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Background 
As requested by the State and Conservation Working Group at their fourth meeting, the outcome of the 
BalticBOOST workshops to support the HOLAS II hazardous substance assessment (BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-
2016) and biodiversity assessment (BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016) were circulated for intersessional 
commenting to State and Conservation contacts by 29 September. Comments were received from Germany 
on the outcome of the workshop on hazardous substance assessment and are included in this document. 

 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information and use it as appropriate in the discussion under 
Agenda Item 4. 



HELCOM STATE & CONSERVATION 5-2016 

Intersessional commenting to the outcome of HELCOM BalticBOOST workshops to support the 
development of HOLAS II biodiversity and hazardous substance assessments 

German comment on the outcome of the 2nd BalticBOOST Workshop on HOLAS II hazardous 
substance assessment tool 

29.09.2016 

 

Basically we support the outcome of the 2nd BalticBOOST Workshop on HOLAS II hazardous 
substance assessment tool and would like to add the following comments to the conclusions and 
recommendations: 

First of all we would like to stress, that the CHASE tool should be applied to additional tests as well as 
real data sets to evaluate how it responds to changes in specific parameters in order to understand 
its functionality and to identify needs for further adaption. Those evaluations and the description of 
the final methodology needs to be completed before a possible endorsement at State and 
Conservation 5-2016. Therefore it is very appreciated if the mentioned documents will be available 
by 14 October 2016. We have a special interest in the case studies using our provided German data 
for WFD second cycle chemical status assessment results. The opportunity to conduct own case 
studies on the basis of comprehensible evaluations and descriptions of the methodology is a 
prerequisite for preparing the German mandate for the upcoming HELCOM meetings, in particular 
the next S&C meeting in November. 

After the workshop, we had a first look at the CHASE R-code and the interphase in ShinyApps. From a 
user’s point of view, the ease of use of CHASE should be improved, especially the upload of data and 
the required input file. Therefore, we wonder if it might be possible to provide the original user-
friendly CHASE tool developed in Excel. This could foster the testing and understanding of the 
functionality and further developing. 

As envisaged at the workshop we agree that a description on the necessary pre-processing of 
monitoring data should be provided (e.g. the required measurement unit and normalization, the 
method on how to calculate the indicator results based on individual measurement results within an 
assessment unit, the rules on how to use measurement results that are below the limit of 
quantification of methods of analysis). In addition, the confidence criteria should be revealed and 
where appropriate be updated.  

As a general comment, we would again like to underline the importance of full transparency in the 
data (monitoring data, thresholds) used and rules of the assessment. 

 

Any assessment method depends on the availability and quality of monitoring data and the 
assessment criteria used. As shown by Andersen et al. (2016) the final status was strongly affected by 
the number of indicators used for the calculation. Therefore, we also see the need in defining 
minimum requirements on data (which and the minimum/maximum number of indicators and their 
spatial and temporal resolution). In addition, it is necessary to have a clear idea on the assessment 
criteria (thresholds) to be used. The fact that EQSs, EACs, BACs, food limits … were differently derived 
and/or refer to different objectives needs to be addressed and considered in the assessment. There 
are primary and secondary GES values for HELCOM core indicators for different matrices but the 
same compound. It should be scrutinized whether this will have any impact on the final assessment. 



Furthermore, it should be checked whether false positive or false negative assessments are possible 
under realistic scenario conditions (e.g. if 10 indicators were used and all CRs were less than but 
close to one the resulting CS would be greater than 1). In this respect, it seems also worth 
considering aggregation on the level of substance groups (e.g. industrial chemical, pesticides) instead 
or in addition to the aggregation on compartment level. 

Further testing could also determine if applying different aggregation methods will have a significant 
impact on the described dilution effect in the CHASE tool.  

Finally, the aggregation method to be applied will depend on the aim of the assessment. Therefore, 
assessments made under HELCOM may differ from those made under WFD. It would be valuable if 
both assessments could be combined in an appropriate manner. We would like to point out that full 
acceptance of the CHASE tool by Contracting Parties is necessary in order to safeguards its 
application in the HOLAS assessment. Our above comments aim at facilitating this acceptance. 
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