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Outcome of the sixth meeting of the Project for the development of 
the second holistic assessment (HOLAS II 6-2016) 

 
Introduction 

0.1 In accordance with the Outcome of HOLAS II 5-2016 (para 7.2), the sixth 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 4-6 October 2016. 

0.2 The Meeting was attended by delegations from Denmark, 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.  

0.3 The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Maria Laamanen, Chair of HOLAS II. Ms. Ulla Li Zweifel, 
Professional Secretary and Ms. Lena Avellan, Project Manager, HELCOM Secretariat, acted as 
secretaries of the Meeting.  

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the Agenda 

1.1 The Meeting adopted the Agenda as contained in document 1-1. 

Agenda Item 2  Matters arising from other meetings of relevance to HOLAS II  

2.1 The Meeting took note of extracts from recent HELCOM meetings of relevance for the 
HOLAS II project (document 2-1). 

2.2 The Meeting took note that a HELCOM application has been submitted in response to the 
European Commission call for proposals on “Implementation of the Second Cycle of the Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive: achieving coherent, coordinated and consistent updates of the 
determinations of Good Environmental Status, initial assessments and environmental targets”. The 
application focuses on topics that will contribute to the finalization of the 2nd Holistic assessment and 
to fill gaps identified by the HOLAS core team and the Gear Group related to marine litter, economic 
and social analysis, and assessment of benthic and pelagic habitats. If successful the project could start 
in January 2017 and will run for one year. The application is titled: “Implementation and development 
of key components for the assessment of Status, Pressures and Impacts, and Social and Economic 
evaluation in the Baltic Sea marine region (SPICE)”. 

2.3 The Meeting took note of the outcome from the workshops HELCOM TAPAS Pressure 
Index WS 2-2016 (document 2-2), HELCOM TAPAS ESA WS 2-2016 (document 2-3), BalticBOOST HZ 
WS 2-2016 (document 2-4), BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016 (document 2-5) and agreed to use the 
information as a basis for discussions under agenda items 4, 5 and 6. 

2.4 The Meeting took note of the following reports by the Contracting Parties on project 
results and other topics of relevance to the activities of HOLAS II: 

 Denmark: initial stages of planning the national process for upcoming assessment are ongoing. 
The expectation is to make significant use of the HOLAS II report to be complemented by a 
rather slim national report. 

 Estonia: a project has been established that will be working on compiling the national MSFD 
assessment report. The same project will give support for the HOLAS II report. 

 Finland: revision on environmental targets for the MSFD are ongoing taking into the outcome 
of the European Commission review of the national initial assessment. Environmental targets 
are developed focusing on the use of natural resources and pressures. Finland is fully 
embarking on contributing to and using indicators and assessments developed under the 
HOLAS II project. A national project on development of the cost-benefit analysis for the MSFD 
article 8 has started and is on-going. 
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 Latvia: the work done in HELCOM is closely followed but there is still limited activity on a 
national level and so far assessment tools and indicators have not been tested with national 
data.  

 Lithuania: Progammes of Measure under MSFD Article 13 has not yet been reported since the 
development programme of water field and national action plan have not been approved yet 
but are anticipated to be approved by November 2016. Lithuania is participating in the 
development of monitoring guidelines of NIS to be presented at State and Conservation 
meeting. 

 Germany: substantive discussions on how the national 2018 report will be designed are 
ongoing. The aim is to prepare one report to cover MSFD Articles 8, 9, and 10. What is needed 
in terms of national contribution and how to integrate national report with the results of the 
regional HOLAS II assessment is still not decided.  

 Poland: HOLAS II will be used and complemented with national reporting. The Environmental 
Protection Agency is responsible for collecting the report together with other authorities that 
are responsible for specific descriptors. A project for pressures from land-based sources is 
ongoing. For development of assessment tools Poland will participate in testing of CHASE tools 
and other tests as needed e.g. on the eutrophication assessment.  

 Sweden: A first version of the national report by spring 2017 making use of HOLAS II work and 
start public consultation in October 2017. Established a national expert group on food webs 
that will make a qualitative analysis based on OSPAR and HELCOM indicators to contribute to 
the assessment of D4, first results will be ready by November. Ongoing project with the 
Swedish species information center to harmonize broad habitat types with Natura 2000 
habitats. Collation of economic and social data is ongoing. Results will be available beginning 
of the next year. 

 European Union: Public consultation on the proposed revision of the Commission Decision on 
GES criteria ongoing until 12 October. In November the MSFD regulatory Committee will re-
examine  the last revised version of the Commission Decision, taking into account comments 
received through the public consultation as appropriate and the Committee will vote on the 
adoption of the revised Commission Decision on GES and Annex III of the MSFD. The next 
meetings to develop guidance on the article 8 assessment and reporting will take place 6 
December (WG-GES) and 7 December (WG-DIKE). 

2.5 The Meeting recalled that an online meeting of the HOLAS II core team for the contracting 
parties that wished to discuss the version 4 of the draft Commission Decision on GES was organized in 
June, and that for the purposes of this meeting a comparison between HELCOM core indicators and 
the new proposed criteria was prepared by the Secretariat.   

2.6 The Meeting discussed on a principle level the need to set a cut-off date up until when 
further changes to the aggregation rules in the integration tools can be accommodated for. The 
meeting recalled that the HOLAS II project assessment products have a sign-off process within HELCOM 
during early 2017, implying that it may not be possible to adapt the products if the guidance on 
assessments is made available in spring 2017. The Meeting noted that the ability to adjust the 
assessments to the new requirements will differ between topics, and that for example for 
eutrophication (D5) it could be more feasible to adjust than for seafloor integrity (D6).  

2.7 The meeting agreed to continue work within HELCOM based on the draft Commission 
Decision on GES (14.9.2016) currently under public review in the continued work. The Meeting stressed 
that HOLAS II and the supporting HELCOM projects BalticBOOST and TAPAS should align their work as 
far as possible to this version of the draft Commission Decision on GES.  

2.8 The Meeting noted that EU workshops on biodiversity (D1) and seafloor integrity (D6) to 
develop assessment guidance for these topics planned for autumn 2016 have been cancelled, and 
furthermore noted that if the workshops are organized in early 2017 then it would be relevant for 
HELCOM contracting parties to participate and provide input based on work done in HOLAS II. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiatives/ares20165301702_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiatives/ares20165301702_en
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Agenda Item 3  Timeline and way forward for the HOLAS II assessments 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the updated timeline for 
the HOLAS II project (document 3-1, Presentation 1). The Meeting noted that the integrated thematic 
assessments on biodiversity, eutrophication, hazardous substances and the application of the BSPII 
approach will be carried out in January-February 2017 and are planned to be evaluated by Contracting 
Parties through a set of HELCOM workshops tentatively scheduled in March 2017. The first version of 
the 2nd HELCOM holistic assessment will be considered for endorsement by State and Conservation 6-
2017, tentatively held in second half of May 2016, and for approval at HOD 52 to be held 20-21 June 
2017.  

3.2 The Meeting noted that the delivery of national data for the purpose of HOLAS II is critical 
for the successful implementation of the assessment tools and that an overview of current status of 
data availability will be made for State and Conservation 5-2016 (7-11 November 2016). 

3.3 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the draft communication 
plan on the 2nd holistic assessment (Presentation 2). The Meeting recalled the plan to launch a website 
in advance of the release of the assessment report to build interest, including e.g. news and interviews 
and initial assessment results, and noted that the website is aimed to be available early 2017. The 
Meeting noted the invitation to the HOLAS II core team to contribute to the content. The Meeting 
noted further that a visual identify will be developed as part of the communication plan including e.g. 
interactive thematic maps, graphs, and fact sheets. 

3.4 The Meeting welcomed the communication plan and provided the following feedback: 

- as additional targets groups to those already listed in the presentation the Meeting proposed 
to consider: an international target audience, including other RSCs and the European 
Commission, as well as companies and private enterprises, 

- the general public was also identified as a target group but it was recognized that fulfilling the 
needs of several targets groups is not feasible using the same report and that separate 
products will be needed for different communication purposes, 

- the plans to introduce those persons contributing in HOLAS with text and pictures on the early 
website, e.g. core team members, experts and expert groups, was welcomed, 

- the planned structure of the web-site, with a web entrance based on key questions, was noted 
as suitable to make underlying results pages accessible to different target groups,  

- the web-based text and key figures should as far as possible mirror the content of the printable 
version report, 

- to document the underlying data and assessment as separate HOLAS II –attributed products 
was highlighted as of high importance to ensure that all parts of the material can be accessed 
and referred to,  

- a reference system with catalogue number (e.g. DOI) was recommend to be used, as this is 
considered for all different products, e.g. indicator reports, fact sheets, noting that currently 
ISSN is used for core indicator reports, 

- the visual identity should be linked to the initial holistic assessment as appropriate. 

3.5 The Meeting discussed the name of the report, agreed that the brand name established 
by the initial HELCOM holistic assessment should be maintained but recognized that the term “holistic” 
is not self-evident and requires explanation. The Meeting proposed to use a short-intuitive name for 
the report e.g. ‘Baltic Sea State report 2017’ while keeping the name 2nd HELCOM holistic assessment 
as a sub-title. 

Agenda Item 4  Development of integrated assessment tools for biodiversity and 
hazardous substances 
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4.1 The Meeting took note of the development of the hazardous substances assessment tool 
under the BalticBOOST project, as presented by the Secretariat and BalticBOOST partner NIVA 
Denmark, and the recommendations from the HELCOM workshop BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-2016 
(documents 2-4 and 4-2). 

4.2 The Meeting took note of the intersessional comments received from Germany, through 
the State and Conservation Working Group, on the outcome of the BalticBOOST workshop (document 
4-3). Proposals from the workshop are in general supported by Germany, highlighting the need for full 
transparency of the assessment and the need for some further test cases as a decision base.  

4.3 The Meeting took note that CHASE 3.0 is currently being updated through the 
BalticBOOST project based on the guidance provided through the two HELCOM workshops on 
developing the hazardous substances assessment. In comparison to CHASE 2.0, some main updates 
are: 1) the bio-effect compartment will be assessed by weighted averaging of the indicators not using 
chemical score 2) the confidence assessment will be revised so that it is carried out in analogy with the 
biodiversity (BEAT) and eutrophication (HEAT) assessment tools 3) the tool is coded in R with the aim 
to integrate the code in a semi-automated assessment system.  

4.4 The Meeting took note of the view of Germany not to integrate the bio-effect 
compartment with other the compartments (concentration in biota, sediment, water) in the integrated 
assessment of hazardous substances. The reasoning behind this position is that sources behind specific 
substance concentrations can be identified and linked to pressures while biological effects may reflect 
many different pressures and cannot be linked to specific sources of contamination. The Meeting 
proposed that this issue should be considered when reviewing the results from additional test cases, 
i.e. when the effect of including the bio-effect compartments can be evaluated, and invited State and 
Conservation 5-2016 to conclude on the issue when considering the tool for endorsement. 

4.5 The Meeting recalled that test cases have been carried out using the CHASE tool based on 
proposals from at the first HELCOM BalticBOOST workshop on the hazardous substance assessment 
tool (HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 1-2016) and as further discussed and agreed by HOLAS II 5-2016 
and State and Conservation 4-2016. The tests included to evaluate the outcome of the One-Out-All-
Out approach (OOAO) vs the integrated CHASE assessment tool, as well as the use of different sets of 
indicators. Specifically the tests on indicators included use of 1) HELCOM core indicators only, 2) core 
indicators + three additional substances (HCB, DDE, Cu) and 3) ‘all available substances’ corresponding 
to core indicators + HCB, DDE, Cu + other hazardous substances monitored by the Contracting Parties 
including the WFD chemical status. The ‘three additional substances’ have been proposed by 
Contracting Parties through the data call on WFD assessment results on hazardous substances and 
their use in HOLAS II and discussed and considered by the HELCOM EN on hazardous substances, The 
inclusion/exclusion of the HELCOM core indicator on radionuclides was also tested. 

4.6 The Meeting noted that the results of the test cases were discussed at the HELCOM 
BalticBOOST WS 2-2016 (document 2-4) with the following conclusions in brief: 

- when the same indicators were used in coastal waterbodies (Estonian case study), the 
application of the one-out-all-out (OOAO) approach or the CHASE approach resulted in the 
same overall assessment outcome, 

- when different sets of indicators were included in the CHASE assessment of an assessment 
unit, then the overall assessment results differed, 

- including radionuclides, as tested in three offshore areas, resulted only in a change of the 
assessment outcome of the water compartment in one unit, as compared to not including 
radionuclides, with no change in the overall assessment result. 

4.7 Regarding the use of different sets of indicators, the Meeting took note that for the ‘three 
additional substances’ EQS values exists for HCB and DDE, but if using Cu or other additional substances 
it is necessary to agree on thresholds for these substances. 

4.8 The Meeting took note of the consideration that the reliability of the assessment will 
increase with an increase in the number of indicators used but expressed hesitation to the use of 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20HZ%20WS%202-2016-373/default.aspx
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additional substance for which commonly agreed threshold values are not available and proposed that 
the focus for the assessment of hazardous substances in HOLAS II should be on the HELCOM core 
indicators.  

4.9 The Meeting discussed the proposal of the workshop to use the CHASE tool also for the 
assessment of coastal waters. This proposal is based on the view of the workshop that WFD 
assessments are not comparable between countries (see HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-2016, 
document 2) while the CHASE tool will support a coherent assessment of coastal waters as well as a 
coherent assessment between coastal and offshore waters in HOLAS II. The Meeting was of the view 
that such decision will require additional test cases on the use of the CHASE tool compared with WFD 
assessment results in coastal waters. 

4.10 The Meeting noted that in the preparation for State and Conservation 5-2016, which is to 
endorse the tool, additional test cases based on Danish, German, Lithuanian and Polish data will be 
carried out by the lead partner NIVA Denmark to support the decision. Finland, Latvia, Poland 
furthermore agreed to submit the requested WFD assessment results, preferably as shapefiles, to 
complete the compilation of WFD assessment results in coastal waters.  

4.11 The Meeting noted that when thematic assessment results are available for the coastal 
and offshore areas it will be timely for the HOLAS II core team to consider how the results are to be 
presented, e.g. presenting WFD and CHASE integrated results in the same or in separate maps.  

4.12 The Meeting recognized that the substances used will differ between different 
assessment units depending on the monitoring by Contracting Parties and supported the 
recommendation from the workshop that the substances included in the integration should be clearly 
indicated for each assessment unit in the presentation of results. 

4.13 The Meeting noted the recommendation by the workshop to use of a minimum 
requirement list of substances to ensure an acceptable reliability in the assessment results for a 
specific assessment unit and noted that the BalticBOOST project partner NIVA Denmark will present a 
proposal to State and Conservation 5-2016. 

4.14 The Meeting took note that countries that wish to test the assessment tool and are in 
need of additional guidance can contact BalticBOOST partner NIVA Denmark directly (cjm@niva-
danmark.dk).  

4.15 The Meeting further recalled that a data arrangement for hazardous substances is being 
developed under the BalticBOOST project by the project partner ICES with a similar structure as already 
developed for HELCOM eutrophication assessment system through a HELCOM workspace. The 
workspace to be developed will give an opportunity to view and approve the data used in the 
assessment and to review the indicator evaluations and integrated assessment results (‘step-wise 
checking procedure’). R-scripts (the OSPAR assessment method so called ‘MIME R-script’) for data 
extraction and indicator calculation from the COMBINE database and the assessment tool as an R-
script will also be embedded in the online system underlying the workspace. 

4.16 The Meeting took note of the presentation by Henrik Nygård, representative of 
BalticBOOST partner SYKE, Finland, on the development of the biodiversity assessment tool (BEAT 3.0) 
and the recommendations from the workshop HELCOM BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 2-2016 (documents 2-
5 and 4-1, Presentation 3). 

4.17 The Meeting noted that the spatial integration follows the hierarchical nested structure 
according to the assessment units agreed in the HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Strategy and 
that the workshop recommended to down-scale assessment results to allow for an assessment at the 
highest possible spatial resolution.  

4.18 The Meeting further noted that the structure of the assessment tool is based on a 
hierarchical structure that makes it technically possible to consider results at 4 levels i.e. biodiversity, 
criteria elements (mammals), species groups (seals), species (grey seal), as each indicator used in the 
assessment is assigned to an ecosystem component and MSFD criteria. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20Biodiv%20WS%202-2016-374/default.aspx
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4.19 The Meeting recalled that a set of tests were made using the BEAT 3.0 tool based on 
proposals from the first HELCOM BalticBOOST workshop on the biodiversity assessment tool (HELCOM 
BalticBOOST Biodiv WS 1-2016) and as further discussed and agreed by HOLAS II 5-2016 and State and 
Conservation 4-2016. The tests included to evaluate the use of the so called criteria vs species-based 
approach (see e.g. Annex 3, Outcome of HOLAS II 5 2016), weighted averaging vs OOAO at different 
levels of integration, and the use of different number of indicators in the assessment. 

4.20 The Meeting supported the recommendation from the workshop to use weighted 
averaging as a default integration approach, at least to the level of ecosystem components, taking note 
that the position in Germany is not set yet.  

4.21 The Meeting did not support the proposal of the workshop to complement the weighted 
averaging approach with presentation of the “worst case scenario” based on the OOAO approach at 
all levels, as it was not clear how such assessment results would be used or interpreted. The Meeting 
noted that the underlying information for the ‘worst case scenario’ is readily available at all assessment 
levels through the results of the individual indicator evaluations. 

4.22 The Meeting proposed to continue the integration all the way to the level of biodiversity 
making use of the OOAO approach between elements to arrive at the status of biodiversity, as this was 
conceived as more transparent and technically more robust, taking note that the position of Denmark 
and Poland on this issue is not yet set. 

4.23 The Meeting underlined that the presentation of the status of biodiversity should also 
provide information on the status of elements and that this should be considered in the development 
of visualization of results. 

4.24 The Meeting noted that BEAT 3.0 allows assessments using both the species and the 
criteria based approach. The Meeting noted that for the HOLAS II biodiversity assessment, the tool can 
be customized in this and other regards as needed, pending the revision of the Commission Decision 
on GES criteria and taking into account the development of the article 8 guidance.  

4.25 The Meeting supported the recommendation from the workshop to make use of relevant 
HELCOM core indicators on eutrophication also in the biodiversity assessment as well as biological 
WFD indicators to increase the representation of indicators reflecting the condition of habitats. 

4.26 The Meeting discussed the proposal on how to assess confidence in the assessment, and 
requested the BalticBOOST project to develop the proposal further and present the results to State 
and Conservation 5-2016, including to evaluate the consequences of each of the two options for how 
to deal with cases when a primary criterion is not represented by any indicator (i.e. to automatically 
set the assessment result to “low” or to the set the confidence to 0 for that criterion). 

4.27 The Meeting took note that the R-script for the biodiversity assessment tool can be made 
available to Contracting Parties at any time and that the tool will also be made available as a web 
application within the life time of the BalticBOOST project. 

4.28 The meeting took note of the proposal on how to visualize the results of the biodiversity 
assessment by the BalticBOOST project partner Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu, Estonia 
(Presentation 4). The Meeting noted the different options to present results e.g. by type of indicator 
(e.g. HELCOM core indicator, WFD indicator), spatial assessment unit, criteria, ecosystem components, 
broad habitat types, by use of petal charts. The visualization tool is a means to sort and visualize the 
assessment results from the biodiversity assessment, and to enhance the user-friendliness and 
transparency of assessment results, and does not preclude the use of other type of visualization 
products in the HOLAS II summary report.  

4.29 The Meeting stressed the importance for Contracting Parties to clarify the national 
position on the structure of the biodiversity and hazardous substance assessment tools in advance of 
State and Conservation 5-2016. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%205-2016-347/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HOLAS%20II%205-2016.pdf
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4.30 The Meeting took note of the view from Sweden not to use the terms GES/sub-GES as 
long as it is not defined in the Commission Decision on GES if GES/sub-GES can be defined at regional 
level. 

Agenda Item 5  Economic and social analyses 

5.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the proposal for a 
framework for the socioeconomic analyses in HOLAS II (document 5-1, Presentation 5). 

5.2 The Meeting took note that for the ‘use of marine waters’ approach economic data is 
gathered for different sectors, e.g. on production value, profits, number of employees, value added. 
The selection of human activities and sectors for the analysis in TAPAS is fisheries, aquaculture, tourism 
and leisure activities, energy production, and transport. Testing of the framework in the TAPAS project 
is based and harmonized data from Eurostat, trans-national studies and NACE codes applied to Estonia 
and Finland. In the case that statistics have limited relevance, guidelines will be proposed on how they 
could be modified to be more relevant. Such guidance was welcomed by the European Commission to 
consider how Eurostat statistics could be developed to meet the requirements of use of marine waters 
analysis. 

5.3 The Meeting discussed the data needed to expand the case studies on the use of marine 
waters to other countries than Estonia and Finland. The Meeting took note that the data sources used 
in TAPAS (e.g. Eurostat) include information for most countries and it could therefore be relatively 
simple to expand the analysis to the other countries for the selected activities if the data is made 
available by these countries within the lifetime of TAPAS, and that this work could also continue further 
if funding for ESA work beyond TAPAS becomes available, e.g. through the SPICE application. In the 
case that data are not easily available, the continued analyses would need to be driven by the work of 
national experts in the ESA expert network during 2017. 

5.4 The meeting took note that the proposed cost of degradation analyses in HOLAS II is 
primarily based on the assessment of the benefits lost if GES not reached. Estimates for the region are 
based on data from existing economic valuation studies of the environment. The information compiled 
through the TAPAS project and used in the regional ESA will be made available for countries to use in 
national reporting if desired. Currently, information on cost of degradation is best available for 
eutrophication. 

5.5 The Meeting noted that if resources are available in 2017 it will be possible to continue 
with regional cost of degradation analyses for additional descriptors. 

5.6 The Meeting took note that the stated preference approach is not appreciable for 
economic evaluation in Denmark and that it would be useful if the TAPAS project could also provide 
information revealed preferences data and cost based approaches as this information can be useful in 
the national ESAs if available. It might also be useful to provide information on the interpretations and 
the welfare economic implications. 

5.7 The Meeting discussed the confidence in the cost of degradation analyses and proposed 
that it should be explored if confidence assessment in the cost of degradation analysis could apply a 
similar approach as used for evaluating confidence in the assessment in the integrated status 
assessment tools (BEAT, HEAT, i.e. based on categories). 

5.8 The Meeting discussed the proposals from the TAPAS project to include the information 
on use of marine waters in the HOLAS II report in association with the assessment of human activities 
and the proposal to include the resulting cost of degradation analyses in association to the status 
assessment.  

5.9 The Meeting agreed to aim for integrating the ESA results in the chapters of status and 
pressures on the marine environment of the summary report. If this way of presentation is not seen 
as appropriate when a fuller view of available results is evident, considering the need to give the results 
good visibility, a second option would be to give this information as a separate chapter. In the case no 
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further external funding is available for continued ESA analysis in 2017, the TAPAS project report will 
be available as a source of reference. 

5.10 The Meeting took note of the roadmap for further regional socioeconomic analyses 
beyond the TAPAS project as requested by HOLAS II 5-2016 (document 5-2, Presentation 6) and 
presented by the TAPAS project partner SYKE, Finland.  

5.11 The Meeting discussed the proposed future activities of the roadmap, supported in 
general the continued future work of the ESA network, and noted that the activities beyond the TAPAS 
project and formalization of the ESA network will be further discussed by Gear Group.  

 

Agenda Item 6  Assessment of pressures including the development of the Baltic 
Sea impact index 

6.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the update on spatial 
ecosystem components data to be used in the Baltic Sea Impact Index undertaken through the TAPAS 
project (document 6-1, Presentation 7).  

6.2 The Meeting took note of the outstanding issues and recommendations from the second 
TAPAS workshop on the BSPII (TAPAS Pressure Index WS 2-2016) as regards the ecosystem component 
maps to be used in the BSII and the proposals from the TAPAS project based on analyses that have 
taken place after the workshop.  

6.3 The Meeting took note of the proposal from Germany to also produce and include spatial 
distribution maps on salmon and eel. 

6.4 The Meeting took note of that the ecosystem components maps are based on different 
methods (e.g. based on current data or potential distribution) and the view of the TAPAS workshop to 
preferably use potential distribution maps in the BSII, e.g. including former spawning areas for cod. 
The Meeting recalled that the Baltic Sea impact index should as far as possible reflect the time period 
2011-2016 and was of the view that the index should not reflect historic aspects, whereas these should 
be included in other sections of the HOLAS II report. The meeting furthermore recommended that 
predicted distribution maps should only be used in the case where no other data is available.  

6.5 The Meeting noted the proposal from the TAPAS workshop to reconsider the use of 
Natura 2000 habitats as ecosystem components in the BSII since the different methods have been used 
to map Natura 2000 sites by Contracting Parties and the mapping is not exhaustive. The Meeting 
considered the analyses carried out by the TAPAS project to evaluate the decision in this regard. The 
Meeting supported the continued use of the Natura 2000 habitats maps in the BSII as the exclusion of 
the Natura 2000 habitats from the BSII would result in the omission of ecologically important areas not 
covered by other ecosystem components, e.g. offshore sandbanks and reefs, submarine structures 
made by leaking gas and many shallow coastal bays.  

6.6 The Meeting considered the recommendation from the TAPAS WS to develop ecosystem 
components layers for pelagic habitats based on e.g. salinity and temperature regimes. The Meeting 
did not support this proposal, however recognized that to define pelagic habitats analogous to broad 
scale habitats could be useful for the assessment of the status of pelagic habitats.  

6.7 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the update of human 
activities and pressure data to be used in the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact Index (document 6-2, 
Presentation 8).  

6.8 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the proposed process to 
review and verify spatial datasets (document 6-3, Presentation 9). The data review is to be done 
through HELCOM Data and Map Service where the data and resulting maps are made available for 
access for HELCOM representatives only. Acceptance is requested for the datasets collected through 
data calls and datasets retrieved from open sources will be done through a dedicated HELCOM 
workspace. Comments on the dataset and maps should be provided directly to the Secretariat.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/TAPAS%20ESA%20WS%202-2016-372/default.aspx
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6.9 The Meeting agreed that the request on the approval process should be primarily 
addressed to the HOLAS II core team in copy to the Pressure and State and Conservation Working 
Groups. 

6.10 The Meeting took note of the presentation by Samuli Korpinen, representative of TAPAS 
partner SYKE, on the development of the Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact Index (document 6-4, 
Presentation 10) and the recommendations from the second HELCOM TAPAS workshop on the BSPII 
(TAPAS Pressure Index WS 2-2016). 

6.11 The Meeting took note that the work on developing the BSII under the TAPAS project will 
end by the end of 2016 and that the project, based on guidance by the TAPAS workshops and the 
HOLAS II core team, will propose a methodology to be used in HOLAS II for endorsement at State and 
Conservation 5-2016. Case studies will be made on the datasets that will be available during the life of 
the project.  

6.12 The Meeting took note that there is a planned update of the BSII assessment in spring 
2017 for use in HOLAS II since all data layers will not be ready by the time of finalization of the BSII 
work in the TAPAS project. 

6.13 The Meeting recalled that HOLAS II 5-2016 proposed to test the use of the CHASE 
assessment as a proxy of pressures from hazardous substances. The reasoning behind the proposal 
was the difficulty to aggregate datasets on input of different hazardous substances as the substances 
have different impacts on the environment, and in addition the quality of waterborne input data is 
anticipated to be poor.  

6.14 The Meeting concluded that using CHASE assessment results calculated per assessment 
unit as input data in the BSII assessment is the currently best available option. The Meeting noted that 
as many of the measurements are taken from biota (e.g. herring) they represent a wider area than the 
sampling station and thus results per assessment units can be considered representative. 

6.15 The Meeting took note of the proposal from the TAPAS project to use concentration of 
nutrients as proxy for input of nutrients and the possibility to use maps from EMODNET Chemistry on 
the concentration of nitrogen and phosphorus in the Baltic Sea.  

6.16 The Meeting supported the proposal that for nutrients the relevant layer to include in BSII 
would be nutrient concentration layers (nitrogen and phosphorous) as a proxy for input. The Meeting 
noted that the core indicators are assessed per assessment units, and that for the purposes of the 
index calculation an integrated map based on station data would be preferable. The Meeting 
requested the TAPAS project to explore the use of the same data as for the HELCOM core indicators 
on nutrients in communication with EUTRO-OPER EXTENDED. 

6.17 The Meeting agreed that information on input of nutrients by sub-basins provided by PLC-
6 project in early 2017 will not be used in the BSII, however the information will be presented 
elsewhere in the HOLAS II report.  

6.18 The Meeting noted that the TAPAS project is still developing the approach for estimating 
confidence, noting that the aim is to evaluate the confidence and data quality of each spatial pressure 
dataset and that an approach describing confidence based on three classes could be used for 
estimating confidence in data layers and in the sensitivity scores, whereas the overarching assessment 
of confidence in the BSII results could be descriptive. The meeting supported the proposed method to 
assess confidence in sensitivity scores obtained from literature. 

6.19 The Meeting took note of the low response rate to the survey and discussed how the 
response rate could be improved. The Meeting proposed that suitable HELCOM 
groups/networks/projects that are meeting should be approached and asked to complete relevant 
sections of the survey. It was furthermore noted that Denmark has financed experts to respond to the 
survey, and that in Finland a national workshop will take place dedicated to filling in the survey. The 
Meeting agreed that HOLAS II core team members should encourage respondents to fill in the survey 
in wide circles nationally, and invited the Secretariat to invite in particular the core indicator Lead 
Country representatives to respond to the survey, and to consider if the BONUS Secretariat is willing 
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to distribute the survey in their network. The Meeting advised the TAPAS project to extend the 
deadline for responding to the survey until 31 October to ensure that a sufficient number of responses 
are received, noting that the results will be communicated to State and Conservation 5-2016. 

6.20 The Meeting took note of the proposal by Germany to consider if the results from the Red 
List assessments could provide information on the sensitivity of the assessed species to pressures. 

6.21 The Meeting took note of the User Manual to the LiACAT (document 6-5), thanked 
AquaEcology for providing the document and invited the Secretariat to forward the information also 
to the participants of HELCOM TAPAS Pressure Index WS 2-2016. 

6.22 The Meeting took note that project developing the LiACAT tool is currently making 
existing entries available for the TAPAS project. The continuation of the project beyond 2016 is unclear. 

6.23 The Meeting agreed on the advice from the workshop to use the LiACAT tool as far as 
possible for synthesizing the literature- and survey results, and that if the tool is not available then the 
results will be synthesized in other format in accordance with agreed criteria.  

6.24 The Meeting took note of the presentation Finland on the proposal for how to assess 
hydrographical conditions (Descriptor 7) (Presentation 11). 

6.25 The Meeting noted the current proposal is to use a risk based decision tree in order to 
arrive at a GES assessment, and noted the view of Finland that this approach is not suited to assess 
descriptor 7 if the draft Commission Decision on GES is adopted.  

6.26 The Meeting took note that the draft Commission Decision on GES is proposing that the 
descriptor be assessed using two secondary criteria, namely D7C1 reflecting qualitatively on the extent 
and distribution of the seabed and water column of changes in wave action, currents, salinity and 
temperature and D7C2 assessing against a threshold value the extent of each benthic broad habitat 
type affected by the permanent alterations. The Meeting furthermore noted that the D7C1 and D7C2 
parameters should also feed into assessments under other descriptors.  

6.27 The Meeting noted the view by the European Commission that although the criteria are 
secondary in the draft Commission Decision on GES, the parameters reflecting permanent changes in 
hydrographical condition are still relevant and needed for assessing ecosystem status. 

6.28 The Meeting noted that changes in hydrological conditions related to human activities 
such as man-made constructions are most likely to occur in the coastal areas. The Meeting noted in 
general that it is difficult to directly link climate-related changes in hydrographical conditions (e.g. 
changes in salinity and temperature) to human activities.  

6.29 The Meeting noted that through TAPAS work on the BSPII spatial data, spatial datasets on 
construction and on long term changes in temperature- and salinity are foreseen to be available. The 
meeting noted that the available spatial data would not show if the change are directly linked to human 
activities, but the assessment could identify in what geographic areas there might be potential 
problems due to such changes.  

6.30 The Meeting took note of the proposal of the drafting group to focus on the potential of 
effects leading to permanent loss of hydrological conditions (Presentation 12).  

6.31 The Meeting agreed on the proposed approach as a way of providing information on areas 
where potential problems may occur, and noted that it may not be possible to assign sensitivity scores 
for the habitats to the different types of constructions or cumulative effects within HOLAS II and that 
the assessment could be considered as a first step towards assessing descriptor 7. It should be avoided 
that the D7 preliminary assessment unnecessarily problematizes any environmental pressures.   

6.32 The Meeting invited the TAPAS project and national experts to identify the list of BSPII 
datasets that are relevant, carry out the proposed preliminary assessment and prepare a method 
description describing the sensitivity values applied for the habitats. The HOLAS II core group agreed 
to be the contact point for the TAPAS project for carrying out the approach.  
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Agenda Item 7  Update on HELCOM activities feeding into HOLAS II    

7.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation of the eutrophication thematic assessment as 
presented by the Chair of the HELCOM Intersessional Network on Eutrophication, Vivi Fleming-
Lehtinen, Finland (Presentation 13). 

7.2 The Meeting took note that the assessment will be carried out using the assessment 
system developed in the EUTRO-OPER project where the data is extracted from COMBINE, calculated 
using scripts and algorithms and the assessment is checked by national experts in several steps of the 
assessment process.  

7.3 The Meeting took note that contracting parties have been requested to update their WFD 
indicators for the HOLAS II period 2011-2016 where possible, and that if an update is not possible the 
time period closest to the assessment period will be used which in practice means the time period for 
the latest WFD reporting. It is anticipated that there will be some differences in the coastal water.  

7.4 The Meeting took note that the HEAT aggregation is currently structure around the draft 
Commission Decision on GES version 4 that was available in June, and noted that it would be possible 
to adjust the aggregation in accordance with the final version of the decision if it is adopted in 
November. The Meeting discussed the possible need to use one-out-all-out between the indicators 
and noted that also this change in the aggregation is also technically possible. 

7.5 The Meeting discussed the benthic community element in the draft Commission Decision 
on GES (version 14.9.2016) and note that it places the benthic community under D5. The Meeting took 
note of the view by Finland that benthic communities reflect eutrophication effects in the norther 
parts of the Baltic Sea. 

7.6 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the upcoming HELCOM 
Maritime Assessment and recent activities in the field in HELCOM (Presentation 14). 

7.7 The Meeting noted the background information that contracting parties have focused on 
implementing measures in the global legal framework through the HELCOM Martime working group 
and that the Secretariat has been supporting the development of status assessments. 

7.8  The Meeting took note of the large amount of maritime data available at HELCOM that 
will be used as the background for the Maritime Assessment, including data from MSP projects, AIS 
data on ship movements, AIS shipping statistics, AIS fisheries maps and AIS accident risk assessment 
and also other activities covering fisheries, aquaculture, dumped hazardous materials, cables and 
offshore energy. 

7.9 The Meeting noted that the aim of the maritime assessment as a compact report is 
intended to give an overview of the current situation to support future work on measures. To meet 
this aim, the report will focus on presenting statistics and have only a small amount of text, with 
additional material and data being made available online. 

7.10 The Meeting took note of the timeline of publishing the maritime assessment by March 
2017, noting that some delays have been identified for example in reporting data on dumped 
hazardous materials. 

7.11 The Meeting clarified that the same pressure and human activity datasets are used both 
in the Martime assessment and in the work of the TAPAS project on BSPII. It was further clarified that 
the Maritime assessment will focus on the activities and spatial distribution of the activity, and for 
example not go into as many details in fishery catches as will be included in HOLAS II.  

7.12 The Meeting concluded that is important to ensure consistency in the pressure and 
activity datasets used in the Maritime Assessment and HOLAS II, and that the maritime assessment 
could provide relevant input to the thematic sections of HOLAS II. 

7.13 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the current state of 
development of core indicators available for use in HOLAS II (Presentation 15). The Meeting noted that 
core indicators with GES boundaries are expected to cover all ecosystem components pending 
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endorsement at State and Conservation 5-2016 and existing study reservations. No operational core 
indicators are expected on the topics on marine litter and underwater noise and as agreed at HOLAS II 
5-2016, nor for the topic of seafloor integrity and a qualitative approach is proposed to be taken in the 
2nd holistic assessment.  

7.14 The Meeting took note that data availability for HOLAS II will be presented to State and 
Conservation 5-2016, and that the data availability is based on the reporting by Contracting Parties as 
agreed by the State and Conservation Working Groups and ad hoc data calls. 

 

Agenda Item 8  Outline and content of the HOLAS II report 

8.1 The Meeting discussed the data products and key graphic outputs from the project and 
followed-up on the development of a visual identity and web design for the HOLAS II outputs. 

8.2 The Meeting took note of the draft outline for the HOLAS II report as presented by the 
Secretariat (Presentation 16) and included in Annex 2.  

8.3 The Meeting was of the view that it will be important to present clear messages from the 
project and to develop good infographics in the reporting. The Meeting recommended that a 
professional on scientific communication is connected to the writing process and recognized that 
including a person who has a fresh eye on the material could be a preferable way forward to identify 
key messages and produce a summary with conclusions based on the large amount of available 
assessment results.  The Meeting thanked Finland, Germany and Sweden for expressing willingness to 
explore possibilities to supporting this work. 

8.4 The Meeting discussed the inclusion of the chapter of measures in the report and 
concluded that it would be relevant to include information on measures that are already implemented 
and describe what measures could be taken to improve the status of the environment, noting that it 
is important to agree on a suitable format for presentation of such information from the regional 
perspective. 

8.5 The Meeting agreed to emphasize and extend the ‘conclusions and future outlook’ 
chapter of the report, giving a holistic and integrated perspective of the assessment and telling stories 
of the status of the Baltic Sea. The meeting took note of the proposal to give the ‘conclusion’ chapter 
could look different than the other chapters and be developed with the aim to serve as an entry point 
into the assessment in the online presentation of the report also for a general public. 

8.6 The Meeting noted the view by Sweden information on societal drivers should also be 
included in some manner to be further specified, and considered that this could possibly be included 
in the ‘conclusions’ chapter.  

8.7 The Meeting recalled that the aim for the online material is to provide the data that has 
been used in the HOLAS II assessment that will also allow referencing the material in the future. 

8.8 The Meeting noted the view that it would be helpful if summaries would be available for 
each thematic assessment in the online material (‘Level 2’). 

8.9 The Meeting took note of the proposal to develop a thematic regional summary of Baltic 
Sea environmental characteristics during the assessment time period (‘Level 2’) and possibly not to 
extensively include this information in the summary report (‘Level 1’).  

8.10 The Meeting noted that the placement of the core indicator reports (‘Level 3’) should be 
specified clearly in the outline as this is going to be of critical interest for contracting parties, including 
the outline for how to link HOLAS II information to core indicator reports in the online material.  

8.11 The Meeting noted that currently on the core indicator reports have been published, and 
that if there is considered to be information available in the pre-core indicators then specific 
agreement is needed to publish the indicator reports taking note of their pre-core status. 
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8.12 The Meeting requested the Secretariat to develop a timetable and an overview of the 
drafting duties and signing-off process for all the different components of the holistic assessment (both 
written and online), this could be based on the outline with information on which subsidiary body will 
sign off on the product up until 2018.  

8.13 The Meeting agreed that the HOLAS II core team will be involved in the intersessional 
further planning of the preparation of the HOLAS II material, including the setting up of a writing team 
for the summary report which will consist of members of HOLAS Core Group, Secretariat and a 
professional in scientific communication, and planning the structure of the thematic assessments.  

8.14 The Meeting agreed that the writing team will be tasked with drafting the first version of 
the HOLAS II summary report (‘Level 1’) in accordance with the outline and work with experts to fill in 
the content, including as relevant HELCOM expert groups/networks/projects, to start drafting the 
thematic assessments (‘Level 2’). 

Agenda Item 9  Any other business 

9.1 The Meeting agreed to convene the next meeting of HOLAS II 7-2017 on 4-6 April 2017, and 
thanked Denmark for offering to host the meeting in Copenhagen. 

9.2 The Meeting agreed that an online meeting of HOLAS II core team would be held in the 
afternoon 19 January to follow up on the outcome of State and Conservation 5-2016, HOD 51-2016 
and the MSFD Committee in November.  

Agenda Item 10  Outcome of the meeting 

10.1 The Meeting adopted the draft outcome of the Meeting. The Outcome of the Meeting, 
together with the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting are available in the 
HELCOM Meeting Portal.

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%206-2016-380/MeetingDocuments/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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Annex 2. Outline of the HOLAS II report 
 

Draft outline of the HOLAS II summary report, printed version and online 

(‘Level 1’) 
An outline of potential web products is given further below. Each chapter begins with key questions 
proposed to be addressed.  
The outline gives the overall content proposed to be covered. The way in which the information given in 
each case (e.g. as figures, text boxes, main text) is still to be decided. 

0. Preface 

1. Summary 

2. Introduction 

a. Policy background: Visions and objectives for the Baltic Sea;  

i. The Baltic Sea Action Plan  

ii. The Marine Strategy Framework directive  

iii. Other directives of relevance for the assessment  

b. Biological, Oceanographic and cultural characteristics of the Baltic Sea  

c. Previous assessments  

d. Reading instructions (ref to online material etc)  

3. Methods  

a. Short outline of the HOLAS II work process 

i. Project structure and links to other Helcom activities 

ii. New developments of tools and indicators  

iii. [Extended method descriptions published on-line] 

b. Geographic delineations for the assessment  

c. Data sources  

d. Years covered by the assessments 

 

4. Environmental status of the Baltic Sea 

Questions are the same for all sections below (4a-4i) 

 What is the current status?  

 If not in good status, how big part of the Baltic Sea is affected and what geographical areas 

are particularly affected? 

 

Results for Cost of degradation analyses are added in such a way that they are clearly visible 

 

a. Biodiversity assessment 

i. Integrated assessment results per ecosystem component and for total biodiversity. 

Results are presented as maps by spatial assessment unit, also showing the 

distance to GES (5-scale approach; 2 levels of GES, 3 levels of sub-GES) 

ii. Information on whether GES is achieved per core indicator 

iii. Trend over time of selected species or species groups, habitats (e.g. key species, 

species with negative development or signs of recovery)  

iv. Text as needed to support and explain the evaluation, also opportunity to show 

additional information to complement. 

v. Food web evaluation 

b. Eutrophication 
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i. Results from integrated assessment in map, using the HEAT tool 

ii. Information on whether GES is achieved per indicator 

iii. Trend over time in the indicators where this is possible 

c. Hazardous substances  

i. Results from integrated assessment in map, covering offshore areas (to be agreed 

on if also cover coastal areas). Results are presented as maps by spatial assessment 

unit also showing levels of the status, eg as distance to GES. 

ii. Information on whether GES is achieved per core indicator 

iii. Trend over time in the indicators where this is possible 

iv. Oils spills indicator trend 

v. Text as needed to support and explain the evaluation, also opportunity to show 

additional information to complement. 

d. Non-indigenous species 

i. To be developed 

e. Commercial fish 

i. To be developed 

f. Hydrographical impacts 

i. To be developed 

g. Marine litter 

i. Evaluation of status using available data and a descriptive approach based on 

proposals from the expert network (no indicator-based assessment anticipated) 

ii. Assessment of spatial distribution of the problem in different parts of the Baltic 

Sea, using anecdotic information. Examples could compare the situation at e.g. 

different beaches that could represent status affected by different activities. 

iii. Ongoing trends cannot be assessed but potentially an expert evaluation can be 

included, which could consider eg. available data and and trends in human 

activities that affect the status 

iv. Further text as needed to support and explain the evaluation 

 

h. Underwater noise 

i. Evaluation of status using available data and a descriptive approach (no indicator-

based assessment anticipated) 

ii. More detailed information on the spatial distribution, to show the severity of the 

problem in different parts of the Baltic Sea. Ambient noise maps from the BIAS 

project could be shown and possibly combined with distribution maps of prioritized 

sound sensitive species in the HELCOM area. Consider using information from 

registry of impulsive events. 

iii. Ongoing trends cannot be assessed but potentially an expert evaluation can be 

included, which could consider e.g. available data and trends in human activities 

that affect the status.  

iv. Further text as needed to support and explain the evaluation. 
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5. Pressures and human activities acting on the environment 

a. How is the ecosystem affected by human activities? 

i. Relationships and links between human activities, the pressures they are causing 

and impacts/state. This could make use of the outcome of the survey and literature 

information (“impact chains”) 

b. Which geographical areas and which ecosystem components are particularly impacted? 

i. Results from the Baltic Sea impact index 

ii. Pressure layers should reflect the total situation in the sea during 2011-2016, so 

that accumulated values are used always when motivated, eg physical loss, 

nutrients, hazardous substances? Current values (2011-2016) are used for 

underwater noise, disturbance of species, extraction of species, physical 

disturbance. 

c. What geographical areas have particularly many pressures right now? 

i. Results from the Baltic Sea pressure index, or selected information with reference 

to the main pressures 

ii. Pressures layers should show input values 2011-2016 always when applicable 

iii. Presentation as maps 

d. What are the most important pressures acting on the Baltic Sea environment today? 

i. Based on the Annex III higher level grouping category 

ii. Table summarizing information based on BSII results  

e. Is the situation improving or getting worse?  

i. (Attempt to) Estimate the rate of change in the most important pressures. This can 

be presented as a table that synthesises information from chapter 4 where 

relevant. (use descriptive information if no quantitative information) 

ii. Trends over time of selected pressures that have changed a lot recently (increased 

or decreased), when data is available, based on the principles of HOLAS II 5-2016 

iii. Connect to management targets by referring to results for the pressure core 

indicators: MAI indicator, oil spills where relevant, and refer to the situation in 

international fisheries management  

f. What is the economic importance/benefit of human activities/sectors using the marine 

environment? Which human activities depend on and affect the sea/the status of the sea? 

i. Economic and social analysis, combined with human activities/pressures map 

where applicable 

 

6. Measures towards reaching GES 

a) What have we done to improve and protect the environment?  

 (focus on measures taken jointly in HELCOM ) 

 Regionally agreed targets (MAI/CART) and their fulfilment. A reflection on the continued 

aim in HELCOM to develop environmental targets also for other pressures than input of 

nutrients. 

 Existing and planned measures at the regional scale, e.g. 

o MPA network  

o RAP marine litter 

o Measures in the maritime sector 

o etc (could be proposed by Secretariat) 

b) Are the measures taken so far sufficient to reach GES? 
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 The depth of this part of the chapter is still to be determined. It will also need to reflect on 

reasons why GES has not been achieved although measures have been taken (e.g. time lag 

in response and recovery and variation depending on pressure/measure), possibly also to 

reflect societal drivers if such analysis can be arranged. 

 

7. Where is the Baltic Sea going? Conclusions and future outlook (Holistic view) 

a. This chapter will integrate information and provide a holistic understanding of the results 

presented in previous chapters. This will be done by addressing specific issues in a more 

narrative manner, e.g. “is the Baltic Sea recovering from eutrophication”? 

 

Web based material 

“Level 2” Thematic results (more detailed assessment results) 

Characteristics of the Baltic Sea (if not in full report) 
Integrated results  

1. Biodiversity  

2. Eutrophication 

3. Hazardous substances  

Maritime assessment 
Cumulative impacts  

4. BSII assessment 

Economic and social analyses 
5. Marine Water accounting & Cost of degradation 

Additional themes and methods descriptions, if needed  

 

“Level 3” 

Core indicator reports (on its original place on the Helcom web) 
- to be listed according to titles (marine litter, underwater noise etc.) 

Other indicator reports, as needed 
Fact sheets on the spatial datasets (associated with the HELCOM map and data service) 

1. human activities (to be listed) 

2. pressures (to be listed) 

3. ecosystem components (to be listed) 

Additional products, if needed  
 

 

 


