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Background
This document gives preliminary results for the integrated assessment of biodiversity in HOLAS II. Key results
from the assessment will be presented in the HOLAS II summary report, “State of the Baltic Sea”. The method
description and full results of the integrated assessment will be presented in the supplementary report under
the HOLAS II project (for a framing see Document 1, and for a method description, see Document 2).
HELCOM HOD 51-2016 (December 2016) endorsed the BEAT 3.0 method for integrated assessment of
biodiversity for use in HOLAS II, noting a remaining open issue regarding the integration of assessment results
for mammals beyond species. The Meeting mandated national experts to come to an agreement on this at
HELCOM SPICE Biodiv 1-2017 (this workshop), and mandated the HOLAS II project to continue working on
the basis of the outcome. HOLAS II 6E-2017 (January 2017) considered the remaining open issues and agreed
to discuss these in more detail at an online meeting 9 February 2017. The online meeting guided the SPICE
project to (1) use OOAO throughout the integration for mammals, (2) use a criteria based integration
approach for fish, and (3) assess birds at the level of species groups, in preparation for this workshop.
Regarding the influence of gaps in indicator coverage on the confidence assessment, it was proposed that
secondary criteria which are considered important for the Baltic Sea assessment, and hence included in BEAT,
are treated in the same way as primary criteria, so that a penalty in the overall confidence is applied. These
amendments to the assessment approach endorsed by HOD 51-2016 are included in Document 2 of this
workshop and in the results that are presented in this document.
It should also be noted that Sweden and Denmark have expressed that results for Kattegat and the Sound
should not be included in the final results for HOLAS II, while such results are still included in the background
material to the workshop.

Note: ANNEX 1 and ANNEX 4 are provided as separate excel-files.

Actions
Participants are invited to
-

review overall assessment results;
recommend on results to be shown in the State of the Baltic Sea report and discuss ideas on how the
results could be presented (see Document 1 for an outline of the State of the Baltic Sea report);
draft key messages based on the results for use in HOLAS II.
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Data and indicators used in the biodiversity assessment
The integrated assessment is made based on adopted biodiversity core indicators, as developed by HELCOM
expert networks and groups. Data and indicator based assessment results to support the integrated
biodiversity assessment were compiled in late 2016 and early 2017, and were subject to national approval in
January and February 2017. It should be noted that not all revision needs resulting from the national approval
process have yet been implemented in the draft results presented in this document.
An overview of the data compilation for each ecosystem component is given in workshop document 2.
The data sets are representative of the years 2011-2015, and were provided to the SPICE project for use in
the integrated assessment of HOLAS II. For the final version of the State of the Baltic Sea report in 2018,
results will be updated to also represent data from the year 2016.

Additional indicators
In order to improve the coverage of the assessment for benthic and pelagic habitats, which are presently
represented by a limited number of biodiversity core indicators, results from relevant WFD indicators in the
coastal zone and Eutrophication core indicators were also included in these assessments. The assessment of
open sea fish is assessed based on ICES advice, using the information available in ICES advice 2016. These
assessment results will be replaced by ICES advice from 2017 regarding good status according to MSFD D3
when these become available, and are foreseen to also cover additional fish stocks to the ones presented
here. The updated results from ICES will be presented in the final version of the State of the Baltic Sea report
in 2018.

Assessment scales
Integrated results for each biodiversity ecosystem component are presented at spatial assessment unit level
4 for benthic and pelagic habitats, spatial assessment unit level 3 for coastal fish, level 2 for marine mammals
and level 1 for sea birds. For open sea fish, see Annex 3.
More detailed information on the monitoring methods and assessment approaches for the indicators that
are included in the integrated biodiversity assessment is given in the respective core indicators reports.

Outputs and reports
Upon release of the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report, the HOLAS II integrated biodiversity assessment results
will be made available via a dedicated website for HOLAS II outputs. The website will also present the core
indicator reports for indicators underlying the HOLAS II assessments, as well as other HOLAS II results. The
method description of the integrated biodiversity assessment and more detailed assessment results will also
be published in a supplementary HOLAS II report (pdf). Key results from the biodiversity assessment will be
presented in the summary report (printed and pdf, see document 1 for a full overview).
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Draft results for benthic habitats
The draft results for benthic habitats outline
-

the overall assessment structure with information on indicators included and weights applied,
draft assessment result and confidence assessment for benthic habitats, with summary table,
supplementary information showing draft assessment result and confidence assessment separately
for circalittoral habitats and infralittoral habitats, with summary table,
brief summary of results by indicators.

Numerical results from the integrated assessment are provided in Annex 1 and indicator-specific results are
given in Annex 4.
The integrated status of the benthic habitats was assessed by six indicators. The assessment was first made
for the circalittoral and infralittoral zones separately in order to approach an assessment of the status for
broad habitat types. HELCOM indicators have not yet been developed for broad habitat types and hence the
assessment can currently only be made to this level. The assessment structure is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Assessment structure for benthic habitats, showing indicators included and the weights applied for
each integration level. The indicator ‘State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community’ was assessed in all
areas except the Gdansk Basin, Bornholm Basin, Arkona Basin, Great Belt, the Sound and Kattegat, where
threshold values are not yet available. The indicator ‘Oxygen debt’ covered the Bornholm Basin, Gdansk Basin,
Eastern and Western Gotland Basin, Northern Baltic Proper and the Gulf of Finland.
Assessment structure for Benthic habitats
Indicator used in BEAT
Open sea areas
Status
of
soft-bottom
macrozoobenthos
Oxygen debt
Coastal areas
Macrofauna indices1
Oxygen concentration
Macrophytes2
Secchi depth

Core/WFD Weight 1
Core

0.5

Core

0.5

WFD
WFD
WFD
WFD

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

1Includes

Integrated level 1

Weight
2

Circalittoral
(fig. 2)

1

Circalittoral
(fig. 2)

0.5

Infralittoral
(fig. 3)

0.5

Integrated
level 2

Benthic
habitats
(fig. 1)

Zoobenthos Quality element, Benthic Quality Index (BQI) and Brackish-water Benthic Index (BBI) (depending on country),
based on data from the circalittoral zone.
2Includes Macrovegetation Quality element, Benthic macroflora depth distribution, Fucus vesiculosus depth distribution, Proportion
of perennial species, Phytobenthos Ecological Quality Index, Furcellaria lumbricalis depth distribution).
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The results of the integrated assessment for benthic habitats indicate good status in 62 % of the total open
sea (10 % of the area was not assessed, Table 2). However, the integrated status in the Northern Baltic Proper
was barely above the integrated threshold (See Annex 1).
Also, the integrated result for the Eastern Gotland Basin shows that the assessment system is not yet fully
developed. The obtained result diverges from the expected and is explained by the performance of the two
indicators used in the unit:
-

-

The ‘status of soft-bottom macrozoobenthos’ is a core indicator for benthic areas above the
halocline and the indicator shows good status for those areas. This is ecologically correct in those
shallow areas.
Below the halocline, the status is assessed by the core indicator ‘oxygen debt’ which showed not
good status, but the distance to the threshold was small and did not influence the integrated
assessment results to not good status. The oxygen debt indicator has been developed as an
eutrophication indicator for the HEAT tool and therefore it still lacks minimum and maximum
indicator values which are mandatory for the BEAT tool. A correct setting of the minimum and
maximum values would correctly adjust the indicator value in relation to distance from the
threshold. It should be noted that the current BEAT assessment was applied using interim min and
max values, and that these values should be developed by the IN-eutrophication group before the
final BEAT assessment.

The confidence of the assessment was intermediate in most of the assessment units and close to one third
of the units had high confidence (Figure 1).
In order to understand the role of the indicators ‘Oxygen concentration’, ‘Macrophytes’ and ‘Secchi depth’
on the integrated results in the coastal assessment units, the assessment was also run using the core
indicators ‘Status of soft-bottom macrozoobenthos’ and ‘Oxygen debt’ in the open sea areas and only the
WFD Macrofauna indices in the coastal areas. The assessment based on these indicators showed a slightly
higher share of areas with good status due to differences in the integrated result for coastal waters. See
Annex 2 for the full results of this reduced assessment.
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Figure 1. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for benthic habitats. The biodiversity core indicators
‘Status of soft-bottom macrozoobenthos’ and ‘Oxygen debt’ were used in the open sea areas and additional
indicators in the coastal areas as outlined in table 1. The indicator ‘State of the soft-bottom macrofauna
community’ was not assessed in the Gdansk Basin, Bornholm Basin, Arkona Basin, Great Belt, the Sound and
Kattegat due to the absence of threshold values. The indicator ‘Oxygen debt’ covered the Bornholm Basin,
Gdansk Basin, Eastern and Western Gotland Basin, Northern Baltic Proper and the Gulf of Finland. Right:
Confidence assessment. For a method description to the confidence assessment, see document 2. NB: The
results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication.

Table 2. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for benthic habitats, as
Detailed results per assessment area are provided in Annex 1.
BQR
Coastal
Open sea
In total
% of Number
of % of Number
of % of
area
assessment areas
area
assessment areas
area
0-0.2
1.7
8
0
0
0.5
0.2-0.4
7.9
22
0
0
2.2
0.4-0.6
31.0
49
27.7
5
29.0
0.6-0.8
39.4
34
62.1
8
56.5
0.8-1
0
0
0
0
0.0
not
19.9
25
10.3
4
13.1
assessed
TOTAL
100
138
100
17
100
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depicted in figure 1.

Number
of
assessment areas
8
22
54
42
0
29
155
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Circalittoral habitats
The assessment of circalittoral habitats was made with the two core indicators estimating the state of
macrozoobenthos and oxygen debt as well as the WFD indicators for macrozoobenthos and oxygen
concentration in coastal areas (Table 1; this assessment was included in the integrated assessment of benthic
habitats as explained above). According to the results, the circalittoral benthic habitats are in good status in
Gulf of Bothnia, Eastern Gotland Basin and several coastal assessment units around the Baltic Sea (62% of
the area of assessment units; Table 3). The confidence of the assessment result was, however, high in only
six open sea sub-basins, and the Arkona Basin, Danish Straits and Kattegat were not assessed due to lack of
agreed indicators. Note also the erroneous result for the Eastern Gotland Basin as discussed in the previous
section.

Figure 2. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for circalittoral benthic habitats. The indicators
assigned to circalittoral habitats are given in table 1. Right: Confidence assessment. For a method description
to the confidence assessment, see document 2. NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change
before publication.

Table 3. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for circalittoral habitats, as depicted in figure 2.
Detailed results per assessment area are provided in Annex 1.
BQR
Open sea
Coast
% of area Number of assessment areas % of area Number of assessment areas
Circalittoral
0-0.2
0
0
0.4
5
0.2-0.4
0
0
1.0
6
0.4-0.6
27.7
5
22.1
43
0.6-0.8
62.1
8
51.7
52
0.8-1
0
0
3.0
1
not assessed 10.3
4
21.8
31
TOTAL
100
17
100
138
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Infralittoral habitats
The assessment of infralittoral habitats indicated good status in 33% of the assessment unit area (Table 4).
The indicators used were the coastal WFD macrophyte and macrozoobenthos indices, Secchi depth and
oxygen concentration. The confidence of the assessment was estimated as intermediate.

Figure 3. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for infralittoral benthic habitats. The indicators
assigned to infralittoral habitats are given in table 1. Right: Confidence assessment. For a method description
to the confidence assessment, see document 2. NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change
before publication.

Table 4. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for infralittoral benthic habitats, as depicted in
figure 3. Detailed results per assessment area are provided in Annex 1.
BQR
Open sea
Coast
% of area
Number of assessment areas % of area Number of assessment areas
Infralittoral
0-0.2
not applied not applied
8.5
17
0.2-0.4
not applied not applied
5.3
25
0.4-0.6
not applied not applied
32.8
46
0.6-0.8
not applied not applied
32.8
19
0.8-1
not applied not applied
0
0
not assessed not applied not applied
20.5
31
TOTAL
not applied not applied
100
138
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Indicator results
State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community
The core indicator ‘State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community’ is the only core indicator developed
specifically for the assessment of benthic habitats. It evaluates the composition of the open sea macrofauna
community in the offshore soft-bottom areas above the halocline. Kattegat, The Sound, Great Belt, Arkona
Basin, Bornholm Basin and Gdansk Basin are currently not assessed due to the lack of threshold values. Values
indicating not good status are mainly found in the Quark and the Bay of Mecklenburg.

Additional indicators
The condition of the benthic habitat was also assessed by the core indicator ‘Oxygen debt’ in the open sea,
as well as by the WFD Macrofauna indices and ‘Oxygen concentration’ in the coastal circalittoral habitats,
and by Macrophyte indices and ‘Secchi depth’ in the coastal infralittoral habitats (table 1). The ‘Oxygen debt’
indicator was included to reflect benthic habitat quality in the open sea by describing a limiting factor for the
distribution of benthic fauna. The ‘Secchi depth’ (water transparency) was included in order to reflect the
conditions for depth distribution of macrophytes and macroalgae.
The ’Oxygen debt’ core indicator showed not good status in all assessed open sea areas (Gulf of Bothnia,
Åland Sea, Northern Baltic Proper, Gulf of Finland, Eastern and Western Gotland Basins, Bornholm Basin and
Gdansk Basin). The WFD indicator ‘Oxygen concentration’ is applied in Swedish and Polish waters, and
indicates good status in all assessed coastal areas except for one assessment unit in the Northern Baltic
Proper and the Western Gotland Basin.
The ‘Secchi depth’ indicator showed predominantly not good status (Estonian, Finnish, German, Latvian,
Lithuanian, Polish and Swedish assessment areas), with good status in 3 Estonian and 6 Swedish assessment
areas.
The WFD ‘Macrofauna indices’ is a group of indicators applied in coastal areas of Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Latvia, Lithuania, Sweden, and Poland. Values indicated good status in 35 assessment areas and not good
status in 69 assessment areas.
The WFD indicators related to ‘Macrophytes’ are applied in the coastal areas of Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden. The indicators generally indicated good status. In Estonia, the ‘Benthic
macroflora depth distribution’, ‘Proportion of perennial species’ and ‘Fucus vesiculosus depth distribution’
showed about two thirds of the assessment units are in good status. The indicator ‘Furcellaria lumbricalis
depth distribution’ showed good status in two of the three units in the Åland Sea and both good and not
good status in the Lithuanian and Latvian coastal areas of the Eastern Gotland Basin. ‘Phytobenthos
Ecological Quality Index’ indicates not good status in the Eastern Gotland Basin. Finally, the majority of
Finnish (10 of 11), German (33 of 34) and Polish (the only one) coastal sites showed values indicating not
good status based on the ‘Macrovegetation quality element’ indicator, whereas the Swedish sites
predominantly indicated good status (17 of 19).
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Pelagic habitats
The results for pelagic habitats outline
-

the overall assessment structure with information on indicators included and weights applied
draft assessment result and confidence assessment for pelagic habitats, with summary table
brief summary of results by indicators

More details on integrated results by assessment area are provided in Annex 1 and the indicator-specific
results are given in Annex 4.
The state of pelagic habitats was assessed for coastal and open sea areas by three indicators each (Table 5).
The assessment was run in the open sea area using the biodiversity core indicator ‘Zooplankton mean size
and total stock’ and the two eutrophication core indicators ‘Cyanobacterial blooms’ and ‘Chlorophyll a’. In
the coastal areas, the assessment included the zooplankton core indicator results and also the coastal WFD
indicators ‘Chlorophyll-a‘ and ‘Phytoplankton biovolume’.
The assessment showed that 85% of the assessment area is not in good status (Figure 4, Table 6). All the
assessment units indicating good status were coastal. The confidence of the assessment was predominantly
high in the open sea, but coastal areas had intermediate confidence levels (Figure 4).
In order to understand the relative influence of the eutrophication core indicators ‘Cyanobacterial blooms’
and ‘Chlorophyll a’ on the results, a reduced assessment was made using only the zooplankton indicator. In
the assessment with this biodiversity core indicatory only, the not assessed area of the open sea increased
from 0.1 to 60.4%, and the share of total open sea area in good status was 23% compared to 5.1% in the full
assessment (compare table 6 and table A2.3, see Annex 2 for the full results of the reduced analysis).

Table 5. Assessment structure for pelagic habitats, showing indicators included and the weights applied for
each integration level. The core indicator ‘‘Zooplankton mean size and total stock’ was only assessed for the
Bothnian Bay, Bothnian Sea, Åland Sea, Gulf of Finland and Northern Baltic Proper.
Assessment structure for pelagic habitats
Core/WFD Weight Integrated level
Indicator used in BEAT
Open sea areas
Zooplankton mean size and total stock
Cyanobacterial blooms
Chlorophyll a
Coastal areas
Zooplankton mean size and total stock
Chl a
Phytoplankton biovolume

Core
Core
Core

0.33
0.33
0.33

Core
WFD
WFD

0.33
0.33
0.33
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Figure 4. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for pelagic habitats. The use of the biodiversity core
indicator ‘Zooplankton mean size and total stock’, and the other indicators is outlined in table 5. Right:
Confidence assessment. For a method description to the confidence assessment, see document 2. NB: The
results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication.
Table 6. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for pelagic habitats, as depicted in figure 4. Detailed
results per assessment area are provided in Annex 1.
BQR
Coastal
Open sea
In total
% of Number
of % of Number
of % of Number
of
area
assessment areas
area
assessment areas
area
assessment areas
0-0.2
14.2
34
0
0
4.0
34
0.2-0.4
3.7
12
29.1
4
22.4
16
0.4-0.6
39.6
37
65.7
11
59.2
48
0.6-0.8
14.5
24
5.1
1
7.9
25
0.8-1
0.3
3
0
0
0.1
3
not
27.6
28
0.1
1
7.8
29
assessed
TOTAL
100
138
100
17
100
155
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Indicator results
Zooplankton mean size and total stock
Currently the indicator is only operational in the Northern Baltic Proper, Gulf of Finland, Åland Sea, Bothnian
Sea and Bothnian Bay, as threshold values have only been agreed for this area. The indicator indicated good
status for Bothnian Sea and Bothnian Bay, but disturbed status for Åland Sea, Gulf of Finland and Northern
Baltic Proper.

Additional indicators
The condition of the pelagic habitat was also assessed by the core eutrophication indicators ‘Cyanobacterial
blooms’ and ‘Chlorophyll a’ in the open sea and the WFD indicators ‘Chlorophyll a’ and ‘Phytoplankton
biovolume’ in the coastal areas.
Based on the ‘Cyanobacterial blooms’ indicator, all open sea areas have not good status of pelagic habitats.
The result agrees with the core indicator ‘Chlorophyll a’, which indicates predominantly not good status, with
good status only in Kattegat (Results for the Kattegat are included here based on available indicator input
data).
Most of the coastal assessment areas, except for those in the Eastern Gotland Basin, Kattegat and the Sound,
had not good status based on the WFD indicator ‘Chlorophyll a’. Not good status was indicated in 35 of 45
German coastal units, 11 of 11 Estonian coastal units, 12 of 12 Finnish coastal units, 5 of 5 Latvian coastal
units, 11 of 12 Polish coastal units and 16 of 24 Swedish coastal units whereas all the Lithuanian coastal units
indicated good status. Based on the ‘Phytoplankton biovolume’ indicator, the status of coastal areas is more
variable, but similarly, most of the assessment areas in the Northern Baltic Proper, Gulf of Finland, Bornholm
Basin, Arkona Basin and Bay of Mecklenburg indicated not good status (74% of the coastal assessment units),
whereas those in Kattegat indicated good status.
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Fish
The results for fish outline
-

the overall assessment structure with information on indicators included and weights applied
draft assessment result and confidence assessment for costal fish, with summary table
brief summary of results by indicators for coastal fish
draft assessment result and confidence assessment for commercial fish in the open sea

More details on integrated results by assessment area are provided in Annex 1 and indicator-specific results
are given in Annex 4. A description on the inclusion of commercial fish is given in Annex 3.
For the assessment of coastal areas, it should be noted that:
- The indicator ‘Abundance of salmon spawners and smolt’ has not been included in the integrated
analysis. The results for this indicator is foreseen to be included in the summary report at indicator
level.
- The indicator ‘Abundance of seatrout spawners and parr’ has not been included, as indicator data
was not made available for the mid-2017 version. It should be noted that there is an aim to include
the indicator in the update for mid-2018 version.
- The extra online meeting that was held after HOLAS II 6E-2017 to discuss remaining open issues for
the integrated biodiversity assessment advised the SPICE project to use an criteria based integration
approach for coastal fish, in alignment with how the indicators have originally been developed and
since some of the species underlying the indicators cannot be biologically motivated to be assigned
as either coastal or demersal.
The assessment of open sea areas is made by indicators developed by ICES in relation to MSFD Descriptor 3.
It should be noted that the integrated assessment results shown here are based on available information
from ICES advice 2016, which shows results until 2015 and are used as interim information for those stocks
where information is available. The ICES advice to be used in the final version of the State of the Baltic Sea
report is foreseen by May 2017, and will cover additional stocks and data until 2016 (See Annex 3 for details).
The assessment was made including data for all assessment units where information was available; sprat for
all parts of the Baltic Sea, herring for all areas except the Bothnian Bay, and plaice for the Sound and Belt Sea.
Assessment results for cod and sole were included for the Western Baltic Sea (ICES sub-divisions 22-24). The
assessment units applied were the ICES subdivisions, in alignment how the results were provided.
The integrated status assessment results are shown below, using the following varieties
-

-

Results for coastal fish using core indicators and commercial fish using ICES indicators are combined
into one map, so that assessment results for coastal areas are shown in the coastal assessment areas
and underlying results for commercial fish are not shown in those areas. Results for commercial
demersal and pelagic fish are integrated as presented in table 7 (Figure 5)
Results for coastal fish (using core indicators) and commercial fish (using ICES indicators) are shown
in separate maps (Figures 6 and 7A-B)
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Table 7. Assessment structure for fish, showing indicators included and the weights applied for each
integration level. For additional notes on the indicators used, see text. Note gaps in spatial coverage of the
indicators.
Assessment structure for fish
Indicator used in BEAT
Coastal areas
Abundance of key coastal fish
species –perch
Abundance of key coastal fish
species - flounder
Abundance of coastal fish key
functional
groupscyprinids/mesopredators
Abundance of coastal fish key
functional groups- piscivores
Open
sea
areas/Commercial
species*
Herring
Sprat
Salmon (NA)
Seatrout (NA)
Brill (NA)
Cod
Dab (NA)
Flounder (NA)
Plaice
Sole
Turbot (NA)

Weight1 Integrated level 1

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

0.25
0.25
0.167
0.167
0.167
-

Weight2

Abundance of key
coastal
fish
0.5
species
(no
figure)
Abundance
of
coastal fish key
0.5
functional groups
(no figure)

Pelagic fish
(fig. 7 C)

Demersal fish
(fig. 7E)

0.5

-
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Integrated
level 3

Coastal fish
(fig. 6)

Fish
(fig. 5)

0.5

(Widely
distributed
species)
*Based on ICES advice, see Annex 3; (NA) = data not available for this assessment.
European Eel (NA)

Integrated
level 2

Commercial
fish
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Figure 5. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for fish, based on the indicators shown in table 7.
Right: Confidence assessment based on method as described in document 2. Note that the result for coastal
areas is the same as in figure 6, and the result for the open sea is the integrated results for demersal and
pelagic fish as shown in figures 7A and 7C. Hence results for commercial fish, which are given by ICES
subdivisions, are not shown in the part that they overlap with coastal areas (and are not integrated with the
coastal fish indicators). NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication.

Table 8. Summary of draft integrated assessment of coastal, demersal and pelagic fish, as depicted in figure
5. The number of assessed stocks is summarized based on information in Annex 1 and Annex 3, which also
shows more details of results per stock.
Fish
Demersal
Pelagic
Coastal
Number of assessed
Number of assessed
Number
of
Assessment
% of
% of
% of
stocks (Based on
stocks (Based on
assessment
result
area
area
area
table A.3.1)
table A.3.1)
areas
Not good

11.2

2

90.9

2

44.4

11

Good

0

1

0

3

32

10

23.6
100

21
42

Not assessed1 88.8
9
9.1
4
TOTAL
100
12
100
9
1
Number of not assessed stocks are in relation to table A.3.1
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Coastal fish
The assessment result of the coastal fish indicates that 32% of the assessment area is in good status (Figure
6; Table 8). Geographical differences are variable, but in general disturbed status seems to occur more in the
SW Baltic Sea. Confidence of the assessment is between intermediate and high.

Figure 6. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for coastal fish. The biodiversity core indicators
‘Abundance of key coastal fish species’ and ‘Abundance of coastal fish key functional groups’ are used as
outlined in table 7. Right: Confidence assessment. For a method description to the confidence assessment,
see document 2. NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication. With respect
to response from the national data approval process, a correction was made to one indicator in Swedish
coastal area Northern Quark which did not change the integrated results, and the correction to the Belts
Danish coastal waters will lead to a changed from class 1 (not good) to class 3 (not good).

Table 9. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for coastal fish, as depicted in figure 6. Detailed
results per assessment area are provided in Annex 1.
BQR
Coastal fish
% of area Number of assessment areas
0-0.2
01
01
0.2-0.4
0
0
0.4-0.6
44.4
11
0.6-0.8
25.6
8
0.8-1
6.4
2
not assessed 23.7
21
TOTAL
100
42
1
Including correction for the Belts Danish coastal waters
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Indicator results for coastal fish
Abundance of key coastal fish species
The indicator is based on either the abundance of coastal perch or flounder, depending on the natural
distribution range of the species. The assessment is based on perch in the Gulf of Bothnia, Archipelago Sea,
Åland Sea, Gulf of Riga, Western Gotland Basin, Northern Baltic Proper, Gulf of Finland, Eastern Gotland Basin
and Bornholm Basin. Status is predominantly good status, but not good status is observed in the Western
Gotland Basin and in the Estonian assessment areas of the Gulf of Riga. The assessment is based flounder in
the Western Gotland Basin and the Belts, Northern Baltic Proper, Eastern Gotland Basin, Arkona Basin, Bay
of Mecklenburg, the Sound and Kattegat. The results indicate not good status Western Gotland Basin, Arkona
Basin, Bay of Mecklenburg, the Sound and Kattegat, and good status in Swedish Northern Baltic Proper and
the Latvian and Lithuanian coast in the Eastern Gotland Basin.

Abundance of coastal fish key functional groups
The indicator is based on the abundance or biomass of piscivores and abundance or biomass of
cyprinids/mesopredators, and is assessed in in the Gulf of Bothnia, Archipelago Sea, Gulf of Riga, Western
Gotland Basin, Åland Sea, Northern Baltic Proper, Gulf of Finland, Eastern Gotland Basin and Bornholm Basin.
The piscivore indicator shows predominantly good status but not good status is found in the Swedish coast
of Quark, Estonian assessment areas of the Gulf of Riga and Western Gotland Basin. The results of cyprinids
indicate not good status in 9 of 16 areas. These are the Quark, Eastern Bothnian Sea, Western Åland Sea,
Archipelago Sea, Finnish assessment areas of the Gulf of Finland, Gulf of Riga and Latvian assessment areas
of Eastern Gotland Basin.

Indicator results for ‘abundance of salmon spawners and smolt’
The indicator assessment is based on the modelled smolt production for the last available year, and
conducted in the Gulfs of Bothnia and Finland, as well as the Western and Easter Gotland basin. The indicator
shows below threshold values for all of these areas except for the Quark. The results are not currently
included in the integrated assessment.
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Commercial fish
A Pelagic fish status

C Demersal fish status

B. Pelagic fish confidence

D Demersal fish confidence

Figure 7. Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for pelagic fish and demersal fish based on information
from ICES fisheries advice 2016. Based on stocks as outlined in table 7, and data input as described in Annex 3.
NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication.
The integrated status of commercially exploited fish stocks indicates that none of the assessment units are in
good status, even though results for individual stocks are within the thresholds for good status. For pelagic
fish, most of the Baltic Sea area is assessed (herring and sprat), whereas an assessment of demersal stocks is
currently included only for the SW Baltic Sea (Figure 6). The current assessment is based on the stocks for
which data is available, as indicated in table 7 and Annex 3.
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Marine mammals
The results for marine mammals outline
-

the overall assessment structure with information on indicators included and weights applied
draft assessment result and confidence assessment for marine mammals, with summary table

More details on integrated results by assessment area are provided in Annex 1 and indicator-specific results
are given in Annex 4.
The assessment of marine mammals was integrated by averaging to the species level after which the
integration followed the one-out-all-out principle (Table 10). Of the four resident marine mammal species in
the Baltic Sea, the three seal species are included in the assessment (grey seal, ringed seal and harbour seal),
while there is currently no operational indicator for harbour porpoise. Table 10 lists the indicators for each
of the species.
Table 10. Assessment structure for marine mammals, showing indicators included and the weights applied
for each integration level. Note that the core indicators ‘Nutritional status of seals’ and ‘Reproductive status
of seals’ are only applied to grey seal. There are no core indicators for harbour porpoise.
Assessment structure for marine mammals
Indicator used in BEAT
Grey seal
Population trends and abundance of seals
Nutritional status of seals1
Reproductive status of seals2
Distribution of Baltic seals
Ringed seal
Population trends and abundance of seals
Distribution of Baltic seals
Harbour seal
Population trends and abundance of seals
Distribution of Baltic seals

Integrated level 1

Integrated level 2

Grey seals (OAOO)
(fig. 8C)

Ringed seal (OAOO)
(fig. 8E)

Seals (OAOO)
(ifg. 8A)

Harbour seal (OAOO)
(fig. 8G)

The integrated status of marine mammals showed that the entire Baltic Sea, except Kattegat3, is in not good
status (Figure 8A, Table 11). On the species level, the status of grey seal was based on four indicators and
resulted in not good status in the entire assessment area (Figure 8 c) because of the values for the grey seal
health indicators (see indicator results below). The status of ringed seal was not good in the entire
distribution area (Figure 8E), and the status of harbour seal status was not good in almost all the area of its
distribution (Figure 8G).
The confidence of the integrated assessment varied from low to high among the sub-basins. Even though the
confidence was high for the entire grey seal assessment, the assessment for harbour seal and ringed seal
assessments had lower confidence. For ringed seal its was especially low for the Gulf of Finland, Gulf of Riga
and Archipelago Sea. The low confidence was caused by the lack of health indicators for these two species,
1

Note that nutritional status of seals is consider as a demographic characteristic and is thus a secondary criterion
(D1C3) according to the draft revision of the European Commission Decision on GES criteria.
2
Note that reproductive status of seals is consider as a demographic characteristic and is thus a secondary criterion
(D1C3) according to the draft revision of the European Commission Decision on GES criteria.
3
Note that the assessment of Kattegat will not be included in HOLAS II.
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which resulted in the confidence penalty. This penalty corresponds to approximately a decrease of one
confidence class (see Document 2 for methodology). This result also influenced the low confidence of the
many sub-basins in the integrated assessment (Figure 8 B).
A.
B.

C.

D.
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E.

F.

G.

H

Figure 8. Integrated assessment result and the respective confidence assessment for marine mammals (seals)
(A and B); for grey seal (C and D); for ringed seal (E and F) and harbour seal (G and H). The results are based
on the biodiversity core indicators as outlined in table 10. NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to
change before publication.
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Table 11. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for marine mammals,
Detailed results per assessment area are provided in Annex 1.
BQR
Grey seal
Harbour seal
Ringed seal
% of Number
of % of Number
of % of Number
of
area assessment
area assessment
area assessment
areas
areas
areas
0-0.2
0
0
16.8 2
25.0 4
0.2-0.4
9.0
5
9.0
5
24.1 3
0.4-0.6
85.3 11
0
0
0
0
0.6-0.8
0
0
5.7
1
0
0
0.8-1
0
0
0
0
0
0
not
5.7
1
68.6 9
50.8 10
assessed
TOTAL
100
17
100
17
100
17

as depicted in figure 8.
Total
% of Number
of
area assessment
areas
41.8 6
33.1 8
19.4 2
5.7
1
0
0
0
0
100

17

Indicator results
Population trends and abundance of seals
The indicator evaluates the status of the three seal species based on their abundance and population trends.
In order to attain good status the population size needs to be above 10 000 individuals and the species
specific growth rate need to be achieved. However at or close to carrying capacity a second criterion is used:
no decline greater that 10% over a 10-year period. Baltic grey seals show signs of approaching the carrying
capacity and thus the second criterion is used for the analyses. The harbour seals population in the
Kalmarsund and Southwestern Baltic Sea and the ringed seal populations are assessed against the first
criterion.
Grey seal is evaluated as a single management unit, whereas ringed seal is divided into two management
units: (1) Bothnian Bay and (2) Archipelago Sea, Gulf of Finland, Gulf of Riga and Estonian coastal waters.
Harbour seals in the Kalmarsund from a separate management unit while the southwestern Baltic Sea and
Kattegat form a so called metapopulation and are assessed against a joint threshold value4 although the
management of the two populations remains separate5.
Grey seals population growth rate and abundance indicate good status in the whole Baltic Sea. Ringed seal
abundance indicates good status in the Bothnian Bay, but the population growth rate is below the threshold
value and thus reduces the status. In the southern management unit, ringed seals indicate disturbed status
with regard to both abundance and growth rate. The abundance of the Kalmarsund harbour seal population
is below the threshold for good status.

Distribution of seals
The distribution core indicator consists of three components: distribution of haul-out sites, breeding sites
and foraging areas. Good status is achieved when the distribution of a seal species is close to pristine
conditions, or in some cases when all currently available haul-out sites are occupied (modern baseline), and
no decrease in area of occupation occurs.
The ringed seal occurs in the Bothnian Bay, Archipelago Sea, Gulf of Finland, Gulf of Riga and the Estonian
coastal waters. Breeding distribution is confined to suitable breeding ice in all subpopulations. Currently the
4

Limit reference value of 10,000 seals for the combined management unit “Kattegatt (including the Danish Straits)”
and “Southwestern Baltic”
5
regarding the full agreement see HOD 51-2016, document 6.21 and Outcome para 6.93).
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area is more restricted compared to pristine conditions, and thus the ringed seal distribution according to
the indicator has not good status.
The grey seal population (excluding the Kattegat) had good status for the three parameters evaluated in all
of the Baltic Sea except for the Southwestern areas.
The harbour seal occurs on all suitable haul-out sites in the Kalmarsund. In the southwestern Baltic Sea,
harbour seal indictor shows not good status.

Nutritional status of seals
This core indicator evaluates the status of the marine environment in terms of the nutritional status
measured as average blubber thickness of marine mammal populations. The indicator signals both long term
and short term changes in food supply and many other stressors for the seal populations. Good status is
achieved when the subcutaneous blubber thickness is above the defined threshold value which reflects good
condition. Separate threshold values are applied to hunted seals and by-caught seals. The indicator is
applicable to all three seal species in the Baltic Sea, but at present sufficient data is available only for grey
seals. At present grey seal blubber thickness does not reach the threshold value.

Reproductive status of seals
Good status is achieved when the annual pregnancy rate or birth rate is at least 90% for ≥five-years -old
harbour seals and ≥ six–years-old grey and ringed seals. Pregnancy rate of 90% concerns increasing
populations. In a stable population at the carrying capacity pregnancy rate may be lower. The pregnancy rate
provides important information on average, population level female health.
Currently, sufficient data for a status evaluation has only been available for grey seal. In the period 20112015 the pregnancy rate of grey seals was 80.7%, thus not reaching the threshold value at 90%.The
assessment is valid for the whole Baltic Sea.
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Sea birds
The results for seabirds outline
-

the overall assessment structure with information on indicators included and weights applied
draft assessment result and confidence assessment for sea birds
results by the five species groups as outlined in table 12
brief summary of results by indicator

More details on integrated results by assessment area are provided in Annex 1 and indicator-specific detailed
results are given in Annex 4.
It should be noted that the online meeting in connection to HOLAS II 6E-2017 to discuss remaining open
issues for the integrated biodiversity assessment advised the SPICE project to assess birds at the level of
species groups, in alignment with how the indicators were originally developed, noting that information at
the level of species is available in the core indicator report.
The assessment of seabirds consists of five species groups (Table 12). The status is estimated by two
indicators, measuring the population abundance in the breeding season and wintering season. Both of the
indicators include several species which are divided to the five groups and, thus in practice, the indicators
are different for each seabird group. The assessment results are first given for the species groups and then
integrated to the level of seabirds (Table 12).

Table 12. Assessment structure for sea birds, showing indicators included and the weights applied for each
integration level. All results are shown in figure 9.
Assessment structure for sea birds
Indicator used in BEAT
Wading birds
Abundance in the breeding season
Grazing birds
Abundance in the breeding season
Abundance in the wintering season
Surface-feeding birds
Abundance in the breeding season
Abundance in the wintering season
Pelagic feeding birds
Abundance in the breeding season
Abundance in the wintering season
Benthic feeding birds
Abundance in the breeding season
Abundance in the wintering season

Weight1 Integrated level 1
0.2

Weight 2 Integrated level 2

Wading birds

0.2

0.1
0.1

Grazing birds

0.2

0.1
0.1

Surface-feeding birds 0.2

0.1
0.1

Pelagic feeding birds

0.2

0.1
0.1

Benthic feeding birds

0.2
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The integrated assessment results indicate that the seabirds are in good status in the Baltic Sea and the
confidence of the assessment is intermediate. When inspecting the results for each of the species groups,
the wading and benthic feeding birds are in not good status and others in good status.

Sea birds- TOTAL

Wading birds

Grazing birds

Surface feeding birds

Pelagic feeding birds

Benthic feeding birds

Figure 9. Integrated assessment results for sea birds. The biodiversity core indicators of the assessments are
given in Table 12. Each pair of maps give the assessment result (left) and the confidence assessment (right).
NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication.

Page 24 of 31

HELCOM SPICE Biodiv WS 1-2017, Document 3

Indicator results
Abundance of waterbirds in the wintering season
The wintering waterbirds are evaluated by assessing fluctuations in abundance. The indicator reflects good
status when at least 75% of the assessed species deviate less than 30% from the baseline condition during
the assessment period. At the level of species groups, the surface and pelagic feeders indicate good status
and benthic and grazing feeders not good status.

Abundance of waterbirds in the breeding season
The indicator evaluates the status of the bird species breeding in the Baltic Sea area by assessing fluctuations
in abundance. Good status is achieved when the abundance of at least 75% of the considered bird species do
not deviate by more than 30% compared to a baseline during the reference period. At the level of species
groups, pelagic and grazing feeders indicate good status, and wading, surface and benthic feeders indicate
not good status.
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Annex 1 Numeric results of the integrated BEAT assessment
See separate excel file

Annex 2 Reduced assessment of benthic and pelagic habitats with core
indicators only
The integrated assessment of the Baltic marine biodiversity is based on core indicators and national
indicators but it includes also indicators which have been used to measure the level of eutrophication. This
is justified as the eutrophication indicators are also indicators of the habitat quality. This annex describes the
difference in assessment results if the eutrophication indicators ‘Secchi depth’, ‘Oxygen concentration’ and
‘Macrophytes’ are left out of the assessment.

Benthic habitats
The assessment of benthic habitats was run using only the core indicators ‘Status of soft-bottom
macrozoobenthos’ and ‘Oxygen debt’ in the open sea areas and WFD indicator ‘Macrofauna indices’ in the
coastal circalittoral areas (Table A2.1).
Table A2.1. Assessment structure for benthic habitats without WFD indicators ‘Oxygen’, ‘Macrophytes’ and
‘Secchi’. The indicator ‘State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community’ was assessed in all areas except the
Gdansk Basin, Bornholm Basin, Arkona Basin, Great Belt, the Sound and Kattegat. The indicator ‘Oxygen debt’
covered the Bornholm Basin, Gdansk Basin, Eastern and Western Gotland Basin, Northern Baltic Proper and
the Gulf of Finland.
Assessment structure for Benthic habitats
Indicator used in BEAT
Core/WFD Weight 1 Integrated level 1
Open sea areas
Status of soft-bottom macrozoobenthos Core
0.25
Circalittoral benthic habitats
(fig. A2.1)
Core
Oxygen debt
0.25
Coastal areas
Macrofauna indices1
WFD
0.5
1Includes

Zoobenthos Quality element, Benthic Quality Index (BQI) and Brackish-water Benthic Index (BBI) (depending on country)

The reduced assessment resulted in an improved status in several assessment units (Figure A2.1). Units
changing from disturbed to good status occurred in Estonian coastal waters in Gulf of Finland and outer parts
of the Archipelago Sea. Also parts of the Bothnian Bay and Archipelago Sea showed improved status even
though the threshold was not passed. Altogether 58 % of the area resulted in good status (Table A2.2), which
is 1.5% more than in the full indicator assessment (see Table 3).
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Figure A2.1. Left: Integrated Biodiversity Status Assessment for benthic habitats without WFD indicators
‘Oxygen’, ‘Macrophytes’ and ‘Secchi’ – BEAT result integrating results of the biodiversity core indicator ‘Status
of soft-bottom macrozoobenthos’ in open sea areas and additional indicators as outlined in table A2.1. The
indicator ‘State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community’ was not assessed in the Gdansk Basin, Bornholm
Basin, Arkona Basin, Great Belt, the Sound and Kattegat due to the absence of threshold values. The indicator
‘Oxygen debt’ covered the Bornholm Basin, Gdansk Basin, Eastern and Western Gotland Basin, Northern Baltic
Proper and the Gulf of Finland. Right: Confidence assessment. For a method description to the confidence
assessment, see document 2. NB: The results are DRAFTS and will be subject to change before publication.

Table A2.2. Summary of draft integrated assessment results for benthic habitats, as depicted in figure A2.1.
BQR
Coastal
Open sea
In total
% of Number
of % of Number
of % of Number
of
area
assessment areas
area
assessment areas
area
assessment areas
0-0.2
0.4
5
0
0
0.1
5
0.2-0.4
1.0
6
0
0
0.3
6
0.4-0.6
30.6
55
27.7
5
28.8
60
0.6-0.8
42.6
32
62.1
8
57.4
40
0.8-1
3.0
1
0
0
0.8
1
not
22.4
39
10.3
4
13.8
43
assessed
TOTAL
100
138
100
17
100
155

Page 27 of 31

HELCOM SPICE Biodiv WS 1-2017, Document 3

Pelagic habitats
The assessment of pelagic habitats was also performed using only the core indicator ‘Zooplankton mean size
and total stock’ in the open sea area, in order to understand the relative influence of the core indicators
‘Cyanobacterial blooms’ and ‘Chlorophyll a’ on the results. The share of area assessed decreased strongly,
since the zooplankton indicator is only operational in the Bothnian Bay, Bothnian Sea, Åland Sea, Gulf of
Finland and Northern Baltic Proper.
In the reduced assessment the status increased in almost all compared assessment units, except Åland Sea.
There was shift from bad to good status in the Gulf of Bothnia (Figure A2.2) and the total open sea area in
good status was 23% (Table A2.3), compared to 0.1 % in the full assessment (see Table 6). The area not
assessed increased from 8 to 60%.

Figure A2.2. Left: Status Assessment for pelagic habitats using only the core indicator ‘Zooplankton mean size
and total stock’ in the open sea area – The indicator is operational in the Bothnian Bay, Bothnian Sea, Åland
Sea, Gulf of Finland and Northern Baltic Proper. Right: Confidence assessment. For a method description to
the confidence assessment, see document 2.

Table A2.3. Summary of assessment results depicted in figure A2.2.
BQR
Open sea
% of area Number of assessment areas
0-0.2
0
0
0.2-0.4
0.6
1
0.4-0.6
15.8
2
0.6-0.8
23.2
2
0.8-1
0
0
not assessed 60.4
12
TOTAL
100
17
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Annex 3. Assessment of commercially exploited fish species in HOLAS II
The assessment of commercial fish for the first version of the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report, which will be
made available by June 2017, will include results based on available information from ICES advice 2016. The
2016 ICES advice gives results of relevance for evaluating the status of commercial fish stocks by 2015. It
should be noted that this does not yet give a GES statement per stock from ICES, but that available results
which are in analogy with the foreseen assessment of status in relation to D3 are proposed to be used as
interim information in the first version of the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report, in order to support the
development of decisions on how the final results will be presented.
ICES plans to publish their next fisheries overview for the Baltic Sea in May 2017, which will also contain
statements of status of the stocks in relation to the ICES definition of GES. In summary, the currently available
ICES advice regarding a definition of GES for D3 states that:
- the aggregation of the assessment results of criteria D3C1 and D3C2 within a stock should be done
using a conditional method, such that only if both criteria are met will GES be achieved for that stock.
- assessments of GES for D3 at an MSFD regional or subregional level should be based on the
proportion of both criteria for each stock within a region or subregion achieving GES status. For
widely distributed stocks that straddle more than one MSFD region or subregion, the overall stock
criteria should be included in each region or subregion when assessing GES. Agreed limits for each of
these criteria to define GES is outside the ICES remit and should be decided at the policy level.
“commercial fish and shellfish” relevant for assessing GES are those stocks considered important to
any EU Member State and those recorded in national lists under the EU Data Collection Framework.
The total landings of these stocks should represent a very high proportion of the landings (e.g. >90%)
in weight by that EU Member State. ICES notes that there is no agreed approach to the use of
secondary indicators in the assessment of GES.
- assessment of GES should be based only on those stocks that have primary indicators until an
approach for secondary indicators has been agreed.
The stocks foreseen to be covered in the ICES advice of 2017, including GES statements, are listed in table
A3.1 (based on information from ICES). The table also shows a summary of what information of relevance for
HOLAS II is available in ICES advice of 2016 regarding these stocks. In the table, the 2015 evaluations of fishing
pressure in relation to maximum sustainable yield (Fmsy) are included to reflect D3 criterion 1, and
evaluations of stock size in relation to the MSY Btrigger within the same framework are included to reflect D3
Criterion 2.
Table A3.2 shows how the information compiled in table A3.1 was used in the BEAT assessment, as shown in
this document. It should be noted that this summary only reflects part of how D3 indicators are included in
HOLAS II. Fishing pressure and the status of commercial fish stocks will also be addressed, but is not a topic
of this workshop (See document 1 for an overall outline).
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Table A.3.1. Summary of information in ICES advice of 2016 on fish stocks of relevance for HOLAS II. Columns
“Fishing pressure” and “Stock size” reflect the summary information on the provided advice sheet (see
embedded links in column “Area”). The last column gives the conclusion on TOTAL status, applied based on
guidance from the ICES definition of GES (see also text). The “na” is given when no conclusion was made, and
“-“ when the stock was not contained in the advice (no link). The list is foreseen to be completed by the 2017
ICES advice. Species assignment to species groups: P = pelagic species , D = Demersal species. For information
on how the data was used in BEAT, see table A.3.2.
English
name

Scientific name

Subdivision

Area (with embedded link Fishing pressure
to advice sheet)
by 2015

Stock size
by 2015

TOTAL
status

Brill (D)

Scophthalmus
rhombus

22-32

Baltic Sea

undefined

undefined

na

Cod (D)

Gadus morhua

22-24

Western Baltic Sea

above (bad)

below (bad)

Eastern Baltic Sea
Baltic Sea
Throughout its natural
range
Belt Sea and Sound
West
of
Bornholm,
Southern Central Baltic
East of Gotland, Gulf of
Gdansk
Northern Central and
Northern Baltic Sea
Central
Baltic
Sea,
excluding Gulf of Riga

unknown
undefined

unknown
undefined

not
good
na
na

-

-

unknown

unknown

na

undefined

undefined

na

undefined

undefined

na

undefined

undefined

na

below (good)

above
(good)

good

Gulf of Riga

above (not good)

above (good)

not
good

30

Bothnian Sea

appropriate (good)

31

Bothnian Bay

Dab (D)
European
eel (D)

25-32
Limanda limanda 22-32
Anguilla anguilla

NA
22-23
24-25

Flounder
(D)

Platichtys flesus

26,28
27, 29-32
25-29, 32

Herring (P)

Clupea harengus

20–24

Plaice (D)

Salmon (P)

Pleuronectes
platessa

Salmo salar

21-23
24-32
22-31
32

Solea solea

Sprat (P)

Sprattus sprattus 22-32

Sea
(P)

Salmo trutta

22-32

Baltic Sea

Scophthalmus
maximus

22-32

Baltic Sea

Turbot (D)

undefined

above
(good)
undefined

spring
spawners
in
above
Skagerrak, Kattegat and appropriate (good)
(good)
Western Baltic
above
Kattegat, Belt Sea, Sound
below (good)
(good)
Baltic Sea excluding Sound undefined
undefined
and Belt Sea
Baltic Sea, excluding Gulf of
Finland
Gulf of Finland
Skagerrak and Kattegat,
below (not
appropriate (good)
Western Baltic Sea
good)
above
Baltic Sea
above (not good)
(good)

Sole (D)

trout

3.a, 22-24

-
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good
good
na
not
good
not
good
-

undefined

undefined

na
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Table A.3.2. Information on how the results summarized in table A.3.1 were translated into input data for
BEAT 3.0. As the principles for setting thresholds for the ICES commercial fish stocks are not directly
comparable with the core indicators, regarding the possibility to set maximum values, it was decided for this
assessment to include the information on commercial fish as binary results: good or not good status. The
input data to BEAT was 0.25 (for stocks in not good status) or 0.75 (for good status). The information is given
by the spatial assessment units of ICES sub-divisions (SD) in alignment with how the data was provided.
Confidence was assigned following the method presented in document 2; all included data were assigned high
confidence at indicator level, but if “no result” was available for one of the listed species, a confidence penalty
was given at integrated level in that assessment area (also shown by * in the table).
Integrated
Integrated
Integrated
assessment
assessment
assessment
ICES SD Cod
Plaice
Sole
Herring Sprat
of demersal
of pelagic fish of open sea
fish
fish
22

0.25

0.75

0.25

yes

0.75

0.25

yes

yes

23

0.25

0.75

0.25

yes

0.75

0.25

yes

yes

24

0.25

no result 0.25

yes*

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

25

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

26

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

27

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

28

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

28.1

no result no result not relevant no

0.25

0.25

yes

yes*

29

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

30

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

0.25

yes

yes*

31

no result no result not relevant no

no result 0.25

yes*

yes*

32

no result no result not relevant no

0.75

yes

yes*

Annex 4. BEAT input indicator results
See separate excel file
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