEANA. The nature conservation session was attended by delegations from all Contracting Parties except
EU as well as observers from BirdLife Sweden, Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), Nordic Hunters’ Alliance and
OCEANA.

Monitoring
The HELCOM regional joint coordinated monitoring programmes are intended to primarily serve, in an
integrated manner, the methodological elements laid out by the HELCOM core indicators. The meeting
agreed on the new regional monitoring sub-program of continuous noise (as contained in Appendix 1 to
this document) and on the amendments of the Monitoring Manual accordingly (ref. para. 3MA.9).
The meeting discussed arrangements for hosting continuous noise data and agreed to further discuss the
issue in the upcoming HODs meeting (document to be submitted later) (ref. para. 3MA.10).
The HELCOM monitoring guidelines provide information on how the agreed monitoring programmes should
be executed, e.g. by providing information on methods and standards. The meeting endorsed the draft
HELCOM Guidelines for the determination of PFAS in seawater (document 3MA-4) (ref. para. 3MA.19),
guidelines for monitoring continuous noise (document 3MA-7) (ref. para. 3MA.21), and endorsed in
principle the HELCOM Guidelines for monitoring beach litter (document 3MA-3) (ref. para. 3MA.22), and
agreed that once finalized the guidelines will be transferred to the HELCOM Monitoring Manual and
published on the HELCOM website.

Work related to HOLASII
The meeting approved or approved in principle all indicator reports which have been updated in the 2018
HOLAS update process (ref. para. 3J.7, 3J. and 3J.13-27).
The Meeting approved the change of the title of the supplementary reports to thematic assessments (ref.
para. 3J.39).
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The Meeting approved the thematic assessments on biodiversity, hazardous substances and eutrophication
and agreed on their publication in the BSEP series, recognizing that editorial corrections, clarification, and
cross-checks with the State of the Baltic Sea summary report will still be made to the thematic assessments
(ref. para. 3J.54).
The Meeting noted the comment by Germany that they are able to agree on the publication of the
cumulative impacts thematic assessment only after all sections have been added and corrected, approved
the assessment in principle and agreed that the final version with final revisions will be submitted to the
Contracting Parties by 31 May and the Contracting Parties could provide further possible comments to the
Secretariat (lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi) by 6 June (ref. para. 3J.55). Further information on how editorial
comments received after STATE&CONSERVATION 8-2018 will be provided at the meeting.
GEAR 18-2018 approved the Thematic Assessment on Economic and Social analysis through an
intersessional approval process on 16 May 2018 (ref. para. 4.9 in the Outcome of GEAR 18-2018).

Work on implementing Recommendations
Work to implement the actions under several Recommendations was discussed and is ongoing, specifically
Recommendations 24/10, 34E/1, 35/1 and 37/2.
The meeting agreed to arrange a workshop at the HELCOM Secretariat, and in cooperation with JWG BIRD,
in autumn 2018 to collate data and draft a regional map of seabird migratory routes and identify potential
data gaps. The meeting invited co-leads Sweden and Germany, in cooperation with the Secretariat, to take
the organization of the workshop forward (ref. para. 3N.21).
The meeting took note of the information on a HELCOM workshop for MPA managers, arranged and
funded by Sweden on 10-12/13 September 2018, with the aim to initiate closer cooperation between
managers in the region, provide a platform to support the exchange of best practices and the identification
of gaps and challenges related to MPA management. The workshop will possibly be combined with a EU
Baltic biogeographical seminar (ref. para. 3MA.21).
The meeting noted information by the Secretariat on the dECONET project, funding for which has been
applied from the Swedish Applicable Science Fund (FORMAS) by Sweden and Finland. The project is directly
building on the HELCOM eco-coherence assessment project which ended in 2016, and the aim is to quantify
the spatial effects of climate change and eutrophication on distribution of marine species, and integrate the
assessment in the development of the network of marine protected areas (MPAs) in the Baltic Sea.
HELCOM is listed as a data provider for this work. The meeting welcomed that the intention is for the
outcome to support the development of management plans and effectiveness analysis (ref. para. 3N.32).
The meeting welcomed and supported the opportunity for enhanced cooperation with OSPAR in relation to
MPAs as well as threatened species and habitats, invited the Secretariat to further strengthen the
information flow between the organizations. The meeting invited the TG MPA to hold an online meeting to
identify actions under Recommendations 35/1 and 37/2 which have not yet been fully implemented and
present these to STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018, with the intention to provide concrete proposals on
possible topics and avenues of cooperation, between OSPAR ICG MPA and State and Conservation (ref. para.
3N.33-40).
The meeting welcomed the draft HELCOM Action Plan for the protection and recovery of Baltic sturgeon
Acipenser oxyrinchus. The meeting in principle endorsed the action plan, noting that the Contracting Parties
can provide further comments by 1 September 2018 to Jörn Gessner (sturgeon@igb-berlin.de) and agreed
to submit the plan to HOD 53-2018 for approval, with the aim of submitting it to HELCOM 40-2019 for
adoption (ref. para. 3N.58-61).
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Action requested
The Meeting is invited to:
-

-

take note of the outcome in general;
approve the new regional monitoring sub-program of continuous noise (Appendix 1 to this
document);
take note of the progress in establishing HELCOM guidelines for the determination of PFAS in
seawater, for monitoring continuous sound, and for monitoring beach litter;
note the change of the title of the supplementary reports of HOLAS II to thematic assessments,
note the finalization of the thematic reports and endorse their publication as Baltic Sea
Environment Proceedings (BSEP);
approve organizing the workshop to support the implementation of Recommendation 34E/1 on
migratory birds, at the HELCOM Secretariat, and in cooperation with JWG BIRD, in autumn 2018;
approve organizing STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018 in Copenhagen, Denmark, 22-26 October 2018;
take note of the planned workshop for MPA managers, arranged and funded by Sweden, at Husby
säteri (close to Norrsköping) on 10-12/13 September 2018.
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Introduction
0.1
In accordance with the decision by HOD 52-2017 (Outcome of the meeting, paragraph 3.16), the
eighth Meeting of the Working Group on the State of the Environment and Nature Conservation (STATE &
CONSERVATION 8-2018) was convened on 14-18 May 2018 in Klaipeda, Lithuania, in the premises of Marine
Research Institute, Klaipeda University (Universiteto av. 17).
0.2
The Monitoring and assessment session was attended by delegations from all Contracting
Parties as well as observers from Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB). The Joint session was attended by delegations
from all Contracting Parties except EU, observers from Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), Nordic Hunters’ Alliance
and OCEANA. The nature conservation session was attended by delegations from all Contracting Parties
except EU as well as observers from BirdLife Sweden, Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), Nordic Hunters’ Alliance
and OCEANA. The List of Participants is contained as Annex 1.
0.3
The Meeting was chaired by the Co-Chairs of the Working Group: Mr. Urmas Lips (Estonia), Chair
of monitoring and assessment related topics, and Ms. Penina Blankett (Finland), Chair of nature conservation
issues. The Joint session was chaired jointly by the Co-Chairs. Ms. Jannica Haldin, HELCOM Professional
Secretary, Ms. Marta Ruiz, HELCOM Associate Professional Secretary and Ms. Petra Kääriä, HELCOM Assisting
Professional Secretary, acted as secretaries of the Meeting.
0.4

The Meeting was welcomed by Dr. Zita Gasiūnaitė, Director of the Marine Research Institute.

Monitoring and assessment
Agenda Item 1MA
1MA.1

Adoption of the Agenda: Monitoring and assessment

The Meeting adopted the Agenda items 1MA-6MA as contained in document 1-1.

Agenda Item 2MA

Matters of relevance for the Meeting and information from the Secretariat

2MA.1
The Meeting took note of the Terms of Reference and work plan of State and Conservation,
particularly noting those actions specifically pertaining to the work on monitoring and assessment, as
presented by the Secretariat (documents 2J-8 and 2J-7, Presentation 1).
2MA.2
The Meeting noted that the review of the State and Conservation group will be discussed in
more detail in the Joint session of the Meeting.

Agenda Item 3MA

Environmental monitoring and data

RECOMMENDATION 10/1 ABNORMAL SITUATIONS IN THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT
3MA.1
The Meeting took note of the proposal on a potential service development to provide
information on abnormal events (document 3MA-12), presented by Estonia.
3MA.2
The Meeting invited lead country Estonia to further explore the possibility to apply for funding
to develop a permanent CMEMS (Copernicus Marine Environment Monitoring Service) service for reporting
on abnormal situations in the Baltic Sea to HELCOM through upcoming calls under CMEMS, and report back
to STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.3
The Meeting invited lead country Estonia to explore the possibility to produce a spatial
overview of the in-situ CMEMS monitoring stations mentioned in document 3MA-12, highlighting which are
COMBINE stations and which are additional stations, and submit the information to STATE&CONSERVATION
9-2018.
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RECOMMENDATION 19/3 MANUAL FOR THE HELCOM JOINT COORDINATED MARINE MONITORING
3MA.4
The Meeting noted that the revised version of the Recommendation 19/3, as presented by
State and Conservation, was adopted by HELCOM 39-2018.
Revision of HELCOM monitoring
3MA.5
The Meeting took note of the overview of information on reporting on the monitoring results
in the manuals (document 3MA-13), as presented by Estonia. The Meeting discussed the need to streamline
the reporting requirements in order to minimize double reporting, agreed to add a column containing
information on to which database the data should be reported and invited lead country Estonia to prepare a
first draft to be presented for further discussion in STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.6
The Meeting agreed that the summary table of reporting dates provided in doc 3MA-13 will
be sent to the relevant expert networks for their input on optimal reporting dates. The input by the expert
networks will be collated by the Secretariat and used to inform further discussion and agreement in
STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.7
The Meeting agreed that, once approved, the list of reporting dates and data recipients will
be maintained in the Monitoring Manual and is to be reviewed by the State and Conservation Working Group
in each meeting.
Update of HELCOM Monitoring Manual
3MA.8
The Meeting took note that no revision of national information and proposed updates to the
Monitoring Manual (document 3MA-1) were received.
3MA.9
The Meeting considered the revised proposal for a regional monitoring sub-program of
continuous noise (3MA-5), as presented by Sweden on behalf of the EN-Noise. The Meeting agreed on the
regional monitoring sub-program of continuous noise and on the amendments of the Monitoring Manual
accordingly.
3MA.10
The Meeting discussed arrangements for hosting continuous noise data and agreed to further
discuss the issue in the upcoming HODs meeting.
Review and update of HELCOM monitoring guidelines
3MA.11
The Meeting took note of the publication on the HELCOM website of the following monitoring
guidelines endorsed by STATE & CONSERVATION 7-2018: determination of salinity and temperature using
CTD, monitoring of turbidity, determination of chlorinated hydrocarbons in sediment, determination of
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in sediment and determination of persistent organic compounds in
seawater.
3MA.12
The Meeting took note of the Lead and co-Lead countries for HELCOM Monitoring Programme
topics (document 3MA-2), presented by the Secretariat.
3MA.13
The Meeting took note of the information by Sweden that the monitoring guidelines for
dissolved oxygen and physical oceanography will be presented at STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.14
The Meeting took note of a presentation by Jean-Noël Druon, JRC, on the use of Earth
Observation (EO) data for characterizing pelagic habitats (Presentation 2) and the invitation for cooperation
between the JRC and Baltic Sea regional experts to contribute to the calibration and improvement of the
proposed food web based methodology (ocean productivity index for fish) for characterizing pelagic habitats.
3MA.15
The Meeting took note of the information by the Secretariat that the CHLO4MSFD service,
developed by AZTI, for visualizing satellite chlorophyll-a data maps for all EU Marine Regions between 19972016 has now been launched and can be found under http://chlo4msfd.azti.es/CHLO4MSFD_V1.0/.
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3MA.16
The Meeting in general supported the use of EO methods for measuring chlorophyll a and took
note of the clarification that Finland is currently reporting EO monitoring data to ICES for the Baltic Sea open
sea areas as part of the on-going work reporting in relation to the indicator.
3MA.17
The Meeting took note of revised guidelines for monitoring of chlorophyll a (document 3MA6), as presented by Finland, and invited Finland to explore the possibility to include in the guidelines the
source code of the EO algorithms. The Meeting noted that there is a possibility to provided written comments
on the EO related content of the document by 25 June (jenni.attila@ymparisto.fi and
mika.raateoja@ymparisto.fi), after which Finland will amend the guidelines as needed and present a revised
version to STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.18
The Meeting took note of the information by Sweden that there is ongoing national work on
the development of an algorithm similar to the one developed by Finland. Additionally, inherent optical
properties are being measured. The Meeting took note of the suggestion to share the algorithms with
CMEMS.
3MA.19
The Meeting considered the draft guidelines for the determination of PFAS in seawater
(document 3MA-4), as presented by EN-HAZ, took note of the issues identified by Sweden, endorsed the
draft guidelines and agreed that they are to be published on HELCOM web once the changes suggested by
Sweden have been incorporated.
3MA.20
The Meeting took note of the progress with development of monitoring guidelines for PFOS in
biota and for HBCDD in biota and sediments, as presented by EN-Hazardous substances, and that these
guidelines will be submitted to STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.21
The Meeting endorsed the draft HELCOM Guidelines for monitoring continuous noise
(document 3MA-7), as presented by the Secretariat on behalf of EN-Noise.
3MA.22
The Meeting endorsed in principle the HELCOM Guidelines for monitoring beach litter
(document 3MA-3), as presented by the Secretariat on behalf of EN-Marine Litter, with the following
modification of the sentence in the second paragraph on the “Sampling segment and area” section: “The
width of the beach (from the waterline to back of the beach, e.g. the foot of dunes or high vegetation behind
or maximum 50m) is also to be reported.” The Meeting took note that countries will clarify their position on
this amendment by 11 June, and agreed that once finalized the guidelines will be transferred to the HELCOM
Monitoring Manual and published on the HELCOM website.
3MA.23
The Meeting took note of the monitoring guidelines on chlorinated biphenyls and
organochlorine pesticides in biota (document 3MA-9), as submitted by Germany, took note that countries
will provide comments by 11 June (owen.rowe@helcom.fi) and invited the EN HAZ to further discuss the
guidelines based on the comments received. The Meeting invited the lead country Germany to submit revised
guidelines to STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.24
The Meeting took note of the updated guidelines on biological material sampling and sample
handling for the analysis of persistent organic pollutants (PAHs, PCBs and OCPs) and metallic trace elements
(document 3MA-10), as submitted by Germany, took note that countries will provide comments by 11 June
and invited the EN HAZ to further discuss the guidelines based on the comments received. The Meeting
invited the lead country Germany to submit revised guidelines to STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3MA.25
The Meeting took note of the Monitoring guideline on the determination of polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons in biota (document 3MA-11), as submitted by Germany, took note that countries will
provide comments by 11 June (owen.rowe@helcom.fi) and invited the EN HAZ to further discuss the
guidelines based on the comments received. The Meeting invited the lead country Germany to submit revised
guidelines to STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
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Agenda Item 4MA

Plans for implementation of the work plan and emerging issues

4MA.1
The Meeting did not discuss any further plans relating to implementing the work plan nor
identified emerging issues.

Agenda Item 5MA
5MA.1

Any other business

The Meeting did not discuss any other business.

Agenda Item 6MA

Outcome of the Monitoring and assessment session

6MA.1
The Meeting adopted the outcome of the monitoring and assessment theme and noted that
the outcome will be available (together with the outcomes of the nature conservation and joint themes) at
the STATE & CONSERVATION 8-2018 Meeting Site together with the documents and presentations
considered by the Meeting.
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Joint session
Agenda Item 1J
1J.1

Adoption of the Agenda: Joint themes

The Meeting adopted items 1J-10J in the Agenda as contained in document 1-1.

Agenda Item 2J

Matters of relevance for the Meeting and information from the Secretariat

2J.1
The Meeting took note of the Outcome of the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting 2018 (document
2J-5), as presented by the Secretariat.
2J.2
The Meeting took note of the implementation of the Baltic Sea Action Plan 2018 – three years
left to reach good environmental status (document 2J-1-Rev.1, Presentation 3), as presented by the
Secretariat.
2J.3
The Meeting noted that some of the agreed actions are shared with other HELCOM groups,
such as the Fish and Pressure groups, and the intention is that there is regular information exchange
regarding joint actions.
2J.4
The Meeting discussed how to carry out the work on the remaining regional actions to
facilitate their implementation by 2021, and invited the Secretariat to draft a document based on the
information in presentation 3, to be submitted to the STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018, to support the
updating of the State and Conservation work plan.
2J.5
The Meeting noted that a correspondence group for fisheries data (CG FISHDATA) was
established during FISH 7-2017 to consider data gathering and needs for the indicator ‘Number of drowned
mammals and waterbirds in fishing gear’, and to prepare a Roadmap on the collection of fisheries data in
order to assess incidental by-catches and fisheries impact on benthic biotopes in the Baltic Sea. The Meeting
further noted that the correspondence group will have their next meeting (CG FISHDATA 2-2018) on 22 May
2018 and that the document prepared by State and Conservation (WP.1 of STATE & CONSERVATION 7-2017)
is taken onboard in the discussions of the correspondence group.
2J.6
The Meeting took note of the plan for the update of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (document 2J2), as presented by the Secretariat.
2J.7
The Meeting highlighted the importance of State and Conservation WG to be involved in the
work of the task force for updating the BSAP, once established.
2J.8
The Meeting took note of the civil society declaration on ecosystem health of the Baltic Sea
(document 2J-9), as presented by CCB.
2J.9
The Meeting took note of the NGO Letter: the future of the Baltic Sea requires full commitment
by Heads of Governments and Cabinet Ministers of the Baltic Sea countries (document 2J-10), as presented
by CCB.
2J.10
The Meeting took note of the extracts from outcomes of relevant HELCOM meetings for State
and Conservation (document 2J-11), as presented by the Secretariat.
2J.11
The Meeting took note of the publication of the HELCOM maritime assessment (BSEP 152,
document 2J-3), as presented by the Secretariat.
2J.12
The Meeting took note of the Terms of Reference for State and Conservation (document 2J-8,
Presentation 4), specifically pertaining to the work of the Joint session, as presented by the Secretariat.
2J.13
The Meeting took note of the work plan (document 2J-7, Presentation 4) of State and
Conservation, used to implement the duties and tasks outlined in the ToR, and noted that it will be updated
at STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018 and is intended to be submitted for approval to HOD 55-2018.
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2J.14
The Meeting took note of the activities of Expert Groups, Intersessional Networks and Projects
under the guidance of State and Conservation (documents 2J-4 and 2J-4-Add.1) and invited the Secretariat
to regularly update the document and present it at the State and Conservation meetings.
2J.15
The Meeting considered the proposed three year Terms of Reference for HELCOM-OSPARICES JWGBIRD (document 2J-6), as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting took note of the comment by
Poland, suggesting a rolling system for the change of Chairs for the Joint working group. After discussion with
the OSPAR and ICES Secretariats, it was concluded that due to procedural reasons between the practices of
the three organizations such a solution is not possible at this time, but could be considered for the future
ToR. The Meeting endorsed the proposed ToRs of JWGBIRD.
2J.16
The Meeting took note of the information that the Terms of Reference for EN-BENTH will need
to be updated in 2018, acknowledged the importance of the work done by the group and thanked the Chair
for his contribution to the work during his term. The Meeting discussed input to guide the update process,
encouraged EN BENTH to hold a timely physical meeting to update the ToRs and tasked the network to
include further work on mapping, identification of nature values, integration methods and indicator
development and an annual physical meeting in their updated ToRs. The Meeting welcomed the willingness
of Sweden to facilitate the future work of the group.
2J.17
The Meeting took note of the discussions and outcomes of the 16th meeting of HELCOM-VASAB
MSP working group, as presented by the Co-Chair. The Meeting highlighted the importance of the
information sharing between State and Conservation, Fish, HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG and Pan Baltic Scope
project, as well as the participation of relevant experts from all the groups in the workshop proposed to be
held in December 2018 jointly by Pan Baltic Scope and HELCOM (see also document 2J-11). The Meeting
noted the importance of including migration routes of birds in the agenda of the December workshop. The
Meeting noted that MSP matters will also be further considered during the biodiversity and nature
conservation session of the Meeting.

Agenda Item 3J

HELCOM indicators and assessments

Indicators
Updating of HELCOM core indicator reports
3J.1
The Meeting took note of the summary of HELCOM indicators and their update (document 3J22, Presentation 5), as presented by the Secretariat.
3J.2
The Meeting took note that in most cases the presented indicators have been updated with
data from year 2016 only, but for the waterbirds and hazardous substances indicators on contaminant
concentrations, additional data has also been included.
3J.3
The Meeting noted that the indicator data and results included in the reports have all been
checked and approved by the respective countries during the national checking procedure.
3J.4
The Meeting took note of the updated HELCOM hazardous substances indicator reports
(documents 3J-13, 3J-13-Add.1, 3J-13-Add.2).
3J.5
The Meeting took note of the comment by Denmark regarding mercury (addition of mussels
to key message map text) and that one-out-all-out was not applicable to mercury (revise text). The Meeting
took note of the request from Denmark to clarify the mercury and lead values for the Limfjorden (now done).
3J.6
The Meeting noted the information on a project on model areas for removal of pharmaceutical
substances in the South Baltic – MORPHEUS (3J-32), as presented by Lithuania.
3J.7
webpage:

The Meeting approved the following reports for publication on the HELCOM indicator

HBCDD HELCOM Core indicator 2018
Page 7 of 45

STATE & CONSERVATION 8-2018, Outcome
PFOS HELCOM Core indicator 2018
PAHs and their metabolites HELCOM Core indicator 2018
PCBs, dioxins and furans HELCOM Core indicator 2018
PBDEs HELCOM Core indicator 2018
Radioactive substances HELCOM Core indicator 2018
TBT and Imposex HELCOM Core (test) indicator 2018
Diclofenac HELCOM Pre-core (test) indicator 2018
Operational oil spills from ships
White-tailed sea eagle productivity
3J.8
The Meeting took note of the updated HELCOM eutrophication indicator reports (document
3J-14), as presented by the Secretariat, noted the information that for these reports editorial work has not
yet taken place and that revised versions will be available on the workspace by 31 May. The Meeting took
note that Denmark, Germany and Poland intend to provide further editorial comments as soon as possible
(latest by 31 May). The Meeting agreed that Contracting Parties have until 8 June to review the texts, noting
that data and result approval has already taken place.
3J.9
The Meeting approved in principle the following reports for publication on the HELCOM
indicator website, noting that editorial comments from Contracting Parties will still be submitted by 31 May:
Chlorophyll a - updated core indicator report
Cyanobacterial bloom index - pre-core indicator
DIN - HELCOM core indicator report
DIP - HELCOM core indicator report
Oxygen debt - HELCOM core indicator report
Total Nitrogen - HELCOM core indicator report
Total Phosphorous- HELCOM core indicator report
Water clarity -HELCOM core indicator report
3J.10
Germany remarked that the units used in the tables showing the nutrient results for coastal
waters should all be in micromole to be comparable. As some Contracting Parties have fixed the units in their
national legislation and conversion might lead to differences, the Meeting recommended to leave the table
as it is.
3J.11
Germany further proposed to include text comparing the results of dissolved and total
nutrients and to discuss the differences. The Meeting noted that the indicator reports should not be opened
once again but that a few sentences could be added to the thematic report on eutrophication.
3J.12
The Meeting took note of the comment by Finland that the Finnish monitoring open-sea
estimates of PO4 and TOTP in 2011-2014 are in general 10 % lower than in 2015-2017 due to the changes in
instrumentation and accompanying methodology. This might affect the indicator values in assessment units
SEA-012...017.
3J.13
The Meeting took note of the updated HELCOM biodiversity indicator reports (documents 3J15, 3J-15-Add.1, 3J-15-Add.2).
3J.14
The Meeting considered the proposed amendments to the core indicator ‘Reproductive status
of seals’ (document 3J-4), as presented by Finland and Sweden.
3J.15
The Meeting noted that Germany is ready to accept the ‘Reproductive status of seals’ indicator
for use in HOLAS II, acknowledging that the indicator lacks data and requires further development.
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3J.16
The Meeting noted that Finland is ready to lift their study reservation on the ‘Reproductive
status of seals’ and ‘Nutritional status of seals’ indicators noting the following Finnish statements:


Some Contracting Parties have included the nutritional status indicator under the assessment of food
webs, which causes differences between national and HELCOM assessments.



The indicators for nutritional status and reproductive status require further development to improve
inter-annual robustness in their results and sharpen their responsiveness to changes in
environmental conditions. Therefore, the indicator results may cause considerable uncertainty into
the grey seal assessment.

3J.17
The Meeting took note that a revised version of the ‘Reproductive status of seals’ report will
be uploaded to the workspace shortly after the meeting and that any editorial comments to the report will
be provided to the Secretariat (owen.rowe@helcom.fi) by 31 May at the latest.
3J.18
The Meeting considered the renaming of the Finnish contribution to the ‘Reproductive status
of seals’ indicator and agreed that this will be solved bilaterally by Finland and Sweden.
3J.19
The Meeting agreed that the ‘Reproductive status of seals’ indicator needs further
development, including discussion on if some populations have reached carrying capacity and this might
affect the overall assessment of seals in the HELCOM area as well as data issues, and invited the Seal expert
group to take the work forward.
3J.20
The Meeting in principle approved the proposed changes on ‘Reproductive status of seals’ for
use in the HOLAS II work of the State of the Baltic Sea report.
3J.21
The Meeting agreed that for the two core indicators on the abundance of waterbirds during
the breeding and the wintering seasons:
1) the following text block will be added in all the maps in the indicator reports: “Assessment only for coastal
area (not offshore)”,
2) in the explanatory texts for maps, the following text will be included: “Because harmonized offshore
observations couldn’t be conducted for this assessment period, but several species show strong declines in
the whole offshore area (Skov et al. 2011), an overall assessment of birds is not possible and the calculations
and shown results are based only on land based observations”, and
3) maps in the indicator report will be presented visually with assessment areas colored only for the coastal
scale 3 regions of the areas assessed with this indicator.
3J.22
The Meeting noted the comment by Sweden that further development of the waterbirds
indicators is needed in the future, concerning e.g.:


the statistical analyses: (1) It has to be evaluated how strongly the difference between different
regions are due to statistical aspects. Since the assessment is based on a certain portion of bird
species, which have to achieve the species specific thresholds, it should be considered how a
difference in number of species per species group affects the assessment results since with
decreasing species numbers the chance increases for sub-GES as mentioned in the breeding bird
indicator report. (2) Furthermore, the indicator should reflect clearer, by possible weighting, the
differences in number of sites assessed for every species.



the aggregation should be discussed; if only three regions out of seven achieve GES for wintering and
two out of seven for breeding birds it is hard to explain why the whole Baltic Sea region achieves
GES. The discussions should even include the aggregation from functional groups to whole bird
community and if this is necessary.
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the assessment of a possible imbalance in the ecosystem (species increasing strongly) should be
developed in future to use the indicator even in the assessment of food webs.

3J.23
The Meeting noted that revised versions of the waterbird indicator reports (updated maps)
will be made available on the workspace by the end of May and agreed that any further editorial comments
will be provided by the CPs to the revised reports by 8 June.
3J.24
The Meeting in principle approved the waterbird indicators reports: Abundance of waterbirds
in the breeding season and Abundance of waterbirds in the wintering season for publication on the HELCOM
website, noting the agreed process as described in paragraph 3J.21.
3J.25
The Meeting in principle approved the report ‘Seasonal succession of dominating
phytoplankton’ to be published on the HELCOM indicator webpage, as an indicator to be tested, noting the
following comments:


Germany supports the application as test and the further development of the indicator in the PEG
group, suggesting that aspects such as references to pressures, assessment at scale 4, and practical
possibility of monthly open sea sampling should be addressed.



Denmark accepts that this indicator is tested, but does not agree with the relevance of the indicator.



Sweden suggests that State and Conservation should emphasize the need for the Phytoplankton
Expert Group (PEG) to prioritize indicator development work in their work plan.

3J.26
The Meeting in principle approved the two seal indicator reports ‘Nutritional status of seals’
and ‘Reproductive status of seals’, noting the following statements by Finland (c.f. also paragraph 3J-16).
3J.27
The Meeting approved the following indicator reports for publication on the HELCOM
indicator webpage, noting that some editorial and harmonization will still be carried out:
Abundance of coastal fish key functional groups 2018
Abundance of key coastal fish species 2018
Abundance of salmon spawners and smolt 2018
Abundance of sea trout spawners and parr 2018
State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community 2018
Trends in arrival of new non-indigenous species 2018
Population trends and abundance of seals 2018
Diatom-Dinoflagellate index 2018
Zooplankton mean size and total stock (MSTS)
3J.28
The Meeting noted that Denmark will provide PEG with a description of Danish concerns with
the Seasonal succession of dominating phytoplankton’ indicator and the indicator on Diatom/dianoflagella.
Continued development of HELCOM core indicators
3J.29
The Meeting took note of the status of the indicators and the lead and co-lead contacts as well
as the expert networks and their members (document 3J-3), as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting
took note that any changes to the list should be provided to the Secretariat (owen.rowe@helcom.fi) by 31
May.
3J.30
The Meeting discussed the draft HELCOM work plan for indicators (document 3J-6,
Presentation 6), as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting welcomed the plan and that there is a need in
the following step to clearly present the roles and responsibilities of the different expert groups and levels
of HELCOM in the indicator process. The Meeting also pointed out the importance to continue to view the
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work on indicators from the perspective of the Baltic Sea, where specific characteristics and needs of the
regional sea are to be taken into account, stressing the important role of the expert groups and the networks
in this part of the work also in the future, as well as to consider how the indicator work will feed into HOLAS
III. The Meeting took note of the comments by the Contracting Parties i.a. to cater for coordination with work
under WFD and Habitat Directive and to mention coordination with JRC under EU. Germany proposed to
postpone the joint GEAR – State and Conservation workshop on indicators until June 2019. The Meeting
agreed that additional comments on the content of the document can be provided to the Secretariat
(owen.rowe@helcom.fi) by 17 May, to be followed by the finalization of the document by GEAR.
3J.31
The Meeting took note of the status of data flows and data hosting arrangements for each
HELCOM indicator (document 3J-20, Presentation 7), as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting took note
of the general comment that in the future simplified reporting would potentially increase the amount of data
available for the assessments, and that the data flows and hosting arrangements will be reviewed as part of
the indicator work proposed in document 3J-6.
3J.32
The Meeting took note of the annual cost estimate (22 000 euros) for the information system
on aquatic non-indigenous and cryptogenic species (AquaNIS) (document 3J-18, Presentation 8), as
presented by Lithuania. The Meeting acknowledged the relevance of the AquaNIS database to support
HELCOM work on indicators, took note of the information that AquaNIS receives additional funding under
the COMPLETE project (running until September 2020), and that the dataflow and storage of indicator data
for all indicators is proposed to be reviewed and addressed under the HELCOM work plan for indicators (doc
3J-6). The Meeting noted that any need for funding by HELCOM will need to be addressed at the HOD level.
The Meeting agreed to return to this topic when the work outlined in document 3J-6 has progressed; also
taking into account that the current source of additional funding ends in few years’ time.
3J.33
The Meeting reviewed the proposed acidification indicators for the Baltic Sea (document 3J5, Presentation 9), as submitted by Sweden and presented by Mr. Gregor Rehder, Germany. The Meeting
took note of the information that IN-EUTRO acknowledges the links of the proposed indicator to
eutrophication but noted that the full set of causative factors and pressures are yet to be specified. The
Meeting welcomed the information that Sweden and Germany offer to co-lead the work on the indicator.
Sweden and Estonia expressed their view that this works directly links to the work of MSFD Annex III Table
1. The Meeting noted the statement by Denmark that it would be important to follow the issue on ocean
acidification. However, Denmark prioritizes the focus of indicator development to be on the needs identified
under the EU Commission Decision regarding eutrophication and sees no direct link between the proposed
indicator and eutrophication under the MSFD. Denmark has a study reservation on the inclusion of this
indicator being housed under the EN EUTRO.
3J.34
The Meeting in principle endorsed the further development of the indicator, with the aim of
including it in the list of HELCOM candidate indicators, and agreed in principle that the work would be further
developed within the eutrophication expert network, taking note of the Danish study reservation on the
matter and that the housing of the indicator still remains an open issue.
3J.35
The Meeting took note of the presentation by Germany on the results of their national
assessment of near bottom oxygen conditions, which is based on the shallow water oxygen indicator concept
discussed in IN Eutrophication (document 3J-19). The indicator only covers part of the MSFD requirements.
More detailed information is needed regarding the areal and timely extent of low oxygen conditions in the
Baltic Sea (not only in shallow areas) and the natural and anthropogenic components of oxygen deficiency.
As there are already approaches available (e.g. the Danish Oxygen reports and contributions by IOW to the
HOLAS II report), Germany proposed to join efforts in the Baltic Sea area and to include a work package on
bottom oxygen into the MSFD 2018 call for proposals
3J.36
The Meeting thanked Germany for the document and welcomed the information that
Denmark, Estonia and Finland are interested in taking part of the work and that IN EUTRO has also shown
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interest in taking the work further. The Meeting agreed that further work on bottom water oxygen including
indicator development should be viewed as a priority for future work within HELCOM.
3J.37
The Meeting noted that it is no longer possible to add the proposed work to the HELCOM
regional project proposal under the MSFD call, as the list of topics for the call has already been agreed on in
GEAR, based on which the work on the application has already advanced.
3J.38
The Meeting welcomed the information that there are plans to arrange a joint indicator
workshop with OSPAR during 2019, and was of the opinion that the workshop could be arranged in late spring
2019. The Meeting welcomed that Sweden will look into the possibility to host the joint RSC workshop.
Assessments
‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report (HOLAS II)
3J.39
The Meeting took note of the progress on the update of the first version of the ‘State of the
Baltic Sea’ report (document 3J-18, Presentation 10), as presented by the Secretariat, and approved the
change of the title of the supplementary reports to thematic assessments.
3J.40
The Meeting took note of the proposed layout style for the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ visual
presentation (document 3J-21, Presentation 11), as presented by the Secretariat, and welcomed the
suggested approach.
Endorsement of the updated 2018 version of ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report (HOLAS II)
3J.41
The Meeting took note of and discussed substantial comments to the 'State of the Baltic Sea'
summary report (documents 3J-8, 3J-8-Corr.1) provided by Contracting Parties in advance of the Meeting,
and agreed on changes to the summary report as presented in Annex 2.
3J.42
The Meeting noted a particular need of looking into the wording of chapters 4.7 (seabed loss
and disturbance) and 5.5 (Biodiversity assessment – waterbirds), and assigned two drafting groups to revise
those sections in relation to the substantial comments identified and discussed, as presented in Annex 2. The
revised versions were presented to the Meeting for adjustment and approval and are presented in
documents 3J-8-Rev.1, and 3J-8-Rev.2, respectively.
3J.43
The Meeting took note of the corrected table 10 of the thematic assessment on eutrophication
(document 3J-10-Corr.1) and the updated oil spills assessment (document 3J-11-Corr.1), which are also of
relevance for the summary report, and agreed on the proposed changes.
3J.44
The Meeting further took note of the updated text on seasonal succession of phytoplankton
(3J-9-Add.1), and agreed that this should be tentatively included in the report, with the possibility to provide
comments until Sunday 20 May 2018 (lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi). The proposed text including the added
information is contained in document 3J-9-Rev.2.
3J.45
The Meeting took note of the refinements to BSII Ecosystem component layers (document 3J16), as presented by the Secretariat and approved the revised layers and their use in the BSII.
3J.46
The Meeting agreed not to include the approach of weighting the layers of impact of fishing
with F/Fmsy ratios (document 3J-7) in the BSPI and BSII of the Baltic Sea report or the thematic assessment of
cumulative impacts, concluding that although the suggested refined approach to apply weights to the layers
is good, the time available for developing the approach further, as would be required, is not sufficient within
the HOLAS II project.
3J.47
The Meeting took note that Denmark will provide sentences to be added to the thematic
assessment on cumulative impacts in order to explain the challenges and benefits of implementing the
approach with weighting the layers with F/FMSY ratios in cumulative impact assessment.
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3J.48
The Meeting endorsed the submission of the State of the Baltic Sea report to HOD 54-2018 for
final approval.
Approval of supplementary reports to the updated 2018 version of ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report (HOLAS II)
3J.49
The Meeting considered the draft thematic assessment (previously called supplementary
report) on biodiversity (documents 3J-9, 3J-9-Add.1), as presented by the Secretariat, and amended the text
based on input received in the Meeting.
3J.50
The Meeting considered the draft thematic assessment (previously called supplementary
report) on eutrophication (documents 3J-10, 3J-10-Corr.1), as presented by the Secretariat, and amended
the text based on input received in the Meeting.
3J.51
The Meeting considered the draft thematic assessment (previously called supplementary
report) on hazardous substances (documents 3J-11, 3J-11-Corr.1), as presented by the Secretariat and
amended the text based on written comments received in advance of the meeting and input received in the
Meeting.
3J.52
The Meeting considered the draft thematic assessment (previously called supplementary
report) on cumulative impacts (document 3J-12), as presented by the Secretariat and noted the following
substantial changes to the report: the section on mussel dredging will be removed as it is already included in
the layer on fishing intensity, the buffer applied to sand and gravel extraction will be changed to be the same
as for dredging, and the layer on fish extraction will be used as currently described in the document. The
Meeting invited the Secretariat to thoroughly review the chapter for inconsistencies and to check the colour
scale in Figure 5 to clarify and correct as needed the use of white colour in the legend.
3J.53
The Meeting noted that in order to have a more comprehensive assessment on cumulative
impacts in the future, it would be relevant to include effects of climate change and other ambient stressors
in the assessment.
3J.54
The Meeting approved the thematic assessments on biodiversity, hazardous substances and
eutrophication and agreed on their publication in the BSEP series, recognizing that editorial corrections,
clarification, and cross-checks with the State of the Baltic Sea summary report will still be made to the
thematic assessments and noting that editorial comments can still be submitted to the Secretariat as soon
as possible, but at latest by 31 May.
3J.55
The Meeting noted the comment by Germany that they are able to agree on the publication
of the cumulative impacts thematic assessment only after all sections have been added and corrected,
approved the assessment in principle and agreed that the final version with final revisions will be submitted
to the Contracting Parties by 31 May and the Contracting Parties could provide further possible comments
to the Secretariat (lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi) by 6 June.
Regional consultation
3J.56
The Meeting took note of the summary of the regional consultation on the State of the Baltic
Sea report (document 3J-1), as presented by the Secretariat, thanked the participants for their valuable
contribution and further noted that an identified sub-set of comments from the regional consultation
addressing technical/scientific/policy related proposals received during the consultation process could be
considered in future HELCOM work.
3J.57
The Meeting viewed the HOLAS II video, which will be available for public use once the final
‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report has been published.
3J.58
The Meeting reviewed the final draft of the thematic assessment on coastal fish (document
3J-2, Presentation 12), as presented by the Project Manager of FISH-PRO II, and supported the publication
of the assessment in the Baltic Sea Environmental Proceedings for endorsement by HOD 54-2018.
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Agenda Item 4J

Monitoring guidelines for biota

4J.1
The Meeting took note of the information on lead and co-lead countries for HELCOM
Monitoring Programme topics (document 3MA-2), as presented by the Secretariat and invited the
Contracting Parties to send possible revisions to the document to the Secretariat (petra.kaaria@helcom.fi or
jannica.haldin@helcom.fi).
4J.2
The Meeting considered the outcome of the review and update of monitoring guidelines for
biota and agreed that the guidelines can be transferred to the HELCOM Monitoring Manual.
4J.3
The Meeting noted that Sweden intends to provide monitoring guidelines on marine bird
health to STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.
4J.4
The Meeting considered the monitoring guidelines for seal abundance and distribution in the
HELCOM area (document 4J-1) and comments to the document provided by Estonia (4J-1-Add.1), as
presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting in principle endorsed the guidelines, noting that Denmark and
Sweden will provide editorial comments to the guidelines to the Secretariat (petra.kaaria@helcom.fi) by 31
May.
4J.5
The Meeting raised concern about the decreasing interval of grey seal censuses in Finland,
noted the comment by Estonia that this will jeopardize the trend assessments and core indicator calculations
of Baltic Sea grey seals, and the confidence and results will not be comparable with earlier results, and further
noted that this issue should be discussed by SEAL 12-2018.
4J.6
The Meeting agreed to delete the following information from the guidelines: “since 2016 all
the localities in the Finnish part of the Bothnian Bay have been decided to be surveyed every third year. The
few most important localities have still been photographed once every year. From 2018, Finland will probably
not carry out annual grey seal censuses in any area”.

Agenda Item 5J

Development and implementation of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 21/3 SUSTAINABLE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY TOURISM IN THE COASTAL
ZONES OF THE BALTIC SEA AREA
5J.1
The Meeting considered the review of Recommendation 21/3 (document 5J-1), as presented
by the Lead country Latvia, noted that the Recommendation overlaps with two other valid
Recommendations, and agreed to initiate the work to amend the Recommendation. The Meeting invited
Lead country Latvia to revise the recommendation with the aim to present the revised version at
STATE&CONSERVATION 10-2019. The Meeting invited Contracting Parties to provide information to support
the revision of the recommendation by 30 September 2018 to the Lead country
(inga.belasova@varam.gov.lv).
RECOMMENDATION 24/10 IMPLEMENTATION OF INTEGRATED MARINE AND COASTAL MANAGEMENT OF
HUMAN ACTIVITIES IN THE BALTIC SEA AREA
5J.2
The Meeting recalled the following information regarding Recommendation 24/10: STATE &
CONSERVATION 7-2017 amended the Recommendation as contained in document 5J-3-Rev.1 and endorsed
the Recommendation 24/10 with the mentioned amendments and requested the Secretariat to forward the
updated Recommendation to HOD 53-2017 for adoption. HOD 53-2017 endorsed the draft revised HELCOM
Recommendation and agreed that it will be forwarded to HELCOM 39-2018 for adoption. HELCOM 39-2018
took note that Poland could not agree on the revised Recommendation 24/10 ‘Implementation of integrated
Marine and Coastal Management of Human Activities in the Baltic Sea Area’ and invited Poland to clarify the
reservation at the next meeting of the State & Conservation Working Group.
5J.3
The Meeting took note of the clarification by Poland that HELCOM VASAB MSP WG 16-2018
agreed that the Recommendations should be amended to account for MSP issues. The Meeting noted that
Poland offered to lead the drafting work and that comments by the HELCOM VASAB MSP WG members are
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to be sent to Poland by 30 May and incorporated by 15 June by Poland for further discussion. The Meeting
agreed to the proposal that the discussion on the Recommendation will be postponed to the next State and
Conservation meeting and invited Poland to present a revised version at STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.

Agenda Item 6J

Baltic Sea Environment Fact Sheets

6J.1
The Meeting took note of the list of existing and new HELCOM Baltic Sea Environment Fact
Sheets (document 6J-1), as well as the updated BSEFS Abundance and distribution of round goby (documents
6J-3 and 6J-3-Rev.1), as presented by the Secretariat.
6J.2
The Meeting noted the comment by Sweden that the list of fact sheets needs be revised and
it would be relevant to look for synergies between HELCOM core indicators and assessments.
6J.3
The Meeting took note of the comment by Finland, as regards document 6J-3-Rev.1,
suggesting to depict the round goby observations as polygons instead of points, as some relevant data is
currently missing.
6J.4
The Meeting considered the BSEFS Spatial distribution of the winter nutrient pool (document
6J-2), as presented by Sweden and noted the following comments:
o

Germany supports that the fact sheet would be delayed with one year in order to contain yearly data.
Germany was not willing to change the data submission practise as they do not have all the relevant
data in the Baltic Environmental database. Germany proposes to produce maps showing nutrient
concentrations not only at stations but for the whole Baltic Sea area using a gridded approach, , e.g.
DIVA, and to explore the possibilities on producing total nitrogen and total phosphorus on the map

o

Poland delivers data physical chemical data to ICES database before 1 May, and does not deliver data
to other databases. Poland would like to request Sweden to send information regarding initiation of
the work on the fact sheet in order to deliver data.

o

Denmark was of the opinion that the data should be submitted to ICES, as ICES is quality checking
the data, and submitting data to two different places would be problematic.

Agenda Item 7J

Progress of relevant HELCOM projects and assessments

7J.1
The Meeting took note of the joint HELCOM-Pan Baltic Scope expert workshop on essential
fish habitats in December 2018 in Riga (PanBaltic SCOPE project) (document 7J-1), presented by the
Secretariat. The Meeting noted that the draft agenda of the workshop will be ready by the end of August
2018 and acknowledged the invitation by HELCOM VASAB MSP WG 16-2018 for the HELCOM groups State &
Conservation and Fish to contribute to the agenda providing suggestions to Latvia
(kristine.kedo@varam.gov.lv) with a copy to the HELCOM and VASAB Secretariats by 15 August 2018.
7J.2
The Meeting took note of the information from IN-EUTROPHICATION about the future plans
of the network. The network considered the foreseen longer term indicator development of the network and
was of the opinion that this work should be linked with the draft HELCOM work plan on indicators (document
3J-6).

Agenda Item 8J

Future work

Proposal for dedicated HELCOM work on climate change
8J.1
The Meeting considered the proposed HELCOM work on climate change (document 8J-2), as
presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting welcomed the work, supported the suggested approach and
emphasized the need to link the climate change work to the Baltic Sea Action Plan and other HELCOM targets
and measures. The Meeting also emphasized that that as climate change is a cross-cutting issue the proposed
EN CLIME would need to have an inclusive working structure and prioritize close cooperation with both
internal (e.g. Expert Networks) and external partners (e.g. Baltic Earth initiating work on BACC 3). The
Meeting agreed on the climate change report card as the aim of the HELCOM climate change assessment
work. The Meeting discussed the timeframe of the work, and suggested that the Secretariat aligns this work
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to take into account the upcoming work on the update of the Baltic Sea Action Plan. The Meeting further
discussed the list of priority areas, and concluded that the list is appropriate even if quite ambitious.
Review of the State and Conservation Working Group
8J.2
The Meeting considered the review of the work of State and Conservation (document 8J-1),
as presented by the Secretariat, and shared experiences regarding the work and functioning of the group.
Based on the discussion the Meeting identified a number of prioritised issues which were further elaborated.
The Meeting established a drafting group consisting of Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Poland, Russia
and Sweden to elaborate on the identified issues in writing and agreed on the input to be submitted to HOD54, as contained in Annex 3.

Agenda Item 9J

Any other business

9J.1
The Meeting updated the list of contacts and observers of State and Conservation (document
9J-1), as included in Annex 4.
9J.2
The Meeting took note of a joint BONUS-HELCOM conference to be organized on 6 November
2018, as presented by the Secretariat.
9J.3
The Meeting took note of the report on recreational fishing in the Baltic Sea Region, as
presented by CCB.
9J.4
The Meeting confirmed that the next meeting of the Working Group (STATE & CONSERVATION
9-2018) will be organized in Copenhagen, Denmark on 22-26 October.
9J.5
The Meeting invited the Contracting Parties to consider the possibility to host future meeting
of the Working Group and welcomed that Finland will explore the possibility to host STATE & CONSERVATION
10-2019 on 6-10 of May 2019.
9J.6
The Meeting warmly thanked Lithuania for the excellent organization and hospitality during
the Meeting.

Agenda Item 10J

Outcome of the Joint themes

Documents: Draft Outcome
10J.1
The Meeting adopted the outcome of the Joint themes and noted that the outcome will be
available (together with the outcomes of the nature conservation and monitoring and assessment themes)
at the STATE & CONSERVATION 8-2018 Meeting Site together with the documents and presentations
considered by the Meeting.
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Nature conservation
Agenda Item 1N
1N.1

Adoption of the Agenda: Nature conservation

The Meeting adopted Agenda items 1N-6N as contained in document 1-1.

Agenda Item 2N

Matters of relevance for the Meeting and information from the
Secretariat

2N.1
The Meeting took note of the Terms of Reference (document 2J-8) and work plan (document
2J-8) (Presentation 13) of State and Conservation, specifically pertaining to the work on biodiversity and
nature conservation.

Agenda Item 3N

Development and implementation of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 15/1 PROTECTION OF THE COASTAL STRIP
3N.1
The Meeting took note that the revisions to this Recommendation were approved at HELCOM
39-2018 and that last reporting on the Recommendation took place in 2014 and the next reporting round
will be during 2020.
RECOMMENDATION 16/3 PRESERVATION OF NATURAL COASTAL DYNAMICS
3N.2
The Meeting took note that Denmark has reviewed the Recommendation and recalled that
Denmark is the lead country for it.
3N.3
The Meeting noted that there is no definition on how and when to report on the
Recommendation and was of the opinion that a reporting system should be established and invited Denmark
to present a plan in STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.
RECOMMENDATION 17/2 PROTECTION OF HARBOUR PORPOISE IN THE BALTIC SEA AREA
3N.4
The Meeting welcomed the draft proposals for amendments of the HELCOM Recommendation
17/2 on protection of harbor porpoise (document 3N-5), as presented by Poland, and thanked Poland for
initiating the process. The Meeting revised and agreed on the recommendation, as presented in document
3N-5-Rev.1.
3N.5
The Meeting noted that the intention is that the Recommendation will be considered by SEAL
12-2018, STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018, HOD 55-2018 for approval, and then submitted for adoption at
HELCOM 40-2019.
a. Follow-up of action ‘avoiding by-catches of harbour porpoises, particularly following the recommendations
of ASCOBANS and the ASCOBANS Jastarnia Plan’
3N.6
The Meeting took note of the ongoing work on bycatch indicator and the Fish working group
and noted that the correspondence group for fisheries data (CG FISHDATA 2-2018) will have its next meeting
on 22 May 2018.
3N.7
The Meeting acknowledged the importance of the ongoing work on data inventory and further
development of monitoring of bycatch and thanked Poland for initiating the process.
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b. Follow-up of action ‘take action in close co-operation with ASCOBANS and ICES’
3N.8
The Meeting to welcomed the information by Sweden that they will look into the possibility
of appointing the co-Chair of WGBYC, Sara Königsson, to annually provide information summarizing the
groups work, in the form of an information document submitted to State and Conservation meetings.
3N.9
The Meeting took note of the correspondence with the ASCOBANS Jastarnia Group (document
3N-3), as presented by the Secretariat, and welcomed the information on the willingness of the Jastarnia
Group to review relevant new indicators on harbour porpoise as they become available, acknowledged that
work on the harbour porpoise indicators is currently ongoing, and noted that the 67th International Whaling
Comission (IWC) meeting will be held in Brazil in September 2018.
3N.10
The Meeting took note of the action points from the 14th meeting of the ASCOBANS Jastarnia
group (3N-13), as presented by Ida Carlen, Chair of Jastarnia Group. The Meeting noted that planning for a
SAMBAH II project has started and that the intention is for the application to be submitted to LIFE+ in 2019
and the project would hopefully start in 2020-2021.
3N.11
The Meeting noted that regarding management plans to protect harbour porpoises, there are
plans in Poland to initiate special fisheries measures within one of the national park where pingers will
become mandatory. WWF Poland will distribute banana pingers to interested fishermen with boats less than
12 meters long.
3N.12
The Meeting took note of the status of data reporting as well as national contacts for updating
the HELCOM-ASCOBANS harbour porpoise database (document 3N-1), as presented by the Secretariat, and
welcomed the information that there are now national contact points from all Baltic Sea countries, as
presented in Annex 5. The Meeting noted that acoustic detection data has not yet been submitted to the
joint database.
3N.13
The Meeting took note of the information on registered mortality of marine mammals
(document 3N-4), as presented by the Secretariat and noted that Germany and Lithuania will report
corrected and new data on the tables to the Secretariat (petra.kaaria@helcom.fi) by 1 September 2018.
c. Follow-up of action ‘establishment of marine protected areas for harbour porpoises within the framework
of the Baltic Sea Protected Areas (BSPAs)
3N.14
Meeting took note of information by Sweden on a newly appointed MPA related to harbour
porpoise and took note that the description of the area is almost complete, and that future measures in the
MPA will be based on the national species action plan for harbour porpoise, which should be available
shortly. CCB urged Sweden to ensure that the new national species action plan for harbour porpoises is
made available as soon as possible, since this is an important document for the protection of the species in
Swedish waters. The Meeting invited Sweden and the CCB to present the results of the work to State and
Conservation when it is finalized.
3N.15
The Meeting welcomed the information that Denmark will initiate additional monitoring of
harbour porpoise with ten C-PODs that will be deployed around Bornholm.
RECOMMENDATION 21/4 PROTECTION OF HEAVILY ENDANGERED OR IMMEDIATELY THREATENED MARINE
AND COASTAL BIOTOPES IN THE BALTIC SEA AREA
3N.16
The Meeting welcomed the information by Denmark that there is ongoing dialogue with lead
country Germany and that they strive to present an update on the process to the STATE & CONSERVATION
9-2018 meeting. The Meeting acknowledged the importance and urgency of the recommendation and that
the delayed approval process has halted the development of several important processes under the group
as well as national work.
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RECOMMENDATION 34E/1 SAFEGUARDING IMPORTANT BIRD HABITATS AND MIGRATION ROUTES IN THE
BALTIC SEA FROM NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF WIND AND WAVE ENERGY PRODUCTION AT SEA
3N.17
The Meeting welcomed the presentation by BirdLife Sweden on the Swedish application for
an Interreg project (Presentation 14). The project will aim at producing a report covering where, when and
how birds migrate in the Swedish part of the Baltic Sea, depicting also important stopover moulting and
wintering areas.
3N.18
The Meeting took note of the report by BirdLife Finland on the main migratory routes of birds
in Finland (document 3N-7, Presentation 15), as presented by Finland.
3N.19
The Meeting welcomed the presentation by Germany on bird migration routes over the Baltic
Sea and along the German coast (Presentation 16).
3N.20
Sweden.

The Meeting welcomed the willingness of Germany to co-lead the Recommendation with

3N.21
The Meeting took note of the information that OSPAR is in the process of planning a MPA,
based on data collected by BirdLife. The Meeting agreed to arrange a workshop at the HELCOM Secretariat,
and in cooperation with JWG BIRD, in autumn 2018, to collate data and draft a regional map of seabird
migratory routes and identify potential data gaps in relation to this. The Meeting welcomed the information
that Sweden has personnel resources to support the work and invited co-leads Sweden and Germany, in
cooperation with the Secretariat, to take the organization of the workshop forward.
3N.22
The Meeting took note of the guidance by JWGBIRD concerning conservation measures for
threatened bird species (document 3N-14), as presented by the Secretariat, and agreed to come back to the
document during STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.
a) Follow-up on action ‘Compile and exchange information on existing, on-going as well as planned
developments for wind energy facilities and wave energy installations well as on migration routes and staging
areas of birds’
3N.23
The Meeting took note of the improved dataset on wind energy facilities, which is available
through the HOLAS II work on collecting data on human activities, as presented by the Secretariat
(Presentation 17), and noted that this information is available for use in the work to implement the actions
under the Recommendation.
RECOMMENDATION 35/1 SYSTEM OF COASTAL AND MARINE BALTIC SEA PROTECTED AREAS (HELCOM MPAs)
a) Follow-up of action ‘reach goal of 10% of the marine area in all sub-basins of the Baltic Sea including the
EEZ areas beyond territorial waters is covered by MPAs where scientifically justified’
3N.24

The Meeting welcomed the information on the following new MPAs:


New marine N2000 areas are being planned in Finland. Finland will keep State and
Conservation informed on the progress of the matter.



The establishment of the Eastern Gulf of Finland strict nature reserve by Russia.

b) Follow-up of action ‘review whether new coastal and marine areas justify being selected as HELCOM
MPAs, and to designate new sites as HELCOM MPAs where ecologically meaningful, especially in offshore
area beyond territorial waters’
3N.25
The Meeting welcomed the information that the Russian MPA (paragraph 3N.25), and noted
that Finland will explore the possibility to also designate the planned Natura 2000 areas mentioned in
paragraph 3N.25 as HELCOM MPAs.
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3N.26
The Meeting took note that Sweden intends to designate further existing protected areas to
the HELCOM MPA network and invited Sweden to present further information to STATE&CONSERVATION 92018.
c) Follow-up of action ‘ensure that HELCOM MPAs inter alia provide specific protection to those species,
habitats, biotopes and biotope complexes included in the HELCOM Red Lists’
3N.27
The Meeting took note of the statement with regards to the Nord Stream II project promotion
at the Baltic Sea Days (document 3N-11), as presented by CCB.
3N.28
The Meeting took note of the information that all questions regarding document 3N-11 should
be addressed to the Russian Head of Delegation and Ministry for further consultations. The two
representatives of Russia who attended the meeting did not discuss, reply or anyhow respond officially to
the document.
d) Follow-up of action ‘ensure, when selecting new areas, that the network of HELCOM MPAs is ecologically
coherent and takes into account connectivity between sites’
3N.29
The Meeting took note of the following information and experiences on tools used for site
selection and prioritization in national work in Finland and Sweden (Presentation 18).
3N.30
The Meeting noted the suggestion by Germany that these methods could be taken into
account in the next eco-coherence assessment.
3N.31
The Meeting agreed to explore the possibility to arrange a workshop to share information on
habitat mapping and methods, as well as collate available data, in support of task 9 in the State and
Conservation WG ToRs and the subsequent activity identified in the work plan (9.1 develop detailed
landscape and biotope maps), planned to start in 2018. The Meeting welcomed the information by lead
country Finland that they will look into the possibility to arrange such a workshop and that further
information will be provided at STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3N.32
The Meeting noted information by the Secretariat on the dECONET project, funding for which
has been applied from the Swedish Applicable Science Fund (FORMAS) by Sweden and Finland. The project
is directly building on the HELCOM eco-coherence assessment project, which ended in 2016, and the aim is
to quantify the spatial effects of climate change and eutrophication on distribution of marine species, and
integrate the assessment in the development of the network of marine protected areas (MPAs) in the Baltic
Sea. HELCOM is listed as a data provider for this work. The Meeting welcomed that the intention is for the
outcome to support the development of management plans and effectiveness analysis.
g) Follow-up of action ‘to designate, when appropriate, OSPAR MPAs as HELCOM MPAs’
3N.33
The Meeting took note of information on potential cooperation on MPA work with OSPAR
(Presentation 19), as presented by the Chair of OSPAR to the HELCOM 2018 Ministerial Meeting.
3N.34
The Meeting welcomed and supported the opportunity for enhanced cooperation with OSPAR
in relation to MPAs as well as threatened species and habitats.
3N.35
The Meeting acknowledged the importance of information flow between the two
organizations and invited the Secretariat to further strengthen this, e.g. through online participation in
OSPAR meetings whenever possible.
3N.36

The Meeting discussed possible topics and avenues of collaboration and noted the following
suggestions:


sharing experiences and best practices management of species and habitats, especially in areas of
overlap.
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explore the aspect of connectivity between the respective MPA networks.



to start cooperation from species that both organizations consider to be threatened.



explore any possible synergies between the HELCOM and OSPAR MPA databases.

3N.37
The Meeting noted the comment by Sweden proposing State & Conservation to explore the
way OSPAR has worked with developing joint measures for listed species and habitats as well as establishing
a task force under State and Conservation for the work.
3N.38
The Meeting recalled the joint HELCOM/OSPAR Work Programme on Marine Protected Areas
on the creation of a network of marine protected areas to ensure by 2010 the establishment of an ecologically
coherent network of well managed marine protected areas for the marine areas of both HELCOM and OSPAR,
adopted at the joint HELCOM/OSPAR Bremen Ministerial Meeting in 2003.
3N.39
The Meeting noted that Sweden is hosting the next ICG MPA workshop in Marstrand and that
Sweden will advise the Chair of the group to invite the HELCOM Secretariat to participate in the meeting.
3N.40
The Meeting invited the TG MPA to hold an online meeting in early autumn in order to identify
which of the actions under Recommendations 35/1 and 37/2 have not yet been fully implemented and
present these to STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018, with the intention to provide concrete proposals on
possible topics and avenues of cooperation, e.g. on sufficiency of measures, between OSPAR ICG MPA and
State and Conservation
i) Follow-up of action ‘update the management plans when necessary and in accordance with other legal
requirements with a maximum of 12 years intervals’
3N.41
The Meeting took note of the information by Finland on the national project (CoastNET) to
produce management plans for three N2000, of which two are HELCOM MPAs.
j) Follow-up of action ‘harmonise the designation of neighbouring HELCOM MPAs in transboundary marine
areas’
3N.42
The Meeting took note of the information on a HELCOM workshop for MPA managers,
arranged by Sweden, at Husby säteri (close to Norrsköping) on 10-12/13 September 2018, accommodating
30 participants. The aim of the workshop is to initiate closer cooperation between managers in the region,
provide a platform to discuss experiences and support the exchange of best practices and the identification
of gaps and challenges related to marine protected areas management. The workshop will include an
excursion in the marine protected area, St Anna archipelago.
3N.43
The Meeting welcomed the information by Sweden that they have secured funding to cover
the accommodation of the participants for two nights, as well as transport from Norrköping to the venue and
the excursion. An invitation to the workshop will be sent out soon.
3N.44
The Meeting noted that the workshop will possibly be combined with a EU Baltic
biogeographical seminar. The Meeting acknowledged the potential for beneficial synergies of arranging the
workshop and seminar back to back.
3N.45
The Meeting noted the information by OCEANA on transboundary MPAs based on a recent
expedition in the Sound area. OCEANA will also have an expedition in the Quark area and Aimi Hamberg is
assigned to lead this work.
k) Follow-up of action ‘assess the effectiveness of the management plans or measures of HELCOM MPAs by
conducting monitoring, and where feasible scientific research programmes, which are directly connected to
the conservation interests of HELCOM MPAs’
3N.46
The Meeting took note of the information on the progress of the assessment on management
effectiveness of the OSPAR MPA network, by Germany. The latest results are published in the 2016 status
report of the OSPAR marine protected areas.
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3N.47
The Meeting invited the Contracting Parties to inform on any appropriate funding possibilities
for work on MPA management effectiveness analysis or work on guidelines for MPA work and noted that the
Secretariat will send the draft project application for information for the participants.
l) Follow-up of action ‘include HELCOM MPAs as areas of particular ecological significance in coastal and
maritime spatial planning processes and incorporate their management provisions’
3N.48
The Meeting took note of the information that a work plan outlining cooperation between the
HELCOM-VASAB MSP group and the State & Conservation group was presented by Sweden at the HELCOMVASAB MSP meeting (available in document 2J-11).
3N.49
The Meeting took note of the presentation by Sweden on how to take the work on MSP/MPAs
forward (Presentation 20).
3N.50
The Meeting noted that the Pan Baltic Scope project will provide regular updates on this work
to the respective HELCOM WGs.
3N.51
The Meeting took note of further information on the planned joint HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG
and Pan Baltic Scope workshop (as presented also under the Joint session) to be held in December 2018. The
Meeting agreed to review and provide feedback on the process and products of the Pan Baltic Scope project.
p) Follow-up of action ‘modernize the HELCOM MPAs database’
3N.52
The Meeting noted that there is still a need to further develop the database and that in the
workshop for managers (para. 3N.41), the database will be considered from the point of view of it being a
tool for managers and the workshop will share experiences in using the database, and issues and potential
future developments identified will be noted.
q) Follow-up of action ‘continuously report the most recent numerical and descriptive data on HELCOM
MPAs to HELCOMs data systems (HELCOM MPA database, GIS based map and data service)’
3N.53
The Meeting took note of the most up to date calculations on the distribution and coverage of
HELCOM MPA’s (Presentation 21). The Meeting invited the Secretariat to make the presentation of the
progress and status of the MPA network (as presented in the HELCOM MPA database) a reoccurring agenda
point at the meetings, as well as to include sub basin (including division by EEZ) results in the calculations.
r) Follow-up of action ‘regularly assess the status and development of HELCOMs MPAs according to the time
tables set by HELCOM and to ensure that the assessments are applicable for corresponding EU and global
reporting
3N.54
The Meeting took note of the preliminary timeline overview of EU and global commitments
associated with MPA work (Presentation 22), as presented by the Secretariat, and was of the opinion that
this timetable is useful for planning the work plan of State and Conservation and could be used during the
upcoming update of the State and Conservation work plan.
RECOMMENDATION 37/2 CONSERVATION OF BALTIC SEA SPECIES CATEGORIZED AS THREATENED
ACCORDING TO THE 2013 HELCOM RED LIST
3N.55
The Meeting took note of the information on national conservation plans for species and
biotopes (document 3N-6), as presented by the co-Chair.
3N.56
The Meeting took note of the outcome of drafting group on regional cooperation for
conservation measures (document 3N-2), of the as presented by the Secretariat, and noted the comment by
Russia and Finland that dunlin and ringed seal could be possible candidates. The Meeting agreed to come
back to these issues at STATE&CONSERVATION 9-2018 and asked Contracting Parties to prepare a possible
suggestion.
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3N.57
The Meeting took note of the information by Sweden and Finland on grayling and on a project
which has just been granted funding in Sweden, and that the possibility to include regional aspects in this
work will be explored.
3N.58
The Meeting considered the draft HELCOM Action Plan for the protection and recovery of
Baltic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus (document 3N-9, Presentation 23), as presented by Jörn Gessner,
Germany.
3N.59
The Meeting welcomed the work, the continued and increased cooperation of Contracting
Parties on the topic and the information that Russia will look into the possibility to expand the work to the
Neva river and lake Ladoga.
3N.60
The Meeting in principle endorsed the action plan, noting that the Contracting Parties can
provide further comments by 1 September 2018 to Jörn Gessner (sturgeon@igb-berlin.de) and agreed to
submit the plan to HOD 53-2018 for approval, with the aim of submitting it to HELCOM 40-2019 for adoption.
3N.61

The Meeting requested the countries involved in the Action Plan for the protection and
recovery of sturgeon to inform State and Conservation and Fish working groups on the continuation of
activities on sturgeon Actions during the future meetings.
3N.62
The Meeting took note of the examples of species conservation plans and guidelines
(document 3N-8), as presented by the Secretariat.
d) Follow-up of action ‘Selection as new or expanded MPAs for the conservation of HELCOM threatened
species with the aim to improve connectivity between populations and key areas along migration routes’
3N.63
The Meeting invited the Secretariat to explore the possibility of the BONUS projects presenting
the work at STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3N.64
The Meeting took note of the information by Sweden that there is work planned in relation to
MPA connectivity based on the species Fucus sp. and Idotea baltica and invited Sweden to present the work
at STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.
e) Follow-up of action ‘Identify and/or map areas of ecological significance for individual or groups of
HELCOM threatened species, also in order to support maritime spatial planning based on the ecosystem
approach’
3N.65
The Meeting took note of report of the Regional Workshop to Facilitate the Description of
EBSAs in the Baltic Sea (document 3N-12, Presentation 24), as presented by the Secretariat, and noted that
the next steps in the CBD EBSA process includes side-events to be organized at CBD SBSTTA and/or CBD COP
to share the information about the regional workshop and described EBSAs as well as other relevant activities
of the HELCOM countries. The Meeting invited the Contracting Parties to provide material to the presentation
to be held by Penina Blankett (Penina.blankett@ym.fi, markku.viitasalo@ymparisto.fi) at the event.
3N.66
The Meeting welcomed that Sweden will present information about the MOSAIC project
during STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018.
3N.67
The Meeting clarified that MPAs cannot be used as a basis of describing the CBD EBSAs,
because for the designation of MPAs other criteria may be used. The Meeting noted that through the EBSA
process the Baltic Sea area is recognized on a global scale. The Meeting however noted that the described
EBSAs are not the only biologically or ecologically important areas in the Baltic Sea.
f) Follow-up of action ‘Take measures to reduce transboundary pressures and/or impacts on HELCOM
threatened migrating species’
3N.68
The Contracting Parties are invited to share information with the Meeting on, or express their
interest in, any transboundary efforts to reduce the pressures and/or impacts on threatened migrating
species.
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h) Follow-up of action ‘Improve the exchange of data on HELCOM threatened species between HELCOM
and other international and national bodies that produce or use similar data in order to create synergies’
3N.69
The Meeting took note of the proposal for updating and upgrading the HELCOM Checklist: the
BaltiCheck project, 2018-2019 (document 3N-10), as presented by the Secretariat, supported the suggested
approach outlined in the proposal, endorsed the project, and invited the Secretariat to submit the proposal
to HOD 54-2018 meeting.

Agenda Item 4N
4N.1

Plans for implementation of the work plan and emerging issues

The Meeting had no topics to discuss under this Agenda Item.

Agenda Item 5N

Any other business

5N.1
The Meeting took note of a planned boreal workshop on article 17 assessments. The Meeting
also took note of a suggestion by Sweden to initiate a regional discussion regarding the ongoing Article 17
and 12 assessments of the EN nature directives (document 5N-1), as presented by Sweden.
5N.2
The Meeting welcomed the invitation by Sweden to take part in the boreal workshop on 7
June. Registration should be sent to SLU (Ingrid.wanstrand@slu.se).
5N.3
The Meeting acknowledged the link between the Article 12 and 17 assessments and the
assessments under the MSFD. On this basis the Meeting invited the Secretariat to explore the possibility to
arrange a workhop or dedicated session in STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018, to support the common
understanding and future regional coordination of the assessment of relevant marine species and habitats
under the EU directives.
5N.4
The Meeting welcomed the presentation by Mr. Dieter Boedeker, in honor of the 25th
anniversary of biodiversity and conservation work within HELCOM (Presentation 25).
5N.5
The Meeting took note of the information that Supporting Secretary Petra Kääriä will be
leaving for maternity leave before the next meeting. The Meeting wished her all the best for her exciting
coming year!

Agenda Item 6N

Outcome of the Nature conservation session

Documents: draft Outcome
6N.1
The Meeting adopted the outcome of the Nature Conservation theme and noted that the
outcome will be available (together with the outcomes of the joint and monitoring and assessment themes)
at the STATE & CONSERVATION 8-2018 Meeting Site, together with the documents and presentations
considered by the Meeting.
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Annex 2 Summary of comments on the State of the Baltic Sea report
This annex contains a summary of comments received on document 3J-8 and relating to the substance of
the State of the Baltic Sea summary report. Written comments were received prior to the Meeting from
Denmark, Germany and Sweden. The table also include those remaining issues/questions highlighted in
yellow in document 3J-8 that were discussed by the Meeting, and issues identified during the meeting. The
agreed handling of the comment is presented in the last column.
Where

Comment

Handling of comment

DE: We strongly recommend a thorough proof
reading and editing of the report prior to its
publication!

Proof reading is scheduled for end of
May

DE: We repeat our comment that the term „test
indicator“ should be eliminated. There is no such a
category, but it is in line with further agreements that
some core/pre-core/candidate indicators were used
for a test application due to various reasons (e.g. lack
of agreed thresholds in all areas etc).

To be corrected (page 61, and other
places as found)

General
all of report

Footnotes added to relevant places
“Included as test”.

DE: We recognise that the document 3j-8 is not
This will be included in the final
presented in its final form, i.e without the Impressum version as well
which includes a disclaimer „Regarding threshold
values“. We expect that this Disclaimer will be part of
the final report as was in 2017.
DE: replace habitat loss with physical loss (same
wording should be used throughout all reports) (e.g.
page 24; 139)

To be changed on page 24 and 139
page 159 “inland habitat loss”
changed to “physical loss of inland
habitats”
page 179 “…changes in the relative
abundance over time may differ due
to local factors, such as physical loss
of habitat, habitat enhancement,
competition or disturbance, due to
local protection.”
Page 199. “Major threats to seagrass
result from nutrient inputs and
physical loss of habitat”)

Meeting: Make sure to change all 2017 references to
HELCOM core indicator reports into HELCOM 2018
when updated versions are available, and to change
“Supplementary report” to “Thematic assessment”
throughout the report
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Executive summary
Figures
Mammals

Figures still to be updated to reflect
the final results
DE: please delete last part of the sentence
Among the marine mammals, grey seals and harbour
seals show increasing population sizes, but the
assessment for grey seal indicates that the nutritional
and reproductive status is not good.)

Change to “Among the marine
mammals, grey seals and harbour
seals show increasing population
sizes.”

Mammals

DK: Suggest to include the following information after Not to change but use the proposal
"the nutritional and reproductive status is not good": above instead
"This might, however, be connected to density
dependant effects, if the grey seal population is
approaching its ecological carrying capacity." (or a
shorter text with similar meaning)

Mammals

DK: Suggest following rephrasing: The Kattegat-BeltSea-Western Baltic subpopulation was also assessed
as threatened by HELCOM, albeit with the lower
threat status “vulnerable”, but the sub-population is
estimated at around 40,500 animals and the subpopulation is stable.

Change to: ”The Kattegat-Belt-SeaWestern Baltic subpopulation was
also assessed by HELCOM as
threatened, albeit with the lower
threat status “vulnerable”, and the
sub-population is stable.”

[Current wording: “The Kattegat-Belt-Sea-Western
Baltic subpopulation is also assessed as threatened by
HELCOM, but the sub-population is estimated at
around 40,500 animals and the sub-population is
stable “]
Waterbirds

DE: Please change as follow:
The two core indicators for abundance of waterbirds
during the breeding and the wintering season, which
could only be calculated on land based survey data,
achieved the threshold value at the Baltic Sea level.
When assessed at a finer geographic resolution the
status however showed differentiated results.
Further, offshore species couldn’t be assessed within
this assessment, but show strong declines Baltic wide
(Skov et al. 2011). Therefore, an overall assessment of
birds wasn’t possible

To be rewritten based on the revised
section on waterbirds

Chapter 1
Figure 1.1

DK: Please update map of sub-basins to reflect 2018
sub-basins.
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Box 1.3, Table
B.1.3.1 & Table
B.1.3.2

DE: Explanation of "*" the wording differs between
Eutrophication and Biodiversity

To use the following for both
sections:

[Pressures: *Denotes that the indicator or threshold
values have not been fully adopted in HELCOM yet
and are currently tested.

“*Denotes that the indicator or
threshold values have not been fully
adopted in HELCOM yet and are
currently tested.”

Biodiversity. *Denotes that the indicator or threshold
values have not been adopted in HELCOM yet and are
currently tested.”]
(cont.)

DE: And why is the "State of the soft-bottom
macrofauna community" indicator marked with an
"*"? As far as I remember it's a Core indicator and all
threshold values used were approved

To be corrected, * to be removed in
this case

Box 1.3, Table
B.1.3.2

DE: the indicator "number of drowned mammals and
waterbirds in fishing gear" is included descriptively
shouldn't the indicator therefore be also in italics?

To be corrected

(meeting) A subheading is to be added to the first
part of the text

Proposal: “Links between activities
and environment”

DE: Thank you very much for the implementation of
our previous comments – the text is well drafted!

No action

DE: We suggest to include in the legend the following
clarification: „The figures on goods handled for
Germany include the figures for the North Sea, which
are dominated by the port of Hamburg and exceed
the goods handled in the Baltic Sea many times.“

To be included

EST: Panel figure “b” needs to be corrected to only
show operational pipelines

To be done

Chapter 3
General

Fig. 3.10:

Figure 3.2 panel b

Additional comment from Denmark
may be provided

Chapter 4
Eutrophication
Figure 4.4.1, Page 60 SE: Figure must be updated, right now only numbers To be corrected
for the Kattegat are right. Data which these numbers
Data needs to be confirmed with
are based on have been changed in November 2017
chairs of PRESSURE
and approved by HoD (3-9 Draft policy message on
progress towards nutrient input targets. the numbers
should be changed accordingly.
Table 4.4.1

(doc): Footnote sentence “Influence of Odra plume
to the shallow stations in the Pomeranian Bay
increases the uncertainty of the comparison” needs
checking

Change footnote to: “Nutrient
concentrations in the Bornholm basin
were high due to influence from
shallow station in the Pomeranian Bay
and the influence form the river Odra
plume.”

Table 4.1.1

(doc) Correction provided in Doc 3J-10-Corr.2
Thematic assessment on eutrophication - corrected
table 10)

Include the corrected table 4.1.1
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Figure 4.1.6a

Meeting: Inconsistency between map name an figure
text

To be corrected

Table 4.2.1, page 84

DE: Please ensure that table is displayed on one page
or headings also on next page

Will be corrected in the final layout

page 88, Last
sentence

DE: “A limited number of samples have measured
Change as suggested
PBDE concentrations of in sediments,…” better: In a
limited number of samples PBDE concentrations were
measured in sediments, where the threshold value is
less precautionary compared to that in biota.

page 91

DE: “There are a few downward trends in biota but in To be corrected
general no trends are detected”, please shift the no
accordingly!

page 100

DE: >For the future: Why are effects restricted to the
white-tailed sea eagle? Marine mammals should be
included as indicator species. Pharmaceutical
substances are restricted to Diclofenac? What about
endocrine active substances and antibiotics/ABR?

To be discussed in the future under
the future work on indicators.

DK: Please also include an explanation on secondary
threshold and their use.

To be added

Hazardous substances

(doc) updated text on oil spills provided in Doc 3J-11 Include the text as presented in doc
Corr.1-Thematic assessment of hazardous substances 3J-11
- updated Oil spills assessment
Marine litter
Figure 4.3.2 and
figure 4.3.3

DK: In figure 4.3.2 Reference beaches are included as Explanatory text to be added.
a separate classification, whereas in figure 4.3.3 the
Danish beaches are most likely included as rural?
(should be included as rural). This might create some
confusion for the reader. We would suggest
consistency or as an alternative solution explanatory
text (if the categories have been merged). In the
latest version of the monitoring guidelines ”reference
beaches” are not an independent category.
[It is correct that Danish beaches are included as
rural]

Underwater noise
Fig. 4.4.1

Table 4.1.1

DE: Not final version, it was agreed earlier that the
figure needs a revision. We reserve our position
whether we can accept the figure or not once the
reworked graphic is available. We are still critical in
the way the information is presented.

It has been suggested by HOLAS II 92018 to be modified based on
recommendations.

DE: Please replace „67 (2014)“ with „NR (2014)“ for
Germany

To be corrected
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Table 4.1.1

Following our research into the reporting obligations,
the situation is as follows: Reporting relates to all pile
driving events irrespective of any limit values (which
need still to be established at EU level). Reporting to
ICES registry includes obligatory information on the
place and time of each event and voluntarily
information on the measured noise level and on
mitigation measures taken. Therefore, we propose to
delete the sentence:

Use the optional footnote instead:
“Note that pile driving activities
included in the table often use
mitigation measures which reduce
the impulsive sound”

„Note that pile driving activities included in the table
often use mitigation measures which reduce the
impulsive sound and these events are therefore nto
included in the table.“
Table 4.4.1

(doc) Footnote 3: To consider if 0* is identical to ”NR” Denmark to provide reply on this
and can be replaced by ”NR”

Extraction of species
Table 4.6.3

DK: Please update footnote for hunting of birds in
Denmark: "The numbers for Denmark are national
numbers covering the whole country and not just the
Baltic Sea coastal area."

To be changed as indicated

Page 126

DE: add reference to bird directive after "derogation"
in text part of the cormorant

To be added

Page 126

DE: Combine the sentences of shot cormorants, use
footnotes also for Germany

Change to (see also footnote):

[Current wording: “The great cormorant
(Phalacrocorax carbo) is culled after derogation in
some countries to mitigate damages to fish stocks
and fisheries. Approximately 3,200 cormorants per
year are shot in Denmark, 500 in Estonia, 700 in
Finland (Åland) and 2,100 per year4 in Sweden
(HaBiDes 2017). Approximately 1,700 cormorants per
year were shot in the whole area of MecklenburgVorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein for the time
period 2011-2015.”]

“The great cormorant (Phalacrocorax
carbo) is culled after derogation in
some countries to mitigate damages
to fish stocks and fisheries (HaBiDes
2017). Approximately 3,200
cormorants per year are shot in
Denmark, 1,700 in Germany1, 500 in
Estonia, 700 in Finland (Åland) and
2,100 in Sweden.

Seafloor loss and disturbance

1

General

DE: The current version does not yet take up our
comments sent on 20.04.2018. Please find below a
reiteration of those comments.

Apply rewording as in the revised
document

Figure 4.7.1 Page
128

DE: The pressure has to be named deposit or
dumping/placement and it does not cause “sealing”
because soft sediments could be re-suspended and
transported away by natural currents. Sealing would
make this impossible.

Figure updated by replacing
“Disposal” with “Deposit”, and by
removing the link to from Deposit to
“Sealing”

Refers to the area of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein 2011-2015
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(Cont.)

(last sentence): This sentence is false because loss is
restricted to physical aspects and does not cover
biological aspects – see sentence before!
[This refers to “Figure 4.7.1. Generalised overview of
human activity types and the physical pressures they
may exert on the seabed. The pressures are further
grouped into those causing loss and disturbance of
the seabed. Black lines link to potential physical loss
of seabed habitats, and blue lines link to potential
physical disturbance. Smothering is linked to
disturbance in the graph, but may in some cases also
lead to loss, depending on tolerance of the impacted
organisms and intensity of the pressure.”

Page 129

DE: But loss of habitat could also occur during
maintenance dredging when it is often repeated at
regular intervals. Please rephrase accordingly

Change to:
“Figure 4.7.1. Generalised overview
of human activity types and the
physical pressures they may exert on
the seabed. The pressures are further
grouped into those causing loss and
disturbance of the seabed. Black lines
link to potential physical loss of
seabed habitats, and blue lines link to
potential physical disturbance.”

Apply rewording as in the revised
document

“…may affect animals and vegetation habitats…” this
is not physical disturbance!
[This refers to end of page “Some studies have
estimated that disturbance through sedimentation
may affect animals and vegetation up to a couple of
kilometres from the core activity (Lassalle et al. 1990,
Boyd et al. 2003, Orviku et al. 2008).”
Page 130

DE: ….disposed deposited…

to be corrected

Page 132, Box 4.7.1,
1. Para, last
sentence

DE: and as may causing loss: dredging, and deposit of
dredged material

Change to: “The following activities
were considered in the assessment as
potentially causing loss of seabed: ….”

Page 134

DE: The identification of which activities lead to loss
and/or physical disturbance is still under development
and therefore the allocations made up to now are
preliminary.

[current wording: “The following activities were
considered in the assessment as causing loss of seabed:
….”

To be added

Explanation: To make it as clear as possible – this is
the consequence of the sentence before. See
sentence at the beginning of loss/disturbance.
page 134

DE: At a more local scale however more severe
physical disturbance may be caused by dredging and
the disposal of dredged material.
Explanation: Due to regulation by the Guidelines on
management of dredged material at sea the levels of
impact are not that much higher than those caused
by fisheries.
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Page 134

DE: Proposal according to footnote 9:

To be changed according to proposal

In some cases due to limited data, areas licensed for
an activity, such as dredging, deposit of dredged
material and extraction of sand and gravel, were used
for the calculations. That doesn't do not necessarily
reflect the extent of the exerted pressure, as the
activity may be undertaken only in parts of the
licensed area.
General comment

DK: The text, numbers and to some extent also use of Apply rewording as in the revised
references about areal extent/buffer zones in the
document
summary report and the numbers on spatial extent in
the thematic assessment report (annex 1) do not
seem to match so well. Examples are area around
wind farm turbines, cables, dredging, sand and gravel
extraction, deposit of dredged material.

Dredging, deposit of DK: Text about areal extent of dredging and deposit
To be included
dregded material
of dredged material should be updated to reflect the
agreement by EN DREDS and PRESSURE (pending final
agreement).
Sand and gravel
extraction

(Regarding mussel
dredging data layer)

DK: Spatial extent of sand and gravel extraction
should according to text match the spatial extent of
dredging and deposit of dredged material (or be
comparable) . This seems to no longer be the case
(pending final agreement). Our experts recommend
to adjust spatial extent of sand and gravel extraction
as well.

Crosscheck with how buffer zones
where applied in the calculations for
sand and gravel extraction and use
the same extent of buffer for both
activities.

DK: there is a potential double counting issue
regarding mussel dregding. The ICES data service
DRB_MOL fishing pressure is already in use in the
fishing intensity data layer and should not also be
used as a separate data layer.

This has been verified and the layer
will not be included in the updated
analyses

Apply rewording as in the revised
document.

Chapter 5. Biodiversity
5.1 Benthic habitats
Page 139

DE: The last sentence should be: The indicators are
not yet operational in all sub-basins to refer also to
BQI and not only Oxygen debt.

Page 139

DE: Footnote 1: check if BQI is really a “test indicator” To be corrected
(see comment to chapter 1.4 that test indicators do
not exist)
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Page 140

Figure 5.1.1

DE: Please add to the sentence: HELCOM is currently
developing a core indicator on ‘Condition of benthic
habitats’ aiming to evaluate the area, extent and
quality of specific benthic habitats in relation to a
quantitative threshold value and the pre-core
indicator ‘Cumulative impact on benthic biotopes’ to
assess adverse effects from physical disturbance.

Change to

DE: Full name of the indicator (BQI) should be
displayed in the table

To be done

Meeting: Erroneous reference to Box 1

Remove Box 1.

“---developing a core indicator on
‘Condition of benthic habitats’ aiming
to evaluate the area, extent and
quality of specific benthic habitats in
relation to a quantitative threshold
value and on ‘Cumulative impact on
benthic biotopes’ to assess adverse
effects from physical disturbance

5.2 Pelagic habitats
(Doc 3J-9 Add.1) Proposed addition on text on
To be tentatively added
seasonal succession of phytoplankton regarding those
parts that apply to the summary report as well
Meeting: Clarify that seasonal succession of
phytoplankton in coastal and open sea areas of
Mecklenburg were assessed together.

To be done

DE: Please add descriptive assessment of European
eel. At the end: The endangered European eel was
assessed descriptively.

To be added

DE: Influenza die-off from 2014 is missing, depletion
of the ringed seal population in the Gulf of Finland
needs to be mentioned.

To be added, wording to be
considered

DE: ‘Population trends and abundance of seals’ is
assessed in relation to that the population size in the
respective management unit needs to be above the
limit reference level (10,000 individuals) please

To be corrected

5.3 Fish
Page 152

5.4 Mammals
Page 161

Figure 5.4.6

Meeting: Green and red boxes to be corrected for the To be corrected
table on ringed seal assessment

Page 170

DE: Add sentence: In addition harbour porpoises from To be added, only reference from
the Baltic show higher incidence of infectious
2009 to be included
diseases, especially in the respiratory tract, when
compared to regions with less pressure from
anthropogenic activities (Siebert et al. 2001, 2006, 2009).
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Page 170

Page 173

SE: Please change sentence: “Based on a later survey
of small cetaceans in European Atlantic waters and
the North Sea, Kattegat and Belt Sea (SCANS) the
population size has been at a constant level over the
past twenty-two years there is no statistical support
for a changed in abundance over the period 1994 to
2016 (Hammond et al. 2016).”

Change to

DE: Climate change, fish stock depletion, bycatch,
underwater noise, contamination

Change to:

....is crucial, but also noise and chemical pollution,
food depletion and disturbance are continous
pressures on harbour porpoises.

Page 173, Box 5.4.1

“Based on a later survey of small
cetaceans in European Atlantic waters
and the North Sea, Kattegat and Belt
Sea (SCANS) there is no statistical
support for a changed in abundance
over the period 1994 to 2016
(Hammond et al. 2016).”

“Current ongoing pressures affecting
marine mammals include climate change,
fish stock depletion and contamination.
Decimated populations are also
threatened by mortality resulting from
incidental by-catch. Harbour seals have
previously been vulnerable to viral
epidemics (1988, 2002 and 2014). In
addition, noise and chemical pollution,
food depletion and disturbance are
continuous pressures on harbour
porpoises. For ringed seals available
breeding sites in ice lairs are expected to
decrease with climate change.”

DE: Please add following sentence: “A HELCOM core
indicator is under development on the number of
drowned mammals caught in fishing gear”.

Change to

Figure 5.4.5, 5.4.7

Meeting: Inconsistencies in the figures showing
trends over time in harbour seal and ringed seal.

Trends over time data for harbour
seal and ringed seal to be updated
and aligned with the corresponding
core indicator report

Figure 5.4.8

(doc) To consider what additional map on harbour
porpoise distribution in Kattegat should be included

Denmark to provide proposal

““A HELCOM core indicator is under
further development on the number
of drowned mammals and waterbirds
caught in fishing gear”.

Waterbirds (See also Doc 3J-8-Corr.1 Revised section on waterbirds)
General

Meeting: make sure to refer to the indicator names
correctly

Correct to “…during the breeding
season”, not “Breeding birds”.

Overall chapter, and SE: We do not agree with the overall assessment of
Apply rewording as in the revised
figure 5.5.1
waterbirds and would like to change it to “not
document.
assessed”. We do not question the results of the
single indicators and we are happy with the
presentation of the results of the specific indicators
but the overall assessment of water birds should take
into consideration that off shore monitoring is rare in
the Helcom region and that many species are not
included because of this.
We do believe that the sub-GES would be more
appropriate. Therefore we do not raised this issue in
the first version.
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Page 174

Meeting: Include also moulting in first paragraph

To be added

Figure 5.5.1

Meeting: Change the wording in the map to
“breeding season” , not “breeding birds”.

Map to be removed

Page 174

SE: Add sentence to the first paragraph under
“indicator for assessing waterbirds”: However the
selection of species suffers from a lack of long term
time series for most of the off shore waterbirds for
the wintering birds so the assessment of these two
indicators is reflecting conditions in coastal areas

Apply rewording as in the revised
document

Page 175

SE: Add sentence to the first paragraph under
“Integrated assessment results for waterbirds”: But it
is obvious that there is a significant risk that the
waterbirds as whole in the Baltic Sea might not be
good, since a high proportion of off shore waterbirds
is missing in the current assessment.

Apply rewording as in the revised
document

Page 178

POL: Add razorbill, black guillemot and common
guillemot to the information on not assessed open
sea species

To be added

General

DE: The version of the SoBS originally uploaded for
Apply rewording as in the revised
the S&C meeting did not reflect our comments (to the document
summary report). We reiterate them below. He had
no opportunity to examine the corrected version of
the Waterbird chapter of 7 May 2018 and to
comment on that version.

Page 175

DE: proposed new wording.
“At the Baltic Sea regional scale, the core indicators
representing the abundance of breeding and
migrating waterbirds observed along the coastline
both achieved the threshold value (Figure X, Table X).
Therefore the results only refer to coastal waterbirds,
because those species living offshore couldn’t be
assessed Baltic wide. For coastal waterbirds the
breeding waterbirds achieve their threshold value in
the Belt Sea area and the Gulf of Bothnia. Wintering
waterbirds achieve their threshold value in most of
the region except Kattegat, Belt Sea area and Åland
Sea. The threshold value is not achieved in other
combinations of season and area (Table X). As
offshore species show strong declines (Skov et al.
2011), the status of waterbirds in the Baltic Sea is
considered too positive by this assessment which is
based on coastal birds only. As a consequence an
overall assessment of birds wasn’t possible.”
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Fig 5.5.1 top

DE: Figure is misleading, as it shows indicator results, Top part of figure 5.5.1 to be deleted
but not the results used for HOLAS II (because of
different integration methods: Birds are assessed first
within species groups and then among species
groups. The pie chart shows proportion of species in
good/bad status overall without weighting and is
therefore not in line with the HOLAS II analysis and
the COM Dec 2017/848.)

Fig 5.5.1 bottom

DE: Figure is misleading, as it shows indicator results, Figure 5.5.1 to be deleted
but not the results used for HOLAS II (because of
different integration methods: In BEAT 3.0 integration
is done first within species groups and then among
species groups. In contrast, this figure shows
proportions of species in good/bad status without
that weighting, so it is not in line with the methods
applied in the HOLAS II analyses! That has to be
expressed more clearly. Please note that weighting is
important here, because the species groups contain
very different numbers of species.

Fig 5.5.1 bottom

DE: It needs to be mentioned within the map that
only data from landbased surveys is included. This
also needs to be explained in the legend: This map
only represents the status of waterbirds along the
coast based on landbased surveys. Offshore species
could not be assessed within this assessment, but
show strong declines Baltic wide (Skov et al. 2011).
As a consequence an overall assessment of birds
wasn’t possible.

No action, as figure 5.5.1 is to be
deleted

Page 176

SE: It must be explained why all assessment areas do
not achieve GES but the whole Baltic Sea does so for
benthic feeders.

Apply rewording as in the revised
document

Table 5.5.1.

DE: Why is this species group benthic feeders Baltic
wide ‘green’ when all sub-basins are ‘red’?

Apply rewording as in the revised
document

Page 176

DE: please amend:

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Among waterbirds breeding in the Baltic Sea, species
with declining abundance belonged to the groups of
benthic feeders (common eider, vVelvet scooter),
surface feeders (great black-backed gull, common
gull), pelagic feeders (goosander), and wading feeders
(pied avocet, turnstone and dunlin; Table 5.5.2).
Waterbirds wintering in the Baltic Sea and showing
declining abundances belonged to grazing feeders
(Eurasian coot), benthic feeders (common pochard,
Steller´s eider), and pelagic feeders (goosander; Table
5.5.3).
heading Table 5.5.2

DE: last line: … additionally thirteen fifteen species

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Table 5.5.2

DE: common eider and Caspian tern have to be
marked as “vulnerable”!

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Table 5.5.2

DE: correct scientific name: Cepphus griylle

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1
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heading Table 5.5.3

DE: last line: … additionally thirteen six species

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Table 5.5.3

DE: correct sequence of species: … Bewick’s swan,
Eurasian wigeon, mallard, northern pintail, Eurasian
coot

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Table 5.5.3

DE: correct scientific name: Aythya fearina

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Table 5.5.3

DE: please add intersection line between surface and
wading feeders

To be considered in the final layuot

Page 179

DE: add in last line: … reflect only the status of
wintering waterbirds along the coastline.

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Page 179

DE: Needs rewording, because the Birds Directive
does not assess anything but is purely descriptive.

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1, to consider if
suitable

Page 181

DE: last line: Three Four species, the southern dunlin.. Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

Page 182

DE: first line: The HELCOM Red List includes eight

Applied in 3J 8 Corr1

17

ten species that …
Page 182

DE: The last sentence is misleading and needs
additions! Please add:

To be changed according to the
proposal

For example, the lesser black-backed gull (subspecies
Larus fuscus fuscus) has decreased by around 40 % in
Finland in 1991–2013 (Hario and Rintala 2016), while
the core indicator shows a rather stable Baltic Sea
population due to the increase of subspecies L. f.
intermedius in the western Baltic.
Summary and food web aspects
Page 185

DE: Please change as follows:
The two core indicators for abundance of waterbirds
during the breeding and the wintering season, which
could only be calculated on land based survey data,
achieved the threshold value at the Baltic Sea level.
When assessed at a finer geographic resolution the
status however showed differentiated results.
Further, offshore species couldn’t be assessed within
this assessment, but show strong declines Baltic wide
(Skov et al. 2011). Therefore, an overall assessment of
birds wasn’t possible.

Page 185

SE: Add sentence, first paragraph: “The overall status
of the waterbird community could be not assessed
fully since off shore species are lacking mostly”.

To be rewritten based on the revised
section on waterbirds

To be rewritten based on the revised
section on waterbirds.

Chapter 6 Cumulative impacts
Page 191

DE: Please check that it's always the same order of
the pressures and same wording (including the
thematic assessment reports)

To be checked

Doc 3J-7 Weighting the BSII ‘Extraction of fish’pressure layers with F over Fmsy ratios

Use the unweighted layer in the BSII
for 2018
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3J-16 Refinements to BSII Ecosystem component
layers

Include the new layers.
Germany to provide comments on the
metadata

Chapter 7
Section 7.1 Page 203 Why is marine mammals blue? The seal Rec. is not
fully implemented

To be kept as it is. The box does not
reflect the seal recommendation, but
specific actions.
Reference to report giving further
information to be clearly provided in
connection to the figure

(doc) information on number of deleted hot spots
may potentially be updated
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Annex 3 Drafting group: a review of HELCOM State and Conservation
The Contracting Parties expressed their appreciation for the work done in the State and Conservation
Working Group and the products that have resulted from this.
The group identified the main challenges of the current group structure to be the following:
•

The group has lost its close link with the Pressure group.

•

The workload and number of documents for the joint session are too extensive and the discussed
topics are too broad for the meeting participants to assimilate and discuss in detail. This affects the
quality of the more in-depth discussion of the meetings. The topics dealt with at each meeting are
similarly very diverse, meaning it is not possible to bring expertise on all the topics to the meeting. It
results in a loss of flexibility at the meetings and delay regarding the decision-making process.

•

The above-mentioned issues, along with a less constant group, may in some cases lead to a loss of
ownership and sense of community, which in turn affects the group’s ability to resolve issues.

•

The Nature Conservation related issues have too little time and focus. Previously, HABITAT meetings
were four-day meetings once a year. In the current structure, they last for a day twice a year. This
results in too much repetition instead of the forward momentum.

•

Some of the meeting documents, in particularly HOLAS documents, have been discussed at a number
of meetings back to back, increasing workload of national experts.

•

HOLAS has taken up the majority of time in the joint sessions in the past meetings. The result is that
other relevant issues are no longer discussed in the joint sessions.

•

However, State & Conservation is a step towards ecosystem based management in the HELCOM
region and served its function well in order to deliver the HOLAS II report. Furthermore, the structure
of the group has a future potential to deal with questions along the pressures to state to measures.

The group identified possible solutions to some of the issues:
•

A flexible group structure depending on issues – a more dynamic approach to the meeting setup with
the possibilities to shift the focus between meetings could solve part of the problems. One suggestion
would be to have one meeting per year focusing on nature-related issues and the related joint items
and the other meeting focusing on monitoring and assessment items and related joint items. The risk
of this approach is that it could lead to the development of two separate groups.

•

Another suggestion is to rethink meeting structure, for instance by using drafting groups better
during the day to work on a topic can lead to a new dynamic in the group and a new approach to the
work.

•

The group suggests a flexible structure to the meetings, which could be organised through the work
plan for the meetings. By developing a work plan, which contains both a detailed two-year plan and
a looser six-year overall structure for HELCOM State and Conservation tasks, each meeting can be
planned based on the priorities in the work plan. A timetable of future work, and what issues to focus
on in a given year, is directly linked to the timetables of the existing policies, notably BSAP and its
update, and MSFD cycles for the Contracting Parties being EU member states. Mapping specific tasks
for the group against these timetables and needs well in advance will facilitate longer-term planning
in the group (the next work plan is scheduled to be discussed at the next S&C).
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•

Better connectivity with the Pressure group could be achieved by merging some underlying expert
groups, for instance, the eutrophication groups so that they cover both state assessment and load
compilation. Through this approach, pressures and state issues can be discussed together. The expert
groups must provide feedback to both State and Conservation and Pressure, especially In
Eutrophication, EN DREDS, EN Hazardous substance.

•

The group suggests to arrange thematic workshops (joint meetings of the groups) devoted to specific
topics (e.g. underwater noise, litter, etc.) to cover all aspects from pressures to state, impact on biota
and measures.

•

Some contracting parties prefer for the current group to be reverted to separate Nature and
Monitoring groups similar to the previous setup. Other countries feel that this would lead to a further
loss of overview and loss of a platform for synergistic work.
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Annex 4 List of contacts and observers of State and Conservation
Representing Name
Contracting Parties
Denmark
Jens Würgler Hansen

Organization

E-mail address

Aarhus University

Denmark

Marie-Louise Krawack

Ministry of Environment and Food

jwh@bios.au.dk
(in meeting portal as jwh@dmu.dk)
makra@mfvm.dk

Denmark

Ministry of Environment and Food

Heknu@mfvm.dk

Ministry of Environment of Estonia
Ministry of the Environment
Estonian Environment Agency

agni.kaldma@envir.ee
agnes.unnuk@envir.ee
Anastasiia.Kovtun-Kante@envir.ee

Estonia
Estonia

Helle KnudsenLeerbeck
Agni Kaldma
Agnes Unnuk
Anastasiia KovtunKante
Eda Andresmaa
Georg Martin

eda.andresmaa@envir.ee
Georg.Martin@ut.ee

Estonia

Greta Reisalu

Estonia

Henn Ojaveer

Estonia
Estonia
Estonia

Liina Vaher
Katarina Oganjan
Urmas Lips

EU
EU
EU
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Finland
Germany

Andreas Palialexis
David Connor
Rita Araujo
Antti Below
Anu Riihimäki
Ari Laine
Lasse Kurvinen
Matti Sahla
Michael Haldin
Pekka Rusanen
Penina Blankett
Samuli Korpinen
Vivi Fleming-Lehtinen
Andreas Röpke

Germany

Axel Kreutle

Germany

Berit Brockmeyer

Germany
Germany
Germany

Christine Wenzel
Dieter Boedeker
Christof Herrmann

Germany

Clemens Engelke

Germany

Heiko Leuchs

Ministry of the Environment
Estonian Marine Institute, University of
Tartu
Estonian Marine Institute, University of
Tartu
Estonian Marine Institute, University of
Tartu
Ministry of the Environment
Ministry of the Environment
Tallinn University of Technology,
Department of Marine Systems
DG Joint Research Center
European Commission
DG Joint Research Center
Parks & Wildlife Finland
Parks & Wildlife Finland
Parks & Wildlife Finland
Parks & Wildlife Finland
Parks & Wildlife Finland
Parks & Wildlife Finland
Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE)
Ministry of the Environment
Finnish Environment Institute
Finnish Environment Institute
Ministry of Agriculture and
Environment Protection M-V
BfN Federal Agency for Nature
Conservation
BSH - Federal Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency
MELUR-SH
BfN
State Agency for Environment, Nature
Protection and Geology, M-V
State Agency for Environment, Nature
Conservation and Geology,
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
Bundesanstalt für Gewässerkunde

Germany

Juliane Wendt

Agency for Environment, Nature
Conservation and Geology
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern

Juliane.wendt@lung.mv-regierung.de

Estonia
Estonia
Estonia
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reisalu@ut.ee
Henn.Ojaveer@ut.ee
Liina.Vaher@envir.ee
Katarina.Oganjan@Envir.ee
Urmas.Lips@ttu.ee
andreas.palialexis@jrc.ec.europa.eu
david.connor@ec.europa.eu
rita.araujo@ec.europa.eu
antti.below@metsa.fi
Anu.riihimaki@metsa.fi
Ari.laine@metsa.fi
lasse.kurvinen@metsa.fi
matti.sahla@metsa.fi
michael.haldin@metsa.fi
pekka.rusanen@ymparisto.fi
Penina.Blankett@ym.fi
Samuli.Korpinen@ymparisto.fi
Vivi.Fleming-Lehtinen@ymparisto.fi
a.roepke@lm.mv-regierung.de
axel.kreutle@bfn.de
berit.brockmeyer@bsh.de
Christine Wenzel@melur.landsh.de
Dieter.Boedeker@bfn.de
Christof.Herrmann@lung.mvregierung.de
clemens.engelke@lung.mv-regierung.de

leuchs@bafg.de
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Germany

Marina Carstens

Germany

Matthias Steitz

Germany
Germany

Michael Naumann
Rieke Scholz

Germany
Germany
Germany
Latvia

Stefanie Werner
Ulrike Pirntke
Wera Leujak
Inga Belasova

Latvia
Lithuania
Lithuania
Poland

Juris Aigars
Aistė Kubiliute
Džiugas Anuškevičius
Andrzej Ginalski

Poland

Katarzyna Kaminska

Poland

Magdalena Kaminska

Poland

Paweł Łazarski

Poland

Stanisław Kasperek

Russia

Alexander Korshenko

Russia

Ali Alyautdinov

Russia

Evgeny GeneltYanovskiy
Natalia Bobyleva

Russia

Russia
Russia

Elena Ostrovskaya

Sweden

Patrik Strömberg

Sweden

Sweden

Anna Karlsson
(red list, threatened
species and habitats)
Göran Marsh
(hazardous
substances)
Maria Linderoth
(hazardous
substances, marine
litter, underwater
noise)
Linda Rydell

Sweden

Norbert Häubner

Sweden

Sweden

Svetlana Tochanskaya

Ministry of Agriculture and
Environment MecklenburgVorpommern
Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation, Building and
Nuclear Safety
IOW/BSH
NABU, Nature and Biodiversity
Conservation Union
UBA
Umweltbundesamt
Federal Environment Agency
Ministry of Environmental Protection
and Regional Development
Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Ministry of Environment
The General Directorate for
Environmental Protection
Ministry of Maritime and Inland
Navigation
Chief Inspektorate of Environmental
Protection
The General Directorate for
Environmental Protection
Regional Sea Fisheries Inspectorate in
Szczecin
Marine Pollution Monitoring Laboratory
State Oceanographic Institute
Kropotkinsky
State Oceanographic Institute

m.carstens@lm.mv-regierung.de

Baltic fund for Nature, St. Petersburg
State University
Saint-Petersburg State Company
"Mineral"

genelt.yanovskiy@gmail.com

Caspian Marine Scientific Research
Center

eostrovskaya@mail.ru

Saint-Petersburg State Company
"Mineral"
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water
Management
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water
Management

svetlana@helcom.ru

Swedish Environmental Protection
Agency

goran.marsh@naturvardsverket.se

Swedish Environmental Protection
Agency

Maria.linderoth@naturvardsverket.se

Swedish Agency for Marine and Water
Management
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water
Management

Linda.Rydell@havochvatten.se
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matthias.steitz@bmu.bund.de

michael.naumann@io-warnemuende.de
Rieke.scholz@nabu.de
stefanie.werner@uba.de
ulrike.pirntke@uba.de
wera.leujak@uba.de
inga.belasova@varam.gov.lv
juris.aigars@lhei.lv
a.kubiliute@aaa.am.lt
dziugas.anuskevicius@am.lt
Andrzej.Ginalski@gdos.gov.pl
K.Kaminska@mgm.gov.pl
m.kaminska@gios.gov.pl
pawel.lazarski@mgm.gov.pl
stanislaw.kasperek@szczecin.oirm.gov.pl
korshenko58@mail.ru

ali_alia@mail.ru

bobyleva@helcom.ru

patrik.stromberg@havochvatten.se
Anna.Karlsson@havochvatten.se

norbert.haubner@havochvatten.se
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Sweden

Tobias Porsbring
(hazardous
substances, marine
litter, underwater
noise)

Swedish Agency for Marine and Water
Management

tobias.porsbring@havochvatten.se

Observer
Observer
Observer
Observer
Observer
Observer
Observer
Observer

Mikhail Durkin
Ida Carlén
Nils Höglund
Mona Olsson Öberg
Neil Holdsworth
Arabelle Bentley
Johan Svalby
Hans Geibrink

Coalition Clean Baltic
Coalition Clean Baltic
Coalition Clean Baltic
EurAqua
ICES
KIMO International Secretariat
Nordic Hunters Alliance
Nordic Hunters Alliance

Observer
Observer
Observer
Observer

Hanna Paulomäki
Aimi Hamberg
Andrzej Białaś
Mona Olsson Öberg

Observer
Observer
Observer

Antti Halkka
Nerijus Zableckis
Jochen Lamp

OCEANA
OCEANA
OCEANA
Swedish Environment Research
Institute
WWF
WWF/Lithuanian Fund for Nature
WWF Germany

mikhail.durkin@ccb.se
Ida.carlen@ccb.se
nils.hoglund@ccb.se
mona.olsson.oberg@ivl.se
neilh@ices.dk
arabelle.bentley@shetland.gov.uk
johan.svalby@jagareforbundet.se
hans.geibrink@
jagareforbundet.se
hpaulomaki@oceana.org
ahamberg@oceana.org
abialas@oceana.org
mona.olsson.oberg@ivl.se

Observers
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halkka@sll.fi
nerijus.z@glis.lt
lamp@wwf.de
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Annex 5 List of national contacts for updating the HELCOM/ASCOBANS
harbour porpoise database
Country
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
Germany
Germany
Germany

Name
Signe Sveegaard
Ivar Jussi
Penina Blankett
Sacha Viquerat
Ursula Siebert
Michael Dähne

E-mail
ssv@bios.au.dk
ivar.jussi@gmail.com
penina.blankett@ym.fi
sacha.viquerat@tiho-hannover.de
Ursula.siebert@tiho-hannover.de
Michael.daehne@meeresmuseum.de

Germany
Germany

Ansgar Diederichs
Christian Ketzer

a.diederichs@bioconsult-sh.de
ketzer@ibl-umweltplanung.de

Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Russia
Sweden

Valdis Pilats
Ignas Kazlauskas
Iwona Pawliczka
Dmitry Taborskiy
Susanne Viker
Julia Carlström

valdis.pilats@daba.gov.lv

i.kazlauskas@muziejus.lt
iwona.pvp@ug.edu.pl
dmitry.taborskiy@gmail.com
susanne.viker@havochvatten.se
julia.carlstrom@nrm.se
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Comments

for visual surveys
for visual surveys
for acoustic surveys and
incidental sightings
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Appendix 1. Revised proposal for a regional monitoring sub-program of
continuous noise
The proposed regional monitoring sub-program of continuous noise is composed by a combination of
regularly and frequently minor monitoring effort to estimate the ambient sound level, which is described
below (Figure 1). This is complemented with less frequent major monitoring effort in order to make the
model more robust. The main focus of this monitoring program is in situ measurements and regional
coordination, including a data sharing platform and soundscape planning tool. However, the production of
new soundscape maps would facilitate the investigation of the occurrence of noise polluted areas and
function as future data layers for the Baltic Sea Impact Index. In the below description, soundscape maps are
mentioned and their usefulness described. In the financial overview, the cost of these maps has been
separated from the measurement and regional coordination costs since they need to be undertaken by a
private company.
A one year start-up phase is proposed to procure the host and re-start the data sharing platform and the
soundscape planning tool. This task could be performed by an appointed party. During the start-up phase,
the development of an automated data transfer and quality control has to be implement. The soundscape
planning tool has to be transferred to the new platform and adapted to visualize data from several years of
monitoring, which is not the case today. The adapted tool will be open access but might require a login, to
enable users to save polygons or add GIS-layers.
Minor monitoring: acoustic measurements undertaken at the nationally prioritized measurement locations
(Figure 2), covering all Baltic Sea sub-basins. These measurements are performed and financed by each
Member State. The aim is to estimate the ambient sound level in selected locations and to follow up the
sound levels measured during earlier years in accordance with the assessment protocol of the pre-core
indicator ‘Continuous low frequency anthropogenic sound’. Data are processed, quality controlled and sent
to the data sharing platform and later visualized in the soundscape planning tool which is a shared resource
and financed jointly within HELCOM. However, the current soundscape maps are limited to water depth of
more than 10 m and cannot be calculated within smaller archipelagos.
Soundscape maps: in order to view the background noise at full Baltic Sea scale, the nationally produced data
in the data sharing platform and the latest version of the soundscape model can be used with updated
information on ship traffic and environmental conditions to produce new monthly and yearly soundscape
maps as well as emergence maps of traffic noise above natural noise. These maps facilitate the detection of
various characteristics and patterns in acoustic sound level in areas distant from the measurement locations,
and enable a larger scale spatial and temporal evaluation of the underwater soundscape as well as
comparisons to noise sensitive species or areas. Post-monitoring analysis subsequently compares the
compatibility of the soundscape model results with the observed conditions for sound, ship traffic and ship
characteristics, as well as weather and climate.
Major monitoring: a large monitoring effort with extensive field measurement programme is carried out
with several years interval replacing the minor monitoring that specific year. These time intervals are
determined by the need for extended monitoring efforts based on the difference between yearly observed
and if possible, modelled results, or by the need for specific actions or results dictated by HELCOM processes.
The major measurement campaign aims to collect the necessary amount of data in order to carefully calibrate
the soundscape model towards the full range of acoustic characteristics in all the sub-basins of the Baltic Sea.
In addition to the larger work load associated with the field survey and post-monitoring data processing, this
effort also encompasses the compilation of background input data to the model, the model calibration, and
the model runs for monthly soundscape maps. Also, optimization of the number and locations of sensors
versus gain of results can be done after the major monitoring. Although the monitoring campaign takes one
year, the total time to prepare the field work, compile the data and produce the soundscape maps is
estimated to take two-three years.
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Minor monitoring at prioritized locations and
possible automized runs of soundscape model

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

2014

?

Post-monitoring analyses, e.g. optimization of
number and location of rigs vs. gain of results
Figure 1. Schematic view of the monitoring strategy with minor monitoring as smaller circles and major monitoring as large circles.
The shaded arrow denotes the years after the baseline was established. The major monitoring should be accustomed to either the
need for extended monitoring efforts based on the difference between yearly observed and modelled results, or by the need for specific
actions or results dictated by HELCOM processes.

Monitoring locations for minor and major monitoring
For the minor monitoring, the suggested prioritized locations covers the main sub-basins of the Baltic Sea,
and regions of various soundscape character such as intense shipping, noise sensitive areas and areas with
low anthropogenic noise input (Figure 2). It is up to each nation to choose their monitoring location and it is
beneficial to cooperate with neighbouring countries.
For major monitoring, a similar measurement set-up as was used in the BIAS field survey in 2014 (Figure 2)
could be applied, if appropriate. 38 acoustic sensors were then located in a range of environments
representing two different main soundscape categories; category A was used for measuring the background
sounds at a distance far-away (> 2 km) from the shipping lane while category B measuring sound closer (< 1
km) to a shipping lane to capture ship signatures in order to calibrate the soundscape model. These categories
were defined based on ship traffic density and environmental background data such as bathymetry and
seabed sediments. The locations of the sensors were also adjusted to general military or shipping lane
regulations. Areas subject to trawling activities, strong currents, or extreme ship traffic were avoided.
Most nations have some kind of monitoring since 2014, but not all (Table 1).
Table 1. Status of the ongoing acoustic monitoring by HELCOM Member States during the years 2014 – 2018, where “-” signifies no
measurements, “” means that hydrophones have been deployed at one or more of the nationally prioritized locations during some
part of the year and “*” means that hydrophones are planned to be deployed.
Year

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

Germany Latvia

Lithuania Poland

Russia

Sweden

2014 







-

-



-



2015 -





-

-

-



-



2016 







-

-



-



2017 





2018 







-

-



-





*

*



-
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Figure 2. Suggested locations for minor monitoring shown in large green dots, while positions for the sensor locations 2014 are shown
in yellow dots. The number in the white squares after the nation name indicates the order of prioritization.
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Data storage and tools for managers
The processed and quality controlled acoustic monitoring data from each nation are aggregated at a regional
level in the data sharing platform, while the raw data are stored nationally. The data sharing platform will
meet in approval with national military interests. The frequencies which must be reported are the 1/3 octave
bands 63 and 125 Hz. Considering monitoring of other frequency bands may also be considered relevant at
a later stage when the frequencies most relevant from the perspective of effects on the Baltic Sea ecosystem
specific fish and marine mammals have been clarified. For that reason all 1/3 octave band is recommended
to be evaluated and stored nationally. However, including more frequency bands might increase the cost for
the data sharing platform and the soundscape planning tool.
The soundscape planning tool allows the user to explore the measured processed data in monthly and yearly
averages. If soundscape maps are produced and added to the tool the user can visually study any specific
location in the Baltic Sea and compare results defined by different time periods, various noise frequencies,
and statistical measures. All reported data available in the soundscape planning tool are free to use.

Financial overview
National monitoring
Each nation finance their own national monitoring, including data processing, quality control and reporting.
An overview of the estimated cost per nation is found in Table 2 and are based on a survey done within ENNoise during 2017 and updated in March 2018. The cost is dependent on monitoring location, i.e. whether it
is far offshore or nearshore, and the kind of equipment used such as a battery powered hydrophone logger
or a cabled station.
Table 2. Financial overview of the estimated annual cost (in Euro) for each nations national monitoring.
Monitoring cost per nation

Denmark Estonia Finland Germany Latvia Lithuania
1

2

3

Poland

Sweden

2

1

2

1

2

Number of stations
Labour cost

23 200

16 000 48 000

19 200

3 500

7 000

14 000

35 200

Ships and consumables

6 000

18 000 30 600

50 000

3 000

5 000

9 000

17 600

Travel expenses

1 000

1 200

6 000

1 200

2 300

3 000

3 000

2 200

Total annual cost

30 200

35 200 84 600

70 400

8 800

15 000

26 000

55 000

Soundscape maps
The production on new soundscape maps, based on the soundscape model derived by the BIAS project, is a
separate cost that could be shared by Member States, if desired. The maps need to be produced by the same
company that was used in BIAS in order to be comparable to the 2014 maps. An estimated shared cost for
this is found in Table 3. There is a higher cost for the first year in order to get everything running again and
to automate the input of the acoustic data from the data sharing platform as well as environmental and
shipping data from other databases. The subsequent years, the overall cost is reduced to cover only the
production of new maps.
Table 3. Estimated shared cost for the production of new soundscape maps if desired by Member States.
Shared costs Minor Monitoring production of soundscape maps

Costs (EUR)

Modelling Initial cost for setting up automated input data

10 000

Modelling Yearly cost for running the model

35 000

External procurement of annual AIS

18 500

Modelling cost first year

63 500

Modelling cost subsequent years

53 500
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