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MINUTES OF THE TENTH MEETING OF 
RED LIST BIOTOPE EXPERT TEAM 

(HELCOM RED LIST BIOTOPES) 

 

INTRODUCTION   

0.1 With reference to the Minutes of the Fifth Steering Group meeting of the Project 
for Completing the HELCOM Red List of Species and Habitats/Biotopes (HELCOM RED 
LIST 5/2013), the Tenth Workshop of the Red List Biotope Experts (HELCOM RED LIST 
BIOTOPES 10/2013) was held in Helsinki, Finland, at the premises of Finnish Environment 
Institute (SYKE) on 24–25 April 2013. 

0.2 The objective of the Meeting was to finalise the Classification of Biotopes and the 
Technical Report of the Classification, to revise the Threat Assessments of biotopes and to 
prepare a second Questionnaire as well as plan the work on creating Biotope Information 
Sheets and the Red List of Biotopes Report 

0.3 The Meeting was chaired by Mr. Michael Haldin, Finland, Chair of HELCOM RED 
LIST BIOTOPES. Ms. Tytti Kontula, Project Manager of HELCOM RED LIST acted as 
Secretary of the Meeting assisted by Ms. Lena Avellan, HELCOM RED LIST Project Officer, 
and Mr. Tuomas Kahma, a trainee at the Secretariat. 

0.4 Representatives from Finland and Sweden attended the Meeting, and 
additionally German representative was consulted via Skype. The List of Participants is 
contained in Annex 1 to these Minutes. 

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of Agenda 

Documents: 1/1 

1.1 The Meeting adopted the agenda as contained in document 1/1. 

Agenda Item 2  Information by the Secretariat 

Documents: 2/1 

2.1 The Meeting took note of the information by the RED LIST Project Manager Tytti 
Kontula on the RED LIST Steering Group meeting and the status of the HELCOM Red List 
species work (document 2/1), and on the presentation by the RED LIST Project Officer Lena 
Avellan on the timetable for the different RED LIST Biotopes products. 

Agenda Item 3  Finalisation of the Classification of Biotopes 

Documents: 3/1, 3/2, 3/3, 3/3 Rev. 1, 3/3 Rev.2, 3/4, 3/4 Rev. 1 

3.1 The Meeting discussed about the logical problems that were hindering to 
continue the work as planned after the RED LIST 9/2013 (document 3/1). The Meeting 
considered the first problem, i.e. that the split-rules for substrates do not currently cover all 
cases (e.g. 50% shell gravel and 50% bedrock), and whether to change the current, very 
specific meaning of “mixed substrates” (=mosaic substrate) or to create new classes. The 
Meeting agreed to widen the meaning of “mixed substrates” to cover all kinds of mixed 
substrates and to divide anthropogenic into soft and hard substrates in the classification. 

3.2  The Meeting discussed about the second logical problem, i.e. that currently data 
is assigned to a Level 5 biotope only if there is a dominance of a certain group or organism. If 
e.g. the data indicates 20% coverage of perennial structures but those consist of 10% 
bivalves and 10% algae, then none of the split-rules will admit a classification on Level 5. 
The Meeting decided that mixed biotope classes will not be created for these situations and 
that the mapper should anyway choose the dominant group. Related to this, the Meeting 
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recommended using biovolume, which rarely results in exactly equal dominance values, in 
choosing the dominant group but pointed out that the mapper should use her/his expertise on 
the most appropriate way of choosing the dominant group. 

3.3 The Meeting noted that the flow-charts should be accompanied by separate text 
sheet, e.g. for explaining split rules and that it is appropriate to use biovolume, biomass, or 
coverage to choose the dominant group. 

3.4 The Meeting reiterated the decision to use the biovolume as the split-rule for 
vegetation on Level 6, and considered the applicability of the compiled information on the 
heights of plants (Annex 1 in document 3/1). The Meeting emphasized that it is essential that 
the data on heights is local as the heights vary so much between Baltic Sea subbasins and 
even between different types of environments in the same area. The Meeting adviced the 
mappers to use heights of full-grown plants and to do that primarily by using locally 
measured data. The Meeting pointed out that the second best option is to use local experts 
to estimate the heights based on their expertise, and only as the last option to use the 
information compiled from Finland, which will be annexed to the classification as a table. 

3.5 The Meeting discussed about biotopes characterized by Ophelia spp. or seapens 
and noted that if the dominance rule is used on level 5 for biotopes, these biotopes will not 
be found in data. The Meeting decided to add a split for sparse macroscopic epibenthic biotic 
structures on level 4 for aphotic muddy sediment, and add the biotope dominated by 
seapens at level 6, and add a class on level 5 to allow for the logical steps down to level 6. 

3.6 The Meeting decided to move the biotope characterized by Ophelia spp. to be 
under the level 5 biotopes characterized by infaunal bivalves and place it first with a special 
split-rule “Disregarding the biomass of bivalves, ≥10%of Ophelia spp. and Travisia forbesi.” 
In a true data set this split-rule can identify the biotope (tested by Mr. Darr previously), 
however placing it under the Level 5 biotope “characterized by polychaetes” would create a 
situation where the split-rule on level 6 where bivalve biomass is disregarded would never be 
applied, due to the fact that any single bivalves might already classify the data under the 
level 5 biotope “characterized by bivalves”. German expert Alexander Darr was consulter (via 
Skype) 

3.7 The Meeting agreed to include a biotope suggested by Johan Näslund into the 
classification on the level 6: an infaunal bivalve class on photic muddy substrate dominated 
by Abra spp., which is known to exist in the Kattegat. 

3.8 The Meeting discussed about the structure and split-rules among the classes of 
pelagic biotopes and agreed to use the revised structure as presented by Ms. Avellan (Annex 
2). 

3.9 The Meeting decided that classes characterized by no macroscopic communities 
should be included for hard clay and also for shell gravel with a note that such a class may 
be hypothetical, and in threat assessments such “hypothetical classes” should not be 
assessed (NE). 

3.10 The Meeting revised the flow-chart to clarify the split rules (document 3/3 Rev.2). 
The Meeting decided, e.g., that Level 5  6 split-rules should include additional rules for 
ending back to Level 5 in cases where the Level 6 biotopes in question do not cover totally 
Level 5 entities. Level 5 biotopes can be assessed, and whenever there is not a 50% 
dominance by the named taxons in Level 6, the classification should therefore stop at level 5. 

3.11 The Meeting revised logic of the split-rules for the perennial group on Level 5, so 
that any group classified to level 5 and containing the words “characterized by” in the name, 
imply that at least 10 % of the area is covered by the named characteristic organisms, or in 
the case of infaunal biotopes are dominated by the named characteristic organisms. 

3.12 The Meeting amended the classification by adding “mixed epibenthic macro 
community” to every section that on Level 4 has been split by the “≥10% epibenthic 
organisms” split-rule. If no single perennial group, unattached perennial alga, crustose algae 
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or annual algae exhibits ≥10% coverage, then the classification ends in the new group 
“mixed epibenthic macro community”. 

3.13 The Meeting clarified that the split-rule on Level 6 asking whether a taxon has 
≥50 % biovolume-/mass, this refers to the percentage of the characteristic community, which 
on Level 5 has been defined through the ≥10% coverage split-rule, i.e. the ≥50% biovolume 
does not refer to the total biovolume estimate for all organisms in a sample, but only to the 
fraction of the characteristic taxa. 

3.14 The Meeting revised the wording and logic of the split-rules, so that no case 
should appear when there is only an option to answer “yes”. In the flow-chart there should 
always be the option to choose between a “yes” and a “no” path, or select a path from a 
number of named options (e.g. substrate).  

3.15 The Meeting took note of the decision by the Steering Group that the preparation 
of descriptions of biotopes should be completed even if left after the Ministerial Meeting. The 
Meeting suggested that the Secretariat should be allocated with resources to produce initial 
drafts for the biotope descriptions and that the Biotope Team could then reconvene in 2014 
to review and finalize the descriptions. 

3.16 The Meeting agreed on the classification and on the structure of the flow chart 
and considered them as finalized (document 3/3 Rev.2). The Meeting agreed to submit all 
the materials to the HABITAT 15/2013 by Monday 29th April. 

3.17 The Meeting decided to use HUB (HELCOM underwater biotopes/habitats 
classification system) as an acronym for the classification system. 

 

Agenda Item 4  Complementing the threat assessments 

Documents: 4/1 

4.1 The Meeting considered the initial threat assessments made at the RED LIST 
BIOTOPES 9/2013, and complemented the categories also for the biotopes added at this 
Meeting. The Meeting decided to assign all the new classes for the hypothetical biotopes 
(hard clay and shell gravel with no macroscopic communities) to the category Not Evaluated 
(NE) due to the fact that there is no or very little supporting data. The Meeting also assigned 
the “mixed” biotopes into the NE category, because they are likely to consist of several 
distinct but currently still unidentified biotopes, and therefore their threat status cannot yet be 
assessed. Additionally, the Meeting assigned the new Abra biotope to the category Least 
Concern. 

4.2 The Meeting changed one of the earlier initial assessments, Shell gravel bottoms, 
which was previously considered VU on the level 3, to LC and added LC assignment to the 
Level 6 shell gravel dominated by (living) Mytilidae (previously NE). The Meeting pointed out 
that shell gravel patches (with a diameter of 5-10 m) do commonly occur also in the northern 
Baltic Sea, and thus the Level 3 biotope class cannot be regarded as rare as previously 
suggested on the level 3. The Meeting was of the opinion that the potential threatened shell 
gravel biotopes are on the more detailed levels in the classification, and information for their 
assessments need to be obtained from the countries in the second questionnaire. 

4.3 The Meeting considered the second questionnaire as presented by Ms. Avellan, 
revised some of the questions and the cover letter, and added some columns e.g. for 
accepting if the respondents agree with the suggested category (Annex 3). 

4.4 The Meeting considered also the contact list for the second questionnaire, and 
welcomed the willingness of Mr. Karvinen to provide more Finnish contact persons by 26th 
April (to lena.avellan@helcom.fi). The Meeting emphasized the importance of getting 
response also from Denmark and requested the Secretariat to contact the Danish HABITAT 
contact also separately. 

mailto:lena.avellan@helcom.fi
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4.5 The Meeting considered the Biotope Information Sheet examples as introduced 
by Ms. Avellan (document 4/1). The Meeting agreed on the structure and information content 
of information sheets otherwise  but revised the part “Confidence of threat assessment” in 
such a way that instead of range of categories it should include a statement on the level of 
confidence as classes low, moderate, high for each of the biotopes. 

4.6 The Meeting scrutinized the list of initially red-listed biotopes (document 4/1) and 
added the preliminary levels of confidence for each of the assessments. The Meeting 
described that the preliminary level of confidence depends on how much data there are for 
the biotope, whether there are also historical data, and on the degree of agreement among 
the experts. The Meeting pointed out that the levels of confidence need to be reconsidered 
after the second questionnaire by the Expert Team. 

4.7 The Meeting highly recommended that the contents of the biotope information 
sheets should be stored in an online database, to allow continuous update and more 
effective distribution of this information. 

4.8 The Meeting discussed the outline of the Red List report, suggested some 
additions to the contents, and agreed on the general structure of the report. 

 

Agenda Item 5  Finalisation of the project 

Documents: None 

5.1 The Meeting planned how to finalize the threat assessments after the second 
questionnaire and invited Ms. Avellan to circulate by emails the initial and possibly changed 
threat categories on the basis of summarized second questionnaire results to the Biotope 
Expert Team by Monday 20th May and the Biotope Expert Team to give their response by 
Friday 24th May. The Meeting further clarified that the meaning of the email circulation is not 
to collect additional comments but to accept or reject the new categories. If needed, the 
email discussion will continue during the following week. 

5.2 The Meeting decided that the Secretariat will contact Biotope Experts regarding 
additional information needed for the Biotope Information Sheets in order to complement the 
drafts during summer. The Meeting suggested that the Secretariat should send direct and 
targeted requests for the experts and HABITAT contact persons by each country. 

5.3 The Meeting agreed that the technical report will be circulated and finalized by 
27th May and the Red List report will be circulated to the Team at a later stage. 

Agenda Item 6  Any other business 

Documents: None 

6.1 The Meeting wanted to thank Ville Karvinen and Finland for hosting the Meeting. 

Agenda Item 7  Outcome of the meeting 

Documents: None 

7.1 The Meeting adopted the draft Minutes of the HELCOM RED LIST BIOTOPES 
9/2012 (document 7/1). The Minutes of the Meeting will be finalized by the Secretariat in 
consultation with the Chair of the Meeting and made available in the HELCOM Meeting 
Portal, together with the presentations given during the Meeting. The Meeting Portal can be 
accessed either directly at http://meeting.helcom.fi or via HELCOM web site => “Meetings 
and Documents”, “Meeting Portal”: under “Nature Protection and Biodiversity Group 
(HELCOM HABITAT)” => “RED LIST” => folder “RED LIST BIOTOPES 10/2013. 
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Annex 2. Proposal for revision of the classification of pelagic habitats 

The structures were presented and discussed at the Meeting. The proposed revised 
structure was accepted. 

Old Structure 

 

 

Proposed revised structure 
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Annex 3. HELCOM Red List Biotopes Threat Categories Questionnaire 2013 

This Annex 3 lists the questions the Meeting decided to formulate for the Questionnaire.  

The Excel spread sheet file can be accessed via the Meeting portal;  
Nature Protection and Biodiversity Group (HABITAT) > RED LIST > Biotope Threat Category 
Questionnaire (2013) 

 

 Region: The answer covers the following 100x100 grid codes (for the biotope in 
question) 

 Occurence of initally red listed biotopes(CR-NT): Presence/Absence.  
Presence given as grid id code numbers (where occuring), if absent from the region 
write 0  

 If you agree with the initial threat assessment category, mark with an "X" 

 Suggested changed Red List category (for the whole Baltic Sea) 

 Red List criteria used in assessment (see explantaion sheets) 

 Suggested changed category RL min 

 Suggested changed category RL max 

 National Concern 

 If the Red List category is suggested to be changed, then describe how large an area 
the biotope covers in your region 

 If the Red List category is suggested to be changed, then describe how well known 
the biotope is, how far back in time data is available in your region, and how it has 
changed (quantity and quality) 

 Any other comment 

 


