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Background 
GEAR 17-2017 discussed how to conduct an exercise of “lessons learnt” from the HOLAS II process and agreed 
to establish a drafting group with Denmark, Germany and Sweden to adapt the OSPAR questionnaire on their 
Intermediate Assessment to address HELCOM specificities and in line with the input provided by the plenary 
(Outcome of GEAR 17-2017, para. 5.3-5.10). The meeting agreed that the outcome of the drafting group work 
will be presented to the HOLAS II Core Team meeting and at GEAR 18-2018. 

This document contains the draft questionnaire prepared by the drafting group.  

The draft questionnaire is split into categories: 

1. Background information (questions 1-2) 
2. Content and use of the HOLAS II project (questions 3-6) 
3. Planning of the HOLAS II project (questions 7-10) 
4. HOLAS II process and management (questions 11-17) 

The list of recipients of the questionnaire remains open. Furthermore, the Contracting Parties who took part 
in the drafting group may still wish to comment on both substantial issues and the details of the questions.   

Additionally, the Secretariat has proposed that the questionnaire is still reviewed by an expert in creating 
surveys. 
 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to consider and discuss the draft questionnaire and agree on the next steps. 

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2017-2017-473/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20GEAR%2017-2017.pdf


GEAR 18-2018, 4-8 
 

 

Page 2 of 5 
 

Draft Questionnaire on HOLAS II lessons learnt 

The HOLAS II project resulted in multiple assessments and products, including indicator reports, integrated 
assessments (hereinafter “supplementary reports”) and the summary State of the Baltic Sea report. In the 
following “HOLAS II project” or “HOLAS II process” relates to all procedures and products. The outcome of 
the HOLAS II project can be visited at the State of the Baltic Sea website.  

Background information 
1. Please indicate which Contracting Party you have been representing  in the HOLAS II project: 

Denmark 
Estonia 
EU 
Finland 
Germany 
Latvia 
Lithuania 
Poland  
Russia 
Sweden 
 

2. Please indicate which group of stakeholders you represent:  

- Indicator lead 
- Nominated expert (e.g. expert network, workshops) 
- HOLAS II core team 
- GEAR 
- State&Conservation 
- Others (please specify) 

Content and use of the HOLAS II project 
3. How have you or will you use the State of the Baltic Sea summary report? (Multiple responses 

possible) 
- To inform the future work of HELCOM 
- For national reporting purposes under the MSFD 
- For national MSFD consultation 

For purposes of other legislation 
- To inform the implementation of measures 
- To support further independent scientific research 
- For internal use  
- For communication/public outreach purposes 
- For educational purposes 
- For general reference 
- For other use  

 
4. Which components of the HOLAS II project have you used / are you most likely to use? (Multiple 

responses possible ) 

- Summary report 
- Supplementary reports 
- Indicator reports 
- Data and map services 

http://stateofthebalticsea.helcom.fi/
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- I don’t know yet 
 

5. Was/Is the length (of text, number of figures, graphs, tables etc.) of the State of the Baltic Sea 
summary report appropriate for your intended use?  

- Yes 
- No 

• Please elaborate 
 

6. Was/Is the content of the State of the Baltic Sea summary report (level of detail and type of 
information presented) appropriate for your intended use?  

- Yes 
- No 

• Please elaborate 

Planning of the HOLAS II project 
7. Were you satisfied with the overall planning of the HOLAS II project? 

- Yes 
- No 

• Please elaborate 
 

8. How much of your work time did you spend on the HOLAS II project over the last two years (2016-
2018)?  

- <25% 
- from 25 to 50% 
- from 50 to 75% 
- >75% 

 
9. Was your workload relating to the HOLAS II project manageable? 

- Yes, workload was below the anticipated/allocated 
- Yes, workload matched the anticipated/allocated 
- No, workload exceeded the anticipated/allocated 

 
10. Were the timescales set in the HOLAS II project appropriate to complete your tasks? 

1 = yes, good timing to complete task in quality intended 2 = yes, but it was a challenge 
3 = no, insufficient to complete task in quality intended 
4 = no, insufficient to complete task 
  
NA (you were not involved in the phase in question) 
 
HOLAS II project 
product 

Process phases Appropriateness of the 
timescales 

Indicator assessment Approval of methodology  

Data collection  

Data approval  

Assessment  

Approval of assessment  
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Indicator update 2018  

Integrated 
assessments 

Approval of methodology  

Data collection/collection of 
indicator results 

 

Data approval  

Assessment  

Approval of assessment  

Update of assessment 2018  

State of the Baltic Sea 
summary report 

Drafting the report  

Approval of the report  

 
 

HOLAS II process and management 
 
11. Please rate the processes for the review and approval of HOLAS II project components:  

1 (poor), 2 (moderate), 3 (satisfactory), 4 (good), 5 (excellent), N/A (not applicable):  
 

- The review process for the core indicator results 
- The review process for the integrated assessment results 
- The review process of the supplementary reports 
- The review process of the summary report 

 
- The approval process for core indicators 
- The approval process for integrated assessment results 
- The review process of the supplementary reports 
- The approval process for the summary report 

 
12. How clearly did you understand the roles of the following HELCOM groups  in relation to the activities 

of the HOLAS II project? 1 (not clear at all), 2 (not sufficiently clear), 3 (more or less clear), 4 (clear), 
5 (very clear), N/A (not applicable) 

- Secretariat as coordinating team 
- HOLAS II Core Team 
- Gear  
- State & Conservation  
- Expert networks 
- HELCOM Heads of Delegation 
- Other (please elaborate) 

 
• Please elaborate (Free text) 
 

13. Please rate the information flow in the HOLAS II project: 1 (poor), 2 (moderate), 3 (satisfactory), 4 
(good), 5 (excellent), N/A (not applicable): 

- Guidance and communication from HOLAS II Core Team on work tasks 
- Policy guidance and communication from GEAR on work tasks 
- Technical and scientific guidance and communication from State & Conservation on work tasks 

Overall information flow between the groups involved in the project? 
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14. Please evaluate the interaction between HOLAS supporting projects (BalticBOOST, TAPAS, SPICE) and 
the following groups: 

a. Rating: 1 (poor), 2 (moderate), 3 (satisfactory), 4 (good), 5 (excellent), N/A (not applicable): 

- HOLAS II Core Team 
- HELCOM expert networks  
- State and Conservation 
- GEAR 

 
b. Please provide specific examples on interaction (free text): 

 
c. Do you have suggestions on how to organise future HOLAS supporting projects differently? (free text) 

 
15. Overall, what was the most rewarding aspect of developing the State of the Baltic Sea report? (free 

text) 
 

16. Overall, what was the most challenging aspect of developing the State of the Baltic Sea report? (free 
text) 
 

17. Which aspects in HOLAS II process could be recommended for HOLAS III, and on the other hand, how 
some other aspects could be improved? (free text) 
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