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Outcome of the fifth meeting of the Project for the development of the 

second holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea 

(HOLAS II 5-2016) 

 
Introduction   

01. In accordance with the Outcome of HOLAS II 4-2015 (para 8.1), the fifth Meeting of the Project 
for the development of the second holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea was held in Helsinki, Finland, at the 
premises of the HELCOM Secretariat, on 26-28 April 2016. 

02. The Meeting was attended by delegations from Estonia, European Union, Finland, Latvia 
Lithuania, Germany, Poland and Sweden and partners of the HELCOM coordinated EU co-financed projects 
BalticBOOST and TAPAS. The List of Participants is attached as Annex 1.  

03. The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Maria Laamanen, Chair of HOLAS II. Ms. Ulla Li Zweifel, HELCOM 
Professional Secretary, acted as secretary of the Meeting.  

 

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the Agenda 

Documents: 1-1, 1-2 

The Meeting adopted the agenda of the Meeting as contained in document 1-1. 

 

Agenda Item 2  Matters arising from other meetings of relevance  

Documents: 2-1 

2.1 The Meeting took note of the outcomes of relevance for HOLAS II from recent HELCOM meetings 
(document 2-1) as presented by the Secretariat. 

2.2 The Meeting took note of the following information from the Contracting Parties on ongoing 
national activities of relevance to HOLAS II: 

- Estonia: The national Programme of Measures (PoM) has been developed and will go through a 
second round of public consultation followed by governmental approval. Reporting is expected in 
October 2016 at the latest. Preliminary discussions for the second cycle reporting under the MSFD 
has started at the national level. 

- Finland: The PoMs has been reported under MSFD Article 13. New environmental targets are being 
drafted with the view of finalization for Article 10 reporting in 2018. 

- Lithuania: Monitoring of marine litter and underwater noise is currently not carried out in Lithuania, 
however a proposed programme for monitoring of litter on beaches under discussion that if agreed 
could tentatively start in 2017. 

- Germany: The PoMs has been reported under MSFD Article 13 and the implementation and 
operationalization of the new measures proposed under the MSFD is currently undertaken. The 
planning on MSFD Article 8, 9, 10 reporting is about to start. 

- Poland: Monitoring is ongoing according to a programme started in 2014. Public consultations on 
Programme of measures (PoMs) finished on 29 March, 2016. A draft version of PoMs has been sent 
to ministries for final consultation and agreement and followed by acceptance of the Council. Testing 
of zooplankton and phytoplankton indicator is going on. A first attempt of assessment according to 
Article 8 is planned in 2017, followed by a full assessment in 2018. The assessment will include 
HELCOM indicators and national indicators. 



Outcome of HOLAS II 5-2016 
 

 

Page 3 of 17 
 

- Sweden: The Swedish PoMs has been reported under MSFD Article 13. Sweden has established a 
national group on marine food webs represented by experts on different trophic level that will 
support the assessment of descriptor 4. 

Denmark and Sweden propose that the assessment of Kattegat should primarily be based on OSPAR 
indicators and complemented with HELCOM indicators as needed to cover gaps. If suitable indicators 
are not available from the RSCs, Denmark and Sweden will consider closing the gaps as relevant with 
national indicators. The Kattegat area could be included as a descriptive component in reports from 
both the North Sea and Baltic Sea region. However, the status assessment is proposed to only be 
carried out and included in the North Sea report.  

2.3 The Meeting took note of the following information from the European Commission regarding the 
ongoing review of the Commission decision on GES criteria and methodological standards (2010/477/EU):  

- a draft proposal for a Commission Decision on GES Criteria was considered by the MSFD Regulatory 
Committee in January and March 2016 and an updated draft, taking into account comments for 
national and stakeholder consultation, will be considered by the MSFD Committee in May and 
tentatively for adoption in June 2016. 

- a guidance document for the assessments under MSFD Article 8 is under development as agreed by 
the Marine Strategic Coordination Group, and a workshop was held 20-21 April 2016 to guide its 
further development. An updated draft guidance document will be prepared for discussion at WG-
GEs 21 June 2016, follow-up by WG-GES in October, and with the view of endorsed by MSCG in 
November 2016. 

2.4 The EU highlighted the importance of the HOLAS II project to consider the ongoing revision of the 
Com Decision and the development of an associated guidance document for Article 8 assessments to ensure 
consistency with the plans for the HOLAS II report and encouraged HELCOM countries being EU Member 
States to provide comments to the draft Com Decision on aspects that may affect the prospects for carrying 
out an ecologically relevant regional assessment in the Baltic Sea and be part of the Article 8 guidance 
development. 

 

Agenda Item 3  HOLAS II Overview 

Documents: 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the Overview and roadmap for HOLAS II (document 3-1, Presentation 1) 
as presented by the Secretariat and agreed to use it as a basis for the further planning of the project. 

3.2 The Meeting took note of the status of development of HELCOM core indicators and information 
on which pre-core and candidate indicators are anticipated to be ready for use in HOLAS II (document 3-2, 
Presentation 2) as presented by the Secretariat.  

3.3 The Meeting stressed the need to fill critical gaps in the set of core indicators compared to the main 
required compartments under the MSFD (i.e. ecosystem elements and pressure-based descriptors) and 
encouraged Lead and co-Lead countries to prioritize in particular the work on indicators related to seafloor 
integrity and marine litter.  

3.4 The Meeting supported a continued broad development of HELCOM indicators, however, proposed 
to focus the efforts in 2016 towards finalizing a balanced set of indicators for use in HOLAS II. 

3.5 The Meeting welcomed the offer from Sweden to take the Lead on the indicator ‘Cumulative impact 
in benthic biotopes’ noting that the development will take place in a close collaboration with the 
development of the BSPII under the TAPAS project. Sweden is furthermore willing to co-Lead the indicator 
development on ‘Biomass ratio of opportunistic and perennial macroalgae’ and ‘Harbour porpoise 
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distribution and abundance’, and is also considering to take the Lead on the indicator ‘State of the soft-
bottom macrofauna community’ and will clarify this offer by GEAR 14 (10-11 May 2016).  

3.6 The Meeting noted that a project in Estonia is addressing malformed amphipods and invited Estonia 
to submit available information to the Secretariat (lena.avellan@helcom.fi) to contribute to the development 
of the pre-core indicator ‘Reproductive disorders: malformed eelpout and amphipod embryos’. 

3.7 The Meeting discussed the HELCOM indicators on fish and birds where some indicators are 
currently developed as multi-species indices while the draft Commission decision on GES criteria proposes 
integration through a ‘per-species’ approach for the highly mobile species. The Meeting noted that it is 
feasible to disaggregate the bird indices to functional groups of birds but that the agreed GES boundary, 
which is expressed as % species meeting the boundary, does not support species specific assessments, and 
further noted that fish community indicators such as the LFI cannot be easily disaggregated to support a ‘per-
species’ integration.  

3.8 The Meeting supported that the assessment of birds and fish in HOLAS II and under the MSFD 
should be carried out by species groups and proposed to HELCOM countries being EU Member States to 
convey this view in the consultation on the draft Commission Decision on GES criteria. 

3.9 The Meeting recalled previous discussions on the use of indicators additional to the core indicators 
in HOLAS II (cf. HOLAS II 3-2015, para 3.13). The Meeting took note of the view by Germany and Sweden that 
the use of additional indicators in HOLAS II may result in a regionally incoherent assessment and proposed 
to first evaluate the effects of including additional indicators which are planned to be tested in the 
development of the biodiversity assessment tool (document 4-1).  

3.10 The Meeting elaborated on the conditions for use and agreed on a way forward as outlined in Annex 
2 including as a first step for the Contracting Parties to submit proposals on additional indicators to the 
Secretariat by 26 May 2016 (lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi) using a template to be distributed by the 
Secretariat. 

3.11 The Meeting took note of the planned use of fish indicators in HOLAS II (document 3-3, Presentation 
3) as presented by the Secretariat. 

3.12 The Meeting recalled that ICES will provide an overall assessment of descriptor 3 as well as provide 
separately the evaluation of GES for fishing mortality (criterion 3.1) and for spawning stock biomass (criterion 
3.2) for specific fish stocks, while no evaluation for population age and size distribution (criterion 3.3) will be 
available for the 2018 reporting.  

3.13 The Meeting noted that ICES advice with regard to D3 is proposed to be published annually starting 
in 2017 and that the assessment of GES by fish stock is foreseen to be available in May each year, while 
reports on regional level assessments will not be available until later in the same year. The Meeting noted 
that a solution to this unaligned timetable is to either delay the release of HOLAS II results that relate to D3 
until the required assessment results from ICES become available, or to use any available preliminary 
assessment results in 2016 for the first version of the HOLAS II report to be prepared by mid-2017. The 
Meeting invited the Secretariat to explore the second option together with the ICES Secretariat.  

3.14 The Meeting supported the use of D3.2 indicators developed by ICES in the HOLAS II assessment of 
fish as part of the biodiversity assessment and the use of the most detailed status assessment provided by 
ICES, i.e. by stock. 

3.15 The Meeting considered in general the use of the same indicators under several descriptors and 
was of the view that indicators should in principle only be used once, but that exceptions could be applied 
when especially motivated and analytically feasible, and could be considered e.g. in the case of D1 and D3. 
Weighting could be an option to overcome overemphasizing indicators when there are overlaps. 

mailto:lena.avellan@helcom.fi
mailto:lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi
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3.16 The Meeting noted that data retrieved from ICES DATRAS will feed into the core indicator 
‘Proportion of large fish in the community ‘(LFI) and that ICES Secretariat through participation of the 
BalticBOOST project has the task to develop a data arrangement to support the evaluation of the LFI 
indicator. 

3.17 The Meeting welcomed the arrangements for data reporting for HOLAS II (document 3-4, 
Presentation 4), as presented by the Secretariat. 

3.18 The Meeting noted and expressed the need for technical guidance to the reporting under respective 
data calls. The data calls will primarily be addressed to the State and Conservation and Pressure Working 
Groups while keeping the HOLAS II core team informed.  

Agenda Item 4  Development of tools and frameworks 

Documents: 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-3-Add.1, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7 

4.1 The Meeting took note of the development of workspaces to serve HOLAS II assessment data 
acceptance process (document 4-7, Presentation 5) as presented by the Secretariat. The Meeting noted that 
HELCOM indicator workspaces in the meeting portal are designed to be tools and online working 
environments for expert groups to prepare indicator reports, review used raw data (data acceptance process) 
and resulting data products. Furthermore, thematic assessment workspaces (e.g. Eutrophication, Hazardous 
substances, etc.) are suggested to be platforms for visualisation of accepted indicator and thematic results 
and other possible theme-specific visualisation tools. 

4.2 The Meeting took note that workspaces are held at HELCOM portal but that data is retrieved 
directly from the data host, for example from ICES in the case of COMBINE data. Hence, the workspace is not 
a regular location for data storage but reflects the specific data that is used in the assessment. 

4.3 The Meeting welcomed the development of the HOLAS II workspaces and noted that for hazardous 
substances and biodiversity the workspaces are developed through the BalticBOOST and TAPAS projects and 
that underlying databases for biodiversity (coastal fish, birds, mammals) are developed in BalticBOOST 
according to the timetable for HOLAS II. 

Integrated assessments of biodiversity and of hazardous substances 

4.4 The Meeting took note of the development of a hazardous substance assessment tool under WP 
2.1 of the HELCOM coordinated EU co-financed BalticBOOST project as presented by the Secretariat and Lead 
partner NIVA Denmark (document 4-2, Presentations 6 and 7).  

4.5 The Meeting took note that the development is based on the indicator based integration tool CHASE 
2.0 and that an R-code is currently being developed which will facilitate the testing of the tool under different 
assessment scenarios as well as the documentation of assessment methodology. 

4.6 The Meeting was of the view that the CHASE 2.0 tool provides an important complement to the 
GES/sub-GES assessment of individual indicators and the proposed integration approach in the draft 
Commission Decision on GES criteria (i.e. the application of the OOAO integration between indicators), and 
supported the further development of the CHASE 2.0 tool with the view of testing the assessment options 
for HOLAS II. 

4.7 The Meeting recalled that at STATE & CONSERVATION 4-2016 some countries expressed the wish 
to consider further the use of the four compartments within which indicators are integrated in CHASE 2.0 
(biota, sediment, water, bio-effects). The Meeting noted the clarification by Sweden that they support the 
use of the four compartments. The Meeting noted that Germany confirmed the study reservation on the use 
of the bio-effect indicators and compartment as part of the integrated assessment of hazardous substances. 
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4.8 The Meeting noted that Sweden supports the use of bio-effects indicators but proposes to 
reconsider the formula used for calculating the bio-effects ratio and welcomed that Sweden is willing to 
contribute to the development of an appropriate methodology in communication with the hazardous 
substance expert network and provide further guidance to BalticBOOST WP 2.1 in this regard.  

4.9 The Meeting supported the recommendation from the HELCOM BalticBOOST workshop on 
hazardous substances to carry out five test approaches as outlined under ‘Planned outputs of BalticBOOST 
WP 2.1’ (document 4.2) and to furthermore examine the effects of switching on and off radioactive 
substances and bio-effects indicators in each of the five tests.  

4.10 The Meeting discussed the aim of ‘test approach 1’ (coastal WFD assessments) and the planned 
data call to collate the needed information, and noted that a list of priority substances used nationally in the 
WFD assessment of chemical status as well as river basin specific pollutants used to assess ecological status 
have been requested by 10 May. The Meeting agreed to also request the Contracting Parties to inform if any 
additional substances to those included in the WFD assessment and the HELCOM core indicators are desired 
to be included in ‘test approach 3’ (CHASE integrated status assessment coastal and open sea) and in such 
case to provide the relevant threshold for the these substance.  

4.11 The Meeting took note of the development of a biodiversity assessment tool under WP 1.1 of the 
HELCOM coordinated EU co-financed BalticBOOST project as presented by the Lead partner SYKE, Finland 
(document 4-1, Presentation 8).  

4.12 The Meeting noted that the biodiversity assessment tool requires numeric information on the GES-
boundary and minimum-maximum values for each indicator in addition to the assessment values. Indicators 
based on trends are therefore challenging to incorporate in the tool. Currently, five HELCOM core indicators 
use trends as an intermediate solution when GES boundaries have not yet been possible to define. The 
Meeting supported the proposal from BalticBOOST project to explore the use of an interim approach where 
experts will be asked to estimate the distance to GES based on categories.  

4.13 The Meeting took note that Lead and co-Lead country representatives on indicators have been 
requested to support the biodiversity tool development by providing information on minimum-maximum 
values for the indicator, to reflect on the appropriateness of downscaling the results to a finer assessment 
scale than the chosen scale for the indicator, and to provide a confidence estimate for different parameters 
in the assessment.  

4.14 The Meeting recommended the BalticBOOST project to take into consideration the draft 
Commission Decision in the further testing of the tool, including to : 

- test the proposal to end the integration at the level of the ecosystem elements (birds, fish, mammals, 
pelagic and benthic habitats) vs to make an overall biodiversity assessment (figure 1, Annex 3),  

- test the use of the OOAO approach vs (weighted) average at different steps of integration, 

- to test the recent proposals from the Article 8 assessment workshop to use the so called species 
approach vs the criteria approach when integrating indicators for birds, fish and mammals (figures 
2-3 Annex 3).  

4.15 The Meeting appreciated that the tool is structured in such way that it will provide results that will 
enable visualization of distance to GES for different integration steps, independent of the use of integration 
approach. 

Economic and social analyses 

4.16 The Meeting took note of the development of a framework for economic and social analyses (ESA) 
under the TAPAS project (document 4-6, Presentation 9) as presented by the Secretariat. The ESA conceptual 
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framework to be produced with the project is to be based on 1) the use of marine waters and 2) cost of 
degradation, and it combines components of the ‘Marine Water Accounting approach’ and the ‘Ecosystem 
services approach’. 

4.17 The Meeting appreciated the ESA work on the project and the support it provides to the HOLAS II 
ESA network. The Meeting recognized that it is for the first time that such regional framework is developed 
in the Baltic Sea and that it will contribute to achieving a coherence of MSFD economic and social analysis by 
HELCOM countries being EU Member States. 

4.18 The Meeting noted that the proposed framework includes i) linking the use of marine waters 
analyses to the assessment of human activities and pressure ii) identifying economic indicators for 
sectors/activities included in the assessment of human activities iii) describing the activity in terms of the 
economic benefits of that sector iv) providing a verbal/graphic analysis of how the sector/activity is 
dependent on the state of the sea. 

4.19 The Meeting welcomed that the analysis of use of marine waters can be linked to and included in 
the assessment of human activities and pressures of the HOLAS II report, as opposed to a separate 
component, and further noted that the analysis of benefits lost if GES is not met (cost of degradation) could 
potentially be integrated with the status assessment in the HOLAS II report. 

4.20 The Meeting noted that the selection of economic sectors for analyses will be agreed at the 
HELCOM TAPAS ESA workshop to be held 11-12 May, 2016, Helsinki, Finland.  

4.21 The Meeting noted that while the TAPAS project will provide an assessment for selected sectors, 
e.g. recreation and fisheries, at the regional scale, the project is limited in resources and complementary 
national analyses are anticipated as needed to fulfil MSFD ESA reporting requirements. The possibility for the 
project to expand the planned analyses will depend on the national expertise and national feedback provided 
to the project.  

4.22 The Meeting expressed the wish for continuing and possibly expanding the ESA work beyond the 
lifetime of TAPAS project (ESA component ends in 2016) and encouraged continuous involvement of the 
Contracting Parties in the work of the HOLAS II ESA network.  The Meeting welcomed that the continuation 
of the ESA work in HELCOM can be addressed at the upcoming GEAR 14-2016 meeting.  

4.23 The Meeting invited the TAPAS project partners and the HOLAS II network of national ESA experts 
to outline a roadmap by September 2016 on the anticipated further steps to finalize the HOLAS II report 
regarding ESA components up to the release of the updated HOLAS II in 2018. 

The spatial distribution of human activities and pressures 

4.24 The Meeting took note of the data collation process of human activities and pressures 
(document 4-3, Presentation 10) and that it is based primarily on utilizing existing reporting requirements of 
HELCOM Recommendations, output of HELCOM assessments, and other sources (e.g. international sector 
organizations or open sources), while a national data call was issued for selected datasets by 15 April 2016 
and that six countries have responded to the call. 

4.25 The Meeting took note of the updated tables that outline the hierarchical grouping of pressures 
and activities (document 4-3 Add.1). The Meeting suggested to clarify the titles of the datasets, i.e. that the 
titles should reflect whether e.g. the input comes from air, land etc. 

4.26 The Meeting discussed the spatial datasets for which difficulties to retrieve data or proxy data 
have been identified (Table 1, document 4-3) and recognized that the following activities and pressures will 
not be possible to represent by spatial data in HOLAS II: recreational fishing activity, recreational boating and 
sports activity (at sea), fishing harbours, hazardous wrecks, dumped hazardous waste and incidental catches. 
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The Meeting however stressed that these pressures could still be addressed descriptively in the HOLAS II 
report, highlighting in particular recreational fishing activities, hazardous waste and incidental catches. 

4.27 The Meeting noted that Finland will investigate the possibility to use BOD as a substitute for the 
desired dataset on ‘Riverine input of organic matter’ that will not be provided by PLC-6. 

4.28 The Meeting took note that the reporting on dredged material as a follow up of HELCOM 
Recommendation 36/2 on ‘Management of dredged material’ is limited to information on locations where 
dredged material is deposited, and with variable spatial data type (point, line or polygon). The Meeting 
supported that a data call will be issued by the Secretariat to collate georeferenced data on the sites and 
extent of dredging activities and tentatively the amount of dredged material, for the HOLAS II purposes, 
including all possible dredging scales. 

4.29 The Meeting noted that spatial information on extraction of sand and gravel is not regularly 
collected in HELCOM but could possibly be available nationally for licensed mining activities. An ad hoc data 
call is proposed to provide input to HOLAS II as well as to support an update of the HELCOM report on marine 
sediment extraction to be carried out under the Pressure Working Group. 

4.30 The Meeting noted the further development of the Baltic Sea pressure and impact index (BSPI/BSII) 
under the HELCOM coordinated EU co-financed TAPAS project as presented by the Lead partner SYKE, Finland 
(document 4-4, Presentation 11). 

4.31 The Meeting recalled that that the BSII is based on combining information on georeferenced 
distribution of ecosystem components and pressures and the application of an impact score representing 
impacts of specific pressure on specific ecosystem components.  

4.32 The Meeting noted that impact scores will be based on literature information when available, using 
the LiACaT tool which provides quantitative estimates of impacts, combined with results from an expert 
survey which provides estimates of impacts on a class scale from 1 to 3. To combine the two approaches the 
quantitative estimates from the LiACaT tool will be transferred to the categories used in the questionnaire. 

4.33 The Meeting supported the proposal to make use of available indicator evaluations to ground truth 
the impact scoring on ecosystem components. 

4.34 The Meeting discussed the time frame to be covered in spatial data sets that represent physical loss 
to seabed habitats, e.g. physical structures, and proposed that the data sets should include all information 
i.e. including structures that existed also prior to the HOLAS II assessment period in order to reflect the 
cumulated situation. The Meeting furthermore recognized the need to define which pressures are causing 
“physical loss” considering also permanent versus long-term loss. 

4.35 The Meeting took note that for the BSII about 44 pressure data sets are expected to be used that 
will be aggregated into circa 19 layers to avoid biases in the index as the number of data sets that represent 
different pressures varies. The data sets are planned to be aggregated in GIS, after having been normalized 
to equal (or representative) quantitative scale. This procedure will reflect the combined distribution of all 
spatial data sets included in the aggregation. 34 ecosystem components layers (Annex 1, document 4-5), also 
developed under the TAPAS project, will tentatively be used pending availability of data.  

4.36 The Meeting noted that for several data sets that represent pressure at sources (e.g. input from 
land) it will be necessary to estimate a spatial gradient of the pressure from the source. The project will 
explore if such spatial gradients can be based on existing models but will also seek information from scientific 
literature to support, if needed, a more pragmatic approaches to extrapolate available input data. 

4.37 The Meeting discussed other ways of representing input of nutrients and hazardous substance in 
the BSII and requested the project to test: 
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- the use phosphorus concentration as proxy for internal loading and to aggregate this layer together 
with input of nutrients to reflect also pressure from accumulated nutrients in the Baltic Sea, 

- to use the output of the CHASE tool (excluding bioeffects) to represent pressure from hazardous 
substances as an alternative to using data on input of separate hazardous substances from different 
sources.  

4.38 The Meeting supported the proposal to also include changes in climate as a pressure with the view 
to test the effects on the impact index. Relevant data sets available at the Baltic Sea scale are e.g. information 
on the deviation from the long term average in temperature, pH, or salinity during the assessment period.  

4.39 The Meeting took note of the draft questionnaire to assign impact scores for use in the Baltic Sea 
Impact Index (document 4-5, Presentation 12) as presented by the TAPAS Lead partner NIVA Denmark. The 
survey is designed to collect expert opinions on impacts on coastal and marine ecosystem components in the 
Baltic Sea from anthropogenic pressures. The impact score will be calculated as a function of tolerance and 
recovery as well as directly as a sensitivity score. The questionnaire will also include questions related to 
impact distance.  

4.40 The Meeting noted that the questionnaire is planned to address the circa 19 pressures which are 
aggregations of the spatial data sets on pressures, while it is anticipated that the ecosystem component 
layers will not be aggregated (cf. para 4.35).  

4.41 The Meeting discussed the proposed aggregation of data sets (Annex 2, document 4-5) and agreed 
to keep oil spills separate from input of hazardous substances due to their direct physical impacts on the 
ecosystem e.g. birds. The Meeting agreed to split underwater noise into ambient and impulsive noise as 
defined in 2010/477/EU and that the questionnaire should ask separately for an evaluation of impacts from 
the two types of noise. 

4.42 The Meeting agreed that the questionnaire will contain an annex that outlines the data sets that 
are aggregated under each pressure that will be addressed in the questionnaire.  

4.43 The Meeting noted that some benthic ecosystem components planned to be included in the BSPI 
are overlapping e.g. broad scale habitats at EUNIS level 2 and Natura 2000 habitats, and took note that the 
project will consider this overlap e.g. by giving higher weight to impact scores for habitats considered of 
higher priority but that the survey has to be carried out before a decision on this matter can be made. 

4.44 The Meeting noted that experts responding to the questionnaire will be asked to inform on their 
field of expertise and that experts can also choose to respond only to those parts of the questionnaire that 
are within their field of expertise. The Meeting agreed that it should be possible for experts to include 
reference to relevant literature to support the responses if desired.  

4.45 The Meeting agreed that the distribution of the questionnaire nationally will be done by the HOLAS 
II core team and State and Conservation contacts. 

4.46 The Meeting took note of the presentation on the current status of the development of the LiACAT 
tool, as presented by Silke Eilers, invited guest (Presentation 13). The Meeting welcomed the new features 
of the tool, including a web plot device and a form to support a meta-analysis of the data entries to LiaCAT. 
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Agenda Item 5  Assessment of the pressure-based indicators 

Document: 5-1, 5-2, 5-3 

5.1 The Meeting took note of the proposal for the assessment of permanent hydrographical changes 
(Descriptor 7) in offshore areas (document 5-1, Presentation 14) as introduced by Finland. 

5.2 The Meeting welcomed the proposed schema for assessment of hydrographical changes and noted 
the following comments by Germany:  

- to consider in step 1 also cumulative impacts in the assessment areas, 

- in the first decision node to reflect that an absence of human activities in the assessed area does not 
necessarily imply GES if the environment is already in sub-GES due to previous activities,  

- to consider in step 3 e.g. results from EIA and SEA when evaluating impacts from hydrographical 
changes in addition to hydrographical data. 

5.3 The Meeting recognized that step 3 in the proposed schema, i.e. to estimate adverse impacts, is a 
key step. The Meeting was of the view that an assessment of adverse impacts of hydrographical changes 
might not be possible to include in the HOLAS II project. As a starting point for future development, the 
Meeting proposed the BalticBOOST WP 3.1 to identify human activities and pressures that have the potential 
to affect hydrographical features, with the view of defining a set of human activities and pressures layers 
that could be indicative of hydrographical changes and as a second step to identify ecosystem components 
that may be adversely impacted by changes in hydrography. 

5.4 The Meeting agreed to compile national information on the assessments made on 
hydromorphological changes under the WFD and requested the Secretariat to submit an information request 
to the Contracting Parties to inform on this matter in advance of HOLAS II 6-2016. 

5.5 The Meeting took note of the proposed assessment of marine litter and underwater noise in HOLAS 
II (document 5-2, Presentation 15), noting that it is structured around the evaluation of status, for indicators 
where this is possible, as well as an evaluation of ongoing trends. 

5.6 The Meeting took note that data for marine litter on beaches will for some countries be collected 
from existing databases while an ad hoc data call will be issued by mid-May, coordinated by Poland, to 
complement with data from all the Contracting Parties. Data on litter on the seafloor retrieved through trawl 
surveys is available for selected years in 2012-2016 through the ICES DATRAS database from all countries 
except Finland and Russia.  

5.7 The Meeting noted that information of spatial distribution on ambient noise is available from the 
Life+ BIAS project from the year 2014 and through continued monitoring in 2015-2016 by some Contracting 
Parties. The OSPAR/HELCOM registry of impulsive events hosted by ICES is operational and the Contracting 
Parties have been requested through Pressure Working Group to report data on impulsive events to the 
registry by September 2016. Some countries have indicated that they will not be able to supply the data by 
this time (Outcome Pressure 4-2016, para 3.22) 

5.8 The Meeting took note of the reminder from the European Union that for EU Member States 
monitoring on marine litter and underwater noise should be implemented by 2014. 

5.9 The Meeting took note that the Lead and co-Lead countries on the beach litter indicator find that 
the present knowledge on distribution, sources and impacts of marine litter does not provide sufficient 
information to define a GES boundary in the timeframe for use in the HOLAS II project. 

5.10 The Meeting agreed to use a descriptive approach in the presentation of marine litter and 
underwater noise in the HOLAS II report due to the fragmented availability of data while also including a 
forward looking view on monitoring and ongoing knowledge building on these topics.  

5.11 The Meeting supported that the TAPAS project will explore the development of a pressure layer as 
a proxy for the input of marine litter, based on available data and/or literature on marine litter in the Baltic 
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Sea, for use in the BSII. The Meeting agreed to address the impacts of litter in the expert questionnaire to be 
distributed through the TAPAS project.  

5.12 The Meeting took note that Sweden will in 2016 collect information on seals entangled in 
macrolitter as part of the existing seal monitoring programme. 

5.13 The Meeting took note of the proposal on key pressures to present in more detail in the HOLAS II 
report (document 5-3, Presentation 16) as presented by the Secretariat. 

5.14 The Meeting agreed that the selection of key pressures to be presented in more detail in the HOLAS 
II report should be based on the following principles: 

Pressures that: 
- were identified as most importance in HOLAS I 
- have a strong influence according to the BSII 
- are of high public interest 
- are considered as emerging pressures 
- can be represented by data on both spatial and temporal information  
- are reflected in the HELCOM core pressure indicators. 

 

Agenda Item 6  Potential data products from HOLAS II 

Documents: 6-1 

6.1 The Meeting took note of the proposed content of the HOLAS II printed and web-based product 
and the proposal to build a visual identity for HOLAS II as presented by the Secretariat (document 6-1, 
Presentation 17).  

6.2 The Meeting considered the draft outline of the report as developed at HOLAS II 2-2015 (Outcome 
HOLAS II-2, Annex 2). The Meeting agreed to re-name the section on ‘Input and human activities’ to 
‘Pressures and human activities’. The Meeting noted that socio-economic aspects, as discussed during the 
meeting (cf. 4.20), may be integrated to the chapters on ‘Good environmental status’ and ‘Pressure and 
human activities’ rather than in one separate chapter and agreed to decide on this matter at a later stage. 
The report will also include a section with key messages. 

6.3 The Meeting recalled the benefit of having a science journalist in the core team of authors in HOLAS 
I to ensure that the product is of high value for communication and hence accessible also for non-specialists 
and proposed that this should be aimed for also in HOLAS II. The Meeting welcomed that Germany will look 
into the possibility of providing such competence to the project and invited also other Contracting Parties to 
do so. The Meeting took note that the output from HOLAS II to be displayed should serve the public, decision 
makers as well as experts. 

6.4 The Meeting appreciated the ideas for visual output of HOLAS II (Annex 1, document 6-1), agreed 
to come back to the issue at the next HOLAS II meeting, and provided the following preliminary feedback: 

- supported the further development of the health barometer and development of fact sheets for e.g. 
pressures and ecosystem components,  

- was of the view that the visualization of GES maps needs further consideration, since e.g. it is not 
purposeful to show maps that are all red, 

- to keep the methods section slim and re-consider its placement in the paper report, 

- consider the use of the pizza/satellite as a visual component in the conclusions and outlook section, 

- stressed the importance to make a good selection of material for the planned 90 page printed report 
and use the website to refer to the more detailed technical background information.  
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6.5 The Meeting welcomed the proposal and encouraged the Secretariat to already now start building 
a web-based platform to display the road towards HOLAS II, including e.g. information on the product to 
come, who is doing the work, as well as news from the project and insights from people involved in HOLAS 
II. The Meeting proposed that a section of acknowledgement including also contributing projects should be 
added to the proposed structure.  

6.6 The Meeting noted that once the HOLAS II report is ready a website structured according to the 
components of HOLAS II will be launched. 

6.7 The Meeting invited the Secretariat to communicate with the OSPAR Secretariat regarding planned 
products and presentation of results from the HOLAS II report and the OSPAR intermediate assessment. 

Agenda Item 7  Any other business 

Documents: none 

7.1 The Meeting agreed to carry out an analysis on how the HELCOM indicators, assessment scales and 
integrated assessment approaches match the evolving Commission Decision on GES criteria, and agreed that 
those EU Member States of the core group who wish to do so should discuss the analyses in a half day online 
meeting in mid-June, date to be set at a later stage. The Secretariat will provide a draft analysis prior to the 
discussion. 

7.2 The Meeting agreed to convene the next meeting of HOLAS II-2016 4-6 October 2016 and invited 
the Contracting Parties to consider hosting the meeting. 

7.3 The Meeting proposed tentative dates for the planned workshops under BalticBOOST and TAPAS 
projects according to the following: 

- BalticBOOST workshops on assessment tool development for Hazardous substances and Biodiversity, 
back-to-back, 13-15 September 2016, in Copenhagen, 

- TAPAS workshop on development of the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact Index: 6-7 September 2016, 
in Helsinki, 

- TAPAS workshop on development of an ESA framework: 8-9 September 2016, in Tallinn. 

Agenda Item 8  Outcome of the Meeting 

Document: Draft outcome 

8.1 The Meeting adopted the Outcome of the Meeting. The Outcome of the Meeting, together with 
the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting are available on the HELCOM Meeting Portal.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/default.aspx
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Finland Anna-Stiina Heiskanen Finnish Environment Institute anna-stiina.heiskanen@ymparisto.fi  

Germany Ulrich Claussen German Environment Agency ulrich.claussen@uba.de 

Germany Silke Eilers AquaEcology eilers@aquaecology.de  
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juliane.wendt@io-warnemuende.de  

Latvia Juris Aigars (online, 27 April) Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology juris.aigars@lhei.lv  

Lithuania Nailia Daugele Environmental Protection Agency nailia.daugele@aaa.am.lt  

Poland Wlodzimierz Krzyminski IMGW-PIB Wlodzimierz.Krzyminski@imgw.pl  

Poland Magda Chreptowicz-Liszewska National Water Management Authority Magda.Chreptowicz-Liszewska@kzgw.gov.pl  

Poland Magdalena Kaminska Chief Inspectorate for Environmental 
Protection m.kaminska@gios.gov.pl  

Poland Anna Konieczna Ministry of Maritime Economy and Inland 
Navigation anna.konieczna@mgm.gov.pl  

Sweden Agnes Ytreberg Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management 

agnes.ytreberg@havochvatten.se  

Sweden Maria Linderoth (online, 26-27 April) Swedish Environmental Protection Agency maria.linderoth@naturvardsverket.se  

Sweden Norbert Haubner (online, 26 April) Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management 

norber.haubner@havochvatten.se 

BalticBOOST partners 

Finland Henrik Nygård Finnish Environment Institute  henrik.nygard@ymparisto.fi  
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Project Manager Lena Avellan HELCOM Secretariat lena.avellan@helcom.fi  

Data coordinator Joni Kaitaranta HELCOM Secretariat joni.kaitaranta@helcom.fi 

Project Coordinator Leena Laamanen HELCOM Secretariat leena.laamanen@helcom.fi  

Project Coordinator Marco Milardi HELCOM Secretariat  marco.milardi@helcom.fi  

Project Researcher Henna Rinne HELCOM Secretariat henna.rinne@helcom.fi  

Associate Professional Secretary Marta Ruiz HELCOM Secretariat marta.ruiz@helcom.fi  

Assisting Professional Secretary Petra Kääriä HELCOM Secretariat petra.kaaria@helcom.fi  

mailto:jha@niva-danmark.dk
mailto:Monika.Stankiewicz@helcom.fi
mailto:ullali.zweifel@helcom.fi
mailto:lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi
mailto:heini.Ahtiainen@helcom.fi
mailto:lena.avellan@helcom.fi
mailto:joni.kaitaranta@helcom.fi
mailto:leena.laamanen@helcom.fi
mailto:marco.milardi@helcom.fi
mailto:henna.rinne@helcom.fi
mailto:marta.ruiz@helcom.fi
mailto:petra.kaaria@helcom.fi


Outcome of HOLAS II 5-2016 

 

 

Page 15 of 17 
 

Annex 2. Potential additional indicators for use in HOLAS II 

Conditions 

HELCOM core indicators are the main components of the assessment of good environmental status in HOLAS II. In 
addition, some Contracting Parties have proposed to consider the use of additional indicators in the holistic 
assessment, agreeing however on a general level that these should only be included under certain conditions. Based 
on the outcome of HOLAS II 3-2015 and HOLAS II 4-2015, the following conditions are proposed: 

- Additional indicators should complement the set of core indicators and not be conceptually redundant 

- Additional indicators should be assessed at a relevant spatial scale, hence they should be agreed on 
between all countries which border to the area in which they are relevant; 

- Additional indicators should be operational, meaning that they should have a concept for defining GES and 
a definition of a GES boundary 

- Information on the additional indicators should be shared on fact sheets in English to allow for a transparent 
presentation in a similar way as for the core indicators, using a common format.  

 

Potential cases in relation to the conditions above: 

- Indicators which address the same aspect and are based on a similar concept, but which differ in 
methodology (so that further development towards a core indicator is not supported).  

- Indicators with limited geographical applicability, so that it is only relevant to address them in part of the 
region.  

 

Way forward 

 The Contracting Parties are invited to submit information of indicators which they would like to be considered 
for use in HOLAS II and which are considered already operational and available for evaluation/testing, based 
on a template provided by the Secretariat. The proposal should be submitted together with a motivation to 
the Secretariat by 26 May 2016 (lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi). 

 The Secretariat will compile the information and produce an overview document for the HOLAS II Core team 
by 1 June, and will with the support from the BalticBOOST project also make a proposal for how 
corresponding indicators from different Contracting Parties could be combined into an additional indicator. 

 Based on feedback from the HOLAS II core team by 21 June, the Secretariat will propose an approach for how 
to identify potential additional indicators for use in HOLAS II by 30 June.  

 Where the indicators are considered relevant for the integrated assessment of hazardous substances or of 
biodiversity, the Secretariat together with the BalticBOOST project will propose how to, as part of the tool 
development work, evaluate the effects of their inclusion. In these cases, the BalticBOOST project will 
elaborate on the proposal aiming also at providing a solution on how additional indicators could be used in 
the HOLAS II assessment. The HELCOM BalticBOOST workshops in September should be tasked to develop a 
view on the way how to include additional indicators in the HOLAS II assessment based on the outcome of the 
projects elaboration. 

 The HOLAS II Core Team will have an online meeting in the end of September to agree on which additional 
indicators should be developed into fact sheets by the Contracting Parties who share the indicator. 

 HOLAS 6-2016 should take a final view on the role of additional indicators in the HOLAS II assessment. 

 The proposal should be considered by STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016, which has a document deadline on 17 
October, 2016. 

 The proposal should be considered by HOD 51-2015, which has a document deadline in early November, 
2016. 
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Annex 3. Draft schematics of biodiversity tool testing structures 
 

 

Annex 3 Figure 1. Schematic representation of the elements and species groups, illustrating that the integration requires 

several steps at different levels in the hierarchy and that different end points could be considered. 



Outcome of HOLAS II 5-2016 

 

 

Page 17 of 17 
 

 

 

Annex 3 Figure 2. Schematic representation of the ‘criteria approach’ to be tested in the biodiversity tool 

 

Annex 3 Figure 3. Schematic representation of the ‘species approach’ to be tested in the biodiversity tool. 

 


