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Outcome of HELCOM BalticBOOST workshop on the HOLAS II hazardous 

substance assessment 
Introduction 

The Project for Developing the Second Holistic Assessment of Ecosystem Health in the Baltic Sea (HOLAS II) 

started in 2014 and will continue until June 2018. The project will produce an update of the overall 

environmental status of the Baltic Sea and evaluate progress in relation to the goals of the Baltic Sea Action 

Plan (BSAP). The outcome of the project will be developed so that it can also be used in reporting under the 

EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). The assessment of environmental status will be indicator 

based and make use of assessment tools to integrate the results. 

HELCOM BalticBOOST is an EU co-financed project which includes the task to develop a tool for integrated 

assessment of chemical status to be used in the HOLAS II project. The project is also tasked with developing 

the data-arrangements for HELCOM hazardous substance core indicators. The project runs from September 

2015-December 2016. The development of the tool is to be guided through two HELCOM workshops with 

participation of experts from HELCOM Contracting Parties. 

Workshop 
The workshop was held on 2–4 February 2016 at the premises of the International Council for Exploration of 

the Seas (ICES), Copenhagen, Denmark.  

The aim of the workshop was to support the development of data-arrangements for the hazardous substance 

core indicators and the further development of a tool for integrated assessments of chemical status. The 

agenda of the Meeting is contained in Annex 1. 

The Meeting was attended by representatives of Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, 

Poland, Sweden and the EU (virtual participation). The list of Workshop Participants is contained in Annex 2. 

Lena Avellan, HELCOM Secretariat, and Neil Holdsworth, ICES Secretariat, welcomed the participants to the 

workshop.  

The first half of the Workshop was chaired by experts responsible for each topic, the second part of the 

Workshop was chaired by BalticBOOST WP 2.1 Lead Partner Jesper Andersen, Niva-Denmark. Lena Avellan, 

HELCOM Secretariat, acted as secretary to the workshop. 

Meeting documents and presentations are available at the meeting site in the HELCOM Meeting Portal. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20HZ%20WS%201-2016-323/default.aspx
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1. Core indicators development work and data-arrangements  

Terms of Reference for HELCOM Expert Network of Hazardous Substances 
1. HELCOM Secretariat presented the ToRs of the HELCOM Expert Network on hazardous substances 

(document 1-1). 

2. Sara Danielsson, Sweden, and Elisabeth Nyberg, Sweden, were elected to act as Co-Chairs of the 

Network in accordance with the ToRs.  

3. Having another physical workshop to validate and deliver the core indicator based hazardous 

substance indicator evaluations and the integrated assessment in early 2017 is considered essential. 

Intersessional virtual meetings will be organized during 2016 to discuss issues related to the 

indicators and assessments as needed, for which the Secretariat will provide technical support. 

 

Opening discussion 
4. HELCOM Secretariat presented the main aims of the workshop and opened the discussion on 

documents 1-2, 1-4, 1-8, 1-10 (Presentation 1). 

Recommendations from the workshop 

5. The workshop proposes to State and Conservation 4-2016 and HOLAS II 5-2016 to consider 

including additional substances to the core indicators in HOLAS II, in particular ‘classic compounds’ 

for which data and targets are available that could also be included as supporting trend-based 

information in HOLAS II. It was also noted that it would be timely to consider this issues as the BSAP 

priority substance list is currently under review in the Pressure WG. These substances are not core 

indicators, but are considered to be relevant for the Baltic Sea from a risk assessment point of view 

as these substances still pose problems, and thus the workshop propose the following substances 

for further consideration; 

a. DDE (DDTs) - particular problem in the Baltic Sea in a European perspective especially as 

Germany and Poland used the substances longer than e.g. in the North Sea region, also 

through work on the White-tailed eagles there is documentation available on which 

concentrations levels affect biota,  

b. HCH – this is an emerging problematic substance, also from a human health perspective, 

c. HCB – recent monitoring has detected possibly increasing trends in sediment and biota, in 

addition if needed the available EQS biota secondary poisoning 10 µg/kg ww fish could be used for a 

compliance check, and 

d. HELCOM time trend on total oil concentration from the 1970s (concentration of oil measured 

by spectrofluorometry: Finnish data) would be an interesting time series to include in the 

HOLAS II assessment as a supporting parameter. 

 

Statistical treatment of data in the core indicators 
6. Sweden presented the results of the method comparison for indicator protocols between the current 

HELCOM method and the method developed in OSPAR MIME to extract and process data held in the 

ICES DOME database that holds both HELCOM COMBINE and OSPAR CEMP data (document 1-5). 

Recommendations from the workshop 

7. The workshop recommends using the method developed in OSPAR MIME in HELCOM core indicators, 

as experts did not identify any major problems in changing national protocols, furthermore the MIME 

approach was found to be well documented and a more suitable method since it is coded in R which 

is an open source programme. 
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Issues for future consideration 

8. The R-script developed in OSPAR will need some modifications for the HELCOM area to take in the 

HELCOM targets and species before the script can be integrated in the assessment system. To achieve 

this, Lead Country representatives, HELCOM Secretariat and the ICES Secretariat are to identify and 

implement the modifications needed and communicate the needs to the MIME R-script developers. 

In the long-term perspective close communication between HELCOM EN-HZ and OSPAR MIME is 

needed to ensure that all method development is shared, e.g. by using a github to develop the coding 

in parallel in a collaborative and transparent way (see https://github.com/ICES-dk). 

9. Some data series are short and the different statistical methods applied to trend series of different 

length in the MIME method will be applied in the assessments. The MIME method can be applied to 

assess areas as data can be reported in relation to areas and that limit of quantification (LOQ) is 

handled through uncertainty so that if values are below the detection limit the confidence will be 

scored down.  

10. HELCOM and OSPAR data reporting requirements are the same, including the need to report 

uncertainty, however some checks may give only a warning in the HELCOM system and an error in 

the OSPAR system and therefore it needs to be clarified if all needed data have been reported 

through COMBINE.  

 

Assessment system - HELCOM workspaces as a tool for managing the indicator data-flow 

from COMBINE 
11. HELCOM Secretariat demonstrated the model for handling data-flow of the hazardous assessments 

using a HELCOM workspace which has been developed for eutrophication indicators in the EUTRO-

OPER project (document 1-8). 

12. The workshop welcomed that a comparable system will be developed for hazardous substances 

through the BalticBOOST project, recognizing that it might not be possible to establish the system 

during 2016 as the hazardous substances require more elaborate systems to extract data from the 

COMBINE database than eutrophication parameters for some aspects, such as species, matrices and 

basis.  

 

Data availability and extraction from COMBINE for indicator testing and HOLAS II 
13. ICES Secretariat presented currently available data in the COMBINE database for the period 2011-

2016 related to core indicator needs (Document 1-6 and 1-11).The workshop was informed that the 

Contracting Parties have in the State and Conservation Working Group committed to reporting 

backlogged data to the COMBINE database by mid-2016.  

Issues for future consideration 

14. It was emphasized at the workshop that reporting to the COMBINE database can be done before the 

regular submissions in September 2016, which forms the final deadline for data to be included in the 

HOLAS II evaluations to be completed in 2017. Data submissions during 2017 will be used to update 

the indicators for the HOLAS II report to be completed for reporting in 2018. Contracting Parties 

wanting to report data to COMBINE should do this through ICES accessions (accessions@ices.dk), 

questions in relation to this can also be directed to Marilynn Sørensen (marilynn.sorensen@ices.dk). 

15. For indicator- and assessment tool testing purposes during 2016, the data currently available in the 

COMBINE database will be used.  
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16. Future development will be based on the data requirements of the indicators that were preliminarily 

outlined during the workshop (Annex 3. Proposal of needed parameters, matrix and basis for 

comparison with GES (indicators) for each core indicator). BalticBOOST is recommended to explore 

how the information on matrices etc. can be best incorporated in the assessment system under 

development to ensure the correct data are included in the indicator evaluations. The workshop 

agreed that Lead Countries for the indicators should clarify by 18 February 2016 if any amendments 

are needed, with the aim for ICES to submit the information as a document to State and Conservation 

4-2016. 

17. BalticBOOST needs to communicate with the indicator Lead Countries and the HELCOM expert 

network on hazardous substances on elaborating the data selection criteria and implementing the 

algorithms to extract the relevant data and calculate the indicators during the coming year to build 

the assessment system.  

18. On a technical level it was concluded that future reporting of biota concentrations as dry weight 

should always be coupled with reporting of water content of a sample to enable reliable re-

calculations. 

19. Latvia informed that the hazardous substance data is reported to EMODNET Chemistry, and it was 

concluded that as an option Latvia could also provide the existing excel files of the national data. ICES 

is currently developing a simplified reporting format for OSPAR (deadline15 March) and this 

approach might support COMBINE reporting of contaminants and bio-effects for Contracting Parties. 

20. Sweden and Finland informed that sediment data are the responsibility of other institutes than those 

regularly reporting to ICES. Sweden informed that the sediment data is not open access and is held 

by the defence forces and that further enquiries will be made. Finland proposes to include geological 

survey data in HOLAS II in order to use all available monitoring data.  

Finland furthermore informed that 10 coastal stations will be reported to ICES for the new substances 

included in the WFD priority substance list in 2013 to be in included in HOLAS II, although the 

substances have not been included in this round of WFD chemical status reporting. 

 

Comparison of COMBINE data-fields to EIONET data fields 
21. ICES Secretariat presented the comparison of major fields in the COMBINE database compared to 

the EIONET database with the aim to clarify which of the fields are crucial for indicator assessment 

purposes (document 1-9), and ICES further presented comparison extracts of reported data to 

COMBINE and EIONET (documents 1-12.1, 1-12.2, 1-12.3). 

Recommendations from the workshop 

22. The workshop recommends to State and Conservation 4-2016 to report all monitoring data through 

COMBINE, as critical differences in the major fields were identified in the EIONET metadata 

(document 1-9 Rev1.). Further, the workshop recommends that if data from other sources such as 

EIONET are to be brought into COMBINE, the effort needed to convert and reformat the data should 

be taken into account when considering the added value of bringing in more data to the assessment. 

Issues for future consideration 

23. The COMBINE-EIONET data reporting comparisons seems to indicate that generally all data which is 

reported to EIONET is also reported to COMBINE, thus there are cases where data has been reported 

to EIONET only, this should be solved on a case-by-case basis between the Contracting Party and the 

datahost ICES if this approach is supported by State and Conservation 4-2016.  

24. A general issue identified was that EIONET does not use so called ‘methods records’ which are 

considered as very important but not a critical question affecting all of the reported data in addition 

to the identified major fields.  
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Core indicator specific discussions 

Metals  
25. Poland as indicator Lead Country presented recent work (Presentation 2). 

Recommendations from the workshop 

26. The workshop recommends to inform State and Conservation 4-2016 and HOLAS II 5-2016 that water 

matrices for cadmium (Cd) and lead (Pb) are not considered to be applicable for the open sea 

assessment units as the measured concentrations vary significantly and additionally monitoring in 

the water phase is generally very demanding, and proposes to review the GES boundary for these 

areas to designate biota as primary GES boundary and sediment as secondary GES boundary. The 

workshop recommends that for Cd the primary GES boundary should be BAC for fish liver 26 ug/kg, 

and that for Pb the primary GES boundary is BAC for fish liver 26 μg/kg dw. For both metals, the 

secondary GES boundary and associated matrices (sediment and mussel) are proposed not to be 

changed.  

Issues for future consideration 

27. The workshop could not conclude on how to assess all assessment units on scale 4 since some of 

the units do not contain a single station and this needs to be considered further. 

28. The workshop noted that the version of the indicator report to be published shortly after this 

workshop will present the ‘results’-section in a layout that will be further developed by the time of 

the HOLAS II relevant evaluations and updated indicator report by early 2017.  

29. The workshop discussed the need to normalize sediment measurements for organic content and 

grain size to evaluate the WFD target based on sediment living organisms.  

30. The workshop recommends four fish species to be used as matrix for the indicator: herring, flounder, 

cod and perch, recognizing that herring and cod are most relevant in the open sea assessment units. 

Hexabromocyclododecane (HBCDD),  

Perfluorooctane sulphonate (PFOS),  

Polybrominated biphenylethers (PBDE) 
31. Sweden and Finland as indicator Co-lead Countries, described the current state of development for 

the indicators 

Issues for future consideration 

32. Different opinions were expressed on the need to apply both a lipid conversion and a trophic level 

conversion to the data, guidance documents on the conversions need to be considered further to 

conclude on the issue.  

33. Available data for the period 2011 and forward needs to be revisited, and Contracting Parties are 

encouraged to inform if new data have become available and reported. The workshop also noted 

that as HBCDD and PFOS are new in the WFD framework, and are unlikely to be included in the 

coastal assessments from the WFD framework. 

Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and their metabolites  
34. Germany as indicator Lead Country, presented the current stage of development and proposals for 

a GES boundary.  

35. The workshop recommends that the GES boundary to be used is based on an umbrella approach 

comparable to the TBT-imposex indicator where the primary GES boundary is for benzo(a)pyrene: 

defined as the EQS biota human health 5 μg/kg ww measured in crustaceans and molluscs, and in addition 
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the metabolites measured in fish bile 483 ng/g (HPLC/GC-MS-method) (derived for cod).  

As secondary GES boundaries the workshop proposes to use: 

Fluoranthene EQS human health 30 μg/kg ww (crustaceans and molluscs) or QS sediment 2000 ug/kg 

dw, and Anthracene– QS sediment 24 ug/kg dw. The QS sediment values are derived from ecotoxicity 

studies with sediment dwelling organisms in accordance with WFD CIS guidance and are thus 

considered an eligible alternative to the EQS.  

TBT and imposex 
36. No presentations were given. 

Recommendations from the workshop 

37. The workshop recommends the following GES boundary  

a. TBT: primary GES boundary: QS sediment 1.6 µg /kg dw (5% TOC) (developed by Sweden 

based on toxicity (EU WFD EQS 0.02 µg/kg dw), and  

secondary GES boundary: EQS water: 0.2 ng/l, EAC mussel 12 µg/kg dw 

b. Imposex: OSPAR EcoQO class 2 – noting that the percentage for the species Hydrobia ulvae 

requires some further clarification as there has been cases in Sweden where the VDSI has 

been below the class 2 threshold (0.3) although the percentage of affected females has been 

fairly high (27%). 

It was noted that a value for fish might still be needed in order to cover the whole Baltic Sea and 

could be calculated from food safety targets. 

Issues for future consideration 

38. Sweden will take the lead on imposex, Denmark can co-lead on both imposex and TBT concentration 

and informed that monitoring of imposex will continue for at least the next year. 

Regarding the clarifications needed for Hydrobia ulvae imposex GES boundary, it was noted that H. 

ulvae is not as sensitive to TBT as other gastropod species used explaining the observed cases with 

high proportions of affected females and low VDSI values. A suggestion for H. ulvae could be to use 

the OSPAR EcoQO class 2 and have the percentage of affected females as a supporting parameter 

meaning that if the VDSI is below 0.3 and the percentage of affected females is above a certain % 

than it ends up in class 3 instead of class 2. 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and dioxin and furan 
39. No presentations were given 

Recommendations from the workshop 

40. The workshop recommended tentatively to propose the EQSbiota human health 0.0065 TEQ for dioxin (fish, 

crustaceans, molluscs).  

supporting information 

For non-dioxin like PCBs the food safety threshold based on the sum of six congeners (28, 52, 101, 

138, 153, 180) 75 µg/kg wet weight fish muscle are tentatively proposed, however it is still to be 

concluded if the sum of the six congeners is the most suitable method or if a sub-set of substances 

should be selected for monitoring.  

Issues for future consideration 

41. It was noted that the QS for secondary poisoning is stricter than the EQS human health, and the 

workshop discussed if it would be appropriate to use the strictest value. It was noted however that 

the QS secondary poisoning has been derived on studies not based on oral administration but on 

subcutaneous injection and as the consecutive use of conversion factors leads to uncertainty in the 

value the final value is not conclusively relevant to use in environmental assessments. Therefore the 
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workshop concluded to stay with the EQS-human health for dioxins, furans and dioxin-like 

compounds (as in doc 1.4) but to describe the problem and that some studies indicate that secondary 

poisoning may be more sensitive.  

42. The workshop discussed the cost of the analyses and the more pragmatic approach to first analyse 

for CB-s (118, 156) and if detected, continue the analysis for furans and dioxins, since it was perceived 

that the latter is never found without the former. It was discussed to use CB118 as indicator for 

dioxin-like(dl-) toxicity for areas where no dioxin values are available due to their very low 

concentrations, as in most cases the dioxin toxicity is mainly based on dl- CBs. 

White-tailed eagle productivity 
43. Sweden as indicator Lead Country presented work done on the indicator and currently open issues 

including discussions with Denmark on comments received in relation to the study reservation placed 

on the GES boundary (Presentation 3). 

Issues for future consideration 

44. Data-storage and format for the indicator are still open questions and one option to consider would 

be if the OSPAR and HELCOM bird databases under development for breeding birds in the coastal 

areas could also hold the indicator data for white-tailed eagle, taking into consideration that the main 

parameters for the indicator is breeding success compared to breeding counts for which the 

databases are mainly designed however the OSPAR database will also take ‘Breeding success data’ 

into account. In this database ideally each data row should contain two values; species per site per 

year: a count of nests monitored, and a count chicks fledged from those nests. As these data are 

difficult to collect in remote locations, JWG Bird will consider developing an alternative method for 

recording breeding success/failure at these sites and these alternative parameters could also be 

included in the database. 

45. It was noted that assessment unit scale 4 is difficult to apply as the birds feed in more than one unit 

and that thus the scale 3 assessment units are considered the most suitable. 

Estrogenic-like substances and effects, 

EROD activity 
46. Sweden as indicator Lead Country, informed on the current stage of development of the pre-core 

indicator on estrogenic substances and effects and on the candidate indicator on EROD.  

Recommendations from the workshop 

47. The workshop recommends that Contracting Parties inform the Lead Country if new monitoring data 

of relevance to the indicators has become available. 

Issues for future consideration 

48. Future development of the pharmaceutical indicators will be discussed at the upcoming State and 

Conservation 4-2016 meeting where the compilation on pharmaceutical data will be discussed which 

was produced during 2015 as a collaboration between HELCOM and the EUSBSR PA Hazards. 

 

 

2. Assessment tool development 

Introduction to current stage of development of the hazardous substance assessment tool 
49. Niva-Denmark presented the current stage of development of the CHASE tool (Presentation 4).  
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Recommendations from the workshop 

50. The workshop recommends using CHASE 2.0 as a the basis for the development of a tool for HOLAS 

II assessment needs, as the tool was considered helpful in the HOLAS I and is considered to be the 

best currently available option. 

51. The workshop discussed what can be interpreted from the hazardous substance assessment map 

presented in HOLAS I and concluded on the importance of full transparency to the data used and 

confidence of the assessment.  

Identified topics for future consideration 

52. The workshop recalled that the development of data arrangement of hazardous substances under 

the BalticBOOST project will provide a tool to display the underlying data to the assessment.  

53. The workshop noted that interpolation will not be used in HOLAS II as the assessment results will 

be displayed based on HELCOM assessment units.  

54. The workshop carried out the ‘future-workshop method‘ to discuss development points for the 

assessment tool (Annex 4).  

55. In the general discussions a common view could at this time not be found on how to take the 

naturally varying chemical conditions in the different basins of the Baltic Sea into account in the 

integration. Finland commented that (toxic) plankton and components of anoxia was completely 

missing from the layers of matrices and perceived these layers to be of relevance. 

56. In the future development and testing of the assessment tool, the workshop considers it important 

to explore the effect on the assessment outcome from having a different number of indicators 

present in each assessment unit since the numbers of indicators in the compartments may skew 

the assessment results, and it is considered problematic if one indicator in a compartment will 

determine the overall status although another compartment contained a higher number of 

indicators. The workshop noted that data has to be normalized before being entered into the tool, 

implying that e.g. sediment type needs to be treated in the indicators to normalize for organic 

content, lithium, aluminum and grainsize.  

 

CHASE compatibility with WFD assessment approach 
57. HELCOM Secretariat introduced guidance provided by Contracting Parties provided through the 

HOLAS II core team (document 2-1) highlighting the Contracting Parties request to clarify the 

compatibility with a CHASE assessment to the WFD assessment approach. 

58. The workshop took note that the HOLAS II core team agreed to compare the results of the WFD 

assessments of chemical status with outcome of the CHASE tool in coastal and territorial waters 

and to decide on the use of CHASE in coastal and territorial waters based on the outcome of the 

comparison, and that the organization of such comparison will be addressed at this first hazardous 

substance workshop. 

Recommendations from the workshop 

59. The workshop recommends to ensure WFD assessment approach compatibility by not applying the 

CHASE nested assessment approach in coastal waters when full compatibility is needed for 

reporting purposes.  

Issues for future consideration 

60. The workshop recognized that the CHASE nested approach is based on a mean contamination ratio, 

which may result in an area being classified as having achieved GES although the concentration of 

one substance might reflect sub-GES, and that this is not compatible with the WFD approach that 
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applies the one-out-all-out (OOAO) principle between all monitored priority substances in an 

assessment unit. 

61. The workshop discussed the fact that the assessment outcome may appear different even if the 

status in the environment has not changed and the same assessment criteria are applied from one 

assessment cycle to the next, if new substances are included in the assessments. Relating to this 

consideration Finland and Sweden informed that monitoring has started for the new substances 

included in 2013 priority substance list of the WFD. However, e.g. regarding PBDE Finland will not 

include this data in the 2016 WFD chemical status assessment and reporting, but to the next 

reporting cycle. HELCOM PBDE core indicator will be reported for the open sea under the MSFD 

through HOLAS II.  

62. The workshop recognized that assessments of the coastal assessment units under the WFD are 

mainly based on water matrix measurements, while the HELCOM core indicators for the open sea 

are mainly based on biota matrices, and that in the future a better understanding is needed on the 

comparability of the results across the assessment units in this matter.  

63. The workshop concluded that for management purposes the WFD OOAO between substances does 

not provide sufficient information, as e.g. mercury (and/or PBDE if applied) concentrations alone 

will make all assessment units sub-GES, so very little information on the overall status is gained by 

this method and no areal differences can be displayed to indicate if several substances are above 

the threshold in some areas. An integration using the CHASE approach is supported as this is seen 

to provide additional important information on the overall distance to target. 

 

Hazardous substance assessment to meet HOLAS II dual purposes 
64. In document 2-1 Contracting Parties expressed the dual purpose of HOLAS II in providing an 

integrated assessment and also serving to the Contracting Parties of HELCOM that are also EU 

Member States in their MSFD reporting, and that some Contracting Parties are proposing to 

consider developing several approaches to meet the various needs. 

65. The workshop discussed the view expressed by the respective Contracting Parties in document 2-1 

and at the workshop, in regard to the objectives of the hazardous substance assessment i.e. if it 

should provide a simple compliance check or provide an integrated assessment.  

Recommendations from the workshop 

66. The workshop recommended that BalticBOOST should make tests to support a dual approach i.e. 

the implementation of the HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Strategy and follow-up of the 

objectives of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (approaches 3 and 4 below), as well as to fulfil the 

requirement of the holistic assessment to also be used as a roof-report for the MSFD reporting for 

Contracting Parties also being EU Member States (approaches 1, 2 and 5 below).  

67. The workshop recommends BalticBOOST to test the hazardous substance assessment tool in the 

following manner in order to prepare five approaches that meet all identified needs: 

1. Coastal WFD assessment  

• Contracting Parties to deliver assessment shapefiles and raw data to the 

HELCOM Secretariat accompanied by information on the list of substances 

assessed and if used rules for grouping and/or extrapolation. 

• This compilation will enable comparison with use of CHASE in the coastal 

assessment units, pending that data used in the WFD on hazardous substance 

is made available by Contracting Parties. 

2. Open sea MSFD Art 9 D8 compliance-check (GES/sub-GES) 
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• To be based on core indicators (incl. radioactive substances) with agreed GES 

boundaries. 

• The compliance check does not require a tool, only conditional rules outlined in 

an excel format and implemented in the assessment system by the following 

steps; list of substances with thresholds > evaluate with monitoring data if 

GES/sub-GES > OOAO between substances per assessment unit  

3. CHASE integrated status assessment coastal and open sea 

• To be based on; 

- core indicators evaluated against agreed GES boundaries 

- additional substances evaluated against alternative thresholds (for 

example additional substances from directive 2013/39/EU, e.g. DDE 

(degraded product of DDT), HCH, HCB) and core indicator substance 

measurements from matrices not compatible with the GES boundary. 

- Alternative standards and matrices to the EQS will be needed especially for 

those additional substances that are not priority substances according to 

directive 2013/39/EU, and/or are not monitored in water but the EQS is 

expressed only for water (HARMONY catalogue as a starting point). 

- bio-effect compartment assessed using pre-core indicators  

(data harvesting needed as Contracting Parties do not yet report regularly, 

to be clarified if the ICES simplified reporting format could be used) 

4. CHASE core indicator coastal/open sea 

• To be based on; 

- core indicators evaluated against agreed GES boundaries. 

• To be carried out by ‘switching-off’ all non-core indicator substance from the 

above approach 3 test.  

• This test will enable an evaluation of whether current monitoring of core 

indicators only can deliver an assessment of adequate confidence and will 

explore the different outcome of the assessment of core indicators based on 

the OOAO between substances required in the MSFD compliance and the 

CHASE nested assessment. 

5. CHASE integrated D9 

• To be based on the biota compartment only, and substances selected to be 

evaluated against food safety thresholds. 

• To be carried out by evaluating the environmental monitoring biota data also 

used in the above mentioned tests (conversion factors needed to convert to 

values comparable for edible parts of the matrix) and in addition by including 

data from monitoring carried out by food safety authorities (data harvesting 

needed by Contracting Parties). 

 

68. The workshop was of the opinion that the best way to ensure compatibility in the MSFD reporting 

requirements on the coastal areas is by compiling the assessment results on the WFD assessments 

from the contracting parties (approach 1). Contracting Parties will be requested to deliver 

shapefiles with WFD assessment results, raw data and lists of assessed substances and if applied 

rules for grouping/extrapolation; the call for information will be organized by the Secretariat. 

69. The workshop recognises that the confidence may be affected by data availability, for example 

monitoring data availability for the core indicators in the open sea area is often of low frequency 

and with only one or a limited number of stations available. The workshop therefore supports 

complementing the CHASE based assessment of core indicators (approach 4) with an assessment 
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based on all available substance data and thresholds not agreed in HELCOM (approach 3), which is 

anticipated to provide a higher confidence and more data for each assessment unit.  

70. The workshop considered a D9 assessment to be a relevant output to produce based on the biota 

environmental monitoring data compared to foodstuff legislation thresholds that would not require 

much additional work. However in order to achieve a full D9 assessment, data from food safety 

authorities will in addition need to be collected through an extra data-flow and the effort needed 

for this needs to be clarified (approach 5).  

Finland informed that monitoring of environment and food safety is developing to become more 

aligned by for example using the same monitoring stations, and compiling the needed data should 

not be too difficult. 

Lithuania informed that there is only very little scattered D9 relevant food safety data available.  

 

CHASE structure and content discussion points 

Assessment units  
71. The HELCOM assessment units on scale 4 are recommended to be used for all hazardous substance 

core indicators by Contracting Parties (document 2-1) and these units have also been used in the 

eutrophication assessment.  

Recommendations from the workshop 

72. The workshop recommends using assessment scale 4 when developing and testing the integrated 

assessment tool, and for developing the compliance check outputs for hazardous substances. 

Future considerations 

73. The workshop could not provide any recommendation on how to treat the 12 nautical mile 

boundary in relation to the HELCOM assessment units.  

74. Due to data deficiency the workshop discussed the possibility to group some of the assessment 

units or extrapolate results but did not conclude on any approach.  

75. The European Commission informed that the assessment units for reporting purposes are currently 

under discussion and a proposal may be presented to the next meeting of WG DIKE. 

 

Aggregation within assessment units 
76. In CHASE 2.0 the aggregation within an assessment unit is done using an average. The distribution 

of the data will determine, which kind of average calculation (e.g. mean for equal distributed or 

median for skewed data sets) needs to be applied.  

Recommendations from the workshop 

77. The workshop recommends calculating a central value (median) per station per year and then 

calculating an average per assessment unit. Further it is recommended to calculate one value for 

each year in the six-year assessment period in the testing phase of the assessment tool. 

Aggregation within an assessment unit will be clarified in the development of the indicators. 

Issues for future consideration 

78. The workshop was not able to finally conclude on the most appropriate aggregation rules in the 

tool calculations, and agreed to come back to the issue in the second workshop when first tests are 

available using the set of available core indicators.  
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79. Testing is needed to determine if applying different aggregation methods will have a significant 

impact on the dilution effect in the assessment tool. The aggregation rules should also be selected 

being mindful that within one assessment unit there might be monitoring stations for different 

purposes, e.g. reference stations from which several measurements are available per year and one 

polluted site station from which a measurement is available every second year. Countries have 

varying practices regarding the reporting of stations from polluted sites to COMBINE, and future 

testing is needed to determine if additional filtering or aggregation rules are needed to integrate 

the results in a relevant manner.   

 

Compartments and OOAO between compartments 
80. The compartments of CHASE 2.0 as developed in the HARMONY project are based on the following 

compartments; biota, sediment, water and bio-effects, as this grouping was considered to group 

indicators in a relevant manner according to the ’stories told’ by concentrations in the various 

compartments. The CHASE 1.0 tool used in HOLAS I was grouped according to BSAP objectives. 

Recommendations from the workshop 

81. The workshop recommends using the CHASE 2.0 compartments and the OOAO between 

compartments in the testing and development phase of the tool. 

82. The workshop recommends BalticBOOST to test the tool calculations of the contaminant ratio for 

the bio-effect compartment by applying the methods used for biodiversity indicators in BEAT for 

the classification and calculating both averages and weighted averages.  

Issues for future consideration 

83. The workshop could not agree at this time on changing the compartments as it was not clear how 

the core indicator driven assessment results will fall out and felt that this was an issue that still 

needs further consideration. 

84. The current compartments will sum substances emitted from different sources and substances that 

have different impacts on the environment, and an alternative compartmentalization that could be 

considered in the future could be based on substance groups. Such a scheme would result in a large 

number of compartments, and if the OOAO was applied the tool might be producing an assessment 

considered to be too strict.  

85. When developing the final visualization of the assessment the availability of data and the status of 

the indicators in each compartment should be included, and as a first proposal the workshop was 

of the opinion that it could be appropriate to depict each compartment with a separate pie-chart.  

86. The workshop was of the general opinion that the biota compartment is best suited to depict the 

status of the environment on the time scale of the HOLAS II assessment period, whereas the 

sediment- and water compartments describe the indirect pollutant risk to the living environment 

on this time scale.  

87. Water compartment 

- Germany expressed the view that the OOAO rule between the compartments may need to be 

revisited in case the water-compartment drives the final assessment outcome. 

- Latvia expressed the opinion that equal evaluation of the four compartments might not be the 

optimal solution considering the matrices of the core indicators, and was of the opinion that 

since the water compartment was discussed to be used only in a role of the secondary matrix 

and only for a very few core indicators, in case if only water compartment fails, the 

implementation of the OOAO rule directly might be inaccurate, and the final decision of the 

specific case needs to be discussed in details, possibly using expert judgement or additional 

rules. 
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- Lithuania expressed the opinion that assessing the four compartments together might not be 

relevant when assessing the open sea assessment units as many of the parameters are 

measured in the coastal area and thus a small numbers of measurements might drive the 

whole assessment of the open sea unit, with especial concern expressed on the water 

compartment as in the open sea assessment units concentration measurements of water are 

often below the detection limit lowering the confidence of the assessment.  

- Poland expressed concern regarding the overall effect on the integrated assessment by the low 

data availability for the water compartment in the open sea assessment units. In the 

assessment the water compartment is seen to be relevant as a counterbalance to the sediment 

compartment, since if only the sediment compartment was included then it would already now 

be clear that the whole Baltic Sea could be assessed as sub-GES based on historical inputs.  

88. Biological effects compartment 

- The workshop was of the opinion that the equations for contaminant ratio and the 

classification of distance to target used for the three other compartments are not suitable for 

the biological-effects compartment and needs further consideration. The classification could 

follow the system used for biodiversity indicators, after which the ratio could be calculated as 

currently proposed, alternatively using the aggregation methods from BEAT and HEAT where a 

weighted average is calculated.  

- The workshop could not conclude on the principle question of whether different weights 

should be given to the indicators in the compartment based on trophic level, e.g. an effect may 

be seen in a top-predator and this effect could be diluted if effects are not seen in lower 

trophic level fish, and was of the opinion that this requires further consideration.  

- Finland clarified that they accept the Swedish proposal presented at HOLAS II 4-2015 not to use 

concentration data as a proxy for bio-effects.  

 

Output categories 
89. The output visualization of the eutrophication assessment based on the HEAT tool were shown as a 

part of the EUTRO-OPER model assessment system.  

Recommendations from the workshop 

90. The workshop recommends presenting the assessment outcomes using the same categories as for 

the eutrophication assessment: two classes (GES/sub-GES) with distance to GES visualized as three 

sub-GES class and two GES class in different shades of red and green. The workshop was of the 

general opinion that it is important to clearly visualize confidence together with the status 

assessment, and notes that this will require further considerations.  

 

Confidence 
91. The proposed five different outputs from the hazardous substance assessment require different 

communication of confidence. The CHASE 2.0 tool contains a confidence assessment protocol. 

Recommendations from the workshop 

92. The workshop recommends the following confidence assessments for the five approaches; 

1. Coastal WFD – no confidence assessment 

2. MSFD open sea core indicator compliance check – no confidence assessment 
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3. CHASE integration of all indicators and substances – build on CHASE 2.0 system and taking 

into account EUTRO-OPER development (confidence rating of target, confidence of 

monitoring data, combined into a confidence score) 

4. CHASE integration on core indicators – as above 

5. CHASE D9 integration – no proposal 

93. Communicating confidence clearly in the final outputs of the assessment is considered to be very 

important, also in a manner suited to the layman-audience of the final products. The confidence is 

to be affected by how well the compartments are populated with data in the different assessment 

units.  

 

Next steps for the tool testing and developing the assessment system 
94. The workshop discussed next steps in the development and testing of the assessment tool based 

on the proposals on outputs. 

Recommendations from the workshop 

95. The workshop recommends close communication between the BalticBOOST WP 2.1 and the EN-HZ 

on the development points in order to continually check that the assessment methods developed 

in the tool and the methods developed in the indicators work well together. 

96. The needed work to automate the assessment system using a HELCOM workspace as a platform 

will require close cooperation between the Leads of the BalticBOOST WP 2.1 and 2.2.  

Development points were identified as a roadmap for the work to be done during 2016; 

 Assign core indicators to compartments 

 Check how many core indicators per compartment (primary and secondary GES) that are 

anticipated to be ready end of 2016 

 Check testing data availability for above grouping per assessment unit 

 Introduce the MIME protocol R-script and the CHASE R-script to the assessment system 

 Second workshop September 2016 to consider the outcome of the testing  

o Documentation on how the calculations are done 

o Documentation on how confidence is determined, on monitoring rating and scoring 

o To check if mean/average/weighted average per assessment unit works best based 

on the data driven test 

o To check how the indicator and data availability affects test assessment outcomes 

in relation to compartments 
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Annex 1. Agenda of the workshop 

Core indicators development work and data-arrangements 

Tuesday 2 February 

Tentative 
schedule 

Topic 
 

Presenter 

9:00 Arrival and words of welcome HELCOM Secretariat and 
host ICES 

 HELCOM Expert Network on Hazardous Substances 
housekeeping 

HELCOM Secretariat 

9:30 State of play on the core indicator based hazardous 
substance assessment 

HELCOM Secretariat 

10:30 Indicator specific discussions 
- plans for development work to be carried out during 

2016 
- potential need for conversion factors 
- other open issues 

Lead Country 
representatives 

12:00 Lunch  

13:00 continue indicator specific discussions Lead Country representative 

16:00 Data availability 
- currently available data for testing during 2016 
- data to include in the indicator evaluations to be completed 
by EN HZ for inclusion in HOLAS II 

HELCOM Secretariat 

16:30 BalticBOOST WP 2.2 plans for core indicator data-
arrangements 

ICES  
BalticBOOST WP 2.2 Lead 

18:00 Wrap-up of the discussions of the day HELCOM Secretariat 

Wednesday 3 February 

9:00 continued discussions on data-arrangements for core 
indicators 

ICES  
BalticBOOST WP 2.2 Lead 

 Wrap up of the data-arrangement discussion  

12:00 Lunch  
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Assessment tool development 

Wednesday 3 February 

Tentative 
schedule 

Topic Presenter 

13:00 Introduction to current stage of development of the 
hazardous assessment tool 

Niva Denmark 
BalticBOOST WP 2.1 Lead 

 Introduction to the assessment needs in HOLAS II HELCOM Secretariat 

 Discussion on the need to align MSFD assessment of coastal 
areas with aggregation rules with WFD 

 

18:00 Wrap-up of the discussions of the day NIVA Denmark 

Thursday 4 February 

9:00 continue discussions on the requirements of 
the assessment tool 

NIVA Denmark 

12:00 Lunch  

13:00 Conclude on the expert level proposal on  
- aggregation rules to be used in the assessment tool 
- compartments to be assessed 

NIVA Denmark 

 Conclude on the plans for the tool development 
- the test of the assessment tool using core indicators 
- the test of a comparison assessment of the coastal 

waters using WFD and CHASE approach 

NIVA Denmark 

16:00 Wrap-up of the assessment tool discussion NIVA Denmark 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 

Outcome of the HELCOM BalticBOOST workshop on the 
HOLAS II hazardous substance assessment 

Copenhagen, Denmark, 2-4 February 2016 
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Annex 3. Proposal of needed parameters, matrix and basis for comparison with GES (indicators) for each core 

indicator 
 

NOTE: For sediment measurements lithium (LI), aluminium (AL), organic carbon content (CORG) and grain sizes should be included in addition to ‘main’ 

parameters for normalisation. 

 

Indicat
or 

Parameters (PARAM) / 
Parameter groups 
(PARGROUP) 
(see also 
http://vocab.ices.dk/) 

Primary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Secondary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Comment 

Metals  PARAM = CD, PB 
(proposal from the 
workshop, current HOD 
48-2015 agreement is for 
water as primary matrix) 

Biota  
 

Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 
 
Molluscs (M 
edulis + M. 
baltica) 

LI & 
MU (‘fillet’) 
TL4 
normalization
? 
 
SB 

W 
 
 
 
 
 
D 

Sediment  All   Water should 
be 
reconsidered 
as the chosen 
primary GES 
 

Metals
  

PARAM = HG Biota Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 
 
Molluscs (M 
edulis + M. 
baltica) 

MU (‘fillet’) 
TL4 
normalization
? 
 
SB 

W 
 
 
 
 
W 

Sediment  All    

               

http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=37
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=78
http://vocab.ices.dk/
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
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Indicat
or 

Parameters (PARAM) / 
Parameter groups 
(PARGROUP) 
(see also 
http://vocab.ices.dk/) 

Primary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Secondary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Comment 

HBCD
D 

PARAM = HBCD, 
(HBCDA,HBCDB, HBCDG)  

Biota Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 

MU (‘fillet’)  
TL4 
normalization
? 

W Sediment?  All   Sediment to 
be considered 
for secondary 
GES 

               

PBDE PARAM = BD28, BD47, 
BD99, BD100, BD153, 
BD154 
 

Biota Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 

MU (‘fillet’)  
TL4 
normalization
? 

W     Output 
individual 
concentration
s and sum 

               

PFOS PARAM = PFOS Biota Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 

MU (‘fillet’)  
TL4 
normalization
? 

W Water  WT   

           

PCB 
and 
dioxins 
and 
furans 

Dioxins and furans: 
PARGROUP = OC-DX 
Non-dioxin (PCB): 
PARGROUP = OC-CB 

Biota Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 

MU (‘fillet’)  
TL4 
normalization
? 

W       

           

http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=37
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=78
http://vocab.ices.dk/
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
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Indicat
or 

Parameters (PARAM) / 
Parameter groups 
(PARGROUP) 
(see also 
http://vocab.ices.dk/) 

Primary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Secondary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Comment 

PAH Primary GES: PARAM = 
BAP 
 

Biota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Molluscs & 
Crustaceans (M. 
edulis, M. baltica 
& Saduria 
entomon) 
 
 
 
 
  

SB, TM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

    

PAH Secondary GES only: 
PARAM = FLU 

- - - - Sediment 
 
 
 
 
Biota 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Molluscs 
& 
Crustacea
ns (M. 
edulis, M. 
baltica & 
Saduria 
entomon) 
 

All 
 
 
 
 
SB 

D 
 
 
 
 
D/W? 

 

PAH Secondary GES only: 
PARAM = ANT 

- - - - Sediment  All D  

http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=37
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=78
http://vocab.ices.dk/
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
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Indicat
or 

Parameters (PARAM) / 
Parameter groups 
(PARGROUP) 
(see also 
http://vocab.ices.dk/) 

Primary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Secondary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Comment 

PAH Effects: PARAM = PYR1OH 
 

Biota Herring & cod 
(open sea) 
Flounder & Perch 
(coastal) 

BI -      

           

TBT 
and 
impos
ex 

PARAM = TBTIN, TBSN+ 
 
 

Sedimen
t 
 
 

 
 
 

All  
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 

Biota  Molluscs 
(M edulis 
+ M. 
baltica) 

SB D  

TBT 
and 
impos
ex 

Imposex: PARAM = VDS, 
VDSI, INTS, INTSI, IMPF% 
Assisting parameters:  
PARAM = MBTIN, MBSN+, 
DBTIN, DBSN+, 
TBTIN, TBSN+, TPTIN, 
TPTSN+ 

Biota Gastropods All D     To be clarified 
if parameters 
are to be 
from 
Gastropods or 
sediment or 
both? 

               

http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=37
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=78
http://vocab.ices.dk/
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
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Indicat
or 

Parameters (PARAM) / 
Parameter groups 
(PARGROUP) 
(see also 
http://vocab.ices.dk/) 

Primary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Secondary 
matrix / 
GES 

Species Matrix Basis Comment 

Fish 
Diseas
e 
Index 

PARAM’s as used in 
present Fish Disease 
Index calculation: 
 
PARAM        Description 

ACAN THO        Acanthochondria sp. 
EPID PAP        epidermal  
hyperplasia/papilloma 

FROT        fin rot/erosion 
(acute/healing) 
HPIGM        hyperpigmentation 
(stages 1-3 or affected number - 
specify in units) 
LEPE OPH        Lepeophtheirus sp. 
LIVE NOD        nodule/tumour 
LYMP CYS        Lymphocystis 

SKEL DEF        Skeletal deformity 

SKIN ULC        Skin ulcer 
(acute/healing ulcers) 
STEP STO        Stephanostomum sp 

XGIL LES        X-cell gill lesions 

 

Biota Fish - -       

 

http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=37
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=78
http://vocab.ices.dk/
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=55
http://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=65
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Annex 4. Group comments from the ‘future workshop method’ discussions 
 

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 

C
ri

ti
q

u
e 

- Aggregating information > loose some 
information 

- Highly summarized map does not show reason 
for a status– (not a problem if interactive link 
to data available)  

- Communication problem when one map is 
used by several end-user groups 

- OOAO between compartments might not 
produce comparable outcomes if each is 
supported by different amount of data -> 
difficult to compare results directly between 
assessment units 

- Does not take into consideration regional 
chemical differences and conditions, e.g. old 
sediments 

- Anoxia is not included  
- Temporal aspects not accounted for (e.g. 

differentiating old and new sediments) and 
trends are not visible 

- Substances included changes over time -> 
status changes between periods might not be 
due to changes in the environment  

- Biological effects thresholds and data are 
lacking 

- Simplification of the data  
o (not to say real 

world) 
- Can hide unknown problems 

(unmeasured) 
- Possibility to hide extremes 

(in time, in space) 
- Does not account pressures 

o present, or even 
some historical 

- Monitoring Guidelines are not tailored 
for an integrated assessment 

- Differences in standards (assessment 
thresholds),  species, matrices, time 
scale, spatial coverage, 
representativeness of sampling stations 
etc. reduces the degree of 
“harmonization”, but   

- Not all parameters can be “normalized”  
without  neglecting the differences in a 
real system 

- “Harmonization” is  tried  by using 
transformation factors, which are 
introducing  additional uncertainty in 
the resulting values resulting in 
reduced quality and reliability of the 
results 

- The goals  of the assessment influences  
how and at which level the information 
from the different monitoring parts has 
to be aggregated and integrated  und 
should clearly be defined well in time 
before staring the assessment process. 

- We risk loosing information when 

we aggregate data 

- Integrated data could be misleading 

- If we look at a limited time window 

(snapshot) we risk missing positive 

trends 

- If data are not streamlined we 

cannot compare 

- Indicators need to be agreed core 

indicators 

- The overlap with WFD is challenging 

– divergent assessments are a 

problem communication-wise and 

politically 

- The interpolation between 

assessment points is problematic 

- The dual purpose of HOLAS II 

(HELCOM and MSFD) might result in 

different needs for assessments 

- Need for supplementing with trends 
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Fa
n

ta
sy

 

- Real-time assessments (e.g. describing an 
ongoing oil-spill accident) 

- The technical bits of the tool are easy to up-
date 

- Tool applicable anywhere globally  
- Dynamic tool that can incorporate emerging 

substances  
- Provides all the background data  
- Confidence described simply and visually to 

layman audience 
- End result identifies spatially problem 

substances and their sources (status and 
pressure in one image)  

- Result visualization in dynamic spatial scales 
- Separate D8 and D9 outputs  
- Threshold values (GES boundaries) relevant 

and well documented 
- Contaminant grouping based on synergistic 

effects 
- Weighting instead of OOAO between 

compartments, biota is most important in 
reflecting the current situation, sediments 
reflect risk or potential pressures and 
historical status 

- Results communicate risk sediment areas (e.g. 
for dredging permits)  

- Linking to measures and substance vice 
urgency 

- Harmonized GES 

- … and monitoring (time, 

space) 

- Interactive tool 

o - track the 
problematic 
substances/compart
ments/matrix 

o Even traceability to 
original data (!) 

o realtime updating 
- Possibility to see trends (subst 

and overall) 

- Env. conditions (ancillary 

information: anoxia etc.) 

- Dose-response relationship 

(subst/effects) 

- Guidelines for integrated monitoring 
and rules and tools for an adequate 
assessment are existing 

- All contracting parties are working 
according to these guidelines 

- Scientific sound assessment criteria 
taking into account the multi-causal 
impact in the real environmental 
conditions  are existing and are 
adjusted  to natural caused changes 

 

- Every parameter is measured 

everywhere  

- More research has been done and 

agreement has been reached on 

conversion factors, normalization 

factors 

- Lack of data or lack of parameters 

leads to a change in colour intensity 

in the graphic representation 

- The assessment is scientifically 

based and state of the art 

- More work is carried out on the GES  

thresholds and a cyclic review 

process is organized 

- The tool or system should 

preferably work in a similar way as 

HEAT with automated processes 
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So
lu

ti
o

n
s 

- Find a way to present a simplified map that is 
very communicative 

- Assess sedimentation rate and assess the layer 
for the last 6 years 

- A simple confidence scoring system, e.g.: 
o Put a number on the indicators used 

for each area, lowering confidence if 
important indicators are not 
available for an area.  

o “indicator of the future” i.e. expert 
suspicion of problem substance but 
indicator not operational, then lower 
confidence  

o Confidence reflecting monitoring 
and the data availability per unit 

- Assessment units assessed as sub-GES or left 
blank or striped if there are not enough 
indicators included  

- Assessment period clearly stated 
- Dynamic monitoring so that new substances 

can be taken in 

- Only monitoring can get you 

on ”green side” 

o Minimum amount of 

data (subst, freq, 

geogr) 

- Revised, timely Guidance: 

o methods=> 

monitoring => 

assessment  

o WFD/MSFD in 

synchrony… 

- Realtime updating of data 

o timeframes 
o “different layers” 

- Perhaps need for two 

versions? 

o expert & layman 

- Progress is made towards what is listed 
under “Utopia”, particularly  

- Selecting appropriate assessment units 
- developing  assessment “subunits”  

(blocks for the first integration step) of  
comparable  parameters, e.g. biota of 
comparable taxonomic level , which are 
assessed against  appropriate  Quality 
Standards, which are  

- derived purpose and parameter related 
and traceable documented and 
improved when knowledge is 
increasing 

- trend assessment is used, also where 
no reliable  quality standards are 
available to follow the precautionary 
principle 

 

- More research within HELCOM and 

within CPs on conversion factors 

and normalization 

- Higher degree of harmonization of 

monitoring is sought 

- The uncertainty is shown, perhaps 

also as a worst case and a best case 

- In maps information about which 

substances are causing the problem  

is displayed 

- The tool is transparent 

- The scientific part of the tool 

development is not mixed with 

setting the regulatory 

framework/describing the 

management needs 

- Future predictions of state based on 

trends are included if possible 

- Trends are included in the maps or 

in additional maps  

 


