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Outcome of the Seventh Meeting of the Project for the development 
of the second holistic assessment (HOLAS II 7-2017) 

 
Introduction 

0.1 In accordance with the Outcome of HOLAS II 6-2016 (para 7.2), the Seventh Meeting of 
the Project for the development of the second holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea was held in 
Copenhagen, Denmark, at the premises of the Danish Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), on 4-6 
April 2017. 

0.2 The Meeting was attended by delegations from Denmark, Estonia, European Union, 
Finland, Lithuania, Germany, Poland and Sweden and invited guests from ICES. The List of Participants 
is attached as Annex 1.  

0.3 Ms. Lone Søderberg, Danish EPA, welcomed the meeting participants. 

0.4 Ms. Monika Stankiewicz, Executive Secretary of HELCOM, highlighted the importance of 
the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report in following-up the goals and objectives of the BSAP and to 
capture any improvements since the adoption of the BSAP. The Meeting was informed that the ‘State 
of the Baltic Sea’ report will be used in the preparation of the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting in 2018 
as well as a background document to the Ministerial Meeting. 

0.5 The Meeting was chaired by Ms. Maria Laamanen, Chair of HOLAS II. Ms. Ulla Li Zweifel, 
Professional Secretary, acted as secretary 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 the following reports by the Contracting Parties on project 
results and other topics of relevance to the activities of the HOLAS II project: 

 Denmark: The planning phase has started for the Article 8, 9, and 10 reports which currently 
are planned to be prepared as separate reports. The national reports will extract information 
from the HELCOM and OSPAR reports and indicator assessment to be supplemented with 
national information. Currently a gap analysis is undertaken to assess the need to complement 
the OSPAR and HELCOM assessment. The public consultation on the national report will start 
in February 2018 and last for 12 weeks.  

 Estonia: Working groups for the thematic topics of the national MSFD assessment are 
established. The topics are in accordance with the HOLAS II structure: biodiversity (benthic and 
pelagic habitats), fish, mammals, birds, non-indigenous species, eutrophication (including 
hydrography), hazardous substances, litter, noise. An ESA group will be established in the 
nearest future. First draft of the national MSFD assessment will be available in September 
2017. 

 Finland: First complete draft on the national report will be prepared in September and in 
November a final draft will be presented for approval and public hearing is expected to start 
in mid-January 2018. The national report will follow the outline of the HOLAS II report closely 
and will largely rely on core indicators complemented with national aspects as needed.  

 Lithuania: The national report is currently in the planning phase. It is expected to be available 
for public consultation in April 2018 and the final assessment to be ready by September 2018. 
The HOLAS II results will be used. Lithuania is currently reviewing the national monitoring 
programme and will consider to include, for example, marine litter and underwater noise 
monitoring in the upcoming six years. 
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 Germany: Work on the national text report has started. There will be one report structured 
along the MSFD descriptors, clustered into pressures and status, following the structure of the 
revised Commission Decision. The update of Art. 8, 9 and 10 MSFD will be combined within 
each descriptor section. It is planned to use the HOLAS II assessment results as far as possible. 
Current planning is to use and include by reference the core indicators, where appropriate, as 
methodological standards for assessing good status and as update of the actual state of the 
marine environment in the descriptor sections. The HOLAS II summary report ’State of the 
Baltic Sea‘ is planned as a background document to the national text report. The six-month 
public consultation on the national text report is supposed to start on 15 October 2017; the 
background document would be made available to the public alongside the national 
consultation documents. 

 Poland: A tender for the initial assessment will be finalized in April. The results of predominant 
sea-based pressures and impact analysis and socio-economic analysis of the use of marine 
waters and the cost of degradation of marine environment tends to be completed by the end 
of June 2017. Poland is now finalizing report on pressures from land-based sources. The final 
version will be ready in June 2017. Draft version of the report on art. 10 to public consultation 
will be available in March 2018, the final version will be present in June 2018 for approval by 
the Council of Ministers. A national assessment report based on data from 2011-2016 will be 
ready in February 2018 and public consultation has been issued for March 2018. The national 
report will be present in June 2018 for approval by the Council of Ministers. 

 Sweden: One report is planned to cover Articles 8, 9, 10. Currently work is ongoing on the 
initial assessment and will make as much use of the results of HOLAS II and OSPAR 
intermediate assessment as possible. The public consultation will tentatively start in 
November 2017. Comments received on the HOLAS II report will be considered when 
preparing the national report.  

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

2.3 The Meeting noted the that a clarifying text regarding testing of indicators agreed by 
State & Conservation 5E-2017 will be included in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report and that 
indicators that have been agreed to be tested will be clearly marked in the report.  

2.4 The Meeting took note of the outcome of HELCOM SPICE workshops (documents 2-2, 2-
3, 2-4, 2-5) as well as HELCOM HOLAS II ESA WS 2-2017 (document 2-6) and agreed to discuss the 
results and still open issues under the respective relevant agenda item. 

Agenda Item 3  Timeline and state of development of HOLAS II reports, materials and web 
products 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the overview and 
outline of the first version of the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report (document 3-1, Presentation 1). The 
Meeting recalled that the summary report is focused on presenting the key messages and results of 
the assessment of environmental status while information on methods will be provided as 
supplementary material, and that core indicator reports and fact sheets for human activities, 
pressures and ecosystem component layers will be provided as supporting material.  

3.2 The Meeting took note that written comments from the core team on the meeting 
documents under agenda items 4 to 8 can be submitted to the Secretariat by 13 April 2017 
(lena.bergström@helcom.fI). The comments will be considered when finalizing the summary report 
for submission to State & Conservation 6-2017 (15-19 May) that will aim at the technical 
endorsement of the first version of the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report. GEAR 16-2017 (23-24 May) 
will consider recommending to HOD 52-2017 (20-21 June) to publish the report. As the timetable is 
tight the Contracting Parties are requested to prepare their national position on the report for the 
State & Conservation 6-2017 meeting. The Meeting further noted that the core indicator reports are 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOLAS%20II%20ESA%20WS%202-2017-429/default.aspx
mailto:lena.bergström@helcom.fI
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currently being updated to be based on data from 2011-2015 and will be considered at State & 
Conservation 6-2017. 

3.3  The Meeting took note of the statement by Denmark that it had not been possible to 
involve all the needed experts and thus, no official position could be given on the meeting 
documents. 

3.4 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the use of terms 
related to state of the environment in the BSAP and in previous HELCOM assessments (Presentation 
2).  

3.5 The Meeting discussed different phrasings to be used in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ 
report for indicators such as the expression achieving/not achieving threshold value. For the 
integrated assessment the terminology of the BSAP could be used, i.e. affected/unaffected by 
eutrophication, disturbed/undisturbed by hazardous substances, unfavorable/favorable biodiversity. 
Good/not good status could be used as seen fit in the context. 

3.6 The Meeting took note of the expected updates for the final version of the ‘State of the 
Baltic Sea report’ in 2018 and the request from the GEAR Group for the HOLAS II core team to 
develop a common text for consultation purposes (document 3-2). 

3.7 The Meeting provided a contribution to the GEAR Group regarding the management of 
public consultations as included in Annex 3.  

3.8 The Meeting took note of the information from Denmark that according to their 
procedures, introducing significant changes to the national marine strategy comparing to the version 
put to public consultation, such as adding new indicators, may require Denmark to make a new 
national consultation.    

Agenda Item 4  Results for human activities  

4.1 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Humans and the environment’ in the 
‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report (document 4-1).  

4.2 The Meeting took note of the presentation by the Secretariat on the proposed 
components on economic and social analyses (Presentation 3).  

4.3 The Meeting noted that the results for the economic and social analyses focusing on the 
use of marine water analyses are recommended to contribute to chapter 3 based on the outcome 
from the HOLAS II Workshop on Economic and Social Analyses (HOLAS II ESA WS 2-2017), which was 
held on 31 March 2017. The Meeting noted that the workshop recommended to use socio-economic 
indicators related to: 

- fish and shellfish harvesting, 

- marine fish aquaculture, noting that it is not relevant for all countries and  information is 
pending from Denmark to be able to distinguish activities in the Baltic Sea and the North Sea 
and from Sweden on the extent of commercial marine aquaculture, 

- marine and coastal tourism and recreation, however noting that the workshop 
recommended that statistics on marine tourism accommodation would not be included in 
the summary report due to difficulties in distinguishing tourism revenues from marine and 
coastal tourism from other tourism, but that information for recreation can be included, 

- off-shore wind-energy, 

- transport infrastructure (ports), noting the need to separate Danish and German activities in 
the Baltic Sea and the North Sea,   

- shipping, noting that also here there are uncertainties in the share of revenues applicable to 
the Baltic Sea. 
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4.4 The Meeting noted that the choice of maps of human activities currently presented in 
the draft chapter 3 has been made to reflect the activities for which the economic analyses are 
available. 

4.5 The Meeting noted the view of the EC to use the same terminology on human activities 
as that of MSFD Annex III. The Meeting agreed to use the terminology of MSFD Annex III as far as 
feasible but to also change terms as considered necessary to ensure a reader friendly text. In the 
supplementary reports an explanatory key between terms used in the report and terms in MSFD 
Annex III can be provided.  

4.6 The Meeting proposed to: 

- highlight in the main text that all data collected on human activities and pressures within 
HOLAS II are available and have been taken into account in the assessment, 

- consider to highlight major activities, e.g. based on monetary terms or spatial coverage, 

- clarify that chapter 3 is focused on the use of marine waters, but also clarify which uses of 
marine waters are dependent on a healthy sea, 

- consider showing already in this chapter an example on how the activities are overlapping 
with selected ecosystem layers, 

- consider including a case study that outlines the whole impact chain from activity to impact 
on the environment and further link to the economic analysis to provide a full example. 

4.7 The Meeting took note of the economic analysis of cost of degradation of the 
environment that will be included in chapters 3, 4 and 5. The analysis represents a change in the 
economic value or human well-being as response to changes in the environment. The workshop 
recommended to include the cost of degradation analysis related to the following topics: 

- recreation in chapter 3, with estimates of total and national values. The proposal to place 
this cost of degradation analysis in chapter 3 is due to recreation not being linked to one 
specific pressure and, furthermore, recreation can in chapter 3, where the methodology of 
the economic analyses is presented, provide an example of both types of economic analyses, 

- eutrophication in chapter 4. Total estimates of cost of degradation and per person estimates 
for each HELCOM country can be provided,  

- underwater meadows and fish stocks in chapter 5. Data are available from Finland, Lithuania 
and Sweden. Using the value transfer approach the cost of degradation analysis has also 
been extended to other countries to provide a regional estimate. The workshop 
recommended to present the estimates for all countries, provided that the report makes it 
clear that the estimates are not based on regional data, but on transferring values across 
countries, and that the estimates for the original study countries (Finland, Lithuania and 
Sweden) are clearly separated from the estimates which are based on benefit transfer 
(Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Latvia, Poland and Russia) when presenting the results, both in 
the text and the table.  

4.8 The Meeting took note that Denmark is not supporting the use of the value transfer 
approach. 

Agenda Item 5  Core indicator based assessment of pressures on the Baltic Sea 

Recommendations from the Meeting on editorial and visual improvements are included in Annex 2. 

5.1 The Meeting took note of the draft section on ‘Eutrophication’ (document 5-7). The 
Meeting noted that the results on the eutrophication assessment are not final yet due to ongoing 
improvements by IN-Eutrophication. The IN- Eutrophication has, among other things, re-scaled the 
indicators by defining minimum and maximum values for the indicators, and also considered the 
weighing of indicators in the integrated assessment. The pending updates are, however, not expected 
to change the overall status of eutrophication in the respective sub-basin. 
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5.2 The Meeting took note that in order to compare the current integrated assessment 
results with the results of the initial holistic assessment two options will be considered: to include 
the "new" eutrophication indicators (TN, TP, Cyanobacterial bloom index) also in a revisited 
assessment of the previous period, or alternatively, carry out the assessment of eutrophication in the 
current period without the new indicators. To be able to compare results of core indicators with the 
previous assessment period arrows will be included in the proposed Table 1 and it is also proposed to 
include graphs showing changes over time in the indicator parameters (Figure 4).  

5.3 The Meeting noted that the contribution of information for assessing Polish coastal 
waters will be clarified together with the Secretariat.  

5.4 The Meeting proposed the following: 

- include a paragraph on internal loading of nutrients and how this affects the measures taken 
to reduce the input of nutrients, 

- highlight improvements of the eutrophication assessment compared to the previous 
assessment through the agreement on new indicators. 

5.5 The Meeting recalled that Denmark has requested to display WFD assessment results of 
ecological quality in coastal waters instead of results based on HEAT. In relation to the confidence 
assessment it should be clarified that the conclusion that the confidence assessment is low in coastal 
waters does not apply to Danish waters.  

5.6 The Meeting took note of the document on indicator weights for the eutrophication 
assessment as proposed by IN-Eutrophication (document 5-9). 

5.7 The Meeting took note of the draft section on ‘Hazardous substances’ (document 5-6).  

5.8 The Meeting took note that based on the recommendation from the HELCOM SPICE 
hazardous substance workshop (HELCOM SPICE HZ WS 1-2017) the integrated assessment on 
contamination status has been recalculated to include data also from the so called ’initial status 
assessment’. The ‘initial status assessment’ data does not meet the criteria of the script used to 
calculate the core indicators, however, it does meet the specifications for the core indicators on 
which matrices should be sampled etc. As the ‘initial status assessment’ data does not meet the 
script-criteria the data are not included in the core indicator result displayed in the core indicator key 
message maps, however intended to be included in the more detailed results of the reports.  

5.9 The Meeting took note that including the ‘initial status assessment’ data in the 
integration increases the spatial coverage. Regarding the effect on the overall confidence the use of 
data from the ‘initial status assessment’ can increase the confidence in the assessment as it can 
increase the number of substances per assessment unit reducing the applied confidence penalty, and 
that the confidence can also be lowered as the data is given a ‘low’ confidence score compared to 
the data that has gone through the full script which is given a ‘high’ confidence.  

5.10 The Meeting supported to continue the development of the integrated hazardous 
substance assessment based on the inclusion of data from the ‘initial status assessment’, noting that 
Denmark was not in a position to give a final view on the approach.  

5.11 The Meeting took note that the hazardous substance experts have proposed to show 
how many substances have contributed to the assessment by including pie charts in the maps 
displaying the integrated contamination status (Figure 1) and also to include a graph showing the 
range of contamination ratios and direction of trends of the core indicators per station (Figure 2a). 

5.12 The Meeting proposed to: 

- explain better in the main text why the 12 substances have been chosen for the core 
indicators, 

- in the text on the respective core indicators, add information on sources and trends, also 
indicate if no trends are detectable, 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20SPICE%20HZ%20WS%201-2017-426/default.aspx
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- in figures presenting results per indicator, link back to the actual core indicator results by 
identifying the ‘initial status assessment’ data. 

5.13 The Meeting noted that only a limited number of substances were assessed in the 
Gdansk Basin and that the Polish experts together with the Secretariat will clarify if there are any 
data reporting issues that need to be resolved.   

5.14 The Meeting noted that additional data can be included in the updated version of the 
‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report in 2018 and that reporting should be made in accordance with the 
regular COMBINE procedure. 

5.15 The Meeting took note of the draft section on ‘Marine litter’ (document 5-3) and the 
new proposed graphs presented to the Meeting and made recommendations on editorial and visual 
improvements as included in Annex 2.  

5.16 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Seabed loss and disturbance’ (document 
5-8).  

5.17 The Meeting recalled the endorsement by State & Conservation 5-2016 to use, in the 
HOLAS II project, the approach of the Baltic Sea Impact Index to assess impact of pressures on 
benthic species and habitats. 

5.18 The Meeting took note that the definition of physical loss and disturbance is the same as 
used for the BSII (see e.g. HELCOM SPICE BSII WS 1-2017, document 2) and that further details on the 
methodological approach for assessing loss and disturbance of the seabed will be provided as 
supplementary material to the summary report. 

5.19 The Meeting supported to use the type of results presented in the document in the 
summary report, taking note that Denmark is not in a position to support the content of the chapter 
at this time. 

5.20 The Meeting noted that Denmark is not in favour of displaying quantitative results on 
physical loss and distribution and finds that the definition of activities causing loss and disturbance is 
not yet satisfying. Denmark also expressed concern that the uncertainties in the results are currently 
not displayed.  

5.21 The Meeting agreed that Denmark and representatives of the SPICE project will seek to 
clarify which underlying pressures are causing high impact in Danish waters. 

5.22 The Meeting proposed to: 

- include information on the confidence in the assessment, noting that this will reflect 
confidence in the spatial information at the level of each pressure and ecosystem layer, and 
for the assessment of impact also the confidence in the sensitivity scores based on expert 
surveys, 

- clarify that the results are based on currently available spatial data, that there may be gaps, 
and highlight if there are areas where results are difficult to conclude on due to lack of data, 

- clarify that expert judgement is used in the assessment of impacts (i.e. the expert survey), 

- use another term than ‘unimpacted’ since no area of the Baltic Sea can be assumed to be 

unimpacted, 

- provide in the supplementary report also information on % of habitat impacted per country.  

5.23 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Extraction of species by fishing’ 
(document 5-4).  

5.24 The Meeting proposed to: 

- clarify that a stock is assessed as achieving good status when it meets both criteria, and 
include the overall results in a figure or Table 2, 

- impacts and recovery; reflect on which species are achieving and not achieving good status. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20SPICE%20BSII%20WS%201-2017-427/default.aspx
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5.25 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Hunting of seals and water birds’ 
(document 5-5).  

5.26 The Meeting agreed that information on hunting of water birds from additional 
countries should be submitted to the Secretariat as soon as possible, and by 13 April 2017 at the 
latest (lena.bergström@helcom.fi).  

5.27 The Meeting welcomed that Sweden and Poland will contribute to the writing of the text 
on hunting of water birds. 

5.28 The Meeting proposed to: 

- reflect in the text that several countries in the southern Baltic Sea have protection on birds 
such as ducks, 

- focus the text on hunting of marine species, and include information on cormorant, 

- link hunting to the status of hunted species in the chapter of biodiversity. 

5.29 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Underwater noise’ (document 5-1).  

5.30 The Meeting took note that proposals on how to improve the text have already been 
received from a number of countries and will be included when revising the summary report for 
submission to State & Conservation 6-2017. 

5.31 The Meeting took note that the text and figures will be updated to be aligned with other 
HELCOM documents and reports related to underwater noise which are currently being revised (e.g. 
documents 4-7 and 4-8 of HELCOM 38 -2017, report on ‘Noise sensitivity of animals in the Baltic 
Sea’).  

5.32 The Meeting noted that in the draft revision of MSFD Annex III the term ‘sound’ is used 
instead of ‘noise’. 

5.33 The Meeting proposed to: 

- consider reflecting on historical noise levels based on information on the development over 
time of shipping, 

- continue using the term ‘underwater noise’ as chapter heading and also in the text when 
referring to activities that are anticipated to have negative impacts but use the term ‘sound’ 
when referring to the topic in general. 

5.34 The Meeting took note of the draft section on ‘Non-indigenous species’ (document 5-3).  

5.35 The Meeting noted that the AquaNIS database is the main source of data for the 
indicator however that missing data have been complemented through the data approval process for 
core indicators. The Meeting took note that the indicator data set is still being updated based on new 
information from Denmark and Germany and the results are thus not final. 

5.36 The Meeting took note that the table presents the results of the indicator and is 
proposed to be presented in a graph in the final version, and that the species that have been 
introduced to the Baltic Sea during the assessment period will be listed.  

5.37 The Meeting took note that a map is proposed to be included to show the accumulated 
number of introduced species in the different assessment units as well as information on how many 
of those are primary introductions during the assessment period. 

5.38 The Meeting proposed to: 

- make clear that the indicator is based on new introductions to the Baltic Sea, 

- include additional information on the newly introduced species, e.g. if they are known to 
cause harmful impacts in other regions, 

- if possible, compare with the results from the initial HELCOM holistic assessment, 

mailto:lena.bergström@helcom.fi
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- mention also aquaculture as a source of introduction, e.g. Pacific oyster in Danish water, 
which could also be given as an example of introduction of a species with wide impact, 

- consider to include a reflection on NIS as a source of benefits, e.g. income, if a suitable 
example can be provided. 

Agenda Item 6  Core indicator-based assessments of biodiversity and food webs 

Recommendations from the Meeting on editorial and visual improvements are included in Annex 2. 

6.1 The Meeting took note of the results of the assessment of benthic habitats (document 
6-5). 

6.2 The Meeting took note of the presentation of the updated assessment results which 
include new indicator evaluations based on the scaling of the oxygen debt indicator and an update of 
the indicator on state of soft-bottom macrofauna community for the Kiel Bay. 

6.3 The Meeting took note of inconsistencies with national assessment results for the 
following areas and that the Contracting Parties will come back with a proposal on how this can be 
resolved:  

- assessment of benthic habitats in Estonian coastal waters Väinamere,  

- assessment result for the state of soft-bottom macrofauna community in the Kiel Bay, 

- Denmark will check if the results are compliant to the results of the WFD assessment. 

6.4 The Meeting took note that distribution of anoxic areas is proposed to be shown in a map 
in the section on benthic habitats and that the current map is based on data originating from IOW to 
one single map layer, and is inverted from the benthic ecosystem component layer developed for use 
in the BSII. 

6.5 The Meeting agreed to improve the map on anoxic/hypoxic areas for use in the benthic 
habitat chapter, showing also e.g. variation in oxygen concentration in the assessment period. 
Germany will contribute to the development of the map in communication with the Secretariat, and 
with support from Estonia and Sweden. 

6.6 The Meeting welcomed that Estonia can provide data on temporal development of the 
depth distribution of bladderwrack from one additional area. 

6.7 The Meeting proposed to: 

- in the main section on status assessment, clarify that the assessment does not provide a full 
assessment of benthic habitats that currently mainly addresses soft-bottom habitats, highlight 
the aim to cover also other habitats in the future,  

- consider including results from the Habitats Directive, 

- if possible, include long time series for state of soft-bottom macrofauna community from 
additional stations in the Baltic Sea, 

- highlight that the assessment is not complete, e.g. that the soft-bottom indicator is not 
represented in the entire Baltic Sea, and consider adding a penalty to the confidence  
assessment to make this clear in the integrated assessment map. 

6.8 The Meeting took note of the results of the assessment of pelagic habitats (document 6-
4).  

6.9 The Meeting took note that due to the lack of agreed threshold values for the 
zooplankton in the southern Baltic Sea the integrated assessment is in many assessment units 
represented only by the status of indicators reflecting primary producers (i.e. ‘cyanobacterial blooms’ 
and ‘chlorophyll-a’). 

6.10 The Meeting proposed to: 
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- highlight that the assessment is not complete, e.g. that the zooplankton indicator is not 
represented in the entire Baltic Sea, that an indicator reflecting phytoplankton composition is 
missing, and consider adding a penalty to the confidence  assessment to make this clear in the 
integrated assessment map, 

- mention the importance of oxygen concentration also in this chapter, 

- mention temperature as a driving factor behind changes in pelagic communities. 

6.11 The Meeting took note of the results of the assessment of birds (document 6-2).  

6.12 The Meeting took note that based on the outcome of the HELCOM SPICE Biodiversity 
Workshop (HELCOM SPICE Biodiv WS 1-2017) the assessment of birds has been proposed to be revised 
and be based on core indicators instead of species groups as previously proposed by the HOLAS II 
online meeting  (HOLAS II 6E-2017).  

6.13 The Meeting agreed to base the assessment of birds on the core indicators while 
displaying the results for species groups separately. This aggregates wintering and breeding birds 
separately and refers to the clear and transparent indicator results, but gives also information on the 
different species groups. The Meeting noted that the text will be further elaborated to clarify the 
reasons for differences between core indicator results and the HELCOM Red List. 

6.14 The Meeting proposed: 

- not to include the map showing integrated status of birds, 

- to explain in more detail the development over time of different species, 

- to add information on HELCOM MPAs and, if feasible, the status in SPAs or outside SPAs, 

6.15 The Meeting took note of the results of the assessment of fish (document 6-1). The 
Meeting took note that since the HELCOM SPICE Workshop on Biodiversity the assessment of fish has 
been recalculated and is in offshore waters only based on the spawning stock biomass of commercial 
fish stocks. 

6.16 The Meeting took note that Germany does not yet have a national position on whether 
to base the assessment of commercially exploited fish stocks on the average over the assessment 
period or on the data from last year for commercial fish stocks. The results from D3 for both mortality 
and SSB should also be considered here. 

6.17 The Meeting considered the different message conveyed on the status of fish stocks 
between chapter on ‘Biodiversity and food webs’ and the section on ‘Extraction of species by fishing’ 
in the chapter on pressures, which is due to the exclusion FMSY in the biodiversity assessment and 
agreed that this discrepancy needs to be considered. The Meeting proposed to give this issue further 
attention at State & Conservation 6-2017. 

6.18 The Meeting proposed to: 

- highlight as a key message that information is lacking for many stocks, 

- mention also other migrating species, e.g. lamprey and whitefish, 

- consider including information on changes in the distribution of spawning and nursing 
grounds. 

6.19 The Meeting took note of the results of the assessment of mammals (document 6-3). 

6.20 The Meeting proposed considering to move the section on drowned mammals in fishing 
gear to the chapter on pressures. 

6.21 The Meeting noted that the results on some occasions differ between the Habitat 
Directive and the results based on HELCOM indicators and that the reasons could be further clarified 
in the text. 

Agenda Item 7  Spatial analyses of human pressures and cumulative impacts 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20SPICE%20Biodiv%20WS%201-2017-425/default.aspx
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Recommendations from the Meeting on editorial and visual improvements are included in Annex 2. 

7.1 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Cumulative impacts’ (document 7-1). 

7.2 The Meeting took note of the presentation by SYKE, Finland, as representative of the 
SPICE project, on the updated results of the BSPI and BSII (Presentation 4). The Meeting noted that 
the input of hazardous substances was not yet represented in the analysis and that the approval of 
some ecosystem component layers is still pending. The Meeting agreed that the updated results will 
be prepared in time for the submission of the summary report to State & Conservation 6-2017.  

7.3 The Meeting took note that the input of nutrients will be represented by the 
concentration of nutrients based on data from the COMBINE database as recommended by the HOLAS 
II core team (Outcome of HOLAS II 6-2016, paras 6.14-6.16). The Meeting further noted that input of 
hazardous substances is proposed to be represented by results from the CHASE assessment based on 
station data (initial status assessment, cf para 5.8). The Meeting noted that these pressure layers will 
be made available to the Contracting Parties within short for checking and approval before submission 
of the updated results to State & Conservation 6-2017.  

7.4 The Meeting took note of the view of Estonia that the concentration of nutrients in the 
sea is not the preferred option to use as proxy for the input of nutrients and the use of such layers in 
the BSII should only be a temporary solution. 

7.5 The Meeting took note that Denmark is not in a positon to support the chapter on the 
‘Cumulative impacts’ at this time point.  

7.6 The Meeting recommended the following initial amendments to the chapter text: 

- explain clearly the limitation of the results, i.e. the lack of data in some areas as well as mention 
that areas with high impact may reflect high availability data, 

- consider options for a map indicating, e.g. how many layers, relevant for the area, are used in 
the analysis, 

- explain that oxygen deficiency has not been included as a pressure layer in the BSII and the 
implications of this. 

7.7 The Meeting agreed that pictures of the underlying data layers on human activities and 
pressures and the methodology, including a description on how the extent of pressures has been 
determined in the development of the pressure layers, should be prepared as soon as possible and in 
time for submission to State & Conservation 6-2017. 

7.8 The Meeting also requested the SPICE project to compile recommendations and 
experience from the current development of the BSPI and BSII to identify improvements to be made 
in the future, including for the update of the summary report in 2018. 

 

Agenda Item 8  Guidance to the writing of the remaining components of the report 

Recommendations from the Meeting on editorial and visual improvements are included in Annex 2. 

8.1 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Introduction and methods’ in the State of 
the Baltic Sea Report (document 8-1). 

8.2 The Meeting proposed to: 

- in beginning of the main text, include trends over time in abiotic features of the Baltic Sea, 
such as temperature, oxygen, and acidification (if feasible), 

- reflect the contribution of the report to MSFD, briefly in separate section or graphics,  

- in the text on the ecosystem approach and environmental management, consider reflecting 
briefly the DPSIR framework. 
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8.3 The Meeting took note of the draft chapter on ‘Measures’ (document 8-2) and provided 
editorial and visual recommendations as in Annex 2. 

8.4 The Meeting took note of the proposal on a section on ‘Summary of biodiversity results 
from a food web perspective’ (Presentation 5).  

8.5 The Meeting recommended to use the proposed illustration of a food web in the 
introductory chapter of the report but without the indication of status as in the current version of 
the figure. 

8.6 The Meeting recommended to focus the planned section 5.7 on ‘Food webs’ only and 
primarily base the section on a descriptive approach. The Meeting supported to use the graph 
showing the number of species in different ecosystem components/trophic guilds and furthermore, 
proposed to develop, if feasible, a figure that visualizes changes over time in the food web. 

8.7 The Meeting took note of the proposals on summary graphs for the ‘Summary chapter’ 
(Presentation 5).  

8.8 The Meeting supported the use of the ‘indicator catalogue’ in the summary chapter. The 
Meeting requested that indicators that are being tested should be denoted and it should be clarified 
if the lack of results is because the indicator is not relevant for the sub-basin in question or whether 
the indicator has not been implemented yet.  

8.9 The Meeting discussed the proposed figure showing the status according to the ‘pizza-
satellite’ constellation. The Meeting encouraged the continued development of the figure with the 
view of deciding on its use in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report at State & Conservation 6-2017. 

8.10 The Meeting proposed to further develop graphs showing long-term changes for the 
chapter on ‘Conclusions and future outlook’, e.g. on selected physical and chemical parameters, and 
selected pressures and species. 

8.11 The Meeting further proposed that the ‘Conclusions and future outlook’ should reflect: 

- the change in anoxic/hypoxic areas in the Baltic Sea, eutrophication, the vicious phosphorus 
cycle, 

- status from perspective of sub-basins, e.g. putting together in tables information from the 
chapters in a structured way, including information on drivers behind change in the sub-basins, 

- expected trends in human activities and pressures, if data is available, 

- implications of climate change on the future state of the Baltic Sea, 

- improvements/changes since the adoption of the BSAP. 

8.12 The Meeting recognized the many possible analyses that can be made based on the 
results on status and pressures that are now available and proposed that the ‘Conclusions and future 
outlook’ could be further developed towards the update of the report in 2018. 

8.13 The Meeting provided the following general guidance for finalizing the report:  

- to keep figure captions short and sharp and present conclusions on results in the main text,  

- to include a separate section on climate change. 

Agenda Item 9  Any other business 

9.1 The Meeting agreed to convene the next meeting (HOLAS II 8-2017) on 28-29 November 2017 
to follow up on the progress with updating the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report. The Meeting invited the 
Contracting Parties to offer to host the meeting. 

9.2 The Meeting agreed to save a date for an online meeting of HOLAS II core team on 28 June 
2017 to follow up on the outcome of HOD 52-2017, if requested. 
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9.3 The Meeting noted the view by Germany and Denmark that the planning for finalization of 
the 'State of the Baltic Sea' report by HOD 52-2017 is a concern due to the limited time for consulting 
with experts. 

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%207-2017-444/default.aspx
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Finland Ulrika Björkman Parks & Wildlife Finland ulrika.bjorkman@metsa.fi  

Germany Andrea Weiss MSFD-Secretariat Function for the Ministry of the 
Environment, Federal Environment Agency 

andrea.weiss@uba.de  

Germany (4-5 April) Axel Kreutle BfN Federal Agency for Nature Conservation axel.kreutle@bfn.de  
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Poland Wlodzimierz Krzyminski IMGW-PIB Wlodzimierz.Krzyminski@imgw.pl  

Poland Jarosław Krogulec OTOP BirdLife Poland on behalf of Chief Inspectorate of 
Environmental Protection 

jaroslaw.krogulec@otop.org.pl  
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Annex 2. Editorial and visual recommendations 

 ‘Humans and the environment’ (document 4-1).  

- figure 3; clarify how the pressure types listed in the figure are linked to the pressures addressed in 
chapter 4.  

- clarify if figures on human activities are based on current activities or also on planned activities. 

Eutrophication (document 5-7): 
- table 1 is preferred compared to table 2. Arrows are proposed to be used to show trends in the 

summary report while the indicator results could be shown in the supplementary report to support 
national reporting. 

- consider presenting the information on results of criteria groups in table 2 as pie charts, displaying 
results by the three criteria groups per sub-basin, possibly inserting the pie charts into the map. 

- figure 3; the figure text and titles should be revised to improve the understanding e.g. to clarify 
that the figure displays changes in input between the two different periods. It could also be 
considered to include long-term data on input of nutrients instead of figure 3. 

Hazardous substances (document 5-6): 

- figure 1; 

o use the version that includes pie charts showing the proportion of the 12 substance 
included in the assessment unit, and adjust the legend, 

o consider to use different colour scheme, preferably the same color scheme as in other 
maps displaying integrated status, 

o use the same approach as for biodiversity assessments when displaying confidence, i.e. a 
separate small map inside the larger map  

- use figure 2a, but consider displaying trends as graphic element such as in figure 2b and provide 
information on time period for the trend analysis, 

- revise table 1 to clarify the difference between results included in the integrated CHASE assessment 
and the core indicators results, e.g. by using a symbol to indicate results based on ‘initial status 
assessment’, and explain the indicators where there are secondary substances and threshold values 
and how they have been included in the assessment, 

- move table 2 to the supplementary report, and only include in the text of the summary report the 
main message of the table i.e. that the poor status is most often driven by status in biota, in some 
cases in sediment and only in water when other measurements were not available. 

 ‘Marine litter’ (document 5-3): 

- improve the text on information on the risks related to marine microlitter, 

- show examples of marine litter on beaches e.g. through use of pie charts representing the 
proportion of different categories of litter per sub-basins. The number of litter items per 100 m 
beach could be reflected by the size of the pie, which could also be shown on a map. Alternatively 
bar charts could be used. 

- not to show seasonal variation in marine litter 

- the need to express in further detail plastic litter in figure 1.  

Seabed loss and disturbance (document 5-8): 

- figure 2; consider to exclude information on % disturbed area, and reconsider how different impact 
categories are used (currently: low, medium, high), 
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- figure 3; clarify that the index values are unitless, and give some verbal description (“exemple”)  on 
what different values for impact could correspond to in the environment, 

- figure 5; delete % values, consider to only specify high impacts, low impact, no impact. 

 ‘Extraction of species by fishing’ (document 5-4).  

- clarify that the discard ban mentioned was introduced in 2017,  

- Box on methods used in the commercial fishery; regarding the sentence ‘Demersal trawling occurs 
in some coastal areas, but is forbidden in the coastal zone in most of the countries’ – keep the term 
‘most’, 

- figure 3; highlight the reference (threshold) value and indicate the current assessment period in the 
figure, consider to include cod in the same figure as herring and sprat, 

- check if the table contains all the internationally assessed commercially exploited stocks in the 
Baltic Sea. 

 ‘Hunting of seals and seabirds’ (document 5-5).  

- include information on the total number of hunted birds and seals per species in a table,  

- consider including, if feasible, information also on the hunting quota, 

- include information if species are protected, red-listed or in bad status. 

 ‘Underwater noise’ (document 5-1).  

- figure 1; harmonize the range of high to low levels (legend) between the figures 

- figure 2; if feasible include a map that shows generation of impulsive sound on a Baltic wide scale 
(i.e. as right hand side figure), and if not feasible use left hand side figure to give an example of 
impulsive noise activities in the Baltic Sea in a selected area, 

- continue developing the proposed figure overlaying biological sensitive areas with a map of 
continuous sound, clarify what frequencies are included  in the map, and increase visual 
distinguishability of the biological sensitive areas. 

 ‘Non-indigenous species’ (document 5-3).  

- check use of terms (alien, invasive, non-indigenous etc), 

- consider including photos of the species that have been introduced in the assessment period, 

- figure 2: include a figure on temporal development, showing data also for the years of the 
assessment period. 

Benthic habitats (document 6-5): 

- figure 2; clarify that the proportion of areas is related the whole Baltic Sea and consider to add 
percentage information to pie charts, 

- in the figure on oxygen debt clarify the concept of the indicator, and refine the figure as needed to 
understand that increasing values are associated with deteriorating status, 

- consider using also other data to display long-term changes in oxygen, e.g. oxygen concentration. 

 ‘Pelagic habitats’ (document 6-4): 

- keep the map displaying the integrated status assessment but add additional information on use of 
indicators in different assessment units for example in a table, 

- figure 2; clarify that the proportion of areas is related to the whole Baltic Sea and consider to add 
percentage to pie charts. 
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- explain the concept behind the chlorophyll-a indicator. 

 ‘Fish’ (document6-1): 

- include references on the section on eel. 

‘Mammals’ (document 6-3): 

- restructure the text so that the main text starts with results, 

- in the paragraph on indicators; mention lack of indicator for harbor porpoise,  

- include the relatively proportion of seals as circles as proposed in the graph, or, include information 
in the main text on the min and max number of seals in selected sub-basins,  

- mention by-catch as major cause of mortality for seals, and mention underwater noise as a pressure 
for mammals, 

- rename graph on page 7 to better fit the content of the figure,  

- text on harbor porpoise; check inconsistent use of the terms population and sub-populations, clarify 
and correct text related to “southwestern population”, revise figure legend, 

- impacts and recovery; add information on HELCOM MPAs, in sentence on ringed seals, remove the 
part of the sentence stating “is not expected to reach good status”. 

 ‘Cumulative impacts’ (document 7-1): 

- consider shifting the cases indicated as text boxes to the chapter on human activities chapters, 

-  proposal from Denmark to revise the wording in the text boxes (details to be submitted in writing). 

 ‘Introduction and methods’ (document 8-1): 
- include if feasible a graph with long-term changes in sea-surface temperature, 

- consider mentioning that the report also includes socio-economic aspects, 

- mention the Common Fisheries Policy, 

- consider moving the sentence on purpose of the report (update of status evaluation) as first 
sentence. 

 ‘Measures’ (document 8.2): 
- change title to clarify content of chapter (about agreed measures), e.g. HELCOM actions taken to 

improve the Baltic Sea, 

- pollution hot spot example; clarify what remains to be done to remove the hotspots, 

- use bar graph that displays status of implementation, 

- examples on MPAs, include map on MPAs, 

- type of actions – explain categories better. 
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Annex 3. Recommendation from HOLAS II core team on the management 
of public consultations  
 

1. The meeting noted that GEAR had requested the HOLAS core team to identify the focus for the 

desired feed-back during national consultations, and to draft a common information on the aim 

and scope of the consultation on the 'State of the Baltic Sea' report that countries can use as 

appropriate in the national consultation processes (Outcome GEAR 14-2016, para 4.5).  

 
2. The meeting recalled that GEAR 13 had noted that for comments provided through the 

consultation process to be fed into the HOLAS II updating, they should be delivered by the end of 

February 2018. GEAR 13 had also agreed that the feed-back from national consultation of relevance 

for the HOLAS II should be channelled to the HOLAS II project through national authorities 

responsible for the consultations. The meeting also noted that the Secretariat had prepared a 

proposal for a regional consultation of stakeholders on the ‚State of the Baltic Sea' report to be 

considered by the GEAR group.  

 
3. Following discussion, the meeting noted that linking the finalisation of the ‚State of the Baltic Sea' 

report with national consultation processes risks either to prevent the report to be finalised in time 

for Member States' reporting in October 2018 due to potential delays by some Contracting Parties 

or to preclude the public of a delayed Contracting Party from effectively commenting on the HOLAS 

report. Furthermore a regional consultation could provide the opportunity for increased awareness 

raising about the "State oft he Baltic Sea" report and contribute to increased involvement by 

stakeholders. The meeting therefore recommended to use an early and timely limited regional 

consultation process on the HOLAS II report if stakeholders of all Contracting Parties should be 

given an equal possibility to comment on the report. 

 

4. The meeting recommended that GEAR should seek a common understanding among Contracting 

Parties on the implications, if any, of national consultations on the HOLAS II report and to leave the 

organisation of the national consultation and any expectation management to the Contracting 

Parties. The meeting recommended the following considerations to GEAR: 

- Comments on the ‚State of the Baltic Sea' report and any elements of the HOLAS II package are 

in general dealt with at national level and responses are expected to be given in the national 

report or other relevant national processes. 

- Contracting Parties may forward comments from the national consultations to the HOLAS core 

team until end of February 2018 (cut-off date) for consideration of a response (e.g. correction, 

note in the text) with the following understanding: 

o complementary data, information and comments on conclusions drawn in the 'State 

of the Baltic Sea' report will be considered and reflected when relevant from a 

regional perspective,  

o technical comments can in general only be noted and taken forward in the next 

assessment. 

o factual issues will be considered for a response (correction or note in the text) 

o indicators, threshold values and assessments tools are based on developments over 

many years in HELCOM and have been agreed for use in HOLAS II by all countries. 

Thus, comments to indicator and tool development would be noted by HELCOM but 

only considered for longer-term development.  
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- Contracting Parties are encouraged to exchange information on comments received on the 

‚State of the Baltic Sea' report as part of lessons learnt from the HOLAS II process in order to 

feed this into the discussion of future work and the next assessments (GEAR group). 

 

5. The meeting recommended further that GEAR should give consideration how feed-back from the 

national consultations are processed in HELCOM: 

- How are the comments compiled and brought into HELCOM? 

- Who will look at the comments and consider responses? 

- How to synchronise any responses where a stakeholder submits the same comments 

nationally and regionally? 

- How will the responses be organised (e.g. synopsis) and agreed (e.g. HOLAS core team, State 

and Conservation, GEAR, HOD)? 

 


