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Structure and format of the meeting 
Due to the geopolitical situation, HELCOM is currently in a strategic pause and official meetings of all HELCOM 
Working and Experts Groups and other subsidiary bodies are suspended until further notice. Informal 
consultation sessions, without Russian participation, can be organized and hosted by a Contracting Party. 
Accordingly, Latvia kindly agreed to host the informal consultation session for the HELCOM BLUES project final 
conference, to enable discussion on the achieved deliverables and further use of results. 

Furthermore, in line with the project application and due to the large number of external interested parties 
participating in the conference, the final project conference was held online (17th January 2023). More than 80 
participants (annex 1), representing all eight Baltic Sea countries which are also EU member states, as well as 
representative from the EU, Observers and sister projects, took part in the full day meeting (online, via zoom). 

The video of the final project conference was recorded and made available online: here 

Overall, the final project conference focused on presenting the project results from the activities concerning 
biodiversity, marine litter, underwater noise and efficiency and measures; as well as their current and future 
use and connection to the third holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea (HOLAS 3) and EU processes. General 
information about the project and its activities are available from the HELCOM BLUES project website. The 
conference was moderated by Ottilia Thoreson. 

The format of the final conference of the HELCOM BLUES project was introduced by Jana Wolf, the HELCOM 
BUES project coordinator. 

 

Opening words and introduction to biodiversity topics in HELCOM BLUES 
The conference moderator, Ottilia Thoreson, gave a brief summary of the HELCOM BLUES project, which has 
been funded by the EU (DG ENV) and continued for the duration of 2 years (25.01.2021-24.1.2023). The 
project set out with the goal to support attaining Good Environmental Status (GES) in the Baltic Sea, by 
supporting the development of new and advanced indicators, as well as regionally coordinated measures 
addressing various pressures affecting the sea. It also supported assessments of the state of 
the Baltic Sea through improved monitoring, notably on biodiversity, marine litter and underwater noise. In 
total, 14 partners and seven subcontractors with various backgrounds in policy, research, academia and civil 
society were involved from six Baltic Sea countries. 
All questions during this conference were taken up in the informal conference notes, with questions that could 
not be answered during the conference itself (e.g., due to time limitations), being replied to in the notes. 
 
The topic of biodiversity of the HELCOM BLUES project was introduced. This topic represents Activity 2 of the 
project, with 5 different tasks as part of it, as following: 
A2.1 Bycatch 
A2.2 Fish 
A2.3 Pelagic habitat 
A2.4 Harbour porpoise 
A2.5 BEAT/ Food webs 
 

A2.1 Bycatch 
The topic of bycatch within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, summary of 
results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by Volker 
Dierschke. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the BLUES 
project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: In which fishing gears are the estimated by-catch rates the highest? Coastal static gears or offshore trawls? 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Smzj-UNju_M
https://blues.helcom.fi/
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A2.1_Bycatch.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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A: Static nets (e.g. gill nets) which are close to the coast have the highest incidence of bycatch, as these 
overlap with the habitat of the species at risk and thus increase the risk of  bycatch (this applies to both birds 
and mammals) 
 
Q: In the water bird assessment, what rule of aggregation of assessments across species are applied? 
OAO/conditional/proportional etc? 
A: OOAO is usually used but here, all evaluation and assessment results for all species (even before 
aggregation) showed not good environmental status. 
 
Q: How much must bycatches in general decrease to be considered as "OK" (not threating mammals and bird 
populations)? 
A: In a threatened or declining population species we usually apply that rule of zero bycatch (this approach is 
used in HELCOM and OSPAR). In more abundant species it is a bit more challenging to say because we need 
population modelling to estimate how many individuals could still be bycaught without negative consequences 
for the population/species. So far monitoring and quantitative data are not sufficient yet to apply these 
population models. Thus, we hope, and plea, that more monitoring is implemented as fast as possible to 
enable this work and enable appropriate threshold values development. 
The exact approach developed under the HELCOM BLUES project for HOLAS 3, is included in the indicator 
report for bycatch, which will be officially published and openly accessible to everyone in March 2023. 
 

A2.2 Fish 
The topic of fish within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, summary of 
results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by Elisabeth 
Bolund. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the BLUES 
project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: How were new locations for fish chosen? 
A: The term new locations referred to in the presentation imply new for recording of data and analyses (e.g. 
the locations were monitored before already but had previously not had enough data to be used to establish a  
reference period for data analyses). So new locations refer to having now enough years/data to be used for 
the analyses/assessment. 
A: In case of Poland location, long enough data series exist for 3 transitional water bodies. 
 
Q: Do the L90 values call for more no fishing areas? And how much of an area should be free of fishing? 
A: This is a very good policy implication question. I can only provide some personal reflection on the matter. 
We do see significant positive  effects on size of individuals in no fishing areas l, and thus it seems logical to 
include this as an effective management action. 
Thus, NFA is an efficient tool for supporting large fish. These species are rather local in their appearance, 
usually on the scale of tens of km’s, but connectivity between areas is of importance. 
 

A2.3 Pelagic habitat 
The topic of pelagic habitats within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, 
summary of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by 
Marie Johansen. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the 
BLUES project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: Very interesting, thank you. If predation pressure (from clupeid fish) is driving the not Good Status of mean 
size of zooplankton, then we should increase the fishing pressure on central Baltic herring (that is already 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A2.2_Fish.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A2.3_Pelagic%20habitat.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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today overfished) to meet the zooplankton threshold value, or? Seems to a conflict across management goals 
of fish and zooplankton here! 
A: Thank you for the question. This is exactly why we suggested in our summary (and reports) that 
zooplankton should be part of the food web indicator work. The assumption here is that herring, which is 
fished, would drive zooplankton size, but usually herring of commercial size does not exert strong predatory 
pressure on zooplankton, it is more likely that this is done by species such as stickleback and sprout. But we do 
have very strong indication that zooplankton size is driven by predation. This is for example seen in single 
population of copepod we also see this trend of removing adult stages, which is only possible by predation 
from vertebrate predators. Who exactly is belonging to this group would benefit from further investigation. 
 
Q: Is the predation of herring responsible for reduced zooplankton size or that of invasive comb jellies 
Mnemiopsis. How about the role of stickleback in the Baltic Proper? 
A: We do not have Mnemiopsis in central part of the Baltic Sea, at least in those quantities to have an affect. 
The exact predators needs to be discussed in more detail with fish experts; the current assumption is now that 
it might be sprat or stickleback for zooplankton. 
A: Regarding the stickleback they can play a role, but still only comprise around 10% of the total pelagic fish 
biomass in the Baltic Proper! 
A: Sprat is more abundant and herring size has increased rather sharply during the last decades, so this might 
be a reason. Would be great to look more into detail on this! We at SLU have a lot of good data that is more or 
less fishy. 
 

A2.4 Harbour Porpoise 
The topic of harbour porpoise within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, 
summary of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by 
Anita Gilles. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the BLUES 
project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: What was the biggest challenge, or key priority for this scientific assessment? 
A: Data are available for this assessment (qualitative for historical records, the rest quantitative). For the trend 
analyses also more work on new statistical analyses and method development is upcoming and these 
advanced techniques help on the data analyses (e.g., probability analyses). Also, habitat models and using 
more information from other ecosystem components, help us to put more power on the collected data for this 
cryptic, diving species. 
 

A2.5 BEAT/ Food webs 
The topic of BEAT/ Food webs within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, 
summary of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by 
Henrik Nygård. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the 
BLUES project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
Q: What are the significant differences in the food web analyses from HOLAS 2 to HOLAS 3? 
A: In HOLAS 2 it was just qualitative description of key indicators, while now in HOLAS 3 we have a much better 
overview and have widened the selection of indicators and have been able to do more quantitative 
assessment with a trend analyses and food web modelling available. So the project was able to advance this 
topic of food webs quite substantially. 
 

Video and website for indicators 
Many deliverables and tasks in the HELCOM BLUES project have been related to advancing and developing 
new indicators for the assessment.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A2.4_Harbour%20porpoise.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A2.5_BEAT_Foodweb.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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Accordingly, a project video on the topic of indicators has been developed and has been showcased at the 
conference. The indicator video is intended for public outreach and as a dissemination tool also after end of 
the project, and is available on the project website and on the HELCOM Channel on YouTube. 
 
Furthermore, for the topic of indicators, a new developed indicator website has been established, which is 
designed to include all current and future indicators and enable anyone interested to access the newest 
indicator reports. The indicator website will be made publicly available end of March and include the finalized 
indicator reports. 
 

Introduction to results of marine litter 
The topic of marine litter of the HELCOM BLUES project was introduced. This topic represents Activity 3 of the 
project, with 2 different tasks as part of it, as following: 
A3.1 Beach litter 
A3.2 Microlitter 
 

A3.1 Beach litter 
The topic of beach litter within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, summary 
of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by Eva 
Blidberg. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the BLUES 
project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: Thanks Eva for an interesting presentation. Do you have any explanations for the spatial differences across 
HELCOM assessment units in status? Is it due to currents, consumption patterns, maritime traffic routes, or 
something else (related to the indicator/method)? 
A: Currents could be a reason for spatial differences, but several aspects will play into subregional differences. 
For example, also outputs from rivers will influence these differences. Also different type of beaches (e.g. used 
by tourists vs not visited) causes a lot of variation. Thus, there are many aspects of these data that could and 
should be explored more in the future. 
 
Q: The frequency of finding face masks must have exploded during the corona pandemic. Which category do 
they fit into? 
A: Face masks are not listed as one single category for this assessment; they are counted as “medical or plastic 
litter items”. For the Swedish area, I can say that, we haven’t seen much rise in that category, because they 
were not used so much, but rather occurred in city areas. For the area of northern Germany the reason is that 
so far only rural areas beaches have been monitored. 
 
Q: Some manufacturers of single use plastic products circumvented the Directive by printing "this product can 
be used a number of times" on the package and slightly making bags or plastic cutlery thicker to fulfil the 
details of the directive. I assume you will still treat these as single-use items in the future? 
Q: Yes, we will continue to include them in the list of single use plastics regardless of the industries’ statement. 
 

A3.2 Microlitter 
The topic of beach litter within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, summary 
of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by Elke 
Fischer. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the BLUES 
project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: Thank you so much for your presentation. As you mentioned there are quite a lot of aspects in the topic of 
microlitter that needs to be developed to ensure we have good monitoring and assessments. For examples 

https://blues.helcom.fi/results-and-resources/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0y4qxAK_2dk
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A3.1_Beach%20litter.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A3.2_Microlitter.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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you mentioned the lack of monitoring stations. What is your priority or plea in terms of ensuring that 
cooperation strengthens between countries on this topic in the future to ensure advancing work on 
microlitter? 
A: Strong cooperation between countries is key, major hindrances for microlitter monitoring are related to 
logistics and we currently have a lack of resources (not of willingness) that needs addressing. To set up new 
indicator and to set up new sampling approach is very expensive. Also, we still don’t know the spatial 
distribution of microlitter. Does it e.g. depend mostly on sea currents or is it rather related to sources? That’s 
why, in the monitoring guidelines we made in the HELCOM BLUES project, we recommended to have both, 
monitoring stations with link to potential sources (i.e. closer to coastline) and sampling in more outer sea 
areas.  
 

Introduction to results of underwater noise 
The topic of underwater noise of the HELCOM BLUES project was introduced. This topic represents Activity 4 
of the project, with 2 different tasks as part of it, as following: 
A4.1 Continuous noise 
A4.2 Impulsive noise 
A special thank you and acknowledgement goes to Jakob Tougaard, who has been very actively involved in the 
work of the HELCOM BLUES project for the topic of underwater noise. 
 

A4.1 Continuous noise 
The topic of continuous noise within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, 
summary of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by 
Aleksander Klauson. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the 
BLUES project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: You mentioned avoidance and masking behaviour as two criteria. What does it mean as pressure for 
animals and is there a correlation to an activity and what impact does it have to animal behaviour? If there is a 
correlation which activity is key for policy to focus on? 
A: Continuous noise is affecting marine biota and this is low frequency which is generated by ships. This affects 
mostly fish but might also affect marine mammals. More work needs to be done to better understand what 
exactly are the effect of continuous noise on the relevant species and which areas are most affected. It would 
be interesting, for example, to investigate in more detail how spawning grounds in the southern Baltic Sea, 
where we have a lot of shipping noise, are affected (e.g for cod that are communicating in low frequencies). So 
more work to be done to address these open questions still. 
 
Q: Thank you very much for the interesting presentation. Could you elaborate the decision to use 20dB as the 
excess level? Could it make sense to model this with lower levels such as 15 or 12bB? 20dB seems very high. 
A: This is a value that can certainly be discussed. We have been using 20 db for half the time (50% of the 
month) because it is a rather large value and we are sure to have masking for fish at this value. If a lower value 
is chosen, then we could not have the same certainty about this effect. More research needs to be done to 
show what would be the best value exactly. So far many studies have come from laboratories which are very 
different from conditions in nature, so this is also an area where results might give different results and need 
to be taken into account. So overall more data on behaviour and masking is needed to decide on the best 
possible value for excess level db range. 
 
Q: Thanks for the very interesting presentation. From the EU side, it is important to mention that this work is 
closely interlinked with the discussions within TG Noise which led to the recent adoption of EU threshold 
values for underwater noise. Support from HELCOM will also be key in the future for concrete implementation 
of the EU threshold values and for assessments of the state of the Baltic Sea areas 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A4.1_Continuous%20noise.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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A: Yes, the work in the project has been closely linked to work in TG Noise, and members of the HELCOM 
BLUES project are also strongly involved with the work in TG Noise, which has ensured alignment and 
harmonisation of the work done on underwater noise. 
 
Q: the EU framework allows HELCOM to set a lower area threshold than 20% based on regional specificities. 
Are there any regional specificities you consider important in order to use a lower threshold in future 
assessments? 
A: Yes, lower threshold can be chosen if there is a doubt that some habitats are more vulnerable (e.g. located 
too close to the shipping lane).   
 
Q: Thanks for an interesting presentation. I might have missed this, but how did you settle on the limit of 
110dB? It seems high considering that humans sustain permanent hearing damage after prolonged exposure 
to 90 dB? 
A: Underwater decibel scale considerably differs from dB scale in air as they are using different reference 
values and acoustical impedances in the water and air are different.  As a result, for the same pressure value 
SPL in water is about 60 dB higher than in air. 
 
Q: I just want to point out that there are studies showing that high-frequency components of vessel noise can 
cause disturbance to harbour porpoises. So while I'm glad to see the results of this study showing that noise is 
not a big problem for marine mammals in the Baltic, I think maybe this is a simplified picture of the situation. 
A: Current study is showing that on the level of HELCOM subbasins marine mammals have enough space, 
where they are not overexposed to shipping noise. In case of a closer look to some specific habitat frequently 
visited by porpoises the situation can be different. 
 

A4.2 Impulsive noise 
The topic of impulsive noise within the HELCOM BLUES project, with its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, 
summary of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science and policy makers, was presented by 
Mirko Mustonen. The presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the 
BLUES project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: Thank you  for a good presentation. Can you elaborate on the reason of using the 20% area approach. We 
know of several events in those years where animals were killed due to impulsive noise events (explosions), 
even if maybe the event affected less than 20% of an area. Could this be taken into account in the assessment? 
A: To prevent mortality of marine mammals during explosions mitigation measures, such as observers (for 
spotting animals) and acoustic deterrent devices should be used. In this study 20% threshold cares about the 
health of the population rather than that of individual animals.   
 
Q: It seems awkward to me that in sum of both types of sources we allow 40 % of the Baltic Sea area affected 
either by continuous noise or impulsive noise and still would have GES, not having looked into (continuous) 
noise contribution of recreational boats yet and likely also missing some military (impulsive) sources. Do the 
results (all green) tell Managers/Policy makers that no additional mitigation measures are needed? 
A: With the current approach and assessment for HOLAS3, we have now a lot better assessment than in 
previous HOLAS 2, but of course there is room for discussion and improvements in the future. This is only a 
starting point for now and we welcome and look forward to all future discussions on how to improve this work 
for the next assessment. 
Currently, we are assessing the whole Baltic Sea, and that’s why the overall percentage of the affected area is 
small. So, the issue here is that we need to assess a huge area (entire Baltic Sea) based on very local data 
(noise events). This is why these results seem counterintuitive or even contradictory, because the area of the 
entire Baltic Sea is so huge that less than 80% shows up as being affected. So, in the future, i.e. for the next 
assessment, the choice of area for the analyses might need to be adjusted. 
 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A4.2%20Impulsive%20noise.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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Q: Thank you for your good work and explanations. I agree that we still need more discussions in HELCOM 
groups. 
A: Yes, the work done has been part presented in the expert group on underwater noise (EG Noise) and been 
reviewed by the relevant Working Groups and HOD, as well as presented at EU level meeting (TG Noise). 
Despite the HELCOM BLUES project ending, these results will of course be continued to be used for advancing 
the work on underwater noise at HELCOM and at regional level. Please note also that HELCOM is committed to 
address underwater noise issues through the Regional Action Plan on Underwater Noise 
(https://helcom.fi/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Rec-42_43-1.pdf) 
 

Video for the Economic and Social Analysis (ESA) 
The Economic and social Analyses has been one of the largest activities in the HELCOM BLUES project and has 
become an increasingly important part of the regional work. Thus, the second project video has been chosen 
to promote this theme. 
The video on ESA is intended for public outreach and as a dissemination tool also after end of the project, and 
is available on the project website and on the HELCOM Channel on YouTube. 
 

Introduction to results of the analysis to support effective regional measures 
The topic of efficiency and measure of the HELCOM BLUES project was introduced. This topic represents 
Activity 1 of the project, with 4 different tasks as part of it, as following: 
A1.1 Developing the assessment framework 
A1.2 Improved data for the assessment 
A1.3 Estimation of benefits 
A1.4 Effectiveness of measures and policy-support 
This presentation was given as one overall presentation by two speakers, Antti Iho and Luke Dodd. 
 

A1 Efficiency and measures 
The topic of the analysis to support effective regional measures noise within the HELCOM BLUES project, with 
its set out (sub-)tasks, deliverables, summary of results, use of results, outputs and key messages for science 
and policy makers, was presented as one overall presentation by two speakers, Antti Iho and Luke Dodd. The 
presentation is available both on the informal consultation session site as well as the BLUES project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: There was a BalticSTERN report on willingness to pay by different countries. Do you know if since then the 
willingness to pay has changed or is there any new trends on the general public’s willingness to pay? 
A: This systematic follow up of development of the values surveys would bring us this overall trend in the 
willingness to pay. Repeating surveys would bring important info and less bias/uncertainty on development of 
willingness to pay and this would be important also for policy support. 
However, please note that BalticSTERN asked about eutrophication and not GES overall (as this project activity 
does), so they are not really easy to compare and feeds into key messages at end of our presentation. Both 
cost of degradation and GES analyses are at the early stages  and need more development.  
A: We cannot really compare results with BalticSTERN but what we could compare in principle with 
BalticSTERN is the recreational benefits (we have estimates). However, BalticSTERN  was done in 2010, so lots 
of changes in travel/recreational behaviour have occurred since then. That’s why this was not really ideal to 
embark on comparing  results from these two assessments. From Latvia we know that awareness and values 
on willingness to pay is  increasing! 
 
Q: Are the benefit results per capita of coastal population or per capita for each resident of that country? 
A: They are each per capita of the country. 
 

https://blues.helcom.fi/results-and-resources/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5_ODogrZyI0
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A1_efficiency%20and%20measures.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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Q: This cost benefit analyses is very much desktop study/theory and challenging to put it into practise, so great 
challenge on how the CP have put the measures in place. Do you have a summary or plea for CBA. What would 
you tell a decision maker? 
A: Baby steps are needed, first we have to start from the framework development for each country. Incentives 
are needed for measures to be implemented, so it is important to point out good instruments/incentives for 
the measures. If these do not exist, maybe it is better to do other measures. Also a continued support for 
science is needed to get better data and information on the topic. 
 

Video on the topic of holistic assessments (HOLAS) 
The third video featured the holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea (HOLAS) which has been an essential part of 
the HELCOM BLUES project. The video is also intended to be used for public outreach far beyond the life of the 
project and links to the presentation on HELCOM BLUES and the bigger picture it fits into, thus linking the 
BLUES project to other EU processes and directives. The video on creating holistic assessments is available on 
the project website and on the HELCOM Channel on YouTube. 
 

A7 Coordination and use of all BLUES project results: BLUES and beyond – the big picture 
The topic of how work in the HELCOM BLUES project fits into a wider context, thus relating it to HELCOM work, 
EU processes, MSFD, regional work, and links with other international directives was presented by Jannica 
Haldin (representing Activity 7, coordination, in the project). The presentation is available both on the informal 
consultation session site as well as the BLUES project website. 
Discussions after the presentation contained the following questions: 
 
Q: Thank you for your presentation, it is quite impressive how many deliverables from the BLUES project you 
have achieved to incorporate into the third holistic assessment of the Baltic Sea and how these fit into work on 
national, international and EU level work such as the MSFD. You showed us that the ultimate aim is to achieve 
affective measures to achieve GES. Could you explain why reaching GES is important and why are measures 
key for this? 
A: GES is has become a buzzword, but it is important to remember that underpinning the work to reach good 
status as part of various policies is the reality that our society is part of the environment. GES is not external to 
our own existence and wellbeing but something that has a direct effect on us.. So without good status of the 
environment we cannot not achieve the  full potential the environment can offer  society. Also, GES secures 
resilience and buffering capacity for species all across the Baltic Sea. These species have a crucial part in the 
ecosystem, some of which we are not even yet aware of. So GES is really a crucial part of policy work and 
underpinning the concept of GES is securing the function of the ecosystem as a whole, which we are part of. 
Measures are key to achieving GES because at their core all negative impacts on the Baltic Sea can be traced 
back to us humans, i.e.  impacts caused by the activities of humans/society. Since the ecosystem is very 
complex, it is not possible to manage the environment itself, nor is there a need to, but with measures we can 
manage the impact of our own activities to have as little negative impact as possible. So this is the part where 
measures come in and where we are getting most benefit with least cost. 
 
Q: After this 2 year project which learnings have you taken from this project? Which aspects have been most 
exciting learning or challenges in this process? 
A: One of the key take home message is the importance of a good plan, a clear set of outcomes, when you 
start. This is very helpful (even though not a deliverable) since this project has been very complex and 
containing so many different activities, tasks and topics, which all come with their own individual challenges. 
Also the importance of having the relevant experts and people in the right place, while ensuring continuous 
communication with the end users to meet their actual needs and thus ensure usability of the outputs, cannot 
be highlighted enough. 
In addition, the opportunity to engage in continued discussion with experts, managers and policy makers via 
this project, HELCOM BLUES has enabled us to ensure project products that can actually be used and move 
work forwards (i.e. visible by the many products being approved and used now for HOLAS 3). Furthermore, the 

https://blues.helcom.fi/results-and-resources/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XTcKkrvnv-w
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/Documents/A7_HELCOM%20BLUES%20and%20beyond_the%20bigger%20picture.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/IC%20BLUES%201-2023-1110/default.aspx
https://blues.helcom.fi/final-conference/
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project has allowed us to work quite closely with other regional experts (OSPAR; NEA PANACEA etc), which is 
even more important taking into account that OSAPR and HELCOM share a number of CP for which alignment 
and harmonisation of processes is crucial. Without the project this would have not been possible to achieve 
and the work could have not been as aligned with other RSC as it is now. 
 
Q: It is fantastic to hear that so much of the work in HELCOM BLUES could be aligned with OSPAR. Taking into 
account that this work needs to be done also by other RSC, for MSFD, do you have any advice for applying this 
and for setting up this type of project? 
A: In addition to the actual deliverable, it is very important to note down how you got there. This helps other 
regional seas to use the same approach while being ablet to make adjustment to take regional differences into 
account to cater best to their needs. This also helps with adopting results in general since it enables a greater 
transparency. 
Funding for these types of projects, where you have the freedom to target the gaps and week points that you 
have are crucial. These projects give RSC the freedom to target the specific needs and gaps of their region and 
use and what other RSC have done and implemented successfully already and take advantage of topics that 
might be further developed in other areas then your own. 
 
Follow-up comment from EU representative: Thank you very much for the excellent presentations and this 
excellent conference. I would like to share appreciation on EU level for this HELCOM BLUES project. It is very 
important for us to hear these messages for science and especially policy makers. It is very much appreciated 
how clear this was all organised and stated, as well as the unified layout and schematics of the presentations 
which made it easy to follow the messages and outcomes. This is also a good lesson learnt for us at EU level for 
enabling future projects.. 
This work is very important for implementation of MSFD work, and HELCOM , and of course work of all RSC, is 
really key. So we can only support the HELCOM BLUES message on the need to link the different regional 
work! 
 

Closing words 
Q: What are the next steps now after the final conference and after the end of the HELCOM BLUES project? 
A: For most of the outputs of the project (indicators etc), the next stesp are now that they are being included 
in the state of the Baltic Sea report, i.e. the HOLAS 3 report. Following that there will bea wide review of the 
methodology, approaches, indicators etc that were included in the HOLAS 3 process and investigate and 
review where could we do better and develop more in the future to close any gaps. This step will be done end 
of 2023/early 2024. Based on this, new work plans will be done on all indicators, methodology etc. which was 
developed under the BLUES project, to ensure improvements again for the next holistic assessment. This way, 
new discovered gaps can be closed and taken into account, to ensure there is always an improvement from 
one assessment to the next. 
 
Q: For when exactly is the publication of HOLAS 3 planned? 
A: This is a stepwise publication process, since CP need different parts of the HOLAS 3 products at different 
point in time, for their reporting in national processes. The deadline for publishing all the underlying data and 
for publication of the indicator reports and the thematic assessments, is end of March 2023. 
The actual State of the Baltic Sea summary report and the according website will be done in autumn 2023 
(since this summary report is based on all the results of the indicator reports and thematic assessment results 
together and needs official approval). Aim is to have this published latest in October 2023, but hopefully even 
a bit earlier. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 11 of 13 
 

 
 
 

Annex 1: List of participants 

Name Organization Email address 
Denmark   
Julie Krogh Hallin Danish Ministry of Environment Jukrh@mim.dk 
Kim Lundgreen Danish Environmental Protection Agency kilun@mst.dk 
Louise  Køhler the Danish Environmental Protection Agency lougk@mst.dk 
Signe Sveegaard Aarhus university ssv@ecos.au.dk 
Estonia   
Eda Andresmaa Ministry of the Environment eda.andresmaa@envir.ee 
Kaspar anderson Ministry of the Environment kaspar.anderson@envir.ee 
Liis Kikas Ministry of the Environment Liis.Kikas@envir.ee 
Marek Press Keep the Estonian Sea Tidy Association press@datanet.ee 

Natalja Buhhalko 
Tallinn University of Technology, 
Department of Marine Systems natalja.buhhalko@taltech.ee 

EU   
Maud Casier European Commission maud.casier@ec.europa.eu 
Finland   
Marie Nordström Abo Akademi University marie.nordstrom@abo.fi 
Miina Karjalainen Kotka Maritime Research Association miina.karjalainen@merikotka.fi 
Sanna Suikkanen Finnish Environment Institute sanna.suikkanen@syke.fi 
Tommi Tikkanen Finnish Environment Institute tommi.tikkanen@syke.fi 
Tin-Yu Lai Finnish Environment Institute tin-yu.lai@syke.fi 
Germany   
Andrea Weiss German Environment Agency andrea.weiss@uba.de 

Dennis Gräwe 

State Agency for Environment, Nature 
Conservation and Geology, Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern dennis.graewe@lung.mv-regierung.de 

Jasmin Renz 
Senckenberg, German Center for Marine 
Biodiversity Research jasmin.renz@senckenberg.de 

Jeanette Göbel State Agency for Environment jeanette.goebel@llur.landsh.de 
Karin Pliquett State Agency for the Environment Karin-Pliquett@lfu.de 

Kristine Brüggemann 
Consultant for Federal Agency for Nature 
Conservation kristine.brueggemann.extern@bfn.de 

Marco Scotti 
GEOMAR Helmholtz Centre for Ocean 
Research Kiel mscotti@geomar.de 

Meike Gierk Federal Ministry for the Environment meike.gierk@bmuv.bund.de 
Nicole Heibeck Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency nicole.heibeck@bsh.de 
Torsten Berg MariLim aquatic research GmbH berg@marilim.de 
HELCOM BLUES   
Aleksander Klauson Tallinn University of Technology aleksander.klauson@ttu.ee 

Andres Jaanus 
Estonian Marine Institute, University of 
Tartu andres@sea.ee 

Anita Gilles 
University of Veterinary Medicine Hannover, 
Foundation anita.gilles@tiho-hannover.de 

Antti Iho Natural Resources Institute Finland (Luke) antti.iho@luke.fi 
Arno Põllumäe Estonian Marine Institute, University of pollumae@ut.ee 



Page 12 of 13 
 

Tartu 
Astra Labuce* Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology astra.labuce@lhei.lv 
Elena Gorokhova Stockholm University elena.gorokhova@su.se 
Elisabeth Bolund Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences elisabeth.bolund@slu.se 
Elke Fischer University of Hamburg elke.fischer@uni-hamburg.de 
Eva Blidberg Keep Sweden Tidy Foundation eva.blidberg@hsr.se 
Henrik Nygård Finnish Environment Institute henrik.nygard@syke.fi 
Ieva Putna-Nīmane Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology ieva.putna@lhei.lv 
Iveta Jurgensone Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology iveta.jurgensone@lhei.lv 
Jana Wolf HELCOM jana.wolf@helcom.fi 
Janne Helin Natural Resources Insititute Finland janne.helin@luke.fi 
Jannica Haldin HELCOM jannica.haldin@helcom.fi 
Jens Olsson Swedish university of Agricultural Sciences jens.olsson@slu.se 
Joni Kaitaranta HELCOM Secretariat joni.kaitaranta@helcom.fi 
Kristine Pakalniete AKTiiVS Ltd. kristinepa@apollo.lv 
Laura Polt University of Hamburg laura.polt97@gmail.com 
Luke Dodd HELCOM Secretariat luke.dodd@helcom.fi 
Madina Dolle University of Hamburg madina.dolle@web.de 

Marie Johansen 
Swedish Meteorological and hydrological 
institute marie.johansen@smhi.se 

Marta Ruiz HELCOM Secretariat marta.ruiz@helcom.fi 
Mirko Mustonen Tallinn University of Technology mirko.mustonen@taltech.ee 
Örjan Östman Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences orjan.ostman@slu.se 
Owen Rowe HELCOM Secretariat  owen.rowe@helcom.fi 
Sara Königson Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences sara.konigson@slu.se 
Sonja Peterson Kiel Institute for the World Economy sonja.peterson@ifw-kiel.de 
Sven Koschinski Meereszoologie sk@meereszoologie.de 
Volker Dierschke Gavia EcoResearch volker.dierschke@web.de 
HELCOM Observer   
Andrea Cervantes Coalition Clean Baltic andrea.cervantes@ccb.se 
Bettina Taylor Coalition Clean Baltic Bettina.Taylor@bund.net 
Ewa Milewska Baltic Sea Advisory Council em@bsac.dk 
Ida Carlén Coalition Clean Baltic ida.carlen@naturskyddsforeningen.se 
Léa Luxembourger Coalition Clean Baltic lea.luxembourger@ccb.se 
Vanessa Ryan WWF Finland vanessa.ryan@wwf.fi 
HELCOM Secretariat   
Florent Nicolas HELCOM  Florent.nicolas@helcom.fi 
Kemal Pinarbasi HELCOM  kemal.pinarbasi@helcom.fi 
Matthew Richard HELCOM matthew.richard@helcom.fi 
Susanna Kaasinen HELCOM  susanna.kaasinen@helcom.fi 
Invited guests   
Kalliopi Pagou Hellenic Centre for Marine Research popi@hcmr.gr 
Matthieu Authier La Rochelle University matthieu.authier@univ-lr.fr 
Ottilia Thoreson Ottilia Thoreson ottant@hotmail.com 
Latvia   
Ieva Barda (LV) Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology ieva.barda@lhei.lv 
Juris Tunens Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology juris.tunens@lhei.lv 
Reinis Kostanda Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology reinis.kostanda@lhei.lv 



Page 13 of 13 
 

Solvita Strake Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology solvita.strake@lhei.lv 
Lithuania   
Daiva Semėnienė Center for Environmental Policy daiva@aapc.lt 
Rasa Morkune Klaipeda University rasa.morkune@apc.ku.lt 
Poland   

Agnieszka Wochna 
Institute of Meteorology and Water 
Management - National Research Institute agnieszka.wochna@imgw.pl 

Katarzyna Kaminska 
The Fisheries Department Ministry of 
Agriculture and Rural Development katarzyna.kaminska@minrol.gov.pl 

Magdalena Kaminska 
Chief Inspectorate for Environmental 
Protection m.kaminska@gios.gov.pl 

Sweden   

Andrea Belgrano 

Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences 
(SLU); and Swedish Institute for the Marine 
Environment (SIME), University of 
Gothenburg andrea.belgrano@slu.se 

Carolyn Faithfull Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences carolyn.faithfull@slu.se 
Emilia Lalander Swedish Defence Research Agency emilia.lalander@foi.se 

Fredrik Palm 
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management fredrik.palm@havochvatten.se 

Joacim Johannesson 
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management joacim.johannesson@havochvatten.se 

Johanna Eriksson 
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management johanna.eriksson@havochvatten.se 

 


	Structure and format of the meeting
	Opening words and introduction to biodiversity topics in HELCOM BLUES
	A2.1 Bycatch
	A2.2 Fish
	A2.3 Pelagic habitat
	A2.4 Harbour Porpoise
	A2.5 BEAT/ Food webs
	Video and website for indicators
	Introduction to results of marine litter
	A3.1 Beach litter
	A3.2 Microlitter
	Introduction to results of underwater noise
	A4.1 Continuous noise
	A4.2 Impulsive noise
	Video for the Economic and Social Analysis (ESA)
	Introduction to results of the analysis to support effective regional measures
	A1 Efficiency and measures
	Video on the topic of holistic assessments (HOLAS)
	A7 Coordination and use of all BLUES project results: BLUES and beyond – the big picture
	Closing words
	Annex 1: List of participants

