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Outcome of the Fifth Meeting of the Expert Network on Benthic Habitat 
Monitoring (EN-BENTHIC 5-2021) 

Introduction

01. The Fifth Meeting of the Expert Network on Benthic Habitat Monitoring was held online on 9-10
March 2021.

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

03. The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Antonia Nyström-Sandman, Sweden. Ms. Laura Kaikkonen,
HELCOM Associate Professional Secretary, 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). 

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

2.1 The Meeting took note of the provisional timelines related to HOLAS III as presented by the 
Secretariat (document 2-1, presentation 1). 

2.2 The Meeting took note of ongoing discussions at the TG Seabed, including pending decisions on the 
spatial threshold for D6C3, which is unlikely to be agreed upon in time for HOLAS III.  

Agenda Item 3  Cumulative impact on benthic biotopes 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the tasks related to CumI development agreed in  Annex 2 of outcome of 
EN BENTHIC 4-2020.  

Sensitivity scores 

3.2 The Meeting took note that with respect to sensitivity of habitats, input had only been received 
from Finland. 

3.3 The Meeting welcomed the suggestion from the indicator leads to propose matrices of the 
pressure-specific sensitivities to be used in CumI. These could be drafted for each member state separately, 
after which the CPs can either accept or propose amendments to them.  

3.4 The Meeting acknowledged that there may be regional specificities as to the sensitivities of 
biotopes and noted that a potential drawback of this approach is if CPs have very differing interpretations of 
the scientific evidence underpinning the sensitivities. The Meeting suggested agreeing on the limit of how 
different the sensitivity scores can be and took note that it would be unfortunate if there are very differing 
views and sharp differences on the scores between CPs. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN-BENTHIC%205-2021-840/Related%20Information/Presentation%201%20HOLAS%20III%20Planning%20and%20process.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20EN-BENTHIC%204-2020.pdf
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3.5 The Meeting agreed that the best option would be to establish a common understanding of the 
sensitivity values of all biotopes under the broad habitat types. The Meeting took note of a suggestion that 
CPs could assess which biotopes are found within the BHTs in their national waters. 

3.6 The Meeting took note that the data layers (e.g. Broad Habitat Types) will be updated to the most 
recent available for HOLAS III and recalled that the use of EMODnet maps will depend on the update of EU 
SEAMAP, which will be updated in September 2021. 

3.7 The Meeting acknowledged that if maps and BHT descriptions will be updated, any sensitivity 
assessments made now may change if the biotope classes will be modified in September when the maps are 
updated. 

3.8 The Meeting supported using biotope maps where available. In places where they do not exist or 
they cannot be used due to usage restrictions, the coarser maps need to be used which could be reflected in 
uncertainty of the assessment. 

3.9 The Meeting agreed to postpone this discussion of the used spatial assessment level after 
consultation with State & Conservation and when further information on maps used in the HOLAS III is 
available. 

3.10 The Meeting recalled that the best available information should be used for the assessment. In 
cases where CumI results are calculated at finer spatial scale, the results should also be aggregated to the 
BHT level. 

3.11 The Meeting invited the indicator leads to prepare a survey on the sensitivity values, consisting of 
pressure specific matrices and potentially a general one showing the currently used sensitivity scores. After 
survey distribution, the CPs will be given one month to respond to it. 

3.12 The Meeting agreed that the survey responses may be revisited when new information on BHTs 
will be available (see item 3.6 and 3.7). If the CPs have biotope maps that better reflect the sensitivities, they 
will need to provide a map of the biotopes within BHTs. 

Fisheries pressure 

3.13 The Meeting took note of the results of the changes in magnitude of pressure when testing the 
difference between SAR values used in CumI and the ones in ICES (2016) and BH3 as presented by the 
indicator leads (document 3-2) 

3.14 The Meeting took note that based on the demonstration, the current SAR values used in the CumI 
do not appear to overestimate the fishing pressure unlike previously discussed, supporting that there is no 
reason to change the classification of the SAR value. 

3.15 The Meeting agreed that the currently used SAR values will be applied in further indicator 
development. 

3.16 The Meeting discussed future needs to look at the intersection of the depletion rates and recovery 
with the SAR values from empirical studies for specific habitats, e.g. with respect to variation due to different 
history of trawling in different areas.  

3.17 The Meeting discussed the distribution of fishing pressure within the used gird cells (c-squares) and 
noted that many cells contain both trawled and untrawled areas, resulting in large uncertainties about the 
actual distribution of the fishing pressure within the cell areas.  

3.18 The Meeting suggested developing a measure for uncertainty in terms of the spatial variability of 
the fishing pressure within a grid cell, showing the deviation/variability in the SAR value within the cell. 

3.19 The Meeting discussed whether this information, which could draw on VMS data, could be part of 
a data call. 

3.20 The Meeting agreed that after settling on the methodology, the scale of the assessment may be 
agreed upon at a later stage when data is available, and concluded that for now the work will carry on with 
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assumption that fishing impacts are evenly distributed within the individual grid cells, as no other data are 
publicly available. 

3.21 The Meeting discussed whether the SAR value should be interpreted as a metric for frequency, 
and/or for intensity of the pressure. 

3.22 The Meeting took note that regarding the intensity of a fishing event, few studies have been carried 
out investigating the correlation between the penetration depth of the trawl net and the mortality and 
recovery of benthic fauna. Currently available SAR values only differentiate between penetration depth of 
< 2 cm (surface SAR) and ≥ 2 cm (subsurface SAR), respectively. 

3.23 The Meeting took note of information from indicator leads that many cells will be assessed with 
a magnitude of pressure being two classes less when using surface SAR directly as magnitude of pressures 
without an intersection with frequency as done up to now and invited the indicator leads to prepare maps to 
illustrate this difference. 

3.24 The Meeting concluded that in this context, SAR does not differentiate between intensity of the 
fishing events. The Meeting concluded that SAR is rather frequency metric, but SAR does not allow 
assumptions on how frequent one part of a cell was trawled within a year. 

3.25 The Meeting thus concluded that in this context SAR is directly used as magnitude of pressure. The 
Meeting supported closing the issue on the SAR values for fishing pressure for the HOLAS III. 

3.26 The Meeting reviewed the literature compiled in based on input from Denmark following a request 
in EN-BENTHIC 4-2020 and the applicability of the existing literature for CumI (document 3-1). 

3.27 The Meeting discussed the division of literature categories and took note that some differences 
exist in the literature as to the definition of adverse effects. 

3.28 The Meeting supported that literature from category 1 (Literature to be evaluated for CumI) may 
be used in the indicator development. 

Draft data needs per pressure 

3.29 The Meeting discussed the data needs per pressure and took note that it will be necessary to 
evaluate not only what data would be informative, but also how it can be used. 

3.30 The Meeting took note that the details of the HOLAS III data call will be sent out by the Secretariat 
in March 2021 and should include the data needs for CumI. The Meeting further took note that data needs 
should be in place in 2021 and data will be expected in 2022. 

3.31 The Meeting took note that regarding the confidentiality of data in certain countries, indicator 
results may be presented on a water body level, and for the more specific assessment, results can be 
produced within the CP and shared further.  

3.32 The Meeting agreed that even with the limitations as to the data availability and resolution, simply 
showcasing the areas that are subject to a pressure and their sensitivities will be an important exercise. 

3.33 The Meeting suggested sharing GIS files on the pressures and biotopes with the Network members 
to make demonstrations on the indicator results more accessible. 

3.34 The Meeting supported using a workspace on the HELCOM Sharepoint to share the GIS data and 
invited the Secretariat to circulate information on using the workspace to members of the Network. The EN-
BENTHIC workspace may be accessed via this link. 

3.35 The Meeting recalled that currently the CumI results do not distinguish between areas where there 
is no data as opposed to no pressures, which will be a necessary addition to the indicator. 

3.36 The Meeting invited the indicator leads to draft a list of what data is needed for the indicator in its 
current form and communicate this to the Secretariat so that the data needs could be harmonised with other 
closely associated assessment procedures (i.e. also utilising the same/similar data sets) and so that the 
requirements could be reflected in the HOLAS III data call.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/workspaces/EN-BENTHIC-191/default.aspx
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Frequency 

3.37 The Meeting discussed pressures for which frequency is an important consideration. 

3.38 The Meeting agreed that it will be important to include details of what kind of frequency 
information is needed in the data call. The Meeting further noted that to deal with data availability, it is 
important to indicate a hierarchy for the activities for which frequency data is crucial (e.g. shipping), and the 
ones for which it would be ideal. 

3.39 The Meeting discussed data availability of shipping frequency (EMODnet, marinetraffic.org) and 
took note that the EMODnet shipping data are probably best available uniform data layer for this. 

3.40 The Meeting recalled that small scale dredging is not reported adequately and took note of a pilot 
project in Sweden using Sentinel 2 products coupled with AI to pick out signals from dredging activities, which 
could be interesting for EN BENTHIC.  

3.41 The Meeting concluded that frequency will be kept as a part of the assessment scheme in the way 
it was used in the past (with the exception of trawling) and will be used when relevant and when data are 
available.  

Habitat level for application of CumI 

3.42 The Meeting supported that biotope maps from CPs may be used when available, and data 
availability from BHT does not impede using better classifications whenever available. 

3.43 The Meeting recalled that using different level data will result in varying accuracy in results between 
countries but agreed that this is to some extent unavoidable. 

3.44 The Meeting took note that “uncertainty” should be added to the SAR value 
(see item 3.18). 

3.45 The Meeting discussed needs to incorporate this work on MSFD D6C5 and recalled that with the 
current approach, reporting may be done on any scale. The Meeting further noted that it would be useful to 
know how the CumI results will be used in the HOLAS III. 

Next version of CumI report 

3.46 The Meeting took note that the indicator leads will submit a comment document to 
STATE&CONSERVATION 14-2021 on issues requiring input from the WG drawing on the outcomes of the 
Meeting. 

3.47 The Meeting took note that the next version of the indicator report will be updated when all 
decisions are in place. The indicator leads will report the progress in the comment document (see item 3.47) 
to STATE&CONSERVATION 14-2021 and will update the indicator report for review before EN-BENTHIC 6-
2021. 

3.48 The Meeting took note that the finalised CumI report needs to be handed in to 
STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 

3.49 The Meeting discussed the implementation of the CumI assessment encompassing the different 
steps and considered whether producing the assessment in R would make it more approachable for CPs. 

3.50 The Meeting generally supported producing the assessment in an R environment as opposed to 
QGIS and emphasized that a thorough description of the assessment steps is the most important for making 
the process more transparent and accessible. 

3.51 The Meeting took note that Denmark had successfully produced a CumI test assessment in R and 
welcomed further information on comparing assessments with the indicator leads. The Meeting further 
welcomed the offer to make the test assessment scripts freely available. 
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Agenda Item 4  Progress on other indicator and assessment work 

4.1 The Meeting discussed the benthic assessment concept/schematic presented at EN BENTHIC 4-
2020 (document 6-2 of the meeting) and reviewed the graphical representation separating state assessment 
and risk assessment as presented by the Chair.  

4.2  The Meeting suggested that the top level needs to aggregate more level and took note that 
aggregating state and pressure indicators within the same assessment stage is an issue.  

4.3 The Meeting took note that more detail is required on how information will be aggregated. For 
instance, the state of soft-bottom communities indicator will be assessed for specific biotopes and 
aggregation rules are needed to apply the concept onto a BHT level. The Meeting suggested applying the 
concept on test cases to see where there is conflict with state and pressure impacts. 

4.4 The Meeting acknowledged the importance to align the work as much as possible to what is planned 
at TG seabed. 

4.5 The Meeting discussed proposing the concept to STATE&CONSERVATION as a methodology for 
status and the assessment concept which could support the thematic assessment in HOLAS III.  

4.6 The Meeting invited the participants involved in the development of the proposed schematic 
(above) and the Condition of Benthic Habitats indicator (Sweden, Finland and Estonia) to carry out 
intersessional work towards applying a suitable and aligned methodology in a series of spatially distributed 
test cases (i.e. to compare applicability across the Baltic Sea region and to test under different data 
availability scenarios). The Meeting further discussed that successful test case evaluations might be 
presented to State and Conservation in autumn 2021 with the option to consider if such evaluation might be 
included in the HOLAS III thematic assessment as supporting contextual information.    

4.7 The Meeting supported developing the assessment concept discussed above with condition of 
benthic habitats indicator, and potentially also with BQI to move towards something more general. The works 
should, to the extent possible, follow the HOLAS III timelines 

4.8 The Meeting emphasized that the approach should be tested in several places that are different 
enough in terms of ecology and data availability to avoid developing an approach that is too narrow. 

4.9 The Meeting discussed addressing geographical differences in the assessment, particularly within 
Kattegat area which is significantly different from the rest of the Baltic.  

4.10 The Meeting discussed which components are to be included in the test assessment and stressed 
the importance to separate the overall assessment concept from specific indicators.  

4.11 The Meeting took note of status of the state of soft-bottom communities indicator (Presentation 
2), and related work in the Baltic DataFlows project. 

4.12 The Meeting took note of development in the steps of the BEAT calculation and noted that the 
assessment tool will be made available openly. 

4.13 The Meeting discussed using the state of soft-bottom communities indicator in the eutrophication 
assessment and emphasized that it will need to have a strong eutrophication response. Further details should 
be given as to if BQI is considered an indicator of eutrophication, or a broader indictor that is affected by 
other pressures. 

4.14 The Meeting recalled that in HOLAS III, BQI could not be applied in all basins, namely Arkona-
Bornholm, due to lack of consensus on the threshold values. 

4.15 The Meeting acknowledged that agreeing on common and meaningful threshold values for the 
Arkona and Bornholm basins may be challenging due to variation in the natural conditions within the 
assessment unit and invited Denmark and Sweden to discuss if division of existing assessment units could be 
viable and may support a solution.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN%20BENTHIC%204-2020-754/MeetingDocuments/6-2%20Concept%20for%20assessment%20of%20benthic%20habitats.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN-BENTHIC%205-2021-840/Related%20Information/Presentation%202%20BQI%20indicator%20EN%20BENTHIC%205-2021.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN-BENTHIC%205-2021-840/Related%20Information/Presentation%202%20BQI%20indicator%20EN%20BENTHIC%205-2021.pdf
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4.16 The Meeting recalled that there were also issues of using the BQI in Denmark, and invited Denmark 
to verify the source of the issue. The Meeting took note that due to different benthic monitoring methods 
used in Denmark as opposed to the CPs (HAPS corers instead of van Veen grabs), pooling of the samples 
within assessment units is not completely uniform. 

4.17 The Meeting discussed using subsets of assessment units to obtain a more representative and 
ecologically relevant assessment result. The Meeting emphasized the importance to clarify the conditions 
under which BQI threshold values are representative (e.g. above halocline and for certain substrate types). 

4.18 The Meeting took note that any changes to indicators (e.g. regarding assessment units, threshold 
values, methodological changes) should ideally be communicated to STATE&CONSERVATION 14-2021, and 
that STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 represented the final opportunity for approval on such changes for 
HOLAS III.  

4.19 The Meeting invited the indicator leads to continue the discussion intersessionally with Sweden, 
Denmark, Poland and Germany on the assessment units and application of threshold values and assessments 
for other currently un-assessed regions. 

Agenda Item 5  Any other business 

5.1 The Meeting took note of updated data reporting guidelines for zoobenthos monitoring (document 
5-1).

5.2 The Meeting invited participants to provide comments on section 2.3 Zoobenthos to Baltic Data 
Flows project (henrik.nygard@syke; joni.kaitaranta@helcom.fi) by 31 March 2021. 

5.3 The Meeting took note that the proposal will be submitted to STATE&CONSERVATION 14-2021 for 
approval, after which the guidelines will be updated. 

5.4 The Meeting welcomed the proposal to assure that reporting is done in a useful format and 
emphasized that it is important that the correction to the format will also be communicated to ICES in order 
to establish a workflow that allows for corrections in the data. 

5.5 The Meeting discussed current progress on the definition of physical loss within MSFD D6 and 
recalled that the issue has been raised recurrently in TG seabed. 

5.6 The Meeting recalled that within HOLAS II, a BSII/BSPI data layer was used that included data on 
e.g. constructions, which may be used to assess direct loss and combined to results from CumI.

5.7 The Meeting recalled that currently no common definition of physical loss is at place (with respect 
to e.g. hypoxic areas and defining loss only in terms of changes in substrate type) and agreed that setting a 
clear definition is important. 

5.8 The Meeting took note that any group working on (physical) loss or D6C4 respectively for HOLAS III 
should get in touch with the CumI indicator leads. 

5.9 The Meeting agreed to hold the next EN-BENTHIC meeting during the 1st 2nd or 3rd week of June 
2021 as a one-day meeting and invited the Secretariat to circulate a doodle poll for the three first weeks of 
June. 

Agenda Item 6  Outcome of the Meeting 

6.1 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. 

mailto:henrik.nygard@syke
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IN-BENTHIC%201-2016-335/default.aspx
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Annex 1. List of participants 
Representing Name Organization E-mail
Chair 
Chair Antonia Nyström Sandman AquaBiota Water Research antonia.sandman@aquabiota.se 

Contracting Parties 
Denmark Grete Elisabeth Dinesen National Institute of Aquatic Resources, Technical 

University of Denmark (DTU Aqua)  
gdi@aqua.dtu.dk 

Denmark Marie-Louise Krawack Ministry of Environment and Food makra@mim.dk 

Estonia Georg Martin Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu georg.martin@ut.ee 

Finland Henrik Nygård Finnish Environment Institute henrik.nygard@syke.fi 
Finland Leena Laamanen Finnish Environment Institute leena.laamanen@syke.fi 
Germany Alexander Darr Leibniz-Institute for Baltic Sea Research alexander.darr@io-warnemuende.de 
Germany Torsten Berg MariLim aquatic research GmbH berg@marilim.de 

Germany Isabelle Taubner MariLim aquatic research GmbH taubner@marilim.de 

Poland Wojciech Kraśniewski Institute of Meteorology and Water Management, 
National Research Institute Poland 

wojciech.krasniewski@imgw.pl 

Poland Diana Dziaduch Gdynia Maritime University Diana.Dziaduch@im.umg.edu.pl 
Sweden Mats Blomqvist Hafok AB, Sweden mb@hafok.se 
Sweden Lars Åkesson Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management lars.akesson@havochvatten.se 
Sweden Anna Westling The Swedish Species Information Centre anna.westling@slu.fi 
HELCOM Secretariat 

Laura Kaikkonen HELCOM Secretariat laura.kaikkonen@helcom.fi 
Owen Rowe HELCOM Secretariat owen.rowe@helcom.fi 
Jannica Haldin HELCOM Secretariat Jannica.haldin@helcom.fi 

mailto:antonia.sandman@aquabiota.se
mailto:alexander.darr@io-warnemuende.de
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	3.50 The Meeting generally supported producing the assessment in an R environment as opposed to QGIS and emphasized that a thorough description of the assessment steps is the most important for making the process more transparent and accessible.
	3.51 The Meeting took note that Denmark had successfully produced a CumI test assessment in R and welcomed further information on comparing assessments with the indicator leads. The Meeting further welcomed the offer to make the test assessment script...

	Agenda Item 4  Progress on other indicator and assessment work
	4.1 The Meeting discussed the benthic assessment concept/schematic presented at EN BENTHIC 4-2020 (document 6-2 of the meeting) and reviewed the graphical representation separating state assessment and risk assessment as presented by the Chair.
	4.2  The Meeting suggested that the top level needs to aggregate more level and took note that aggregating state and pressure indicators within the same assessment stage is an issue.
	4.3 The Meeting took note that more detail is required on how information will be aggregated. For instance, the state of soft-bottom communities indicator will be assessed for specific biotopes and aggregation rules are needed to apply the concept ont...
	4.4 The Meeting acknowledged the importance to align the work as much as possible to what is planned at TG seabed.
	4.5 The Meeting discussed proposing the concept to STATE&CONSERVATION as a methodology for status and the assessment concept which could support the thematic assessment in HOLAS III.
	4.6 The Meeting invited the participants involved in the development of the proposed schematic (above) and the Condition of Benthic Habitats indicator (Sweden, Finland and Estonia) to carry out intersessional work towards applying a suitable and align...
	4.7 The Meeting supported developing the assessment concept discussed above with condition of benthic habitats indicator, and potentially also with BQI to move towards something more general. The works should, to the extent possible, follow the HOLAS ...
	4.8 The Meeting emphasized that the approach should be tested in several places that are different enough in terms of ecology and data availability to avoid developing an approach that is too narrow.

	4.9 The Meeting discussed addressing geographical differences in the assessment, particularly within Kattegat area which is significantly different from the rest of the Baltic.
	4.10 The Meeting discussed which components are to be included in the test assessment and stressed the importance to separate the overall assessment concept from specific indicators.
	4.11 The Meeting took note of status of the state of soft-bottom communities indicator (Presentation 2), and related work in the Baltic DataFlows project.
	4.12 The Meeting took note of development in the steps of the BEAT calculation and noted that the assessment tool will be made available openly.
	4.13 The Meeting discussed using the state of soft-bottom communities indicator in the eutrophication assessment and emphasized that it will need to have a strong eutrophication response. Further details should be given as to if BQI is considered an i...
	4.14 The Meeting recalled that in HOLAS III, BQI could not be applied in all basins, namely Arkona-Bornholm, due to lack of consensus on the threshold values.
	4.15 The Meeting acknowledged that agreeing on common and meaningful threshold values for the Arkona and Bornholm basins may be challenging due to variation in the natural conditions within the assessment unit and invited Denmark and Sweden to discuss...
	4.16 The Meeting recalled that there were also issues of using the BQI in Denmark, and invited Denmark to verify the source of the issue. The Meeting took note that due to different benthic monitoring methods used in Denmark as opposed to the CPs (HAP...
	4.17 The Meeting discussed using subsets of assessment units to obtain a more representative and ecologically relevant assessment result. The Meeting emphasized the importance to clarify the conditions under which BQI threshold values are representati...
	4.18 The Meeting took note that any changes to indicators (e.g. regarding assessment units, threshold values, methodological changes) should ideally be communicated to STATE&CONSERVATION 14-2021, and that STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 represented the fin...
	4.19 The Meeting invited the indicator leads to continue the discussion intersessionally with Sweden, Denmark, Poland and Germany on the assessment units and application of threshold values and assessments for other currently un-assessed regions.

	Agenda Item 5  Any other business
	5.1 The Meeting took note of updated data reporting guidelines for zoobenthos monitoring (document 5-1).
	5.2 The Meeting invited participants to provide comments on section 2.3 Zoobenthos to Baltic Data Flows project (henrik.nygard@syke; joni.kaitaranta@helcom.fi) by 31 March 2021.
	5.3 The Meeting took note that the proposal will be submitted to STATE&CONSERVATION 14-2021 for approval, after which the guidelines will be updated.
	5.4 The Meeting welcomed the proposal to assure that reporting is done in a useful format and emphasized that it is important that the correction to the format will also be communicated to ICES in order to establish a workflow that allows for correcti...
	5.5 The Meeting discussed current progress on the definition of physical loss within MSFD D6 and recalled that the issue has been raised recurrently in TG seabed.
	5.6 The Meeting recalled that within HOLAS II, a BSII/BSPI data layer was used that included data on e.g. constructions, which may be used to assess direct loss and combined to results from CumI.
	5.7 The Meeting recalled that currently no common definition of physical loss is at place (with respect to e.g. hypoxic areas and defining loss only in terms of changes in substrate type) and agreed that setting a clear definition is important.
	5.8 The Meeting took note that any group working on (physical) loss or D6C4 respectively for HOLAS III should get in touch with the CumI indicator leads.
	5.9 The Meeting agreed to hold the next EN-BENTHIC meeting during the 1st 2nd or 3rd week of June 2021 as a one-day meeting and invited the Secretariat to circulate a doodle poll for the three first weeks of June.

	Agenda Item 6  Outcome of the Meeting
	6.1 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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