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Background 

The first integrated assessment of the Baltic Sea marine biodiversity was carried out in 2009 (HELCOM 2009) 
and the assessment was updated for the Initial Holistic Assessment in 2010 (HELCOM 2010). Both the 
assessments were made using the HELCOM Biodiversity Assessment Tool (BEAT 1.0).  

The HELCOM biodiversity assessment tool has been further developed for use in HOLAS II under the HELCOM 
coordinated EU-financed BalticBOOST project (Sept 2015 - Dec 2016).  

Guidance to the tool development has been given by State and Conservation Working Group (STATE & 
CONSERVATION 4-2016), expertise from the Contracting Parties through two HELCOM BalticBOOST 
workshops (BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 1-2016 and BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016) and by the HOLAS II core 
team (HOLAS II 4-2015, HOLAS II 5-2016, HOLAS II 6-2016). An initial workshop on the development of the 
assessment tool was held before the start of BalticBOOST (Biodiversity tool WS 1‐2015).  

Based on the guidance given, a proposal for the assessment of biodiversity in HOLAS II was presented to 
STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016 (document 4J-35). STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016 supported in principle 
the weighted averaging approach of indicators in the integrated assessment, however agreed to use the 
assessment rules applied under the Habitat Directive for species and habitats considered in that directive, 
i.e. the one-out-all-out (OOAO) approach between indicators for these species and habitats (para 4J.71). The 
Meeting furthermore agreed that the assessment should be made separately for each ecosystem 
component, i.e. by birds, fish, mammals, pelagic habitats and benthic habitats, and to use as a first option 
the assessment unit levels assigned as ecologically relevant for the respective indicator. In the case that the 
levels do not coincide between indicators, the Meeting agreed that the HELCOM assessment unit level 3 will 
be used (para 4J.72). The Meeting was furthermore of the view that the assessment of confidence should be 
adjusted so that it is less strict (para 4J.73). STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016 invited the BalticBOOST project 
to update the tool based on the agreements from the Meeting and to provide an alternative proposal for 
assessing overall confidence and submit a revised proposal to the HOD 51-2016 meeting.  

This document contains an updated proposal of the biodiversity assessment tool (BEAT 3.0) taking into 
account the agreements at STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016. The document furthermore contains a revised 
proposal on how to assess confidence in the assessment results.  

Action requested 

The Meeting is invited to: 

- agree on the proposal on how to assess confidence of the assessment results (section 4.5); 
- agree on the method to assess biodiversity in HELCOM as presented in this document and approve 

its use in the HOLAS II project; 
- take note that for mammals the integration of assessment results beyond species (e.g. by species 

group) is still to be decided. 

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%204-2016-320/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20STATE-CONSERVATION%204-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%204-2016-320/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20STATE-CONSERVATION%204-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%201-2016-324/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%201-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016-374/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%204-2015-277/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HOLAS%20II%204-2015.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HOLAS%20II%205-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%206-2016-380/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HOLAS%20II%206-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/Biodiversity%20tool%20WS%201-2015-251/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20biodiversity%20tool%20WS%201-2015_rev1.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%205-2016-363/MeetingDocuments/Final%20Outcome%20State%20and%20Conservation%205-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%205-2016-363/MeetingDocuments/4J-35%20Endorsement%20of%20a%20biodiversity%20assessment%20tool%20for%20use%20in%20HOLAS%20II.pdf
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1. Development of a biodiversity assessment tool (BEAT 3.0) 
The BalticBOOST project has had as a task to develop a tool to assess biodiversity in HOLAS II, taking into 

account that the biodiversity assessment should be based on the HELCOM core indicators. To guide the 

work two workshops have been arranged: HELCOM BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 1-2016 and HELCOM 

BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016. The development has considered the evolving draft (European) Commission 

Decision on GES criteria to ensure that Contracting Parties being EU Member States are able to use the 

results for reporting under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). 

1.1 The basis 
As preparatory work BalticBOOST evaluated available integrated biodiversity assessment tools and the 

properties of HELCOM core indicators and the findings were presented at the first workshop. The first 

workshop recommended building the assessment tool on the basic features of BEAT and NEAT (developed 

in FP7 DEVOTES project), including a nested and hierarchical structure and allowing for both ‘weighted 

averaging’ and the ‘one-out-all-out’ approach (OOAO) as integration rules. BalticBOOST was asked to test 

the use of OOAO at lower and higher levels of the assessment structure.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%201-2016-324/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%201-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016-374/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016-374/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016.pdf
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Further, BalticBOOST was asked to develop solutions for including indicators with a trend-based GES1-

boundary as well as principles to define the minimum and maximum values for indicators to allow for 

normalization of indicators in the tool. The workshop also recommended that weighing indicators based on 

ecological relevance should be avoided.  

1.2 Testing 
Based on the recommendations from the first workshop and from HOLAS II 5-2016, BalticBOOST developed 

the tool and tested it with regard to assessment structure (species vs criteria approach), integration rules, 

spatial representation of indicators, and number of indicators used and coverage of criteria required by the 

MSFD. The results from the tests were presented and evaluated at the second workshop. 

Recommendations from the second workshop were also discussed at HOLAS II 6-2016. Summarizing the 

outcomes from HELCOM BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016 and HOLAS II 6-2016 it was proposed that 

‘weighted averaging’ should be used as an integration method up to the ecosystem component level (birds, 

fish, mammals, pelagic habitats, benthic habitats). Although the position of all Contracting Parties were not 

yet set, it was proposed that integration all the way to the biodiversity level should be made, applying 

OOAO in the last step. However, State & Conservation 5-2016 did not support integration to biodiversity, 

but recommended assessing the ecosystem components separately (see section 1.5). 

1.3 Use of additional indicators 
HOLAS II 6-2016 supported the recommendation to include relevant HELCOM core indicators on 

eutrophication in the biodiversity assessment as well as biological WFD indicators to increase the 

representation of indicators reflecting condition of habitats.  

1.4 Confidence 
In parallel to the biodiversity assessment, the confidence in the assessment also needs to be presented. 

The confidence is assessed for each indicator including four aspects: confidence of the classification, 

temporal coverage, spatial representation and methodological confidence. For all categories instructions on 

how to evaluate the indicator confidence in three classes (High, Intermediate and Low) were developed. 

Indicator Lead and co-Lead country representatives were then asked to evaluate the confidence of the 

indicators. HELCOM BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016 supported the proposed approach to assess confidence, 

but also asked to refine the methodology on how to handle confidence of the assessment in cases where 

indicators are lacking for some of the MSFD criteria or ecosystem elements.  

1.5 Recommendations from State & Conservation 5-2016 and consecutive changes 

applied to BEAT 3.0 
State & Conservation 5-2016 agreed on the general structure and the method of weighing indicators as 

developed for use in BEAT 3.0. Regarding the integration rules, State & Conservation 5-2016 requested the 

use of OOAO for mammals, since according to the proposed revision of the (European) Commission 

Decision of GES criteria (v. 10.11.2016), species under the Habitat Directive (HD) are to be assessed 

according to the rules applied in the HD. As mammals currently are the only species included in the HD 

annexes that are covered by HELCOM core indicators, weighted averaging will be used for the other 

ecosystem components. 

State & Conservation 5-2016 agreed to make separate assessments per ecosystem components (birds, fish, 

mammals, pelagic habitat and benthic habitat) based on the spatial scale that has been assigned to the 

indicators. In the case that the levels do not coincide between indicators within an ecosystem component, 

the HELCOM assessment unit level 3 will be used. This means, tentatively, that birds will be assessed at 

level 1, mammals at level 2, fish at level 3, pelagic habitats at level 3 and benthic habitats at level 4.  

                                                           
1 good environmental status 
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Regarding confidence in the assessment, the approach for assessing confidence at the level of indicators 

was approved by State & Conservation 5-2016, but the presented option to automatically set low 

confidence for ecosystem components/species groups/criteria not covered by all required aspects was 

considered too strict. It was also noted that ‘low confidence’ and ‘not assessed’ should be treated 

differently, not assessing both as 0 as was the proposal. The BalticBOOST project reconsidered and 

proposes that the same approach that is used in the HEAT and CHASE tools can also be implemented in 

BEAT. This approach implies reducing the confidence with 25% if all primary criteria/species groups are not 

covered. This method will not be as strict as directly setting confidence to low and will also not mix the use 

of 0 for both ‘low confidence’ and ‘not assessed’ (see section 4.5). 

 

2. Methodology of BEAT 3.0 
BEAT 3.0 is an indicator-based tool for integrated assessment of biodiversity status. In parallel with the 

biodiversity assessment, the confidence of the assessment is evaluated 

Application of indicators 

BEAT 3.0 allows direct use of indicators with a value that is increasing or decreasing with improved 

biodiversity, unimodal indicators and conditional indicators. For these types of indicators the indicator 

value, range of the indicator (min-max values) and GES boundary are needed as inputs to the tool. 

Indicators based on trends can be included using a two-step qualitative approach where the status 

(GES/sub-GES) and distance to the GES boundary are evaluated (Figure 1). If more accurate estimates of the 

distance to the GES threshold can be defined by the indicator experts, this value will be used. Using the 

slope of the trend as the assessment value is also possible if the maximum value of the slope can be 

defined.  

Based on the minimum, maximum and GES boundary, BEAT normalizes the indicator results to a scale from 

0 to 1, where the GES boundary is set at 0.6. The normalized indicator values are referred to as Biological 

Quality Ratios (BQR values). The assessment results are also presented as BQR values, with values above 

0.6 indicating GES. 

 

Figure 1. The general approach for how to include indicators with a trend based GES definition in BEAT 3.0. 
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In the HOLAS II biodiversity assessments the HELCOM biodiversity core indicators that are linked to MSFD 

criteria under descriptors 1, 3, 4 and 6 will be used. In addition, relevant WFD and eutrophication core 

indicators (linked to MSFD descriptor 5) describing habitat quality (Chlorohyll-a and Phytoplankton biomass 

for pelagic habitats, Secchi depth, Oxygen, Benthic fauna and vegetation indices for benthic habitats) will 

be included. 

Indicator results will be collected in a HELCOM workspace in a format that can be used as input to BEAT 3.0. 

In the workspace Contracting Parties will be able to check and approve the indicator results (Outcome 

STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016, para 4J.68). 

2.1 Information and data input to the tool 
Input tables to the tool are: 

Spatial assessment units (SAU.txt file) – a hierarchical list of the assessment units with four levels 

(according to the HELCOM spatial assessment unit levels 1-4). The area (km2) of all spatial assessment units 

are specified here. 

Ecosystem components (EcosystemComponents.txt file) – a hierarchical list of the ecosystem components 

(birds, fish, mammals, pelagic habitats, benthic habitats) with four levels (1=Biodiversity, 2=Ecosystem 

component, 3=Species/habitat group, 4=Species/habitat element). Each component is linked to the 

relevant higher level ecosystem component. 

Descriptors (descriptors.txt file) – a list of the MSFD descriptors 

Criteria (criteria.txt file) – a list of the MSFD criteria. This list is updated to follow the revised European 

Commission Decision on GES criteria.  

Indicator catalogue (IndicatorCatalogue.txt file) – a list where the indicators are assigned to relevant 

ecosystem component and MSFD criterion. 

Indicators (indicators.txt file) – table of observed value, minimum and maximum values, GES boundary and 

confidence evaluations for the indicators linked to the spatial assessment unit. One row is added for each 

assessment unit the indicator is used in. Instructions on how to define minimum and maximum values for 

the indicators can be found in the request sent to the indicator Lead and co-Lead country representatives 

(HOLAS II 5-2016 Document 4-1 Annex 1).  

Indicator group (ooao.txt file) – a list grouping indicators/parameters used in conditional indicators and 

indicators to be treated with the OOAO approach. 

Of these input tables, the spatial assessment units, ecosystem components, descriptors and criteria can be 

used as they are in the HELCOM and MSFD context, but if  new indicators are added to the tool one needs 

to follow the steps and updates of the input files as outlined in the ‘Step-wise description of the tool’ 

(section 7). 

3. Assessment structure 
BEAT 3.0 uses the spatial and ecosystem component structures as outlined in the input files. The 

assessment is structured so that the relative contribution of ecosystem elements at each integration level is 

balanced, regardless of the number of underlying indicators. Indicators are then given weight based on the 

ecosystem element it is assigned to. Weights are only allocated to ecosystem elements and spatial 

assessment units represented by indicators. Thus, ecosystem elements and spatial assessment units not 

represented by indicators will not be included in the assessment. Area based weighing can be applied to 

aggregate the assessment results to higher assessment unit levels, but this will not be used in HOLAS II. 

Figure 2 illustrates the assessment structure for ecosystem components and the distribution of weights to 

indicators. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/MeetingDocuments/4-1%20Developement%20of%20a%20biodiversity%20assessment%20tool.pdf
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Figure 2. Assessment structure for ecosystem components and examples of distributing weights to 

indicators. a) An example on how weights are distributed to the indicators when indicators are assigned 

to different ecosystem component levels. For coastal fish indicators assigned to species share the weight 

of the species. “Indicator 4” represents a species group, i.e. the core indicator ‘Abundance of key 

functional groups’, and is given the same weight as species at the lower ecosystem component level. The 

number in brackets refers to the number of indicators/weight assigned directly to the element. b) For 

mammals the OOAO approach will be used in the integration. The integration rule beyond species level 

still needs to be decided. 

Using the weights assigned to the indicators, the tool starts from the lowest ecosystem component level 

and integrates indicators by weighted averaging. Stepping up to the following ecosystem component level, 

indicators assigned to this level are included. For mammals, integration following the OOAO principle is 

used to assess the status of species in accordance with the draft Commission Decision on GES criteria which 

states that species covered by the Habitats Directive should be assessed by using the method provided in 
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that Directive. The mode of integration beyond the level of species (e.g. by species group) still needs to be 

agreed upon2,. In the result output, results for the ecosystem components and criteria are presented at the 

relevant spatial scales, i.e. tentatively birds at level 1, mammals at level 2, fish and pelagic habitats at level 

3 and benthic habitats at level 4. 

4. Confidence of the assessment 
Confidence of the biodiversity assessment is based on the confidence evaluations of the indicators. The 

confidence need to be assessed separately for each indicator and assessment unit, and is inserted in the 

tool together with the indicator values. The confidence of all indicators is assessed in four categories: 

temporal coverage, spatial representation, confidence of classification and methodological confidence. For 

HOLAS II, Indicator Lead and co-Lead country representatives assess the confidence in each category into 

the classes High, Intermediate or Low for the indicators used in the biodiversity assessment (briefly 

presented below, see HOLAS II 5-2016 Document 4-1 Annex 1 for details).  

4.1 Temporal coverage of monitoring data 
The aspect of temporal coverage of monitoring data considers the confidence of the indicator to include 

year-to-year variation in the indicator result. High confidence is considered to be achieved if monitoring 

data is available for all years in the HOLAS II assessment period (2011-2016), or for indicators where year-to 

year variation is not relevant, if the temporal monitoring requirements are met. Intermediate confidence is 

met when more  than three years data is available from the assessment period and bad confidence is 

assigned to indicators with only one or two years of data during the HOLAS II assessment period. 

4.2 Spatial representability of monitoring data 
The spatial representability of monitoring data assesses how well the indicator covers the spatial variation 

within the assessment unit. Spatial representability is considered high if the data represents reliably at least 

80% of the relevant habitat types occurring in the area, or in cases with a clear spatial gradient or 

patchiness in the parameter value, the monitoring is set to cover at least 80% of this variation. When the 

representability or variation (in case of gradients) is covered by 60-79% intermediate confidence is assigned 

to the indicator. Confidence is considered to be bad if less than 60% of relevant habitats or less than 60% of 

the variation in gradients are covered. 

4.3 Confidence of classification 
The accuracy of the indicator result is primarily assigned as the standard error. If the standard error is not 

available a categorical approach is carried out.  This is a compliance check by expert judgement of the 

probability that the indicator signal clearly reflects that GES is achieved/not achieved. High confidence is 

assigned if GES has ‘most likely’ been / has not been achieved (by at least 90% probability). Intermediate 

confidence is judged if the probability is ‘likely’ (70-89% probability) and low confidence is judged if the 

probability of correctly indicating the status evaluation of the indicator is ‘unsure’ (less than 70% 

probability). 

4.4 Methodological confidence 
The aspect of methodological confidence considers the quality of the monitoring methodology. High 

confidence is assigned if the monitoring has been conducted according to HELCOM guidelines (for 

parameters where these are available) and the data is quality assured according to HELCOM or other 

internationally accepted guidelines. Intermediate confidence is assigned if the monitoring has been 

conducted only partly according to HELCOM guidelines and/or the data originates from mixed sources, and 

is partly quality assured according to HELCOM or other international standards and/or the data is quality 

                                                           
2 according to the GES Decision the overall status of the species group should be assessed using a method agreed “at 
Union level” (Commission Decision on GES criteria v 10.11.2016).. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/MeetingDocuments/4-1%20Developement%20of%20a%20biodiversity%20assessment%20tool.pdf
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assured, but according to local standards. If monitoring has not been conducted according to HELCOM 

guidelines or the data has not been quality assured, the methodological confidence is considered bad. 

4.5 Integration of indicator confidences 
The confidence estimates are given in categorical form (low, intermediate and high confidence) and 

translated into numbers (0, 0.5 and 1) in the assessment tool. The translation to numeric form is essential 

in order to carry out the integration of the confidence through the tool. If standard error has been provided 

to assess the confidence of classification, BEAT 3.0 uses Monte Carlo simulations to estimate the probability 

of the indicator to be correctly classified. This probability will then be used as the value for the category 

‘confidence of classification’. Assessment confidence is calculated by BEAT 3.0 hierarchically, in two steps. 

Indicator confidence is first estimated separately for each indicator by averaging the confidences of the 

four categories. The indicator confidences are then combined together according to the aggregation 

principles of the status assessment. The final confidence result is presented in categorical form (High >0.75 

≥ Intermediate ≥ 0.5 > Low).  

In addition to assessing the confidence of indicators, it is important to also consider how well the indicators 

cover the ecosystem components and MSFD criteria when assessing the overall confidence of the 

biodiversity assessment. If criteria or ecosystem elements are lacking indicators, i.e. are not assessed, this 

needs to be reflected in the overall confidence assessment. Based on the outcome of STATE & 

CONSERVATION 5-2016, it is proposed that BEAT 3.0 uses a similar approach as is applied in the CHASE and 

HEAT. This implies reducing the confidence by 25% when criteria or ecosystem elements are lacking in the 

assessment (see Table 1 for specifications). If the criteria listed in Table 1 are not fulfilled a penalty is 

accordingly applied to the confidence result (i.e. multiplying by 0.75). For ecosystem components, penalties 

at lower levels within the ecosystem component (e.g. species groups) are also taken into account. When 

several penalties are applied, they are multiplied (e.g. 0.75 *0.75 * confidence result). 

 

Table 1. Reductions to confidence in the case that criteria or ecosystem elements are insufficiently 

covered.  

Applies to Criteria 
Confidence 
penalty 

Species groups (mammals) All HD annex II species covered -25 % 

Species groups (mammals) All primary criteria covered -25 % 

Species groups (fish, birds) All primary criteria covered -25 % 

Broad habitat types All primary criteria covered -25 % 

Ecosystem components All primary criteria covered -25 % 

Ecosystem components All species groups/broad habitat types covered -25 % 

Criteria for ecosystem component All species groups/broad habitat types covered -25 % 

 

Results and outputs 

Once all input tables are in order, running the BEAT R-script will produce result output tables with 

integrated BQR values and confidence assessments for all ecosystem components and spatial assessment 

units. To facilitate the presentation of the results a visualization tool is also developed. BEAT 3.0 and the 

connected visualization tool allow for presenting the results according to the outputs outlined by 

BalticBOOST Biodiv WS1-2016:  

Main outputs:  

 Status per ecosystem component  

 Status per descriptor [for MSFD reporting]  
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 Confidence per ecosystem component  
Additional outputs: 

 Data and status per indicator  

 Indicators and status per GES criteria  

 Confidence on indicator level 
 

5. Step-wise description to apply the biodiversity assessment tool 
1. Add the indicator to the indicator catalogue. Make sure to link the indicator with the correct 

ecosystem component ID and MSFD criteria. The ecosystem component ID is found in the 
EcosystemComponents.txt file 

2. Insert the indicator results to the Indicators file. Add one row for each spatial unit the indicator has 
results for. If assessment is to be carried out on lower spatial assessment level than the indicator is 
assessed at, the information needs to be downscaled. This is done by adding the (same) indicator 
result to all relevant spatial assessment units at that level.  

3. Specify the spatial assessment unit (ID is found in the SAU.txt file) and indicator ID (found in the 
IndicatorCatalogue.txt file). 

4. Specify the indicator type (1: indicator value increasing/decreasing with improved/worsened 
environmental status, 2: indicator with an optimal range/interval). 

5. Insert the minimum and maximum values of the indicator. Instructions on how to set the minimum 
and maximum values are found in HOLAS II 5-2016 Document 4-1 Annex 1. Make sure the 
minimum and maximum values are inserted correctly into the Bad and High columns, depending on 
if increasing value mean improved status (Minimum = Bad, Maximum =High) or decreasing value 
means improved status (Minimum = High, Maximum = Bad).  

6. Insert the GES boundary (ModGood column) 
7. For type 2 indicators the optimal value is inserted in the High column. Minimum value is inserted in 

the Bad column, lower GES boundary in the ModGood column, higher GES boundary in ModGood2 
column and maximum value in Bad2 column. 

8. Insert the indicator result (obs column). 
9. Insert the standard error of the indicator result (if available) 
10. Define and insert the confidence scores (High = 1, Intermediate = 0.5, Low = 0) for each of the four 

categories: confidence of classification (ConfA), temporal coverage (ConfT), spatial representation 
(ConfS) and methodological confidence (ConfM). The confidence can be inserted in numerical or 
text format. Instructions on how to assess the confidence in the different categories are found in 
HOLAS 5-2016 Document 4-1 Annex 1. If standard error has been provided ConfA can be left 
empty. 

11. If the indicator uses a conditional approach, i.e. several parameters with GES boundaries, all 
parameters and their results are inserted as separate indicators following the instructions above. 
The parameters are grouped in the ooao.txt file, where the indicator ID’s of the parameters used in 
the indicator are given the same group ID. 

12. Run the R script BOOSTbiodiv.R (make sure to specify the work directory location of the include.R 
file). 

13. Result files are found in the …/results_scen folder. 
 

 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/MeetingDocuments/4-1%20Developement%20of%20a%20biodiversity%20assessment%20tool.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/MeetingDocuments/4-1%20Developement%20of%20a%20biodiversity%20assessment%20tool.pdf

