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Background 
Centred around the theme of climate change in the Baltic Sea, the Baltic Stakeholder Conference – Climate 
Change in the Baltic Sea (BSC2022) was part of the effort to disseminate knowledge on the regional effects 
of climate change. The BSC2022 was organized for gathering fresh views on climate change mitigation and 
adaptation from policymakers and all other stakeholders in the Baltic Sea region. 

The BSC2022 was held online on 26-27 September 2022, hosted by Germany (German Environment Agency 
(UBA) and the Federal Agency for Nature Conservation in Germany (BfN)) and Baltic Earth. The webinar on 
Day 1 was open to all, and the workshop on Day 2 was by invitation only. The invitation to participate in the 
Day 2 workshop was distributed via the HELCOM channels to members of HELCOM groups and bodies. 
Additional invitations were sent to other relevant stakeholders by Baltic Earth and UBA.  

The Stakeholder Conference was moderated by Ms. Jannica Haldin, Deputy Executive Secretary of HELCOM.  

The Stakeholder Conference, an annual tradition of the Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 
(HELCOM), had to be postponed from 9-10 March 2022 due to the political situation and the following 
strategic pause of HELCOM.  

Including the organizers, around 40 people took part in the Day 2 workshop representing governments of the 
Baltic Sea countries, academia, research institutions, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Civil 
Society Organizations (CSOs). 

The programme of the Day 2 of the BSC2022 is available in Annex 1. During coffee and lunch breaks, a social 
platform at Wonder.me was available for all participants. 

 

Orientation 
The moderator summarized the outcome of the Day 1 webinar of the BSC 2022 and stressed the importance 
of a regional perspective. The moderator further outlined the climate change related actions in the 2021 
HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), which defines the current mandate of HELCOM on climate changes 
issues. The moderator pointed out that the aim of the workshop was to identify concrete next steps, across 
science, management and policy levels.  

The workshop was organized in three sessions. The participants were split into three smaller and more 
manageable groups (A, B and C) for the sessions, which in turn contributed to the three stations, namely 
science, policy and management. The digital whiteboards (Miro boards) containing the participants’ views 
and contributions are appended to this document as Annex 2. 

Please note: The summary of responses collected in this document reflects the comments from all the different 
groups voiced in the different BSC2022 workshop stations, pooled together under major topic areas. The 
content does not necessarily reflect the opinion of station hosts.  

 

Science station 
The science station was moderated by Mr. Markus Meier and Mr. Marcus Reckermann representing Baltic 
Earth. 

https://helcom.fi/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/German-Chairmanship-Statement-on-Ukraine.pdf
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The session topics for the science station were: What are the knowledge gaps we still have on climate 
change? What are the future science needs? What is needed for improving the science? Is the science 
sufficiently taken up by policy? 

1. State of play 
The future water cycle and salinity response to climate change is rather uncertain. 

As the Baltic Sea response to external changes such as climate change is slow, past and present actions (e.g. 
nutrient load reductions) will only be visible in the future. A big question is when the effects of actions will 
be visible. 

The response of ecosystem functioning and species interactions to climate change, ecosystem health and 
biodiversity is rather unknown. 

Our knowledge about tipping points is limited. Crossing of tipping points might result in environmental 
conditions when mitigation and adaptation efforts become ineffective. 

The interaction of climate change with other (human) stressors (fisheries and others), which can lead to 
natural hazards under certain circumstances, is not thoroughly studied. 

The effectiveness of blue carbon measures is unknown. 

2. Ideal situation 
Funding for policy-driven, transdisciplinary, and long-term research and increased and improved monitoring 
would be ideal. Data and models needed for the attribution of detected changes to climate change and the 
development of mitigation actions should be available. 

A good collaboration between scientists and the media and between scientists and stakeholders is needed. 
A good and accessible assessment of the state of science is essential and a regularly updated climate change 
fact sheet with currently missing parameters added would be ideal. 

Holistic management strategies, action plans, checklists for action steps and impact assessments including 
climate change would be ideal. For instance, environmental targets should include the impact of projected 
climate change. 

Environmental education programmes such as summer schools, courses, etc. at all levels should be available.  

3. Action recommendations 
 Downscaling of global mitigation scenarios to the Baltic Sea region scale. 

 Reinforced research on knowledge gaps identified by the Baltic Earth Assessment Reports (BEAR) and 
other assessment reports, in particular increased research on blue carbon. Joint science/industry 
projects should be developed. For the BSAP (HELCOM) and for sustainable fishery management 
(ICES), a multi-stressor approach including climate change should be developed. An overall climate 
change science agenda including for instance the BSAP with short-term and long-term milestones 
should be developed and approved by all Baltic Sea countries. 

 The environmental monitoring should be improved and increased to detect the impact of climate 
change and mitigation measures.  

 More communication, outreach, and visualization of the effects of climate change should be 
promoted. 
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 An assessment of ecosystem services in monetary terms under natural and polluted conditions 
should be performed. For instance, the costs of not acting should be calculated. 

The complete contribution by the stakeholder conference participants to the science station topics is 
included in Annex 2.  
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Policy station 
The policy station was moderated by Ms. Jannica Haldin, HELCOM. 

In the policy station, the participants considered climate change in relation to policy in the Baltic Sea region. 
The moderator clarified the meaning of policy as being a format of established and structured cooperation, 
where common direction or rules of play are identified and agreed. Policy often focuses on establishing the 
why, how and who of taking action, whereas management focuses on implementation. The aim of the station 
was to establish a baseline for policy (i.e. current situation, looking at both opportunities and challenges), a 
target (the ideal situation) and then jointly scope concrete proposals for how the region can minimize the 
gap between the current situation and the ideal scenario. Subsequently the participants focused on 
answering the following questions:  

1. State of play 
1. In regard to climate change and policy, frameworks and institutions, what are the core issues, current 

challenges and opportunities? 

While a number of issues were highlighted (please see Annex 2) most of them could be grouped under the 
following topics: legislative challenges, need for a change of mindset, inertia, effects of instability (e.g. 
political or financial), mismatch of timescales, sectoral silos, and trade-offs.  

Of these the participants particularly emphasised the need to change society’s mindset in order to effectively 
tackle climate change. Closely connected to this, the participants also highlighted the slow process of decision 
making and the focus on short-sighted, often urgency driven, actions. 

The participants also identified opportunities associated with the current policy landscape and climate 
change. The more prominent climate change becomes, the stronger the incentive for change and can 
function as a catalyst for discarding ineffective policies. The participants also emphasized the potential to 
prioritise actions which synergistically address both climate change and the biodiversity crisis. The urgency 
of the impacts of climate change can also function as a driver of technological innovation 

2. Ideal situation 
1. What would be the ideal policy landscape needed for effectively addressing the effects of climate 

change? How far are we from it? 
2. What specific areas/topics should be prioritized? 
3. What stakeholders should be involved, and at what stages of the policy development and 

implementation processes? 
4. What is the specific role of HELCOM regarding climate change action? 

In discussing the ideal situation (2.1), the group participants produced content under the following topics: 
functioning communication, close and dynamic cooperation, including cross-sectoral aspects, long term 
planning, adaptive policy processes, including tracking progress and active stakeholder involvement, as well 
as sufficient and consistent financing. 

Participants were of the view that the aspects outlined above, considered as pillars of the ideal policy 
landscape, need to be viewed as a package, where each aspect is needed and strengthens the other pillars. 
Participants also highlighted the need to be able to jointly prioritise different actions and topics, as the reality 
is that there are resource limitations in policy making and were of the view that fisheries management (due 
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to its co-benefits for climate, food, ecosystems, society etc.) as well as the spatial aspects due to limitations 
in the marine space, should be topics to prioritise. 

All participants expressed that, with climate change being a horizontal topic affecting all sectors and all parts 
of society, all possible stakeholders should be involved in the climate change policy development and 
implementation processes. That said, the participants recognised that, realistically, there is a need to take a 
focused approach to stakeholder involvement in climate change policy processes.  

The participants’ identified the role of HELCOM regarding climate change (2.4) as functioning as a platform 
for coordination, tracking progress, facilitating cooperation, knowledge transfer and governance. It was 
raised that HELCOM’s role can extend to framing regional governance in a way that moves the regional 
climate policies to the right direction. When considering knowledge transfer, the moderator clarified that the 
aim is for the HELCOM-Baltic Earth Climate Change Fact Sheet will be updated every seven years to ensure 
up to date knowledge on climate change impacts on key parameters in the Baltic Sea. 

The participants emphasised that future climate related scoping in HELCOM would benefit from the 
contribution of industry representatives. 

3. Action recommendations 
1. What needs to be done in order to improve climate change policies and their implementation? 
2. Actors: Who should implement what? 
3. What would be some of the concrete next steps?  
4. Prioritize amongst the recommended actions through voting. 

A number of actionable recommendations and concrete next steps were suggested including focusing on 
nature- based MSP, working towards climate impact assessments of all industries and human activities in the 
Baltic Sea, in order to be able to prioritize management action where it will be the most effective. Inventory 
of all plans/programmes related to the climate change including identifying non-implemented, but already 
agreed, climate policies and campaign to get them up and running.  

Several suggestions of CO2 taxation were also lifted, as well as sanctions for actors who do not implement, 
but also presenting incentives and stronger lobbying for positive alternatives. The conference also 
emphasised that there is a need to present success stories and positive progress in relation to climate change 
mitigation and adaptation, to share best practices and present inspiration. 

The following recommendations receiving the most votes:  

 Produce sectors specific plans and targets for emissions reductions 

 Sector workshops to target sector-wise emissions reductions 

 All HELCOM working groups to consider their own input to emissions reductions and adaptation on 
working group level. 

 Identify sector-wise harmful subsidies and start removing them. 

The complete contribution by the stakeholder conference participants to the policy station topics is included 
in Annex 2. 
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Management station 
The management session was moderated by Mr. Ulrich Claussen (UBA), Ms. Manuela Krakau (UBA) Mr. 
Jochen Krause (BfN), and Ms. Claudia Morys (BfN). 

In the management station, the workshop participants were asked to discuss climate change management 
in the Baltic Sea. In addition to a collection of already existing measures, management problems were to be 
uncovered, the ideal situation described, and stakeholder roles identified.  

1. State of play 
1. What are the existing measures for climate change adaptation and mitigation (in the Baltic Sea)?  
2. Where do we currently stand in terms of management of climate change and its effects in the Baltic 

Sea region? Opportunities? Challenges?  
3. Adaptation and mitigation: What are the regional and global best practices? 

 
• In general, there is too little climate action.  
• We have the opportunity to get started but we are too slow. This can be seen, for example, in support 

for industries that harm the climate. There is also a lack of long-term perspective in planning for the C.C.  
• Most actions about adaptation and mitigation are neglected.  
• There is no coherent approach but only bits and pieces. Another problem is the top-down approach to 

developing and implementing solutions. Also, the room for correction of targets and proper monitoring 
is missing.  

• Sustainability as a management paradigm has failed.  
• There are many main problems. These include fisheries and agriculture. Stricter criteria for nutrients and 

toxins are missing. There is too little action in the agriculture sector. One example for this is shown in 
CAP strategic plans. Also, eutrophication hampers nature-based solutions to capture and store carbon. 
Next, the reduction of carbon emissions at source is also missing and the sea level is rising. Furthermore, 
financial resources need to increase.  

• Nature-based solutions can support carbon reduction but cannot solve it.  

2. Ideal situation 
1. What structures and processes should be in place to enable or improve climate action? 
2. What particular management options (both adaptation and mitigation) would be well suited for the 

Baltic Sea context?  
3. What kind of measures could be possible due to regional similarities? Which differences should be 

considered due to regional disparities? 
 

• Sustainability as a management paradigm has changed. That is why a new one is needed, for example 
rights of nature because nature and ecosystem health need to come first.  

• There should be “Climate assessment” before it comes to management decisions.  
o Fishing (involve knowledge by ICES) > improve management opinions (improve health status of 

fish stocks rather than reducing the stocks to be fished)  
o Land based measures > improve sea-based measures  
o Improved management outside MPA´s  

• Holistic management: do not build up something at one site and destroy it at another site..  
• We need to have a good understanding of situations where Baltic Sea acts as carbon sink or source. 
• Cumulative effects of human activities are considered.  
• Regional differences are considered, area-specific measures.  
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• Implementation plan of all CPs for C reduction, environmental improvement and nature conservation 
(burden sharing)  

3. Action recommendations 
1. Regarding implementation, what is the role of the various stakeholders?  
2. Who needs to be involved in order to improve mitigation and adaption action?  
3. What would be some of the concrete next steps? Which actions should be prioritized? 

 
 Climate impact assessments across the Baltic  

o Include climate change into HELCOM and ICES assessments  
 Identify and motivate relevant sectors  
 Approach financial partners which invest in sustainable funds, e.g. pension funds, EU green taxonomy 
 Environmental management requires political decision. Political decision requires public approval 

and scientific advice. Therefore, political lobbying/ advocating must happen, otherwise information 
gets lost.  

 Stop subsidizing fossil fuels.  
 Knowledge base for all stakeholders and relevant sectors has to be improved.  
 Educational campaigns should be intensified, e.g. concerted action supported by HELCOM such as 

former HELCOM Youth Forum  
 Public participation, if possible with support for civil society to participate (e.g. funding, but also 

structures)  

4. Bottom line for next steps  
• Initiate and promote inclusion of climate impact assessments into HELCOM and ICES assessments  
• Baltic wide cooperation/ coordination is (further) needed – also in management!  
• Getting started based on already existing knowledge on and enhanced public participation in 

management measures will be a necessary challenge to face.  
• Approaching stakeholders actively may also widen the opportunities for financial support. 

The complete contribution by the stakeholder conference participants to the management station topics is 
included in Annex 2. 

 

Overall take-aways from the BSC2022 – Day 2 workshop 
Utilising the contribution by the stakeholder conference further in HELCOM work 

HELCOM will consider the outputs of the conference, especially as regards to policy and management, with 
the science station primarily providing input for consideration under Baltic Earth. The input provided 
regarding HELCOMs role in relation to combating climate change will function as the basis for further 
discussions within HELCOM and HELCOM groups will review the recommendations to identify which are 
possible to translate into concrete action directly under HELCOM and which can be more relevant for other 
fora. With the ongoing update of the Terms of Reference and Workplans of the HELCOM Working Groups, 
the intention is to distribute climate change actions and considerations across all HELCOM structures. 

 

Annexes 
- Annex 1: Programme of Day 2 

https://helcom.fi/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/BSC2022-Programme-Day-2.pdf
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- Annex 2: Miro boards for Science, Policy and Management stations 



Schedule, Day 2
Moderator: Jannica Haldin, HELCOM

10:00–10:10	 Welcome remarks
10:10–10:30	 Plenary 1: Orientation
10:30–11:40	 Session 1 - three breakout groups
11:40–12:00	 Break
12:00–13:00	 Session 2 - three breakout groups
13:00-14:00	 Lunch break
14:00-15:00 	 Session 3 - three breakout groups
15:00-15:20	 Break
15:20-16:00	 Recap and  closing remarks

Session topics
 

  Science station (Baltic Earth): What are the knowledge gaps 
we still have on climate change? What are the future science 
needs? What is needed for improving the science? Is the science 
sufficiently taken up by policy?

  Policy station (HELCOM): What is the specific role of HELCOM 
regarding climate change action? What policies need to be in 
place to guarantee an adequate climate action? What areas 
should be prioritized? What stakeholders should be involved, 
and at what stages of the policy implementation processes? 
What needs to be done to implement the measures on climate 
change contained in the BSAP?

  Management station (UBA/BfN): What are some of the 
concrete measures – both existing and potential – for climate 
change adaptation and mitigation? What are the regional and 
global best practices? How can these measures efficiently be 
implemented in the Baltic Sea region? Regarding implementa-
tion, what is the role of the various stakeholders?

About the BSC2022

In a bid to better understand the effects of climate change on the 
Baltic Sea and to chart a way forward for addressing the issue, 
Germany (BfN and UBA), in conjunction with Baltic Earth, will 
co-host the "Baltic Stakeholder Conference 2022 - Climate 
Change in the Baltic Sea” (BSC2022) on 26-27 September 2022.

BSC2022 seeks to disseminate our  knowledge about the 
regional effects of climate change, while, at the same time, 
allowing for gathering fresh views on climate change miti-
gation and adaptation from all stakeholders in the Baltic Sea 
region.

More info: helcom.fi/bsc2022 #BSC2022climate
#BalticClimate

Baltic Stakeholder Conference 2022
Climate Change in the Baltic Sea
26—27 September 2022, online

baltic.earth

baltic.earth

Link to the workshop
NB: You will need only one Zoom link 
for the entire workhop:

Access workshop here

Day 2: Workshop (on Zoom) - 27 Sep 2022, 10:00–16:00 EEST

Practicalities

  The participants will be shuffled into three  random breakout 
groups, A, B and C, which will remain the same the whole day. 
The stations (science, policy and management) will rotate.

  The organizers will make sure, that you will always find back 
into your own session, should you drop out for some reason.

  Miro boards will be used in each station. Instructions and 
orientation will take place at the beginning of the first session.

Link to lunch & coffee 
breaks
Join others for some virtual socializing 
during breaks

Wonder.me

https://helcom.fi/hsc2022
https://helcom.fi/helcom-at-work/events/helcom-stakeholders-confrences/helcom-stakeholder-conference-2021/
https://helcom.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_7-F25ZbMQdeTY-5KsAIxKA
https://helcom.zoom.us/j/81737507053?pwd=Rk9xaWtmOXk5Zk56eWIzelZZYWRBUT09&from=addon
https://helcom.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_7-F25ZbMQdeTY-5KsAIxKA
https://app.wonder.me/?spaceId=7a84b11a-72b2-4a8e-9d06-a37e14872cec


more events like 
this, where 

scientists and 
policy makers 

meet and 
exchange

3. Assessment of ecosystem 
services and showing in 

monetary terms what does the 
nature gives to us and what we 

are losing when polluting 
etc....could help a lot to a society 

to better understand climate 
change issues.

Making a short-​term and 
long-​term climate science 
agenda - what do we need 

to learn/solve in the 
coming 2 - 5 years, where 

do we need to be in 10 
years, etc., then find 

regional solutions for this.

Making funding 
available for 

science/industry 
joint projects to 

combine research
and innovation

2. Fund science - policy work, 
that includes funding for hiring 
policy analysts and funding for 
researchers work on outreach. 

Universities should also 
academically reward scientists 

for outreach work. Today it does 
not count enough.

Visualizing the 
impacts of climate 
change (cartoons, 
maps, movies) - 

science needs to be 
packaged in an 

understandable way

3. Actions 
for carbon 

sequstration

Talk about 
money! Policy 

makers need to 
see the costs 
and benefits

1/2. 
Improved 
scenario 
capacity

1/2. Science towards
actions, and 
preferably in 

collaboration with 
authorties, 

enterprises, and 
NGOs

State of play The ideal situation Action recommendations

Group
A

Science station

Voting stickers 
(one per participant)

Group
B

Group
C

Tips Sticky notes: 
use your group colour

Where are the uncertainties in climate change 
science? In the Baltic Sea, at the global scale?
Where are the knowledge gaps?
Is the climate science sufficiently taken up by all 
stakeholders?

1.

2.
3.

What structures and processes should be in place to 
improve climate science?
Stakeholder knowledge: who should know what, in 
order to take what actions?

1.

2.

What needs to be done in order to improve climate 
science and fill the knowledge gaps?
What needs to be done in order to facilitate the uptake 
of climate science by other stakeholders such as policy 
makers?
What would be some of the concrete next steps? 
Which actions should be prioritized?
Vote/prioritize

1.

2.

3.

4.

For sticky notes, press "N" on your keyboard or add 
them to the board from the main menu to your left.
When adding content to a sticky note, the text will 
automatically shrink as you type along. You do not 
need to increase the size of your note.
Clicking on a sticky note will make its contextual 
menu pop up. You can change the note's properties 
such as colour from there.

The main menu to access the 
functionalities should be to your left. An 
additional menu will pop-​up when selecting 
an item from the main menu.
Press "space" or right-​click on the board 
to move it around
To zoom, either use the scrolling wheel of 
your mouse, press the "+" or "-" keys, or use 
the navigation menu.
The navigation menu should be to your 
bottom right. There, you can adjust the 
zoom, jump to a specific section etc.
To select multiple elements, press "shift".
To group elements, select multiple items,  
then "group objects" in the pop-​up menu
Cancel your last move? You can undo your 
actions with Ctrl+Z or using the arrows at 
the top of the window.

understanding 
the blue carbon 
and impacts e.g.

fishing can 
have/or have

"scientific advice" on 
actions today that will 

prevent negative impacts 
often in 20-30 years is not 

possible/present = the 
science we do have is not 

used in practise

Tipping points 
of 

biotopes/ecos
ystems are 
unknown

There are still 
knowledge gaps 

in respect to 
climate change 

impact on health 
and biodiversity

There are always uncertainties, 
but there are many scientists 

doing excellent work filling these.
From a physical perspective, 

these are very well summarised 
in the BEAR reports and 

probably do not need repeating 
again.

impact of 
climate change

on salinity 
changes in 
Baltic Sea

how tolerant 
are organisms 
in respect to  
temperature 

change?

unknown 
response of the 
water cycle and 

salinity in the 
Baltic Sea to 

climate change

actual carbon 
removal 

effects of Blue 
Carbon 

measures

science cannot 
produce advice in 
a "back-​casting" 
style fashion to 

suggest steps now

Is the development/ 
spread of oxygen 

minimum zones due
to thermocline 

stratification known?

impacts on 
ecosystem 
fuctionin/in

tegrety

impacts on fisheries 
(e.g.commercial fish 
species like cod and 

herring, and 
resulting 

consequences for 
social systems

Stakeholder 
should know the

CC fact sheet 
and BEAR 
reports :-)

The message is clear, and I struggle with 
how to get the message across to get 

meaningful action. A start is engagement 
at the level of the public (eg develop 

relationships with media) but of course 
such discussions are always 

overwhelmed by other things that are 
happening that immediately (rather than 

in the long term) affect peoples lives.

Is our material 
understandable 

enough for 
some 

stakeholders?

Maybe more tailored to the
needs assessments should 
be produced, so they dont 
need to consume a whole 

book. The single BEARS are 
for that purpose maybe still

too complicated but the 
fact sheets are a good step 

in that direction

Developed 
strategies and 
action plans by
stakeholders

The ideal situation is
also that 

stakeholders 
understand what 
scientists can do 

and what they 
cannot do

policy driven calls 
and funding for 

scientific  projects 
that adress 

relevant 
knowledge gaps

... and that 
scientists 

understand what 
stakeholders need

Visitor

to 1.&2. : funding / financial
support (for studies, 

reseach, pilotprojects), 
political will/support (--> 

implies that CC needs to be
& stay high on the agenda)

All meaning full actions are 
rooted in political decisions. 
Politicians are overwhelmed 
solving short term problems 

rather than those which can be 
pushed back, even though they 
are hugely consequential in the 
long term. I have no solution to 

the problem to recommend.

more research on 
Blue Carbon 

ecosystems, how 
much carbon they

can store, how 
permanent, ...

prioritize research
on knowledge 
gaps of marine 
environment to 

have a baseline to
work with

as one of the biggest 
environmental problem in 

the Baltic Sea is 
eutrophication, the BSAP 

should be designed to cope
with CC and to take 

uncertainty estimates into 
account (e.g. by ensemble 

modeling)

more 
communicate 

results of studies 
and projects and 

assessment 
reports

The IPCC report 
suggests actions 
and next steps. 

Can these be 
transfered to the 

Baltic?
condense the 

knowledge in a 
way that policy 
makers and the 
public can digest 
the information

bending 
the curve
- time lag

2. spatial 
uncertainties 

(e.g., 
precipitation)

1. Where the tipping 
points are for when our

mitigation and 
adaptation efforts 

becomes ineffective to 
the intensity of climate 

change impacts

2. degree of 
degradation of 
natural carbon 

stores from human 
activities - resulting 

reinforcement of 
climate change

3. We have plenty of science that
tells us to protect marine 

ecosystems, manage fisheries 
better, reduce CO2 etc which will

address climate change and 
produce co-​benefits, but it's not 

happening, so clearly there some
people (industry, govts) do not 

prioritise it

1. Increased and
improved env 

monitoring with 
long term data 

series.

1. Invest/require 
climate impact 
assessments of 

activities/ 
industries eg. 

fishing

1. Long term 
funding for 

transdisciplinary 
projects including 

science-​policy 
outreach work.

2. The societal cost of NOT 
acting must be calculated 
and information spread 
especially to sectors that 

presently are not engaging 
in climate change.

2. Policy makers, managers and 
decision makers should be given 

the science to inform their 
decisions (in a form that they can

understand/ have time to 
consume eg. ICES does impact 

assessment of fishing on climate,
and govs make decisions 

factoring this in)

2. Stakeholders 
need to be aware 
about the time it 

takes for 
measures to be 

effective

1. Science should be 
stakeholder-​driven to 

some extent - what are 
the questions that we 
need to answer to act 
on the challenges we 

are facing?

Could indicators have a dual TV? 
A more precautionary one set 
based on best knowledge rom 
CC - if evaluation falls or drifts 
over time in the area between 

achieve and the more 
precautionary CC TV then maybe
more action needed. Similar info 
achieved with following trends.

3. Use our existing systems 
to incorporate climate into 

decision making and 
management decisions e.g.

for fisheries, ask ICES to 
provide data, and then 

require ministers to take 
into account

1. Increased and
improved env 

monitoring with 
long term data 

series.

Most of the sticky 
notes from 

section 2 - the 
ideal situation - is 

relevant also 
here.

1., 2. Not sufficiently known
relationships among 
various ecosystem 

elements, impact of 
pressures etc. both in the 
Baltic Sea and the global 

scale

3. Stakeholders (especially 
if we are talking 

industry/sectors) comply 
with existing 

policy/restrictions, so the 
messaging towards them 

needs to be very clear and 
focused

1/2 Climate change 
consequences: 
Estimation and 

quantification of the
effects on species 

interactions / 
ecosystem shifts

3. Climate science is 
a very broad issue. 

Therefore, even 
though it is very 
popular, it is not 

sufficiently taken by 
all stakeholders

1./2. Is it feasible 
to build in climate 

science into 
management 

scenarios? Too 
complex?

1. and 2. Foodweb
interactions not 

always well 
known, so 

impacts can be 
hard to predict

knowledge gap: 
rationale of human 
behaviour: (non-) 

acceptance 
of/compliance with 

(novel) policies

2. Knowledge of 
cumulative and 
compounding 

env. impacts of 
human activities 

is lacking

3. Climate science 
not enough 

accounted for in 
scientific advices to 
managers, and in 

turn in management
measures taken

3. No, otherwise 
we would aleady 
have reached the 

necessary 
emissions 

reductions ;)

 Sectors need to be aware 
of their own contribution to

the total emissions, and 
targets need to be set for 

them in a coordinated way  
in order for them to be 
able to address them

No new structures
are needed, but 

existing ones 
should work and 
cooperate very 

well

1. Science could 
be more pro-​

active then 
describing 

reactions to 
climate change

The economic 
benefits of climate 
action need to be 

highlighted 
(ecosystem services)
as well as the cost of

not acting

In our, the Baltic Sea case, 
the HELCOM can be an 
organization, holding all 
the pieces together. But 
participation of all the 

Parties need to be secured 
somehow .

It is more about structures and 
proceses to take up science in 

technical and management 
work. For HELCOM e.g. consider 

checklists or similar to ensure 
that in day-​to-​day work available 
climate knolwledge and science 

is used. This will also help 
identifying prioritires for closing 

knowledge gaps.

Environmental 
education 

programmes 
starting at an early 
age, encouraging 

young people to get 
into climate science

Concrete suggestions for action 
sometimes needs to come from 
the science community - often 

the conclusion is that something 
needs to be done, but the 

concrete development of action 
is expected to be done by 

someone else...

1. With higher 
certainty link 

observed 
changes to 

climte change

Relying on short-​term projects is 
not always enough - for example 

long-​term, coordinated 
monitoring of restored areas 

would be necessary to 
determine their effects on 

biodiversity/emissions/reduction
of nutrient run-​off

Valuation of 
ecosystem 
services is 

lacking

1. First of all, 
inventory of what 
has been done so 

far and prioritisation
of most "burning" 

issues for the future

2. The climate is on top 
of the environmental 
policies; because of 

that other areas/topics 
do not get sufficient 

attention

Climate science 
needs to be 

packaged in "bite-​
size", sector-​relevant
pieces that facilitate 

action



transfer of 
knowledge to

investment 
people

2. Stop subsidising 
fossil fuels and instead 

support the 
fishing/other industries
in other ways that lead 
to a resilient transition 
to  low-​carbon activities

investors, banks, pensionfunds 
are not aware of processes such 
as this one. The lack knowledge 
and yet need the knowledge to 

make informed decisions on 
investments. NGOs, science, int. 
orgs etc must engage and help 
to raise the level of knowledge 

and understanding in thses 
communities to make money 

work in the right direction:

2.  Groups like this 
must learn the art of
political lobbying. It 

is hard for 
scientists/managers/

policy specialists, 
but it must happen.

State of play The ideal situation Action recommendations

Group
A

Management 
station

Voting stickers 
(one per participant)

Group
B

Group
C

Tips Sticky notes: 
use your group colour

What are existing measures for climate change 
adaptation and mitigation (in the Baltic Sea)?

Where do we currently stand in terms of  
management of climate change and its effects in the 
Baltic Sea region? Opportunities? Challenges?
Adaptation and mitigation: 
What are the regional and global best practices?

1.

2.

What structures and processes should be in place to 
enable or improve climate action?

What particular management options (both 
adaptation and mitigation) would be well suited for 
the Baltic Sea context?
What kind of meassures could be possible due to 
regional similarities? Which differences should be 
considered due to regional disparities?

1.

2.

Regarding implementation, what is the role of the 
various stakeholders? 

Who needs to be involved in order to improve 
mitigation and adaption action?
What would be some of the concrete next steps? 
Which actions should be prioritized?
Vote/prioritize

1.

2.

3.

For sticky notes, press "N" on your keyboard or add 
them to the board from the main menu to your left.
When adding content to a sticky note, the text will 
automatically shrink as you type along. You do not 
need to increase the size of your note.
Clicking on a sticky note will make its contextual 
menu pop up. You can change the note's properties 
such as colour from there.

The main menu to access the 
functionalities should be to your left. An 
additional menu will pop-​up when selecting 
an item from the main menu.
Press "space" or right-​click on the board 
to move it around
To zoom, either use the scrolling wheel of 
your mouse, press the "+" or "-" keys, or use 
the navigation menu.
The navigation menu should be to your 
bottom right. There, you can adjust the 
zoom, jump to a specific section etc.
To select multiple elements, press "shift".
To group elements, select multiple items,  
then "group objects" in the pop-​up menu
Cancel your last move? You can undo your 
actions with Ctrl+Z or using the arrows at 
the top of the window.
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state of play
1)  we observe 

fundamental change
-​still attempt to conserve 

status quo.
Opportunity to combine 

measures climate  - change
and biodiversity

1. The present situation is 
that there is too little action

in the agric sector. This is 
for instance shown in CAP 

strategic plans. THe EC 
critisised lack of climate 

actions.

1. We have opportunities 
but only utilising some of 

them, minimally. Challenge 
is that we are still 

supporting industries that 
undermine climate action 

and not proactively 
supporting those who 

address it.

1. Destructive fishing that 
disturbs carbon in the 

seabed is still being 
subsidised, and allowed, 
negatively impacting on 

climate mitigation. 
Opportunity is to support 

transition away from these 
method

2. In order to cope with climate 
change, we need a healthy BS. 

Therefore we need to work with 
the UWWTP. The directive for 
UWWTP will be reviewed now 

and needs to get stricter criteria 
for both nutrients and 
environmental toxins.

2. Adaptation best practice:
In Australia they are  now 
managing their fisheries 
adaptively  with climate 

change designed into the 
system,  ensuring better 

fishery resilience and 
better economic outcomes

1. Opportunity to transition 
fisheries management to 

ecosystem based with climate 
adaptation and mitigation 

benefits, by encouraging EU MSs 
to implement Article 17 of the 
CFP by prioritising access to 

fisheries resources/ quota for 
those fleets who are low-​impact 

and low-​carbon

2. So linked to the 
UWWTP, it is 
important to 

make investment 
in UWW at local 
level possible.

- Carbon Problem detected and 
recognised
- Measures for carbon reduction 
at source are missing
- nature solutions can support 
carbon reduction but not solve 
the problem
- existing stressors, i.e. 
eutrophication are mayor 
problems for nature based 
solutions

2) restore 
dynamic salt 
marshes to 

adapt to sea 
level rise

1) sea level rise  - 
challenge protect 

private/state 
property/agricultu

ral land

2. Budget at 
national level for 
environmental 
actions in agric 
must increase

1. Asking ICES to do climate 
impact assessments of  fishing in

the Baltic, would give us 
maximum information to then 
identify the most climate-​wise 

fisheries management options. 
eg. increasing fish biomass to be 

more resilient, decreasing 
seabed disturbance to minimise 

carbon loss, etc.

1. Coastal ecosystem 
restoration in order to 

improve the sytems 
possibility to store carbon 
and not release methane. 
Restoration might include 
restricted boatin, eel grass 

planting etc.

- Measures in place which 
supports carbon storage by 
natural solutions
- Nutrient input is decreaasing 
due to land based measures
- Renewable energies are 
implemented without being 
destructive for the Baltic 
biodiversity

1. Implement 
nature-​based MSP - 
forerunner on EU-​

level
(thinking climate 

change/adaptation)

1. Another issue linked to 
restoration is shore line 
protection laws, that of 
course differ country to 
country. But a climate 

impact assessment should 
be included.

1. In general management 
should be holistic: it doesn't help
if we restore coastal blue carbon 
systems if at the same time we 
destroy the vast sedimentary 

carbon stores and critically 
impact the biological carbon 
cycle, e.g. through fisheries

(1.) added orally: 
potentially reducing 

the stocks to be 
fished, improve 

health status of fish 
stocks

from 
Australia: https://us06st1.zoom.u
s/web_client/8csbj6s/html/extern

alLinkPage.html?​
ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/ne

ws-​media/media-​
releases/building-​climate-​

considerations-​afmas-​decision-​
making

Develope options to solve together 
(not based on national egoisms) and in 
time biodiversity and climate solutions
Support contracting parties to develope  
legal frameworks
- to safe carbon on land
-  to reduce effects of existing stressors,
- to develope carbon storage areas
- support soft coastal protection 
measures
- identify areas for renewable energy

https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj
6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?​

ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/
mckinsey/business%252520functions/sus
tainability/our%252520insights/blue%252
520carbon%252520the%252520potential
%252520of%252520coastal%252520and
%252520oceanic%252520climate%25252

0action/blue-​carbon-​the-​potential-​of-​
coastal-​and-​oceanic-​climate-​action-​

vf.pdf?​shouldIndex=false

use economically 
driven phrase of 

"superior special public
interest" for claiming 

exclusive areas/regions
for  mitigating climate 

change

1. All members of the community should 
be invited to participate - civil society, 
coastal communities, fishing, tourism 
and other marine industries, science, 

students, govs etc.
Possibly via public consultations? You 
could use social media to reach out to 

younger people (survey monkey 
promoted on facebook, other networks), 
community roundtable/  citizen dialogue?

The impact of mobile 
demersal fishing on carbon

storage in seabed 
sediments (Graham Epstein
I Jack J. Middelburg I Julie P.
Hawkins I Catrin R. Norris I 

Callum M. Roberts DOI: 
10.1111/gcb.16105

1. Well, everybody 
needs to be 

involved, i e all levels
of actors from 

national to local. 
Different roles and 

tasks of course.

1. Fisheries: 
transition to 
sustainable 

fisheries

1. The structural possibilities to 
get involed is important, for 
isntance if you want the civil 

society to get involved, fund their
participation in workshops etc. If 
you need local governments to 

get involved, decide on legal 
structures that must be 

implemented at local level.

2. Funding 
for pilot 
projects

2. Ensure the introduction 
of climate impact 

assessments across the 
Baltic for fishing and other 

activities, and apply to 
management decisions 

immediately

2. HELCOM support the 
introduction and 

implementation of Article 
17. of the Common 
Fisheries Policy that 

prioritises access to fishing 
quota for low-​impact, low-​

carbon fishing fleets

1) 
representatives 

industry / 
finance  / 

agriculture

2.define a "HELCOM 
sustainable/greenta

xonomy" to 
stimulate funding 
decisions in the 

Baltic

2. HELCOM 
could run an

education 
campaign :)

1. There are severeal 
ongoing projects regarding 
participation; e g Swedish 
SWAM ecosystem based 

management. Another one 
is "Levande kust" started by

Baltic Sea 2020.

1. Situation getting "worse" 
in certain countries, is the 
solution then to work via 
individual sectors rather 
than trying to influence 

top-​down? - effects should 
be constant regardless of 

political leadership

Often we have great 
targets and goals, but 
no proper monitoring 

of progress and 
"correction" of targets 

when needed

For joint benefits for both 
climate adaptation and 

marine protection, better 
management of human 

activities outside MPAs in 
order to reduce negative 

impacts from 
shore/outside areas

HELCOM to facilitate 
exchange on and setting a 
framework (e.g. guidelines) 

for linking coastal 
protection and marine 

protection (biodiversity).

Ambitious dam 
removal targets, 

wetland restortion 
etc., linking EU 

restoration targets 
to climate 
adaptation

Developing better 
understanding of situations

where the Baltic Sea 
functions as a source/sink 
of CO2. Potential of Blue 

Carbon: Developing 
understanding -> strong 

regional differences

Climate goals / Emission 
(reduction) targets?

-> borders? In For sectors?
Example: Germany -> Limit for 

nitrogen entering baltic or north 
sea through rivers. But nothing 

yet for climate active gases. 
Would that be possible? Can we 
model inputs of CO2 (like we do 
with nitrogen?). Burden sharing

Setting up 
municipal/regional/

catchment area 
water management 

units to look into 
area-​specific 

measures

Developing 
management of 

cumulative effects of 
human activities 

(specifically for rapidly 
developing sectors like 

offshore wind).

Emphasize climate 
adaptation in MPA 

designation process,
monitoring and 
management

Carbon assessment 
on all management 

decisions

1. Agriculture as very 
important sector to 

highlight - both effects on 
eutrophication and climate.

Also influencing general 
public - one of the most 

powerful climate measures 
of individuals is moving 

towards plant-​based diets!

2. Better coordination 
of development of 

renewable energy - not 
there seems to be a 
very country-​wise 

approach to developing
for ex. offshore wind.

1. we are doing bits 
and pieces on local 
level for example 

but mostly it seems 
to be about 
adaptation

1. In terms of coastal physical processes 
and erosion, there is no action at 

anything but a local scale. There is a 
preference for protection (without 

understanding of consequences and 
costs. Retreat is not a politically 

acceptable option.  therefore nothing will
happen and policies will not be 

implemented. Optimism is difficult.

1. we lack a coherent 
approach to for example 
coastal zone restoration, 

considering fish stocks and 
the carbon cycle as part of 
considerations for fisheries

1. we have multiple options
to manage differently but 

decisions taken are not 
linked to a 10 or 15 year 
scale that is required for 
C.C. Our decision making 
structure is simply not fit 

for acting long term

2. For sea level rise/coastal 
change issues, a sediment 

budget/compartment 
approach is needed.

Ecosystem based management 
should entail also C.C. 
considerations. EBM is 

underlining the need to change 
management structures, to 

merge more areas currently in 
silos "fish, energy, shipping, 

fishing etc.

It is time to recognise that 
sustainability as a 

management paradigm has
failed (it has been 

dominant since the Rio 
summit). A new  paradigm 

is needed - eg rights of 
nature. How to get there - 

no idea!

ideal would be that we 
could agree that nature
and ecosystem health 
must the be the core 

and first consideration 
(as EBM actually states)

1. update scientific advice 
to include more options to 
consider when deciding on 

fishing, shipping lanes, 
windmills. Decisionmakers 

need to ask different 
questions to get different 

advice.

1. All environmental 
management requires political 

decision. Political decision 
requires public 

interest/approval. That only 
happens with active lobbying, 
not just information provision 

which gets lost amongst 
everything else 

(war/energy/disasters)

1. politicians (to initiate 
systemic change), 

scientists (to provide 
relevant information 

needed that politician 
can work with), public 

(awarenessraising)

identify relevant 
sectors 

specific invitations
at the beginning

specifically 
address 

industrial 
sector to 

motivate them

businesses and 
the industry could

be involved if 
there are some 
incentives for 

them to get active

Provide space and 
information to such 
groups on what we 

know and what core
advice should be for

them to 
use/consider

https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.afma.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/building-climate-considerations-afmas-decision-making
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
https://us06st1.zoom.us/web_client/8csbj6s/html/externalLinkPage.html?ref=https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%252520functions/sustainability/our%252520insights/blue%252520carbon%252520the%252520potential%252520of%252520coastal%252520and%252520oceanic%252520climate%252520action/blue-carbon-the-potential-of-coastal-and-oceanic-climate-action-vf.pdf?shouldIndex=false
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Group
A

Policy station
Group

B
Group

C

Sticky notes: 
use your group colour

In regard to climate change policies, frameworks and institutions, what are the:
core issues,
current challenges,
and opportunities?

1.
2.
3.

1.What would be the ideal policy landscape needed for effectively addressing the effects 
of climate change? How far are we from it?

What needs to be done in order to improve climate change policies and their 
implementation?
Actors: Who should implement what?
What would be some of the concrete next steps? Which actions should be 
prioritized?
Vote/prioritize

1.

2.
3.

4.

1. Climate, from the policy perspective, is 
very high on the agenda, so no problems 

here. 2. However, because of many 
unclear relations among ecosystem 

elements, implementation of various 
plans is not yet successful. Very often 

measures are related to "more scientific 
knowledge is needed", 3. but at least 

some measures even in a not very clear 
field should be taken. Implementation of 

other policies, in our case, the BSAP, 
could really help.

1-2 Core issues + 
current challenges: 
Understanding and 

accounting for 
climate change, 

inertia and (lack of) 
flexibility

Core issues: 1. 
Lack of progress 
in reducing CO2 

and other climate 
effective 

emissions.

1./2. Policies that 
are not necessarily 
compatible (for ex. 

economic growth vs.
reducing emissions)

1./2. Lack of 
valuation of 

ecosystems and 
ecosystem services -

"ecosystem 
acounting"?

1. Economic 
models not 

supportive of 
reduced 

consumption

2. Slow response 
of policy 

development and 
associated action,  

vs "need for 
speed"

1.Synchronised actions among 
institutes

2. Get rid of old malfunctioning 
policies and replace them with 

up-​to-​date policies
2. Some interest groups may 

loose  economically on changes 
in policy

3. A momentum to adjust poorly 
functioning policies

3. More urgency 
in the 

media/among 
decision- makers 
highlighting the 
need for action

3. opportunity:
a more 

adaptative 
policy 

framework

3. Opportunitities 
of environmental 

education/
raising awareness

Change of mindset

Inertia

3. Opportunites of 
alternative 

technologies/re-​
directing financial 

flows towards 
sustainable sectors 

and investments

2. Climate change 
mitigation risks to 

override other policies 
such as marine 

protection. Challenges: 
Risk of competing  

objectives and policies:

Opportunity: 
Mutual 

reinforcing 
climate protection

and marine 
protection.

3. Oppoortunity 
of tackling climate

adaptation and 
biodiversity loss 
simultaneously

Opportunities

Subsidies 
removed for 

harmful 
industry/sectors

1. Awareness that climate 
change will affect all parts 

of the Baltic Sea and 
collaborative actions to 

mitigate them.
I think we are far from this 

today.

Give marine protection the 
same standing as climate 

protection: "chief topic" (i.e.
cabinet responsibility), high
on agenda, cross-​sectorial 

and linking with 
biodiversity. Helps win-​win 
situation and coherence of 

policies.

Cross-​
sectoral 

cooperation

3. All stakeholders 
(environmental NGOs, fisheries, 

other activities) should be 
involved from the drawing of 

new, better fit policies, to their 
implementation phase. Lack off 

involvement results in  poor 
policies/implementation

Shared 
understanding of 
the urgency and 
implications of 
climate change 
across sectors

Environmental 
policy an integral 
part of sectoral 

policies -" 
ownership" of 

env. targets

More resources 
from state budgets 
for environemental 
sector - its always 
the first to go in a 

crisis.

2. Energy 
and food 

production

Decelopment of 
alternative 

economic models,
not based on 
continuous 

growth

Cross-​sectoral aspects

2. Natural resources 
management such as fish 
stocks should be part of 
the priority list (cf role in 
biodiversity protection, 

food production, 
employment, ...)

Financing

Stakeholder involvement

Environmental policies 
and targets need to be 
better communicated 

to sectors and 
stakeholders in order 

for them to act on 
them.

Very good 
interinstitution
al cooperation.

We are far 
from it.

3. EU and 
national 

authorities

Cooperation

Ideal policy landscape: 
would build on current 
knowledge, work across 
sectors (environment-​
agriculture-​fisheries-​

industry-...), across scales 
(regional-​international) and

with all stakeholders 
(private, civil society, ...)

clear, long-​term,
sector-​specific 

emissions 
reduction plans

Realization that 
for some sectors, 
there needs to be 
a "cap", or even 

reduction

Natural resources

2. Carbon 
sequstration

Fundamental 
change in how 
society works

3. What stakeholders should be involved, and at what stages of 
the policy development and implementation processes?

Specific sectors to 
work on targets 

defined on a 
regional basis (for 

ex. shipping, 
fisheries, wind 

energy)

All stakeholders representing 
society, industry, Nature and 
environmental portection etc. 

We need buy in from every 
citizen that we change the way 
we define wellfare, "economic 
growth" and how we want to 

live.  We need to change our way
of life.

Absolutely all state 
institutions should be 

involved in climate 
related policy making. 
In the implementation 
process a society plays 

a great role.

3. All stakeholders 
(environmental NGOs, civil 
society, fisheries - fisheries 

advisory councils-, other 
human activities at sea - 

shipping/energy/tourism/...
- and on land -​

agriculture/heavy 
industry/...-)

Industry Other regional 
agreements 
(sharing best 

practice)

Civil 
society 

and NGOs

Youth groups 
(we're leaving 
the planet to 
them after all 

;))
Agriculuture as an 

important one for both 
climate change and 
eutrophication, and 
their interlinkages 

Developing sustainable
food systems.

2. What should be prioritized?

The 
scientific 

community

HELCOM should assist 
in coordination among 

Parties and  
 implementation of the 

BSAP. If this is 
implemented, no other 
specific role is needed.

Frontrunner for 
action in  sectors 

where global 
policy is slow to 

develop - i.e. 
shipping

4. What is the specific role of HELCOM regarding climate change action?

Coordination 
and 

evaluation

Ensuring that 
actions in the BSAP 

are sufficient 
(developing climate 
scenarios are taken 
into account in an 
adaptive fashion)

Coordinating at 
different stages: 

scientific research
(gaps,...), policy 

drafting, and 
implementation

Sharing best 
practice 

(restoration and 
coastal adaptation

projects)

Coordinating 
monitoring 

and scientific 
research

Coordination

Setting regional 
restoration, 

protection and 
emissions 

reduction targets

Tracking progress

Bringing 
different 

stakeholders 
at the table

"Lobbying"

assessing 
cumulative and 
compounding  
impacts from 

human activities

Cross scale 
coordination 

(regions, 
country, 

region, intl)

Facilitate cooperation and collaboration

Frame 
regional 

governance

Governance

All sectors need to
make specific 

plans and targets 
for emissions 

reductions

Systemic
change!

1. All involved stakeholders 
should work further: scientists 

on understanding of ecosystems 
and their relations etc., State 

institutions on making rational 
policies and implementing them, 

other stakeholders 
implementing measures set for 

them.

3. Sector 
workshops to 
target sector-​

wise emissions
reductions

1. engage even 
more with 

stakeholders, 
continue 

contributing to 
knowledge sharing,

1. Reformulate
short-​term 

management 
targets

Including climate 
considerations 

more strongly in 
MSPs (next cycle 

too late?)

Make BSAP 
implementation "climate 
proof" and build climate 
considerations into BSAP 

actions. Set up a structured
approach to do so. Help 
pushing mangement of 
human activities in the 

"right" direction.

Consider sector-​
wise harmful  
subsidies and 
start removing 

them

2. countries are 
key actors here 

but need private
sector 

involvement too

1. Facilitate 
continued dialogue 

with scientific 
community to 

ensure latest data is 
taken into account 

in policy

2. EU need
to revise 
the CFP

2. All involved stakeholders 
should work further: scientists 

on understanding of ecosystems 
and their relations etc., State 

institutions on making rational 
policies and implementing them, 

other stakeholders - 
implementing measures set for 

them.

2. National 
goverments 
implement 

spatial 
planning

3. All HELCOM 
working groups to 
consider their own 
input to emissions 

reductions and 
adaptation

3. Inventory of all 
plans/programmes 

related to the 
climate change

2. Actions related to climate 
change (which is not seen as 

having an immediate impact but 
which may be catastrophic in the

long term) are lost in amongst 
issues with immediate priority 
(energy, war, natural hazards).  

this is understandable, but 
nonetheless the biggest 

challenge.

3. Move 
to true 

EBM

2. missmatch of 
timescales with 
short term and 

long term 
objectives and 

needs.

3. Force 
urgently 
needed 
societal 
change

2. climate 
mitigation 
measures 

are too slow

2. period between 
the implementation 
of the measure and 

the acquisition of 
results

1. Policies 
are not 
binding.

Temporal mismatch

3. companies and investors
are actually partly moving 
faster than policy makers 
currently. Large investors 
AND insurers are taking 

action and steps to 
safeguard from both 
impacts and "bad PR"

Conflicts of 
interest: 

environment 
vs. economy

Legaslative challenges

3. urgency 
to act gets 

more 
evident

1. climate, environment, 
agriculture, fishing, 

shipping are all dealt with 
in fairly separated sectors, 

minstries and agencies. 
This must change to be 

able to keep C.C. on 
highest political agenda 

across board

3. different 
challenges can be 
tackled together: 

climate mitigation,
adaption, 

biodiversity,

1. Political populism 
is growing to 

become the greatest
threat to long term 
action, questioning 
science, facts and 

economy all at once

Sectoral silos

2. to create stability 
and a shared path 

forward what makes
sense to people, 

stakeholders, 
business, banks, 

politicians etc

Policy is useless without 
political follow through. 

Policy  framers must also 
become political lobbyists 
or their work will almost 
never be heard amongst 

the noise of other 
important issues of the 

day.

ex-​post 
evaluation of 
the policies 

and measures 
implemented

good 
communication 
between Science 

and Policy makers
--> science-​based 

decisions

Communication

safe and stabile 
environment for 
citizens. Without 
this, any change  
can and will be 

contested.

Tracking progress

decision making 
considering the 

long-​term future, 
not just the next 
legislative period

a. Translation of 
science into political 

language (eg fact 
sheets)

b. Become a political
lobby organisation.

Long term planning

we need a partly 
new approach to 
"precaution" and 

upgrade the 
sense of urgency

Agree with this. 
Sustainability has 
failed. Need for a 
new approach eg 
rights of nature.

we need a much more 
positive approach to 

change and for that we 
need big information 

campaigns or awareness 
raising on good outcomes, 

feeling of purpose and 
meaning.

The answer almost 
axiomatically is ALL.  

However, lack of progress 
and implementation will 
result in disengagement 
from future processes.

1-2. the negativity and 
stress posed by C.C. 

threats/ communication in 
the public debate is a huge 

challange  as this turns 
people backwards rather 

than forwards

Public,
NGOs,

companies,
Research,

local and regional 
stakeholders

All stakeholders 
(society, local 
governments, 

institutions, national
institutions, 

business) at both 
stages.

political stability in path 
forward at least in realtion 
to core things like "we will 

not deviate from Paris 
accord" as this sends 
important message to 

industry, investors, insurers
for example

bring together 
scientific 

community and 
policy makers --> 
enable exchange

accept and state that we 
will NOT know details of 
C.C. impacts and have 

scientific support/advice. 
Shift communcation and 
thinking more towards 

"insurance policy" thinking

condense the 
knowledge in a 

way that is 
easily digestible 

by the public

A single fact sheet 
on climate change 
does not achieve 

this goal. Fact sheets
on sub-​topics are 

also needed.

Knowledge transfer

involving and educating  staff at 
investors,banks, insurance 

companies, pensionfunds etc is 
crucial.  They dont have to (or 
likely want to) be involved in 
development processes but 
must be very well trained in 

understanding their "money" 
drive or not.

Move from policy 
priority to lobby 
priority. there is 

enough (updatable) 
policy already and 

almost nobody that 
counts is listening..

1. systematic 
communication 

between 
stakeholders

3. Learn from the 
experts (eg mining 

lobby, 
pharmaceutical 

lobby) how lobbying 
actually works! We 

are naive

3. Take up suggestions 
from IPCC report?

Stability

Stability

Tradeoffs

1. non-​binding 
policies; where 

these are binding, it 
often lacks proper 

implementation (e.g.
marine 'paper 

parks')

geopolitical
crisis

informal 
consultations due 

to missing 
HELCOM member

-> thus missing 
binding action

present 
geo-​

political 
situation!

EU- 
restoration 

law

3. the general notion
of crisis might be a 

window of 
opportunity. Energy 
prices, droughts etc 
might shake people 

up.

1. ambitious 
measures are 
often watered 
down on the 
political level

2. present 
policies do not

incorporate 
environmental

cost

?commitment
to 1.5°C - 
blanking 

biodiv crisis

2. lack of 
implementation 

of existing 
objectivs and 

policies

3. Faster and 
more effective 

punitive measures
in case of non-​

implementation 
of policies

Spatial 
problems 
(where to 

implement 
other measures)

Lack of a spatial 
framework for 
cooperation of 
the CP in the 

Baltic Sea

lack of spatial aspect

Decision making
and 

implementation 
is too slow

Cumulative 
crisis leads 
to inaction

1. Climate policies should 
be compulsory and top 
priority, in line with the 

necessity to form a budget 
etc. We are presently 

extremely far from this!

1

Ideally, we would 
stick to the 

precautionary 
principle in the 

first place

1

The media gives 
climate change, 
science,  related 

management issues / 
gov actions the amount

of non-​partisan 
coverage it deserves

1. Ideally society should
focus on implementing 
existing policies instead

of creating new. In 
reality most actors 
focus on new goals.

incentives for 
transformation 

for harmful 
industry/sectors

proper 
frameworks to

manage 
marine carbon

Precautionary approach

1. To get people to change, 
politicians must e able to 

communicate what kind of 
society they are aiming for. 

A vision not painted in 
ashes, but inforcing hope.

& 
industry

CEOs

Adequate political support

direct 
communication 

industry/economy
to  science

Understanding of 
each sector's role 
and importance, 
and all of their 

decision-​making 
based on science, 

not politics

1. In an ideal policy 
landscape, researchers 

are in good contact 
with policy makers. And

vice versa. To do this, 
funding for policy -​

science work is needed.

river 
catchment 

management 
from source to

sink

Baltic 
citizen

Spatial 
framework on 

two levels 1. CPs
and 2. direct 

implementers

fisheries 
management should

be prioritised as 
action delivers many

co-​benefits for 
climate, food, 

ecosystems, society

In reality there 
is a need to 
prioritize in 

order for action 
to take place

Spatial aspect of 
implementation 

needs to be 
prioritized as 

there are spatial 
limitations

Champion! We need 
HELCOM to motivate, 

inspire, encourage, 
advocate and champion 

ocean climate action in the 
Baltic Sea region, and 

beyond. This includes at 
the EU level and to other 

parties

Implement 
BSAP and 

make sure the 
next version is 
even stronger.

Helcom is an 
important platform 
for collaboration. So
even more develop 
this role - hopefully 
soon involving also 

Russia.

HELCOM 
sustainable 

taxonomy for 
decision makers
fund manager

Helcom could also - as 
you already do - initiate
studies on for instance 

governance, and 
especially lack of 
implentation of 

policies.

We 
need 

CO2 tax

3. Climate impact 
assessments of all 

industries and activities in 
the Baltic Sea, including 
fisheries (by ICES) and 

resulting management to 
eliminate climate (and 

ecosystem) impacts

copy & 
paste "Best 
practices"

strong lobbying of
existing policies. 
there is plenty of 
policies out there 
that need to be 
implemented

sanctions 
for actors 

who do not
implement.

2&3. EU don't waste time 
reforming the CFP - 
implement it in full, 

including Article 17, which 
prioritises access to quota 

to incentivise more 
environmentally, socially 

and economically 
sustainable fishing

3) CO2 tax for 
Blue carbon 

projects - 
negative CO2 

emission

3. inventory of non 
implemented 

already decided 
climate policies and 

campaign to get 
them up and 

running.
Remove fossil fuel

subsidies in the 
review of the 

Energy Taxation 
Directive 3) 

harmonise 
nature- 

based MSP

support for non 
fossile fuel energy

production, for 
instance off shore

wind power.

Baltic sea implementation 
plan with spatial burden 

sharing across the CP and 
the acting sector level for 

both biodiversity and 
climate action
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