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Outcome of the Fourth Meeting of the Expert Network on Benthic Habitat 
Monitoring (EN-BENTHIC 4-2020) 

 
 

Introduction   
01. The fourth Meeting of the Expert Network on Benthic Habitat Monitoring was held online on 
11-12 November 2020. 

02. The Meeting was attended by delegations from Estonia, Denmark, Finland, Lithuania, Germany, 
Poland and Sweden, and the EU. The List of Participants is attached as Annex 1.  

03. The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Antonia Nyström-Sandman, Sweden.  Ms. Laura Kaikkonen, 
HELCOM Secretariat, acted as secretary of the Meeting. 

 

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the draft agenda 

1.1 The Meeting adopted the draft agenda (document 1-1 rev.1). 

 

Agenda Item 2   Information by the Chair, Secretariat and Contracting Parties 

2.1 The Meeting took note of information regarding the update of the Baltic Sea Action Plan with 
respect to benthic habitats. 

2.2 The Meeting took note of ongoing discussions at the TG Seabed. The Meeting further took note 
that the meeting date for TG Seabed has been changed and the next meeting will take place on 9-10 
December 2020. 

2.3 The Meeting took note of processes related to HOLAS III and planning and indicator work as 
presented by the Secretariat, based on information previously presented to State and Conservation 
(presentation 1).   

2.4 The Meeting took note of the deadlines for indicator development for HOLAS III.  All methodological 
development must be completed and approved by autumn 2021 in the appropriate working groups.  
Threshold values must be further approved in the subsequent HOD meeting, otherwise they cannot be 
included in the HOLAS III.  

2.5 The Meeting took note of the establishment of the Baltic Data Flows project and the work package 
6. 

2.6 The Meeting took note that the benthic mapping workshop planned for 2020 will be postponed 
until 2021. 

Agenda Item 3  Update from the ACTION project 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/Presentations/Presentation%201-%20HOLAS%20III%20Planning%20and%20process%202.0.pdf
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3.1 The Meeting took note that the ACTION project is coming to an end in December 2020 and all work 
packages are finalising their reports (document 3-1). 

3.2 The Meeting took note of the draft final report of the ACTION project WP2 (document 3-1 Att.1) 
that has been amended based on comments from the previous EN-BENTHIC meeting, STATE AND 
CONSERVATION 12-2020 and PRESSURE 12-2020. The Meeting further took note of a recent publication by 
Bastardie et al. (3-1 Att.2) which will be transformed into a project report.  

3.3 The Meeting invited the participants to provide comments on the report as soon as possible to 
enable finalising the work package reports by the end of the year.  

 

Agenda Item 4  Information and exchange with EMODNET Seabed habitats 

4.1 The Meeting took note of information regarding the EMODnet Seabed habitats project as presented 
by Finland (presentation 2, document 4-1). 

4.2 The Meeting welcomed the comprehensive update and discussed the following points:  

- It would be useful to have data products of existing biogenic habitats.  However, the varying 
definitions of what constitutes a biogenic habitat within the CPs can make obtaining this 
information challenging, although this may also be an issue for many other BHTs. 

- It is important to be clear on the versions of EUNIS classification/ MSFD BHT used in the EMODnet 
EUSeaMap products for any subsequent use. It would be interesting for EMODnet to be able to 
demonstrate how the degree of change in BHTs following the improvements of habitat maps and 
how that affects e.g. the status assessment. This would allow quantifying the subsequent impact on 
the assessments and enhancing the uncertainty estimations of the habitat maps, which is linked to 
the quality of the underlying data. 

- State and Conservation WG have been discussing which broad habitat types we have in the BS area, 
they were not all included in HOLAS II, and thus it would be good to have complete and updated 
maps so that they could all be included in the HOLAS III assessment.  

4.3 The Meeting discussed the resolution of data available on EMODnet Seabed habitats portal and 
the implications of its use in assessments. The Meeting took note that due restrictions on seabed data 
availability because of national security concerns in several countries, national data may be of higher 
resolution than those available through EMODnet Seabed habitats.  

4.4 The Meeting took note that it would be useful to enable to use the more detailed substrate data 
from areas where it is available, and to apply the EMODnet Seabed habitat data in other cases. 

4.5 The Meeting noted that assessments should aim to use best available national data, and to further 
ensure coherence of the assessment with various data with different resolutions. 

4.6 The Meeting discussed that some of the countries have updated national habitat models and the 
underlying background data. In order to have them included as background components of the models in 
the next update, they should be sent to the project partners (leena.laamanen@ymparisto.fi). 

4.7 The Meeting further took note that the next update of BHTs and EUNIS maps will take place in 
September 2021, the schedule of which has already been taken into account within the HELCOM 
Secretariat to fit within the schedule of HOLAS III.   

Agenda Item 5  Cumulative impact on benthic biotopes  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/Presentations/Presentation%201-EMODnet_SeabedHabitats.pdf
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5.1 The Meeting took note that the discussion on the development of the CumI indicator will only 
address Descriptor 6 criterion 3 of the EU MSFD and the establishment of threshold values (i.e. the boundary 
for adverse effects) related to physical pressures. 

CumI Step 5.2 –Application of pressure classifications in CumI questionnaire 

5.2 The Meeting took note of the responses to the CumI questionnaire (document 5-1, presentation 
3).  

5.3 The Meeting provided the following general remarks on the approach: 

- Dredging and deposition intensity should be considered, particularly with respect to linking activities 
and pressures in terms of buffer zones. The indicator development work could consider the 
outcomes of the ICES WKBEDPRES and WKBEDLOSS to support inclusion of the most recent scientific 
results for the definition of buffer zones. 

- The indicator name is somewhat misleading, as CumI is focussed on the potential joint effects of 
physical pressures, rather than the cumulative impacts from several different pressure types to the 
entire ecosystems as usually referred. 

- It is important to separate single events causing pressures and when they occur from the frequency 
of continuous activities.   

5.4 The Meeting took note that for HOLAS III the aim is to use updated data on e.g. pressure layers, 
although these data are not yet available.  

5.5 The Meeting discussed the possibility of inclusion of biological data in the CumI and noted that 
assessment scale is important for this. 

5.6 The Meeting took note that while it is technically possible to produce BHT maps and clip into a more 
detailed maps, intersecting maps with different scales could be challenging. 

5.7 The Meeting further took note that the aim for the final assessment would be to have information 
on the sensitivities to the specific pressures for each BHT.  

5.8 The Meeting reviewed the pressure-specific results from the CumI questionnaire as detailed below: 

Fishing 

5.9 The Meeting discussed options for including the frequency of fishing into the magnitude of the 
fishing pressure. 

5.10 The Meeting took note of a comment that as the SAR metric is based on frequency (using hours 
fished) and can be calculated at different time scales (e.g. yearly average or cumulative value of multiple 
years), adding a separate frequency metric overestimates the impact of the fishing pressure. 

5.11 The Meeting took note that in terms of impacts, it is important to account for the uncertainty 
regarding different habitat features, as e.g. trawling on rock will not have a similar impact as in neighbouring 
areas without rocks or possibly no impact at all in practice even if overlaying with c-squares indicates fishing 
activity. Given the existence of multiple biotopes within a c- square, the SAR values may be incorrect for such 
parts of the c-squares. If most of the c-square is not trawled at all, those habitats still receive excessively high 
CumI values. Similarly, there is overlap within the reported areas having high SAR values and protected areas 
where fishing should not occur. 

5.12 The Meeting took note that it is possible to account for e.g. protected areas and rocky areas by 
clipping them out to adjust the impacted area. 

5.13 The Meeting discussed the relevance of using BHTs as the absolute assessment unit. The Meeting 
took note of a comment that in more diverse coastal areas, more detailed assessments would be adequate, 
but these should not be mixed with the current CumI approach, which is to address the BHT level. 

5.14 The Meeting took note of a comment that e.g. in Sweden BHT is the minimum requirement for 
reporting within MSFD, yet the HELCOM assessment should focus on following the objectives of BSAP instead 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/Presentations/Presentation%203-CumI-discussion%20steps-revised.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/Presentations/Presentation%203-CumI-discussion%20steps-revised.pdf
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of simply reporting needs of the MSFD. It is thus important to consider producing an assessment to point out 
where further measures are needed and to consider sensitive habitat types beyond the simple BHTs to 
produce an assessment that can support work on measures. 

5.15 The Meeting noted that the SAR classification applied in the CumI differs from that used by ICES 
(ICES WKFBI REPORT 2016) and OSPAR (BH3 indicator) in terms of the class boundaries and the number of 
classes. The Meeting discussed that any deviation to other categorisations, such as the CumI setting a SAR of 
> 2 as high, as opposed to the OSPAR/ICES categorisation that rate a SAR of  >1 as high, should be justified. 

5.16 The Meeting took note that the ICES WKFBI classification was made based on best knowledge at 
the time, but now more information is available regarding the effect of gear types and recovery rates of 
habitats. It is therefore suggested to adjust the SAR values accordingly to reflect the GES values, based on 
the best available new knowledge. 

5.17 The Meeting invited participants to provide more recent studies (e.g. from the past 3 years) 
relevant to the fishing pressure definition by 30 November 2020 (especially with reference to pressures-
sensitivity-recovery of habitats). Information should be sent to the Secretariat (laura.kaikkonen@helcom.fi) 
and will be shared directly with the indicator leads. 

5.18 The Meeting took note that the indicator leads will produce a comparison of the current SAR 
classification and a new one to illustrate the effects on the indicator results. 

5.19 The Meeting took note of the difference in the interpretation of the surface and subsurface SAR 
values. The Meeting agreed that for now only surface SAR values will be used in the CumI. 

5.20 The Meeting considered the results of a demonstration on the magnitude of fishing pressure with 
and without interannual frequency as presented by the indicator leads. Overall, the magnitude of pressure 
is reduced when leaving out the frequency, having a greater effect on the marginal areas with irregular 
fishing, compared to the central areas, which are permanently fished in most cases and where there is no 
class change if frequency is not taken into account. In approximately 60 % of the areas the CumI score will be 
unchanged, and in 30 % of the areas the score will be one class lower. 

5.21 The Meeting discussed the ecological implications of leaving out the (interannual) frequency metric, 
especially with respect to the recovery of benthic habitats.  

5.22 The Meeting took note that currently it is difficult to evaluate if information on whether a c-square 
is trawled once every year or once every 6 years is needed for the CumI, as without the inclusion of frequency 
this information is lost. The Meeting agreed that from an ecological viewpoint the impacts of these events 
are different.  

5.23 The Meeting took note of the information from the indicator leads that most fished areas are more 
or less permanently fished, and thus having areas that are fished only once in the 6 year period is more of an 
exception, and maybe should not be the focus. But, in principle, frequency differences and associated 
recovery times should be considered and alternatives for their inclusion should be investigated. 

5.24 The Meeting noted that in order to decide on the inclusion of the frequency metric, it would be 
more informative to show the intersection with the sensitivities to illustrate what effect this change would 
have on the overall fishing impact. 

5.25 The Meeting invited the indicator leads to produce a demonstration of the comparison of the CumI 
in a number of test areas with and without frequency. The inclusion of the frequency metric will then be 
addressed in light of these results.  

Shipping pressures 

5.26 The Meeting took note of the position of Sweden that it is important to consider what kinds of 
habitats the assessment accounts for, as many coastal habitat types may be affected by large ships. The 
Meeting took note that the Swedish national assessment indicated that the currently used limit of 25 meters 
is too shallow.  
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5.27 The Meeting discussed the inclusion of AIS data to provide estimates of the number of ships 
crossing specific passage lines in the Baltic Sea. In the latest CumI test assessment ‘shipping density’ was used 
for combined ship types crossing 1x1 km grid cells (available at HELCOM MADS). The use of comparable 
EMODnet data could be investigated in addition. 

5.28 The Meeting agreed to explore what kind of further data are available and whether it is possible to 
distinguish between vessel types, and further derive the average speed of the vessels. E.g. EMODnet Human 
Activities provides information on leisure boats, that could be of relevance.  The Meeting noted that including 
further information on the speed and vessel type will likely result in many considerations that will need to be 
addressed later.  

5.29 The Meeting further discussed whether (interannual) frequency is already included in the density 
measure. 

5.30 The Meeting took note that Sweden will consult national experts on data availability to give some 
support and will communicate this information to the indicator leads.  

5.31 The Meeting noted that the HELCOM Secretariat also has people working on AIS data, and the 
Secretariat may thus be able to offer support on including the AIS data. 

5.32 The Meeting took note of the information that more detailed data related to shipping are available 
from the Secretariat and the inclusion of these data can be discussed intersessionally.  

Deposition of dredged material 

5.33 The Meeting took note that including further variables on e.g. substrate type and wave exposure is 
very data intensive and not currently feasible.  

5.34 The Meeting discussed whether CumI should also consider the chemical effects from the sources 
of deposited sediment, as CumI is to only address the physical pressures. 

5.35 The Meeting took note that the currently used buffer zones and their extent are based on the 
recommendations from the Expert Network on dredging (EN-DREDS).  

5.36 The Meeting discussed the possibly differing scopes of EN-BENTHIC and EN-DREDS in terms of 
biological considerations of pressures from dredging. The Meeting noted that any deviation from the 
categorisations derived from the expert network recommendations should be well justified. The Meeting 
further noted that it is important to maintain a consistent approach within the different expert groups within 
HELCOM. 

5.37 The Meeting took note that it would be valuable to re-assess which human activities cause which 
pressures, and that collaboration with EN-DREDS could be reasonable for at least the HOLAS III.  

5.38 The Meeting discussed the need to account for frequency in the pressures and considered the need 
to come up with another scale in addition to intensity for any pressures for which frequency is a 
consideration. 

5.39 The Meeting took note that it would be valuable to find an adequate categorisation for frequency.  

5.40 The Meeting noted that to reach an agreement on the frequency, another meeting may be needed 
to find a solution that fits most of the Contracting Parties. 

5.41 The Meeting took note that while the inclusion of substrate data would improve the assessment of 
pressure levels stemming from deposition of dredged material, these data are difficult to obtain.  

Maintenance dredging 

5.42 The Meeting took note of a comment from Sweden, stating that sills, lagoons and other sensitive 
biotopes are important for coastal areas and further noted a need to account for these in creating the buffer 
zones for dredging activities.  

5.43 The Meeting noted that continuous dredging could be considered as loss of seabed and a buffer 
could be included for the disturbance. The Meeting further took note that although capital dredging is 
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considered as loss, there should still be a disturbance buffer for the pressure effect in the surrounding as the 
dredging component is the same. 

5.44 The Meeting agreed to consider the views of TG Seabed regarding the adequate size of buffer zones 
and definitions of loss and disturbance. The Meeting took note of a suggestion to prepare a proposal to TG 
Seabed. 

5.45 The Meeting took note of suggested data calls, maybe a more thorough data call could be made to 
see if there is new data that can be used to adjust pressure intensities. 

5.46 The Meeting agreed that many of these discussions could be included in the indicator report, 
showing the different levels of accuracy that can be reached depending on the available data. 

Cables under construction 

5.47 The Meeting noted that detailed information on cables could be collected within the Secretariat, as 
much of the information from CPs is variable. 

Pipelines under construction 

5.48 The Meeting took note of a comment on whether pipelines should be considered as marine 
constructions. 

Pipelines in operation 

5.49 The Meeting took note that improving the assessment is mainly a question of having access to data 
to separate between buried and exposed pipelines. 

5.50 The Meeting further noted that the maintenance of these pipelines is likely not reported, which is 
probably the reason that the buffers for operating pipelines are larger than we would typically expect. 

Coastal defence 

5.51 The Meeting took note of a comment that changes in substrate types as a result of coastal defence 
should be treated as loss of the original habitat type (e.g. change from coarse to fine substrate type will result 
in effects to biodiversity). 

Mariculture 

5.52 The Meeting took note of the responses to the CumI questionnaire regarding buffer zones for 
mariculture.  

5.53 The Meeting took note that in Sweden the available data shows only permits for mariculture and 
the existence of ongoing mariculture is based on questionnaires. As response rates to these surveys are low, 
there is limited data on how much mariculture there is in Sweden, particularly with respect to how much is 
being cultured. 

5.54 The Meeting took note of a suggestion to use a layered approach, including the suggested 
additional data in the assessment if they are available. 

Improvements for the indicator reports 

5.55 The Meeting noted that it is important to better visualise the difference between assessment areas 
where there are no data available as opposed to no impact. 

5.56 The Meeting took note that it is uncertain whether the used data explicitly indicates when the data 
have not been reported/available. The Meeting noted that it would be good to have this available up front, 
and maybe include already at the data call level if data are not available. 

5.57 The Meeting suggested that the indicator report should better document the details of the 
calculations used in the assessment.  
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5.58 The Meeting discussed that it would be interesting to visualise spatially how many impacts have 
been used for the assessment, as this would highlight that for many places there is only one pressure (often 
fishery) that accounts for most of the cumulative impact. 

5.59 The Meeting took note of a suggestion to consider creating categories / confidence levels for the 
availability of data (1, 2, 3/ yes, no, don’t know) to indicate whether there is information on whether data 
are available and/or has been fully reported 

5.60 The Meeting took note that the indicator development should not be limited to the current data 
availability, but rather think about future data calls and make a list of data needs from this meeting to adjust 
and improve the CumI assessment. 

CumI Step - 5.3 Sensitivities 

5.61 The Meeting took note that the current CumI methodology uses general sensitivities of biotopes 
and not pressure specific ones, based on expert survey results of HELCOM TAPAS and BOOST projects. In the 
latest CumI test assessment of HELCOM sub-basins, pressure-specific sensitivities have been used for fishing 
pressure, while for all other pressures general sensitivities have been applied. 

5.62 The Meeting discussed the need to establish a common understanding of sensitivities of biotopes 
to physical pressures.   

5.63 The Meeting took note of concerns over whether data are available on all relevant affected 
biotopes and the need to use an updated biotope map. 

5.64 The Meeting agreed that it would be good to collect any existing national sensitivity classifications 
to support pressure-specific estimates and to establish a data call for both sensitivities and updated biotopes 
maps.  

CumI Step 5.4 - Characteristics of boundary between low and moderate CumI impacts 

5.65 The Meeting reviewed the currently used classes in the pressure-sensitivity intersection matrix. 

5.66 The Meeting took note that a part of the combinations in the intersection matrix may not be used 
given e.g. that ‘very low’ sensitivities towards the fishing pressure were not assigned. As a result, most of the 
outcomes in the intersection matrix result in impacts counting as ‘adverse effects’ and thus contribute to 
non-GES in the final assessment. However, this is pressure-specific and might not be the case for other 
pressures with deviating sensitivity classifications. 

5.67 The Meeting noted that the scale should extend to the currently used categories, as the current 
intersection matrix and the outcomes of the physical pressures do reflect that most physical pressures would 
result in ‘adverse effects’ and thus contribute to non-GES status. The Meeting thus agreed that the matrix 
should cover all the possible outcomes. 

5.68 The Meeting took note of a comment that when responding to the questionnaire, it was not clear 
that low category was not the lowest one, which may be a reason for the lack of ‘very low’ sensitivity 
estimates for the biotopes. 

5.69 The Meeting took note of the information from indicator leads that if it is not possible to get 
pressure-specific sensitivity estimates for all pressures, general sensitivities will be used, and these are then 
moderate to high. For some of the pressures ‘very low’ sensitivities may occur if the pressures are not 
relevant for those biotopes. 

5.70 The Meeting took note of a suggestion to reconsider the sensitivity estimations, as many Baltic Sea 
biotopes are characterised by mostly mobile, small and short-lived animals which would recover quickly, and 
thus result in ‘very low’ sensitivities to physical pressures. The Meeting further noted that there is high 
variability in the distribution and composition of communities and consequently, the recovery rates. 

5.71 The Meeting took note of a suggestion from Sweden to thematically validate every part of CumI at 
the best possible resolution. This requires using better pressure data, as updated data are available. The 
meeting further took note of a suggestion from Sweden to host an online workshop focussing on which 
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habitat types are to be considered and getting pressure-specific sensitivity estimates for the habitat 
types/biotopes if possible. 

5.72 The Meeting took note of a comment considering whether ground truthing in terms of in-situ 
samples is relevant at c-square level, and consequently whether validation would bring in anything 
meaningful. 

5.73 The Meeting discussed uncertainty in terms of the intersection matrix and the possibility to validate 
the result in terms of if categories result in GES or not. As an example, if limit for GES is 25 % of a biotope, 
and the cumulative classes with ‘adverse effects’ go to 30 %, it is important to consider if there is uncertainty 
for whether the % is correctly defined in terms of the resulting CumI impact class for making a judgement on 
whether GES is achieved. The Meeting took note of a suggestion to express the level of certainty by evaluating 
if assignment of the classes is certain or not. 

5.74 The Meeting took note that the current definition of ‘very low’ impact may not be adequately 
expressed, and this definition may need to be revisited in light of the reviewed definitions of the sensitivity 
classes. 

5.75 The Meeting concluded that the magnitudes of pressure and sensitivities must be in place prior to 
any modification to the currently used intersection matrix.  

CumI Step - 5.5 Technical improvements – confidence 

5.76 The Meeting noted that it is important to address confidence with respect to the results and 
discussed options for illustrating the uncertainty in the CumI estimates.  

5.77 The Meeting took note of the information from indicator leads (presentation 3) that the ideal for 
assessing uncertainty would consist of accounting for the quality of the data (with confidence embedded in 
their data inputs on the level of pressures, biotope maps and related sensitivities) and to further propagate 
uncertainty estimates to the final assessment to see the confidence with which the CumI values for a given 
cell falls into a certain category. The Meeting further noted that it is very unlikely that such data could be 
received from all Contracting Parties and data providers. 

CumI Steps 5.6 & 5.8 - Assessment scale 

5.78 The Meeting took note that the assessment will be made on a sub-basin scale. 

5.79 The Meeting took note of a suggestion from Sweden to separate coastal areas from offshore areas, 
as more detailed biotope maps are available for national waters/coastal zones. The sensitivity scores may 
also be different within the coastal biotopes compared to offshore areas. Therefore, not scaling everything 
to a basin-wide level would enable producing more realistic GES estimates that account for the different 
characteristics of the coastal zones. 

5.80 The Meeting took note that many of the comments relate to the post-processing of the results, and 
that it is possible to report the CumI results at any scale if adequate data are available. 

5.81 The Meeting took note that the aim is to create a semi-automated assessment process (probably 
using QGIS) that CPs could run independently, which would enable using confidential seabed data. The 
Meeting further noted that some manual work may be required due to varying data formatting, particularly 
with respect to the polygons received (topology error in the GIS layers). 

5.82 The Meeting took note that it would be important to present something to the next State and 
Conservation meeting, as it is important to inform the CPs on the progress in the indicator development and 
possible data needs.  

5.83 The Meeting took note of a suggestion to organise an intersessional meeting on the implementation 
of the remaining task. The Meeting noted that in order to ensure timely progress in the CumI development 
for inclusion in the HOLAS III, the smaller meetings could focus on issues that could best address concerns 
from CPs (e.g. expressing of confidence levels that might help in the process). 

5.84 The Meeting invited the Secretariat to prepare a to-do list stemming from the outcomes of this 
meeting prior to publishing the outcomes and include it in the outcome (Annex 2). 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/Presentations/Presentation%203-CumI-discussion%20steps-revised.pdf
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Agenda Item 6  Progress on other indicator and assessment work 

6.1 The Meeting considered the schematic for benthic assessment with regard to the MSFD descriptor 
6 (document 6-1) as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting reviewed the schematic and proposed 
modifications to it (6-1 rev.1). 

6.2 The Meeting took note of the concept for assessment of benthic habitats (document 6-2) as 
submitted by Finland and Estonia.  

6.3 The Meeting discussed the implications of integrating multiple indicators with different spatial 
resolutions and assessment scopes.  

6.4 The Meeting noted the need to acknowledge that many indicators are not status indicators per se. 
Therefore, pressure and status assessments should not be mixed thinking that they measure the same 
thing, but they should rather be translated before combining. Application of a systematic framework, such 
as DPSIR/ DAPSI(W)R(M) that separates the different levels, here measures from the statuses, would be 
useful for this purpose.  

6.5 The Meeting noted that it would be useful to compile a list of the available indicators that can be 
used in the lack of primary benthic status indicators.  

6.6 The Meeting took note that aim of the approach of the presented concept is to make up for not 
having equally good data for all areas across all indicators.  While spatial integration may be a challenge, 
similar exercises have been implemented before at a HELCOM level. 

6.7 The Meeting took note of a suggestion to include BHTs in the table in the concept document to 
collate information on which indicators are relevant for the BHTs, as this is the level at which the assessment 
will be made.  

6.8 The Meeting took note of information that Sweden has been thinking for organising an expert 
workshop especially for vegetated habitats, to define what constitutes an adversely affected habitat with 
respect to the in-situ data. The aim would be to link pressure layers to available biological variables for status 
assessments. Such an exercise could make use of the extensive video material available in Sweden and 
Finland and could thus be considered as an expert survey in a workshop format. 

6.9 The Meeting took note that with respect to additional data needs, data calls are planned for HOLAS 
III. 

6.10 The Meeting agreed to produce a list of data needs from this meeting to be reviewed 
intersessionally. These data needs can then be further communicated to the data coordinator at the HELCOM 
Secretariat and in the case of additional data needs, these will be put forward to the State and Conservation 
WG.  

6.11 The Meeting further noted that for the CumI development, it may be better to have a partial data 
call for a few pilot areas, given the time constraints for indicator development.  

6.12 The Meeting agreed that prior to proceeding to an extensive data call for the CumI development, 
it is recommended to first estimate what can be achieved with updated data that have been submitted after 
HOLAS II. 

Agenda Item 7  Follow up on previous meetings and any other business 

7.1 The Meeting discussed the planning of an upcoming habitat modelling workshop, initially scheduled 
to take place online in 2021. 

7.2 The Meeting took note that participants are invited to communicate any wishes and suggestions 
regarding the workshop to the EN-BENTHIC chair (Antonia.Sandman@aquabiota.se).  

7.3 The Meeting agreed that the terms of reference will be addressed when the next chair will be 
elected. 

mailto:Antonia.Sandman@aquabiota.se
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7.4 The Meeting took note of the information that Estonia is in the process of updating habitat maps 
and undertaking surveys. Monitoring is currently in place for habitats within the Habitats Directive 
(sandbanks and reefs), and methods are under development for coastal lagoons. The monitoring 
programme and monitoring will be finished by the end of this year, with results hopefully ready in 2021.   

7.5 The Meeting agreed that the next meeting of EN-BENTHIC will take place online in March or early 
April 2021 and will be focussed on the CumI development.  

7.6 The Meeting invited the Secretariat to circulate a doodle poll for the whole month of March to find 
a suitable date. 

Agenda Item 8  Outcome of the Meeting 

8.1 The Outcome of the Meeting will be adopted via correspondence. The Outcome of the Meeting, 
together with the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting will be made available on the 
meeting site in the HELCOM Meeting Portal. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IN-BENTHIC%201-2016-335/default.aspx
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Annex 2. Next steps for further development of the CumI indicator 
 

1. The Meeting is invited to provide more recent studies (e.g. from the past 3 years) relevant 
to the fishing pressure definition by 30 November 2020 (especially with reference to 
pressures-sensitivity-recovery of habitats). Information should be sent to the Secretariat 
(laura.kaikkonen@helcom.fi) and will be shared directly with the indicator leads. 

i. Contracting Parties: Provide input on recent references to support update of CumI 
sensitivities, recovery, specific effects of trawling with respect to ‘adverse effects’. 

ii. Indicator leads: Apply test cases to evaluate appropriate SAR values (with reference to 
the categories/definitions used by ICES and OSPAR) 

iii. Indicator leads: Apply fishing pressure with and without frequency component all the 
way through to GES stage 

iv. Indicator leads: Apply test cases with updated sensitivities based on recent publications 
supplied by Contracting Parties and identified as viable for CumI. 

 
2. Draft data needs list per pressure (e.g. boat speed, depth, dredging etc) to be prepared by leads 

to address issues raised. Initial test cases to focus on areas from Sweden and Germany (and 
possibly Denmark) 

i. Indicator leads: Develop list of pressure specific data needs to address issues raised in 
the questionnaire 

ii. Contracting Parties (Germany, Sweden and Denmark): provide identified data to 
leads to enable relevant test cases to be run 

iii. Indicator leads: Apply test cases on identified pressures to share with EN-BENTHIC  
iv. Compare data needs to existing HOLAS III-related data flows and call (via Secretariat) 
v. Evaluate if new proposals are functional and if so, explore the potential for a regional 

data call to be presented to State and Conservation 14-2021 or intersessionally 
 

3. Evaluate suitable metrics for accounting for frequency of the different pressures and determine 
if/how frequency should be applied across all pressures (Indicator leads) 

 
4. Apply pressure-specific sensitivities to biotopes, including scoping any existing national 

classifications to support the work 
 

i. Contracting Parties: Supply any additional national information by 4 December 2020 
ii. Indicator leads: Apply test cases to evaluate the approach and application in CumI 

 
5. Establish appropriate habitat level for application in CumI (i.e. what is the appropriate 

ecological level to apply combined with where data is available). The lowest (i.e. most detailed) 
habitat classification will offer the strongest management potential, but the data availability 
may prevent certain detailed habitat classifications from being assessed. It is needed to 
determine what level of habitat classification can be achieved using CumI and the available data 
and agree on the application. Subsequent to that the habitat classification components can be 
aggregated to the relevant MSFD BHTs (once the new version for the Baltic Sea are available in 
2021) 

i. Indicator leads: Apply test cases at different habitat classification levels to show where 
data availability limits the assessment 

ii. Contracting Parties: Consider where national data is available and to what habitat 
classification level CumI can be applied 

iii. Contracting Parties: agree on an appropriate common habitat level for the assessment 
 

mailto:laura.kaikkonen@helcom.fi
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6. Next version of the report and any test cases needing Working Group decision to select the 
appropriate approach to be submitted to State and Conservation and PRESSURE Working 
Groups. Specific issues can be determined as relevant for each Working Group to clarify how 
certain layers (e.g. dredging for PRESSURE) will be handled in CumI for HOLAS III. 

7. Consider if by HOLAS III the CumI can be available for each Contracting Party to use the CumI 
indicator assessment internally/nationally and thereby apply the assessment to more detailed 
and often confidential data in a common way, presenting aggregated data to the indicator 
assessment/report (Indicator leads and Contracting Parties consider possible solutions to bring 
to the discussion)  

Note that as sensitivity aspects and other components such as data layers are updated (e.g. in 
parallel processes such as the current BSPI/BSII work strand) then the relevant components can be 
used to update CumI also. 
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	5.55 The Meeting noted that it is important to better visualise the difference between assessment areas where there are no data available as opposed to no impact.
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	5.57 The Meeting suggested that the indicator report should better document the details of the calculations used in the assessment.
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	5.72 The Meeting took note of a comment considering whether ground truthing in terms of in-situ samples is relevant at c-square level, and consequently whether validation would bring in anything meaningful.
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	Agenda Item 6  Progress on other indicator and assessment work
	6.1 The Meeting considered the schematic for benthic assessment with regard to the MSFD descriptor 6 (document 6-1) as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting reviewed the schematic and proposed modifications to it (6-1 rev.1).
	6.2 The Meeting took note of the concept for assessment of benthic habitats (document 6-2) as submitted by Finland and Estonia.
	6.3 The Meeting discussed the implications of integrating multiple indicators with different spatial resolutions and assessment scopes.

	6.4 The Meeting noted the need to acknowledge that many indicators are not status indicators per se. Therefore, pressure and status assessments should not be mixed thinking that they measure the same thing, but they should rather be translated before ...
	6.5 The Meeting noted that it would be useful to compile a list of the available indicators that can be used in the lack of primary benthic status indicators.
	6.6 The Meeting took note that aim of the approach of the presented concept is to make up for not having equally good data for all areas across all indicators.  While spatial integration may be a challenge, similar exercises have been implemented befo...
	6.7 The Meeting took note of a suggestion to include BHTs in the table in the concept document to collate information on which indicators are relevant for the BHTs, as this is the level at which the assessment will be made.
	6.8 The Meeting took note of information that Sweden has been thinking for organising an expert workshop especially for vegetated habitats, to define what constitutes an adversely affected habitat with respect to the in-situ data. The aim would be to ...
	6.9 The Meeting took note that with respect to additional data needs, data calls are planned for HOLAS III.
	6.10 The Meeting agreed to produce a list of data needs from this meeting to be reviewed intersessionally. These data needs can then be further communicated to the data coordinator at the HELCOM Secretariat and in the case of additional data needs, th...
	6.11 The Meeting further noted that for the CumI development, it may be better to have a partial data call for a few pilot areas, given the time constraints for indicator development.
	6.12 The Meeting agreed that prior to proceeding to an extensive data call for the CumI development, it is recommended to first estimate what can be achieved with updated data that have been submitted after HOLAS II.

	Agenda Item 7  Follow up on previous meetings and any other business
	7.1 The Meeting discussed the planning of an upcoming habitat modelling workshop, initially scheduled to take place online in 2021.
	7.2 The Meeting took note that participants are invited to communicate any wishes and suggestions regarding the workshop to the EN-BENTHIC chair (Antonia.Sandman@aquabiota.se).
	7.3 The Meeting agreed that the terms of reference will be addressed when the next chair will be elected.

	7.4 The Meeting took note of the information that Estonia is in the process of updating habitat maps and undertaking surveys. Monitoring is currently in place for habitats within the Habitats Directive (sandbanks and reefs), and methods are under deve...
	7.5 The Meeting agreed that the next meeting of EN-BENTHIC will take place online in March or early April 2021 and will be focussed on the CumI development.
	7.6 The Meeting invited the Secretariat to circulate a doodle poll for the whole month of March to find a suitable date.

	Agenda Item 8  Outcome of the Meeting
	8.1 The Outcome of the Meeting will be adopted via correspondence. The Outcome of the Meeting, together with the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting will be made available on the meeting site in the HELCOM Meeting Portal.
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