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Background 
The Ninth Meeting of the project for the development of the second holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea 
(HOLAS II 9-2018) was held on 9-10 April 2018, Tallinn, Estonia. 
The meeting continued the process of updating the HOLAS II summary report ‘State of the Baltic Sea’, to be 
finalized by July 2018, by discussing and proposing improvements to updated drafts of the report. In doing 
so, the meeting considered recent results from projects and HELCOM activities to support the work of HOLAS 
II, and the outcomes of HELCOM BSII BSPI WS 1-2019, HOLAS II ESA WS 3-2018, HOLAS II Eutro WS 1-2018, 
HOLAS II Biodiv WS 3-2018, and HOLAS II Haz WS 1-2018.  

This document contains the outcome of HOLAS II 9-2018.  
 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information. 
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Outcome of the Ninth Meeting of the Project for the development of 
the second holistic assessment (HOLAS II 9-2018) 

 
Introduction 

0.1 In accordance with the Outcome of HOLAS II 8-2017 (para 8.2), the Ninth Meeting of the 
Project for the development of the second holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea was held in Tallinn, 
Estonia, at the premises of Tallinn University of Technology, on 9-10 April 2018. 

0.2 The Meeting was attended by Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Poland, and Sweden, 
and the WWF as observer. The List of Participants is included as Annex 1.  

0.3 Mr. Juri Elken, Director of the Department of Marine Systems, welcomed the meeting 
participants. 

0.4 The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Maria Laamanen, Chair of HOLAS II. Ms. Jannica Haldin, 
Professional Secretary acted as secretary of the Meeting.  

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the Agenda 

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

Agenda Item 2  Matters arising from other meetings of relevance to HOLAS II  

2.1 The Meeting took note of the information from the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting 2018 
(document 2-1). 

2.2 The Meeting took note of the HELCOM report on implementation of the Baltic Sea Action 
Plan (document 2-2). 

2.3 The Meeting took note of the plan for the update of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (document 
2-3). 

2.4 The Meeting took note of the extracts from recent HELCOM meetings of relevance for the 
HOLAS II project (document 2-4). 

Agenda Item 3  Overview of process to update the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the progress on the update of the 'State of the Baltic Sea' report 
(document 3-1).  

3.2 The Meeting took note of the information that Denmark is still in the process of clarifying 
national approval for the pressure data layers on cables, mussel dredging and the deposition of dredge 
material, and will provide information as soon as possible.  

3.3 The Meeting took note that Denmark has a remaining study reservation on the indicator 
Seasonal succession of phytoplankton presented at State&Conservation 7E-2018, however agreed that 
the indicator can be used in HOLAS II by indicating that the results are of interim/test character in 
accordance with the outcome of HOD 51-2016 (Outcome para 6.22-6.23). Denmark informed that a 
preliminary statement will be presented at the PEG meeting and further comments will be provided in 
writing.   

3.4 The Meeting took note of the German reminder that indicators which are not agreed core 
indicators but are agreed to be used for testing purposes in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report should 
be referred to as included as test. 

3.5 The Meeting took note of the information that Germany will present comments on HOLAS 
II work, in particular the supplementary reports, by 20 April, and that later comments are also foreseen 
by Denmark, as due to Easter holidays there has not been sufficient time to coordinate national work 
and ensure quality prior to this Meeting. 
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3.6 The Meeting took note of the summary of results from the regional consultation the State 
of the Baltic Sea report, first version (document 3-3). The Meeting took note of the comments including 
potential amendments of the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report as a result of the consultation (attachment 
1 of the document), and agreed to consider them further in the context of each chapter under Agenda 
item 4. 

3.7 The Meeting welcomed the participation and input received through both the national 
and regional consultation processes. 

3.8 The Meeting took note of the view by WWF that there is a need to clearly present where 
lack of information in the report is due to a knowledge gap, not only a data gap. 

3.9 The Meeting took note that feedback received through the Swedish national consultation 
on the State of the Baltic Sea report has been provided to the Secretariat and have, to the extent 
possible, been incorporated in the update of the report as presented in the documents to be 
considered by this Meeting. 

3.10 The Meeting considered the Finnish consultation feedback to State of the Baltic Sea report 
(document 3-2).  

3.11 In response to the comments presented in document 3-2, the Meeting was of the view 
that the neutral tone used in the report is appropriate, but that the dimension of cross-sectorial 
interpretation could be improved. Further work to improve the holistic perspective by linking and 
interpreting the generated assessment information, and to disentangle the effects of human activities 
and indirect effects of e.g. biogeographical aspects or climate change, should be continuously 
developed in HELCOM. 

3.12 The Meeting considered the proposed draft annex on linkages between indicators used 
in HOLAS II and the UN Sustainable Development Goals (document 3-4) which is proposed to be 
included in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report, connecting the targets of SDG 14 ‘Conserve and 
sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable development’ to the results of 
the report. 

3.13 The Meeting supported in principle the linking of SDG and HOLAS II work, as presented in 
document 3-4, but was of the opinion that such information should not be included as an annex but 
warrants a separate dedicated work process, and should preferably result in a separate dedicated 
product, and recommended that the proposal be sent for discussion by GEAR. 

3.14 The Meeting took note of the amendments proposed by Finland to the core indicator 
‘Reproductive status of marine mammals’, which will be submitted for endorsement by State and 
Conservation 8-2018 (document 3-5), and of the information by Estonia, Germany and Poland that 
they will provide comments on the amendments by State&Conservation 8-2018. 

3.15 In relation to the document 3-5 submitted by Finland, the Meeting noted that Denmark 
agrees with the addition of data but birth rate should be changed to reflect that the indicator looks at 
a proxy for birth rate, and the method should be clearly explained. 

3.16 The Meeting agreed to form a drafting group consisting of Denmark, Finland, Sweden and 
the Secretariat to work further on an alternative term for birth rate. 

Agenda Item 4  Updates to the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report, including, Eutrophication 
assessment, Hazardous substances assessment, Biodiversity assessment, the Baltic Sea Pressure 
and Impact Indices, Economic and social analyses, Marine litter, Underwater noise, Conclusions 
and future outlook chapter, and other chapters of the report (Presentations 1 and 2) 

4.1 The Meeting considered the draft integrated assessment on eutrophication (document 4-
14 and 4-14 Add.1), bearing in mind that the supplementary report on eutrophication was open for 
commenting through a dedicated workspace by 2 April the latest. No comments to the document were 
provided through the workspace, however countries provided comments to the same version 
presented to the HOLAS II Eutro WS 1-2018. 
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4.2 In relation to document 4-14 and 4-14 Add1 on the eutrophication assessment, the 
Meeting noted: 

- Denmark: the coastal area results currently presented for Denmark are not the WFD results, 
this should be corrected. Leave out the footnote concerning the Kattegat, the Great Belt and 
the Sound on table 9 as it does not provide additional information. A short text on the Danish 
recalibration on total N and P is proposed to be added to the beginning of the supplementary 
report, “Please note that the Danish measurements presented for total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus are underestimated. This might affect content and conclusions in this report in 
regard to the status assessment and assessment of nutrient input to Danish waters (See box 2 
page xx)”. Old footnote for the Sound is to be removed throughout the report. 

- Estonia: The information provided on the confidence assessment is unclear. The 
inclusion/exclusion of coastal areas in the confidence assessment needs to be clarified. Section 
4.1 needs to be simplified and made more clearer. In figure 4, chlorophyll should be assigned 
to D5C2. Section on information on applied weights need to be included before the assessment 
can be finally commented on, noting that the information on weighing, extracted from the 
Eutrophication manual to the supplementary report, will be presented in the version 
submitted to State&Conservation 8-2018. 

- Finland: this being a core area of HELCOM what is the reason for the low confidence? This 
should be elaborated on in the report. The MAI line in the graphs should be extended outside 
of the assessment period. For the pie charts, it needs to be made more clear that they present 
results based on areas covered (km2).  

- Germany: including two different tables on changes over time can be confusing, notably in the 
differing layout. Long term trends should be moved to the supplementary report. Germany 
has not objection to the use of smileys, but if they are used their readability should be 
improved. A consideration could be to use arrows instead of smileys, by clarifying that arrows 
show only improving or deteriorating trend. If ready information on remaining sources of 
nutrients as a % of total input (e.g. from the PLC) is available, it should be added; there should 
be no additional effort to generate such information. 

- Poland: the confidence issue should be highlighted so that any needs of improvement to the 
sampling design can be considered by State & Conservation, to help alleviate confidence issues 
for upcoming assessments. Information on the approval process of the threshold values needs 
to be clarified in Box 1 (See also Annex 2). 

- Sweden: including sources/activities linked to eutrophication could be beneficial, if not now 
then for the next HOLAS assessment. 

- WWF: is still of the opinion that CART information should be included but sees the current 
proposal to add information on MAI as an improvement to the previous version. 

4.3 The Meeting recommended for the eutrophication assessment results to be presented in 
the updated State of the Baltic Sea summary and supplementary reports: 

- to include elaborations on the confidence levels in the supplementary report, explaining the 
criteria used for setting confidence, underlying causes for low confidence values including 
suggestions on how to improve them in future, and invited the Secretariat to find an 
appropriate place in the supplementary report and to seek input from the relevant experts to 
include the information. The updated text would be presented at State&Conservation 8-2018,  

- that the line showing MAI be extended and the assessment period highlighted with a different 
background color, noting that a consistent layout / presentation should be taken for status 
presentations over time, 

- that figures 1, 2 and 3 be included in both supplementary and summary reports,  

- that the figure on eutrophication status be included in the summary report,  
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- that the maps on nutrient levels, direct- and indirect effects (Figure 7), as well as the pie charts 
showing the proportion of open sea areas in the HELCOM region in each of the five status 
categories (figure 8) be included in the summary report, and to clarify that the pie charts show 
area (km2)-based shares,  

- that table on changes since the latest assessment period be presented in the summary report, 
using vertical arrows to present improving or deteriorating development with horizontal 
arrows representing no change (<15% change). The abbreviation IA needs to be avoided to not 
be confused with “initial assessment”,  

- the tables showing eutrophication ratios and long term trends be only presented in the 
supplementary reports, 

- that trend figures on total nitrogen and total phosphorus for the four identified sub-basins will 
be shown in the summary report, whereas results for dissolved inorganic nitrogen and 
phosphorus will be shown only in the supplementary report. Trends in chlorophyll-a and water 
clarity are recommended to be shown in the summary report, 

- in relation to the comments received under the regional consultation,  

- the sampling sites are not to be included,  

- comparisons between the OSPAR and HELCOM results are to be reflected on in the 
national reports not in the regional report,  

- deep water oxygen deficiency could be given more focus under the section “impacts 
and recovery”, and in the “conclusion and future outlook” chapter of the summery 
report,  

- if information on the remaining sources of nutrients as a share of the total input is 
available from the PLC it should be included, if not it should be explored for the next 
assessments, 

- information on other harmful algae blooms not to be added,  

- information on internal nutrient reserves has been further expanded on in the 
updated report, and adapting a simpler graph from scientific literature should be 
explored, 

- the possibility of presenting estimates on recovery time if the political targets are met, 
e.g. based on BONUS project results, should be explored and included in the report,  

- data to shown the information the recovery of Haplops is not readily available and not 
to be prioritized at this point in time of the project. 

4.4 The Meeting considered the draft integrated assessment on hazardous substances 
(document 4-16), bearing in mind that the supplementary report on hazardous substances was open 
for commenting through a dedicated workspace before the Meeting. Sweden has provided comments, 
however other countries have also provided comments to a previous version of the supplementary 
report presented to the HOLAS II HZ WS 1-2018. 

4.5 The Meeting took note of additional comments as follows: 

- Denmark: Denmark would like the Secretariat to explore a clearer way to highlight the 12 
substances in table 10. 

- Estonia: For the “Integrated assessments in brief” the third bullet point needs to be clarified 
to show the number of data series for which trends can be applied. 

- Germany: There is a need to have consistency across all graphics - same color schemes and 
same presentation of threshold values or assessment period (discussed further below). 

- Poland: Figure 8 needs to be corrected for Cs-137 (currently states Cs-1137). 
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- Sweden: Condensed version of the threshold section provided in the supplementary report to 
be included in the summary report (provided by email to the Secretariat). Include list on what 
indicators have been used on the integrated assessment figure and also information on pie 
chart colours (figure 5). Hexaclorobenzene (HCB) should be discussed further to indicate that 
regular and comparable monitoring is important, and that monitoring to confirm status 
remains below threshold values, as concentrations have been recorded as increasing in some 
Swedish waters and have also been detected to be increasing in deposition to the Baltic Sea in 
recent years (as seen at EMEP). Further editorial comments have been provided to the 
Secretariat.  

Proposed text by Sweden: The environmental quality standard (EQS) values are used by 
HELCOM countries that are also EU Member States for the classification of chemical status of 
water bodies under the Water Framework Directive. At concentrations below this level it is 
assumed that no harm will be caused to the freshwater or marine environment. Background 
assessment criteria (BAC) have been developed to define the background concentrations of 
naturally occurring substances, and close to zero concentrations for man-made substances. 
Using background concentrations of naturally occurring substances as the threshold value may 
represent an even more precautionary approach than the use of other threshold values 
devised to indicate no environmental harm. Foodstuff threshold values stem from legislation 
of the European Union (EC 2006). The aim is to ensure human health is not detrimentally 
impacted. Foodstuff threshold values do not cover all combinations of matrices and 
contaminants relevant for an environmental assessment of the marine environment. 

Include information on what indicators have been used in the integrated assessment inside 
the result map, and also information to explain the pie chart colours (figure 5). 
Hexaclorobenzene (HCB) should be deleted from the conclusions section as they have been 
recorded as increasing in some Swedish waters and have also been detected to be increasing 
in deposition to the Baltic Sea in recent years.  

- WWF: the reasons behind results should as far as possible be clarified, for example the reasons 
behind different results for status assessment for different brominated compounds. 

4.6 The Meeting supported the proposed hazardous substances assessment results to be 
presented in the updated State of the Baltic Sea summary report. In addition, the 
Meeting recommended:  

- that a list of indicators used be included in the integrated contamination status figure, 
including explanatory information on the colors used in the image, 

- that a condensed text on the threshold values should be included in the summary report, 

- that to the extent possible the 12 substances in table 10 be made more clear, 

- that there is a need to harmonize the presentation of the graphics, and to for example use the 
same color scheme for all. The threshold values should be presented as a full line and the 
assessment period as a lightly grey colored area. The threshold value line should be of the 
same color preferably dark green, dashed, in all graphs and reports where possible. 

4.7 The Meeting considered the draft integrated assessment on biodiversity (document 4-
15), bearing in mind that the supplementary report on biodiversity was open for commenting through 
a dedicated workspace by 2 April. Comments were provided by Poland through the workspace. 

4.8 The Meeting took note of the proposed addition to the section on harbour porpoise which 
has, upon invitation, been commented on by lead experts. 

4.9 The Meeting took note of the updated maps on the grey seal confidence assessment 
carried out following the recommendations from the HOLAS II Biodiv WS 3-2018. 
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4.10 The Meeting took note of the following comments and recommended them to be 
considered and taken on board as applicable: 

- Finland: propose to exclude sprat and cod in the Bothnian Bay. The new map for integrated 
benthic and pelagic habitats should be checked regarding information on Russian coastal 
waters and the western part of Bornholm and Kattegat. For sea trout it should be noted that 
the species threat categories varies significantly across the region. Further explanation on the 
bird results needs to be provided. 

- Poland: informs that Polish experts have elaborated an alternative indicator using pregnant or 
lactating grey seal which is used in the Polish national reporting. Polish experts do not support 
the use of oxygen concentration for assessing benthic habitats, and this indicator is proposed 
to be exploded from HOLAS II. 

- Sweden: does not have a strong view on the Finnish proposal to exclude sprat but would like 
to follow the ICES advice whenever possible.  

- Denmark: the inclusion of an additional harbor porpoise map for the western population is 
supported. The inclusion of birds assessment results are presented in document 4-14 is 
supported, but due to an issue of data availability Denmark cannot at present commit to using 
the scale 2 for future assessments. This should be addressed at next State & Conservation 
meeting. The inclusion of Danish coastal indicators for benthic and pelagic habitats need to be 
checked. Only the Danish coastal areas should be white and not the territorial areas. 

4.11 The Meeting invited the Secretariat to check the changes in coverage in the updated 
benthic and pelagic habitat maps. 

4.12 The Meeting recommended to exclude sprat and cod in the Bothnian Bay from the 
assessment in BEAT. 

4.13 The Meeting reviewed proposals for how to solve remaining refinements of BSPI spatial 
data on underwater noise, fish extraction and benthic habitats/oxygen deficiency as well as other 
refinements to layers suggested by Contracting Parties (document 4-7).. 

4.14 The Meeting agreed on the data layers for continuous anthropogenic sound, fish 
extraction and deep habitats as presented in document 4-7. 

4.15 In relation to the extraction of fish layer, the Meeting recommended that the data 
description should be amended by information on min and max landings, as well as better clarifications 
on the scaling methods.  

4.16 The Meeting took note of the Danish proposal to weight the data layer on fish extraction 
by the ratios of F/Fmsy, discussed how the proposal would affect the results regarding other ecosystem 
components, and how it would affect the roles of sensitivity scores and ecosystem component layers 
in the BSII. The Meeting recommended that, given resource availability, the Secretariat explore the 
possibility to follow the proposal, and in that case present the results to State & Conservation for 
consideration, but that the data layers as presented in document 4-7 should be primarily used. 

4.17 The Meeting recommended to rename the benthic habitat/oxygen deficiency layer to 
‘Availability of deep water habitat, based on occurrence of H2S’ to better reflect its rationale and use 
of the layer in the BSPI/BSII work. 

4.18 The Meeting took note of the background information on how to create the continuous 
anthropogenic sound layer (document 4-13), which has already been implemented in documents 4-7 
and 4-8. The proposal has been drafted by experts from Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany and 
Sweden, who have been involved in producing the data used in the layer via the BIAS project, under 
the lead of Sweden, following the recommendation of the HOLAS II BSPI BII WS 1-208 to further refine 
this data layer. The Meeting thanked Sweden for the well prepared work, recommended that the layer 
be used in the update of the report, noted that the updated underwater sound layer represents 
significant improvement but also that further improvements will additionally be needed in future 
assessment work. 
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4.19 The Meeting discussed the updated harbor porpoise distribution map and recommended 
that the metadata for the layer be elaborated to better explain the rationale for the classes used in the 
map. 

4.20 The Meeting welcomed the figures presenting the data coverage for human activities and 
ecosystem components (Presentation 1). The Meeting recommended to include the maps as part of 
the map on BSII result presented in summary report (similarly to how confidence assessment is 
presented in the integrated assessment maps), and that a clarification added that the maps show gaps 
in data layer availability and does not reflect the quality of the data. A more detailed description of the 
data coverage maps is to be added to the BSII supplementary report.  

4.21 The Meeting considered updated BSPI/BSII assessment results, bearing in mind that the 
supplementary report on BSII and BSPI was open for commenting through a dedicated workspace by 
2 April (document 4-8).  

4.22 The Meeting noted the request from Estonia to remove planned cables and pipelines from 
the underlying data layer presented in figure 6.4. 

4.23 The Meeting noted the question by Denmark to clarify the reason behind changes in the 
scale and order of sub-basins Great Belt and the Sound in figure 6.5, compared to the first version, 
and invited the Secretariat to respond directly to Denmark after clarifying the issue.  

4.24 The Meeting recommended to show the ranking of pressures in the summary report by 
themes (optional figure 6b in the document 4-8), rather than by aggregated pressure layers (as in figure 
6). 

4.25 The Meeting recommended that the paragraphs “Due to the large scale impact values…” 
be removed from the reports as it is no longer motivated with the update of the data layers. 

4.26 The Meeting took note of the lack of comments provided through the workspace on the 
BSPI supplementary report, noting that Germany has informed that they will only be able to comment 
the report by 20 April. 

4.27 The Meeting considered the spatial data updates on the seabed loss and disturbance 
assessment (document 4-12) bearing in mind that the data layers to be revised have been included in 
the data acceptance process of spatial data (see also documents 3-1 and 4-7 of this Meeting) being 
quality checked by EN-DREDS, whereas the representation of data related to dredging was further 
considered by EN-DREDS 4-2018.  

4.28 The Meeting took note of the comment by Estonia that the errors found in the layers on 
cables and pipelines under the BSPI/BSII need to also be corrected here. 

4.29 The Meeting agreed to present the assessment on seabed loss and disturbance in the 
State of the Baltic Sea report to reflect the updated data and results but with a minimum of changes 
to the text in total. 

4.30 The Meeting considered the updated text of the chapter on Conclusions and future 
outlook (document 4-10), based on feedback provided by HOLAS II 8-2017 as well as by Finnish, 
German, and Swedish representatives from the HOLAS II Core Team and taking into consideration the 
outcome of the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting.  

4.31 The Meeting welcomed the improvements made to the chapter. 

4.32 The Meeting provided additional comments on the text as follows:  

- the chapter could still benefit from a more integrated, cross sectorial approach, 

- a need to better reflect sustainable use of marine resources and effects of increased blue 
growth,  

- the messages that there is delay in implementing measures under the BSAP should be 
strengthened in the first paragraph of the chapter.  
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4.33 The Meeting took note of that it is possible to provide comments in writing to the 
Secretariat (lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi) by the 13 April. Denmark informed that comments in writing 
will be provided by 13 April. 

4.34 The Meeting agreed that the document will be revised by the Secretariat based on the 
feedback provided by the Meeting and submitted to State & Conservation 8-2018 for approval of 
content. 

4.35 The Meeting considered the revised section on marine litter assessment (document 4-2). 
A previous section was considered by HOLAS II 8-2017 (Outcome of HOLAS II 8-2017, para 7.18), who 
provided specific input, based on which the Secretariat provided a draft revised text and collected 
comments on the same from HELCOM EN-Marine Litter and State & Conservation contacts, with 
respect to technical evaluation and quality assurance. Comments were provided by Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland Germany, Latvia, and Sweden. This document contains a revised version of the section on 
marine litter, following the received comments. 

4.36 The Meeting noted the comments by:  

- Estonia: on the need to add more references in the section on microlitter and the need to 
change the results from m3 to the rev. Com. Dec. agreed m2 for the surface layer. The section 
would also benefit from a comparison with the situation in the Baltic Sea with other areas. 
Estonia to provide additional references. 

- Finland: there is no need to focus on core indicator development under this section. A link 
could be provided instead. For beach litter the results should be presented first, then the 
uncertainties and methodology should be reduced or entirely removed. In order to make the 
text more accessible the word plastics should be used instead of artificial polymers. 

- Denmark: more information needed on the sources of microlitter e.g. from Swedish and 
Danish reports (Denmark and Sweden to provide references). For beach litter it is unclear how 
the reference beaches are included, and if they have been merged with the rural beaches.  

- Poland: it should be added that threshold values are developed on EU level. 

4.37 In addition to the points raised above, the Meeting recommended that less focus on the 
methodology and more information content, initial revisions provided in the rev. doc. 4-2. 

4.38 The Meeting considered the revised section on underwater sound assessment (document 
4-3). A previous version of this section was considered by HOLAS II 8-2017 (Outcome of HOLAS II 8-
2017, para 7.15-7.16), who provided specific input, based on which a draft revised text has been 
produced and shared with HELCOM EN-Noise, for feedback and fact check. Initial responses from the 
experts are included in this version of the text.  

4.39 The Meeting took note of the comments by: 

- Estonia: table 4.4.1 is confusing with respect to how zero and missing values are presented, also 
considering that the noise registry does not request countries to separately report that no 
events have taken place. 

- Finland: Adding information on changes over time in shipping would be beneficial as additional 
information. The sound model is focused on the offshore and tends to be overly optimistic in 
coastal areas, and this needs to be reflected in the figure legend. 

- Denmark: it needs to be more specific why the three specific frequency ranges have been 
chosen.  

- Germany: needs further time to examine figure 4.4.2. For table 4.4.1, the data call was 
interpreted differently by different Contracting Parties and this is not reflected in the table or 
legend. 

4.40 The Meeting agreed to form a correspondence drafting group consisting of Denmark, 
Estonia, Germany and Sweden to further clarify table 4.4.1. 

mailto:lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%208-2017-491/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20HOLAS%20II%208-2017.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%208-2017-491/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20HOLAS%20II%208-2017.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%208-2017-491/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20HOLAS%20II%208-2017.pdf
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4.41 The Meeting agreed to use for 4.4.1 as displayed in document 4-3, and for figure 4.4.4 to 
replace the current sound map with the same one as used in the BSII using a blue color scheme, and 
to revise table 4.4.1 and its explanations on proposal by the drafting group. The Meeting advocated 
that information on human hearing should be kept in figure 4.4.2, but to consider showing the 
“person” element in a different color.  

4.42 The Meeting took note of the revised section on non-indigenous species assessment 
following the 2016 data update of the core indicator, as well as comments on table 4.5.1 on new 
species recorded in 2011-2016, correction to the definition of cryptogenic species and addition of more 
text to the last section on “Impacts” (document 4-9). 

4.43 The Meeting took note of additional comments as follows: 

- Germany: editorial comments will be sent in writing. The numerical value of the threshold 
value needs to be presented in the text. 

- Poland: Tubificoides heterochaetus needs to be removed as it has been found in Polish waters 
already in the 1970s. Poland will provide links and contacts for references. 

- Sweden: the other chapters mention recovery, and this should also be addressed. Regarding 
impacts of NIS not being clearly understood Sweden provided suggestions for alternative text. 

- WWF: it needs to be clarified better in the introduction that non indigenous species spread 
due to human activities. 

4.44 The Meeting considered the revised section on commercial fish assessment based on the 
feedback provided by HOLAS II 8-2017 (Outcome of HOLAS II 8-2017, para. 7.7, 7.9, 7.11-7.12) 
(document 4-1).  

4.45 The Meeting noted that information on the status of salmon sea trout and eel have been 
added to the chapter. 

4.46 The Meeting recommended to implement the following comments: 

- to remove migratory and widely distributed fish from figure XX, 

- for eel the dramatical decline should be acknowledged by a stronger wording than 
“considerable”,  

- consider moving the paragraph on methods in order to highlight the results section,  

- impacts of fishing section needs should include cross reference to the food web section of the 
summary report, 

- Poland: table 4.6.1 annotation to be corrected as MSY proxies are used for the cod stock, there 
is a wish to use other information sources than ICES assessment information for the 
assessment results (e.g. cruise data). Additional comment will be provided in writing. 

4.47 The Meeting agreed on the revised section on commercial fish assessment to be included 
in the updated ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report. 

4.48 The Meeting considered the revised section on hunting of mammals and birds, where the 
updated bird hunting numbers provided by Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Sweden have been added. 
In addition, revisions to the texts on bird and seal hunting are proposed with the aim to improve clarity 
and interpretation, based on comments received in connection to HOLAS II 8-2017 (Outcome of HOLAS 
II 8-2017, para. 7.13-14) (document 4-6). 

4.49 The Meeting took note of the additional comments provided as follows: 

- Demark: will strive to simplify the language regarding the hunting of common eider and 
longtailed duck. Will check if the Danish data includes inland hunting or only hunting taken 
place by the Baltic Sea. 

- Germany: will provide figures for hunting of cormorants. Link to Birds Directive missing in 
relation to derogation and “hunting” should be changed to “culled” in this part. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%208-2017-491/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20HOLAS%20II%208-2017.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%208-2017-491/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20HOLAS%20II%208-2017.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%208-2017-491/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20HOLAS%20II%208-2017.pdf
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- Poland: to provide link to new law on hunting. 

4.50 The Meeting took note that Finland will provide updated information on seal hunting 
statistics to have comparable information for 2011-2016 (Table 4.6.2).  

4.51 The Meeting considered the updated chapter on Human activities and the Environment 
which is based on the recommendations from the HOLAS II ESA ES 3-2018 (document 4.4).  

4.52 The Meeting took note that due to timeline overlap the outcome of the updated national 
data collation has not been included in the document. 

4.53 The Meeting took note of the following comments and recommended them to be 
considered and taken on board as applicable: 

- Estonia: there is need to correct figure 3.2 b: the NordStream2 pipeline should start in the 
Narva bay; figure 3.2e bottom trawling in the eastern gulf of Finland in Narva Bay should be 
removed. There is a discrepancy between the number of passengers in relation to the value 
added between Finland, Sweden and Estonia, which should be checked, as well as between 
the results in this chapter and Statistics Estonia. Figure on national reports should focus on the 
results part rather than the reporting itself. 

- Finland: implications of cost of degradation should be expressed in more easy wording as well. 

- Sweden: the figure 3.1. could be made more clear by moving the pressures found at the 
bottom of the right hand list to the top.  

4.54 The Meeting took note of the following statement by Denmark with regards to the 
recommendations made by the ESA WS:  

- It is important to Denmark that methodological differences and uncertainties are addressed – 
this is for example relevant for the planned updating of the “tourism and leisure” section.  

- In the Danish national analysis we only look at activities, which are included in MSFD annex III 
table 2b and thus Denmark will only be able to provide data for these activities. However, if 
adequate data can be extracted for all CPs from for example Eurostat Denmark is fine with 
adding additional activities. This statement is relevant for example “ship building”, which is 
not in annex II table 2b. 

- Unfortunately Denmark is not able to accept studies with value or benefit transfer between 
countries as regional studies. Denmark agrees that it is resource demanding and expensive to 
carry out studies in all HELCOM countries, but it is the Danish position that if data for 3 
countries are used it is a study for those 3 countries and not for the whole HELCOM region. 

4.55 The Meeting took note that the supplementary report on Economic and Social analyses, 
will be considered for endorsement by GEAR and that this process will be discussed and agreed on at 
GEAR 18-2018. 

4.56 The Meeting considered the updated introduction chapters (Chapter 1 and 2) of the 
summary report in relation to identified needs of improvements by State of Conversation 7-2017, 
changes to core indicators (as these are listed in Chapter 2), and responses from the regional 
consultation on the first version of the State of the Baltic Sea report (document 3-3) (document 4.5).  

4.57 The Meeting took note of comments to the document as follows: 

- Estonia: the new text included under climate and hydrology needs to be corrected. Estonia to 
provide suggested revised text, including also proposed changes to Box 1 regarding hydrogen 
sulphide. 

- Finland: the word “principles” should be removed in relation the ecosystem approach, to avoid 
confusion with HELCOM principles. 

- Sweden: Box 1.1 needs to be updated to include an introduction to H2S and to explain the 
negative values presented. Figure 1.3 arrow from fish to birds needs to be added. 
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4.58 The Meeting recommended to include a graph on changes in the development of time of 
oxygen deficiency in deep water based on a report from SMHI. 

4.59 The Meeting took note of the revised chapter seven on HELCOM actions to improve the 
Baltic Sea based on more recent information and to reflect on comments received in the regional 
consultation (as presented in document 3-3) (document 4-11).  

4.60 The Meeting agreed to include a link to the report on Implementation of the BSAP to 
provide further information on measures. 

Agenda Item 5  Any other business 

5.1 The Meeting recommended to change the title of the supplementary reports to “Thematic 
assessments” to better reflect their weight, given also that they now will include all results from the 
HOLAS II summary report in addition to the integrated assessment methods. The Meeting invited the 
Secretariat to present the proposal to State&Conservation 8-2018. 

5.2 The Meeting took note of the draft Questionnaire on HOLAS II lessons learnt prepared 
by a drafting group with Denmark, Germany and Sweden in the frame of GEAR 17-2017 (Outcome of 
GEAR 17-2017, para. 5.3-5.10) (document 5-1).  

5.3 The Meeting reviewed the content of the questionnaire and was of the view that: 

- Good such a questionnaire is being prepared as can be used to note down aspects for HOLAS 
III. 

- Can question 2 be placed as multiple choice so it can be possible to tick more than one box for 
which group? 

- Question 8 – possible to reduce the % to smaller units that are possibly more realistic as in less 
than 25% 

5.4 The Chair and Secretariat thanked all the participants for all the hard work and 
constructive comments throughout the process and congratulate them on a job well done. 

Agenda Item 6  Outcome of the Meeting 

6.1 The Meeting adopted the draft outcome of the Meeting. The Outcome of the Meeting, 
together with the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting are available in 
the HELCOM Meeting Portal. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2017-2017-473/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20GEAR%2017-2017.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2017-2017-473/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20GEAR%2017-2017.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%209-2018-524/default.aspx
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Annex 2 Box 1 revised text 
 
Box 1 HELCOM work on eutrophication 
 
HELCOM has been a major driver in the regional approaches to reduce nutrient loads to the Baltic Sea. The 
management of the Baltic Sea eutrophication has been advanced with the Baltic Sea Action Plan (HELCOM 
2007), which includes a complete management cycle aiming for specified improved conditions in the Baltic 
Sea, based on the best available scientific information and a model-based decision support system. 
 
Core indicators with associated threshold values representing good status with regard to eutrophication are 
established primarily from monitoring data, which are interpreted through statistical analysis. The threshold 
values applied in this assessment targets were established based on scientific proposals from from threshold 
values calculated in the HELCOM TARGREV project (HELCOM 2013), where statistical breakpoints were 
identified from historical datasets and hind cast modelling simulations extending back to the beginning of 
the 1900s.  The applied threshold values are however not identical to those from TARGREV, but based on 
later decisions. The scientific proposals were adjusted by HELCOM experts based on other relevant 
information such as coastal waters WFD class boundaries, and adopted by HOD. 
 
In a following step, the relationships between changes in the inputs of nutrients to the Baltic Sea and the 
core indicators are established by physical-biogeochemical modelling. These relationships differ across sub-
basins because of differences in water circulation, ecosystem characteristics, and inputs, for example. The 
model results give estimates of the maximum allowable input of nutrients to the different sub-basins in order 
for the core indicators to achieve their threshold values over time, recognizing that this might take many 
years. 
 
The input reductions necessary to reach the basin-wise maximum inputs of nutrients are allocated to the 
HELCOM countries as country-wise reduction targets. In addition, certain reduction potential is indicated for 
upstream countries and distant sources (HELCOM 2013). The allocation is done according to the ‘polluter 
pays’ principle of the Helsinki Convention. Progress in reaching nutrient reduction targets is evaluated based 
on annual compilations of the nutrient inputs to the Baltic Sea (HELCOM Pollution Load Compilation). 
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	4.34 The Meeting agreed that the document will be revised by the Secretariat based on the feedback provided by the Meeting and submitted to State & Conservation 8-2018 for approval of content.
	4.35 The Meeting considered the revised section on marine litter assessment (document 4-2). A previous section was considered by HOLAS II 8-2017 (30TOutcome of HOLAS II 8-201730T, para 7.18), who provided specific input, based on which the Secretariat...
	4.36 The Meeting noted the comments by:
	- Estonia: on the need to add more references in the section on microlitter and the need to change the results from mP3P to the rev. Com. Dec. agreed mP2 Pfor the surface layer. The section would also benefit from a comparison with the situation in th...
	- Finland: there is no need to focus on core indicator development under this section. A link could be provided instead. For beach litter the results should be presented first, then the uncertainties and methodology should be reduced or entirely remov...
	- Denmark: more information needed on the sources of microlitter e.g. from Swedish and Danish reports (Denmark and Sweden to provide references). For beach litter it is unclear how the reference beaches are included, and if they have been merged with ...
	- Poland: it should be added that threshold values are developed on EU level.

	4.37 In addition to the points raised above, the Meeting recommended that less focus on the methodology and more information content, initial revisions provided in the rev. doc. 4-2.
	4.38 The Meeting considered the revised section on underwater sound assessment (document 4-3). A previous version of this section was considered by HOLAS II 8-2017 (30TOutcome of HOLAS II 8-201730T, para 7.15-7.16), who provided specific input, based ...
	4.39 The Meeting took note of the comments by:
	- Estonia: table 4.4.1 is confusing with respect to how zero and missing values are presented, also considering that the noise registry does not request countries to separately report that no events have taken place.
	- Finland: Adding information on changes over time in shipping would be beneficial as additional information. The sound model is focused on the offshore and tends to be overly optimistic in coastal areas, and this needs to be reflected in the figure l...
	- Denmark: it needs to be more specific why the three specific frequency ranges have been chosen.
	- Germany: needs further time to examine figure 4.4.2. For table 4.4.1, the data call was interpreted differently by different Contracting Parties and this is not reflected in the table or legend.
	4.40 The Meeting agreed to form a correspondence drafting group consisting of Denmark, Estonia, Germany and Sweden to further clarify table 4.4.1.
	4.41 The Meeting agreed to use for 4.4.1 as displayed in document 4-3, and for figure 4.4.4 to replace the current sound map with the same one as used in the BSII using a blue color scheme, and to revise table 4.4.1 and its explanations on proposal by...
	4.42 The Meeting took note of the revised section on non-indigenous species assessment following the 2016 data update of the core indicator, as well as comments on table 4.5.1 on new species recorded in 2011-2016, correction to the definition of crypt...
	4.43 The Meeting took note of additional comments as follows:
	- Germany: editorial comments will be sent in writing. The numerical value of the threshold value needs to be presented in the text.
	- Poland: Tubificoides heterochaetus needs to be removed as it has been found in Polish waters already in the 1970s. Poland will provide links and contacts for references.
	- Sweden: the other chapters mention recovery, and this should also be addressed. Regarding impacts of NIS not being clearly understood Sweden provided suggestions for alternative text.
	- WWF: it needs to be clarified better in the introduction that non indigenous species spread due to human activities.
	4.44 The Meeting considered the revised section on commercial fish assessment based on the feedback provided by HOLAS II 8-2017 (30TOutcome of HOLAS II 8-201730T, para. 7.7, 7.9, 7.11-7.12) (document 4-1).
	4.45 The Meeting noted that information on the status of salmon sea trout and eel have been added to the chapter.
	4.46 The Meeting recommended to implement the following comments:
	- to remove migratory and widely distributed fish from figure XX,
	- for eel the dramatical decline should be acknowledged by a stronger wording than “considerable”,
	- consider moving the paragraph on methods in order to highlight the results section,
	- impacts of fishing section needs should include cross reference to the food web section of the summary report,
	- Poland: table 4.6.1 annotation to be corrected as MSY proxies are used for the cod stock, there is a wish to use other information sources than ICES assessment information for the assessment results (e.g. cruise data). Additional comment will be pro...
	4.47 The Meeting agreed on the revised section on commercial fish assessment to be included in the updated ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report.
	4.48 The Meeting considered the revised section on hunting of mammals and birds, where the updated bird hunting numbers provided by Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Sweden have been added. In addition, revisions to the texts on bird and seal hunting are ...
	4.49 The Meeting took note of the additional comments provided as follows:
	- Demark: will strive to simplify the language regarding the hunting of common eider and longtailed duck. Will check if the Danish data includes inland hunting or only hunting taken place by the Baltic Sea.
	- Germany: will provide figures for hunting of cormorants. Link to Birds Directive missing in relation to derogation and “hunting” should be changed to “culled” in this part.
	- Poland: to provide link to new law on hunting.
	4.50 The Meeting took note that Finland will provide updated information on seal hunting statistics to have comparable information for 2011-2016 (Table 4.6.2).
	4.51 The Meeting considered the updated chapter on Human activities and the Environment which is based on the recommendations from the HOLAS II ESA ES 3-2018 (document 4.4).
	4.52 The Meeting took note that due to timeline overlap the outcome of the updated national data collation has not been included in the document.
	4.53 The Meeting took note of the following comments and recommended them to be considered and taken on board as applicable:
	- Estonia: there is need to correct figure 3.2 b: the NordStream2 pipeline should start in the Narva bay; figure 3.2e bottom trawling in the eastern gulf of Finland in Narva Bay should be removed. There is a discrepancy between the number of passenger...
	- Finland: implications of cost of degradation should be expressed in more easy wording as well.
	- Sweden: the figure 3.1. could be made more clear by moving the pressures found at the bottom of the right hand list to the top.
	4.54 The Meeting took note of the following statement by Denmark with regards to the recommendations made by the ESA WS:
	- It is important to Denmark that methodological differences and uncertainties are addressed – this is for example relevant for the planned updating of the “tourism and leisure” section.
	- In the Danish national analysis we only look at activities, which are included in MSFD annex III table 2b and thus Denmark will only be able to provide data for these activities. However, if adequate data can be extracted for all CPs from for exampl...
	- Unfortunately Denmark is not able to accept studies with value or benefit transfer between countries as regional studies. Denmark agrees that it is resource demanding and expensive to carry out studies in all HELCOM countries, but it is the Danish p...
	4.55 The Meeting took note that the supplementary report on Economic and Social analyses, will be considered for endorsement by GEAR and that this process will be discussed and agreed on at GEAR 18-2018.
	4.56 The Meeting considered the updated introduction chapters (Chapter 1 and 2) of the summary report in relation to identified needs of improvements by State of Conversation 7-2017, changes to core indicators (as these are listed in Chapter 2), and r...
	4.57 The Meeting took note of comments to the document as follows:
	- Estonia: the new text included under climate and hydrology needs to be corrected. Estonia to provide suggested revised text, including also proposed changes to Box 1 regarding hydrogen sulphide.
	- Finland: the word “principles” should be removed in relation the ecosystem approach, to avoid confusion with HELCOM principles.
	- Sweden: Box 1.1 needs to be updated to include an introduction to HR2RS and to explain the negative values presented. Figure 1.3 arrow from fish to birds needs to be added.
	4.58 The Meeting recommended to include a graph on changes in the development of time of oxygen deficiency in deep water based on a report from SMHI.
	4.59 The Meeting took note of the revised chapter seven on HELCOM actions to improve the Baltic Sea based on more recent information and to reflect on comments received in the regional consultation (as presented in document 3-3) (document 4-11).
	4.60 The Meeting agreed to include a link to the report on Implementation of the BSAP to provide further information on measures.

	Agenda Item 5  Any other business
	5.1 The Meeting recommended to change the title of the supplementary reports to “Thematic assessments” to better reflect their weight, given also that they now will include all results from the HOLAS II summary report in addition to the integrated ass...
	5.2 The Meeting took note of the draft Questionnaire on HOLAS II lessons learnt prepared by a drafting group with Denmark, Germany and Sweden in the frame of GEAR 17-2017 (30TOutcome of GEAR 17-201730T, para. 5.3-5.10) (document 5-1).
	5.3 The Meeting reviewed the content of the questionnaire and was of the view that:
	- Good such a questionnaire is being prepared as can be used to note down aspects for HOLAS III.
	- Can question 2 be placed as multiple choice so it can be possible to tick more than one box for which group?
	- Question 8 – possible to reduce the % to smaller units that are possibly more realistic as in less than 25%
	5.4 The Chair and Secretariat thanked all the participants for all the hard work and constructive comments throughout the process and congratulate them on a job well done.
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	6.1 The Meeting adopted the draft outcome of the Meeting. The Outcome of the Meeting, together with the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting are available in the 30THELCOM Meeting Portal30T.
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