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Background 
The biodiversity assessment tool is developed under the BalticBOOST project, which is coordinated by 

HELCOM and co-financed by the EU and runs from September 2015 to December 2016. The work package 

on biodiversity assessment within BalticBOOST supports the HOLAS II project by developing and proposing 

methodological approaches for integrated assessment of biodiversity. 

Guidance to the tool development is provided by the HELCOM State and Conservation Working group, the 

HOLAS II core team, and through expertise from the Contracting Parties through two HELCOM BalticBOOST 

workshops (BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 1-2016 and BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016).  

This document summarizes the recommendations from BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016 and gives proposals 

for the further work in BalticBOOST based on these recommendations (see also document 2-5). Workshop 

presentations and background documents are available at the meeting portal. A first draft description of 

the method proposed for the biodiversity assessment in HOLAS II is also presented in Annex 1.  

 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to  

- take note of and give feedback on the development of the biodiversity assessment tool 

- give guidance on the following more specific aspects on how to carry out the integrated 

biodiversity assessment, as discussed at the workshop; 

o the proposal on use weighted averaging when integrating indicators up to the level of 

ecosystem components/MSFD elements 

o if an integration to biodiversity should be made and which method should be used in that 

case 

o the use of indicators in addition to the biodiversity core indicators (national WFD 

indicators, relevant eutrophication indicators, additional national indicators) 

o the proposed approach for assessing confidence of the biodiversity assessment 

o which outputs should be included in the visualization of the results 

 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016-374/default.aspx
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Development of a biodiversity assessment tool (BEAT 3.0) for HOLAS II 
This document summarizes the recommendations from BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016 and outlines the 

work further in BalticBOOST. Below, the numbering refers to the Outcomes of BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-

2016. After each section, BalticBOOST present how the recommendations is proposed to be accounted for 

in the further work in the project. 

Structure of BEAT 3.0 and evaluations of the tests 

Recommendation from the workshop 

28. The workshop supported the proposed approach by BalticBOOST on how to include trend-based 

indicators, recognising the associated issues (see para 13), and concluded that slope-based input 

can also be acceptable in the tool in cases where the issue of defining the maximum values can be 

resolved.  

 

BalticBOOST: Detailed instructions on how to include indicators with a trend-based GES approach will be 

made and sent to the indicator experts of the indicators in question.  

 

29. The workshop favoured the species approach for mammals and the criteria approach for the other 

ecosystem components (birds, fish, benthic habitats, pelagic habitats), but concluded that the tool 

allows for using both approaches and that the MSFD Article 8 guidance document under 

development will still be decisive. The workshop recognized the advantage of having the species 

approach for mammals since they are included in the Annexes of the HD and a similar approach is 

used there. 

 

BalticBOOST: BEAT 3.0 allows for applying both species and criteria approach and the choice on approach 

can be made when the guidance document is available. 

 

30. The workshop recommended that integrated assessment results should be made available at 

higher levels of integration (for example ecosystem component level) and at a smaller spatial scale 

e.g. assessment units.  

 

BalticBOOST: This is already implemented in the BEAT 3.0. 

 

31. The workshop did not find a conclusive view of whether or not to make an integrated assessment 

to the level of biodiversity, in addition to showing results at the level of ecosystem components. 

The workshop recognized that results at biodiversity level can potentially be attractive for 

communication purposes but will be of less relevance for management. The workshop concluded 

that the message of overall biodiversity status should be included in the HOLAS II report but that 

the most appropriate way to communicate this should be considered further. 

 

BalticBOOST: BEAT 3.0 allow both approaches. 

 

32. The workshop supported the use of weighted averaging as integration approach up to the level of 

ecosystem components/MSFD elements. The workshop however recommended that an 

assessment building on the OOAO structure is made in parallel, to also represent a worst case 

scenario.  

 

BalticBOOST: The weighed averaging is used as default in BEAT 3.0. As the result output is produced for all 

integration levels, the OOAO can be applied at any chosen level. 
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33. The workshop could not agree if a tentative assessment of biodiversity (i.e. combining the 

ecosystem component) should be based on OOAO or weighted averaging between ecosystem 

components. 

 

BalticBOOST: See above, both approaches can be applied in BEAT 3.0. 

 

34. The contribution of some indicators to assessment units at lower spatial scale can be down-

weighted if this is clearly motivated and communicated with the experts in the concerned 

countries. 

 

BalticBOOST: Down-scaling of indicators will be necessary in order to present the results at a finer 

resolution. The down-weighting of indicators in areas where they are not applicable will be done by not 

assessing the indicator in those areas. 

 

35. BalticBOOST will evaluate further how results at assessment unit level 3 and 4 would be presented 

in order to find out what is the lowest possible spatial resolution.  

 

BalticBOOST: Further testing will be done to evaluate the differences between presenting the results at 

spatial assessment unit 3 and 4. A proposal on which spatial level the assessment should be done will be 

presented to HOLAS II 6-2016. 

 

36. The workshop could not make recommendations on the use of additional indicators based on the 

outcome of the BalticBOOST evaluations but recommended the inclusion of additional indicators 

on a theoretical basis in order to increase the overall confidence of the assessment. 

 

BalticBOOST: Further testing with “dummy” indicators will be done, to see if the results from the earlier 

tests (that the assessment result did not change remarkably with additional indicators) are still valid. 

 

37. The workshop concluded that the same indicator should be considered only once in the integrated 

biodiversity assessment, noting that the BEAT tool is structured so that double counting does not 

occur when using the default setup.  

 

BalticBOOST: Indicators will be included only once and assigned to only one criterion per descriptor. 

 

38. The workshop supported that selected indicators from D3, D5 and D6 can also be used in the 

biodiversity assessment, besides the already chosen indicators from D1 and D4. 

 

BalticBOOST: The biodiversity assessment will be done utilizing all relevant indicators agreed on, noting the 

assignment to criteria above. 

 

Confidence assessment 

Recommendation from the workshop 

50. The workshop recommends that accuracy of the indicator results should rather be referred to as 

confidence in the classification, and noted that the latter three confidence aspects have similar 

properties, reflecting confidence in the data. 
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BalticBOOST: Accuracy of the result will be referred to as confidence in classification. The temporal 

coverage, spatial representation and methodological confidence are considered as reflecting the 

confidence of the assessment, although they indirectly also reflect confidence in the data. 

 

51. The workshop supported the approach proposed by BalticBOOST on how to classify confidence in 

the assessment, realizing that this is the most practical way forward given the state of development 

and design of the indicators to be included, but noted that an important aim for future 

development is to increasingly use data-driven approaches.  

 

BalticBOOST: A fully data-driven confidence approach is not realistic within the given time-frame, but this 

should be the aim in the future and the options for this should be looked at closer well in advance of 

coming assessments. 

 

52. The workshop discussed how to handle cases where indicators are lacking and how this would 

affect the confidence in the integrated assessment. BalticBOOST will test methods for how to 

assess confidence further and evaluate how the results could be represented in the assessment. 

The test includes evaluation of a potential solution where a criterion that is not represented by 

indicators will get 0 confidence.  

 

BalticBOOST: The project will test options for how to assess the overall confidence of the assessment in 

cases where criteria and/or ecosystem components are lacking. A proposal will be presented to HOLAS II 6-

2016.   

 

Visualization of the results 

Recommendation from the workshop 

59. The workshop supported the work to develop a visualisation tool and gave the following more 

detailed views on how it should be developed,  

a. the confidence in the assessment could potentially be shown in the same graph as the 

assessment outcome, for example by color-coding or error bars 

b. focus on the key information in order to make the results as easy as possible to interpret 

c. consider including the broad habitat types 

d. instances of missing data should be clearly shown 

BalticBOOST: The project will take these points into account in the further development of the visualization 

tool. A proposal will be presented to HOLAS II 6-2016.   

 

 

60. The workshop recommended that visualisation tool output should be harmonised with MSFD 

reporting needs.  

 

BalticBOOST: This will be taken into account. 

  

61. The workshop noted that there is a conflict between the timelines for the BalticBOOST project and 

the revision of the commission decision on GES, but that the outcome of the vote on the revision is 

foreseen to affect the assessment structure as well as the visualization tool. The BalticBOOST 

project will consider the fact that late changes to both the BEAT and the visualisation tools may be 

required and as far as possible prepare solutions for these needs.   
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BalticBOOST: The project will take this into account and as far as possible prepare flexible solutions that can 

be modified later, if needed. 
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Annex 1. Draft description of the method for the biodiversity assessment in HOLAS II 
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.  

BEAT 3.0 allows direct use of indicators with value 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. Using the slope of the trend as indicator value is also possible if the 

maximum value of the slope can be defined. 

In the HOLAS II biodiversity assessments the HELCOM biodiversity core indicators will be used. In addition, 

relevant WFD and eutrophication core indicators describing habitat quality (Secchi depth, Chlorohyll-a and 

Phytoplankton biomass for pelagic habitats, Oxygen, Benthic fauna and vegetation indices for benthic 

habitats) and D3 indicators (e.g. LFI) can be included, if agreed on. 

 

Input tables to the tool are: 

Spatial assessment units – a hierarchical list of the assessment units with four levels. Each assessment units 

is assigned to a level (according to the HELCOM spatial assessment units levels 1-4) with a link to the higher 

level. The area of the assessment units is also specified here. 

Ecosystem components – a hierarchical list of the ecosystem components with four levels (1=Biodiversity, 

2=Ecosystem component, 3=Species/habitat group, 4=Species/habitat element). Each component is linked 

to the higherh level. 

Indicator catalogue – a list assigning the indicators to ecosystem component and relevant MSFD criteria. 

Indicator group – Indicators/parameters to be treated in within conditional indicators 

Criteria – a list of the MSFD criteria 

Indicators – 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. 

 

The tool starts from the lowest spatial assessment level and integrates the indicators per ecosystem 

component level by averaging. Stepping up to the following spatial assessment level, the tool aggregates 

the results from the lower spatial assessment units by area weighted averaging and includes indicators 

assessed at this spatial level. In the result output, results for the ecosystem components and criteria are 

presented at all spatial levels. The use of OOAO for integrating from ecosystem component level to 

biodiversity is currently not applied in the tool, and need to be done manually. 

 

 


