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Background 
 
GEAR 21-2020 started planning the HOLAS III process leading up to the publication of the Third State of the 
Baltic Sea report. As part of this planning process the question arose on how to tackle cumulative impact 
assessments (CIA) in the Baltic Sea region in future assessments and on the role of the Baltic Sea Pressure 
and Impact Indices (BSPI/BSII) in HOLAS III. The question requires clarification by autumn 2020 so that the 
development of agreed deliverables can be included the proposal for a project in preparation of HOLAS III, 
the MetDev project, for approval by HOD 59-2020 in December 2020. 
 
HOD 58-2020 endorsed the arrangements for taking forward the CIA-work in a three step approach including 
a questionnaire, a scoping meeting and a technical workshop. The first step was executed by distributing a 
questionnaire to GEAR contacts. The questionnaire provides examples of policy contexts for HELCOM work 
on CIA and explores in two sets of questions  
 
At GEAR 21-2019 Contracting Parties also exchanged information on 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). GEAR 21-2019 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. 
 
The meeting agreed that this and further national information on the potential use of cumulative impact 
assessments should be collated through a survey, to be used as a basis for further discussion at the CIA 
Scoping meeting. Contracting Parties also discussed to broaden the scope of the discussion with a view to 
discussing how pressure, impact and status information can be linked 
 
Following this a survey was prepared by the TG CIA, in cooperation with the Secretariat. The survey was 
submitted to Contracting Parties on 19 May 2020, with a four week response time. 
The responses were then collated, as presented in Attachment 1 of this document, and used as a basis for 
the preliminary assumptions and proposals in this document.  
 
This document has been prepared to stimulate discussion and function as the starting point for consideration 
at the Scoping Meeting. 
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Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information in this document, and the survey response and to use 

it  
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Background 
GEAR 21 started planning of the process leading to HOLAS III in 2023. The question arose on how to tackle 

cumulative impact assessments (CIA) in the Baltic Sea region in future assessments and on the role of the 

Baltic Sea Pressure and Impact Indices (BSPI/BSII) in HOLAS III. The question requires clarification by 

autumn 2020 so that the development of agreed deliverables can be included the proposal for a project in 

preparation of HOLAS III, the MetDev project, for approval by HOD 59-2020 in December 2020. 

HOD 58-2020 endorsed the arrangements for taking forward the CIA-work in a three step approach 

including a questionnaire, a scoping meeting and a technical workshop. The first step was executed by 

distributing a questionnaire to GEAR contacts. The questionnaire provides examples of policy contexts for 

HELCOM work on CIA and explores in two sets of questions  

− the expectations of Contracting Parties regarding cumulative impact assessments  

− the views of Contracting Parties on the role and use of BSPI/BSII in HOLAS III 

Responses were received from Denmark, Finland, Germany, Latvia and Sweden and are compiled in the 

separate attachement (Attachment 1) to this background document. The results of the questionnaire serve 

as a contribution to the scoping meeting and provide a basis from which to start discussion. The responses 

highlighted among others:  

− the relative importance of pressures in failing good status as a basis for priority actions 

− the added value of the spatial presentations of activities/pressures and impacts for management 

− the lack of understanding and quantifying impacts, linking pressures with state  

For a full overview of responses please see Attachement 1. 

The following assumptions suggest conclusions drawn from the responses to the questionnaire focussing 

on what Contracting Parties expect from a cumulative impact assessment in the long term and for HOLAS 

III in the short term. Based on the assumptions some suggestions for tentative questions are compiled on 

how deliverables should look like to meet the needs expressed in the assumptions.  

It is the aim of the scoping meeting to confirm a common understanding of CIA based on the assumptions 

presented in this document. The focus of the meeting is then to specify: 

− the expected deliverables:  

What should CIA deliver, how should results be interpreted, uncertainties handled and results validated? 

− shared understanding of existing tools to narrow down options for the technical workshop:  

What can various existing tools (including BSPI/BSII) accomodate, link with and use of HELCOM 

indicators, guidance for further development (e.g. prioritised functionality) and recommendation for 

what tool to use as a basis for further development. 
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Assumptions on future „cumulative impact assessments“ 

1. CIA assists the effective management of concurring human activities in the sea.  

Main uses are in the context of  

− marine spatial planning 

− strategic environmental assessment of programms and plan and environmental impact 
assessments of projects 

− supporting economic and social analysis of the uses of the sea 

These uses relate to various policy contexts including actions under HELCOM BSAP, EU MSFD (namely 
programme of measures) and EU MSP. The indicated uses mainly take place at a national level / within 
national actions. However, in the future they could be used to help coordinate planning and 
management of human activities across national boundaries.  

2. CIA depicts how activities and pressures overlap in the marine space.  

CIA should help prioritising actions in relation to sectors, pressures and areas, and help identify areas 

of high risk (i.e. with a large number of concurring activities and subsequent pressures) for the 

purpouse of management and measures, e.g. guide where measures should be targeted, where 

transboundary management cooperation is warranted, or where there is a need for improved 

monitoring. 

3. CIA depicts the combined impact of several pressures on the same ecological component (a species, 

a habitat). 

This is about the relative importance of activities, pressures and impacts in relation to failing or the risk 

of failing good status of a specific ecosystem component at a given management scale. It is an analysis 

tool to assist management responses. CIA should answer the following main questions to aid opting for 

the most effective management decision: 

− Where in the sea do environmental impacts occur in relation to ecosystem components? (status 

quo) 

− How much do individual activities/pressures contribute to the impact? (status quo) 

− In which areas do which pressures cause most harm? (status quo, foresight) 

− How do pressures interact among themselves in a particular area? (And how do they interact with 

climate change?) (status quo, foresight) 

− How do policy objectives (drivers) and decisions (measures, spatial planning) for the management 

and development of activities influence future combined impacts and, ultimately, ecosystem 

services? (scenarios, foresight) 

− Which of the identified pressures are direct (stems from activities at or close to the area in 

question, can be managed at source with a direct effect in the area) and which are indirect (stems 

from activities elsewhere, requires managment on a broader, possibly regional scale) to identify 

those activities most best suited for local vs regional managment and measures. 

4. CIA depicts the lowest level of resilience of ecosystem components in the sea. 

In addition to assumption 3, the CIA should indicate the geographic areas in which individual habitat 

types and species populations have lowest resilience to specific human pressures and, possibly, are 

particularly vulnerable to climate change which may in turn reduce further resilience in relation to 

human pressures. 
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5. CIA depicts the total level of impact on an ecosystem component. It does not require complex 

aggregations. 

CIA itself is not an assessment to classify the status of the marine environment. It contributes to 

integrated status assessments by indicating the total level of impact causing the adverse effect on an 

ecosystem component. It provides a means to link pressures with status information and thereby 

provides interpretation of the status assessment results. This is particularly relevant where individual 

pressures meet their threshold values while an ecosystem component fails good status. The reasons for 

the failure can be various, including the combined effect of the pressures.  

6. CIA deliverables should be closely coordinated with existing assessment tools and needs. 

Main linkages to be made include: 

− Tools: HELCOM indicators on pressures, impacts and state 

− Needs: BAU scenarios in the context of analyses of costs of degradation or effectiveness of 

measures to achieve good status. Such scenarios require data on the actual and future spatial 

distribution of activities/pressures and their impacts. 

Status assessments, economic and social analysis (costs of degradation, BAU scenarios) and spatial 

planning should draw on the same harmonised data layers and ways of their interpretation and 

handling of uncertainties. 

7.  Assumptions 1-6 are also valid for Article 8 (1)(b)(ii) MSFD.  

The assumptions 1-6 are also valid for the purpose of Article 8 (1)(b)(ii) MSFD and could generally help 

to address the specific requirements of Commission Decision (EU) 2017/848. The COM Dec requires 

specific pressures/impacts (expressed through criteria) to be taken into account in the assessment of 

species and habitats. For this purpose, it is not necessary to consider the impact of all 

activities/pressures on all ecosystem components, but to consider specific pressure-effect links. The 

CIA could provide the relevant data layers and relative contribution of pressures required for MSFD 

assessment purposes, provided that the data layers are consistent with the HELCOM indicators 

underpinning the pressure/impact criteria assessments.  

Further consideration needs to be given whether and possibly how the pressure/impact 

indicators/criteria are „taken into account“ in the HELCOM thematic assessments (BEAT, HEAT, 

CHASE). 

Tentative questions on how deliverables for CIA should look like  

Based on the assumptions the following questions are examples that might need answering in relation to 
each of the identified uses of CIA in order to approach a common understanding on the type of deliverables 
needed: 

− At which spatial scale(s) should CIA take place? 

− What spatial resolution is needed?  

− What level(s) of aggregation, if any, are needed for activities/pressures (e.g. individual or by sector) and 
ecosystem components (e.g. individual species/habitats, groups, foodweb or ecosystem in total)?  

− How can HELCOM indicators be used in a CIA?  

− In what format and with what supplementary information should the results be presented in order to 
ensure they are fit for purpouse (e.g. for use in or informing management, for use at the national 
level/regional level)? 
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− If forecasting is incorporated in the CIA, what could it be used for and in what way would it be most 
useful to present it?  

− How can forecasting work be linked with ESA-work on driver indicators and BAU-scenarios? 

− … 

Examples of suggested priorities for HOLAS II 

The discussion in TG CIA and responses to the questionnaire suggest to prioritise  

− identifying the (three) top pressures to be tackled in the Baltic Sea 

− identifying „risk areas“, areas with a high pressure load, as well as the proportion a given pressure is 

contributing.  

− identifying direct and indirect pressures. 

− development of methodologies to link pressures with state information, i.e. to get to grips with 

„impacts“. 

− trialing the possibility of including forecasting in the CIA. 

− … 


