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Outcome of workshop for planning the updating of a HELCOM Red list  

(Red List Workshop 1-2017) 
 

Introduction 

1. In accordance with the decision of the fifth Meeting of the Working Group on the State of the 
Environment and Nature Conservation (Outcome of State & Conservation 5-2016, para. 5N.2-5N.5 & Annex 
4), the Workshop for planning the updating of a HELCOM Red list  (Red List Workshop 1-2017) was held on 
15-16 May 2017 in Uppsala, Sweden. 

2. The Workshop was attended by representatives from Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Poland, Sweden as well as representatives from Coalition Clean Baltic and Nordic Hunters Alliance. The List 
of Participants is contained in Annex 1. 

3. The Workshop was chaired by Ms. Anna Karlsson, Sweden. Ms. Minna Pyhälä, HELCOM 
Associate Professional Secretary acted as secretary. 

Background and presentations of national Red list activities 

4. The Workshop took note of the discussions at the fifth meeting of the HELCOM State & 
Conservation group that was held in November 2017 (c.f. Outcome paragraphs 5N.1-5N.5 & Annex 4) and 
the terms of reference for the workshop as contained in document 2. 

5. Lasse Kurvinen and Jan Ekebom presented information on Red Listing activities in Finland, as 
contained in presentation 1. Methods for assessing biotopes and habitats (using monitoring and modelling) 
for each IUCN criteria have been developed and tested.  

6. Andrzej Ginalski informed on Polish activities related to preparation of national Red Lists and 
Red Books, as contained in presentation 2. The Workshop noted that Polish Red Listing work is initiated by 
experts and there is a desire for better national coordination. 

7. Anna Westling and Mikael Svensson from the Swedish Species Information Centre presented 
information about Swedish Red Listing activities, as contained in presentation 3. Sweden is reaching out to 
other HELCOM countries to coordinate national assessments, since this would improve both national 
assessment results and streamline region-wide assessments.   

8. The Workshop noted that the Swedish and Finnish assessment schedules are coordinated with 
reporting requirements for Article 17 of Habitats Directive, Article 12 of Birds Directive as well as Water 
Framework Directive reporting. 

Overview of information available from national Red List activities 

9. A questionnaire was sent out on 18 April 2017 to HELCOM Contracting Parties with the 
intention of compiling background information for the workshop. The questionnaire contained a number of 
questions concerning the timing and magnitude of upcoming national red list assessments and its aim was 
to explore possible synergies between national assessments and a potential update of the HELCOM Red List.  

10. The questionnaire results (including responses from Estonia, Finland, Poland and Sweden) 
were presented by Anna Westling (presentation 4). 

11. The Workshop updated the compiled results of the questionnaire with additional information 
from Denmark, Germany and Latvia as contained in Annex 2. As a summary, the results indicated that:  

 Most species groups will be completely or partially assessed by several countries by 2020 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%205-2016-363/MeetingDocuments/Final%20Outcome%20State%20and%20Conservation%205-2016.pdf
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 Expected new information will be available for the majority of the groups 

 Only Finland and Germany will assess biotopes 

12. The Workshop discussed the information on results and noted the following comments from 
the participating experts: 

 Denmark supports carrying out the reassessment work by 2025, but acknowledged that 
some Checklists could be updated earlier 

 Finland is in favour of carrying out the update of the HELCOM Red List by 2019 according to 
HELCOM Recommendation 37/2. Finland may reconsider the assessment of biotopes if no 
other countries are doing it. Finland would appreciate updating the 2013 assessment to 
support the evaluation of progress since the implementation of the HELCOM Baltic Sea 
Action Plan 

 Germany would like to postpone the work until 2025  

 Poland recognized the value of participating in the work to assess some of the species groups. 
Poland also supports carrying out the work by 2025, but is willing to contribute to the work 
earlier depending on experts’ possible contributions should the work be carried out earlier. 

 Sweden is ready to update the list of species and would be willing to contribute with data 
and expertise to a potential assessment of biotopes and habitats  

Discussion, conclusions and proposals of the workshop  

13. Mikael Svensson gave an overview of the work carried out preparing the 2013 species checklist 
and Red List assessments (presentation 5), and raised challenging issues that need to be clarified in 
preparation for an updated regional Red List assessment.  

14. The Workshop recalled the discussions of HABITAT 16-2014 … ”to produce the next Red List 
assessment by end of 2019 and agreed that the comprehensive review and update of the checklists should 
be made as part of an initial phase of the next assessment, meaning that the next Red List assessment should 
aim to start in 2017” (Outcome paragraphs 5.4-5.7). 

15. The Workshop recalled that in the HELCOM 2013 Copenhagen Declaration Contracting Parties 
agreed “to make the Red List assessments of Baltic Sea species and habitats/biotopes a regular activity which 
will enable the tracking of long-term trends in the status of the Baltic Sea biodiversity”.1 

16. The Workshop recalled that the HELCOM Recommendation 37/2 Conservation Of Baltic Sea 
Species Categorized As Threatened According To The 2013 HELCOM Red List recommends that: 

 The Contracting Parties will report on their first activities taken to implement this Recommendation 
in 2018, and thereafter according to the schedule to be agreed by the State & Conservation Working 
Group with the aim to harmonize reporting intervals and content with EU and other reporting 
obligations supported by this Recommendation, using an appropriate template to be developed 

 Based on the progress in implementing this Recommendation and following the next Red List 
assessment of the Baltic Sea species and habitats/biotopes in 2019, the Governments of the 
Contracting Parties to the Helsinki Convention utilize new knowledge on threatened species to 
maintain or further improve the status of HELCOM threatened species also beyond 2021. 

17. The Workshop split into two drafting groups to discuss options for updating of species 
checklists and Red List assessments. The discussions are summarized in Annex 3.  

18. The Workshop discussed the drafting group ideas and came to the following conclusions and 
suggestions about the scientific and technical feasibility of updating the HELCOM Red List taking into account 
Recommendation 37/2 (cf. paragraph 16): 

                                                           
1 HELCOM 2013 Copenhagen Declaration paragraph 1 (K) e 

https://portal.helcom.fi/Archive/Shared%20Documents/HABITAT%2016-2014_Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20HABITAT%2016-2014.pdf#search=HABITAT%202014
http://www.helcom.fi/Recommendations/Rec%2037-2.pdf
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 Available information justifies an updated HELCOM Red List assessment of species earlier 
than 2025 

 Taking into account Habitats & Birds Directives reporting requirements (due in 2019) and 
national Red Listing activities (planned to be finalized during 2019/2020 by some 
countries); it would be feasible to carry out a regional HELCOM assessment by 2020 

 Checklists should be updated with new available information. Updated checklists are a 
prerequisite for Red List assessments and are also of value for national Red Listing 
activities due in 2019/2020, and should therefore be started as soon as possible 

 Updated Red List assessments in 2020 would provide relevant information for assessing 
the fulfillment of the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan, HELCOM Copenhagen Ministerial 
Declaration 2013,2 UN Convention of Biological Diversity, including the Aichi Biodiversity 
Targets, and UN Sustainable Development Goals 

 An updated assessment would be valuable for all species groups, with a priority for 

a. species that were not assessed last time, i.e. NE  
b. species that were assessed as data deficient, i.e. DD  
c. species where reassessment is needed due to recent changes in the 

environment or significant new knowledge that could potentially lead to changes 
in red list status 

 Taking into account national information, there is no potential for an updated assessment 
for biotopes in 2020 

 Currently national activities on habitat and biotope mapping is limited, and it could be 
valuable to arrange a workshop for exchanging information on experiences and lessons 
learned related to national Red Listing of underwater habitats and biotopes in order to 
support national efforts 

 Possible external funding sources for setting up a project for updating the HELCOM Red 
List should be explored at the earliest. 

19. The Workshop was of the view that it would be important to support the continuity of the 
work by e.g. involving the same people in national and HELCOM red list assessment work. The Workshop 
suggested compiling a list of national marine experts that could be used for selecting participants to national 
coordination meetings and for other purposes. 

Outcome 
The Outcome of the Workshop, together with the documents and presentations considered by the 

Workshop are available at the RED LIST WS 1-2017 meeting site in the HELCOM Meeting Portal.  

                                                           
2 HELCOM Copenhagen Ministerial Declaration 2013 paragraph 4 (B). WE DECIDE to implement on a regional level the 
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity for the 2011- 2020 period of the UN Convention of Biological Diversity, including the 
Aichi Biodiversity Targets, taking into account the special characteristics of the Baltic Sea, bearing in mind that the 
implementation of the Plan in the EU and its Member States is carried out through the EU Biodiversity Strategy, and 
more specifically DECIDE to…. take measures so that by 2020, regionally, the loss of all red listed marine habitats and 
biotopes in the Baltic Sea will be halted and they have largely recovered, and that degradation and fragmentation 
have been significantly reduced, the progress of which will measured with a core indicator to be produced; develop by 
2015 a new HELCOM Recommendation on conservation plans for species, habitats and biotopes which are at risk of 
extinction 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/RED%20LIST%20WS%201-2017-446/default.aspx
https://portal.helcom.fi/default.aspx
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Name Representing Organization E-mail address 

Karsten Dahl  Denmark DCE, Aarhus University  kda@bios.au.dk 

Marie-Louise  
Krawack 

Denmark Danish Environmental Protection 
Agency 

makra@mst.dk 

Greta Reisalu Estonia Estonian Marine Institute, 
University of Tartu 

reisalu@ut.ee 

Penina Blankett Finland Ministry of the Environment penina.blankett@ym.fi 

Jan Ekebom Finland Metsähallitus Parks & Wildlife 
Finland 

jan.ekebom@metsa.fi 

Michael Haldin Finland Metsähallitus Parks & Wildlife 
Finland 

Michael.haldin@metsa.fi 

Lasse Kurvinen Finland Parks & Wildlife Finland lasse.kurvinen@metsa.fi 

Juliane Wendt Germany Leibniz Institute for Baltic Sea 
Research Warnemuende (IOW) 

juliane.wendt@io-
warnemuende.de 

Andrzej Ginalski Poland General Directorate for the 
Environmental Protection 

Andrzej.Ginalski@gdos.gov.pl 

Anna Karlsson Sweden Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

anna.karlsson@havochvatten.se 

Mikael 
Svensson 

Sweden Swedish Species Information 
Centre 

Mikael.svensson@slu.se 

Anna Westling Sweden Swedish Species Information 
Center 

anna.westling@slu.se 

Ida Carlén Observer Coalition Clean Baltic ida.carlen@ccb.se 

Hans Geibrink Observer Nordic Hunters Alliance hans.geibrink@jagareforbundet.se 

Minna Pyhälä HELCOM 
Secretariat 

HELCOM Secretariat minna.pyhala@helcom.fi 

  



Red List WS 1-2017, Outcome 
 

 

Page 5 of 11 
 

Annex 2 Overview of national Red list activities based on questionnaire results and 

additional information provided by Contracting Parties 
 

1. Will a national Red List assessment be conducted by 2020? 

Denmark: yes 

Estonia: yes 

Finland: yes 

Germany: yes 

Latvia: no 

Poland: no 

Sweden: yes 

2. Will the IUCN criteria be made use of in the national assessment? 

Denmark: yes 

Estonia: yes 

Finland: yes 

Germany: yes 

Latvia: no 

Poland: yes 

Sweden: yes 

3. During what time period will the national Red List assessment take place? 

Denmark: extended period until 2019 (one publication + website) 

Estonia: 2017 – 2019 

Finland: Jan 2018 – Jun 2019 

Sweden: Sep 2018 – Apr 2020 

4. Will the following groups be included in the national assessment? 

Country Macrophytes Bentic invertebrates Mammals Fish Birds 

Denmark No No Yes Yes Yes 

Estonia After 2020 After 2020  yes yes yes 

Finland yes yes yes yes yes 

Germany      

Poland      

Sweden yes yes yes yes yes 

In Denmark there has been discussion to include more marine species, but still very tentative 

Germany – habitats will be assessed, new information on several species groups will be available through 

monitoring 

Poland will have more information for EU reporting requirements. 
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5. For which taxonomic groups will there be new information available? 

Estonia: most of the groups 

Finland: all groups 

Sweden: most of the groups 

6. Is there any new information available on macrophytes? 

Denmark – general monitoring exists and data exist in the national database, there are no aggregated data 

for red listing purpose 

Estonia - Information about species distribution from several projects (MARMONI, NEMA). 

Sweden - National and regional monitoring programs, extended benthic habitat and biodiversity 

monitoring, especially within coastal habitats (N2000). Also within the project WATERS. 

Finland - Yearly data collection along the Finnish coast in the Velmu-program. For macrophytes evaluated 

as NE or DD in the last HELCOM RL assessment, Finland has, at least some, new information on the 

following: Chara virgata, Nitella opaca, Sphacelaria radicans, Zygnema sp. Also on a higher taxonomic (sp) 

level Finland has information on Ulva, Vaucheria and Ulothrix. Now there is more focus on collecting data 

on red listed species. 

Latvia - This year investigations in MPA “Ainaži – Salacgrīva" are planned. New and already existing 

information will be gathered and assessed by 2019.     

7. Is there any new information available on benthic invertebrates? 

Denmark: Annually collect data but there are no aggregated data. 

Estonia: Information about species distribution from several projects (MARMONI, NEMA) . 

Finland: Velmu-program as well as in other monitoring programs. Sampling has been done for infauna in 

soft sediments, fauna on hard substrates and sandy bottoms 2017.  

Latvia: No 

Sweden: New data collected annually from national and regional monitoring on soft bottoms as well as 

inventories from protected areas. 

8. Is there any new information available on marine mammals? 

Denmark: New scans data are available for harbour porpoises and there is annual monitoring data. 

Estonia: New inventories (NEMA project) on range and status of ringed seals. 

Finland: Marine mammals (seals) are monitored regularly, so new information comes each year. 

Latvia: Elaboration of seals management plan has been started this year. New information are expected in 

2018/2019.    

Sweden: Up-dated information on harbour porpoise and seals may cause changes in the national 

assessment. The updated information on harbour porpoises is valid for the entire Baltic Sea. 

9. Is there any new information available on fish and lamprey species? 

Denmark: there will be a new Danish fish atlas indicating fish distributions. The same data will be used for a 

red list assessment on fish. 
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Estonia: No new information is expected. 

Finland: Commercial fish area monitored and VELMU-program gives new information of non-commercial 

fish (distribution but not abundance). 

Latvia: No 

Sweden: Minor additions and corrections. 

10. Is there any new information available on Baltic breeding and wintering birds? 

Denmark: There is regular monitoring but nothing compiled. The data will be updated in the national Red 

List. 

Estonia: Inventories and monitoring have been conducted or are being conducted (eg NEMA). New 

information about status of migratory populations of waterfowl is expected. 

Finland: Birds are monitored regularly along the coast. Also in recent years fly counts of offshore birds has 

been conducted. 

Latvia: Aerial wintering birds counting was carried out 2014, 2015, 2016. Coastal wintering birds counting 

has was done in 2017. HELCOM MPAs database is updated. 

Sweden: Results from large scale sea bird inventories may provide new information.  

11. Will HELCOM Underwater Biotopes be included in the national assessment? 

Denmark: no 

Germany: will be ready by 2017 

Estonia: no 

Finland: yes 

Latvia: Yes, Annex I habitats of  Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural 

habitats and of wild fauna and flora  are included in the national assessment 

Sweden: no 

12. Which HELCOM Underwater Biotopes will be included in the national assessment? 

Finland: HUB-classification has been used as basis, but some national modifications have been made and 

biotopes have been assessed mainly without using separate substrates. Also some biotope complexes will 

be assessed.  

Latvia: Habitats corresponding to Annex I habitats of Habitats Directive. 

13. Do you have any other information that may be of relevance? 

Finland: The habitat work proceeds as follows: Assessment Jul-Dec2017, National consultation Jan-Jun2018, 

Publishing/establishment Jul-Dec2018. 

 

Discussion on biotopes that are missing from the HUB-classification, such as bottoms dominated by 

Nymphaeids and bottoms dominated by Isoetes spp.  

14. Is there any new information available on Baltic Underwater Biotopes? 
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Denmark: Have worked since 2011 to map all MPAs for Annex I habitat complexes. A study has been carried 

out to assess the changes of general conditions over 25 years – the results were published in 2016 in a 

peer-reviewed paper. 

Estonia: EU habitats directive Annex I marine habitats, their status, occurrence and range (NEMA project). 

Finland: Distribution of HUB-biotopes, Velmu video and dive data 2005-2015 (~100 000 points) covering the 

whole coast have been classified into HUB-classes. Also distribution modelling. Work is also being done to 

classify the infauna samples collected during the year. Improvements on N2000 habitats, such as estuaries, 

reefs, sandbanks and coastal lagoons. 

Germany: by 2017 

Latvia: No 

Sweden: Ongoing work to classify all national monitoring stations to habitats (HUB and N2000). 

Improvements of national marine habitat maps (reefs, sandbanks, Estuaries, Lagoons, Mud- and sandflats 

and also Baltic Islets and Baltic esker Islands). Updated and revised Swedish guidelines for N2000 habitats 

and distribution. New inventories regarding bubbling reefs and sea caves. Project WATERS, SeaGis 

15. Do you see a need of updating any of the HELCOM checklists? 

Denmark: Benthic invertebrates, fish and birds 

Estonia: No 

Finland: Benthic invertebrates 

Poland: Benthic invertebrates and biotopes 

Sweden: Large potential in up-dated check lists, e.g. for handling invasive alien species (IAS) 

16. Other information (not related to questionnaire, received by Sweden by correspondence)  

Lithuania: Updating to IUCN criteria 2017-2019. 

Latvia: Not using IUCN criteria nationally but invertebrates will be assessed with accordance to IUCN. 

HELCOM MPAs database was updated at the beginning of this year. Information on breeding and wintering 

birds (information from wintering waterfowl air monitoring in 2016) was updated for several MPAs. 
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Annex 3 Notes from drafting group discussions 
 

1. List uses of updated checklists, also for other purposes than Red List assessment 

Group 1: 

Invertebrates: gap-analysis for future assessment work, and for biogeographic analysis. Gap-analysis for 

strategic knowledge gathering e.g. monitoring and/or inventory work. If possible, extract information on 

functional groups from the checklist – added ambition compared to now. 

Macrophytes: using the checklist and gap-analysis to build network of experts, might be need for focused 

updating in certain geographical areas. 

Group 2: 

It is easy to find gaps in checklists, but they can be a valuable overview. They are the easiest way to 

describe taxonomy. The problem with Baltic checklists, used nationally, is that we have to delete a number 

of species to adapt to national uses. Another problem is that species that have been found just once, gets 

as much space as common species. Could it be possible to up the detail levels of the checklist to include 

frequency of species? But, will that still be a checklist, or will it be a species information sheet?  

Should we make maps of all species distributions (a GIS system)? Is this important for HELCOM work in the 

future.  

Additional comments: 

Extracting information on functional groups from the checklists could help to get funds for the work and 

motivate some experts to participate in the work. 

2. Which checklists should be prioritised for updating? Please provide justification for why? 

Invertebrates and macrophyte checklists should be updated. There are large gaps in current lists and a lot 

of new data available related to national red list work. Overall, it seems wise to do this as soon as possible. 

Fish: DK awaiting fish atlas. SE+DK this list needs an update the most compared to birds and mammals.  

Mammals: Standard  

Birds: DK small corrections needed 

Should checklists be updated annually to lessen the workload that is required for a checklist updated 

infrequently?  

3. What challenges and possibilities/opportunities do you foresee for the updating the checklists? 

It would be desirable to access spatial data than can be used for other purposes, e.g. climate change 

analysis. It would require improved data infrastructure (who would hold such data) and increased spatial 

quality of data. 

Funding opportunities are needed for an updating of checklists. How should the work be carried out – as a 

project? Funding sources should be explored, e.g. Baltic Sea Conservation Fund, Baltic 2020 and other 

sources. 

There is a possibility that if Checklists are updated for 2020, that they may need to be updated again for the 

2025 round. 

4. What level of ambition is desirable and realistic, e.g. basin-level, actual records, annotated checklists, 

time period separated? 
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More detailed distribution maps on basin-level possible. Improve knowledge on introduced species, in 

relation to e.g. Balllast water convention and EU regulation on invasive alien species. 

Financing/resources.  

5. List pros and cons for carrying out a re-assessment until 2020/2021.  

Macrophytes  

Pros Cons 

 New data collected nationally before 2020 

 With a little add on the impact towards other 
important topics, e.g., ecosystem services 
could be addressed. 

 Environmental status assessment show that 
that macroalgae populations might be 
improving – implemented measures have 
resulted in something! 

 Resource demanding (specialized expert 
resources needed + funding) 

 

Benthic invertebrates 

Pros Cons 

New data collected nationally before 2020 

 With a little add on the impact towards other 
important topics e.g. ecosystem services 
could be addressed 

 Environmental status assessment show that 
that communities of benthic fauna have 
changed in many different ways 

 Resource demanding (specialized expert 
resources needed + funding) 

 

Marine Mammals 

Pros Cons 

 Much new information 

 SAMBAH, SCANS, ring seal surveys 

 Not a complex task 

 It is a minor task. 

 All other than otter could be dealt with by seal 
group.  

 Work could be carried out in coordination with 
HELCOM SEAL EG 

 They are indicator species 
HP pop in Baltic proper is very small, and needs 
focus and management. 

 Question: does it have significant value 
regarding how much focus there is already on 
the species. 

 

Fish and Lamprey species 

Pros Cons 

 More existing knowledge about IUCN 
procedure than in 2013.  

 Work could be carried out in coordination with 
HELCOM FISH-PRO and HELCOM FISH 

 There will be new data. 

 It would take app. two years for assessment 
and politics. 

 It would require resources 

 DE problem with coastal fish data due to lack 
of monitoring data 
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  DK questions whether data will be ready 
before HELCOM would need to start 

 

Breeding and wintering birds 

Pros Cons 

 There are large changes occurring due to for 
instances climate changes.  

 Work could be carried out in coordination with 
HELCOM/OSPAR/ICES joint working group on 
birds.  

New national Red Lists are available in many 
countries. 

 Breeding birds – lack of data despite general view 
point to the contrary 

 

6. Which groups can/should be assessed by 2020/2021? (Please provide justifications for 

recommendations)  

Group 1: 

Based on the current knowledge gaps and needs assessments for macrophytes and benthic invertebrates 

on a HELCOM level is much needed, and cost-efficient compared to national assessments. Transnational 

collaboration will ensure better assessments in relation to biogeographic boundaries. 

Group 2: 

Mammals should be done, due to levels of new data combined with a relatively small workload. Coordinate 

with HELCOM SEAL EG. 

Fish and birds can be done, but depends on the level of resources required – check for birds with 

HELCOM/OSPAR/ICES joint working group for birds.  

7. If a partial updating of the Red List is carried out earlier than 2025, which groups should be prioritised? 

Same as above 

8. Any other remarks, comments, or suggestions? 

Updating frequency and regularity of Red List assessments was discussed and it was noted that in the case 

of five-year intervals: 

 a difference in results can be visible for short-living species 

 knowledge gaps are filled when assessments are carried out regularly 

 continuity of the work is ensured with more frequent assessments 

 enables following of changes in the status 

 


