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Replies to the survey: Taking forward cumulative impact assessments 

in HELCOM 
 

Background 
At GEAR 21 Contracting Parties exchanged information how they used and intend to use products from 
cumulative impacts assessments, specifically using the HELCOM BSPI/BSII tool, nationally for different 
policy purposes (HELCOM, MSFD, MSP). This and further information on the potential use of 
cumulative impact assessments should be collated and be used as a basis for further discussion. GEAR 
21 concluded that further discussion is needed on how to tackle cumulative impact assessment for the 
purpose of HOLAS III, including, but not limited to 

− identifying what is required from such an assesssment 

− what the current and possible use of the assessment outputs are 

− considering the added value of such assessments 

− the analysis and interpretation of results 

− how to handle uncertainty and possibilities for validation of assessment results 

− how to better link the assessment with the indicator evaluation. 

Contracting Parties also discussed to keep the scope of discussion broader with a view to discussing 
how pressure, impact and status information can be linked. 

Context 
Selected examples of policy contexts for HELCOM work on „cumulative impact assessments“: 

− The Ecosystem Approach: According to the joint definition of OSPAR/HELCOM (2003), the 
ecosystem approach is defined as “the comprehensive integrated management of human activities 
based on the best available scientific knowledge about the ecosystem and its dynamics, in order 
to identify and take action on influences which are critical to the health of marine ecosystems, 
thereby achieving sustainable use of ecosystem goods and services and maintenance of ecosystem 
integrity”. The Ecosystem Approach and Ecosystem Based Management are important strategies 
and tools for advancing environmental management and promoting sustainable sea use. 
Implementing EA and EBM involves a cross-sectorial, holistic perspective to management of 
resources and human activities with the aim to make connections between social, economic and 
ecological aspects visible and enable this information to be utilized in planning and managment. 

− HELCOM Ministers agreed in their Brussels Ministerial Declaration 2018 „to advance mapping and 
assessment of the extent and intensity of human activities in the Baltic Sea region and improve the 
understanding of their impacts, including the cumulative effects, on the ecosystem; to use this 
information for strengthening the implementation of ecosystem-based management“.  

− Art. 8 (1)(b) (ii) MSFD requires EU Member States to undertake an assessment of their waters 
comprising among others „an analysis of the predominant pressures and impacts, including human 
activity, on the environmental status of those waters which covers the main cumulative and 
synergetic effects“. Assessing (good) environmental status is supported by criteria and 
methodological standards set out in Commission Decision (EU) 2017/848 which includes linkages 
of pressures with impacts and status aspects. 

− According to PanBalticScope project results, in maritime spatial planning (MSP), cumulative impact 
assessments have been considered to provide a systemic (holistic) evaluation of different planning 
options. Relevant aspects for MSP include to depict the current conditions in relation to which the 
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planning takes place, for evaluating potential environmental impacts of the plan, and for 
comparing different planning scenarios.  

There is currently no agreed definition of „cumulative impact assessment“. A definition could be: „An 

assessment which depicts how individual and/or multiple ecosystem components respond to 

individual and/or multiple pressures resulting from human activities“. There are various angles to look 

at cumulative impact assessments ranging from an ecological point of view (i.e. reaction of one 

particular ecosystem component or parameter to several combined pressures/impacts) to a 

comprehensive pressure/impact point of view (i.e. overall pressure/impact calculations in relation to 

the ecosystem), and which can address various spatial scales. Tools include spatial cumulation analysis, 

temporal cumulation analysis, network analysis, interactive matrices, index calculations, ecological 

modelling and others. To facilitate identifying what approach in HELCOM is most suitable for the needs 

of Contracting Parties, the following questionnaire should help gaining an overview of Contracting 

Parties‘ understanding of „cumulative impact assessment“ and their associated experiences, 

expectations and demands regarding such assessments.  

 

Background material on Cumulative Impacts Assessment: 
Baltic Sea HELCOM 2010 

 Korpinen et al. 2012  

 HELCOM 2018  

 SwAM 2018  

 PanBaltic Scope 2019 

North Sea Andersen et al. 2013 

 SwAM 2018 

 SEANSE project4 

The Mediterranean and Black Sea Micheli et al. 2013  

 Menegon et al. 2016 

Hawaiian islands  Selkoe et al. 2009 

California current region  Halpern et al. 2009 

British Columbia  Murray et al. 2015 
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Replies to the questionnaire 
The questionnaire was replied by Denmark, Finland, Germany, Latvia, and Sweden. 
 

Cumulative Impact Assessment: Scoping 

1. How does you country interpret „cumulative impact assessment“ in various marine policy 

contexts e.g. BSAP, MSP, ESA?  

Country Replied 

Denmark Cumulative impacts are the result of multiple activities or pressures occurring 
simultaneous or having overlapping impacts or impacts that combine to build a greater 
total impact. Cumulative effects are when multiple pressures affect the same species or 
habitat and enhance the individual negative effects on the environment. Additive effects 
are when multiple pressures affect different species or habitats, and hence, do not 
enhance the individual effects.  

A cumulative impact assessment is assessing the combined impact of multiple pressures. 

Finland - MSP: CIA can be done by sector to see which sector contribute most.  
- ESA: each measure will be scrutinized regarding the impact it has on the status of 

the marine environment and the costs associated, and the aim is to find an 
optimized solution.  

- BSAP: same as ESA. 

Germany There is no nationally agreed definition or interpretation of CIA. CIA is being discussed 
in the context of  

- Strategic Environment Assessments (SEA) of programms and plans  
- Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) of projects  

In the SEA context, cumulative impacts is considered as the overlap in space of 
environmental impacts that various planning decisions may have in relation to one 
particular protected asset (e.g. air quality, water quality, noise situation, etc). In this 
context, present and future human activities are considered. SEAs are among others 
applicable to maritime spatial plans so that the cumulative effects of planning options 
in space are taken into account. 

Latvia We are still looking for meaningful way to transfer theoretical concepts to practical 
application. 

Sweden In Marine Spatial Planning, the leading questions are: where are the environmental 
impacts of the different human activities and how much do they contribute? There is a 
need for describing and communicating pressures from different activities in a certain 
area. In deciding on the optimal use of a certain area, there is a need to compare 
different scenarios, involving different locations and levels of potential activities. The 
comparison make sense as long as the scenarios are run within the same model. Thus it 
is not necessarily a question of comparing to a threshold value, the scale used for level 
of pressure can be gradual. There is the BSAP dimension of „An 'ecosystem-based 
approach' or 'ecosystem-based management' which might require different decision 
support tools than the assessment according to MSFD criteria, but also different to the 
MSP framework. It is a spatial approach that builds around acknowledging connections, 
cumulative impacts and multiple objectives, across single concerns e.g. species, sectors 
or activities. So far, ecosystem-based management has not been used to its full potential 
(at least in Sweden) because there is still development needed as regards management 
methods, tools, using a more local scale etc. In this context we should not underestimate 
the need for maps and models that support cross-sectoral communication and 
collaboration. The needs must be further specified, and would therefore needed to be 
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developed for use post-2024. From a socioeconomic perspective, and others, cumulative 
assessment results would (ideally, theoretically) be needed to assess potential 
Ecosystem services from the sea. But this is the long term (challenges at present are 
uncertainties in the comparison between pressures, which so far has made the results 
hard to use in this way. For example noise often was observed to come out 
disproportionally high, when attempts were made nationally). In practice, it seems it is 
useful for economists (though not only) to have the data layers of activities in their 
geographical distribution, especially for establishing BAU scenarios with future 
development of activities taken into account. This is used to be able to assess ecosystem 
services provided today and in the future, and could in theory be used as a basis for 
calculating benefits of (not) reaching GES, but also as a way of evaluating effects of 
measures over all (not per measure) by comparing scenarios to each other within the 
model. This is thus similar to the use in MSP when you need to justify management 
efforts or choose between planning alternatives. BSPI potentially provides basis for 
these uses on a Baltic scale. This could help calculating cost of sectors in terms of 
estimated pressure of the sea in relation to the profit from the activities. This, then, 
relates more to the data layers available in the tool, than the cumulative assessment 
itself. This could also help assessing the outcome in relation to the efforts required. 

 

2. How does you country interpret „cumulative impact assessment“ specifically in relation to Art. 8 

(1)(b) (ii) MSFD? 

Country Replied 

Denmark Same as above. 

Finland Finland interpretes it as responding to "synergistic effects" of Art. 8. 

Germany There is no nationally agreed definition or interpretation of Art. 8 (1)(b)(ii) 
MSFD. Based on Commission Decision (EU) 2017/848, cumulative impacts 
may be considered as the overall appraisal of the impacts of various pressures 
on individual marine ecosystem components. The Commission Decisions 
outlines the use of criteria according to which certain pressure criteria should 
be taken into account in the assessment of species and habitats:  

- assessments of the adverse effects from pressures under criteria 
D1C1, D2C3, D3C1, D8C2, D8C4 and D10C4 as well as the assessments 
of pressures under criteria D9C1, D10C3, D11C1 and D11C2 shall be 
taken into account in the assessments of species under Descriptor 1  

- for D6C5, assessments of the adverse effects from pressures, 
including under criteria D2C3, D3C1, D3C2, D3C3, D5C4, D5C5, D5C6, 
D5C7, d5C8, D6C3, D7C2, D8C2 and D8C4 shall be taken into account  

- Nevertheless, these criteria are not directly included in the 
integration steps for an individual species or habitat. But aspects 
could be included in the assessment of criterion D1C1 anthropogenic 
mortality or D6C5. Another possibility for Member States could be 
the inclusion of an analysis in their MSFD report which pressures 
effect the different ecosystem components. 

Latvia So far cumulative impact assessment has not been used. 

Sweden In our interpretation, the MSFD requirements regarding „the most important 
cumulative and synergistic effects“ (Art 8 1 b) are to describe the effect that 
several different pressures from human activities  have, taken together, on 
different ecosystem components. In COM decision 2017, cumulative effects 
is mentioned specifically for a number of criteria (D8C2). For a few criteria, 
specific pressures are listed, the effects of which need to be taken into 
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account in assessment (D1C6, D6C5, D1 species groups). The purpose of doing 
this, in our view, would be 

• to have the right basis for setting thresholds for pressures, i.e. the 
threshold might have to be stricter when cumulative effects are taken 
into account than if the effect of only one pressure on an ecosystem 
component was considered. Geographic specification relatively low 
today, but could increase in the future. 

• Theoretically to be able to assess the need for measures correctly. In 
line with previous paragraph, the need might be larger if the 
cumulative effect is taken into account. For measures the geographic 
aspect is important; where do the pressures need reduction.  

Thus, we need knowledge of what are the main pressures on each ecosystem 
component, and where the pressure from these taken together is larger than 
the sum of the individual pressures on that component.  

It is not an impact of all activities/pressures on all components that we need 
at the moment; the assessment is made for specific pressure-effect links. For 
example in assessment of cumulative impact on seafloor, a set of pressures 
are regarded relevant per ecosystem component. At present it is not possible 
to make such an assessment for the whole ecosystem. Approved links are 
missing between pressures and effects, and effects to state. 

Are cumulative impacts taken into account in combined assessment tools like 
Heat, Chase? Partly. Beat On the other hand assesses ecosystem status 
integrated. 

We also have the aspect of interaction between ecosystem components in 
the nutrient web, which is presently not very well understood, that makes the 
methodology for describing cumulative impacts complicated. This aspect is 
missing in Symphony and BSII. Developing this requires long term work and 
research. A Swedish project will explore this during 2020-2023 (no website 
yet). 

 

3. What questions should a „cumulative impact assessment“ in the marine environment answer 

ideally, in the long term? 

Country Replied 

Denmark What is the total impact of pressures in a certain area, including cumulative 
and additive effects? What pressures are important, and how do they 
interact? 

Finland It should indicated of the level of cumulative impact causing "adverse effect" 
i.e. the level of disturbed status of the environment - also on the long run 
(long time frame). 

Germany  There is no nationally agreed expectation. The questions to be answered 
could be:  

- What is the best management option to reduce the overall pressures 
on specific marine ecosystem components while enabling sustainable 
use of marine goods and services and maintaining ecosystem 
integrity, structure and functioning?  

- What is the collective impact of present and future human activities 
on specific marine ecosystem components?   
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- What is the contribution (possibly ranking) of the pressures 
concerned?   

- How do pressures interact among themselves and with climate 
change?  

- What can be expected if single or multiple pressures are reduced?  
- Are there pressure which change (intensify) the impact of other 

pressures? And which effects are expected by or on measures/actions 
for marine protection? 

Latvia It is very important to identify critical pressures that shall be mitigated or if 
possible stopped altogether if we are to reach good ecological status. 
Therefore, we expect that cumulative impact assessment on some future date 
will display complex pattern on how and how much each of pressures 
contribute to deterioration of ecosystem. 

Sweden There is the need for detailed assessments for BSAP and MSFD as described 
above. But overall, for BSAP and marine management, we would like to know 
what geographic areas/habitat types/populations have the lowest resilience, 
(also to climate change?) thus where do we need to take extra care in 
planning mitigation and actions. This is important for resource allocation and 
in prioritizing. And similarly, which pressures cause the most harm, and 
where? This is important messages for policymakers. 

For MSP: In the long term,harmonised data layers are needed, so that all can 
be compared. Agree how to address uncertainty, while not being completely 
moored by the discussion. 

 

4. What questions should a „cumulative impact assessment“ in the marine environment answer by 

2024? 

Country Replied 

Denmark Ideally, the same as above. However, it is probably more realistic to be able 
to carry out the assessment for a limited number of habitats and for a limited 
number of pressures. 

Finland Indication of the disturbed status. This requires some analysis to show the 
relationship between pressure and state. 

Germany How do the individual pressures we are assessing (see question 3) link with 
the status of a specific marine ecosystem component? What is the overall 
impact of those pressures on (selected) species and habitats? What are the 
interlinkages between the pressures? 

Latvia Presently the "impact assessment" in reality is "pressure" listing. It would be 
really nice to have a concept on how to link combined pressures with 
observed state of marine ecosystem. For example, it is considered that 
"pressure" cod fishing damages benthic habitats. Is it all what it does? What 
about impact on food chain interactions and not just in areas where fishing 
takes place? Are those impacts negligible or are they still worth considering? 

Sweden For reporting, what is required at present is a qualitative identification of the 
three main pressures (per ecosystem component?). For 2024, in national 
report, we would preliminarily like to highlight a few themes for which we 
have a reasonably good basis for making a proper „cumulative assessment“ . 
For example, there should be research available for cod, impact on seafloor 
and a few more.  It would be especially important to make this type of case 
study for especially vulnerable species or where measures acceptance is low, 
to explain (to public, decision makers) why action is still needed, in several 
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sectors, despite slow response.   For MSP in 2024: we need to know where 
the environmental impact is highest, and what human activities needs to be 
managed in order to reduce the impact. In the short term, we need to agree 
on what type of data and what temporal and spatial resolution we should use, 
in order to share the data between countries; underwater noise should not 
be measured as number of times per year exceeding a threshold value in one 
country and duration of exceeding the threshold in another. 

 

5. What tools has your country so far used to assess cumulative impacts on the marine 
environment, and in what context? 

Country Replied 

Denmark As part of the Danish MSFD Art. 8 reporting, NIVA Denmark conducted a study 
on cumulative effects of human impacts in the Danish marine waters. The 
results are published in the report “Under the surface: A gradient study of 
human impacts in Danish marine waters” and can be accessed here: 
https://niva.brage.unit.no/niva-xmlui/handle/11250/2452464. 

Finland BSPI/BSII, and expertise and data to develop these further. 

Germany There are no agreed national tools. For SEA purposes, qualitative overall 
appraisals (e.g. based on tables/matrices) are one example that is used. For 
MSFD Art. 8 assessment,  
- 2012: Germany has participated in HARMONY project for the North Sea.   
- 2018: the German Environment Agency lead a project to transfer the 

Baltic Sea Pressure Index with selected pressures to the North Sea.  
None of the results were used for MSFD reporting (due to their premature 
state of development and to general disagreements on the underlying 
methodologies). 

Latvia None 

Sweden Cumulative impacts are taken into account in MSFD assessments as 
described. In the Initial assessment national report, we included a brief 
section describing and discussing results from BSII and Symphony, based on 
the two most aggregated maps for illustration.   

Symphony, in the MSP context to evaluate planning options during 
development of the Swedish MSP and as a tool for EIA to assess it.  

More generally, we are often asked (by media, decision makers) what are the 
main pressures in the marine areas. It is sometimes useful to point to 
cumulative assessment results to respond (BSII, Symphony). 

 

6. Are you nationally currently doing any development work on cumulative impact assessment 
tools?  

Country Replied 

Denmark No 

Finland Yes. We progress along several strains of work, e.g. WFD-HYMO, EEA, analysis 
of VELMU data/ compilation of thematic maps, some research projects, etc. 

Germany Yes.  
- Development of biogeochemical modelling, e.g. models at the Federal 

Maritime Agency, BSH.  
- A research project was carried out at the Federal Environment Agency: 

Developing a concept for the cumulative assessment of anthropogenic 

https://niva.brage.unit.no/niva-xmlui/handle/11250/2452464
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impacts with regard to the Marine Strategy Frame Directive (MSFD). 
Within the project a concept for a comprehensive and flexible assessment 
system for cumulative effects has been developed. With regard to the 
complexity of the impacts and effects in natural ecosystems, a variety of 
models – each analyzing particular aspects of the ecosystem such as 
certain species, organism groups, habitats, or spatial temporal 
relationships has been evaluated. The link to the research project will be 
available in the coming weeks 

Latvia No 

Sweden Yes, Symphony is scheduled to be operational internally summer 2020, and 
externally autumn 2020. Further development will be ongoing ad-hoc, as 
different projects. Currently, climate change layers are being implemented 
and should be ready by autumn 2020. There are a number of national 
research projects starting in 2020, aimed to evaluate and develop the 
methodology and underlying assumptions. (list can be added!). 

 

7. What is the added value that a cumulative impact assessment should bring to the State of the 
Baltic Sea report 2023? 

Country Replied 

Denmark A more comprehensive picture of the impacts of pressures in the Baltic Sea. 
Also, a larger focus on cumulative effects of pressures. 

Finland It should cover/identify the area(s) of poor status monitoring, improve the 
reliability of the assessment compared to the previous status assessment. 

Germany - Visualise the risk of human activities and their associated pressures for 
individual ecosystem components.  

- Identify driving pressure components which may be a focused on to 
reduce cumulative impacts in future management.  

- Assist the management of human activities (including spatial 
management) in a forward looking and regionally coherent manner. E.g. 
data products that help visualise the development (spatial distribution 
and intensity) of human activities and their pressures/impacts. Such 
products could provide a linking data basis for environmental, social and 
economic as well as spatial planning assessment purposes.  

- Data products that can be used nationally to underpin marine spatial 
planning and to identify needs and options for transboundary spatial 
management cooperation. 

Latvia Will depend on progress achieved 

Sweden The holistic picture, indications of where the impacts are highest, and which 
pressures contribute to this impact (and what is being impacted most).  

The added value is that this type of assessment allows trying to paint a holistic 
picture because using consistent/compatible scales and metrics for pressure 
and status components. Attempting a cumulative assessment with this 
approach encourages the use of compatible/comparable information; that is 
beneficial in itself.  

Continuing the development of tools for this the purpose of developing 
comparable/compatible metrics would allow us to use information in a 
specific context for any given species or habitat in future.  Arguably, this could 
be achieved through simpler means than an attempted cumulative 
assessment but it remains a tangible benefit of the process.” 
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It is doubtful whether the exercise is valuable from an assessment perspective 
but it has value as a communication device, and allows a subsequent closer, 
local look at areas where potential impact seems high or low.   There is value 
in showing how impacted the Baltic potentially is using a single map – it’s a 
useful way to communicate that more work is needed.  In theory, it should 
facilitate spatial planning to prevent deterioration, as a minimum.     The value 
would be to be able to compare different years and thus look at trends and 
development for measures and more general development of nature values 
and human activity pressures. 

 

8. What possible risks or challenges, if any, do you foresee from the inclusion of a cumulative 
impact assessment in the State of the Baltic Sea report 2023? 

 

Country Replied 

Denmark It might be challenging to agree on definitions and wording, as we discovered 
during HOLAS II (see question 12). However, hopefully we can build on the 
results of the final assessment, and the better understanding of the different 
pressures and circumstances in Baltic countries. 

Finland The data quality and data imbalance between HELCOM Contracting Parties 

Germany Based on the experiences with BSPI/BSII, there is a risk that considerable 
resources are dedicated to an assessment whose results may be difficult to 
be interpreted due to very high uncertainties related to a combination of 
method and assumptions applied and data availability. There is a risk that 
messages are misinterpreted and that there is little additional value gained 
from a huge collective effort. 

Latvia Can not answer the question without knowing how cumulative impact would 
be used. 

Sweden People do not understand the uncertainty of CIA models and either consider 
them the ultimate truth or disregard it as irrelevant. Thus, the interpretation 
and purpose of including it is very important. 

A concrete challenge is that the resources (personnel and money) are scarce 
to develop the tool, compared to other more “compulsory” development 
needs (indicator assessments, socioeconomic assessments) 

(There is also the challenges already highlighted; uncertainties in the 
comparison between pressures, some may come out disproportionally high; 
that the assessment is presently not completely connected to the indicators 
and indicator results; approved links are missing between pressures and 
effects, and effects to state, and that nutrient web interactions is missing (in 
Symphony and BSII)). 

 

9. What are your views regarding the possible linking of a „cumulative impact assessment“ and the 
indicator-based assessment of individual pressures and state aspects of the marine 
environment?  

Country Replied 

Denmark Indicator based assessments are very important in the MSFD work and 
provide the basis for comparable status evaluation across countries. At the 
same time, there is an increasing awareness on cumulative impacts, and 
potentially a higher demand for cumulative impact assessment in the future. 



Page 10 of 12 
 

Finland See previous answers. 

Germany The linkage is considered very important. The indicator system is the main 
tool to assess the pressures, impacts and state. They should reflect both the 
main pressures acting on Baltic Sea ecosystems and the main species and 
habitats and associated parameters representing a healthy Baltic Sea. Setting 
up indicators in some cases which intrinsically are oriented towards key 
pressure/state linkages could provide a „mini-CIA“ (see example of Cumi 
Indicator). Linking pressure/impact indicator findings with state indicator 
findings would provide an efficient way of CIA, given sufficient knowledge on 
ecosystem components and processes. 

Latvia No opinion 

Sweden From a Symphony /MSP perspective: Very interesting and something we 
would like to work towards. It would be quite easy to setup a system of 
thresholds for different states and then rank each pixel area in relation to the 
threshold, based on data from the indicators in a CIA tool. However, data will 
not be perfect, so such a system would have many inherent uncertainties, but 
would possibly be able to give a decent approximation of the state of the 
environment. Comparing different years would also indicate a development. 

 

Cumulative Impact Assessment Tools: BSPI/BSII 

10. What questions did the tools help to answer?  

Country Replied 

Denmark The tools helped to identify and highlight the pressures affecting the Baltic 
Sea the most. It furthermore gave an overview of the distribution of pressures 
in the Baltic Sea. 

Finland They provide an overall regional sea view on the impacts/pressures, they give 
spatially a more detailed view on potential impacts/pressures than a 
"standard" status assessment, and it provides a possibility to address 
transnational impacts/pressures when every area is assessed by the same 
tool. 

Germany - We used the results to illustrate that HELCOM is working on scientific 
means to approach „cumulative impact assessments“ 

- We used the results to reiterate our indicator and assessment findings 
that impacts are highest on the coast. 

Latvia It displays spatially pressures, indicating also intensity 

Sweden What the (informal) “status” of the marine areas outside of Sweden looks, as 
an indication. 

 

11. What were the indentified strengths and weaknesses of the tool?  

Country Replied 

Denmark Some of the identified weaknesses were embedded in the method. In 
Denmark expert survey was criticized for not being scientific enough, for 
including non-scientists in the "expert" pool and for having too few 
respondents in some topics. The data layers were for some topics incomplete 
or did not cover the whole Baltic Sea.   

Denmark found it especially challenging to agree on which activities caused 
disturbed versus lost seabed as well as the extent of disturbance/loss pr 
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activity. Furthermore, we found it difficult to agree on the overall definition 
of lost seabed.   

The work in the EU funded projects was difficult to follow up on during regular 
HELCOM meetings and the methods were not described transparently 
enough in the beginning. 

Finland See previous comments regarding data. 

Germany - Strength: The spatial presentation of pressures and impacts. The 
produced data layer maps are much more differentiated to locate hot 
spots and see variation of pressures and impacts compared to the 
schematic HELCOM assessment maps (status colour per assessment unit). 

- Weakness: Highly complex aggregation which forces simplified 
assumptions, e.g. emphasizing single pressures. The results feel in some 
instances as artefacts of the method. The resolution of the tool does not 
allow more specific conclusions than that impacts vary across the Baltic 
Sea and that the risk of impacts is higher on the coast than offshore. Too 
much dependency on expert knowledge. Partly lack of data (sometimes 
the produced data layer maps are more differentiated than the 
underlying data). Partly lack of sufficient knowledge of the underlying 
ecological processes.  

Overlap with CumI for the assessment of D6C3. This should be solved in 
the future 

Latvia It is handy to have overview of pressures. However, the major weakness is 
that the pressures included in assessment might differ in their capacity to 
alter ecosystem state by order or several orders of magnitude. Therefore, it 
is very difficult to get meaningful outcome from assessment. 

Sweden Weaknesses BSII:  

• Not easy to setup if you are unfamiliar with ArcGIS. 

• Slow processing (compared to Symphony)  

• Data quality varies between countries and areas, which is not 
communicated well in the maps.  

Strengths BSII:  
• All data collected in one place.  
• Easy access to powerful analysis tools through ArcGIS.  

• Great maps that give a good overview of the impacts at a glance. 

 
12. Have you used the BSPI, the BSII or the constituent parts of the indices nationally? If no, why 

not? If yes, what parts of the BSPI/BSII have you used and for what purpouse? 

Country Replied 

Denmark Yes. We have used the work for ranking of pressures in the Baltic Sea, as well 
as some of the spatial data layers in MSFD reporting and as illustrations of loss 
and disturbance. 

Finland Yes. D6 assessments, and to get a better geographical understanding which is 
good when linking the assessments done in the MSFD and WFD work. 

Germany Yes. See above: We used the summary BSPI and BSII map in the MSFD text 
report to illustrate HELCOM efforts to develop CIA assessment. We did not 
use the results for assessment, e-reporting or management purposes. 
Reasons: The findings were not such that we had confidence in using them. 
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The results were not fit for complying with MSFD requirements on the 
assessment of the state of benthic habitats; we therefore did a national 
assessment. There is no e-reporting requirement for cumulative impact 
assessments. The resolution and confidence of the assessment are such that 
we could not use the results for management or spatial planning purposes. 

Latvia Yes. To display spatial distribution of pressures. 

Sweden YES AND NO: For MSP purposes, we used Symphony, which in our view has 
better data (higher resolution and better metadata). In the Initial assessment 
national report, we included a brief section describing and discussing results 
from BSII and Symphony, based on the two most aggregated maps for 
illustration. We sometimes refer to the conclusions of that part of the Holas 
II report when asked to name the main challenges of the Baltic. (this ist he 
only place this is spelled out I think? But a very important conclusion) BSII has 
also been used for comparative purposes, to assess the accuracy of 
Symphony. 

 


