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Background 
In the interest of collecting CPs input on expectations regarding HOLAS III CG MSFD 8-2020 kindly invited CG 
MSFD members to provide input using the provided template and send it to Secretariat by 2 November 2020, 
to support discussions at GEAR 23-2020. German and Swedish contributions was included as an example.  

CG MSFD 8-2020 agreed that responses are to be collated into a single word file, and to possibly tease out 
preliminary common observations / conclusions. This document contains the input provided by the members 
of CG MSFD representing Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Poland and Sweden. 

GEAR 23-2020 took note of the expectations regarding HOLAS III as provided by CG MSFD members to 
support the discussions on HOLAS III at GEAR 23-2020. The meeting agreed that the exchange on the 
preparation of the next reporting round under updates of Art. 8, 9 and 10 MSFD and linkages with HOLAS III 
should be further discussed at GEAR 24-2021, specifically: 

- how to ensure the policy relevance of the HOLAS III assessment and results. 

- how to ensure synergies between HOLAS III and national MSFD reporting for those CPs who are 
also EU Member States. Including ensuring HOLAS results are aligned with MSFD Article 8 reporting 
requirements, for both indicators and integrated assessments, as well as further considerations 
regarding the Contracting Parties who are also EU Member States plan to use HOLAS III for national 
MSFD reporting purposes and any resulting considerations which still need to be addressed.  

Please note: the information included in the document was collected for GEAR 23-2020. It is preliminary 
and may not represent the final view of the respective Contracting Party, the intended purpose of the 
information is solely to support further discussion at GEAR. 

This document might be updated based on STATE & CONSERVATION 14-2021 (3-7 May 2021). 
 

 
Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to: 

-  take note of the information and use it to support discussion and further exchange on the 
preparation of the next reporting round under updates of Art. 8, 9 and 10 MSFD and linkages with 
HOLAS III. 

  



GEAR 24-2021, 5-7 
 

 

Page 2 of 15 
 

Input to HELCOM GEAR Correspondence Group on MSFD:  

Preparing for a dedicated discussion on HOLAS III 

Denmark  
Did you use HOLAS II results for 2018 EU MSFD reporting?  
Denmark was generally positive regarding the HOLAS II process and outcomes and with relation to the ability 
to use HOLAS II products for national MSFD reporting.  

Denmark used several elements of HOLAS II when reporting, e.g. indicators, parts of the thematic 
assessments and summary report and elements of the economic and social analyses. However, a 1:1 use of 
HOLAS II was challenging in many cases, e.g. the use of the cumulative impact assessment (impact on sea 
floor) and the use of indicators and assessments for descriptors relating  to other EU-directives (Water 
Framework-, Birds- and Habitats Directive).  

The HOLAS II summary report is hyperlinked in the Danish national assessment text-report, which was subject 
to public consultation. As the Danish waters are placed in both the HELCOM and the OSPAR area, the Danish 
national assessment also included OSPAR indicators as well as additional national reports to provide a 
coherent national picture. Below are eutrophication and marine litter presented as examples.  

D5 – Eutrophication 
Figures and conclusions from the related HOLAS II summary report is reproduced in the Danish national 
assessment text-report on eutrophication. Similarly, HELCOM-agreed threshold values on seven different 
eutrophication indicators are reproduced for each of the different HELCOM assessment units overlapping 
with Danish waters. All HELCOM core indicators on eutrophication are reflected in the national report, and 
so is the integrated eutrophication assessment. Leading up to HOLAS II, it was decided not to conduct an 
integrated eutrophication assessment for the Danish coastal waters, since it would duplicate, but not 
necessarily mirror, the similar national assessment under EU’s Water Framework Directive.   

D10 - Marine litter 

In the Danish national assessment text-report of marine litter figures and conclusions from the related HOLAS 
II summary report is reproduced. No fully developed core indicators and thus no proper indicator reports 
were available. However, when reporting to the EU Commission, Denmark hyperlinked the summary report 
as well as the HELCOM meta data catalogue where available (beach litter and litter on the seafloor).    

The HOLAS II report was not used in relation to GES or environmental targets for marine litter. 

How can HOLAS III be made more useful?  
Denmark finds indicators and the data and map services to be the most important tools in the national 
implementation of the MSFD. We suggest prioritizing these reports and tools, so that they are ready for the 
national process in 2023 and 2024.  
Indicators  
We agree with Germany that finalizing indicators are a top priority. Further, indicators should fit with MSFD 
requirements cf. the Commission Decision 2017/848.  

In addition, we support the suggestion from Germany regarding trend analyses for indicators. Such trend 
analyses will show the change over time and provide a graphical view of the status and process towards 
threshold values/GES. 

Thematic assessments 
Denmark found it problematic that HOLAS II status assessments did not equal other status assessments. E.g. 
assessments of eutrophication and hazardous substances from our national implementation of the Water 
Framework Directive, and assessments of biodiversity from the Habitat and Birds Directives. With relation to 
HOLAS III, this is still a relevant issue, which could beneficially be discussed among HELCOM parties that are 
also EU member states. In addition, we agree with Germany that there is an urgent need to clarify at EU 
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MSFD CIS level, how to relate regional assessments to national assessments. This includes clarification of how 
to use the integrated assessments and integration rules.  
Summary report 
The summary report is a very important HELCOM product, however, not as important as the indicators, which 
are essential in the national MSFD reporting. The summary report is a second priority. Sufficient time should 
be provided to finalizing indicators and the data and maps services, and the amount of time to writing up the 
summary report should be arranged accordingly.  

Germany has suggested having clearer recommendations regarding measures in the HOLAS III summary 
report. We find that measures belong in the BSAP and suggest not including more detailed information on 
measures in the summary report. For Denmark, the essence of the summary report is a clear description of 
the environmental status and the causing pressures. 

Data and map services 
We agree with Sweden and Germany, that it is important to be able to extract and visualize the state of our 
national marine waters, so that the result can be related to our national definition of GES. 
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Estonia 
Did you use HOLAS II results for 2018 EU MSFD reporting?  
HELCOM work towards HOLAS II assessment was used indirectly and to some extent. It means that we used 
HELCOM indicators and threshold values although the MSFD art 8 assessments were based on national data 
from Estonian marine area only. In addition the aggregation tool MEREK that was used in Estonian national 
assessment was based on the same principles as the aggregation tool developed for HOLAS II assessment 
(BEAT). 

How can HOLAS III be made more useful? 
As HOLAS is providing the regional assessment of the status of Baltic Sea, the current HELCOM geographic 
assessment units do not fit to the needs of national MSFD reporting. Therefore the thematic assessment 
results which assessment units are entire Baltic Sea could be used for national reporting (e.g. birds and seals) 
and in addition if some criteria are not assessed (e.g. due to lack of data) in national level the outcomes of 
HOLAS III assessments could be used instead of indicating that it was not assessed at all. 
Agree with German and Swedish comment on the need to extract and visualise the actual state of our 
national marine waters in such a manner that data/results can be related to the national definition of GES 
and that national pressures and problems and hence need for action (measures) within our waters become 
visible. However, we recognize that this won’t solve the problem in cases where the minimum input data 
criteria (3 year data from 6 year assessment period) are not met. 

Also, HELCOM indicators should be compatible with MSFD criteria, e.g. HELCOMs current bird indicators are 
not usable for MSFD (or Bird Directive) reporting, where the data aggregation rules are different. Thus, the 
aggregation rules under different MSFD descriptors and criteria and HELCOM indicators (assessment rules) 
should be analysed and revised, if needed.  
 

  

http://www.sea.ee/merek/
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Germany 
Did you use HOLAS II results for 2018 EU MSFD reporting?  
Indicators: 

The indicator results and sheets were used, as far as possible, as the basis for our assessment. They are 
hyperlinked throughout in our national assessment text-report which was subject to public consultation. 
Regional indicators were used in electronic reporting at element/criteria/parameter level and are part of the 
electronic indicator-reporting. Use was made of the meta data catalogue and the data/map service as the 
source for indicator data according to Art. 19 (3) MSFD.  

The use of the indicator assessments differs depending on the descriptor (see table 1 below): it ranged from 
1:1 use to a „repackaging“ of the information e.g. where  

- the coverage of elements of the regional indicator does not match national waters (e.g. additional national 
species or deletion of species not relevant for national waters),  

- the indicator does not match the criteria of Commission Decision 2017/848 (e.g. indicators on wintering 
and breeding birds) or  

- the requirements for use of results of other EU-legislation (e.g. Habitat-Directive). Repackaging was done 
on the basis of the HELCOM-assessment results for individual elements and HELCOM integration rules. 
HELCOM indicators which at the time lacked regionally agreed threshold values were reported as „national 
indicators“ with a national threshold value and the expression of hope that in the next reporting round, this 
can be reported as a regionally agreed indicator. 

Thematic assessments: 

Thematic assessments were used in conjunction with the HOLAS II summary report in the national text report 
by quoting the conclusions of the theme for the HELCOM maritime area and relevant subdivisions. They were 
used to frame the situation in the national waters and to explain that the findings in national waters are 
consistent with the broader scales. Thematic assessments were generally not used in electronic reporting. 
We followed the national definition of GES which includes the use of HELCOM integration rules for 
eutrophication, hazardous substances and biodiversity topics. 

Cumulative impact assessment: 

We used the assessment in the national text report to illustrate that HELCOM is working on scientific means 
to approach „cumulative impact assessments“. The assessment was not part of the status assessment and 
EU-reporting (note that there is no specific reporting requirement on CIA). For details see DE response to CG 
MSFD questionnaire on cumulative impact assessment (June 2020). 

Economic and social analysis: 

We referred to the HOLAS II summary report but did not use the regional HELCOM analysis. We reported the 
national data which we had submitted to HELCOM for the regional analysis. Electronic reporting were 
national data. 

Summary report: 

We used the summary report in conjuction with the conclusions from thematic assessments and made the 
summary report available in the public consultation as background information and submitted it as 
attachment to the national text report to the EU Commission. The summary report was not otherwise been 
used in electronic reporting.  
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Geographic assessment scales: 

Germany reported assessments at differing scales depending on the MSFD descriptor / criteria concerned. 

 Table: Tentative overview of approach to uses of HELCOM indicators in the 2018 assessment and reporting 
The table contents are not validated and may include errors and wrong assumptions. The purpose of the table 
is to give merely a rough overview. 

 

Descriptor HELCOM 
Indicators 

Use Geographic scales E-reporting 

D1 fish Abundance sea 
trout spawners 
/parr 

Only for information in 
text report. Not part of 
the status assesment. 
Which is based on 
Habitats-Directive, 
ICES-advice and red-
list-assessment 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

National 

D1 birds Abundance 
breeding season 
Abundance 
wintering season 
Drowned birds 
Drowned 
mammals and 
water birds 

Species results, 
threshold values for 
groups were used, 
complemented with 
trend information, 
additional species in 
open Baltic water and 
data from national 
monitoring. HELCOM 
data were repackaged 
to fit with COM Dec 
functional groups and 
to take account of 
species relevant in 
national waters 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

Indicators reported. 
Drowned birds 
reported as „not 
assessed“  

D1 
mammals 

Seals: population 
trend/abundance; 
distribution; 
reproduction; 
health 
Drowned 
mammals and 
water birds 

Referenced in text 
report. Status reported 
according to Habitats-
Directive. 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

Drowned mammals 
reported as „not 
assessed“ 
Others: No. 

D1.6 
pelagic 
habitat 

Chlorophyll a 
Cyanobacteria 
Zooplankton mean 
size/biomass 
Diatome/dinofla-
gelate index 

Assessment of D1.6 
based on HELCOM 
approach 
(eutrophication and 
plankton indicators). 
WFD results for coastal 
waters and HELCOM 
results for offshore 
waters 

Coastal waters 
(WFD units) 
Offshore waters: 
HELCOM basins 

Diatome/dino-
flagelate reported 
as national 
indicator (not yet 
fully regionally 
agreed). Others: 
regional indicators 
reported 



GEAR 24-2021, 5-7 
 

 

Page 7 of 15 
 

Descriptor HELCOM 
Indicators 

Use Geographic scales E-reporting 

D4 
foodweb 

--- Similar approach as in 
HOLAS: overview of the 
results for D1/D6 as a 
basis to conclude that, 
if individual ecosystem 
components are not 
healthy, the ecosystem 
and foodwebs cannot 
be in good status 
either. 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

National 

D6 benthic 
habitats 

Soft bottom 
macrofauna 
communities 

Used as a contribution 
to D6C5 assessment 
together with results of 
WFD and Habitats-
Directive. 

HELCOM basins. Indicator reported 
as national 
indicator (lack of 
regionally agreed 
threshold values for 
all basins). 

D2 NIS Trends in arrivals With adaptation: 
national threshold is 1 
introduction per 6 year 
period 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

Indicator reported 
(adjustment of 
threshold value) 

D3 
commercial 
fish  

--- ICES stocks: 
Cod, herring, sprat, 
plaice, flounder, dab, 
turbot, eel 
 
Non-ICES stocks: 
garfish, roach, bream, 
perch, pikeperch, pike, 
blue mussel 

German Baltic Sea 
waters (based on 
ICES boxes/results) 
 
 
Not yet defined 

National 
 
 
 
 
Not reported (not 
assessed) 

D5 
eutroph. 

DIN, TN 
DIP, TP 
Chlorphyll-a 
Water clarity 
Oxygen debt 
Canobacterial 
bloom index 

Referenced in text 
report. HELCOM 
indicators for offshore 
waters, WFD 
assessments in coastal 
waters (1 sm).  

WFD water bodies 
(incl. macrofauna 
and macroalgae) 
HELCOM basins 

Coastal waters: 
WFD results 
Offshore:  
TN, TP, near bottem 
oxygen 
concentration 
reported as 
national indicators 
(not yet fully agreed 
regionally). 
Others: HELCOM 
indicators and HEAT 
3.0 results 
reported. 

D7 hydro-
morpho-
logies. 

--- D7C1 – national 
assessment. 
D7C2 – national 
activities‘ database; 
reference in text-report 

D7C1: 
Coastal waters 
(1sm): WFD 
aggregated water 
bodies 

National. 



GEAR 24-2021, 5-7 
 

 

Page 8 of 15 
 

Descriptor HELCOM 
Indicators 

Use Geographic scales E-reporting 

to HELCOM BSPI/BSII to 
show that national 
results (% of maritime 
area subject to loss) are 
consistent with regional 
findings. 

Offshore: HELCOM 
basins. 
 
D7C2: German 
Baltic Sea waters 

D8 contam. D8C1 
Hg 
Cd 
Pb 
PAK 
PCB 
PBDE 
PFOS 
137Cs 
HBCDD 
Organotin 
D8C2 
White-Tail Eagle 

Referenced in text 
report.  
D8C1: HELCOM 
indicators for offshore 
waters, WFD 
assessments in coastal 
waters (1 sm). 
Diclofenac – text box as 
case study. Not part of 
GES assessment. 
D8C2: HELCOM 
indicator used 
D8C3: Text report 
informs about HELCOM 
oil-spills indicator 
results (not yet fit for 
D8C3) and about 
national oil spills (text-
box). No GES-
assessment 
undertaken. 

D8C1:  
Coastal waters SH 
Coastal waters MV 
Coastal waters 
EEZ 
D8C2: 
Coastal waters 
D8C3: German 
Baltic Sea waters 

Indicators reported 
for D8C1 and for 
White-tailed Eagle. 
 

D9 contam. --- National data German Baltic Sea 
waters 

National. 
 

D10 litter --- Reference in text 
report to HELCOM 
assessment. National 
data based on beach 
litter monitoring (as 
under development in 
HELCOM) – national 
assessment. Litter on 
seafloor based on ICES 
data – national 
assessment. 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

National. 

D11 noise --- Reference in text 
report to HELCOM 
assessment. Data of 
noise register and BIAS 
results used to 
illustrate available 
information. No GES-
assessment. 

German Baltic Sea 
waters 

National. 
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How can HOLAS III be made more useful?  
Additional requirements for the use of HOLAS III depends on how EU MSFD Reporting will be designed for 
2024. It is important for us to be able to extract and visualise the actual state of our national marine waters 
in such a manner that data/results can be related to the national definition of GES and that national pressures 
and problems and hence need for action (measures) within our waters become visible. While HOLAS will 
provide a regional assessment of the status of the Baltic Sea, the design of assessment and data tools should 
be further developed to allow that assessment results/data can be extracted at the relevant level of national 
waters. There is a need to clarify at EU MSFD CIS level, how to combine regional results with national specifics 
(e.g. elements: an additional species or lack of a species in national waters within regional geographic 
assessment scales) in the national status reporting, noting that GES assessment requires integration steps.  

Indicators: 

The indicator assessments for HOLAS II were largely fit for use in MSFD assessment and reporting purposes. 
The indicator sheet approach and map/data service approach should be continued and developed as needed 
for reporting (see above). The basis for a better use of indicators is provided in the workplan of HELCOM 
indicator work: finalise indicators identified for priority action. This includes indicator concepts to fit with 
MSFD requirements, agreed list of elements and agreed threshold values and any new indicators where these 
are a priority for 2024. There is a need to ensure systematic trend analysis for all indicators. Trends should 
be shown for a long-term period (as long data-sets as available) and to show the change between the HOLAS 
assessments (comparison of six years‘ periods). A good interpretation of the data, which tries to find 
explanations for the status and trends observed and allow linking back to pressures and acitivites, is 
important for the use of the indicators.  
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Thematic assessments: 

The thematic assessment tools should be reviewed in light of lessons learnt from HOLAS II and scientific 
advances as well as MSFD needs and contribute to the development of integration rules at EU level. The use 
of thematic assessments for MSFD purposes is unclear and requires clarfication at EU MSFD CIS level (see 
above).  

Cumulative Impact Assessment: 

See separate discussion on CIA (questionnaire response in June 2020 and forthcoming workshops). Use of 
HELCOM indicators for a cumulative impact assessment is desireable. 

Social and Economic Analysis: 

HOLAS II started to link the analysis into the thematic assessments. This road should be continued and the 
analysis closely integrated with status assessments in order to put the economic, social and ecological aspects 
into context and help moving towards a more sustainable use of marine waters. Data basis for the ESA should 
be closely linked with the analysis of activities and pressures (currently undertaken under BSPI) and indicator 
assessments. For use in MSFD reporting, the way how social and economic data are held and presented 
should be reconsidered in order to facilitate access to national data. A possibility could be to treat the social 
and economic parameters as „indicators“ (with indicator sheets) and include them in the data and map 
service. It would be a good step forward if HELCOM could jointly take action e.g. in relation to EU statistical 
surveys to help ensure that socio-economic data are made available in a manner that they can also be used 
for MSFD purposes. This would hugely increase comparability of national data and robustness of regional 
analysis. A number of the mentioned issues are already under planning in the ESA-Roadmap. 

Summary report 

We do not see a particular use for Art. 8 MSFD reporting. The summary report is however important as a 
concise summary background and context for the status of national waters. It shows how the status at a 
higher national resolution fits into the marine (sub)region. It has proved important as a basis and a reference 
for reviewing and developing measures and to identify which of these should be addressed jointly at HELCOM 
level or individually at national level. The summary report could be made even more useful, if the assessment 
results were even more „integrated“, i.e. if the individual results were linked better with each other in order 
to provide explanations for the findings. This requires that there is a good interpretation available of 
individual results so that they can be linked up in a reliable way. The next report would benefit of clearer 
recommendations regarding measures (what needs to be done next). With the SOM analysis a first attempt 
was made to explore systematically the effectiveness of measures. It would be desireable to consider 
whether and how these results and in general effectiveness of measures could be part of future HOLAS 
assessments in order to link the status and trend results with measures (successes and failures in 
implementation) and help providing a good basis for the six-yearly review of MSFD programmes of measures 
which may result in joint actions at HELCOM level and ultimately serve also achieving the goals of the BSAP. 

Climate change 

HOLAS III should include 1) an overview of how the Baltic Sea environmental factors are changing, preferably 
also expressed in spatial terms, e.g. using EN CLIME indicators, and 2) linking changes with specific 
assessments of pressure and status aspects in order to take a step in direction of distinguishing 
anthropogenic and climatic induces changes in pressures and state. 

Presentation of data and assessments: 

Merit of additional other ways of presenting data (e.g. additional spatial (grid-based) presentation of 
assessment results) should be further discussed in light of management needs, available resources and added 
value, taking into account how EU reporting on Art. 8 MSFD may develop.  
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Poland 
Did you use HOLAS II results for 2018 EU MSFD reporting?  
Poland prepared the update of the initial assessment following the new Commission Decision 848/2017 
superseded Com. Dec. 2010/477.  

One of the most crucial and important aspects relating to the preparation process of HOLAS II project was 
involvement of many Polish experts in specific expert groups. This improved overall understanding of the 
assessment process including designation of assessment units, indicators, threshold values as well as overall 
assessment procedure, methods of integrations and aggregation and confidence assessment. All 
abovementioned elements were used in the process of preparing the update of initial assessment of marine 
waters reported by Poland in 2018. 

The assessment of birds (D1) and fish (D3) was incorporated into the national update of the initial assessment 
right from the HOLAS II. They were presented in the HOLAS II assessment units, not national assessment 
units.  

Assessment of benthic and pelagic habitat, mammals, food webs was prepared using HELCOM and national 
indicators. HELCOM was informed and did not disagree that Poland uses national indicator, for example, for 
zoobenthos and macrophytes. In case of marine mammals – seal indicators were adapted to Polish 
conditions.  

Birds 
According to Article 8 of MSFD Poland assessed the status of their marine waters and reported on progress 
made towards achieving GES. Marine birds form a component of marine biodiversity and GES were assessed 
against Descriptor 1 (Annex 1 of the MSFD). The most recent reports under Art 8 for the assessment period 
2011-2016, were due in 2018. HELCOM has supported the 2018 Art 8 assessments by developing indicators 
and assessment methodologies that are consistent across the Baltic Sea. The marine bird indicators were 
primarily developed for regional assessments of the sea, applied for the Holistic Assessment II of HELCOM 
(2018). Their development started in expert groups (OSPAR) and projects (HELCOM), but was finally in the 
hands of experts in the Joint OSPAR / HELCOM / ICES Working Group on Marine Birds (JWGBIRD). 

Poland has reported data from its area divided into two sub-basins Bornholm basin and Eastern Gotland basin 
connected with Gdańsk basin. We also reported data for the entire area. 

A key factor in determining how member states have used the HELCOM marine bird assessments is their 
interpretation of the two Commission Decisions published on MSFD. The assessment of GES for each 
Descriptor was prescribed by a Commission Decision in 2010 (EC / 2010/477) which listed a series of criteria 
and indicators that would be measured. For the assessment of marine birds under Descriptor 1 (biodiversity), 
indicators should be used to assess three criteria (Table 1). In 2017, Com Dec 2010/477 was superseded by 
Com Dec 2017/848, which specified five possible criteria for marine bird assessments. Com Dec 2017/848 
also specified that the criteria should be used to assess the status of each species, in a similar way that 
Favoured Conservation Status is assessed for other marine species under the Habitats Directive (92/43 / EEC). 
These species assessments should then be integrated using regionally agreed rules, to assess GES in each of 
five marine bird species groups (e.g. surface-feeders, water-column feeders etc.) (ICES 2019). Com Dec 
2017/848 was published just over a year before the Art 8 assessments needed to be submitted. Thus, there 
were no clear methodological guidelines as to how the process of assessing individual indicators should 
proceed properly. Poland has done this in line with the new Com Dec 2017/848. We used the following 
HELCOM indicator results for our national MSFD assessment: 1) Abundance of waterbirds in the breeding 
season (core indicator), 2) Abundance of waterbirds in the wintering season (core indicator). They are 
referring to criterion D1C2 (2017 COM DEC) (Table 1). 

HELCOM Indicators 
1. For most of the Descriptors HELCOM core, pre-core and national indicators were used depending 

on data availability and establishment of threshold values in order to perform status assessments 
of indicators of highest importance to recent status and to provide regional coherence (ability to 
compare status assessments of different regions of the Baltic Sea). 
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2. Since the holistic assessment included whole assessment areas (polish reporting units consisted only 
a part of those areas) it was not possible to use HOLAS II results directly in national assessment. It 
was necessary to perform assessment of specific descriptors based on polish national data. HOLAS II 
assessment results were used directly only in the case of indicators for which it was not possible to 
extract national data, e.g. indicator of oil spills for which the assessment of the whole Bornholm and 
eastern Gotland Basins was adapted.  

3. HELCOM indicators were included in the national reporting of Art 8 in the INDICATORS xml scheme 
of EU reporting schemes along with appropriate web links. Reporting was supplemented with 
national indicators.  

 
Table 1. HELCOM seabird indicators in relation to MSFD criteria - birds. 

MSFD criterion (under Com Dec 
2017/848) 

MSFD criterion (under Com Dec 
2010/477) 

HELCOM indicators 

D1C1 bycatch 1.3 Population condition Number of drowned mammals 

and waterbirds in fishing gear 

(core) 

D1C2 abundance 1.2 Population size Abundance of waterbirds in the 

breeding season (core) 

Abundance of waterbirds in the 

wintering season (core) 

D1C3 demography 1.3 Population condition Lack 

D1C4 distribution 1.1 Species distribution Lack 

D1C5 habitat for the 

species 

Not required Lack 

 

Threshold values: 
For each HELCOM indicator recommended corresponding threshold values were used.  

Some threshold values (for HZ) had been changed since previous assessment and caused decrease 
of the assessment, change from GES (using old TV) to subGES (using new TV) or increase. It was 
clearly described in Polish national assessment.  

Due to not established TV on the European level, for the purposes of national assessment, for 
example for beach litter and impulsive sound, the Polish national TV were established.  

Due to not agreed TV for Ntot and Ptot on regional level for Eastern Gotland Basin and Bornholm 
Basin – Poland used nationally established TVs.  

National threshold values were used for marine mammals. 

Trend analysis: 
Trend analysis were produced for indicators for which it was possible, i.e. a data series was long 
enough.  

Status and confidence assessment procedure. 
In principle assessment was performed in accordance with Commission Decision 2017/848 
and Art. 8 MSFD Assessment Guidance 2017 however for some indicators (e.g. hazardous 
substances) specific indicator aggregation methods were implemented (the use of CHASE 
Tool algorithms). 

The assessment was supplemented with confidence assessment of indicators used. HOLAS 
II confidence assessment method was used for this purpose.  
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How can HOLAS III be made more useful?  
1. Expending the list of operational indicators (data reach indicators with established threshold values) 

that relate to recent problems of the environment of the Baltic Sea is very important.  
2. Expending the list of indicators that are not operational but can be used as a qualitative description 

in the assessment is also relevant since it enables implementation of such indicators in national 
monitoring programmes.  

3. One major improvement would correspond to the possibility to extract assessments and data 
corresponding to relevant national reporting units.  

4. Make operational indicators available for all assessment units, to allow comparison between 
assessment in units and the Baltic. For example, TV for Dia/Dino index is established for a few 
assessment units. It would be beneficial to set TV or more (all?) units. For example, Poland used for 
HOLAS II oxygen debt in shallow waters while Poland did not find it useful in deeper parts.  

Birds 
For HOLAS III it is beneficial to broaden the range of assessment of wintering waterbirds by including species 
wintering at sea and not accessible by land-based counts (MSFD criterion D1C2). Since 2011, Poland has been 
carrying out annual ship-based studies of birds wintering off-shore in the most important sites of their 
concentration. It is also advisable to carry out an analysis combining the results of two monitorings: land-
based count (including coastal waters and transitional waters) and off-shore counts (including open sea 
waters). Adding the results of these two monitorings will allow a better assessment of the abundance of birds 
from species such as Long-tailed Duck, Velvet Scoter, Common Scoter and others. 

Waterbird bycatch in fisheries (MSFD criterion D1C1). It would be advisable to develop methodological 
assumptions for the entire Baltic area. According to our knowledge there is no dedicated monitoring of bird 
bycatch in Poland, pilot studies of bycatch were performed, during which the methodology was developed 
(Psuty et al. 2017). However, it must be noted that some work on bycatch is performed under the HELCOM 
ACTION project (work package 1). On the basis of these experiences and experiences from other countries 
where the studies of bird bycatch were carried out (Germany, Lithuania), a common methodological guide 
should be developed. A method should also be developed to estimate potential bycatch level in the absence 
of monitoring, taking into account fishing effort, abundance and distribution of waterbirds, and their 
susceptibility to bycatch (Sontag et al. 2012, Marchowski et al. 2020). 

Perhaps a good solution would be if HOLAS III could produce national indicators, which could then be 
combined into basins and the entire Baltic Sea (a model with a hierarchical structure)? 
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Sweden 
 

Did you use HOLAS II results for 2018 EU MSFD reporting?  
Indicators: The indicator results and sheets were used, as far as possible, as the basis for our assessment. 
They are hyperlinked the national fact sheet (online), and referred to throughout in our national assessment 
text-report which was subject to public consultation.  

For some indicators (quite a few) we had trouble using data from the meta data catalogue and the data/map 
service as the source for indicator data according to Art. 19 (3) MSFD.  

 The use of the indicator assessments differs depending on the descriptor ; in some cases 1:1 use, but often 
adjustements had to be made. Most common reason for not using indicator assessment was that we used a 
different data set, different scope, different geographical area. 

HELCOM indicators which at the time were not regionally agreed were in many cases reported as „national 
indicators“ with a national threshold value.  

Thematic assessments: Thematic assessments were used for several themes by quoting the conclusions of 
the theme for the HELCOM maritime area and relevant subdivisions. Most comon reason for not using 
Helcom assessment at GES level, that we want to use a different combination of indicators nationally. They 
were used to frame the situation in the national waters and to explain that the findings in national waters 
are consistent with the broader scales. Thematic assessments were generally not used in electronic reporting. 
We followed the national definition of GES which follows HELCOM integration rules for eutrophication, partly 
for hazardous substances and others (LR to verify).  

Cumulative impact assessment: We used the assessment in the national text report to illustrate that 
HELCOM is working on scientific means to approach „cumulative impact assessments“. We compared it to 
the outputs oft he swedish Symphony tool. The assessment was not part of the status assessment and EU-
reporting.  

Economic and social analysis: We mainly did not refer to the regional HELCOM analysis in the text report, 
but the methodologies developed within ESA supported national work. Electronic reporting were national 
data.  

Summary report: We made the summary report available in a n informal public consultation round, related 
to the national consultation of our text report. We link to it as a background information in national 
information on the MSFD assessment.   

Geographic assessment scales: can come back with this information 

How can HOLAS III be made more useful?  
Agree with DE comment on the need to to extract and visualise the actual state of our national marine waters 
in such a manner that data/results can be related to the national definition of GES and that national pressures 
and problems and hence need for action (measures) within our waters become visible.  

While HOLAS will provide a regional assessment of the status of the Baltic Sea, the design of assessment and 
data tools should be further developed to allow that assessment results/data can be extracted at the relevant 
level of national waters. This refers e.g tot he data „snapshots“ of last reporting. What are the technical 
possibilities of doing this? 

There is a need to discuss at EU level the implications for regional vs national assessments on the need for 
action. 

Indicators: largely agree with DE comments.  
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Would be good to have an extra row where we could link to national equivalent indicator, woud save 
work?indicator name in Helcom prefill is not the same as that in our regulations, this should be able to solve 
by linking. 

Sometimes an issue was that we have used/interpreted the indicator differently than Helcom. It might be 
put under a different descriptor (D1/D8?).  

(Sometimes our national regulations need adjusted!) 

Thematic assessments:  

Sweden so far stops at critera level for most descriptors, not all. Overall status more difficult to use for MSFD 
reporting. (Though highly relevant for comparisons qualitatively, and for Helcom). The first step is to integrate 
on criteria level. TV is the important part, definition of GES comes in the second step and could vary between 
CP:s. We find that the BEAT tool especially has been hard to use and is not a priority at the moment.  

General: 

It was technically difficult to use Helcom prefills when starting to report from an MRU. very time consuming. 
Better solution would be appreciated but might depend on the reporting format from the EU.  It would be 
great if this was prefilled (elements, elemen code source, parametrar…) but hen we need to agree  on all 
these lists within Helcom.  

 

It was important and useful that the secretariat (Joni!) was active and supported CP:s using Helcom products 
in the reporting.  

Indicator assessmente the key element we need (less so overall status) 
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