
 
 

 
Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 
Outcome of the HELCOM TAPAS Workshop on the HOLAS II 
Pressure and Impact Index 

Helsinki, Finland, 28-29 January 2016 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 Page 1 of 17  
 

Document title Outcome of the HELCOM TAPAS Workshop on the HOLAS II Pressure and Impact Index 
Date of finalization 5.2.2016 
 

Outcome of the HELCOM TAPAS Workshop on the HOLAS II Pressure and 
Impact Index 

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 human activities and pressure is a key 
part of HOLAS II, including the development of the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact Index (BSPI/BSII) to assess 
the spatial distribution of pressures and impacts in the Baltic Sea in relation to key ecosystem components. 

HELCOM TAPAS is an EU co-financed project with the task to develop the Baltic Sea Pressure and impact 
index to be used in the HOLAS II project. The TAPAS project runs from January 2016-June 2017 while the 
component related development of the Pressure and Impact index will be finalized by December 2016. The 
development of the index is to be guided by through two HELCOM workshops with participation of experts 
from HELCOM Contracting Parties and also by the HOLAS II core team and HELCOM Working Groups Pressure 
and State and Conservation. 

Workshop 
The Workshop was held on 28-29 January 2016 at the premises of the HELCOM Secretariat, Helsinki, Finland.  

The aim of the Workshop was to support the development of the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact index. More 
specifically, the Workshop aimed to 

- follow up on and support the collation of datasets to use in the assessment, including the 
preparation of metadata information and spatial data set fact sheets,  

- consider how to aggregate the datasets on human activities, pressures and ecosystem 
components into ecologically relevant units,  

- consider anthropogenic pressures to be supported by literature information for setting 
impacts scores,  

- detail the planned expert questionnaire to obtain information for setting the impact scores. 

The agenda of the Workshop is contained in Annex 1. 

The Workshop was attended by representatives of Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland and Sweden. 
The list of Workshop Participants is contained in Annex 2. 

Monica Stankiewicz, Executive Secretary, welcomed the participants to the Workshop.  
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The Workshop was chaired by Samuli Korpinen, Finland, Lead partner of Theme 1 of TAPAS and Lena 
Bergström HELCOM Secretariat, Coordinator of HOLAS II, acted as secretary to the workshop. 

The outcome of the Workshop is given below. 

 

Main activities and conclusions from the Workshop 
Overview and timeline of HOLAS II and the assessment of human activities and pressures 
Presentations 

1. Lena Bergström, Secretariat, gave a presentation on the general aims and timeline for the HOLAS II 
project, the specific aims for the Pressure and Impact assessment, including its history and timeline, 
and the expected main outcomes of HOLAS II (Presentation 1, Document 1).  

2. Two EU co-financed projects have been recently initiated; TAPAS which is directly intended to 
support the HOLAS II project with development work, and the BalticBOOST project which is partly 
linked to the implementation of HOLAS II. HELCOM is coordinator of the projects. Themes of TAPAS 
of relevance for the Workshop are: 

a. Theme 1 that will develop the Baltic Sea pressure and impact (BSPII) assessment in line 
with the focus of this workshop 

b. Theme 2 that will collate the ecosystem component layers e.g. needed for the BSPII 

Of specific relevance for the BSPII, is also BalticBOOST Theme 3 that addresses Physical loss and 
damage to seabed habitats and its WP 3.2 that will consider impacts of fisheries on seabed 
habitats. 

3. The work to develop the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact index will be conducted within 2016 and 
the results be presented to the Heads of Delegation by the end of 2016.  

Follow up on and support the collation of datasets to use in the assessment, including the 
preparation of metadata information and spatial data set fact sheets 
Presentations 

4. The Workshop took note of the lists of human activities and pressures agreed by HOLAS II 4-2015 to 
include in the further work, containing around 48 data sets on human activities and 44 data sets on 
pressures (Document 2).  A process has been initiated at the HELCOM Secretariat to collate these 
data sets for the assessment of human activities and pressure. The main part of the data sets will be 
collated directly at the regional scale, such as supported by HELCOM expert groups and networks 
and Baltic Sea regional projects. For the remaining 10-15 data sets a national data request will take 
place. The data will be collated by the Secretariat and quality assured through relevant HELCOM 
Working Groups. 

5. The Workshop reviewed data sets on ecosystem components foreseen to be available for the 
assessment.  

a. The State & Conservation group will submit a national data call and make available data on 
Natura 2000 habitats and habitat-forming species (Furcellaria, Zostera, Charophytes, Mytilus 
and Fucus).The deadline for the data call is March, 2016. 

b. For seabed habitats, data sets from EMODnet could also be used. Broad-scale seabed habitat 
maps have recently been updated and are available for use. They would however need to be 
aggregated if used in the BSII. 

c. Data on important bird areas and migration routes for birds will be updated as part the 
follow-up of HELCOM Recommendation 34-1, and will be available for use 
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d. In addition, for pelagic habitats it is proposed to include datasets on the photic pelagic water 
column (indicates productive volume of water) and the non-photic pelagic water column 
(indicates non-productive volume of water).  

e. In addition, data on anoxic sea bed could be used (see “recommendations”). 
f. The Seal expert group anticipate to contribute with spatial data sets related to seal and the 

Fish PRO II project will be approached to discuss the possibility to develop relevant 
distribution maps for coastal fish. 

Recommendations to the development work 
6. The Workshop discussed how human activities and pressures that are locally significant can be 

included in the assessment and have them visible in the scale of the Baltic Sea. The Workshop 
proposed that technical solutions should be endeavoured in order to incorporate these, for example 
by producing spatial data sets on the density of such activities (e.g. physical restructuring of coastline 
or seabed, aquaculture) or by estimating the spatial distribution of any pressure arising from small 
scale activities (e.g. river borne nutrient loading, soundscapes).   

7. The Workshop discussed how the pressures could be mapped in order to distinguish the level at 
which they may have significant impact 

a. Some spatial pressure data sets could potentially be ground-truthed/calibrated against 
information on GES using Core indicators for this purpose.  

b. For nutrient levels, HELCOM nutrient reduction target values could be used, and for fisheries 
the catches could be related to stock size.  

c. In the cumulative impact assessment (BSII), a threshold could be applied for pressures that 
are expected to have an impact only at a certain level, in order to identify those areas in 
which the level of the pressure is likely to have a significant impact. Such a ground-truthing 
can be used to ‘anchor’ the BSII into an ecologically relevant impact scale. 

8. Regarding ecosystem components 
a. Modelled data from the Copernicus survey which is freely available could be utilized to 

produce data sets on the volume of anoxic/hypoxic water. The information would have to be 
transformed into two dimensions.    

b. It was proposed that Natura 2000 habitat could be limited to reefs, sandbanks, lagoons, and 
separated for the photic and non-photic zone and that the separation into photic/non-photic 
zone can be made in the Secretariat on the basis of the EMODnet data. 

c. Spatial distribution of main fish stocks (cod, sprat and herring) was proposed to be included, 
tentatively through co-operation with ICES. 

9. The workshop highlighted that non-mapped areas are likely in the case of habitat forming species, 
and that this should be observed in the collation of the data sets and highlighted when presenting 
the resulting maps. 

10. The time window for data collection was discussed and the workshop proposed that while the main 
period for intermittent pressure will be 2011-2016 as agreed in HOLAS II, existing infrastructure 
should be considered independent on when built. 

 

Identified topics for future consideration  
11. The Workshop proposed to also consider climate change as one pressure in the spatial assessment.  

a. Data representing climate change could be obtained from the European Topic Centre on 
Coastal and marine waters, and their annual updates of surface sea temperature and salinity 
anomalies, and potentially also these anomalies near seabed.  
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b. In addition, global data on acidification collated globally (by Halpern et al.) could be included 
as well as data on freshwater runoff. 

c. Climate change is not directly suitable for the pressure assessment under the EU MSFD but  
should be considered for inclusion in some way in the HOLAS II report.  

12. The workshop observed the risk of double counting if data on Natura2000 habitat types are used in 
combination with the EMODnet broadscale habitats.  One option to solve this would be to assign 
lower weights to areas with general distribution and higher weights to hot spots (such as Natura 
2000 habitats and habitat-forming species such as eelgrass meadows or mussel beds). 

13. Information on spawning and nursery areas of flatfish may be available via the BalticSCOPE, and 
additional data on commercial fish may be available by the Checkpoint project. 

How to set the spatial and temporal extent of the pressure in relation to particular human activities 
Presentations 

14. Samuli Korpinen, Finland, presented options to estimate spatial extents of pressures from their 
source. The probable distribution of a pressure from a particular human activity could be presented 
in the map by adding a buffert or a dilution gradient to the spatial data set on that human activity. 
Information on how to define the dilution gradient could be obtained by questions posed in the 
expert questionnaire to be submitted as part of TAPAS or be obtained by modelling. Testing of spatial 
extents is part of the TAPAS project. 

15. The RedCore group may provide information on the spatial distribution of nutrient inputs in relation 
to riverine loading, their next meeting being held on 9 February, 2016. 

16. It was proposed that human activities occurring irregularly or occasionally should be given a smaller 
intensity value than those occurring more frequently. That can be done, e.g., by summing up the 
activities during the 6-year assessment period. Testing of temporal issues of input data is part of the 
TAPAS project. 

Recommendations to the development work 
17. Look into available literature to support the decisions on how to identify buffer zones or dilution 

gradients.  
18. Showing the pressure distribution in the pressure maps (i.e. the pressure fact sheets) is important. 

The extent of the pressure and the form of the dilution gradient should be studied from literature 
and supplemented by an expert questionnaire. The TAPAS project was invited to further study this 
and present the results in the next workshop. 

19. Distinguishing seasonal or intermittent activities should be reflected in the pressure intensity in the 
pressure maps. The TAPAS project was invited to further study this and present the results in the 
next workshop. 

Vision for components of the pressure assessment in HOLAS II 
Presentations  

20. Samuli Korpinen, Finland, gave a presentation on the Vision for the pressure work in HOLAS II 
(Presentation 2). The presentation showed what pressure ‘products’ were included in the previous 
holistic assessment and what products are required by the MSFD. 

21. The chapter of the pressure and impact assessment in HOLAS II report could include several different 
components, from the overall cumulative impact assessment to showing the spatial distribution of 
pressure by specific themes (e.g. eutrophication, fisheries, non-indigenous species, noise, marine 
litter). The pressure and impact assessment could also produce a ranking of the relative impact of 
different pressures on the Baltic Sea. One important part of the MSFD pressure assessment is to 
present results of the environmental targets for different pressures. In the HOLAS II this could include 
presentation of the results of the nutrient reduction scheme and fishing mortalities of the main 
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commercially fished stocks. In addition, trends over time should be presented for selected pressures 
and human activities. The work could link to the socio-economic analyses of HOLAS II via the human 
activities or changes in the status of ecosystem components.  

22. The Workshop took note of document 3 and the proposal for a fact sheet on spatial data, and 
provided comments in order to improve the fact sheet. The proposals are contained in Annex 3 of 
this Outcome. 

Recommendations to the development work 
23. The workshop identified that the GES assessment using core indicators should agree with the results 

of the BSPII, and proposed to evaluate this by analysing the correspondence between the results of 
the GES assessment with the results of the BSPII where data allows. 

24. The Workshop proposed the assessment should respond to the following key questions:  
d. “Which are the most relevant pressures?” 
e. “Where are the main areas of concern?” 
f. “What are the main species/habitats affected?” 
g. “Which are the main activities affecting certain pressures?” 

25. The results could be presented at different hierarchical levels of detail, such as  
h. synthesised cumulative impacts presented in the HOLAS II report,  
i. thematic pressure intensity and distribution, as well as temporal trends, in the HOLAS II 

report , 
j. pressure fact sheets on key pressures in the  associated data products/reports, and 
k. in addition, all data sets used will be available at the HELCOM map and data services 

(http://maps.helcom.fi/website/mapservice/index.html). 
26. The Workshop highlighted the importance to document the sampling and other methodology, 

including any potential interpolation methods applied to collated the spatial data sets, so that it will 
be possible to backtrack any data related quality-related issues were needed. 

Identified topics for future consideration 
27. The workshop supported on a general level the aim for high transparency with respect to spatial data 

sets and method being used. 
28. The Workshop supported in particular to focus on the spatial dimension in the assessment of 

fisheries effects as this would pinpoint for local effects and provide additional information for 
management in relation to existing assessments conducted at the level of fish stocks.  

29. For the economic assessment it would also be important to know the projection forward and how 
we think the activity/pressure would look like in the future. Options to achieve this would be to 
combine the current information with ongoing trends, to add a projection based on management 
objectives or by making scenarios for relative increases/decreases. 

30. For some cases, spatial maps could potentially show economic information in relation to human 
activities or impacts. 

Aggregation of data set for the assessment and links between pressures an human activities 
Presentations  

31. Samuli Korpinen, Finland, gave a presentation on the aggregation of spatial pressure data sets for 
further use in the assessment and the potential linkages between pressures and human activities 
(Presentation 3, document 4). The workshop discussed key issues for the aggregation of pressure 
data sets, as outlined further below.  

32. The Workshop discussed Document 4 including Annex 1 with a proposal from BalticBOOST on how 
to potentially aggregate spatial pressure data sets in to groups and how to link human activities and 
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pressures. The activities and pressures are aligned to Document 2 (the list defined by HOLAS II 4-
2015). The linkages were identified based on the results of five previously conducted European 
projects or workshops.  

33. Whereas the spatial pressure data sets will feed into the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact index, the 
spatial data sets on human activities will be used in HOLAS II for:  

l. Linking to socio-economic analyses 
m. Use as proxy for pressures in cases where no direct data on pressures is available.  

34. Document 4 also proposed that the spatial data sets should be aggregated to a smaller number of 
pressures. The main purposes of the aggregation of pressure data sets are: 

n. Spatial data sets that represent the same pressure should be aggregated in order not to be 
double counted in the index.  

o. Spatial data sets should be aggregated in order to not cause bias in cases where more data 
is available to certain pressures. 

p. Spatial data sets should be aggregated in order to reduce the information needed for setting 
the impact scores. 

35. The Workshop considered the content of Annex 1 and provided comments as stated below as well 
as in Annex 4 of this Outcome. Additional comments may be submitted directly to 
samuli.korpinen@ymparisto.fi and lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi by 15 February, 2016.  

36. The Workshop considered the variables and units of the spatial data sets on human activities and 
pressures and provided comments as stated below. Additional comments may be submitted directly 
to Leena.laamanen@helcom.fi by 15 February, 2016.  

Recommendations for the development work 
37. The Workshop concluded that the variables and units needed for the pressure data should be similar 

for the pressures to be aggregated (if possible) in order to have same scales. Proposals of the 
workshop in this matter were included in the further work of the TAPAS project. 

38. The Workshop concluded that the pressures could be aggregated according to the MSFD Annex III 
pressures (circa 18 pressures) but some may require still separation (e.g. bioaccumulating and non-
bioaccumulating contaminants).  

39. The workshop proposed to additionally use information from the projects BENTHIS, GESREG, 
ODEMM1 and Cumuleo to develop further on the linkages between human activities and pressures.  

40. The Workshop recognised the need to reduce the list of pressures further by aggregation in order to 
provide a relevant dimensioning for the setting of impact scores. Ideally, around 18-20 pressure data 
sets would be included in the setting of impact scores 

41. The workshop recommended to give definitions to the pressures in order to ensure similar 
interpretation. This was illustrated by the pressure ‘physical loss’ where the proposed variable “area 
lost” in Annex 1 of doc 4 was confusing. It should be changed to a more specific wording, or 
alternatively to specify clearly what is in this case meant by “area lost” as well as what is meant by 
“disturbance or damage”. It was also proposed that when this is expressed as “Lost” it should be 
clarified in relation to what baseline. 

42. In addition, the workshop asked for clarification on how activities that impose permanent and 
intermittent pressures, respectively, are grouped in relation to “areas lost” and “disturbance of the 
habitat”.  

43. Regarding the effects of trawling it was agreed that the pressure depends on what ecosystem 
component is impacted. An additional issue is, however, that “area lost” in the case of trawling does 
not incorporate full information for highly disturbed areas.  In the current estimates by ICES, an index 
is used where values above 1 are given when a certain areas is swept by trawling more than once 

1 http://odemm.com/content/linkage-framework 
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during the studied time interval. This index is hence suited to quantify high levels of damage to the 
seabed.  

44. The workshop proposed that the TAPAS project will scale/quantify the different activities to 
identify which activities are contributing most to a specific pressure since such information is 
needed for management advice and development of measures.  

Identified topics for future consideration  
45. The workshop proposed to also mention cases where a human activity or pressure has in fact positive 

effects on the ecosystem component, in the sense that it is increasing, however recognising increases 
are not consistently equal to a positive impact.  

46. The Workshop also proposed that cases where mitigation measures (to relieve the extent of a 
pressure from a certain human activity) have been implemented should be treated specifically in the 
assessment, if possible. Such cases could be for instance ferry routes where companies have agreed 
to deliver waste and waste water to ports and not discharge to the sea.  

47. The Workshop also considered the role of MPAs in the pressure assessment and invited the TAPAS 
project to consider whether the spatial resolution of the assessment (i.e. the grid cells) can be 
detailed enough to show the influence of MPA restrictions on human activities. 

How to set the impact scores for the BSPII and planning of the expert questionnaire 
Presentations 

48. Jesper Andersen, NIVA Denmark, gave a presentation on the setting of impact scores for the Pressure 
and Impact Index (BSPII), proposing that the assessment should be based on the 8 categories and 18 
subcategories included in Annex III of the MSFD, and additionally data on climate change, microliter 
and macrolitter, and that ecosystem components should be aggregated in order to avoid bias in how 
different ecosystem components are represented in the index. The purpose of the assessment it to 
provide an assessment at Baltic Sea regional scale (Presentation 4, Document 5).  

49. The BSPII index is based on information on the distribution of pressures. For some layers, data sets 
on human activities are used as input data in order to estimate the pressures. The conceptual link 
between human activities and pressures affecting these will be developed based on information 
provided in Annex 1 of document 4. The total number of linkages asked for in the setting of impact 
score equals the number of (aggregated) pressure layers X the number of (aggregated) ecosystem 
component layers. 

50. The Workshop was informed that the Harmony Impact Mapper is now available online for open use 
and its guidelines have also been made. This software will be used by the TAPAS project to develop 
the BSPII. The software is available on: https://figshare.com/articles/ImpactMapper/1519342/1. 
There will be a major update with new analysis functions in mid-2017 but the data formats will stay 
the same.  

51. The workshop familiarized with the structure of the expert questionnaires that were previously 
conducted within HOLAS I (2010), and within the Harmony project (references in Document 5). 
Questions asked by the Harmony Survey covered pressure distance, impact extent, impact level, 
recovery time, and confidence in the assessment. The number of pressures and ecosystem 
components were significantly higher in the Harmony Survey compared to what is foreseen for 
TAPAS. 

52. One additional question could be to ask experts in the survey on how they perceive the distribution 
of the pressure from a particular human activity. This information could then be included in the 
production of the spatial pressure data sets using human activities as proxies for pressures. This 
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would need to be accompanied with a background to the question in order to be understood in a 
similar way by different respondents. 

53. Potentially, the survey to set impact scores could also enable basin-specific weight scores by geo-
referencing the impact scores, in order to obtain a higher relevance of the results also at smaller 
geographical scale. 

54. The Workshop identified some critical issues relating to studies based on expert judgement, and 
discussed these, as outlined further below.  

Recommendations to HOLAS II 
55. HOLAS II would need to agree on the layers to be included in the assessment of impact scores, as this 

is required information prior to performing the expert questionnaire survey.  
56. One option for aggregating ecosystem component layers would be to apply 5 groups (pelagic, bentic, 

fish, seabird, marine mammals), another option would be to make sure that a balanced number of 
data sets is represented for each group (ca 5-6 datasets per group – this would significantly inflate 
the dimension of the task to set the impact scores) 

57. The Workshop proposed to focus the setting of impact scores on a simple pressure/ecosystem 
component matrix including ca 20-25 ecosystem components, and ca 25 pressure data sets, as this 
should comply with the MSFD and provide an ecologically relevant resolution at the regional scale 
addressed here. 

58.  

Recommendations to the development work 
59. The Workshop recalled that one Contracting Party has expressed the wish to provide one nationally 

consolidation response to the survey rather than sending the questionnaire to many experts.  The 
workshop noted that it is a scientific requirement of the method to have many responses, in order 
to evaluate confidence/credibility in the impact scores. If the country surveys are done centralized, 
at least confidence intervals (estimated of variation around of the medians/means) of the 
responses should be given. 

60. The Workshop recommended that the TAPAS project develop a draft questionnaire based on the 
recommendations from this Workshop and present this to the HOLAS II Core team at the next 
meeting which will be held on 26-28 April, 2016 (documents to be submitted on 1 April, 2016. 

61. Aspects of recoverability could be included in the assessment of impact scores. 

 
Identified topics for future consideration  

62. Issues raised by the Workshop was for example how to ensure that the relevant experts are 
answering the survey, how to communicate the importance of the questionnaire, how to ensure that 
the questions are understood in similar way, and that the survey is answered in the same way 
throughout despite its length. 

63. Potentially, the expert questionnaire could target selected experts on identified themes/topics, to 
increase the motivation for people to answer and to make sure that the survey is conducted in a 
sound way.  

64. HOLAS II and TAPAS could make use of available expertise within the TAPAS project on how to 
conduct the survey, in order to make sure that common pitfalls in performing a survey can be 
avoided. 

65. The workshop recognised that some countries may not have the amount of experts available in 
order to fill all the replies of the survey.  
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Inclusion of literature information in the setting of impact scores 
66. The Workshop noted that the TAPAS and BalticBOOST project will provide information on the 

literature-based impacts and aim to feed this information to the LiACAT tool. The Workshop also 
noted that there are similar impact-related projects going on in Sweden and invited the projects to 
be in contact with each other. 

67. The workshop discussed the pressures for which impacts are well studied in the Baltic or are covered 
by on-going projects. The Workshop filled in a pressure and impact table noting;  

a. impacts of high priority to assess because there is reason to believe that it is of key 
management interest, 

b. impacts likely to be covered by literature information, including potential source of such 
literature information, 

c. impacts that are evaluated by other on-going projects 
68. The Workshop noted that there is a general need to identify ‘general impacts’ on the ecosystem 

components while the literature impacts are often very specific (e.g. on cellular level, on behaviour, 
on reproduction, on food uptake, etc). The Workshop invited the TAPAS project to consider how the 
LiACAT tool can be used to overcome this challenge. 

69. Sverker Molander, Sweden, presented a weight of evidence approach (WOE) to assess the impact of 
stressors on different aspects on ecosystem components, with the example from a case study on cod 
and off shore windfarms (Presentation 5, Reference papers 1-3). The approach uses literature 
information in order to classify the likelihood and probable magnitude of a defined impact, together 
with an assessment on reliability in the assessment.  

Recommendations to the development work 
70. Literature information is likely to be available in the fields of eutrophication, hazardous substances, 

as well as for aspects on physical disturbance on selected ecosystem components and it is 
recommended that the HOLAS II assessment makes use of this information, as well as on other 
sources as found available (Annex 5). 

71. The information from the literature should be combined with information from the expert survey in 
producing the expert survey. How to do this should be developed as part of TAPAS. 

Identified topics for future consideration 
72. It was proposed to consider further how to include impacts on mobile species when making a 

spatially explicit analysis. 
73. It was noted that literature studies on the effects of hazardous substances may overestimate 

effects since the concentrations are often very high in the studies but at sub-lethal levels in the 
Baltic Sea. However it was also recognized that long term effects are present and short term 
studies on higher concentrations could indicate these.  

74. In order to support the inclusion of literature information also from other sea areas, it was proposed 
to use a weight of evidence approach.  
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Annex 1.Workshop agenda 
 

Thursday 
28 January 

 

10:00 
 

Coffee at arrival 
Arrival and Words of welcome, Round table 
 
Planned outline of the pressure and impact assessment of HOLAS II and expected 
contributions of the TAPAS project  
 
Vision for how to include results from the pressure assessment in HOLAS II 
 

12:30-13.30 Lunch break  
13:30-18:00  

Aggregation of data set for the assessment and links between pressures an 
human activities 
 
Coffee at 15:00 
 
 
Reception at 18:00 
 

Friday 29 January  
9:30-12.30 How to set the impact scores 

- incorporation of literature information  
- detailed planning of the expert questionnaire 

 
Coffee at 10:30 
 
Detailed planning of the expert questionnaire 
 
 

12:30-13:30 Lunch break 
13:30-16:00 Morning program cont.  

 
Coffee at 15:00 
 
Conclusions and further steps  
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Annex 3. Recommended changes and additions to the proposed 
presentation of assessment results in the form of fact sheets 
 

- document the methods that were used in order to produce the aggregated layer that is shown in the 
map 

- for aggregated layers, the data fact sheets should include information on what spatial data sets were 
aggregated 

- add information on the interpolation method used to produce the layer 
- add boxes “this pressure is affected by” and “this pressure impacts on”…  
- in the pressure fact sheets, information on what ecosystem components the pressure is foreseen to 

be mainly affecting could be given, for by example with a list/table ranking the ecosystem 
components by their impact scores  

- include an estimate on how complete the data is, and clearly show the difference between areas 
with no data available versus areas with no pressure  

- add key words to help searches 
- add information on the temporal extent of the pressure shown (is it intermittent, periodical, or does 

the map of show cumulative permanent changes) 
- when relevant include numeric areal coverage in fact sheet since e.g. cables and pipes have a  minor 

areal coverage – but when mapped by grids may look like significant cover 
 

General comment: If the fact sheet gets to exhaustive because of these additions, some generic information 
could be given in a supplementary method description (a separate technical report) in order to limit the page 
numbers in the fact sheets (should not exceed two pages)  
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Annex 4. Proposed revisions to document 4, Annex 1 
 

The workshop reviewed the list of pressures and their proposed linkages to human activities based on the 
proposal presented by the BalticBOOST project (Annex 1 of document 4).  

Additional comments to the content of annex 1 document 4 may be submitted directly to the following 
addresses: Samuli.korpinen@ymparisto.fi, leena.laamanen@helcom.fi, lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi. 

 

Physical loss:  

1. Proposed to specify clearly in relation to what time period the loss is estimated.  
2. Some pressures are effective permanently (e.g. physical constructions), whereas some are only 

effective only a certain period (e.g. oil spills). It was proposed to focus on cumulative effects, that 
is, to focus on everything that is in place in the sea regardless of what year it was built as long as it 
is already in place. 

3. Could potentially split into permanent and intermittent alterations to the seabed 

Disturbance or damage to seabed:  

4. Impacted area could be computed based on modelling performed by experts or data on how to 
estimate the impacted area could be included in the expert questionnaire 

5. All harbour activities representing different types of dredging could be merged into one 

Extraction of seabed substrate 

6. No comments 

Changes to hydrological conditions  

7. Proposal to include human activities and data sets in some case even though they are seen not to 
have a strong impact, for the case of showing this.  

8. Proposal to consider whether some elements e.g. walls, weirs etc. should be expressed as km rather 
than km2 (since it is length and not width that matters). 

Input of sound 

9. There is reduced need for using human activities as proxies since direct data on ambient noise is 
available via the BIAS project 

Input of other forms of energy 

10. Make sure that seismic surveys are added as a separate layer  

Input of hazardous substances 

11. Data from PLC will be used. The workshop noted that the information on substances available 
through the  PLC is limited to certain substances and available information should/could be increased  

12. HOLAS II will aim to provide links to the sources of Hazardous substances 
13. Data is available as deposition data (on a grid) or Riverine output. If this could be modelled and 

aggregated so to give estimates of concentrations with spatial information, and link this to threshold 
levels of certain components (to give the impact scores). 

14. The Workshop considered if all hazardous substances could be grouped into one, but recognised that 
they should be grouped into 2-3 categories (Sverker) 

 

 Page 14 of 17  
 

mailto:Samuli.korpinen@ymparisto.fi
mailto:leena.laamanen@helcom.fi
mailto:lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi


HOLAS II TAPAS Pressure Index WS 1-2016, Outcome 
 

  

Input of litter 

15. The workshop proposed that it is important to include information on microplastics in water.   
16. The Workshop noted information from Marta Ruiz, Helcom Secretariat, that existing information on 

marine litter is compiled in the Core Indicator reports on marine litter. 
17. Spatial data sets on marine litter are collated via the expert network on marine litter, based on recent 

information from the Contracting parties on data availability. Potentially an additional request to 
include any updated information could be prepared for the 2018 update of HOLAS II.  

Input of other substances 

18. This was not included on the list by HOLAS II Core team, but is a proposed addition by BalticBOOST. 

Input of nutrients 

19. Provided by the PLC  
20. Pressures will be included as nutrient concentration, organic matter, and the areas of anoxic bottoms 
21. It was discussed whether nutrient concentrations should be included and proposed that it should be 

applied with a threshold, since a certain level of nutrients is beneficial for organisms (One could 
potentially show information on nutrients when they are above the target level for nutrients) 

 

Disturbance of species 

22. Proposal to include information on ghost nets 
23. It was proposed to consider adding microbial pathogens to the list  
24. The workshop recognised that it is difficult to quantify disturbance of species. It was discussed 

whether or not to map “disturbance of species” specifically under “biological pressures” at all, since 
disturbance of species will be an outcome of the assessment of other pressure categories as part of 
the impact assessment.  

25. It was proposed to move some of the rows listed under disturbance of species to other subheadings 
e.g. to move e.g. game hunting and other “kills” to extraction of species, scrutinize other activities 
with the view of reducing the nr of activities and avoid double accounting. 

26. All harbour activities representing different types of dredging could be merged into one 

Extraction of species 

27. It was proposed that the information should be kept at a separate level and not be grouped into 
broader categories, because different gear types will have different effects on related ecosystem 
components. 

28. It was proposed that information on species loss would be standardized according to the fisheries 
limit F in the same way as proposed to do with GES) 

Input and spread of non-indigenous species 

29. This could be included both as a pressure layer and as an impact layer 
30. Proposed to include actual information of the distribution of species based on existing maps 
31. It was noted that the expected level of impact of different non-indigenous species may vary 
32. It was noted that the indicator NIS is not accepted by all CPs so it should be checked whether they 

can be included in the assessment if so. 
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Annex 5. Overview of potential literature sources to inform the setting of impact scores and prioritized areas 
for further literature-based scoring  
 

PRESSURES WATER 
COLUMN 

HARD SAND MUD BLUEMUSSEL EELGRASS MACROALGAE MAMMALS BIRDS FISH Other 

Physical       BalticEye   SLUAqua  
Change of 
seabed 
substrate or 
morphology (~ 
physical loss) 

 BalticBOOST BalticBOOST BalticBOOST        

Disturbance or 
damage to 
seabed 

 BalticBOOST, 
Nordstream 

BalticBOOST, 
Nordstream 

BalticBOOST, 
Nordstream 

Nordstream, 
Sverker 

Sverker, 
DSC 

Nordstream, 
Sverker 

Nordstream  Nordstream  

Extraction of 
seabed 
substrate 

           

Hydrological            
Changes to 
hydrological 
conditions 

           

Energy            



HOLAS II TAPAS Pressure Index WS 1-2016, Outcome 
 

Input of sound        BalticBoost, 
Bonus 
project 

Bonus 
project 

BalticBoost, Bonus 
project 

Input of other 
forms of energy 

           

Substances            
Input of hazardous substances (synthetic 
substances, non-synthetic substances, 
radionuclides) 

  x   x x x  

Input of litter 
(solid waste 
matter, 
including micro-
size litter) 

          Blastic, 
GES Req 

Input of other 
substances 

           

Input of 
nutrients 

x x x x x x x     

Biological            
Disturbance of 
species 

           

Extraction of, or mortality/injury to, species, including target and non-
targeted catches (by commercial and recreational fishing) 

DSC   ICES advice ICES 
advice 

ICES advice  

Input or spread 
of non-
indigenous 
species 

          Check 
point 
(impact 
of fishing 
and NIS) 
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