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Memo from the online meeting to solve remaining questions from HOLAS II 

6E-2017 
Introduction 

The HOLAS II 6E-2017 online meeting on 19 January 2017 agreed to return to issues related to the integrated 

assessment of biodiversity that could not be discussed at the time during a separate online meeting.  

The Meeting was attended by representatives of Denmark, Finland, Germany, Poland and Sweden, the list of 

participants is contained in Annex 1. The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Lena Bergström, HELCOM Secretariat, 

and Ms. Lena Avellan, HELCOM Secretariat, acted as secretary of the meeting.  

For the purpose of the online meeting the HELCOM SPICE project developed proposals on the remaining 

open issues to be discussed. The proposal, discussion and conclusions from the meeting are documented in 

this memo. A clarification and overview of the proposed outputs is given in the Annex 2 Table 1. 

Meeting memo is available at the meeting site of HOLAS II 6E-2017 at the HELCOM Meeting Portal. 

 

0. General introductory discussion  
1. The meeting noted that Germany and Denmark are not prepared to provide final positions on the 

issues under discussion at this online meeting, and that final recommendations should be taken at 
the SPICE Biodiversity workshop 15 March 2017.  

2. The meeting noted that in order to prepare for the workshop this online meeting will discuss the 
issues on the agenda and provide conclusions on what options and results need to be prepared for 
presentation and discussion at the workshop.  

3. The meeting discussed the alignment of the assessments in HOLAS II in relation to the Article 8 
guidance document and noted the following views,  

 Germany: the requirements of the revised draft commission decision should be followed as 
far as possible in presenting the assessment results. The state of discussion of the Art. 8 
guidance should be taken into account with a view to trialling approaches. 

 Denmark, Finland, Sweden: the article 8 guidance is currently considered to be an early draft 
version that has not been discussed sufficiently to have reached a consensus agreement and 
therefore the HOLAS II does not have to be aligned at this point in time 

 Poland: the article 8 guidance should be followed as far as possible, however noting the 
currently available version is not the final version 
 

1. Assessment of fish from the perspective of sufficiency of indicators to evaluate the three 

species groups 
Proposal: 

Species groups. Indicators developed as coastal fish indicators are proposed to be linked to the species group 

“coastal fish”, based on that they are developed as coastal fish indicators of biodiversity and that the species 

included are representative for the coastal zone.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%206E-2017-414/default.aspx
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Species. If it is wished that these indicators are also linked to species (that is, the organizational level under 

“species groups”), either of the following problems needs to be solved or recognized:  

a) It must be recognized and approved, at least on a principal level, that a species can be assigned to 

more than one species group (e.g. flounder may be assigned to both “coastal fish” and “demersal 

shelf species”, in line with its natural distribution pattern). 

b) Flounder could be assigned only as demersal shelf species, but this would mean that the coastal fish 

indicator “key species of coastal fish” would not be assigned under “coastal fish”, in disagreement 

with how the indicator has been developed. 

However, it should be noted that the BEAT tool does not specifically require that indicators are also linked to 

“species” and there is no requirement for this in the Commission decision.  

Use in BEAT. The ‘criteria-based’ integration approach is proposed to be used in the integrated assessment 

of fish in BEAT, referring to that there is no EU guidance whether to use the species- or criteria approach and 

as the criteria approach is in alignment with how the indicators have been developed. It should be noted that 

the choice of integration approach (by species groups or by criteria) is not expected to have an influence on 

the integrated assessment result. 

Discussion at the meeting:  

4. The Meeting noted that as currently all fish indicators relate to the same criterion, discussing 

integration is currently not so crucial. The meeting noted that the species-specific information will 

be available in the indicator reports, and that the main issue to discuss currently is to develop a 

common understanding of what type of information will be given in HOLAS II summary report 

regarding level of detail. 

5. The Meeting noted the view by Sweden that some of the core indicators may not be fit for the 

Commission Decision if it is interpreted as requiring a species-based approach, and that while this is 

not an issue in relation in HOLAS II it may be relevant for future assessments. Sweden is of the opinion 

that species such as e.g. flounder need to be further discussed in the future in order to clarify the 

role of commercially exploited species under biodiversity assessments.  

6. The Meeting noted the view by Germany that there is an ongoing discussion on whether to use the 

species approach or criteria approach to integration and that at this time there is no preference. 

Germany needs to discuss the issue further nationally and aims to come back after the meeting.  

7. The Meeting noted that Poland will come back on the issue on ‘coastal fish’ after the meeting.  

8. The meeting noted that the coastal fish assessment of HOLAS II is not currently foreseen to include 

data from Germany or Poland. 

Conclusion from the meeting: 

9. The meeting agreed to the proposal as a pragmatic approach for HOLAS II, taking the tight schedule 

into consideration, also noting that a statement on how well the results align with the commission 

decision should be given in connection with presenting the results in the HOLAS II summary report.  

 

2. Weight of primary and secondary criteria in the integrated assessments 
Proposal from SPICE project: 

Use in BEAT. Primary and secondary criteria are given equal weight in BEAT. A penalty will be given in the 

confidence assessment if a primary criterion is not covered but not if a secondary criterion is not covered.  

Discussion at the meeting: 

10. The Meeting noted that Denmark and Poland are not in a position to comment on the issue, and will 

give their views after the meeting. 

Conclusion from the meeting: 
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11. The Meeting agreed on the proposal with the amendment that also missing secondary criteria should 

affect the confidence when identified to be of relevance for the assessment of biodiversity.  

 

3. Integrated assessment of mammals beyond species level 
Proposal from SPICE project: 

Species. Results at species level will be presented for core indicators in the summary report, in alignment 

with the reporting requirements.  

Use in BEAT. Noting that there are no instructions for this in the revComDec, it is proposed to additionally 

assess the level of mammals using OAOO at all steps. The added value of this analyses is to give a more 

generalised picture to guide and support other regional processes, in addition to the MSFD, as well as 

communication. 

Discussion of the meeting:  

12. The Meeting noted that for grey seal there are four relevant indicators and that it should be further 

explored if the two ‘population condition’ indicators should be integrated together in a first step 

before integration with the other indicators to ensure an un-biased assessment of the species and 

invited the SPICE project to explore the issue further. The Meeting noted the view by Sweden that it 

should be indicated in the HOLAS II summary report on the integrated results of ‘Mammals’ that the 

assessment is not fully balanced as information on harbour porpoise will be missing and also 

population condition information on harbour seal and ringed seal.  

13. The Meeting noted that Denmark is currently not able to support the use of the one-out-all-out 

method in the integration between species to the species group and element level, as the national 

position on this matter is not established yet.  

14. The Meeting noted the view by Finland that since there is likely to be only one or two species 

available in one assessment unit, it will not have a big impact on the assessment outcome whether 

one-out-all-out or averaging is used.  

Conclusion from the meeting: 

15. The meeting agreed on the proposal, with the understanding that when the integrated results are 

presented in the HOLAS II summary report it should be indicated that this is an interim solution as 

there is not yet an agreed method on EU level. 

 

4. At which ecosystem component level to assess birds 
Proposal from SPICE project: 

Species groups. Assessing based on “species groups” would be best in alignment with the GES definition. This 

integration can be done in the current structure of BEAT. Result will be reported at species group level using 

core indicators in the summary report.  

Species. Assessing by species is not proposed. However, it is technically possible since data is available to 

show trends per species. If this assessment is still wished, it should be recognized that the GES definition for 

the core indicators is not originally developed for assessing by species, meaning that the approach developed 

by the experts in the Core indicator report would not be followed and there will be some mismatch between 

key messages of the summary report (Level 1) and the core indicators fact sheets (level 3).  It should also be 

noted that no guidance is available on the required integration rule meaning that there is no obligation to 

present results per species. 
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Use in BEAT. In similar way as for fish, it is proposed to generally apply the ‘criteria-based’ integration for the 

level birds in BEAT in HOLAS II. 

Discussion at the meeting:  

16. The Meeting noted that the issue under discussion is whether the results from the two core 

indicators are to be integrated per species group before the species groups are integrated together 

to the element level of ‘Birds’.  

17. The Meeting noted that although the threshold value of the indicators are based on a percentage of 

species achieving the threshold, the information on which species it is that deviates more than 30% 

from the baseline is available in the core indicator report. 

18. The meeting noted that there may be a need to further discuss that some of the assessed species in 

both core indicators migrate to areas outside the Baltic Sea and that some signals in the indicator 

may be due to pressures outside the Baltic Sea area. 

Conclusion from the meeting: 

19. The Meeting agreed to the proposal to integrate ‘species groups’ for the two core indicators before 

integrating to the element ‘birds’ (see also Annex 2 Table 1), with the understanding that the HOLAS 

II summary report will present the integrated status result accompanied by qualitative explanations 

of the results in text, further noting that the core indicator reports will contain all the detailed 

information on the values for each species. 
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Annex 1. List of participants 
Representing Name Organization E-mail 

Chair 

 Lena Bergström HELCOM Secretariat lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi  

Contracting Parties 

Denmark Lone Søderberg Danish Environmental Protection Agency lomu@mst.dk  

Finland Samuli Korpinen Finnish Environment Institute samuli.korpinen@ymparisto.fi  

Germany Andrea Weiss German Environment Agency andrea.weiss@uba.de  

Germany Juliane Wendt Leibniz Institute for Baltic Sea Research 
Warnemünde 

juliane.wendt@io-warnemuende.de  

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

Poland Michał Malinga DHI Poland  

Poland Klaudyna Świstun DHI Poland kls@dhigroup.com  

Poland Elzbieta Lysiak-Pastuszak External expert elaly@o2.pl  

Poland Diana Dziaduch Maritime Institute in Gdańsk ddziaduch@im.gda.pl  

Poland Anna Barańska Maritime Institute in Gdańsk abaranska@im.gda.pl  

Sweden Norbert Häubner Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management 

norbert.haubner@havochvatten.se 

SPICE partners 

SYKE Henrik Nygård Finnish Environment Institute henrik.nygard@ymparisto.fi  

HELCOM Secretariat 

 Lena Avellan HELCOM Secretariat lena.avellan@helcom.fi  
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Annex 2.  
Table 1 below gives an overview on the proposals for the concerned core indicators. 

Table 1. Indicators for fish, birds and mammals foreseen to be used in HOLAS II, with links to species group, species (if 

relevant) and MSFD criteria. The dark green and light green areas show the level at which results are proposed to be 

shown in the summary report, for all spatial assessment units where data is available and provided that thresholds 

have been agreed on (I=integrated result for more than one indicator). The results will presented in the format of table, 

map or chart, to be decided based on the data properties. 

 Species group Species Criterion 

Birds (I)    

Abundance of waterbirds in the breeding 

season 5 species groups - D1C2 

Abundance of waterbirds in the wintering 

season 5 species groups - D1C2 

Mammals (I)    

Population trends and abundance of seals Seals 

grey seal, ringed seal 

harbor seal D1C2 

Nutritional status of seals Seals grey seal D1C3 

Reproductive status of seas Seals grey seal D1C3 

Distribution of Baltic seals Seals 

grey seal, ringed seal 

harbor seal D1C4 

Fish (I)    

Abundance of key coastal fish species 

Coastal fish (I) 

 

- D1C2 

Abundance of coastal fish key functional 

groups - D4C1, D1C2 

Abundance of seatrout spawners and parr  

Pelagic shelf fish (I) 

 

sea trout D1C2 

Abundance of salmon spawners and smolt salmon D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB herring herring D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB sprat sprat D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB salmon salmon D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB seatrout sea trout D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB Brill 

Demersal shelf fish 

(I) 

 

brill D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB cod cod D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB dab  dab D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB flounder flounder D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB plaice plaice D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB sole sole D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB turbot turbot D1C2 

D3C2 ICES - SSB european eel Coastal fish european eel D1C2 

 


