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A. The Workshop was held on the premises of the HELCOM Secretariat on 22-23 May, 2019.  
B. The Workshop was attended by participants from Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 

Latvia, and Sweden. The HELCOM Secretariat was also present and participants from 
Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) and additional participants from Sweden joined online (a list of 
participants is provided in Annex 1). 

C. Participants from the HELCOM ACTION project work package 6 (WP6) and the HELCOM 
Secretariat also attended the Workshop for certain periods. 

D. All presentations given during the workshop are available via the Workshop meeting site. 

Opening of the Workshop and general background 
E. The Workshop opened with a brief round of introductions and a welcome.  
F. The Workshop took note of the ACTION project overview, the ACTION project WP2 expected 

outcomes, and the importance of links between ACTION and HELCOM processes, i.e. the 
project-policy interface, for example the HELCOM Sufficiency of Measures Platform (SOM 
Platform) and the update of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP UP project) – see Presentation 
1 ACTION WP2 WS2.1 Overview. 

G. The tasks of the Workshop and WP2 were specifically introduced – see Presentation 2 
Introduction to the workshop. 

H. The importance of the expert nature of the Workshop was noted, with participants noting 
that information from the project (and workshop) will be transferred to relevant HELCOM 
Expert and Working Groups during the process, and reported to the funding body. 

I. The point was raised that at the EU level, TG Seabed will also work on seabed issues, with 
the first meeting planned in the near future. The question was raised whether results of TG 
Seabed work would be taken up by ACTION WP2 and vice versa. It was stated that the 
ACTION project will feed its results into WG GES and that it will be explored whether a closer 
link between ACTION WP6 and TG Seabed could be established.   

J. It was noted in the Workshop that within subbasins, divisions of coastal and offshore regions 
would likely need to be considered in future work. Further spatial division of these due to 
differences in scales of variation, the relevant translation of activities into pressures, and 
aspects such as how measures have an influence, need to be considered so as to ensure 
ecological and local relevance.  

Agenda item 1 Review of consolidated results on activities and pressures and causing major 
impacts on the seabed 
1.1 The planned format for the summary report on prior knowledge was presented. This report 

will represent a major deliverable from the ACTION project WP2 and is expected to develop 
a summary of the current level of knowledge in the HELCOM region – see Presentation 3 
Impacts on seabed - Approach for assessment and successful measures, and document 1. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20ACTION%20WS2.1-2019-633/default.aspx
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1.2 It was clarified that where the term ‘approaches’ (slide 3) was used this would explore 
practical aspects for the way to carry out an assessment, covering aspects such as ways to 
address threshold value setting. 

1.3 The definition of adversely affected habitats was briefly discussed with the Workshop 
considering that habitat disturbance and loss should be covered in the early stages of the 
report (e.g. points 3 and 4), with the combined role of both pressures being the focus of the 
later parts of the report (e.g. points 5 and 6). 

1.4 Earlier work from HELCOM projects and the ongoing work of ICES (e.g. WKBEDPRES and 
WKBEDLOSS) were briefly introduced in relation to point 2, Assessment of pressures for 
habitats. 

1.5 The Workshop noted the proposal that the Baltic BOOST report related to fisheries impact 
should also be considered in this review and that the work ongoing via ICES WKTRADE may 
also be relevant. 

1.6 It was proposed that, to feed all available and not yet included information on the effect of 
pressures on the seabed and its communities into the process (e.g. additional publications 
and information from grey literature, such as EIA results, national reports or other 
investigations) participants could be invited to fill in a template and provide such 
information. A draft template (Template_literature_info_impacts on seabed) to collect this 
information is provided and participants are invited to provide relevant information to the 
Secretariat (owen.rowe@helcom.fi) by 16 September. 

1.7 The Workshop saw value in compiling such a common information pool and considered the 
integration of HELCOM work on the topic with other relevant aspects for the region (e.g. 
ICES or EU work) would support regional assessments in the future. 

1.8 The Workshop noted that if possible in the report the HELCOM ACTION project should aim 
to further expand within this theme to ensure that the coastal and open areas are covered 
so as to give a viable ecological assessment. 

1.9 Earlier discussion at the project kick-off meeting as to how to link coastal and offshore areas 
was re-visited. The possible interlinkages utilising the DISPLACE model had been further 
evaluated and due to the scales applied (e.g. very local vs regional scales of restoration vs 
modelling input parameters) and the current understanding of ecological effects (e.g. full 
understanding of fish stocks-juveniles-population) it was considered as not appropriate to 
apply the model to address coastal restoration directly. 

1.10 The Workshop considered that an additional section relating to measures relevant to 
benthic habitats and seafloor integrity would be a good addition. 

1.11 The Workshop noted that while activities and pressures are often well understood, the link 
to state is less well defined/developed. It was considered that developing this understanding 
further would be important since while data on pressures is often easier to access it is the 
impact on state that is critical when carrying out assessments. 

1.12 The Workshop considered that where possible pressure-specific information related to 
sensitivities of benthic habitats and biota should also be incorporated into the report. 
Possible reference sources were identified: MARLIN (http://www.marlin.ac.uk/biotic/), 
SYMPHONY (see presentation from the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management), ICES WKFBIT 2016, and the Marine Evidence based Sensitivity Assessment 
(marESA) for thresholds and resistance. 

1.13 Approaches for integration were seen as a valuable part of the report and inclusion of 
indicators and integration approaches proposed in HELCOM region would be good to 
summarise.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20ACTION%20WS2.1-2019-633/MeetingDocuments/Template_literature_info_impacts%20on%20seabed.xlsx?Web=1
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1.14 To support such assessments the report should also consider how HELCOM HUB and EUNIS 
habitat type classifications work together as generally monitoring of benthic habitats takes 
place at finer levels of detail than the broad habitat types considered for assessment 
reporting. It was also noted that summarising broad habitat types present in the Baltic Sea 
would add value, since in earlier work some had been excluded to simplify the development 
work (e.g. during the SPICE Project for German and Danish waters). 

1.15 The Workshop noted the comment that monitoring, and certainly monitoring utilised in 
current assessments, was generally poorly distributed across all broad habitat types present. 
For example a large amount of data was more commonly available for soft-bottom 
macrofauna. 

1.16 The Workshop considered how eutrophication and its effects (e.g. anoxia) were also relevant 
for this issue and that covering this topic and its interaction with benthic habitat 
assessments in the report should also be explored.  

1.17 The question was raised as to how compatible/identical the currently applied HELCOM 
definitions of loss and disturbance are to those utilised in EU legislation and being developed 
through ICES and EU (TG Seabed) work. Considering these issues was also seen as valuable in 
the report.  

1.18 It was discussed whether MSFD D6 (integrity of the seafloor) covers the physical 
environment only or includes the biology as well, the latter being the understanding of EN 
Benthic due to the close link between D1 and D6 (e. g. criteria D6C4 and D6C5 to be 
assessed under D1 Biodiversity/Benthic habitats). 

1.19 The Workshop participants were invited to participate in development of the report and act 
as co-authors. It was considered that chapters could be developed by different people with 
particular expertise, in association with the main leads from HELCOM ACTION WP2 (SYKE). 
The possibility to explore publication of the final report as a HELCOM Baltic Sea 
Environmental Proceedings (BSEP) was raised, and it was suggested that the question could 
be raised at the relevant HELCOM Working Groups level. Participants with an interest to be 
involved in the final report were encouraged to contact Leena Laamanen 
(leena.laamanen@ymparisto.fi) and cc the Secretariat (owen.rowe@helcom.fi). 

Agenda item 2 Expert based evaluation of the contribution of activities to the identified 
pressures per sub-basins 
2.1 The topic was introduced to the Workshop – see Presentation 4 - ACTION WP2 survey 

Activities-Pressure. 
2.2 The Workshop noted the comment that the ACTION project WP3 (related to Marine 

Protected Areas, MPAs) is examining a similar list of activities, but with a focus on the EU 
Habitats Directive, and considered that the similarities could be interesting. 

2.3 The Workshop noted that clear definitions of the activities listed to define what is included 
in the terms, and possibly a finer resolution breakdown of the activities, may improve the 
activity-pressure linkage assignment. Definitions were considered as critical to ensure 
transparency in the exercise and the possibility for a common interpretation. 

2.4 The Workshop noted that the activities listed (e.g. land claim or waste water) can have 
multiple effects and pressures and that some can result in both loss and disturbance, or be 
classified as either loss or disturbance, depending on the way they are carried out. 

2.5 The Workshop noted that the definitions for physical loss and disturbance are a topic of 
ongoing discussion. The workshop briefly discussed the work of ICES WKBEDPRES1 and 
WKBEDLOSS (as provided in document 3) and the definitions under development through 
that process, as well as the establishment of EU TG Seabed. 
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2.6 A proposed division of the Baltic Sea to carry out the analysis of the sufficiency of measures 
and this survey were presented to the Workshop (see Presentation 4). Six divisions were 
considered and these are based on generalized considerations of where major activities take 
place and the extent of those activities.  

2.7 Other divisions were discussed, such as a simple north-south division to consider areas 
heavily impacted by bottom trawling vs those less impacted or not undergoing bottom 
trawling. Further discussion considered that even within areas of bottom trawling and 
intensive fishing there were major differences in the species targeted and the equipment 
used, representing differences in pressures from the activities. Similarly, it was noted that in 
estimating the effectiveness of measures, ecoregions and EUNIS habitats should be taken 
into account as pressures can be expressed differently in different areas (e.g. benthic 
trawling). 

2.8 The Workshop suggested dividing the six presented sub-basins into 9 sub-basins where 
Arkona Basin, Bornholm Basin, Eastern Gotland Basin-Gdansk Basin as well as the Gulf of 
Riga would be separated (see slide 13, Presentation 4). The other remaining areas 
(aggregations of HELCOM subbasins) would be retained. It was again noted that within 
subbasins, divisions of coastal and offshore regions would likely need to be considered in 
future work. Further spatial division of these due to differences in scales of variation, the 
relevant translation of activities into pressures, and aspects such as how measures have an 
influence, need to be considered so as to ensure ecological and local relevance.  

2.9 Further discussion also took place on how to carry out the expert-based estimation where 
major differences may occur between countries bordering the same assessment areas (or 
aggregations of assessment units), and where similar activities may exert very different 
pressures. A number of examples were discussed including the occurrence of relatively more 
sand and gravel extraction along the Danish coast compared to the Swedish coast in the 
same assessment areas, whereas in the Swedish area tourism infrastructures may occur 
more predominantly. Similarly, the Gulf of Finland is dominated by rock on the Finnish side 
whereas Estonia has a large amount of sand. Such intricacies may create national differences 
even in single assessment areas. 

2.10 It was clarified that this questionnaire is only looking at any link between activities and 
pressure (i.e. not looking at the biota or sensitivities). Though noted that this is relevant (i.e. 
different species composition and salinity gradients) these issues would be covered when 
addressing measures. The activity-pressure linkages will be examined independently now, 
and existing measures and new measure proposals will be a second step in the project. 

2.11 The outcome of the completed expert-based survey will be collated by ACTION WP6, 
including an assessment of variation between respondents for any common assessment 
area. The current information is considered to be a draft/pilot overview and will not be 
made public due to the need for an improved process and the incorporation of greater 
national validation, especially across different sectors.  

2.12 ACTION WP6 will review the information gathered in this process and develop the process 
further, provide feed-back and a summary for commenting to the participants of the 
Workshop, and re-run the process via the HELCOM Expert Network on Benthic Habitats 
(November 2019), also including the participants of this workshop in the relevant parts of 
the process. 



Agenda item 3 Expert discussion, including proposal and evaluation of mitigation measures, 
with a view to designing and testing relevant scenarios 
3.1 The Workshop was introduced to the DISPLACE model, its potential for evaluating impacts 

on benthic habitats, and its potential for use as a management tool – see Presentation 5 
ACTION WP2 DISPLACE Francois Bastardie.  

3.2 The DISPLACE model utilises human activity data (e.g. fishing activity and commercial 
shipping – from AIS systems) to infer meaningful likely variation in pressures on the seafloor, 
generating relative changes in state (e.g. impact on benthos, impact on fish stocks and 
altered catch/landings and the associated changes in income). From this information impact 
can be inferred and scenarios run to explore management approaches such as fisheries 
closures, temporary restrictions, or optimisation of catch/landings allowances by 
concentrating effort on smaller geographical areas). 

3.3 Ongoing work within the WP to use the model to explore impacts of cutting fishing effort in 
marginal cells by different percentages (i.e. maintaining catch quotas by concentrating effort 
in smaller geographical areas) and the potential to extrapolate relative status changes along 
this gradient were introduced to the Workshop.  

3.4 It was clarified that benthic habitats are considered in the model as biotypes by combining 
information such as the EUNIS habitat layer and sensitivity scores of relevant biota groups. 

3.5 Discussion was also help on other relevant scenarios to explore, including incorporation of 
indirect effects such as sediment disturbance and remobilisation from activities related to 
commercial shipping or dredging (i.e. expanding the focus from only fishing activities). 

3.6 The potential for such approaches to be used in management were highlighted by the 
application of closure scenarios in the model and also the information related to other 
ongoing work on a fishing credit system that is being explored in other parallel processes. 

3.7 The current work done explores issues at the whole Baltic Sea scale, though it was noted 
that ongoing work was looking to explore scenarios at smaller scales such as subbasins or 
national Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ). 

3.8 The Workshop were invited to provide other ideas on scenarios to explore or develop 
utilising the DISPLACE model. 

3.9 The potential for the DISPLACE model to also provide a basis for the development of new 
measures in the later stages (i.e. early 2020) of the project was also discussed. 

3.10 The Workshop was introduced to the compiled coastal restoration measures (Document 6, 
Document 6 ATT 1, Document 6 ATT 2) derived during the HELCOM ACTION WP 2 – see 
Presentation 6 - HELCOM ACTION WP2 Coastal measures Patrik Kraufvelin.  

3.11 It was highlighted that the list of coastal measures were often applicable and effective at 
small/local scales. 

3.12 The Workshop were invited to provide input and evaluation on the compilation of coastal 
restoration measures, in particular from national perspectives (e.g. national relevance in 
local areas), and indication of the potential of the listed measures (i.e. where any 
effectiveness of measures is known).  See Document 6 and Attachment - Input should be 
sent to Patrik Kraufvelin (patrik.kraufvelin@slu.se) by 16 September, 2019. 
Please note that in the current list developed here, the focus of collated restoration 
measures has been towards coastal ‘underwater’ measures that have a biological 
perspective. The division has currently excluded measures that are strictly physical or 
terrestrial, but aspects such as restoration of flooding areas for example that have a 
biological component are included under restoration of coastal wetlands (e.g. pike 
factories). 
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Agenda item 4 Effectiveness of measures on reducing pressures 
4.1 The Workshop was introduced to the topic and to the approach being developed in ACTION 

WP6 to utilise the gathered information in their assessment – see Presentation 7 ACTION 
WP2 Current measures Samuli Korpinen. 

4.2 It was clarified that measures are considered effective based on the evaluation that a change 
in the environmental status is seen from it, and that all other measures (e.g. no longer 
effective measures) are excluded. 

4.3 The concern that the approach would generate such high uncertainties that the tool would 
be problematic to implement as an effective management tool was raised. 

4.4 It was clarified that this stage of the process was to be a reflection of expert-based opinion 
on the effectiveness. 

4.5 It was clarified that the effectiveness of measures would be assessed at regionally relevant 
subdivisions of the Baltic Sea and that measures would be grouped into broader categories 
(e.g. key-type measures). 

4.6 A preliminary list of existing measures (BSAP and MSFD, though not national measures) was 
presented to the Workshop (see ExistingMeasures -Seabed spreadsheet in the document 
library) and selected example cases were discussed. This is a draft list of measures that will 
be updated and shared with HELCOM Contracting Parties for commenting. 

4.7 The Workshop noted that the presented measures are rather broad and may not in all cases 
reflect the direct action of the specifically applied measures themselves. 

4.8 It was considered important that the list of measures (and the evaluation of their 
effectiveness) would also be provided to national contact points within HELCOM at a later 
stage of the process so that national positions could be provided (e.g. via Expert and 
Working Groups). This would provide national experts the time and opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of measures in their national areas. 

4.9 The question of time and level of implementation was raised. The Workshop considered it 
may add value to add this information to provide better context to the list of measures. 

4.10 The Workshop highlighted the need for this topic to be distributed widely amongst the 
relevant expert areas since the pressures impacting on the seabed come from many 
different activities. 

4.11 The Workshop expressed the willingness to provide input to the expert-based evaluation of 
effectiveness but requested clearer guidance on how to do so, in particular noting the need 
for further addition of measures to be completed and the process to link measures and 
actions to be more clearly defined in the draft table. It was for example highlighted that 
certain measures listed have more detailed subsidiary aspects (for example at national 
levels) that may enforce the prevention of an activity but would not be directly visible from 
the listed measures. 

4.12 The Workshop considered that an updated list needed to be supplied to HELCOM 
Contracting Parties to allow national measures to be included, priori to an evaluation of 
effectiveness. A proposed plan included supplying the updated list of measures to relevant 
HELCOM Working Groups (e.g. State and Conservation and PRESSURE) and Expert Groups 
(e.g. ACTION WS2.1 participants, EN DREDS, EN BENTHIC, EN FISHDATA) with a clearly 
defined approach and request for expert-based evaluation of effectiveness. Where possible, 
providing additional information to give detail where possible behind the measure titles 
would also support this approach. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20ACTION%20WS2.1-2019-633/MeetingDocuments/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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Agenda item 5 State of seabed in relation to pressures and measures 
5.1 The topic was introduced to the Workshop participants followed by discussion and filling in 

of the expert-based evaluation – see Presentation 8 ACTION WP2 Pressures 
impacting_Samuli Korpinen. 

5.2 The ranking of pressures (1-5, 5 being high) per sub-region (six divisions) of the Baltic Sea 
was carried out for four broad habitat types. Pressure pathways were also separated to 
define the different level of pressures. The information is available in the meeting 
documents (ACTION WP2 draft expert-based pressure ranking). The compiled information 
may be utilised to support discussion on this topic at the HELCOM EN BENTHIC meeting in 
November but this aspect will be revisited at EN BENTHIC. 

5.3 The Workshop noted that the broad habitat scale was not always the most appropriate scale 
of assessment, considering that monitoring is often carried out at HELCOM HUB scale 4/5 
(i.e. species or species groups). The Workshop however acknowledged that the broad 
habitat type offers a solid basis for an overall assessment and facilitates MSFD reporting for 
those Contracting Parties who are also EU Member States. The Workshop considered that 
finding an appropriate way to take into account smaller assessment scales/other 
incorporated habitat types (i.e. within a given broad habitat type) could be a valuable 
consideration in future assessment work within HELCOM. 

5.4 The list of pressures was compiled and a draft ranking carried out, as presented in the 
meeting documents (ACTION WP2 draft expert-based pressure ranking) for four broad 
habitat types. 

5.5 Other relevant issue were raised including: 
5.5.1 The timeframe for considering this issue needs to be considered to ensure relevant 

past and future activities can be encapsulated by the ranking, as relevant to given 
timeframe. 

5.5.2 Assessment scales are important as smaller regional issues may be lost in an 
assessment or ranking carried out at the whole Baltic Sea scale. 

5.5.3 Broad habitat assessment can be valuable overview but local or national aspects also 
need to be considered such as inner waters, bays, nature conservation values. 

5.5.4 Despite general categorisation into photic and aphotic, consideration of differences 
between coastal and offshore areas may need to be developed further in such a 
process since there may be important differences despite similar broad habitat 
classifications. 

5.5.5 Scale of pressures, e.g. for input of nutrients (wide spread) vs. physical loss (local but 
highly affecting) were noted to differ greatly. 

5.5.6 Some challenges were still identified regarding the activities causing physical loss and 
disturbance depending on the area. The Workshop noted ongoing work at ICES 
(Document 3) that was looking at definitions and classification of these terms. 

5.5.7 The issue of historical impacts was also raised and the Workshop noted that this was 
also an issue being addressed through ongoing ICES work, e.g. as briefly considered at 
ICES WKBEDLOSS (Document 3).  
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