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Document title  Outcome of the HOLAS II ESA WS 2-2017 

Date of finalization  4.4.2017 

 

Outcome of HELCOM workshop to support the HOLAS II 

economic and social analyses 
 

Background 
The HOLAS II project runs from December 2014 to June 2018. The project will assess the overall 

environmental status of the Baltic Sea in relation to the goals of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), including 

the status of pressures and ecosystem components, and their spatial distribution. Economic and social 

analyses will also be included in the HOLAS II report when applicable information is available. The HOLAS II 

analyses are developed so that the results can be used by Contracting Parties also being EU Member States 

in the reporting under the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). The current focus of the HOLAS 

II project is to finalize the assessments and present the results in the project summary report, which will be 

made available in June 2017 under the name of the State of the Baltic Sea report.  

The HELCOM workshop to support the HOLAS II assessment of economic and social analyses (HOLAS II ESA 

WS 2-2017) was held on 31 March 2017 at the premises of the Baltic Sea Centre, Stockholm University, 

Sweden.  

Aims 
The aim of the workshop was to verify and recommend on economic and social analyses (ESA) to be 

presented in the State of the Baltic Sea report (HOLAS summary report). The report will summarize the results 

of the second HELCOM holistic assessment of ecosystem health of the Baltic Sea (HOLAS II), and the first 

version of the report will be made available in June 2017.  

More specifically, the workshop reviewed and verified the assessment results proposed to be included, and 

recommended on their format for presentation with respect to conclusions and applied approaches. The 

results evaluated were based on the work of the HELCOM TAPAS and SPICE projects and are focused on the 

regional use of marine waters and cost of degradation, as required by the EU Marine Strategy Framework 

Directive. In addition, the workshop considered potential further development of regional ESA in the Baltic 

Sea, focusing on the short term future and the work of the developing HELCOM ESA network. 

Outcome  
The agenda of the Workshop is contained in Annex 1. 

The Workshop was attended by nominated experts and management representatives from Denmark, 

Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden. The list of Workshop Participants is 

contained in Annex 2. 

The Workshop was chaired by Heini Ahtiainen, HELCOM Secretariat. Lena Bergström, HELCOM Secretariat 

acted as secretary. 
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Actions 
1. The Chair welcomed the workshop participants and reminded about the aims of the workshop: 

a. The aim of the workshop is to discuss on the results of the ESA and propose results to be 

included in the State of the Baltic Sea report (summary report), and provide feedback on the 

supplementary report on ESA (document 2), which presents the methodology for assessment 

and the underlying data for the analyses. 

b. The recommendations from the Workshop will be presented to HOLAS II-2017 (4-6 April 

2017). 

2. The Project coordinator of the HOLAS II project presented the content of and timeline to finalize the 

first version of the State of the Baltic Sea report by June 2017 (Document 1, Presentation 1), including 

the draft  chapter 3 of other sections in the summary report as presented in document 4-1 for HOLAS 

II 7-2017.  

a. Key results will be included in the summary report and more detailed descriptions of 

methods, data and results are given in the supplementary report.  

3. The workshop considered documents 2 and 3, as presented by Heini Ahtiainen, HELCOM Secretariat 

(Presentation 2), and evaluated the underlying data and provided recommendations on the inclusion 

of results and initial proposals for key messages from ESA. 

 

Recommendations from the workshop 
 
General recommendations for chapter 3 on human activities and the ecosystem in the summary report 

4. With respect to the spider-web graph, as displayed in figure 3 of document 4-1 for HOLAS II 7-2017: 

a. It should be clearly explained how the activities that are shown were selected, referring to 

the newest version of the MSFD Annex III. 

b. The order which the activities are presented in should be reconsidered in order to have an 

clear underlying logic; e.g. how important they are in terms of pressures (based on 

subsequent results from the BSII); how complex they are (based on the number of 

connections in the spider-web); or grouped in relation to themes (e.g. land-based and sea 

based activities) or following the order and themes of MSFD Annex III. 

c. The reason for the different sizes of the symbols (to highlight the number human activities 

connected to a pressure) should be clearly explained, since they could be mistaken as 

identifying the pressures that have the most impacts. 

d. The figure caption should be rewritten and not state that the graph shows “Key activities”, 

but rather “Activities relevant in the Baltic Sea that have an impact on the Baltic Sea 

environment”. 

e. The text accompanying the graph should make clear that it is intended to represent the 

complexity of the links between activities and pressures, and that selected parts are assessed 

more comprehensively in other parts of the summary report with respect to human activities 

(left hand side of the graph) and  pressures (right hand side of the graph). 

f. Sections of the spider-web image could be extracted and displayed for specific activities-

pressure relationship in other parts of the report, in connection to the assessment results.  

g. When presented on the web, the spider-web graph could be clickable to show different 

linkage groups more clearly for inspection. 

  



Outcome of HOLAS II ESA WS 2-2017 

 

  
 

  Page 3 of 8 
 

 

Recommendations on the analysis of use of marine waters  

5. The NACE codes for the regional level statistics should be included the supplementary report when 

possible. 

6. Results for the different sectors are not generally comparable but data regarding ‘value added’ and 

the employment indicator could potentially be shown together for those sectors where this 

information is included 

7. The method description for use of marine waters should be rephrased for the part stating that it is 

‘narrowed down’ in HOLAS II (box in the beginning of document 2), contrasting the scope to the 

MSFD Annex III and the WG ESA guidance document. 

8. The key messages should convey that the use of marine waters analyses gives information on the 

contributions of the marine sectors to the current economy, without link to the state of the 

environment, whereas the cost of degradation assesses how good environmental status contributes 

to society and human-well-being. 

9. Results could be visualized by presenting socio-economic data on the indicators on maps for each 

country, with bars for the different indicators. 

10. The results from the use of marine waters analyses as presented in the documents 2 and 3, are 

generally appropriate for inclusion in the summary report and supplementary report. National level 

results can be presented in the summary report. The data correction needs, as outlined below, need 

to be resolved for aquaculture, offshore wind energy and transport sectors. Results on tourism 

accommodation are recommended to be presented only in the supplementary report.  

Fish and shellfish harvesting 

11. The results from the use of marine waters analyses regarding fish and shellfish harvesting as 

presented in the tables of documents 2 and 3, are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report 

and/or supplementary report, as best suited.  

a. It should be mentioned in relation to the data that the figures are specifically for the Baltic 

Sea. 

b. The possibilities to obtain statistics from Russia via ICES databases should be explored. 

12. The map that shows landings as displayed in document 2, figure 4, should clarify that it shows 

landings in biomass and not landings in economic terms. The legend should not use the term “value” 

as it does not refer to economic value and will be confusing. The colours could be reconsidered (for 

example, now high value is depicted using red). 

Aquaculture 

13. The results from the use of marine waters analyses regarding aquaculture as presented in the tables 

of documents 2 and 3, are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report and/or supplementary 

report, as best suited, provided that the data correction needs as outlined below can be resolved.  

a. Sweden will provide updated information on aquaculture (there is disparity between the 

map and socio-economic indicators), by 13 April the latest, to heini.ahtiainen@helcom.fi. 

b. Denmark will provide information on what share of the reported value of aquaculture is 

applicable to the Baltic Sea region by 13 April the latest, to heini.ahtiainen@helcom.fi. 

14. The summary report should show the results only for those countries for which aquaculture is a 

relevant activity (table 4 of document 3). 
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Tourism and recreation 

15. The results from the use of marine waters analyses regarding tourism as presented in the table 4 of 

document 2 and table 5 of document 3, are not appropriate for inclusion in the summary report since 

there is no clear approach and consensus on how to define the coastal area for the calculation of 

coastal tourism indicators.  

16. The results regarding coastal tourism should be presented in the supplementary report. The results 

could be presented both with and without capital cities, if possible.  

17. The results on the value and number of recreation visits (table 5 of document 2) is recommended to 

be included in the summary report. 

18. The map over bathing sites gives limited added value and could be omitted. 

Offshore wind energy 

19. The results from the use of marine waters analyses regarding offshore wind energy as presented in 

the tables of documents 2 and 3, are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report and/or 

supplementary report, as best suited, provided that the data correction needs as outlined below can 

be resolved.  

a. The number of existing offshore wind farms should be corrected to 0 in Latvia, Lithuania and 

Poland. 

b. Information availability from Russia should be checked. 

Transport infrastructure and shipping 

20. The results from the use of marine waters analyses regarding transport infrastructure and shipping 

as presented in the tables of documents 2 and 3, are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report 

and/or supplementary report, as best suited, provided that the data correction needs as outlined 

below can be resolved.  

a. Germany and Denmark will investigate if it is possible to estimate what share of the ports 

data (Table 7 in document 3) is relevant for the Baltic Sea, and provide information by 13 

April the latest, to heini.ahtiainen@helcom.fi. 

b. The map as presented in figure 7 of document 3 also shows inland harbours for Sweden, 

which should be clarified if they are kept in the map. 

c. The number of ports in table 7 of document 3 doesn’t match the number of ports according 

to the map in figure 7. It is likely that different definitions for ports/harbours have been 

applied for including data. The maps could differentiate between large and small ports in 

order to visualize this, for example by using different colours. 

d. The economic information on shipping is given by country and cannot be separated for the 

Baltic Sea and the North Sea, and can take place under different flags. Other indicators may 

be preferred as being geographically more precise, for example statistics on the handling of 

goods in ports, or incomes from sectors benefiting from shipping and transport.  

e. the sector should be referred to as ‘marine transport’ instead of ‘transport’. 

 

Recommendation on the analysis of the cost of degradation  

21. The workshop considered the proposals for how to present results for cost of degradation analyses 

in documents 2 and 3, and provided the following general recommendations: 

a. It should be made clear that the analyses are examples and do not provide a complete 

overview of the regional cost of degradation for all degradation themes/ecosystem services. 
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b. The concept of cost of degradation should be visualised when describing the method, using 

a similar graph as in WG ESA guidance document that shows the developments of the state 

of the sea in time and the cost of degradation. 

c. There is more confidence in the results for eutrophication and recreation than for 

biodiversity and this should be reflected in how they are presented in the summary report. 

Note that this is being further elaborated under point 23. 

d. It should be stated in the summary report that the values provided are the best available at 

the current time. 

e. The text should explain that the estimates reflect the change in values/human well-being 

when the state of the environment changes. For example, the value of coastal and marine 

recreation in the Baltic Sea could increase by 1-2 million annually if the environmental 

conditions in the Baltic Sea improved. 

22. The numerical results regarding cost of degradation for eutrophication as presented in the table 9 of 

document 3 are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report and/or the supplementary report, 

as conceived suitable. 

a. It should be made clear that the study captures a variety of impacts attributed to 

eutrophication, with examples on these impacts in the summary report and more 

comprehensive information in the supplementary report. 

b. Key numerical results that could be presented regarding cost of degradation for 

eutrophication for the summary report include: 

i. Total estimate per year for the entire Baltic Sea region given as an interval or 

rounded up value. 

ii. National estimates reported as euros per person, given as intervals. 

23. The numerical results regarding cost of degradation for biodiversity and food webs as presented in 

the table 10 of document 3 are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report and/or the 

supplementary report, as conceived suitable, provided that the reports make 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). 

a. Results for the countries in the original study (Finland, Lithuania and Sweden) should be 

shown separately from the other countries where value transfer has been used. The text and 

the visualization should highlight that there is difference with how the values were derived 

between these two groups (data collection vs. value transfer). 

b. Key numerical results that could be presented regarding cost of degradation for biodiversity 

and food webs for the summary report include: 

i. Total estimate per year for the entire Baltic Sea region given as an interval or 

rounded up value, as long as the data origin is made clear both in the table and text. 

ii. Per person estimates by country may also be presented in the summary report, as 

long as the data origin is made clear both in the table and text. 

c. The title of the study should be narrowed down into something more specific to make clear 

that the study captures a narrower scope of biodiversity than currently suggested, namely 

seagrass meadows and fish.  

24. The numerical results regarding cost of degradation for recreation as presented in the table 9 of 

document 3 are appropriate for inclusion in the summary report and/or the supplementary report, 

as conceived suitable. 
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a. Key numerical results that could be presented regarding cost of degradation for recreation 

for the summary report: 

i. Total estimate per year for the entire Baltic Sea region given as an interval or 

rounded up value. 

ii. National estimates as intervals. 

 

Workshop recommendations for the longer term development 

25. Statistics on the use of marine waters over several years could potentially be included to show the 

temporal perspective and trends over time as the results that are presented give snapshot 

information. 

26. Possibilities for including statistics for other activities or secondary sectors, such as fish processing 

(fish and shellfish harvesting), ship building/repair (transport), and education and research, should 

be investigated. 

27. The statistics on coastal tourism accommodation could potentially be shown in the updated report 

in 2018 provided more reliable estimates of marine-related tourism can be produced. 

28. The work in the HELCOM ESA group should follow the development and recommendation set out by 

the EU Commission. 

29. The workshop considered the possibilities to include additional information provided by coastal 

countries for the updated report by June 2018, with the aim to achieve a more relevant assessment 

for the Baltic Sea region. 

a. Denmark, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Poland and Sweden confirmed that results from national 

use of marine water analyses for the MSFD are foreseen to be in place the latest by March 

2018, and could be available in the updated supplementary report by 2018.   

b. The sectors and indicators to focus on should be defined, as well as data delineations for 

defining marine-related activities. 

c. Information exchange and sharing on the national use of marine water analyses will be 

organized between Contracting Parties in the ESA network. A possibility is that HELCOM 

coordinates this by developing a document with suggested activities and indicators and asks 

for comments from Contracting Parties, in a similar fashion as has been done in OSPAR. 
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Annex 1. Workshop Agenda 
 

Time Activity 

9:00 
 

Words of welcome with introduction to the work of the day  

General outline of the HOLAS II report, the State of the Baltic Sea 

Conclusions from the HOLAS II related ESA analyses, with possible ways to 
include the results in the HOLAS II report 

- use of marine waters 
- cost of degradation  

12:30-13.30 Lunch break  

13:30-17:00 Discussion of the presented proposals  

Recommendations from the workshop on how to present the results in the State 
of the Baltic Sea report  

Discussion on and recommendations for further work on ESA in the Baltic Sea 
region in the short term 
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Annex 2. List of Participants 
 

Representing Name Organization Email address 

The Chair       

 Heini Ahtiainen HELCOM Secretariat heini.ahtiainen@helcom.fi  

Contracting 
Parties 

      

Denmark Asker Juul Aagren Danish Environmental Protection 
Agency 

askja@mst.dk 

Denmark Berit Hasler Aarhus University bh@envs.au.dk 

Estonia Tea Nommann SEI Tallinn tea.nommann@seit.ee 

Finland Soile Oinonen Finnish Environment Institute soile.m.oinonen@ymparisto.fi 

Finland Emmi Nieminen Finnish Environment Institute emmi.nieminen@ymparisto.fi 

Germany Dirk Osiek Umweltbundesamt dirk.osiek@uba.de 

Latvia Kristine Pakalniete AKTiiVS Ltd. kristinepa@apollo.lv 

Lithuania Daiva Semeniene Center for Environmental Policy 
(AAPC) 

daiva@aapc.lt 

Poland Agata Święcka Ministry of Maritime Economy 
and Inland Navigation 

agata.swiecka@mgm.gov.pl 

Sweden Max Vretborn Swedish Agency for Water and 
Marine management 

max.vretborn@havochvatten.se 

HELCOM 
Secretariat 

      

  Lena Bergström HELCOM Secretariat lena.bergstrom@helcom.fi 

 


