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OUTCOME of the 50th Meeting of the Heads of Delegation 
 

Introduction 

0.1 The 50th Meeting of the Heads of Delegation was held in Laulasmaa, Estonia, on 15-16 
June 2016.  

0.2 The Meeting was attended by participants from all Contracting Parties and by observers 
from Baltic Farmers' Forum on Environment (BFFE) and Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) and Mr. Bo 
Gustafsson as invited guest. The List of Participants is contained in Annex 1. 

0.3 The Meeting was chaired by the Chair of the Helsinki Commission, Mr. Harry Liiv, and by 
the Vice-Chair Urmas Lips. 

0.4 The Meeting welcomed the new Head of Delegation of Denmark, Ms. Lone Reersoe 
Hansen. 

0.5 The Meeting held a short memorial to honour Professor Fredrik Wulff, researcher of 
Stockholm University, who passed away 20 May 2016. Professor Wulff’s lifetime achievements for the 
Baltic Sea and HELCOM work were presented by Bo Gustafsson (Presentation 1), and after that the 
Meeting held a minute of silence. Professor Wulff’s children were present. 

 

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the Agenda 

Documents: 1-1, 1-2 

1.1 The Meeting adopted the Agenda as contained in document 1-1.  

 

Agenda Item 2  Outgoing and incoming chairmanship in HELCOM 

Documents: 2-1 

2.1 The Meeting took note of the information by Chair on the accomplishments of the 
Estonian Chairmanship 2014-2016 (Presentation 2). The Contracting Parties expressed their 
appreciation to Estonia for an efficient two-year chairmanship and in particular to Mr. Harry Liiv for 
being an excellent chair. 

2.2 The Meeting took note of and welcomed the priorities of the EU Chairmanship of HELCOM 
starting 1 July 2016 (document 2-1) and took note of the nomination of Ms. Marianne Wenning, 
Director of ENV C Quality of Life, Water and Air, and Mr. Matjaž Malgaj, Head of Unit ENV C.2 Marine 
Environment and Water Industry as Chair and Vice-Chair of HELCOM for the period of 1 July 2016 – 30 
June 2018. 

 

Agenda Item 3  Next HELCOM Ministerial Meeting 

Documents: 3-1 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the summary of the HELCOM Ministerial Session held on 18 
May 2016 in Turku, Finland (document 3-1) and congratulated Finland for calling up a successful event 
addressing relevant topics, acknowledging the potential of such sessions to increase the visibility of 
HELCOM also in the future and that it might be useful to have more frequent high-level sessions around 
specific matters.  
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3.2 The Meeting took note of the readiness indicated by Sweden to send an invitation to 
gather high-level attendance at the EUSBSR Strategic Forum on 8-9 November 2016 in Stockholm, 
Sweden, including to possible HELCOM high-level workshop.  

3.3 The Meeting considered potential topics for the next Ministerial Meeting and was of the 
opinion that the results of HOLAS II will be a major outcome of HELCOM and should provide valuable 
discussion points for the Ministers, including evaluating the efficiency of measures.  

3.4 The Meeting concluded that the year 2018 for the next Ministerial Meeting should be the 
latest timing and took note that some Contracting Parties would prefer the second half of 2018 due to 
some other commitments and as updated HOLAS II would be then ready. The Meeting decided to 
continue the discussion at HOD 51-2016 on the exact timing and to further elaborate on what could 
be possible concrete outcomes of the Ministerial Meeting. 

Agenda Item 4  Matters arising from the HELCOM Groups 

Documents: 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-3-Corr.1, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-12-Rev.1, 4-12-
Rev.2, 4-13, 4-13-Rev.1, 4-13-Rev.2, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-20-Rev.1, 4-20-Rev.2, 4-
21, 4-22, 4-22-Rev.1, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29 

4.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation on the progress of the HELCOM Explorer and 
the preliminary results of assessing the implementation of joint and national actions agreed in the 
Baltic Sea Action Plan and HELCOM Ministerial Declarations 2010 and 2013 (document 4-25, 
Presentation 3). The Meeting appreciated this new system.  

4.2 The Meeting requested HELCOM Working Groups to consider and make plans for the 
implementation of the actions not yet accomplished under their area of responsibility at their next 
meeting. 

Maritime Spatial Planning 

4.3 The Meeting considered the draft list of MSP pan-Baltic topics as contained in Annex 2 
and proposed additional tasks as contained in Annex 3 of document 4-13 and took note of the 
proposed additions by Germany to Annex 2 as reflected in document 4-13-Rev.2. 

4.4 The Meeting took note of a study reservation by Russia on the tasks in Annex 2. 

4.5 The Meeting noted that at this stage not all Contracting Parties can support the additional 
tasks as in Annex 3 and that it should be considered in the MSP Working Group first. 

4.6 The Meeting mandated the MSP Working Group, at its 13th meeting on 24-25 November 
2016 (Riga, Latvia), to develop a draft work plan for the future work, utilizing the identified MSP topics 
(document 4-13-Rev.2), as well as to consider and make proposals on any other related matters as 
needed, for consideration and approval by HOD 51-2016. The Meeting requested that also the ToR of 
the group is updated. 

4.7 The Meeting considered a suitable period for the extended mandate of the HELCOM-
VASAB MSP WG, taking into account the timeframe for implementation of the Regional MSP Roadmap 
(2013-2020) as well as other requirements the countries need to follow. The Meeting supported the 
prolongation of the mandate of the MSP WG up to 2021, to be followed by evaluation of the results 
and decision on further work. The Meeting noted the decision by VASAB to prolong the mandate of 
the HELCOM-VASAB MSP group by three years and agreed to have the mandate prolonged until 2021 
as the first priority.  

4.8 The Meeting considered the Guideline for the implementation of ecosystem-based 
approach in MSP in the Baltic Sea area (document 4-1) and comments submitted by Denmark 
(document 4-27).  

4.9 The Meeting could not support incorporating the Danish proposals to the guideline as the 
remaining Contracting Parties were of the opinion that sustainable growth is already covered by the 
guideline and had no mandate for this meeting to re-open the text of the guideline. Further, the 
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Meeting found it important to stick to the existing concepts adopted in HELCOM and within global 
conventions.  

4.10 The Meeting noted the information by Ms. Katarzyna Krzywda representing VASAB on the 
adoption of both this guideline and the Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public participation 
and co-operation by VASAB CSPD. 

4.11 The Meeting approved the Guideline for the implementation of ecosystem-based 
approach in MSP in the Baltic Sea area as contained in document 4-1 (Annex 2). The Meeting took note 
of the request by Denmark that the issues related to sustainable growth are taken into account when 
implementing and reviewing the guideline. 

4.12 The Meeting considered the Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public 
participation and co-operation (document 4-2) and a proposal by Sweden to clarify the scope of the 
guidelines.  

4.13 The Meeting approved the Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public 
participation and co-operation (document 4-2, Annex 3) with the clarification that the Guidelines: 

- apply without prejudice to obligations emerging from national and international legislation 
and do not substitute the obligations and existing standard practice of parties to the Espoo 
Convention and its SEA protocol; 

- will be reviewed and amended, if needed, based on the experience gathered; 

- refer to the national MSP contact points for the purpose of transboundary consultation and 
joint planning, as designated by the Baltic Sea countries and listed. 

4.14 Further, the Meeting agreed that this approval decision by HOD 50-2016 is to be reflected 
as a cover note to accompany the guidelines and requested the Secretariat to approach VASAB if they 
wish the adoption decision by VASAB CPSD to be included in the note as well. 

4.15 The Meeting requested the Contracting Parties to check and, if needed, update the MSP 
WG list of the national MSP contact points for the purpose of transboundary consultation and joint 
planning. 

4.16 The Meeting invited the MSP WG to investigate a possibility to co-operate with the Baltic 
group under the Espoo Convention.  

Shipping 

4.17 The Meeting approved the final Baltic Sea NOx Emission Control Area application and the 
related INF. document on NOx reducing technology (documents 4-12-Rev.1 and 4-12-Rev.2) and 
decided that they will be submitted to the 70th session of the IMO Marine Environment Protection 
Committee (IMO MEPC 70) for consideration. 

4.18 The Meeting mandated Finland to make the necessary editorial amendments to the NECA 
documents (documents 4-12-Rev.1 and 4-12-Rev.2) and to submit them on behalf of the Baltic Sea 
countries to the MEPC 70 Meeting on 1 July 2016 at the latest, to be considered simultaneously with 
the NECA submission by the North Sea countries. 

4.19 The Meeting expressed appreciation to the lead country Finland for drafting and updating 
the NECA application documents, Denmark and the Russian Federation for organising the NECA 
workshops during spring 2016 and the remaining Contracting Parties for a constructive approach 
during the process. 

4.20 The Meeting took note that Russia expressed its satisfaction that the INF document (4-
12-Rev.2) includes text which indicates the need to continue improving the related technology and 
underlined the importance of all Contracting Parties to be actively involved and participate in 
workshops and other activities within the framework of HELCOM. 

4.21 The Meeting took note of the comment by Estonia that there is a need for enhanced 
dialogue with the industry especially within the Maritime Group as a Baltic Sea NECA will result in 
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additional costs (capital and operational costs) and that there is a need to continue improving Exhaust 
Gas Recirculation (EGR) technology to ensure that NOx removed from exhaust gases is not discharged 
to the sea. 

4.22 The Meeting took note that the NECA Roadmap will have been completed after the 
submission of the NECA documents to IMO by 1 July 2016. 

4.23 The Meeting welcomed the outcome of MEPC 69 that the Baltic Sea Special Area 
regulations under MARPOL Annex IV will be applied on or after 1 June 2021 for existing IMO-registered 
passenger ships (document 4-24). For new passenger ships, the regulations come into effect on or after 
1 June 2019. For direct passages between St. Petersburg and the North Sea, there is an extension until 
1 June 2023. 

4.24 The Meeting thanked Sweden for leading the work on designation of the Baltic Sea as 
sewage control area and Ms. Anna Petersson, the Chair of HELCOM MARITIME, for facilitating the 
process which enabled support from all Baltic Sea coastal countries. 

4.25 The Meeting recalled that MARITIME 16-2016 will consider and revise the work plan of 
the HELCOM Cooperation Platform on Port Reception Facilities (PRF). 

4.26 The Meeting took note of the information on CLIA Simulation Exercise: wastewater 
discharges in the Baltic Sea (document 4-21). 

4.27 The Meeting highlighted that practical experiences on the PRF facilities in the region are 
highly valuable and invited ports to provide similar information. 

4.28 The Meeting took note of the Provisional Agenda for the International Workshop on Port 
Reception Facilities for the Baltic Sea as Special Area according to MARPOL Annex IV, to be held in Kiel, 
Germany, 30 June – 1 July 2016 (document 4-29) and appreciated the initiative by Germany. All 
Contracting Parties are welcome to participate and are invited to provide input to the workshop.  

4.29 The Meeting considered a new hosting arrangement for the regional HELCOM AIS 
(document 4-22-Rev.1), taking note that all Contracting Parties present at AIS EWG 27-2016 meeting 
agreed that the regional HELCOM AIS service is both used and highly needed and should be continued. 

4.30 The Meeting took note that the change in hosting by Norway does not create any direct 
fees/ costs to the Contracting Parties. 

4.31 The Meeting noted that the new hosting solution does not cover services for generation 
of statistics and that this function will require that the Secretariat collects resources from EU projects 
or similar sources. 

4.32 The Meeting took note that the relocation of the HELCOM AIS system is not linked to any 
renegotiation of the existing AIS Agreement and that HELCOM Recommendation 33/1 has to be 
updated to reflect the migration of hosting.  

4.33 The Meeting took note that nearly 1/3 of the actions included in the Roadmap for 
HELCOM activities on ecosystem approach are depending on or benefiting from HELCOM AIS data. 

4.34 The Meeting decided, according to recommendation by AIS EWG 27-2016, to move the 
HELCOM AIS services from Denmark (DMA) to Norway (Kystverket) before the end of 2016, in order to 
avoid breaks in the service. 

4.35 The Meeting took note that all Baltic Sea EU member states are providing AIS information 
to EMSA via the HELCOM AIS, and that hosting by Norway would ensure the continuation of this 
service. 

4.36 The Meeting invited the Secretariat and the Contracting Parties to take the necessary 
steps for the migration of the hosting of HELCOM AIS, including arranging a meeting between the 
Secretariat, Norway, Denmark and EMSA. 
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State and Conservation 

4.37 The Meeting took note of the outcome of STATE & CONSERVATION 4-2016 in general as 
presented by the Co-Chair Urmas Lips (document 4-8). 

4.38 The Meeting took note of the ongoing discussions to postpone the next HELCOM Red List 
assessment since some countries were of the view that the level of new knowledge does not justify a 
new assessment already by 2019 as originally planned. The Meeting further noted the plans for a 
workshop to take stock of new data and updated information on threatened Baltic Sea species and 
habitats/biotopes in spring 2017. 

4.39 The Meeting took note that the finalization of the review and revision of HELCOM 
monitoring guidelines has been shifted to the end of 2016. 

4.40 The Meeting endorsed convening the next meeting of State and Conservation on 7-11 
November 2016 in Estonia. 

4.41 The Meeting took note of the remaining study reservations on GES boundaries for core 
indicators (document 4-18). The Meeting noted that Denmark and Germany are still not in a position 
to lift their remaining study reservations on the GES boundaries, however, are making efforts to clarify 
their position by State and Conservation 5-2016.  

4.42 The Meeting took note that a set of indicators with associated GES boundaries under 
development in HELCOM is anticipated to be presented for technical review by State and Conservation 
5-2016 and for adoption at HOD 51-2016.  

4.43 The Meeting took note of the comment by Germany that endorsement of candidate 
indicators requires special attention and testing in HOLAS II before adoption.  

4.44 The Meeting noted the view by Denmark that the indicator ‘Number of drowned 
mammals and waterbirds in fishing gear’ is less relevant compared to, e.g. the indicators on population 
condition of mammals. 

4.45 The Meeting endorsed the use of indicators on commercial fish species developed by ICES 
in HOLAS II and clarified that all HELCOM countries are involved in reporting data. The Meeting took 
note of the request by Russia to check the availability of Russian data on fish at ICES. 

4.46 The Meeting noted the proposal by Denmark to evaluate how the candidate indicator on 
‘Maximum length fish in the pelagic community’ corresponds to indicators on commercial fish 
developed by ICES. 

4.47 The Meeting took note of the proposed GES boundaries for ‘Polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCB) and dioxins and furans’, ‘Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and their metabolites’ and ‘TBT and 
imposex’ (document 4-16) and the proposed revision of GES boundaries for Cd and Pb in offshore 
assessment units. 

4.48 The Meeting agreed to the proposed GES boundaries as contained in Annex 4 pending 
the following study reservations: 

- a general study reservation by Germany; 

- a study reservation by Poland on the GES boundaries for Cd and Pb in offshore assessment 
units;  

- a study reservation by Sweden on the use of the proposed GES boundaries for Cd and Pb in 
offshore assessment units under Descriptor 8;  

- a study reservation by Denmark on proposed GES boundaries that are not environmental 
quality standards derived from EU directives or nationally agreed environmental quality 
standards.  

4.49 The Meeting recognized the need to reach clarity regarding the use of indicators in HOLAS 
II and urged the Contracting Parties with study reservations to clarify their position as soon as possible, 
further noting that the HELCOM Expert network on hazardous substances will convene an online 



Outcome of HOD 50-2016 
 

   
 Page 7 of 57  

 
 

meeting 28 June 2018, 9-12 CET and that this offers a good opportunity to discuss the open issues on 
these indicators. 

4.50 The Meeting took note of the information on HOLAS II recent progress and upcoming 
activities (document 4-10) and of the planned approval of assessment methodologies for use in HOLAS 
II at HOD 51-2016. 

4.51 The Meeting supported the continuation of the economic and social analysis in HOLAS II 
beyond lifetime of TAPAS project so that the developing framework can be further applied within 
HOLAS II in 2017 and in 2018. 

4.52 The Meeting took note that the Contracting Parties have been invited to propose use of 
indicators additional to the core indicators in HOLAS II as a way to complement the HELCOM core 
indicators as needed and according to principles proposed by the HOLAS II core team. The Meeting 
further noted that according to the agreed time-table such a proposal should have been submitted to 
the HOLAS II Project coordinator by 26 May 2016 but that no proposal was received by this date. 

Gear 

4.53 The Meeting took note of the outcome of GEAR 14-2016 in general (document 4-9). 

4.54 The Meeting mandated the Gear Group to oversee the development of the economic and 
social analyses under the HOLAS II project.  

4.55 The Meeting supported to further investigate how a regional consultation on the 2nd 
Holistic assessment could be arranged and requested the Secretariat to develop a proposal for HOD 
51-2016.  

4.56 The Meeting noted that the Secretariat is developing a project application, as supported 
by the Heads of Delegation, in response to the European Commission call for proposals 
“Implementation of the Second Cycle of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive: achieving coherent, 
coordinated and consistent updates of the determinations of Good Environmental Status, initial 
assessments and environmental targets”, in line with initial proposals discussed at GEAR 14-2016 and 
the objectives of the call. 

4.57 The Meeting noted the proposal by the Gear Group to use more often online meetings 
and to meet as needed.  

4.58 The Meeting welcomed the information that Russia can lift their study reservation on the 
‘Joint documentation on coordination of Programmes of Measures’ noting that the EU requirements 
do not apply to Russia. 

4.59 The Meeting discussed possible future HELCOM action on "Blue catch crops / mussel 
farming and nutrient reduction" as proposed by Estonia, EU and Sweden (document 4-20) and 
exchanged views on possibilities to include specific activities at the regional level, as part of HELCOM's 
work. 

4.60 The Meeting took note that Germany dissociated itself from the activity “Blue catch crops 
/ mussel farming and nutrient reduction” as possible future HELCOM action, but Germany did not want 
to get in the way of interested Contracting Parties that wish to exchange information and experience 
on this form of aquaculture. Germany did not support any approach to Guidelines as being too early. 
Instead, this delegation proposed to undertake the necessary information exchange in the margins of 
the Expert Group FISH (CG Aquaculture) with collaboration of WG PRESSURE, and to add two new 
aspects for consideration: on adverse environment impacts and economic viability. 

4.61 The Meeting agreed on the activity with amendments as included in document 4-20-Rev. 
2 and that the activity should be considered by relevant working groups. 

  



Outcome of HOD 50-2016 
 

   
 Page 8 of 57  

 
 

Pressure 

4.62 The Meeting took note of the outcome of PRESSURE 4-2016 in general (document 4-4). 

4.63 The Meeting appreciated the work done and the progress achieved by the Pressure Group 
in the last 2 years and thanked the Chair for efficient work. 

4.64 The Meeting requested to include into the agenda of PRESSURE 5-2016 the issues related 
to the internal load.  

4.65 The Meeting took note of the information on current activities within OSPAR to follow up 
implementation of the RAP ML and prioritization of measures and timelines in HELCOM if needed. The 
Meeting emphasized the need to coordinate the activities between HELCOM and OSPAR.  

4.66 The Meeting approved organizing the workshop on implementation of the RAP ML back-
to-back with PRESSURE 5-2016 and the HELCOM workshop on underwater noise on 5-6 October 2016. 

4.67 The Meeting pointed out that the requirements of the London Convention are to be taken 
into account in the methodology for assessment of impact by dredging and dredged material handling 
in the sea. 

4.68 The Meeting took note that the EU will be looking on the issue of modern technology for 
sewage sludge handling as a part of the commitment undertaken in circular economy package 
(concerning Fertilizer Regulation).. 

4.69 The Meeting decided to postpone decision on the timeframe for the PLC-8 assessment as 
2021 for monitoring and the assessment in 2023.  

4.70 The Meeting agreed that the workshop dedicated to MAI/CART assessment 
methodologies will be organized in February 2017 when the recent assessment results are as ready as 
possible. 

4.71 The Meeting approved organizing the next meeting of the Pressure group (PRESSURE 5-
2016) in Warsaw on 25-27 October 2016 and PRESSURE 6-2017 during the week 24-28 April 2017. 

4.72 The Meeting took note of the information presented by Russia on the study visit to the 
toxic waste landfill Krasnyi Bor and tentative action plan (document 4-28).  

4.73 The Meeting thanked Russia including the administration of St. Petersburg for the visit 
and open discussion on the site and related environmental problems and highlighted the importance 
of further developing plans to prevent environmental risks.  

4.74 The Meeting took note that Finland is willing to expend co-operation with Russia in the 
field of toxic waste management and has suggested topics for this co-operation. 

4.75 The Meeting took note that Russia will provide the information on current activities on 
the landfill, progress achieved and future planning including a road map towards remediation of the 
landfill and removal of the HELCOM hot spot for the next meeting of PRESSURE. 

4.76 The Meeting considered the observations and preliminary conclusions after the study visit 
to Krasnyi Bor toxic wastes dumpsite presented by CCB (document 4-26). The Meeting pointed out the 
high importance of comprehensive and regularly updated information on the state of the environment 
around the landfill as well as on progress and solutions implemented or planned for implementation 
to prevent environmental risks posed by the site. 

4.77 The Meeting requested the Pressure Group to follow up progress at the Krasnyi Bor 
landfill as well as to consider the risks posed by similar sites around the Baltic Sea. 

4.78 The Meeting considered the draft HELCOM Recommendation on Sewage Sludge Handling 
(document 4-5) and took note of study reservations by Germany and Poland as well as by Sweden that 
further work is needed to ensure regional added value of the Recommendation. The Meeting 
welcomed that Germany will provide a suggestion for improving the text of the document within three 
weeks after HOD 50-2016. The Meeting invited Poland to clarify her position as soon as possible. 
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4.79 The Meeting requested PRESSURE 5-2016 to consider the further elaborated draft of the 
Recommendation. 

4.80 The Meeting took note that Germany withdrew its scrutiny reserve with regard to the 
Recommendation on waterborne pollution input assessment and the draft Recommendation on 
monitoring of airborne pollution input (document 4-11) and informed the Meeting about ongoing 
national considerations on data collection and management for various related reporting 
requirements and possibilities to further optimize future PLC reporting processes. Germany will come 
back to this issue in the run up of the preparation of WG PRESSURE 5-2016.  

4.81 As mandated by HELCOM 37-2016, the Meeting adopted the Recommendation on 
waterborne pollution input assessment as HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/1 and the 
Recommendation on monitoring of airborne pollution input as HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/2 
(document 4-11, Annex 5 and 6 respectively). 

4.82 The Meeting adopted the draft procedures for releasing the reported PLC water data and 
accepting the filled-in and consolidated dataset as part of the steps to elaborate PLC products 
(document 4-6, Annex 7). 

4.83 The Meeting took note of the current status of the PLC annual and periodic data reporting 
(document 4-19) and noted with regret the delayed time schedule for delivering PLC-6 and updated 
MAI/CART assessments. 

4.84 The Meeting took note of a plea by the Chair of the Pressure Group to follow reporting 
deadlines which will assure timely producing high quality assessments products and allow to use 
allocated resources effectively.  

4.85 The Meeting took note of the information on the report of the European Court of Auditors 
on eutrophication in the Baltic Sea in which proper monitoring and reporting of data has been 
highlighted. 

4.86 The Meeting welcomed the information by Poland that the periodic PLC report had been 
approved and will be reported to HELCOM shortly. 

4.87 The Meeting agreed on the Concept Note for the Seventh Baltic Sea Pollution Load 
Compilation (PLC-7) project, including its objectives, tasks and final products (document 4-14) and 
requested the Pressure WG to develop the PLC-7 project proposal for consideration by HOD 51-2016. 

4.88 The Meeting supported a suggestion by Germany and Finland that the publication of the 
Status report should be complemented by the annexes containing valuable explanatory information. 
The annexes should be prepared for publication by the Secretariat taking into account PRESSURE 4-
2016 agreements and integrating all the comments received from the Contracting Parties. Then the 
annexes will be circulated to the Contracting Parties by 8th July for 3 weeks final commenting round. 
The Meeting also agreed that the annex 1.3 should be withdrawn from the annexes for publication 

4.89 The Meeting approved in principle the draft Status report on pharmaceuticals (document 
4-17) and its publishing in the Baltic Sea Environment Proceedings (BSEP). 

4.90 The Meeting took note of the comment by CCB that the Status report has to be followed 
by elaboration of measures addressing reduction of input of pharmaceuticals into the environment.  

Agri 

4.91 The Meeting took note of the outcome of AGRI 3-2016 (document 4-3) and the concept 
of the planned regional project on manure standards with HELCOM participation (4-3-Corr.1). 

4.92 The Meeting approved organizing the next meeting of the Agri Group (AGRI 4-2017) 
tentatively in April 2017 in Brussels. 

4.93 The Meeting thanked Mr. Dietrich Schulz for his contribution to the initiation of the Agri 
Group and chairing the group since the establishment in 2014. 
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4.94 The Meeting took note of the opinion of BFFE on the importance to consider water 
management issues by the Agri Group as well as mapping of soils parameters and taking these 
parameters into account in nutrient accounting practices. 

4.95 The Meeting took note of the concern expressed by CCB and WWF regarding a delay in 
the revision of Annex III of the Helsinki Convention as well as absence of figures on national phosphorus 
application rates in the HELCOM publication.  

Fish 

4.96 The Meeting took note of the outcome of FISH 4-2016 in general (document 4-7) and of 
the HELCOM workshop on fish indicators held on 9 May 2016. 

4.97 The Meeting noted that no lead could be identified for the aquaculture correspondence 
group (CG) so far, welcomed nominations for participation in the CG by Contracting Parties by 25 July 
2016 and noted that a project proposal has been prepared to kick off the work. 

4.98 The Meeting took note of the comments by Sweden and Germany that HELCOM FISH 
should continue to prioritize by-catch issues. 

4.99 The Meeting noted the progress in setting priorities for the work of the HELCOM task 
force on migratory fish. 

4.100 The Meeting endorsed organizing FISH 5-2016 on 14-17 November 2016 in Denmark. 

Response 

4.101 The Meeting took note of the outcome of RESPONSE 21-2016 in general (document 4-15). 

4.102 The Meeting adopted the revised Terms of Reference for prolongation of the work of the 
Expert Working Group on Oiled Wildlife Response until the end of 2017. 

4.103 The Meeting approved the prolongation of the work of the SUBMERGED Expert Group 
until the end of 2018 with the change that for clarity the Group moves from standing Chairs to topic 
chairmanship, using the currently identified topic leads (munitions: Germany and Poland, wrecks: 
Finland) as rotating Chairs. 

4.104 The Meeting took note that Germany is ready to continue chairing the dumped munition 
activities of SUBMERGED and that Poland is considering responsibilities for this work. 

4.105 The Meeting took note that the SUBMERGED group may during the remaining time focus 
the work on the two topics, wrecks and munitions, as for the topic of other matters (lost cargo/dumped 
waste) it seems to be difficult to gather sufficient information from the Contracting Parties.   

4.106 The Meeting endorsed convening the next meeting of the Response WG (RESPONSE 22-
2016) on 8-10 November 2016 in Riga, Latvia. 

4.107 The Meeting welcomed the information that the HELCOM Secretariat is having a dialogue 
with the IMO Secretariat on the possibility of arranging a joint IMO-HELCOM seminar on implementing 
the London Convention in the Baltic Sea during 2016-17.  

HELCOM data management and systems 

4.108 The Meeting took note of the outcomes, ongoing and future work in relation to HELCOM 
data activities (document 4-23) and noted that the updated version of the document will be uploaded 
to the Meeting Portal (document 4-23–Corr.). The Meeting appreciated that the HODs are kept 
informed on the progress in modernization of HELCOM data management systems. 
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Agenda Item 5  HELCOM institutional and organisational matters 

Documents: None 

5.1 The Meeting took note of the information by Chair that following HOD 49-2015 decision, 
the intersessional exchange of views took place among the Heads of Delegation on the status of 
HELCOM’s streamlining regarding 
1) many and bulky meeting documents, 2) how to revitalize the Commission meetings, 3) how to 
attract high political interest and 4) implementation of HELCOM commitments.  

5.2 Regarding the first topic the Chair concluded that progress is being made, for instance, 
regarding the structure and more timely submission of documents, and that practical ideas for further 
improvement were proposed.   

5.3 Regarding revitalizing Commission meetings the Meeting agreed to have an online 
meeting for the Heads of Delegation in September 2016 for further discussion and decision on a 
possible high-level session during the annual meeting of the Commission in 2017 to build the road for 
the 2018 Ministerial meeting. 

5.4 The Meeting invited the Contracting Parties to provide further possible ideas for 
streamlining by 31 August 2016. 

5.5 The Meeting decided to prolong the contracts of Professional Secretaries: for Ulla Li 
Zweifel for half a year, from 1 January to 30 June 2017, and for Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky for three 
years, from 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2020. 

 

Agenda Item 6  Any other business 

Documents: 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4 

6.1 The Meeting welcomed the initiative to elaborate on HELCOM contribution to reach the 
targets under the UN Sustainable Development Goals (document 6-4), considered the draft matrix 
useful for national and regional purposes of the Contracting Parties, and encouraged to keep it as a 
living document. Further inputs and comments to the document are invited to be sent to the 
Secretariat (johanna.laurila@helcom.fi) by 31 August 2016. 

6.2 The meeting took note of the information by Sweden that as a co-lead country for 
Sustainable Development Goal 14 about the conservation and use of oceans and seas, they are 
together with Fiji hosting a respective meeting in Fiji in 2017.  

6.3 The Meeting decided to renew the HELCOM membership of the CBSS Expert Group on 
Sustainable Development (Baltic2030). 

6.4 The Meeting took note of the information by Russia about the XVII International 
Environment Forum “Baltic Sea Day”, held in St. Petersburg on 22-23 March 2016 (document 6-2) and 
thanked Russia for this initiative, which has become an important annual event for the Baltic Sea. 

6.5 The Meeting took note of the update on communication activities (document 6-3) and 
was of the opinion that continuous communication support from the Contracting Parties is important.   

6.6 The Meeting took note of the information on forthcoming meetings within HELCOM and 
other forums in 2016-2017 (document 6-1), which will be amended to contain information on the Baltic 
Sea Day 2017. 

6.7  The Meeting took note of the statement by the European Union as included in Annex 8. 

6.8  The Meeting thanked Estonia for excellent hosting of the meeting. 

mailto:johanna.laurila@helcom.fi


Outcome of HOD 50-2016 
 

   
 Page 12 of 57  

 
 

6.9  The Meeting thanked Estonia for a successful HELCOM Chairmanship and Mr. Harry Liiv 
personally for his excellent chairing of this meeting as well as all HOD and HELCOM meetings during 
the Estonian Chairmanship. 

 

Agenda Item 7  Next meeting(s) 

Documents:  

7.1 The Meeting agreed that HOD 51-2016 will be held 14-15 December 2016 and HOD 52-
2017 tentatively 20-21 June 2017. 

 

Agenda Item 8  Outcome of the Meeting 

Documents: 8-1 

8.1 The Meeting adopted the draft Outcome of the Meeting as contained in document 8-1. 
The final Outcome, incorporating the comments by the Meeting, will be prepared by the Secretariat in 
consultation with the Chair and made available in the HELCOM Meeting Portal.
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Annex 2 Guideline for the implementation of ecosystem-based approach in Maritime 
Spatial Planning (MSP) in the Baltic Sea area 

 
1. Introduction 
This paper presents non-binding guidance for implementing the ecosystem-based approach1 in 
the context of maritime spatial planning (MSP) in the Baltic Sea. It presents a first step towards a 
common understanding on how the ecosystem-based approach can be applied in drawing up a 
spatial plan for a sea area in accordance with spatial planning legislation in force in the Baltic Sea 
countries. The aim is that this document will be tested in practice and, subsequently, amended as may 
be needed according to experiences gathered. 

It is also worth noting that the application of the ecosystem-based approach is wider than 
"establishing the plan”, as it involves basic horizontal principles to be applied both in sectoral 
management and in the different steps throughout the spatial planning process. 

 
2. Special features of spatial planning at sea 
Sea areas are in many aspects different from land. Territorial waters are often owned and/or 
managed by a  state, while land areas are mainly in private ownership. Within their exclusive 
economic zone (EEZ), coastal states have the right to do research and exploit the resources in it, but 
they also have a duty to protect it. The sea is regulated by international agreements and the freedom 
of the seas has a strong tradition. 

The sea is dynamic in nature and does not have boundaries. It functions in different dimensions 
simultaneously, including depth and time; this creates opportunities for multifunctional uses of certain 
areas. Further, the sea has no human inhabitants; rather, it has economic users such as maritime 
industries and other stakeholders like environmental non-governmental organizations, who have an 
interest in its resources. 

Greater activities in the Baltic Sea have led to competition for limited marine space between 
sectoral interests, such as shipping and maritime transport, extraction of gravel and minerals, offshore 
energy, ports development, tourism, fisheries and aquaculture, in addition to environmental 
concerns. These activities, along with climate change effects, natural hazards and shoreline 
dynamics such as erosion and accretion, create significant pressures on coastal and marine 
ecosystems. 

 
3. Definitions of the ecosystem-based approach concept 
In a Workshop on the Ecosystem Approach (Lilongwe, Malawi, 26-28 January 1998), whose report 
was presented at the Fourth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (Bratislava, Slovakia, 4-15 May 1998, UNEP/CBD/ COP/4/Inf.9), twelve principles of an 
ecosystem approach were identified: 

(1) Management objectives are a matter of societal choice. 
(2) Management should be decentralized to the lowest appropriate level. 
(3) Ecosystem managers should consider the effects (actual or potential) of their activities on 

adjacent and other ecosystems. 
(4) Recognizing potential gains from management there is a need to understand the ecosystem in 

an economic context. Any ecosystem management program should a) reduce those market 
distortions that adversely affect biological diversity; b) align incentives to promote sustainable 
use; c) internalize costs and benefits in the given ecosystem to the extent feasible.  

                                                
1 Except in direct quotes and references to content in existing official documents the ”ecosystem-based 
approach”, instead of “ecosystem approach”, is used throughout this document as a general term covering both 
wordings, which is in line with the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive and the  EU MSP Directive. 
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(5) A key feature of the ecosystem approach includes conservation of ecosystem structure and 
functioning. 

(6) Ecosystems must be managed within the limits to their functioning. 
(7) The ecosystem approach should be undertaken at the appropriate scale. 
(8) Recognizing the varying temporal scales and lag effects which characterize ecosystem 

processes, objectives for ecosystem management should be set for the long term. 
(9) Management must recognize that change is inevitable. 
(10) The ecosystem approach should seek the appropriate balance between conservation and use 

of biological diversity. 
(11) The ecosystem approach should consider all forms of relevant information, including scientific 

and indigenous and local knowledge, innovations and practices. 
(12) The ecosystem approach should involve all relevant sectors of society and scientific disciplines. 

 
Resulting from these principles the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (COP 5/Decision V/6) 
stated in May 2000 the following definition of the ecosystem approach: “The ecosystem approach is 
a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes 
conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way. Thus, the application of the ecosystem approach 
will help to reach a balance of the three objectives of the Convention: conservation; sustainable use 
and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic resources. 
An ecosystem approach is based on the application of appropriate scientific methodologies focused 
on levels of biological organization, which encompass the essential structure, processes, functions 
and interactions among organisms and their environment. It recognizes that humans, with their 
cultural diversity, are an integral component of many ecosystems.” 

HELCOM and the OSPAR Commission adopted the following definition in a joint Meeting in June 2003: 
“The ecosystem approach can therefore be defined as “the comprehensive integrated management 
of human activities based on the best available scientific knowledge about the ecosystem and its 
dynamics, in order to identify and take action on influences which are critical to the health of marine 
ecosystems, thereby achieving sustainable use of ecosystem goods and services and maintenance 
of ecosystem integrity”. The application of the precautionary principle is equally a central part of the 
ecosystem approach.2 

 
4. Policy context of the ecosystem-based approach — relevant aspects for MSP 

in the Baltic Sea 

4.1. Helsinki Convention and the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (applicable to all 
Baltic Sea countries and the European Union) 

The 1992 Helsinki Convention is an international treaty ratified by the coastal countries of the Baltic 
Sea and the European Commission, i.e. the Contracting Parties (CPs). Article 3 lists the fundamental 
principles and obligations of the CPs of relevance to an ecosystem-based approach. Paragraph 1 
states that “The Contracting Parties shall individually or jointly take all appropriate legislative, 
administrative or other relevant measures to prevent and eliminate pollution in order to promote the 
ecological restoration of the Baltic Sea Area and the preservation of its ecological balance.” The same 
article of the Convention states that the CPs shall apply the precautionary principle, best 
environmental practice, best available technology and the polluter-pays principle. 

The Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) is the intergovernmental organization established to oversee the 
implementation of this Convention. Another duty of the Commission is to make recommendations on 

                                                
2 [original footnote from referred document] It is understood that, in the context of the management of fisheries, 
the “application of the precautionary principle” has the same result as the application of the precautionary 
approach as referred to in, for example Article 6 of the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement. 
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measures related to the purposes of this Convention3. During the joint HELCOM and OSPAR Ministerial 
Meeting in 2003 the CP Ministers and high officials agreed to apply and further develop the measures 
necessary to implement an ecosystem approach by 2010, in order to give concrete effect to our 
commitments and to help maintain and, when practicable, restore ecosystem health, integrity and 
services. In a preceding official-level session they had also adopted the statement “Towards an 
ecosystem approach to the management of human activities”, setting out their intentions in more 
detail. 
As a follow-up to this 2003 commitment to implement an ecosystem approach, the CPs agreed on the 
HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) at the 2007 HELCOM Ministerial Meeting. The BSAP includes 
definitions and actions for achieving a good environmental status of the Baltic Sea by 2021. A series of 
indicators with explicit quantitative target levels to define a good environmental status have been 
developed and were agreed by 2013. 

The BSAP included a specific action in relation to MSP: the commitment to jointly develop broad-scale, 
cross-sectoral, marine spatial planning principles based on the ecosystem approach by 2010. In 
addition, these principles were to be tested, applied and evaluated by 2012 in cooperation with other 
relevant international bodies, the intention being that all Contracting Parties and relevant HELCOM 
bodies had to participate cooperatively. The aim of the cooperation is to give guidance for planning 
processes, ensure the protection of the marine environment and nature, including habitats and 
seafloor integrity, and secure the sustainable use of marine resources by reducing user conflicts and 
adverse impacts of human activities. 

4.2. Joint HELCOM–VASAB MSP Principles (applicable to all Baltic Sea countries and 
the European Union) 

According to the joint Baltic Sea broad-scale MSP principles adopted by VASAB and HELCOM in 2010, 
the ecosystem-based approach, calling for a cross-sectoral and sustainable management of human 
activities, is an overarching principle for maritime spatial planning which aims at achieving a Baltic Sea 
ecosystem in good status — a healthy, productive and resilient condition so that it can provide the 
services humans want and need. The entire regional Baltic Sea ecosystem as well as sub-regional 
systems and all human activities taking place within it should be considered in this context. Maritime 
spatial planning must seek to protect and enhance the marine environment and thus, should 
contribute to achieving a  good environmental status according to the EU Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive and the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (Principle 2). 

4.3. EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (applicable to EU Member States) 
The European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) aims to save the sea, connect the 
region and increase prosperity. Achieving the ‘Save the Sea’ objective will require direct 
environmental measures, along with consideration of the functions and structure of ecosystems and 
the limiting carrying capacity of ecosystems when developing the potential for sustainable growth in 
the maritime sectors. 

One of the horizontal actions in the Action Plan for the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (version 
September 2015) is to encourage the use of maritime spatial planning in all Member States around 
the Baltic Sea and develop a common approach for cross-border cooperation. The implementation 
of this action will contribute to achieving the objectives of the Strategy. 

                                                
3 Examples of HELCOM recommendations adopted so far are 35/1 “System of coastal and marine Baltic Sea 
protected areas (HELCOM MPAs)”, 24/10 ”Implementation of integrated marine and coastal management of 
human activities in the Baltic Sea area, 13/6 ”Definition of best environmental practice, 17/3 ”Information and 
installations affecting the Baltic Sea”,  28E/9 “Development of broad-scale marine spatial planning principles in 
the Baltic Sea area” 
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Maritime Spatial Planning and Integrated Coastal Management (ICM)4 are in the EUSBSR Action Plan 
(p. 166) described as “…an important tool and process for improved decision making. It helps various 
users to balance sectoral interests that compete for marine space, and contributes to achieving 
sustainable use of marine areas to the benefit of economic and social development as well as the 
marine environment.” 

4.4. Marine Strategy Framework Directive (applicable to EU Member States) 
The Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) aims at achieving or maintaining a good 
environmental status in the marine environment by 2020 at the latest. It is the first legislative 
instrument in relation to the marine biodiversity policy in the European Union and contains the 
explicit regulatory objective that "biodiversity is maintained by 2020" as one cornerstone for achieving 
a good environmental status. 
It enshrines in a legislative framework the ecosystem-based approach to the management of human 
activities, integrating the concepts of environmental protection and sustainable use. The MSFD also 
calls for cooperation within marine regions such as the Baltic Sea, in order to reach the objective of 
Good Environmental Status of the marine environment by 2020. 

The Directive states, in particular, that marine strategies shall apply an ecosystem-based approach 
ensuring that the collective pressure of human activities is kept within levels compatible with the 
achievement of a good environmental status and that the capacity of marine ecosystems to respond 
to human-induced changes is not compromised, while enabling the sustainable use of marine goods 
and services by present and future generations. 

Both programmes of measures and individual measures shall be based on such an ecosystem-based 
approach. 

As a first step to achieving a good environmental status, all Member States have produced an initial 
assessment of the environmental status of their national parts of the Baltic Sea. The next step is for 
Member States to develop monitoring programmes and programmes of measures, including spatial 
protection measures, to achieve a good environmental status. 

Spatial and temporal distribution controls, in terms of management measures that influence where and 
when an activity is allowed to occur, are identified among the types of measures. That should be 
considered when devising the measures which can support an ecosystem-based approach and 
which can help to identify sources of pressures and impacts, including cumulative and synergetic 
effects, and may include, as one example, also MSP.5 

When MSP is included in the marine strategies and programmes of measures, it needs to be based 
on an ecosystem-based approach under consideration of all relevant MSFD requirements. This allows 
planning of human activities and uses that respects the carrying capacity of ecosystems along with 
maintenance and, when necessary, restoration of ecosystems. 

4.5.  EU Maritime Spatial Planning Framework Directive 2014 (applicable to EU 
Member States) 

The EU Maritime Spatial Planning Framework Directive (2014/89/EU) aims to set the framework for 
maritime spatial planning with the objective of promoting t he  sustainable growth of maritime 
economies, sustainable development of marine areas and sustainable use of marine resources, 
applying an ecosystem-based approach, promoting the coexistence of relevant uses and activities 
and taking into account land-sea interactions. In this sense, the ecosystem-based approach must 

                                                
4 Please note that there is a European Parliament and Council Recommendation (2002/413/EC) concerning the 
implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) in Europe, adopted on 30 May 2002 
5 Annex VI of Directive 2008/56/EC in connection with Annex part A.6 of Commission Decision 2010/477/EU. 
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seek to contribute to the sustainability of development of marine areas, of activities at sea and of 
uses of marine and coastal resources. 

Article 5 of the MSP Directive defines objectives of maritime spatial planning as follows: 

“1. When establishing and implementing maritime spatial planning, Member States shall consider 
economic, social and environmental aspects to support sustainable development and growth in the 
maritime sector, applying an ecosystem- based approach, and to promote the coexistence of relevant 
activities and uses. 

2. Through their maritime spatial plans, Member States shall aim to contribute to the sustainable 
development of energy sectors at sea, of maritime transport, and of the fisheries and aquaculture 
sectors, and to the preservation, protection and improvement of the environment, including resilience 
to climate change impacts. In addition, Member States may pursue other objectives such as the 
promotion of sustainable tourism and the sustainable extraction of raw materials. 

3. This Directive is without prejudice to the competence of Member States to determine how the 
different objectives are reflected and weighted in their maritime spatial plan or plans.” 

The Directive requires EU Member States to establish maritime plans before 31 March 2021 and apply 
the ecosystem-based approach to enable the sustainable development of maritime activities and the 
preservation, protection and improvement of the environment. The ecosystem-based approach 
should be applied in a way that is adapted to the specific ecosystem of the Baltic Sea, building on 
existing knowledge and experiences. The Directive recognizes that applying the ecosystem-based 
approach requires adaptive management. It should ensure refinement and further development as 
experiences and knowledge increases, and take into account the availability of data and information 
at sea basin level. 

 
5. Key elements for applying the ecosystem-based approach in MSP 
The following key elements of the ecosystem-based approach have been identified as an 
operationalization of the ecosystem-based approach in line with the Malawi Principles. They need to 
be applied in planning in an integrated way by taking into account environmental, social, cultural, 
economic, legal and technical perspectives.  

 
The joint Baltic Sea broad-scale MSP principles adopted by coastal countries of the Baltic Sea and VASAB 
and HELCOM in 2010 define the ecosystem approach in principle 2 (see 5.2 4.2]). 

In addition to the Baltic Sea broad-scale MSP Principles the following issues need to be considered 
when developing MSP in the Baltic Sea: 

– Best available Knowledge and Practice: The allocation and development of human uses shall 
be based on the latest state of knowledge of the ecosystems as such and the practice of 
safeguarding the components of the marine ecosystem in the best possible way. 

– Precaution: A far-sighted, anticipatory and preventive planning shall promote sustainable 
use in marine areas and shall exclude risks and hazards of human activities on the marine 
ecosystem. Those activities that according to current scientific knowledge may lead to 
significant or irreversible impacts on the marine ecosystem and whose impacts may not be 
in total or in parts sufficiently predictable at present require a specific careful survey and 
weighting of the risks. 

– Alternative development: Reasonable alternatives shall be developed to find solutions to 
avoid or reduce negative environmental and other impacts as well as impacts on the 
ecosystem goods and services. 

– Identification of ecosystem services: In order to ensure a socio-economic evaluation of 
effects and potentials, the ecosystem services provided need to be identified. 

– Mitigation: The measures are envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible offset any 
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significant adverse effects on the environment of implementing the plan. 
– Relational Understanding: It is necessary to consider various effects on the ecosystem 

caused by human activities and interactions between human activities and the ecosystem, 
as well as among various human activities. This includes direct/indirect, cumulative, 
short/long-term, permanent/temporary and positive/negative effects, as well as 
interrelations including sea-land interaction. 

– Participation and Communication: All relevant authorities and stakeholders as well as a wider 
public shall be involved in the planning process at an early stage. The results shall be 
communicated. Integrated Coastal Management (also known as ICM), as an informal and 
flexible instrument, can support the process of participation and communication. 

– Subsidiarity and Coherence: Maritime spatial planning with an ecosystem-based approach 
as an overarching principle shall be carried out at the most appropriate level and shall seek 
coherence between the different levels. 

– Adaptation: The sustainable use of the ecosystem should apply an iterative process 
including monitoring, reviewing and evaluation of both the process and the outcome. 

 
The key elements of the ecosystem-based approach are integrated into the planning process in a 
general way and some of them are integrated more specifically into strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA) as part of the planning process. Some of the key elements such as public participation 
and communication, subsidiarity and coherence, identification of ecosystem services, adaptation 
and the precautionary principle are applicable to the general planning process. The identification 
of ecosystem services can provide a new approach to the management of the sea and should 
contribute to the planning of sea areas as well. 

 
6. Available knowledge on ecosystems of the Baltic Sea 
It is crucial to identify existing marine ecosystems and their structures and functions to be able to 
protect them and to benefit from the ecosystem services they provide. 

A major challenge to implementing the ecosystem-based approach is to gather system-based 
knowledge on the structures and functions of ecosystems, as well as on the direct and indirect impacts 
on these structures and functions from various human uses and the interactions among them. 

Since 1974, HELCOM has collected regional Baltic Sea monitoring data and, based on these, published 
reports on a wide range of issues. A series of reports have been published regularly, including 
assessments of environmental status (e.g. eutrophication, hazardous substances, radioactivity, 
climate change, status of biodiversity, including fish) and of human activities (e.g. ship traffic, ship 
accidents, pollution from ships and pollution load from land). More condensed products, such as 
shorter indicator reports, have been published as well. A set of databases contain the underlying 
raw data and GIS information; these databases are available via the regional HELCOM GIS. In an 
attempt to integrate such information into a single product, in 2010 HELCOM published an Initial 
Holistic Assessment of “Ecosystem Health of the Baltic Sea”, including a compilation of human 
pressures (Box 1). 

In addition to HELCOM’s work, all the EU Member States have made initial assessments of the overall 
environmental status of their sea areas, including economic and social assessments as part of the 
implementation of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). Additionally, the International 
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), some United Nations agencies and European services 
have various databases with relevance to implementing the ecosystem-based approach in maritime 
spatial planning. 

  



Outcome of HOD 50-2016 
 

   
 Page 21 of 57  

 
 

Box 1: Information on ecosystem impacts in the Baltic Sea region and main results of the 2010 HELCOM 
Initial Holistic Assessment.6 

1. A map of Ecosystem Impacts in the 
Baltic Sea 

Blue = Low level of impact on the 
ecosystem from human activities; Red = 
High level of impact on the ecosystem from 
human activities. Based on information 
from a large number of human activities and 
on ecosystem components. 

2. A summary of the main results of the 
HELCOM Assessment of Ecosystem 
Health 2010 

The assessment of the ecosystem health of 
most of the areas indicates that the status is 
impaired. 

Bothnian Bay: Regarding biodiversity, it 
seems that the status is good in Swedish 
coastal waters and only the open parts of 
the Bothnian Bay and Finnish coastal 
waters are likely to have an unfavorable 
status. 
Bothnian Sea: One assessed area in the 
Swedish coastal waters is classified as good. 
The biodiversity of the Bothnian Sea in 
general is good, for both the open parts and 
most of the coastal waters. 
Gulf of Finland: Eutrophication and 
hazardous substances are the major and 
most widespread problems. Biodiversity 
generally has an unfavorable status in both 
open and coastal waters. However, results 
indicate that isolated coastal waters along 
the Estonian coast might have a favorable 
conservation status. 

 

Gulf of Riga: The Gulf is affected by eutrophication, especially in the northern and central parts. Regarding the 
status of hazardous substances, the Gulf is impaired and the same is true for the conservation status of 
biodiversity. 

Baltic Proper: The assessment and classification of the ecosystem health of open parts of the Northern, 
Western and Eastern Baltic Proper indicate that these areas have the lowest overall status in the Baltic 
Sea. Eutrophication is a significant problem, as are also hazardous substances and a decline in biodiversity. 
No positive signals were encountered. 

Gulf of Gdansk: Eutrophication is a major problem, biodiversity is under significant pressure and the status of 
hazardous substances is disturbed. These are consequences of discharges from the large, highly populated 
catchment area. 

                                                
6 The HELCOM Initial Holistic Assessment (2010, next foreseen 2018) is an overall assessment of the Baltic Sea. The 2010 results 
produced with the HOLAS tool and the Baltic Sea Pressure/Impact Indices (BSPI/BSII) were considered as preliminary and 
subject to further elaboration and improvement. The same is valid for the status classifications, especially as far as they 
concern the indicators used in assessing eutrophication  (HEAT), biodiversity (BEAT) and hazardous substances (CHASE). 
Discrepancies between HELCOM status classifications and national WFD assessments arise due to differences in spatial and 
temporal scaling as well as due to the use of different parameters. 
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Bornholm and Arkona Basins: Eutrophication and contamination by hazardous substances are significant 
issues and in combination with the pressures from fishing, biodiversity status has become significantly 
impaired. The Arkona Basin is in a slightly better condition than the Bornholm Basin. 

Kattegat and Belt Sea: Hazardous substances have elevated levels and biodiversity has an impaired status, 
while eutrophication is a problem mainly in the southern Kattegat and the Belt Sea. 

Kiel Bight and Mecklenburg Bight: Eutrophication, degraded biodiversity and contamination with 
hazardous substances are all significant issues. 

 

7. Description of the maritime spatial planning process 

7.1. Background 

In order to ensure the sustainability of the various uses and the environmental health of marine 
areas, maritime spatial planning and integrated coastal management will have to employ an 
ecosystem-based approach that ensures the sustainable use and protection of the natural resources 
that provide the basis for carrying out the various activities. The aim is  to ensure that the 
collective pressure of all human activities is kept within levels compatible with a  good 
environmental status and that the capacity of the ecosystem to respond to human-induced changes is 
not compromised while enabling the use of marine goods and services by present and future 
generations. 

Taking into account the interrelationship between land and sea, there is a need to reconcile terrestrial 
spatial planning processes with maritime spatial planning processes. In some of the Baltic Sea 
countries, spatial planning legislation is already implemented in the sea areas. In some cases this 
has been done via an extension of terrestrial planning regimes, while other countries have adopted 
separate MSP systems. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to examine how the ecosystem-based approach can be implemented 
in the existing spatial planning processes. The inclusion of the ecosystem-based approach in the main 
phases of the planning process is outlined in the table at the end of this section. 

An important point is that the formulation of plans is the outcome of a wider planning process 
following different operational steps, including a needs assessment, the setting of objectives, public 
and stakeholder consultations, the underpinning of the knowledge base, and so on. 

A formal planning process is usually started only when there is a need for a legally binding 
agreement. However, many aspects of planning processes are done in other — partly informal — 
ways; for example, surveys, strategies or agreements with the aim of arranging uses and functions of 
areas. 

Developing a Maritime Spatial Plan based on the ecosystem-based approach requires a vision on the 
use of the maritime area in question. This vision must incorporate both environmental factors and 
human uses and it needs to be in line with the regional marine strategy, in case of the Baltic Sea, the 
BSAP. 

So far management decisions are rarely coordinated among the different sectors involved in 
planning processes and neither between states. Hence, conflicts between human activities and 
environmental protection and/or nature conservation needs are often not mitigated and 
consequently h a v e  impacts on the marine and coastal environment and nature (incl. ecosystem 
services). 

A cross-sectoral MSP applying the ecosystem-based approach has to integrate, organize, allocate and 
create opportunities for human activities and demands in marine areas in such a way that the 
ecosystem, including all its components, dynamics, limits and ecological functions, i s  safeguarded 
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and a  good environmental status (GES) is not compromised while the different social and 
economic demands on maritime resources are recognized.  

MSP applying the ecosystem-based approach protects these ecosystem functions, while enabling 
sustainable use through an integrated approach, where all activities must be carried out in a way that 
enables the sustainable use of marine goods and services by present and future generations. This may 
include the designation of zones with priority for marine nature and/or zones with restricted or no 
uses. In particular, the ecosystem-based approach requires that the collective effects of pressures 
from human activities are considered. This includes pressures and discharges from land and air 
emissions that affect the maritime zone. These collective impacts must be kept within such limits that 
the capacity of marine ecosystems to recover and a  good environmental status are not 
compromised. 

Thus, the ecosystem-based approach provides the ecological, social and economic facts (via ecosystem 
services), guiding principles, targets and limits to be considered in the MSP process, according to their 
spatial relevance, and to be transformed into spatial planning options (regulations and designations). 
In addition, MSP must comply with mandatory regulations of sectoral environmental law (e.g. 
prohibitions according to the species conservation regulations; no negative effects on the goals of 
marine protected areas including NATURA 2000 and HELCOM MPAs and the implementation of the 
Common Fisheries Policy). 

Strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is an important tool for implementing the ecosystem-
based approach in maritime spatial planning as it identifies, describes and assesses the likely 
significant effects on the ecosystem. According to EU law (Directive 2001/42/EC) a SEA has to 
be carried out before a maritime spatial plan can be approved by the responsible authority in 
accordance with the criteria set out in this Directive and as required by the MSP Directive. This 
includes the preparation of an environmental report, the carrying out of public consultations, 
the taking into account o f  the environmental report and the results of the consultations in 
decision-making and the provision of information on the decision. In addition, for EU Member States, 
impact assessments of habitats and species (Art. 6 of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC) and of 
bird sanctuaries (Birds Directive 2009/147/EC) are obligatory. 

7.2. Maritime spatial planning process and the ecosystem-based approach 
Spatial planning (town and country planning/zoning) has long traditions. Each country has developed 
its own planning procedures and planning systems according to its own needs. The planning culture, 
levels, goals, content and legal effects may vary from country to country and case by case. Different 
planning levels usually have different tasks. More general plans can guide more detailed planning on 
a lower level. Spatial planning has been implemented mostly on land, but, in many cases, has also 
been extended into sea areas. In the table below, it is assumed that the spatial planning system is 
simply extended as such to the sea area. The ecosystem-based approach has a broader perspective 
in the management of sea areas, but spatial planning can provide a good tool for arranging and 
integrating different uses of the sea. The planning procedure is a negotiation process and the plan is 
the final outcome of it. It is also worth noting that the planning process is an iterative procedure. It 
starts with general-level discussions of, for example, goals, costs and impacts, and moves into 
deeper-level discussions as the knowledge increases. Impact assessments might demand more 
investigations during the planning process and these are done throughout the planning procedure to 
be able to make sustainable decisions. 

Spatial planning has its own goals while each planning level has its own goals as well. One of the 
main goals of spatial planning is the requirement to safeguard a good living environment and 
biodiversity. During the planning process, several planning options are considered and official 
consultations are held with the general public and stakeholders, but unofficial consultations are also 
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carried out during the whole planning procedure. The assessment of the environmental impacts of 
each planning option provides information to the public, stakeholders and decision-makers on how 
to choose the option with the least environmental impacts. Assessing the full array of interactions 
between ecosystems and human activities is a key element of the planning procedure and a 
prerequisite for sustainable solutions. 

In some planning systems SEA7 is fully integrated into the planning process, and participation and 
environmental impact assessment are key elements of it, which are also reported in the planning 
documents. In other planning systems, SEA seems to be a separate procedure and the SEA report 
is produced separately. However, the planning procedure has some common features in all countries 
and can be applied in maritime spatial planning as well. In maritime spatial planning SEA should be 
fully integrated into the planning procedure, for EU Member States as required by the EU MSP 
Directive. 

In Table 1 an overview of implementing the ecosystem-based approach in maritime spatial planning 
is presented. The left column shows the main phases of the maritime spatial planning process which 
can also be seen as a SEA procedure in planning cases where SEA is not fully integrated into the 
planning system. In accordance to that, the right column shows how the corresponding integration of 
the ecosystems and their functioning and other relevant aspects of the ecosystem-based approach are 
taken into account in the different phases of the planning process.

                                                
7 In the Russian Federation the Federal Legal Act on Environmental Impact Assessment and its sub-ordinate acts 
cover also spatial plans on land. 
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Table 1: Implementation of the ecosystem-based approach in the maritime spatial planning process 
The left column details the steps of the general planning procedure in MSP. The right column highlights those aspects of the planning procedure which require 
specific attention when applying an ecosystem-based approach, gives additional advice on how to implement those aspects, and lists additional aspects to be taken 
into account during the planning procedure in order to optimally apply the ecosystem-based approach as required by HELCOM–VASAB. 
 

 Spatial planning procedure / MSP PLANNING PROCEDURE— general steps  ECOSYSTEM-BASED APPROACH (EBA) as part of the planning procedure 

 1. STARTING 

 1.1 Decisions taken when starting the preparatory process for a maritime spatial plan 

― Politicians make the decision on the start of the planning process based on an 
identification of the problem (problem definition) 

― Politicians approve the necessary resources for supporting the planning 
process 

― Planning authorities are in charge of drafting plans in accordance with the 
national legislation; they will lead the planning process 

― For a cross-border planning process, a public authority or authorities have to 
be determined for drafting the plan and a public authority for accepting or 
ratifying it 

― The planning authority drafts and approves the work plan, and establishes 
the participation procedure and the environmental impact assessment 
procedure 

― Inform the public of the start of the planning process and what it is for 

― Identify all relevant environmental and other authorities and stakeholders that 
should be involved in applying the ecosystem based approach 

― Identify the different steps to be carried out for the Strategic Environment 
Assessment (SEA) to implement the ecosystem-based approach in MSP 
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 1.2 Starting points 

― Define the planning area 

― Identify the starting point and goals on a general level 

― Identify and analyse the current and potential resources, activities and uses, 
in the planning area 

― Identify sustainability criteria 

― Identify the ecological conditions (temporal and spatial) in the planning area and as 
a part of a larger entity 

― Identify ecologically important areas including those with high biodiversity, 
valuable habitats, Natura 2000 sites, HELCOM MPAs and other Marine Protected 
Areas 

― Identify the functions of the marine ecosystems and ecosystem goods and services 
in the planning area and surroundings and their links to ongoing and future 
maritime activities 

― Identify strategic goals and ecological objectives (according to the BSAP) as well as 
recognise economic and social objectives 

 1.3 Content of the plan 

― Define preliminary planning options concerning the content of the plan ― Develop preliminary planning options/ strategies based on the ecological status, 
important areas, MPAs as priority areas, ecosystem services, strategic goals and 
ecological objectives, as well as economic and social objectives 
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 1.4 Identification of issues and impact assessment 

― Identify the existing knowledge base and also gaps in knowledge 

― Identify the impact area and potential impacts, both positive and negative 

― Establish the impact assessment procedure 

― Scoping of the environmental assessment, i.e. identify potential significant 
environmental parameters and human activities, determining the SEA 
process8 

o Identify knowledge and knowledge gaps related to the marine ecosystem, 
natural values and their relation to human activities based on available 
sources such as HELCOM assessments  

o Identify actual and potential threats and impacts on the marine 
ecosystems in the planning area and in the impact area including 
cumulative effects 

o Identify the most probable future changes in ecosystems and 
human activities 

o Identify, describe and assess the significant environmental effects of the 
maritime spatial plan. EU MS base their SEA on DIRECTIVE 2001/42/EC -
where according to Article 4 (1) the environmental assessment referred to 
in Article 3 shall be carried out during the preparation of a plan or 
programme and before its adoption or submission to the legislative 
procedure. 

 1.5 Participation and interaction 

― Establish the participation and interaction procedures  

― Identify authorities, NGOs and other interested parties whom the plan 
may concern 

― Discuss with authorities, NGOs and other actors who are interested in 
being involved 

― Inform the public of the start of the planning process and of the 
participation and interaction procedures 

― Facilitate the participation of authorities responsible for nature protection and 
ecosystems, and relevant authorities, NGOs and other stakeholders that should be 
involved in applying the ecosystem-based approach in the planning process 

                                                
8 In Russian Federation the SEA -type of approach is under consideration now. Thus at this stage the actions described in this paragraph in relation to Russian Federation should be 
interpreted as aiming at the similar objective and purpose as SEA in EU but run according the legal base of the Russian Federation (including also possibility of strengthening the legal 
bases in Russian Federation in order to take into consideration the need of determining consequences of maritime spatial plans in Russian Federation on the marine environment). 
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 2. SETTING GOALS 

 2.1 Defining goals 

― Take into account existing legislation, general and sectoral 
strategies, programmes and plans 

― Identify sectoral goals for the planned area (in addition to the overall goals) 
at different geographical levels: EU, Baltic Sea, national, regional and local 

― Identify and decide on short- and long-term goals 

― Take into account relevant legislation and strategies concerning 
ecosystems, environmental and environmentally relevant programs, plans 
and agreements as well as CBD, EU, HELCOM and national targets 

o For the identification of environmental goals, follow the definition of good 
environmental status under the MSFD (2008/56/EC) and BSAP (2007) and 
good ecological status under the WFD (2000/60/EC). This ensures that 
implementation of the maritime spatial plan will be compatible with the 
achievement of good environmental status under these directives and 
under the BSAP. 

o Identify and take into consideration short- and long-term strategic goals 
and ecological objectives (according to the BSAP), particularly for areas 
worth protecting with regard to the capability and capacity of their 
ecosystems to recover from human-induced changes and deviations from 
Good Environmental Status 

 2.2 Content of the plan 

― Clarify the feasibility of the preliminary planning options; clarify how 
to integrate various goals 

― Prepare future scenarios for the planning process  

― Clarify the feasibility of preliminary planning options for nature protection and an 
ecosystem-based approach to ensure that consideration of ecosystem-based 
goals is taken in all preliminary planning options 
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 2.3 Identification of issues, investigations and impact assessment 

― Consider interactions between interests 

― Identify existing problems 

― Identify existing and potential threats 

― Add to the existing knowledge and update databases 

― Take into account the precautionary principle 

― Identify and define existing problems in the marine ecosystems, threats to 
the ecosystems and potential uses of ecosystems and their services 

― Ensure the identification and valuation of ecosystem services 

― Update the existing knowledge of the marine ecosystems and natural values 
and related databases 

 2.4 Participation and interaction  

― Clarify the goals of other authorities and NGOs ― Communicate and promote goals concerning the marine ecosystem: 
biodiversity, natural values and the sustainable use and preservation of 
ecosystem goods and services 

 3. PREPARATION 

 3.1 Revision of the goals 

―  ― Revise the goals of the plan with regard to the assessed impacts on marine 
ecosystems and the sustainable use of the ecosystem services 

 3.2 Content of the plan 

― Draw up planning options in line with previously considered scenarios and 
the precautionary principle 

― Outline the plan (regulations, spatial designation of uses) 

― Prepare the plan while taking thefunctioning and identified limited carrying 
capacity of the marine ecosystems into account (according to the HELCOM–
OSPAR 2003 Statement on the Ecosystem Approach) 

 3.3 Evaluation and impact assessment 

― More precise investigations of planning options if needed 

― Identify and assess the impacts of the planning options and 
compare the planning alternatives 

― More precise investigations and assessments of marine ecosystems, including 
planned/proposed uses and activities as well as relations to terrestrial 
ecosystems, when needed 
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 3.4 Participation and interaction 

― Cooperation with authorities and stakeholders ― Authorities responsible for ecosystems and nature protection as well as other 
authorities responsible for applying the ecosystem based approach in the 
planning process, as well as stakeholders take part 

― Present planning options and their impacts and submission of opinions ―  

 4. PROPOSAL 

 4.1 Revision of the goals and/or the planning options 

 4.2 Content of the plan 

― Prepare the planning proposal, which is selected as a result of the evaluation 
process of the planning options 

― Assess the feasibility of the plan and take the precautionary principle 
into account 

― Consider the potential impacts of all proposals on ecosystem goods and services 
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 4.3 Investigations and impact assessment 

― Assess the impacts of the planning proposal 

― Assess how the goals are likely to be achieved 

― Resolve how to reduce the negative impacts 

― Elaborate a monitoring programme according to the expected impacts and the 
planning procedure 

― Negotiate content proposals with sectoral interests / actors if necessary 

― Assess how the ecosystem preservation goals set in the plan will be achieved 
in relation to the planned development activities 

― Look for solutions to avoid, mitigate or compensate negative impacts on the marine 
ecosystems and ensure sustainability in uses of natural resources, respecting the 
capacity of ecosystems to respond to human-induced changes in the achievement of 
the strategic goals and environmental objectives (according to the BSAP);  

― Set up a system for monitoring the interactions between human activities and marine 
ecosystems, including impacts on the marine ecosystems in order to ensure an 
adaptive management approach (under consideration of the existing HELCOM 
monitoring) 

― Prepare the Environmental Report, according to Article 5 of the SEA Directive, when 
applicable, including in particular the following aspects: 

― Potential impacts of the plan, including cumulative impacts under consideration of 
the precautionary approach 

― Options and alternatives (including clarification of their compatibility with 
the ecosystem-based approach) 

― Achievement of strategic goals and environmental objectives 

― Mitigation measures 

―  ― Monitoring 

― Information on gaps in data and proposal for closing knowledge gaps 

― Draft Environmental Report 

― Draft of the assessments regarding Natura 2000 sites 

 4.4 Participation and interaction 

― Present the submitted opinions on the planning options 

― Public display of the planning proposal 

― Discussion with authorities 

― Authorities responsible for ecosystems and nature protection take part in the 
formal consultation process 
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 5. APPROVAL 

 5.1 Decision on how to take into account the statements received and the results of the discussions and approval of the plan 

―  ― Public acknowledgement of statements received and dissemination of that 
information. 

 5.2 Content of the plan 

― Plan is finalised ―  

― Evaluation of the plan and the planning process and impact assessment is 
finalised 

―  

 5.3 Participation and interaction 

― Opinions and statements are integrated into the proposal 

― Discussions with other authorities 

― Inform the public of the plan approval 

― Authorities responsible for ecosystems and nature protection and other 
authorities responsible for applying the ecosystem-based approach in the 
planning process as well as stakeholders take part. 

― In accordance with Article 9 of the SEA Directive, when applicable, make available: 

o the plan or programme as adopted 

o a statement on how environmental considerations have been integrated 
into the plan and the reasons for choosing the plan in the light of the 
other reasonable alternatives 

―  ― the measures decided concerning monitoring 
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 6. MONITORING 

 6.1 Achievement of the goals 

 6.2 Content of the plan 

― Evaluate the time period of the plan 

― Plan is taken into account in other plans and projects 

―  

 6.3 Evaluation and impact assessment 

― Implement and apply the plan; monitor the impacts ― Monitor and audit the impacts on the marine ecosystems according to the 
monitoring programme, in order to ensure an adaptive management 

― Evaluate the appropriate balance between conservation and use of biodiversity 

 7. REVISION OF THE PLAN 

― Plans shall be reviewed on a regular basis in order to implement 
adaptive management. 

― Revise the plan as required by the directive in case of negative impacts on 
ecosystems, particularly their 

― structure, processes, functions, interactions 

― interconnectivity 

― productivity, biodiversity 

― health, integrity 
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Annex 3 Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public participation and co-operation  

1 Introduction 

The Regional Baltic Maritime Spatial Planning Roadmap 2013-2020 adopted by the HELCOM Ministerial 
Meeting in 2013 and welcomed by the VASAB Ministerial Conference in 2014 calls for the development 
of guidelines regarding: a) Transboundary consultations and cooperation in the field of MSP and b) Public 
participation for MSP with transboundary dimensions.  

In view of the inter-relationship between these two different aspects, it has been decided by the Joint 
HELCOM-VASAB Maritime Spatial Planning Working Group (HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG), that both topics 
will be covered by one guideline document.   

The guidelines presented in this document have been prepared in order to assist maritime spatial 
planners and the authorities they work for. They are of a non-binding character. 

The guidelines are applicable for transboundary maritime areas without prejudice to the national 
systems of the spatial planning. 

Transboundary cooperation and consultations for maritime spatial planning (MSP) take place in different 
formats depending on the topics to be consulted or cooperated on.  

In general terms consultation and co-operation could be described as follows: 

Consultation of more practical topics is arising in the course of elaboration of maritime spatial plans, 
e.g. transboundary impacts of the plan, or transboundary coherence of the planning provisions. This 
usually takes place in bilateral or trilateral interactions (cross-border interactions) and refers to the 
formal process, which takes place between affected Baltic Sea Region (BSR) countries and their 
authorities on specific provisions foreseen in a given Maritime Spatial Plan.  

Cooperation on maritime spatial planning is understood as a more open and preparatory process 
with focus on information and knowledge exchange as well as development of common 
understanding.  

Co-operation at pan-Baltic level concerns strategic and farsighted decisions on joint directions or joint 
guidelines and principles for development of marine areas.  

Cooperation as well as consultation at transboundary scale relates mainly to the structured and 
organised interaction between various government bodies.  

Stakeholder involvement (including municipalities and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) such as 
trade associations and other interest groups) is, often part of MSP. This is the process to engage a 
selected range of targeted stakeholders in the planning activities since clear articulation of sectoral and 
other interests is essential for MSP and helps planners to draw more qualitative long-term solutions.  

Public participation is very similar but broader in scope as it involves methods which engage the general 
public in MSP.  

The  purpose  of public participation or at least stakeholder involvement is  to  ensure  that  stakeholder  
voices  are  heard,  not  only  from  within  the  country  developing  the  plan  but  also  across the 
borders and on pan-Baltic scale. 

The guidelines cover the following aspects: 

i) consultations between MSP authorities of neighbouring countries and/or those countries 
directly affected by MSP and the related public participation process that should take place 
concerning transboundary aspects during the process of drafting a maritime spatial plan.  

ii) cooperation between MSP authorities at pan-Baltic scale on issues affecting most or all of the 
Baltic Sea and/or the level involving most or all BSR countries as well as the process foreseen to 
ensure effective stakeholder engagement at a more strategic level. 
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2 Glossary 

2.1 Definitions used in this set of guidelines: 

Competent authorities (authorities responsible for MSP): the authorities preparing and/or approving 
maritime spatial plans.    

National MSP contact points: The chosen authority in charge of MSP in each BSR country, which act as 
the “focal point” for transboundary as well as pan-Baltic MSP cooperation. 

Consultation: the formal process which takes place between competent national authorities usually 
from 2-3 BSR countries to discuss practical topics arising in the course of elaboration of maritime spatial 
plans, e.g. transboundary coherence of the planning provisions. 

Cooperation: more open, informal and often preparatory process of information and knowledge 
exchange as well as development of common understanding, which involves a larger number of 
competent authorities and stakeholders. 

Public participation: the process by which an organization consults with interested or affected 
individuals, organizations, and government entities before making a decision. Public participation is two-
way communication and collaborative problem solving with the goal of achieving better and more 
acceptable decisions. Public participation prevents or minimizes disputes by creating a process for 
resolving issues before they become polarized. Thus, public participation is very broad by engaging 
general public in addition to the more institutionalised stakeholders. Widespread public participation 
helps to ensure a wider acceptance for the planning solution.  

The Aarhus Convention - The United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention on 
Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental 
Matters (adopted on 25 June 1998): the Aarhus Convention grants the public rights regarding access to 
information, public participation and access to justice, in governmental decision-making processes on 
environmental matters in the transboundary context at national, regional and other levels.  

The Espoo (EIA) Convention – United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention on 
Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (signed in 1991, entered into force in 
1997) and the its Protocol on Strategic Environmental Assessment (adopted in 2003): the Espoo (EIA) 
Convention sets out the obligations of Parties —that is States that have agreed to be bound by the 
Convention— to assess the environmental impact of certain activities at an early stage of planning and 
lays down the general obligation of States to notify and consult each other on all major projects under 
consideration that are likely to have a significant adverse environmental impact across boundaries. 

The UNECE Protocol on Strategic Environmental Assessment to the aforesaid Convention on 
Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (Kyiv, 2003): the protocol requires its 
Parties to evaluate the environmental consequences of their official draft plans and programmes also in 
the transboundary context 

Pan-Baltic scale/level: affecting most or all of the Baltic Sea countries, and/or the level involving most 
or all BSR countries. The pan-Baltic level mainly deals with strategic issues, such as achieving coherence 
or providing general guidelines.  

Relevant Pan-Baltic organisations: in a transboundary MSP consultation process these are HELCOM and 
VASAB. 

Cross-border issues: issues which are relevant for two or more neighbouring countries only. 

Transboundary issues: issues which are pan-Baltic and cross-border where impacts may extend across 
boundaries, not necessarily only immediate neighbouring countries. 

Stakeholder: a person, group or organization that has interest or concern in a given maritime spatial 
plan, its preparation or any other MSP relevant process. 
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Stakeholder involvement: processes which deals with concerns and issues raised at stakeholder and/or 
expert level. Unlike public participation these processes do not necessarily involve the general public. 

Spatial subsidiarity: the principle which stipulates that spatial challenges should be dealt with at the 
lowest most appropriate spatial level. 

Stakeholder consultation steps in these guidelines are understood in the following way: 

a) informing in a targeted way about relevant aspects of the MSP process (e.g. commencement of 
MSP, entering new phase of MSP, availability of materials for consultations etc.), 

b) screening the resources of stakeholders available at public domain (e.g. website, reports, 
available data and information etc.) in order to use them in the MSP, 

c) asking stakeholders for inputs to the MSP process in order to identify existing practice and 
interests of various stakeholders, e.g. identification of development plans towards a certain sea 
space, identification of areas of most intensive use of the sea space, identification of an exclusive 
possession of the stakeholder, etc., 

d) asking stakeholders for opinions and reflections on a draft proposal of the maritime spatial 
plan (goals, methodology and proposed solutions/preferences), 

e) preparing jointly with stakeholders new knowledge, new know-how, tentative solutions of the 
problems etc. 

Consultation forms of each step can vary: sometimes opinions should be extracted and sought actively, 
and sometimes screening available materials and information is sufficient.  For the public participation 
the steps are similar, whereas the instrument must accommodate a more open way of information, 
dialogue and exchange of opinions. 

3 Recommendations for transboundary consultation and cooperation for a 
specific MSP process 

Consultation processes should be in line with the common approaches decided in pan-Baltic co-
operation. The aim of the processes should ensure that maritime spatial plans are coherent across the 
Baltic Sea-basin scale to avoid costly misalignments and negative environmental impacts as well as 
promoting efficiency gains and synergies.   

Consultations are facilitated by National MSP contact points if appropriate. National MSP contact points 
are the gateways able to sort out, discuss and address within each country problems and questions 
related to MSP raised by the competent MSP authorities from other countries. Ideally this should be one 
institution (one contact person) only, which in turn will consult with the other authorities in its own 
country as to provide one national position. 

The following recommendation has been proposed in order to facilitate transboundary consultations 
for coherent MSP across the Baltic Sea basin. 

3.1 Broadening   the scope of transboundary   dialogue:    Building on the Espoo Convention while 
strengthening the scope of consultations 

The Protocol on Strategic Environment Assessment (Kiev Protocol) referring to the Espoo (EIA) 
Convention provides a framework for facilitating formal transboundary consultation between affected 
states with focus on environmental impacts only. But full-scale consultation should deal with a broader 
range of MSP issues, in particular socio-economic ones.  Consultations should be extended towards 
encompassing not only potential conflicts but also synergies (in particular socio-economic opportunities) 
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as a result of voluntary compliance of the competent authorities in the BSR. The co-operation should 
cover general planning approaches, such as overall aims and objectives of maritime spatial plans.  

Therefore MSP needs a broader scope, and consultations and co-operation starting earlier than is 
required by the Kiev Protocol referring to the Espoo (EIA) Convention. At least the broader scope 
(covering socio-economic concerns) consultations should start together with the Kiev Protocol referring 
to the Espoo (EIA) Convention consultations.  This should be achieved through voluntary compliance of 
the competent authorities in the BSR, as a result of adoption of these Guidelines. The broadening of 
scope is in line with the spirit of Directive 2014/89/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council – 
Article 1, Article 11 and Article 12, as far as it concerns the EU member states.   

3.2 Establishing     a     formal     process     of     transboundary     information   exchange   and     
consultation early in the MSP process  

a) Timing of formal transboundary consultations remains a critical issue.  In order  to give 
neighbouring  countries  a  chance  to understand  the  essence of the envisaged plan, and a real 
chance to contribute  not only to the planning provisions/solutions but also to the planning 
process, it is necessary to start consultations  before  the maritime  spatial  plan is fully  drafted.  

b) The following steps are proposed:   

a) All Baltic Sea countries should start consulting neighbouring countries at the early stage of 
preparation of a maritime spatial plan as a part of the routine MSP process.  If the impact of the 
plan is of pan-Baltic nature, all BSR countries and the relevant pan-Baltic organisations should 
be informed. This applies to all  national,  but  also  to  sub-national maritime  spatial  plans  if  
these  are  expected  to  have cross-border impacts.   

b) The competent authorities should inform their neighbouring counterparts of their intention to 
start a MSP process. This should be done in the form of a formal letter/e-mail in English (or 
national language of the addressees). The information should be sent to the countries affected, 
as well as to the relevant pan-Baltic organisations. 

c) The competent authorities clearly state the intention and the nature of the maritime spatial 
plan, so other countries can understand the possible influence and the impacts of the plan. 

d) The competent authorities (preferably via National MSP contact points) ask for relevant 
documents and any other information, if available (or public sources of such information) from 
the neighbouring countries. The requested documents and information should have an impact 
on the development of the envisaged plan, such as environmental  data  and  information on  
human  uses  of  the  sea,  in  particular    with  cross-border  elements  (e.g.  issues suggested 
under Article 8  of Directive 2014/89/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council).  

e) The competent authorities (preferably via National MSP contact points) also inform the 
neighbouring countries, once the stakeholder process begins in order to give the neighbouring 
country the option of installing a parallel domestic stakeholder process (or public participation) 
on issues of cross-border significance. It is suggested that the information is being given in the 
form of a letter/e-mail in English (or national language of the addressees) describing the location 
of the plan, its main objectives and possible cross-border impacts. 
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3.3 Organising stakeholder involvement in the transboundary consultation process  

The decision on how to organise the transboundary stakeholder process is the responsibility of the 
competent authorities of BSR neighbouring countries approached by the competent authorities from 
the country that is developing the maritime spatial plan. Communication between countries takes place 
preferably through the established National MSP contact points.  Stakeholder involvement is organised 
best at national level, as each country has a different culture and legislation (regulations) on public 
participation and different settings on how stakeholders are organised. It therefore needs to find its 
own way of involving stakeholders and general public and engaging them in the MSP process in line with 
a subsidiarity principle. 

Following steps are proposed: 

a) The authorities of the BSR neighbouring countries (in co-operation with National MSP contact 
points) - when requested by the competent authorities from a country which started elaboration 
of the maritime spatial plan - initiate and run a stakeholder involvement process within the 
territory of their state immediately after obtaining the request and in line with information 
received (on the intention and the nature of the plan). The process might vary and should be 
shaped in line with the nature of the problems to be discussed, ranging from asking selected 
stakeholders for opinion up to full-scale public participation. 

b) They should ensure the necessary comprehensive participation of stakeholders in line with 
information received from the neighbouring country. They sort out which type of input can be 
obtained via screening available national resources, which information can be extracted via 
asking stakeholders for inputs or opinions and to what extent involvement of general public is 
necessary. They prioritise the results of the stakeholder process, if necessary. 

c) They should communicate the results of the stakeholder process to the country, i.e. the country 
drafting the maritime spatial plan.  

d) The competent authorities inform the relevant authorities of the BSR neighbouring countries, 
who run the consultation process, in due time of how and to what extent their remarks have 
been taken into consideration in the process of drafting the plan, and, in case the remarks have 
not been taken into account, provide a justification. 

The competent authority, if appropriate, might also consider engaging well organised stakeholder 
groups existing at pan-Baltic level, and also consulting existing transboundary expert groups (e.g. 
established by the HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG ) on particular topics  (see recommendations below) in line 
with the subsidiarity principle. 

3.4 Developing a transboundary consultation strategy 

Apart from the step-by-step approach, appropriate consultation and communication formats have to be 
found within a transboundary consultation process. Whereas each approach should depend on the 
specificities of an individual maritime spatial plan, as a minimum the following features of the 
consultations format should be taken care of in the early planning phases: 

a) Direct communication at the level of the competent authorities  is  essential  for building up  a  
capital of  trust,  so networking  between  the competent authorities  and  MSP  practitioners 
should be encouraged.  

b) Written information alone is often not sufficient; face to face meetings with the neighbouring 
countries are encouraged, to present and discuss the planned MSP process.  
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c) Direct communication to stakeholders on the planned undertaking is also important both in the 
country itself and in the neighbouring countries. The competent authorities should therefore  be  
prepared  to  travel  to  the  neighbouring  countries in the early stages of elaboration of  a  
maritime  spatial  plan and explain their plans and intentions,  if asked by the National MSP 
contact points of the countries influenced by the plan.  Alternatively National MSP contact points 
from neighbouring countries are invited to the country which prepares the plan. The outcomes 
of bi-lateral and multilateral discussions should be distributed to all neighbouring countries by 
the competent authorities. 

d) Language is a critical issue in this process:  

a. The MSP technical language needs to be explained. To avoid misunderstanding the 
different stages of MSP, the respective aims, outputs and tools need to be clearly 
explained.   

b. The competent authorities should be ready to make available relevant information in 
English. As a minimum a translation should be provided of the nontechnical summary 
of the draft MSP and maps with legends. 

3.5 Strengthening informal transboundary cooperation processes  

In parallel with the processes of informing neighbouring countries described above, informal processes 
of co-operation i.e. exchanging information and experience can be strengthened:  

a) Informal routes of communication should  be established between the relevant authorities 
before a maritime spatial plan is drafted, as this can facilitate the informal supply of information 
outside the narrow confines of (potentially restrictive) formal channels. 

b) Informal discussions can be initiated as a useful vehicle for brokering common solutions.  

c) Informally agreed solutions then need to be endorsed through formal channels, e.g. to the 
extent that remarks and suggestions raised in the consultation process should be taken into 
consideration.   

d) Authorities responsible for MSP should be in regular contact with each other, in order to build 
trust, and also to know who to communicate with during formal processes.  

The existing networks and fora, such as Polish-German Intergovernmental Commission on Regional and 
Cross-border co-operation, can also be used as proper fora for bi- and multilateral co-operation in the 
field of MSP in order to secure synergies of key transboundary policies affecting MSP. 

4 Recommendations for transboundary pan-Baltic cooperation on MSP 

4.1 Continuing policy guiding at pan-Baltic level  

It is recommended that VASAB CSPD/BSR and HELCOM HOD should continue their role as a facilitator of 
pan-Baltic MSP development by providing a forum for: 

• exchange on MSP strategies and policies of their  Member States/Contracting Parties, 

• provide the decisions on transboundary consultation in the BSR. 
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Practical cooperation in this field could continue to be steered by HELCOM and VASAB on MSP. The joint 
cooperation set up so far has provided a platform for transboundary information exchange and 
cooperation in the MSP process and concentrated mainly on practical issues and preparation of decision-
making of pan-Baltic scope and relevance. 

4.2 Creating and facilitating expert groups for pertinent MSP topics and issues and implementing 
their results 

It is recommended that the main focus of pan-Baltic co-operation should be on actual MSP plans (or 
outcomes from the practitioners forum/projects), in order to develop and present ways of solving 
different planning issues. The issues requiring policy support should be brought to VASAB CSPD/BSR and 
HELCOM HOD. 

If the need to support the work of HELCOM and VASAB in MSP arises, it is recommended that expert 
groups are established by decision of HELCOM and VASAB with concrete mandate to deal with pertinent 
specific topics and issues related to MSP development within the BSR. The expert groups are expected 
to work within a given timeframe towards clearly defined outputs to be presented for decision-making 
to HELCOM and VASAB. They should work on issues that need expert support to become solved (using 
existing HELCOM-VASAB framework).  

The expert groups should meet following requirements: 

a) They should represent a broad range of relevant perspectives for a given topic.  

b) The BSR countries shall be consulted on the nomination of relevant experts. National MSP 
contact points in each country (if existing) should be involved in such consultations.  

c) Nominees should not be seen as political representatives.  

d) Expert group topics could be selected based on the following criteria:  

• the urgency of the issue for all BSR countries, 

• manageability of the task and achievement of a clear output,  

• inability of being solved under existing frameworks, 

• willingness of sectors and stakeholders to become involved. 

e) A close liaison  should be provided of the groups’ work with other important pan-Baltic 
processes such as actions of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (in particular Horizontal 
Action Spatial Planning), and with the work of the EU Member States Expert Groups on ICM and 
MSP. 

f) It should be taken into account that in the HELCOM-VASAB cooperation there are non-EU 
countries represented as well.  

Before establishment of an expert group a possibility of making use of the results of the relevant 
completed or on-going projects and projects under preparation should be analysed in order to avoid 
duplication of the work and ensure sparing use of the expert resources. 

4.3 Engaging and cooperating with other pan-Baltic organisations on a continuous basis 

Cooperation with industrial and other interests’ sectors is a prerequisite of proper and successful MSP. 
Their stakeholders/representatives may become increasingly involved in transboundary as well as pan-
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Baltic MSP processes in future, through active co-operation at national and pan-Baltic level. Furthermore 
they may also be represented within expert groups.    

Therefore it is recommended that HELCOM and VASAB, without prejudice of their mandates: 

a) prepare and ensure an update of the list of relevant sectors that might be involved in pan-Baltic 
co-operation on  MSP, and identify their formal roles, responsibilities and mandates in concrete 
MSP relevant fields/policies, 

b) run the process of recognition of each other’s competences (sectors and within HELCOM-VASAB 
framework) and concrete cases/issues to be jointly discussed (identification of common 
goals/interests), 

c) monitor on a regular basis major changes in the work of those sectors relevant for Baltic  MSP, 

d) develop and  implement the communication policy regarding the engagement of different types 
of sectors in MSP at pan-Baltic level, 

e) co-operate, discuss and develop solutions for  concrete issues with sectors at pan-Baltic level. 

4.4 Promoting informal pan-Baltic co-operation of MSP practitioners 

In parallel to the existing working groups/expert groups, it is suggested to promote an informal 
discussion platform on MSP issues for those responsible for developing and implementing maritime 
spatial plans in their countries (practitioners’ level).  

VASAB will use this platform, as well as given projects and other MSP initiatives on MSP at various levels: 
regional, national, transboundary, and even outside the BSR if appropriate.  

In order to promote pan-Baltic co-operation on MSP, VASAB will facilitate an ongoing, structured process 
of conducting regular events, targeting at fostering information and knowledge exchange and creating 
trust among Baltic Sea MSP practitioners across different initiatives, thereby enhancing future 
transboundary MSP processes.  
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Annex 4 Adoption of GES boundaries for hazardous substances Note the general study reservation by Germany (para 4.48) 

Core indicator GES boundary Source  Endorsement type HOD 50-2016 
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and dioxin and furan  
Dioxin and dioxin-like 
compounds 

0.0065 TEQ/kg ww fish, crustaceans or molluscs EQS biota human health New GES proposal Agreed 

 Secondary GES boundary:  
CB-118 24 µg/kg lw fish liver or muscle: 

 
EAC 

New secondary GES 
proposal 

DK study reservation 

Non-dioxin like PCBs;  sum of congeners (28, 52, 101, 138, 153, 180) 75 
µg/kg ww fish muscle  

EC 1881/2006 New GES proposal DK study reservation 

Polyaromatichydrocarbons (PAH) and their metabolites  
benzo(a)pyrene  5 μg/kg ww crustaceans and molluscs EQS biota human health New GES proposal Agreed 
Metabolite: 1-
hydroxypyrene 

483 ng/g fish bile Davies & Vethaak, 2012 New GES proposal DK study reservation 

Secodary: 
Fluoranthene; 

Secondary GES boundary:  
30 μg/kg ww crustaceans and molluscs, 
2000 ug/kg dw sediment 

 
EQS biota human health 
QS 

New secondary GES 
proposal 

 
Agreed 
DK study reservation 

Secondary: Anthracene Secondary GES boundary 
24 ug/kg dw sediment 

QS New secondary GES 
proposal 

 
Agreed 

TBT and imposex  
TBT 1.6 µg /kg dw sediment (5% TOC) QS  New GES proposal DK study reservation 
 Secondary GES boundary: 

0.2 ng/l water 
12 µg/kg dw mussel 

 
EQS water (AA) 
EAC 

New secondary GES 
proposal 

 
Agreed 
DK study reservation 

Imposex Peringia ulvae: 0.1 VDSI 
Nucella lapillus: 2.0 VDSI 
Neptunea antiqua: 2.0 VDSI 
Hinia reticulata: 0.3 VDSI 
Buccinum undatum: 0.3 VDSI 
Littorina littorea: <0.3 ISI 

Gercken & Sordyl 2009; 
Magnusson et al 2016 
EAC 

New GES proposal DK study reservation 

Metals  
Cd  Offshore 

assessment 
units 

50 µg/kg ww fish muscle 
1000 µg/kg ww mussels 

EC 1881/2006 Proposed revision PL, SE study reservations (both 
matrices) 
DK study reservation (fish muscle) 

Pb Offshore 
assessment 
units 

300 µg/kg ww fish muscle 
1500 µg/kg ww mussels 

EC 1881/2006 Proposed revision PL, SE study reservations (both 
matrices) 
DK study reservation (fish muscle) 
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Annex 5 HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/1 “Waterborne pollution input assessment 
(PLC-WATER)” 

 

HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/1 *) 

Adopted 16 June 2016, 
having regard to Article 20, Paragraph 1 b)  
of the Helsinki Convention 

 

*) This Recommendation supersedes HELCOM Recommendation 26/2 

 

WATERBORNE POLLUTION INPUT ASSESSMENT (PLC-WATER) 

THE COMMISSION, 

RECALLING Paragraph 1 of Article 3 of the Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the 
Baltic Sea Area, 1992 (Helsinki Convention), in which the Contracting Parties agreed to undertake measures to 
prevent and eliminate pollution in order to promote the ecological restoration of the Baltic Sea Area, as well 
as Article 5 to prevent and eliminate pollution of the marine environment of the Baltic Sea caused by harmful 
substances from all sources,  

RECALLING ALSO Paragraph 2 of Article 6 of the Helsinki Convention, in which the Contracting Parties agreed 
to undertake, i.a., to co-operate in the development and adoption of specific programmes concerning 
emissions and inputs to water of harmful substances,  

RECALLING FURTHER Paragraph 2 of Article 16 of the Convention, in which the Contracting Parties agreed to 
undertake to provide, emission data or on environmental quality, as far as available which also includes 
pollution input data, 

RECALLING FURTHERMORE Paragraph 5 of Article 3 of the Convention, in which the Contracting Parties agreed 
to undertake to ensure that measurements and calculations of emissions and inputs to water are carried out 
in a scientifically appropriate manner in order to assess the state of the marine environment and ascertain the 
implementation of the Convention, 

NOTING the requirements of the EU Water Framework Directive concerning monitoring and reporting of 
discharges from point sources and losses from diffuse sources of nutrients and hazardous substances, 

NOTING ALSO the need arising from the requirements of the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive to 
provide information for an assessment of the environmental status and for an estimate of the distance from, 
and progress towards, good environmental status, which requires to minimize human-induced eutrophication 
and to lower concentrations of contaminants to levels not giving rise to pollution effects, 

NOTING FURTHER the requirements of the Water Code of the Russian Federation, Federal Law of Russian 
Federation on Environment Protection and subordinated legal acts regarding monitoring of water quality, 

IDENTIFYING the need to regularly follow up and assess progress in implementation of the requirements of 
the HELCOM nutrient reduction scheme established in the Baltic Sea Action Plan and updated by the 
commitments of the 2013 HELCOM Copenhagen Ministerial Declaration, 
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RECALLING the commitment of the Baltic Sea Action Plan to identify, estimate and reduce the discharges, 
emissions and losses of hazardous substances to achieve a Baltic Sea with concentrations of hazardous 
substances close to natural levels, 

TAKING INTO ACCOUNT the requirements of the HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Strategy implying a six-
year monitoring and assessment cycle, 

NOTING the continuing concern on harmful effects of pollutants in the environment and that a significant 
amount of various contaminants is entering the Baltic Sea via rivers and direct discharges, from industrial and 
municipal sources as well as from non-point sources in the whole Baltic Sea catchment area,  

DESIRING to obtain a reliable assessment of the waterborne input of pollutants entering the Baltic Sea from 
the land-based sources for the concerted action to limit the pollution of the marine environment of the Baltic 
Sea Area,  

RECOMMENDS to the Governments of the Contracting Parties to the Helsinki Convention that:  

a) the pollution input assessment should be carried out and reported in accordance with the PLC-Water 
Guidelines1 Input Assessment; 

b) the Guidelines should be regularly evaluated and updated by experts to meet the topical requirements 
and adopted by the responsible subsidiary body of HELCOM;  

c) the quantified waterborne total inputs (from rivers, unmonitored areas as well as point sources 
discharging directly to the Baltic Sea) of nutrients and hazardous substances are reported to HELCOM 
annually. This includes quantification of the transboundary waterborne inputs according to the PLC-
Water Guidelines; 

d) the quantified total waterborne input specified in c) and other relevant information as specified in the 
PLC-Water Guidelines should be submitted by all Contracting Parties in accordance with the agreed 
format by the end of October following the year of data collection; 

e) the following data and information are reported to HELCOM every sixth year unless decided otherwise 
in HELCOM: quantified waterborne discharges from point sources and losses from diffuse pollution 
sources as well as the quantified natural background losses into inland surface waters within the 
catchment area of the Baltic Sea. The reporting includes quantification of the transboundary 
waterborne inputs together with other relevant information related to these inputs as specified in the 
PLC-Water Guidelines; 

f) the information specified in e) should be reported by all Contracting Parties in accordance with the 
agreed format by the end of December following the year of data collection. 

 

 

                                                
1  HELCOM Guidelines for the annual and periodical compilation and reporting of waterborne pollution inputs to the 
Baltic Sea (PLC-water). 



Outcome of HOD 50-2016 
 

   
 Page 45 of 57  

 
 

Annex 6 HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/2 “Monitoring of airborne pollution input” 

 

HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/2 *) 

 

Adopted 16 June 2016, 
having regard to Article 20, Paragraph 1 b) 
of the Helsinki Convention 

*) This Recommendation supersedes HELCOM Recommendation 24/1 

 

MONITORING OF AIRBORNE POLLUTION INPUT 

 

THE COMMISSION, 

RECALLING Paragraph 5 of Article 3 of the Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the 
Baltic Sea Area, 1992 (Helsinki Convention), in which the Contracting Parties agreed to undertake that 
measurements and calculations of emissions from point sources to water and air and of inputs from diffuse 
sources to water and air are carried out in a scientifically appropriate manner in order to assess the state of 
the marine environment of the Baltic Sea and ascertain the implementation of this Convention,  

RECALLING ALSO Paragraph 3 of Article 24 of the Helsinki Convention 1992, in which the Contracting Parties 
agreed to undertake directly, or when appropriate through competent regional or other international 
organizations, and, on the basis of information and data acquired pursuant to Paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article, 
to co-operate in developing inter-comparable observation methods, in performing baseline studies and in 
establishing complementary or joint programmes for monitoring, 

NOTING the need arising from the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive requirements to provide 
information for an assessment of the environmental status and for an estimate of the distance from, and 
progress towards, good environmental status, which requires to minimize human-induced eutrophication and 
to lower concentrations of contaminants to levels not giving rise to pollution effects, 

NOTING ALSO the requirements of the Federal Law of Russian Federation on Environment Protection, Federal 
Law of Russian Federation on Air Protection and subordinated legal acts regarding monitoring of air quality, 

IDENTIFYING the need to regularly follow up and assess progress in implementation of the requirements of 
the HELCOM nutrient reduction scheme established in the Baltic Sea Action Plan and updated by the 
commitments of the 2013 HELCOM Copenhagen Ministerial Declaration, 

RECALLING the commitment of the Baltic Sea Action Plan to identify, estimate and reduce the discharges, 
emissions and losses of hazardous substances to achieve a Baltic Sea with concentrations of hazardous 
substances close to natural levels, 

NOTING FURTHER the commitment by the 2013 HELCOM Copenhagen Ministerial Declaration to intensify 
efforts and co-operation in monitoring and assessment of airborne inputs and to reduce inputs of hazardous 
substances through the development of measures addressing airborne transport of hazardous substances, 

NOTING FURTHERMORE, in particular, the close co-operation established with UN ECE EMEP programme on 
monitoring and modelling of atmospheric pollutants, on quality assurance, on data reporting and management 
and on the establishment of emission inventories, 
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DESIRING to obtain a reliable assessment of the airborne inputs of pollutants entering the Baltic Sea via air 
and precipitation including quantification of transboundary airborne inputs for the development of concerted 
actions to limit pollution of the marine environment in the Baltic Sea, 

RECOMMENDS to the Governments of the Contracting Parties to the Helsinki Convention that: 

1. Each Contracting Party should, on a continuous basis, collect data on the pollution of air and 
precipitation that can: 

- contribute to quantification  and assessment of  the atmospheric pollution input to the Baltic Sea 
and its catchment area, 

- be used for validation of models for calculations of such inputs and to assess environmental 
pressure, 

- support decisions on emission reduction measures, 

- be used in combination with models for verification of compliance with such measures; 

2. Each Contracting Party should for this purpose have at least one monitoring station on the coast or 
on an island with simultaneous sampling and measurements of pollutants in air and precipitation according to 
the monitoring programme requirements set out below and in Attachment 1; 

3. Each Contracting Party should annually report the collected data to the air quality data consultant 
at agreed deadlines in an agreed electronic format1; 

4. Each Contracting Party should report whether changes in sampling and analytical procedures have 
occurred and, if so, report the changes and their consequences for the data quality; 

5. Each Contracting Party should at the end of each year update emission estimates of selected 
pollutants according to the Joint EMEP/CORINAIR Atmospheric Emission Inventory Guidebook and agreed 
formats and report the data to agreed deadlines2, 

RECOMMENDS ALSO that all institutes involved should, wherever possible, use the procedures for sampling, 
analysis and quality assurance and control contained in the EMEP Manual for Sampling and Analysis and 
otherwise use procedures that have been recommended in other relevant international fora3, 

RECOMMENDS FURTHER that all Contracting Parties should support development of sampling and analytical 
methods to improve the data quality and development of chemical transport models that will improve the 
quality of the assessments of environmental pressures of atmospheric pollution to the Baltic Sea area, 

RECOMMENDS FINALLY that the pollutants to be monitored and for which emission inventories are to be 
established and updated should, as a minimum for each Contracting Party, comprise the following mandatory 
programme (Attachment 1) and that additional pollutants are monitored voluntary at some of the stations in 
the Baltic Sea area either on a national basis or as a joint effort of the Contracting Parties. 

  

                                                
1 Presently the reporting deadline is 30 September following the year of data collection and reporting format according 
to http://www.nilu.no/projects/ccc/submission/index.html 
2 Current deadline is 15 February two years in arrears 
3 e.g. procedures required for measurements at rural background stations according to EU air quality directives 
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Attachment 1 

HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/2 for Air Monitoring Programme for monitoring of the pollution of air and 
precipitation 

 

Pollutants in precipitation4 

Pollutant type Mandatory 
programme 

Voluntary national or 
joint Programmes  

Maximum sampling 
time5 

1 month 
 
 

1 month 
 
 

Precipitation Amount   
Nutrients NO3

-; NH4
+ total P 

Main ions   Na+; Mg2+;Cl-; K+; Ca2+; 
SO4

=; pH; conductivity. 
Metals Cd; Pb. Cr; Ni; Cu; Zn; As; Hg 

and Fe 
POPs  γ-HCH (lindane). 
PCBs  Congeners 28, 52, 101, 

118, 138, 153, 180. 
PAHs  BaP 

 

Airborne pollutants  
 

Pollutant type Mandatory 
programme 

Voluntary national or 
joint Programmes 

Maximum sampling 
time6 

24 hours 
 

1 week7 

Nutrients    
air – gas: NO2.  

   
air – gas: HNO3; NH3.  

air-particles: NO3
-; NH4

+.  
or alternatively   

phase sums: (HNO3 + NO3
-)  

phase sums: (NH3  + NH4
+). 

 
Total P 

Metals    
Air:  Hg 

particles:  Cr; Ni; Cu; Zn; As; Cd; 
Pb; Hg and Fe 

POPs  γ-HCH (lindane) 
PCBs  Congeners 28, 52, 101, 

118, 138, 153, 180 
PAHs  BaP 

                                                
4 Units according to the EMEP Manual for Sampling and Analysis 
5 In principle monitoring of precipitation should be performed continuously 
6 In principle monitoring of air and particulate samples should be performed continuously 
7 Daily or weekly samples can be pooled to monthly samples for analysis 
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Annex 7 HELCOM Procedures for releasing the reported PLC water data and accepting the filled in and consolidated dataset as part of the steps to 
elaborate PLC products 

 

Color categories:  
− Red color indicates CPs to report; 
− Blue color indicates data processing; 
− Green color indicates data/product approval by CPs; 
− Yellow color indicates procedure of input assessment based on reported data. 

 
Figure 1: Annual dataset. Deadlines are set for the year following the year of data collection. 

 

  

1) By  31 August

•PLC Water Data 
Manager to forward 
prefilled  annual 
reporting (with 
metadata) templates 
to the CPs

2)  By 21 
September

•CPs to check and amend 
the pre-filled in templates

•PLC Water Data Manager 
to include corrections and 
amendments in the 
database 

4) By 31 October

•CPs to upload and insert 
annual PLC data into the 
database following the 
year of data collection 
and to notify the 
Secretariat on the 
completed reporting

5) By 16 
November 

•PLC Water Data Manager 
to report on any missing 
data to REDCORE DG and 
the Secretariat to keep 
HELCOM HODs updated 
with the state of national 
reporting 

6) By 15 
December

•Reporting closes; any missing 
reporting by CPs is to be 
completed3) By 10 October 

• PLC Water Data Manager to 
complete initial follow-up on 
reported data, notifying on any 
missing data and checking if 
data are inserted into the 
database etc. and to forward 
the updated status to the 
Secretariat and REDCORE DG 
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7) By 1 March

•PLC Water Data 
Manager to conduct 
follow up clarification 
with the CPs and to 
finalize quality 
assurance and inform 
REDCORE DG 
accordingly

8) PRESSURE WG

•REDCORE DG to report 
on status of data 
reporting and quality 
assurance

9) By 20 April

•REDCORE DG to assess data, fill in 
data gaps, follow-up on 
suspicious data, and make a 
report based on a common 
protocol on how missing data 
have been filled in and suspicious 
data been corrected/replaced

•The assessment dataset is made 
available for CPs to approve

10)  by 15 of May

•National approvals of the 
assessment dataset by 
CPs (HODs are kept 
informed) 1)
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11) By 15 June

• Responsible 
institutes 
(contracted work) to 
prepare an updated 
annual report on 
actual waterborne 
inputs (Baltic Sea 
Environment Fact 
Sheet) based on the 
assessment dataset

12) By 30 June

•PRESSURE WG to approve the BSEFS and 
its publishing

•PLC Database Manager to make data in 
the new PLC database public avaible.

•Contracted work to make assessment 
dataset publicly available

13) By 30 August

•EMEP to deliver 
dataset on actual 
and normalized 
atmospheric inputs 

14) By 30 September

•EMEP to deliver 
report on annual 
atmospheric inputs

15) PRESSURE WG

•PRESSURE WG to 
approve the report 
on atmospheric 
inputs and its 
publishing [as Baltic 
Sea Environment 
Fact Sheet]

By 30 June 

Contracted work to make a first flow 
normalization and trend analysis iteration 
on PLC data. In cooperation with the 
Database Manager to make any needed 
follow up and clarification on suspicious 
data and need for minor adjustments in 
the dataset 

By 30 August 

A revised normalization 
and trend analysis of 
waterborne data are 
completed (contracted 
work) 
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16) By 16 October

•Contracted work to make further 
calculations and statistical 
analysis for MAI /CART follow-up 
assessments together with draft 
text, figures and tables

17) PRESSURE WG

• PRESSURE WG to 
consider results of the
draft MAI / CART follow-
up assessments

•Contracted work to fine-
tune the MAI/CART 
follow-up assessments  
and prepare the final 
assessment dataset

18) By 15 November

•PRESSURE WG to endorse 
the MAI/CART follow up 
assessments 

19) by end of December

•CPs (HODs) to approve 
the MAI/CART follow-up 
assessments and its 
publishing (including the 
assessment results)
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Figure 2. Periodical dataset (data not included in the annual dataset). Deadlines are set for the year following the year of data collection. 

 

 

1) By 1 September

•PLC Water Data Manager 
to forward prefilled (with 
metadata) periodic 
reporting templates to 
the CPs

2) By 1 October

•CPs to check and amend the 
pre-filled in templates

4) By the end of 
December

•CPs to report (upload and 
insert) periodical PLC 
data following the year of 
data collection

5) By 1 February

•PLC Water Data Manager to 
report on any missing data to 
REDCORE DG and the 
Secretariat to keep HOD 
updated with the state of 
national reporting 

7) By 15 March

•PLC Water Data Manager 
to conduct initial follow-
up on reported data, 
reminding on missing 
reporting and checking if 
data are entered in the 
database etc.

8) PRESSURE WG

•REDCORE DG to 
report on status 
for reporting

9) By 15 May

•PLC Water Data Manager to 
conduct quality assurance 
and follow up clarifications 
with CPs and follow up on 
missing data/metadaa

10) By the end of June

•PLC Water Data 
Manager  to compile 
data set with some 
basic figures to the PLC 
project for evaluating 
data 

11)  By 8 September

•PLC Project/REDCORE DG to assess data, fill 
in data gaps, follow-up on suspicious data, 
get missing data from CP’s/other sources 
and make a report pr. CP based on a 
common protocol on how missing data 
have been filled in and suspicious data 
been corrected/replaced

3) By 1 November 

• PLC Water Data Manager to 
include corrections and 
amendments in the 
database 

6) By 15 February 

• Reporting closes; any missing 
reporting by CPs is to be 
completed  
 

By 8 September 

• PLC Project to send dataset with 
periodical data to CPs together with a 
short report 
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12) By 1 October

•National aprovals 
of the assessment 
dataset by CPs 
(HODs are kept 
informed) 1)

13) 1 November

•PLC Data Manager: Data 
in the new PLC data base  
will further be available 
for CPs 

14) By  20 January

•PLC Project and REDCORE DG to 
make assessment including 
normalization and statistical 
analysis, tables and figures on 
periodic PLC data

15)  By 16 March

•PLC project/REDCORE DG and 
Secretariat update/make 
text/reporting

16) By mid-April

•PRESSURE WG to scrutinize 
and endorse the draft 
periodic PLC assessment

17) 16 May

•PLC Project/RECORE DG and 
Secretariat to make final draft PLC 
report and to forward it for HOD 
approval

•CPs (HODs) to approve periodic PLC 
assessment

19) August

•PLC Project and  Secretariat to make final edits to 
the assessment, and publishing of the periodic 
PLC assessment on HELCOM website

•PLC Project and Secretariat to make the periodic 
PLC dataset available

By 8 September 

PLC Project to send dataset 
with periodical data to CPs 
together with a short report 

18) June 
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1)  How the Contracting Parties approve the assessment data set 

• The data set for the assessment is based on the data uploaded and reported by the CP’s. 
• The PLC database contains quality assurance procedures which request CP’s to correct 

data/metadata and provide necessary information to enter the data in the PLC database. 
• Further the quality procedures will check data against former reported data and make other 

automatic quality control forcing CP’s to consider questionable/suspicious data and decide if they 
are valid or should be changed. 

• PLC Water Data Manager will also check the data and discuss the reported data with the CPs including 
following up on missing data and metadata. 

• RedCore DG will afterwards make quality assurance of the data, fill in data gaps and correct 
suspicious data to ensure a consistent and complete data set. The procedures for correcting and 
filling in data gaps will follow written protocols developed RedCore DG/PLC project and agreed by 
the CP, and RedCore DG will elaborate a short report on possible changes in reported data to each 
Contracting Party. 

• Therefore CP’s should be able to accept the assessment dataset for annual reports, PLC assessment 
and the MAI and CART follow-up assessment within 2-3 weeks. If a Contracting Party cannot agree 
on some corrections or filled in data gaps, it is obliged within the deadline to provide reliable data or 
the missing data, which can pass and fulfil the quality assurance check for entering data in the PLC 
database and which can be agreed upon by the RedCore DG for the assessments.  

• If no agreement can be reached with the given timeframe, RedCore DG will evaluate if it is anyway 
possible to finalize the assessment. PRESSURE and HOD will be notified on the lacking agreements 
and on how it will affect the elaboration of a complete assessment. The data not agreed upon from 
the CP’s will not be inserted in the PLC database.  

• The assessment dataset will be available on HELCOM website after HOD approval of the assessment 
product. 

There is a need to clarify how and where to store the PLC assessment dataset filled in and/or changed by 
RedCore DG and “lock it” to allow future use. Contracting Parties should also agree on how to mark the filled 
in and changed data, and data with lacking agreements. 
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Annex 8 Statements by the European Commission Regarding Financing and the 
Implementation of EU Legislation  

 
The EU is an important financing body for potential projects being considered within the context of HELCOM. 
In order to avoid any interference with the independent decision-making procedures established under the 
various financing instruments, the EU does, as a matter of principle, not take any position as regards any 
project proposal intended for submission to EU financing bodies. This should not be interpreted in any way 
as prejudging the position of the EU when taking financing decision. 
The responsibility for implementing EU legislation is solely with the EU Member States. The role of the 
European Commission is, inter alia, to assess compliance with EU legislation once a Member State has 
submitted its report. Hence, any statement or position taken by the EU within the context of HELCOM should 
not be construed to give any assessment of whether the work done by HELCOM is compliant with EU 
legislation.  
 
Statement regarding MSFD Implementation 
The EU pointed out that any agreement that the EU delegation will give within the context of HELCOM in this 
respect is without prejudice to the European Commission's role under the EU Treaty to assess the 
implementation and compliance of EU Member States with EU law and the assessments that the European 
Commission is required to carry out in accordance with Articles 12 and 16 MSFD after EU Member States 
have officially reported to the European Commission. 
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DEC Executive Secretary 

4-3 Outcome of AGRI 3-2016.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-3-Corr1 Concept note of the project MANURE STANDARDS.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-4 Extract from the Outcome of PRESSURE 4-2016.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-5 Draft HELCOM Recommendation on Sewage Sludge Handling.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-6 Draft Procedures for releasing the reported PLC water data.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-7 Outcome of FISH 4-2016.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-8 Outcome of State and Conservation 4-2016.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-9 Outcome of Gear 14-2016.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-10 HOLAS II recent progress and upcoming activities.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
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DEC Executive Secretary 
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4-13-Rev.1 Draft list of MSP pan-Baltic topics.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-13-Rev.2 Draft list of MSP pan-Baltic topics.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-14 Concept Note for the Seventh Baltic Sea Pollution Load Compilation 
(PLC-7) project.pdf 

CMNT Executive Secretary 

4-15 Outcome of RESPONSE 21-2016.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-16 Adoption of GES boundary proposals for hazardous substances.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-17 Draft status report on pharmaceuticals in the Baltic Sea.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-18 Current status of development of HELCOM indicators.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-19 Current status of PLC-6 annual and periodic data reporting.pdf CMNT Executive Secretary 
4-20 Possible future HELCOM action on Blue catch crops mussel farming and 
nutrient reduction.pdf 

CMNT Estonia, Sweden and 
European Union 

4-20-Rev.1 Possible future HELCOM action on Blue catch crops mussel 
farming and nutrient reduction.pdf 

CMNT Estonia, Sweden and 
European Union 

4-20-Rev.2 Possible future HELCOM action on Blue catch crops mussel 
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CMNT Estonia, Sweden and 
European Union 

4-21 CLIA Simulation Exercise - wastewater discharges in the Baltic Sea.pdf INF CLIA 
4-22 New hosting arrangement for the regional HELCOM AIS.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-22-Rev1 New hosting arrangement for the regional HELCOM AIS.pdf DEC Executive Secretary 
4-23-Corr. Progress in modernization of HELCOM data management 
systems.pdf 

INF Secretariat 

4-24 Baltic Sea Special Area under MARPOL Annex IV.pdf INF Chair of MARITIME 
4-25 Preliminary results on BSAP implementation.pdf INF Executive Secretary 
4-26 Observations after the study visit to Krasny Bor toxic wastes 
dumpsite.pdf 

INF Coalition Clean Baltic 

4-27 Amendment to the text of the Guideline in doc 4-1 by Denmark.pdf CMNT Denmark 
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Bor.pdf 
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6-1 Forthcoming meetings within HELCOM and other forums in 2016-
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6-4 Monitoring and mutual benefits, UN Sustainable Development Goals and 
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	4.2 The Meeting requested HELCOM Working Groups to consider and make plans for the implementation of the actions not yet accomplished under their area of responsibility at their next meeting.
	Maritime Spatial Planning
	4.3 The Meeting considered the draft list of MSP pan-Baltic topics as contained in Annex 2 and proposed additional tasks as contained in Annex 3 of document 4-13 and took note of the proposed additions by Germany to Annex 2 as reflected in document 4-...
	4.4 The Meeting took note of a study reservation by Russia on the tasks in Annex 2.
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	4.7 The Meeting considered a suitable period for the extended mandate of the HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG, taking into account the timeframe for implementation of the Regional MSP Roadmap (2013-2020) as well as other requirements the countries need to follow. ...
	4.8 The Meeting considered the Guideline for the implementation of ecosystem-based approach in MSP in the Baltic Sea area (document 4-1) and comments submitted by Denmark (document 4-27).
	4.9 The Meeting could not support incorporating the Danish proposals to the guideline as the remaining Contracting Parties were of the opinion that sustainable growth is already covered by the guideline and had no mandate for this meeting to re-open t...
	4.10 The Meeting noted the information by Ms. Katarzyna Krzywda representing VASAB on the adoption of both this guideline and the Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public participation and co-operation by VASAB CSPD.
	4.11 The Meeting approved the Guideline for the implementation of ecosystem-based approach in MSP in the Baltic Sea area as contained in document 4-1 (Annex 2). The Meeting took note of the request by Denmark that the issues related to sustainable gro...
	4.12 The Meeting considered the Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public participation and co-operation (document 4-2) and a proposal by Sweden to clarify the scope of the guidelines.
	4.13 The Meeting approved the Guidelines on transboundary consultations, public participation and co-operation (document 4-2, Annex 3) with the clarification that the Guidelines:
	- apply without prejudice to obligations emerging from national and international legislation and do not substitute the obligations and existing standard practice of parties to the Espoo Convention and its SEA protocol;
	- will be reviewed and amended, if needed, based on the experience gathered;
	- refer to the national MSP contact points for the purpose of transboundary consultation and joint planning, as designated by the Baltic Sea countries and listed.
	4.14 Further, the Meeting agreed that this approval decision by HOD 50-2016 is to be reflected as a cover note to accompany the guidelines and requested the Secretariat to approach VASAB if they wish the adoption decision by VASAB CPSD to be included ...
	4.15 The Meeting requested the Contracting Parties to check and, if needed, update the MSP WG list of the national MSP contact points for the purpose of transboundary consultation and joint planning.
	4.16 The Meeting invited the MSP WG to investigate a possibility to co-operate with the Baltic group under the Espoo Convention.
	Shipping
	4.17 The Meeting approved the final Baltic Sea NOx Emission Control Area application and the related INF. document on NOx reducing technology (documents 4-12-Rev.1 and 4-12-Rev.2) and decided that they will be submitted to the 70th session of the IMO ...
	4.18 The Meeting mandated Finland to make the necessary editorial amendments to the NECA documents (documents 4-12-Rev.1 and 4-12-Rev.2) and to submit them on behalf of the Baltic Sea countries to the MEPC 70 Meeting on 1 July 2016 at the latest, to b...
	4.19 The Meeting expressed appreciation to the lead country Finland for drafting and updating the NECA application documents, Denmark and the Russian Federation for organising the NECA workshops during spring 2016 and the remaining Contracting Parties...
	4.20 The Meeting took note that Russia expressed its satisfaction that the INF document (4-12-Rev.2) includes text which indicates the need to continue improving the related technology and underlined the importance of all Contracting Parties to be act...
	4.21 The Meeting took note of the comment by Estonia that there is a need for enhanced dialogue with the industry especially within the Maritime Group as a Baltic Sea NECA will result in additional costs (capital and operational costs) and that there ...
	4.22 The Meeting took note that the NECA Roadmap will have been completed after the submission of the NECA documents to IMO by 1 July 2016.
	4.23 The Meeting welcomed the outcome of MEPC 69 that the Baltic Sea Special Area regulations under MARPOL Annex IV will be applied on or after 1 June 2021 for existing IMO-registered passenger ships (document 4-24). For new passenger ships, the regul...
	4.24 The Meeting thanked Sweden for leading the work on designation of the Baltic Sea as sewage control area and Ms. Anna Petersson, the Chair of HELCOM MARITIME, for facilitating the process which enabled support from all Baltic Sea coastal countries.
	4.25 The Meeting recalled that MARITIME 16-2016 will consider and revise the work plan of the HELCOM Cooperation Platform on Port Reception Facilities (PRF).
	4.26 The Meeting took note of the information on CLIA Simulation Exercise: wastewater discharges in the Baltic Sea (document 4-21).
	4.27 The Meeting highlighted that practical experiences on the PRF facilities in the region are highly valuable and invited ports to provide similar information.
	4.28 The Meeting took note of the Provisional Agenda for the International Workshop on Port Reception Facilities for the Baltic Sea as Special Area according to MARPOL Annex IV, to be held in Kiel, Germany, 30 June – 1 July 2016 (document 4-29) and ap...
	4.29 The Meeting considered a new hosting arrangement for the regional HELCOM AIS (document 4-22-Rev.1), taking note that all Contracting Parties present at AIS EWG 27-2016 meeting agreed that the regional HELCOM AIS service is both used and highly ne...
	4.30 The Meeting took note that the change in hosting by Norway does not create any direct fees/ costs to the Contracting Parties.
	4.31 The Meeting noted that the new hosting solution does not cover services for generation of statistics and that this function will require that the Secretariat collects resources from EU projects or similar sources.
	4.32 The Meeting took note that the relocation of the HELCOM AIS system is not linked to any renegotiation of the existing AIS Agreement and that HELCOM Recommendation 33/1 has to be updated to reflect the migration of hosting.
	4.33 The Meeting took note that nearly 1/3 of the actions included in the Roadmap for HELCOM activities on ecosystem approach are depending on or benefiting from HELCOM AIS data.
	4.34 The Meeting decided, according to recommendation by AIS EWG 27-2016, to move the HELCOM AIS services from Denmark (DMA) to Norway (Kystverket) before the end of 2016, in order to avoid breaks in the service.
	4.35 The Meeting took note that all Baltic Sea EU member states are providing AIS information to EMSA via the HELCOM AIS, and that hosting by Norway would ensure the continuation of this service.
	4.36 The Meeting invited the Secretariat and the Contracting Parties to take the necessary steps for the migration of the hosting of HELCOM AIS, including arranging a meeting between the Secretariat, Norway, Denmark and EMSA.
	State and Conservation
	4.37 The Meeting took note of the outcome of STATE & CONSERVATION 4-2016 in general as presented by the Co-Chair Urmas Lips (document 4-8).
	4.38 The Meeting took note of the ongoing discussions to postpone the next HELCOM Red List assessment since some countries were of the view that the level of new knowledge does not justify a new assessment already by 2019 as originally planned. The Me...
	4.39 The Meeting took note that the finalization of the review and revision of HELCOM monitoring guidelines has been shifted to the end of 2016.
	4.40 The Meeting endorsed convening the next meeting of State and Conservation on 7-11 November 2016 in Estonia.
	4.41 The Meeting took note of the remaining study reservations on GES boundaries for core indicators (document 4-18). The Meeting noted that Denmark and Germany are still not in a position to lift their remaining study reservations on the GES boundari...
	4.42 The Meeting took note that a set of indicators with associated GES boundaries under development in HELCOM is anticipated to be presented for technical review by State and Conservation 5-2016 and for adoption at HOD 51-2016.
	4.43 The Meeting took note of the comment by Germany that endorsement of candidate indicators requires special attention and testing in HOLAS II before adoption.
	4.44 The Meeting noted the view by Denmark that the indicator ‘Number of drowned mammals and waterbirds in fishing gear’ is less relevant compared to, e.g. the indicators on population condition of mammals.
	4.45 The Meeting endorsed the use of indicators on commercial fish species developed by ICES in HOLAS II and clarified that all HELCOM countries are involved in reporting data. The Meeting took note of the request by Russia to check the availability o...
	4.46 The Meeting noted the proposal by Denmark to evaluate how the candidate indicator on ‘Maximum length fish in the pelagic community’ corresponds to indicators on commercial fish developed by ICES.
	4.47 The Meeting took note of the proposed GES boundaries for ‘Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and dioxins and furans’, ‘Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and their metabolites’ and ‘TBT and imposex’ (document 4-16) and the proposed revision of GES boun...
	4.48 The Meeting agreed to the proposed GES boundaries as contained in Annex 4 pending the following study reservations:
	- a general study reservation by Germany;
	- a study reservation by Poland on the GES boundaries for Cd and Pb in offshore assessment units;
	- a study reservation by Sweden on the use of the proposed GES boundaries for Cd and Pb in offshore assessment units under Descriptor 8;
	- a study reservation by Denmark on proposed GES boundaries that are not environmental quality standards derived from EU directives or nationally agreed environmental quality standards.
	4.49 The Meeting recognized the need to reach clarity regarding the use of indicators in HOLAS II and urged the Contracting Parties with study reservations to clarify their position as soon as possible, further noting that the HELCOM Expert network on...
	4.50 The Meeting took note of the information on HOLAS II recent progress and upcoming activities (document 4-10) and of the planned approval of assessment methodologies for use in HOLAS II at HOD 51-2016.
	4.51 The Meeting supported the continuation of the economic and social analysis in HOLAS II beyond lifetime of TAPAS project so that the developing framework can be further applied within HOLAS II in 2017 and in 2018.
	4.52 The Meeting took note that the Contracting Parties have been invited to propose use of indicators additional to the core indicators in HOLAS II as a way to complement the HELCOM core indicators as needed and according to principles proposed by th...
	Gear
	4.53 The Meeting took note of the outcome of GEAR 14-2016 in general (document 4-9).
	4.54 The Meeting mandated the Gear Group to oversee the development of the economic and social analyses under the HOLAS II project.
	4.55 The Meeting supported to further investigate how a regional consultation on the 2nd Holistic assessment could be arranged and requested the Secretariat to develop a proposal for HOD 51-2016.
	4.56 The Meeting noted that the Secretariat is developing a project application, as supported by the Heads of Delegation, in response to the European Commission call for proposals “Implementation of the Second Cycle of the Marine Strategy Framework Di...
	4.57 The Meeting noted the proposal by the Gear Group to use more often online meetings and to meet as needed.
	4.58 The Meeting welcomed the information that Russia can lift their study reservation on the ‘Joint documentation on coordination of Programmes of Measures’ noting that the EU requirements do not apply to Russia.
	4.59 The Meeting discussed possible future HELCOM action on "Blue catch crops / mussel farming and nutrient reduction" as proposed by Estonia, EU and Sweden (document 4-20) and exchanged views on possibilities to include specific activities at the reg...
	4.60 The Meeting took note that Germany dissociated itself from the activity “Blue catch crops / mussel farming and nutrient reduction” as possible future HELCOM action, but Germany did not want to get in the way of interested Contracting Parties that...
	4.61 The Meeting agreed on the activity with amendments as included in document 4-20-Rev. 2 and that the activity should be considered by relevant working groups.
	Pressure
	4.62 The Meeting took note of the outcome of PRESSURE 4-2016 in general (document 4-4).
	4.63 The Meeting appreciated the work done and the progress achieved by the Pressure Group in the last 2 years and thanked the Chair for efficient work.
	4.64 The Meeting requested to include into the agenda of PRESSURE 5-2016 the issues related to the internal load.
	4.65 The Meeting took note of the information on current activities within OSPAR to follow up implementation of the RAP ML and prioritization of measures and timelines in HELCOM if needed. The Meeting emphasized the need to coordinate the activities b...
	4.66 The Meeting approved organizing the workshop on implementation of the RAP ML back-to-back with PRESSURE 5-2016 and the HELCOM workshop on underwater noise on 5-6 October 2016.
	4.67 The Meeting pointed out that the requirements of the London Convention are to be taken into account in the methodology for assessment of impact by dredging and dredged material handling in the sea.
	4.68 The Meeting took note that the EU will be looking on the issue of modern technology for sewage sludge handling as a part of the commitment undertaken in circular economy package (concerning Fertilizer Regulation)..
	4.69 The Meeting decided to postpone decision on the timeframe for the PLC-8 assessment as 2021 for monitoring and the assessment in 2023.
	4.70 The Meeting agreed that the workshop dedicated to MAI/CART assessment methodologies will be organized in February 2017 when the recent assessment results are as ready as possible.
	4.71 The Meeting approved organizing the next meeting of the Pressure group (PRESSURE 5-2016) in Warsaw on 25-27 October 2016 and PRESSURE 6-2017 during the week 24-28 April 2017.
	4.72 The Meeting took note of the information presented by Russia on the study visit to the toxic waste landfill Krasnyi Bor and tentative action plan (document 4-28).
	4.73 The Meeting thanked Russia including the administration of St. Petersburg for the visit and open discussion on the site and related environmental problems and highlighted the importance of further developing plans to prevent environmental risks.
	4.74 The Meeting took note that Finland is willing to expend co-operation with Russia in the field of toxic waste management and has suggested topics for this co-operation.
	4.75 The Meeting took note that Russia will provide the information on current activities on the landfill, progress achieved and future planning including a road map towards remediation of the landfill and removal of the HELCOM hot spot for the next m...
	4.76 The Meeting considered the observations and preliminary conclusions after the study visit to Krasnyi Bor toxic wastes dumpsite presented by CCB (document 4-26). The Meeting pointed out the high importance of comprehensive and regularly updated in...
	4.77 The Meeting requested the Pressure Group to follow up progress at the Krasnyi Bor landfill as well as to consider the risks posed by similar sites around the Baltic Sea.
	4.78 The Meeting considered the draft HELCOM Recommendation on Sewage Sludge Handling (document 4-5) and took note of study reservations by Germany and Poland as well as by Sweden that further work is needed to ensure regional added value of the Recom...
	4.79 The Meeting requested PRESSURE 5-2016 to consider the further elaborated draft of the Recommendation.
	4.80 The Meeting took note that Germany withdrew its scrutiny reserve with regard to the Recommendation on waterborne pollution input assessment and the draft Recommendation on monitoring of airborne pollution input (document 4-11) and informed the Me...
	4.81 As mandated by HELCOM 37-2016, the Meeting adopted the Recommendation on waterborne pollution input assessment as HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/1 and the Recommendation on monitoring of airborne pollution input as HELCOM Recommendation 37-38/2 (doc...
	4.82 The Meeting adopted the draft procedures for releasing the reported PLC water data and accepting the filled-in and consolidated dataset as part of the steps to elaborate PLC products (document 4-6, Annex 7).
	4.83 The Meeting took note of the current status of the PLC annual and periodic data reporting (document 4-19) and noted with regret the delayed time schedule for delivering PLC-6 and updated MAI/CART assessments.
	4.84 The Meeting took note of a plea by the Chair of the Pressure Group to follow reporting deadlines which will assure timely producing high quality assessments products and allow to use allocated resources effectively.
	4.85 The Meeting took note of the information on the report of the European Court of Auditors on eutrophication in the Baltic Sea in which proper monitoring and reporting of data has been highlighted.
	4.86 The Meeting welcomed the information by Poland that the periodic PLC report had been approved and will be reported to HELCOM shortly.
	4.87 The Meeting agreed on the Concept Note for the Seventh Baltic Sea Pollution Load Compilation (PLC-7) project, including its objectives, tasks and final products (document 4-14) and requested the Pressure WG to develop the PLC-7 project proposal f...
	4.88 The Meeting supported a suggestion by Germany and Finland that the publication of the Status report should be complemented by the annexes containing valuable explanatory information. The annexes should be prepared for publication by the Secretari...
	4.89 The Meeting approved in principle the draft Status report on pharmaceuticals (document 4-17) and its publishing in the Baltic Sea Environment Proceedings (BSEP).
	4.90 The Meeting took note of the comment by CCB that the Status report has to be followed by elaboration of measures addressing reduction of input of pharmaceuticals into the environment.
	Agri
	4.91 The Meeting took note of the outcome of AGRI 3-2016 (document 4-3) and the concept of the planned regional project on manure standards with HELCOM participation (4-3-Corr.1).
	4.92 The Meeting approved organizing the next meeting of the Agri Group (AGRI 4-2017) tentatively in April 2017 in Brussels.
	4.93 The Meeting thanked Mr. Dietrich Schulz for his contribution to the initiation of the Agri Group and chairing the group since the establishment in 2014.
	4.94 The Meeting took note of the opinion of BFFE on the importance to consider water management issues by the Agri Group as well as mapping of soils parameters and taking these parameters into account in nutrient accounting practices.
	4.95 The Meeting took note of the concern expressed by CCB and WWF regarding a delay in the revision of Annex III of the Helsinki Convention as well as absence of figures on national phosphorus application rates in the HELCOM publication.
	Fish
	4.96 The Meeting took note of the outcome of FISH 4-2016 in general (document 4-7) and of the HELCOM workshop on fish indicators held on 9 May 2016.
	4.97 The Meeting noted that no lead could be identified for the aquaculture correspondence group (CG) so far, welcomed nominations for participation in the CG by Contracting Parties by 25 July 2016 and noted that a project proposal has been prepared t...
	4.98 The Meeting took note of the comments by Sweden and Germany that HELCOM FISH should continue to prioritize by-catch issues.
	4.99 The Meeting noted the progress in setting priorities for the work of the HELCOM task force on migratory fish.
	4.100 The Meeting endorsed organizing FISH 5-2016 on 14-17 November 2016 in Denmark.
	Response
	4.101 The Meeting took note of the outcome of RESPONSE 21-2016 in general (document 4-15).
	4.102 The Meeting adopted the revised Terms of Reference for prolongation of the work of the Expert Working Group on Oiled Wildlife Response until the end of 2017.
	4.103 The Meeting approved the prolongation of the work of the SUBMERGED Expert Group until the end of 2018 with the change that for clarity the Group moves from standing Chairs to topic chairmanship, using the currently identified topic leads (muniti...
	4.104 The Meeting took note that Germany is ready to continue chairing the dumped munition activities of SUBMERGED and that Poland is considering responsibilities for this work.
	4.105 The Meeting took note that the SUBMERGED group may during the remaining time focus the work on the two topics, wrecks and munitions, as for the topic of other matters (lost cargo/dumped waste) it seems to be difficult to gather sufficient inform...
	4.106 The Meeting endorsed convening the next meeting of the Response WG (RESPONSE 22-2016) on 8-10 November 2016 in Riga, Latvia.
	4.107 The Meeting welcomed the information that the HELCOM Secretariat is having a dialogue with the IMO Secretariat on the possibility of arranging a joint IMO-HELCOM seminar on implementing the London Convention in the Baltic Sea during 2016-17.
	HELCOM data management and systems
	4.108 The Meeting took note of the outcomes, ongoing and future work in relation to HELCOM data activities (document 4-23) and noted that the updated version of the document will be uploaded to the Meeting Portal (document 4-23–Corr.). The Meeting app...

	Agenda Item 5  HELCOM institutional and organisational matters
	Documents: None
	5.1 The Meeting took note of the information by Chair that following HOD 49-2015 decision, the intersessional exchange of views took place among the Heads of Delegation on the status of HELCOM’s streamlining regarding 1) many and bulky meeting documen...
	5.2 Regarding the first topic the Chair concluded that progress is being made, for instance, regarding the structure and more timely submission of documents, and that practical ideas for further improvement were proposed.
	5.3 Regarding revitalizing Commission meetings the Meeting agreed to have an online meeting for the Heads of Delegation in September 2016 for further discussion and decision on a possible high-level session during the annual meeting of the Commission ...
	5.4 The Meeting invited the Contracting Parties to provide further possible ideas for streamlining by 31 August 2016.
	5.5 The Meeting decided to prolong the contracts of Professional Secretaries: for Ulla Li Zweifel for half a year, from 1 January to 30 June 2017, and for Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky for three years, from 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2020.

	Agenda Item 6  Any other business
	Documents: 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4
	6.1 The Meeting welcomed the initiative to elaborate on HELCOM contribution to reach the targets under the UN Sustainable Development Goals (document 6-4), considered the draft matrix useful for national and regional purposes of the Contracting Partie...
	6.2 The meeting took note of the information by Sweden that as a co-lead country for Sustainable Development Goal 14 about the conservation and use of oceans and seas, they are together with Fiji hosting a respective meeting in Fiji in 2017.
	6.3 The Meeting decided to renew the HELCOM membership of the CBSS Expert Group on Sustainable Development (Baltic2030).
	6.4 The Meeting took note of the information by Russia about the XVII International Environment Forum “Baltic Sea Day”, held in St. Petersburg on 22-23 March 2016 (document 6-2) and thanked Russia for this initiative, which has become an important ann...
	6.5 The Meeting took note of the update on communication activities (document 6-3) and was of the opinion that continuous communication support from the Contracting Parties is important.
	6.6 The Meeting took note of the information on forthcoming meetings within HELCOM and other forums in 2016-2017 (document 6-1), which will be amended to contain information on the Baltic Sea Day 2017.
	6.7  The Meeting took note of the statement by the European Union as included in Annex 8.
	6.8  The Meeting thanked Estonia for excellent hosting of the meeting.
	6.9  The Meeting thanked Estonia for a successful HELCOM Chairmanship and Mr. Harry Liiv personally for his excellent chairing of this meeting as well as all HOD and HELCOM meetings during the Estonian Chairmanship.
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	Documents:
	7.1 The Meeting agreed that HOD 51-2016 will be held 14-15 December 2016 and HOD 52-2017 tentatively 20-21 June 2017.

	Agenda Item 8  Outcome of the Meeting
	Documents: 8-1
	8.1 The Meeting adopted the draft Outcome of the Meeting as contained in document 8-1. The final Outcome, incorporating the comments by the Meeting, will be prepared by the Secretariat in consultation with the Chair and made available in the HELCOM Me...
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