2ND CHARM-WORKSHOP

INTEGRATED ECOSYSTEM VIEW ON REFERENCE CONDITIONS

Responsible for minutes

Audience discussion – typology: 

Sif Johansson, Sweden

WP workshops:

Gerald Schernewski, Germany (WP 1); Anna-Stiina Heiskanen, Italy (WP 2); Dorte Krause-Jensen, Denmark (WP 3); Erik Bonsdorff, Finland (WP 4)

Group discussions: 

Monitoring strategies: Georg Martin, Estland

Macrophytes – phytoplankton – typology: Hendrik Schubert, Germany

Typology – bentic fauna – phytoplankton: Anna-Stiina Heiskanen, Italy, Jens Perus, Finland

PROGRAM

April 08, 2003

18.30 
Welcome Dinner 

April 09, 2003 

09.00
Opening (Gisela Stolpe, BFN-Germany; Hendrik Schubert, Germany; Bo Riemann, Denmark)

09.25
Baltic coastal typology: Results and perspectives (WP 1, Magdalena Wielgat & Gerald Schernewski, Germany)

10.10
Phytoplankton database (WP2): An introduction (A. Razinkovas, Lithuania)

10.15
Developing an ecological quality classification scheme for the coastal Baltic Sea using phytoplankton - Characterization of the Baltic Sea Ecosystem (WP 2, Anna-Stiina Heiskanen et al., Italy)

10.50
Coffee break 

11.10
Key indicators and response in relation to typology for benthic infauna (WP 4, Erik Bonsdorff, Finland)

11.45
Key indicators and response in relation to typology for water chemistry (WP 5, Fredrik Wulff, Sweden) 

12.30
Lunch

13.30
Guided Tour on the island 

15.00
Coffee break

15.30
Benthic vegetation: Plans and status (WP 3, Dorte Krause-Jensen, Denmark) 

16.00
Eelgrass as a quality element: The European Water Framework Directive in practice (Krause-Jensen, Greve & Nielsen)

16.30
Overview of marine monitoring activities in the Baltic Sea region (WP 6, Georg Martin, Estland)

16.50
Work package Dissemination: Overview about the activities (Sif Johanson, Sweden)

17.10
WP leader panel discussion – typology (Gerald Schernewski, Anna-Stiina Heiskanen, Dorte Krause-Jensen, Erik Bonsdorff, FredrikWulff, Sif Johansson)

17.45
Audience discussion - typology (Sif Johansson) 

Agreed procedure 



DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
1.
First draft version of hierarchal typology (due to 15. May 2003, responsible WP 1)

2.
Checking of typology draft with respect to relevance for biological and nutrient parameters (without due-date, responsible WP 2-5), results will be communicated between WP-leaders and a workshop will be organised by WP 1

3.
According to the results of the workshop, WP 1 will make the necessary improvements of the typology system and send the next version to WP 2-5

18.30
Dinner 

19.00
WP leader evening meeting: adjust the agenda for the next meeting day, specification of topics for interdisciplinary discussion groups 


April 10, 2003

9.00
Schernewski & Neumann (IOW, Germany): Background conditions in the Baltic Sea: A modelling approach

9.20
Sjöberg (SUSE, Sweden): Baltic Sea Catalogue – an inventory of the coastal zone of the Baltic Sea

9.40
Josefson & Hansen (NERI, Denmark): Species richness of macrozoobenthos in Danish estuaries and coastal areas – importance of water renewal

10.00
WP-meetings 

WP 1 Typology




DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
Participants:

A. Andrushaitis, T. Christiansen, T. Dolch, S. Johansson, A. Pöllumäe, A. Razinkovas, B. Sjöberg, G. Schernewski, M. Wielgat, F. Wulff

Subjects: 

1. Discussion of the first draft typology

2. Deliverable 26 Draft of  2 scientific papers relating biological indicators and water quality parameters to physical gradients: (KORPI, IAE, FEI and MIR) 

possible papers: 

a) Analysis of the east-west and coast-open sea salinity gradient on biology. 

b) Impact of sediment characteristics on benthic communities with focus on Lithuania.

3. Deliverable 29 Draft of  2 scientific papers relating biological indicators and water quality parameters to physical gradients with emphasis on reference conditions: (shared between NERI and SUSE) 

B. Sjöberg: Results on residence times and stratification as a catalogue. 

T. Christiansen: Evaluation of the typology from a biological perspective.

4. An additional paper on reference conditions will be contributed by IOW (G. Schernewski).

WP 2 Phytoplankton



DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
Participants: 

A-S. Heiskanen, S. Sagert, P. Kauppila, Z. Witek, P. Henriksen, N. Wasmund, A. Janus, R. Pilkaityte, Z. Gasiunaite, I. Purina, A. Razinkovas

Subjects: 

1.
Presentation and exemplification of the combined data sets: CHARM-Phytoplankton Access Database, Quality control by each partner (due May 03)

2.
Local/national analyses of Phytoplankton: a) statistical analysis / bloom situations (due July 2003) b) local analysis of several diversity indices (due June 2003)

3.
Holistic statistical analyses of combined data: a) Multivariate analysis to correct for the impact of salinity in data; b) Multivariate analysis to correct for the impact of nutrients; c) Statistical analysis of seasonal bloom windows of the whole data; d) Statistical analysis of the natural variability of the data (due June 2003)

4.
Plan of procedure: Deliverable 14:  Map of distribution and description of regulation of phytoplankton community indices (due July 2003)

5.
Plan of procedure: Deliverable 20: Draft reference conditions (due November 2003)

6.
Plan of procedures: Deliverable 17: Report on phytoplankton indices applicable as quality elements for ecological classification (due November 2003)

7.
Plan of procedures: Deliverable 21: Draft paper: Linking phytoplankton indices with typology and macrophytes (due November 2003)

8.
Plan of procedures: Deliverable 22: Draft paper: Linking phytoplankton indices with typology and benthos (due November 2003)

WP 3 Macrophyten 



DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
Participants:

A. Ruuskanen, H. Schubert, A. Ikaunice, G. Martin, C. Boström, D. Krause-Jensen

Subjects:

1. Deliverable 15: Small scale vegetation models: Task 3-5 (due July 2003)

Evaluation of actual and historic conditions for each quality element

Evaluation of long term changes for each quality element

Small scale models

2. Deliverable 20: Reference conditions for vegetation

The working groups describes the reference conditions and the procedures used to obtain them and reports the results (due October/November 2003)

WP 4 Makrozoobenthos


DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
Participants:

Erik Bonsdorff, Jens Perus, Alf Josefson, Vadims Jermakovs and Jan Warzocha

Subjects:

1. data availability for comparative cross-analysis (currently checking)

2. Plan of procedure: deliverable 11 (Analysis of benthos vs. environmental gradients)

3. benthic biodiversity: macro-gradient along Baltic coast in relation to typology

4. Reference conditions  

5. Testing of suitable indices for common data of all sub-regions and from all partners

6. Preparing joint manuscript (due June 2003)

11.30
Discussion groups: 

1. Monitoring strategies (chair Georg Martin, Estland)

Detailed Minutes (Link)
2. Macrophytes – phytoplankton – typology with reference to deliverable 21 (chair Hendrik Schubert, Germany)

Draft of scientific paper relating phytoplankton and macrophytes to typology (Delivery date: Month 24)

Members of working group: Christoffer Boström, Peter Henriksen, Dorte Krause-Jensen, Ari Ruuskanen, Hendrik, Schubert, Norbert Wasmund
DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
3. Typology – bentic fauna – phytoplankton- with reference to deliverable 22 (chair Anna-Stiina Heiskanen, JRC)

Draft of scientific paper relating phytoplankton and benthic infauna to typology (Delivery date: Month 24)

Members of working group: Anna-Stina Heiskanen, Magdalena Wielgat , Jens Perus, Björn Sjöberg, Alf Josefson, Vadims Jermakovs, Arno Põllumäe

DETAILED MINUTES (LINK)
12.30
Lunch

13.30
Presentations of conclusions from the three groups / final discussion

15.00
Coffee break 

15.30
individual meetings (further steps)

18.30
Farewell Dinner, social evening 

April 11, 2003

Departure 

Participants

Andris Andrushaitis, University of Latvia, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, andris@hydro.edu.lv

Erik Bonsdorff, Åbo Akademi University, Department of Biology, Environmental and Marine Biology, erik.bonsdorff@abo.fi

Christoffer Boström, Åbo Akademi University, Department of Biology, Environmental and Marine Biology, christoffer.bostrom@abo.fi

Trine Christiansen, National Environmental Research Institute, TRC@DMU.dk

Tobias Dolch, Baltic Sea Research Institute Warnemünde, tobias.dolch@io-warnemuende.de

Zita Gasiunaite, Klaipeda University, Coastal Research and Planning Institute, zita@corpi.ku.lt

Anna-Stiina Heiskanen, JRC/EI Joint Research Center, Environment Institute, anna-stiina.heiskanen@jrc.it

Peter Henriksen, National Environmental Research Institute, pet@dmu.dk

Anda Ikauniece, University of Latvia, Marine Monitoring Centre, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, ivanda@latnet.lv

Andres Jaanus, EMI / Estonian Marine Institute, andres@phys.sea.ee

Vadims Jermakovs, University of Latvia, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, vadims@monit.lu.lv

Sif Johansson, Swedish EPA, Sif.Johansson@naturvardsverket.se

Alf B. Josefson, National Environmental Research Institute, AJ@dmu.dk

Pirkko Kauppila, Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE), Pirkko.Kaupila@ymparisto.fi

Dorte Krause-Jensen, National Environmental Research Institute, DKJ@dmu.dk

Iveta Ledaine, University of Latvia, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, iveta@monit.lu.lv

Georg Martin, EMI / Estonian Marine Institute, georg@klab.envir.ee

Jens Perus, Åbo Akademi University, Department of Biology, Environmental and Marine Biology, jens.perus@abo.fi

Jens K. Petersen, National Environmental Research Institute, JKP@dmu.dk

Renata Pilkaityte, Klaipeda University, Coastal Research and Planning Institute, Renata@corpi.ku.lt

Arno Põllumäe, EMI / Estonian Marine Institute, arno@sea.ee

Ingrida Purina, University of Latvia, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, ingrida@hydro.edu.lv

Arturas Razinkovas, Klaipeda University, Coastal Research and Planning Institute, art@corpi.ku.lt

Bo Riemann, National Environmental Research Institute, bri@dmu.dk

Ari Ruuskanen, Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE), ari.ruuskanen@helsinki.fi

Sigrid Sagert, University of Rostock, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, sigrid.sagert@biologie.uni-rostock.de

Gerald Schernewski, Baltic Sea Research Institute Warnemünde, gerald.schernewski@io.warnemuende.de

Hendrik Schubert, University of Rostock, Institute of Aquatic Ecology, hendrik.schubert@biologie.uni-rostock.de

Björn Sjöberg, Göteborg University, Dep. of Oceanography Earth Science Center, bjsj@oce.gu.se

Jan Warzocha, Sea Fisheries Institute, janw@mir.gdynia.pl

Norbert Wasmund, Baltic Sea Research Institute Warnemünde, norbert.wasmund@io-warnemuende.de

Magdalena Wielgat, Baltic Sea Research Institute Warnemünde, magdalena.wielgat@io.warnemuende.de

Zbigniew Witek, Sea Fisheries Institute, zwitek@mir.gdynia.pl

Fredrik Wulff, University of Stockholm, Department of Systems Ecology, Fred@system.ecology.su.se

Audience discussion typology and Dissemination  WP7

WP leader discussion – typology

Participants:  

A panel of all project leaders: Gerald Schernewski, Anna-Stiina Heiskanen, Dorte Krause-Jensen, Erik Bonsdorff, Fredrik Wulff, Sif Johansson.

An audience of all other participants

The panel discussed typology and the relation between typology and the biological parameters in front of the audience the audience. After the discussion the audience gave their comments on the outcome of the discussion.

Conclusions and recommendation from the panel:

A stepwise interactive procedure to develop a common typology for the Baltic Sea was recommended:

· WP 1 will proceed to make a first draft on typology; hierarchal buit and with a rather course subdividing for the entire Baltic Sea

· The first draft version of this will be sent to WP 2-5 not later than May 15, 2003

· Every WP will check whether the typology is relevant for the biological parameters. The result will be communicated between the WP-leaders, and depending on the result, a workshop on this issue will be considered. WP 1 is responsible for this workshop and will take the necessary steps to carry out the workshop.

· Depending on the analyses on the typology and the biological parameters, WP 1 will make improvements of the typology according to the suggestions and send the next version to WP 2-5

· Common testing. The procedure for this has to be more discussed. Preferable we need reference conditions for each biological parameter/indices for the test.

Comments from the audience

How should we consider variability? What variation should be allowed? It is important to be very clear about definitions of the factors used for typology (yearly means, seasonal values etc.)

When testing typology, we should preferably do it in a similar way (using same/similar methods) for the different parameters/indices. But probably we will run into significance problems because of data availability. In this case it is suggested that we use our scientific knowledge. That will be acceptable as long as we clearly state what we are doing.

The need of reference conditions was emphasized. In very few cases we will be able to find data that could be used to describe reference conditions. One suggestion is to develop relationships (like transparency vs. depth distribution of Zostera) on one set of the data and then use the other  set of the data for testing of the typology.

About definitions

Reference conditions (meaning conditions undisturbed by human impact) should be made for each water type. Using a hierarchal system reference conditions is of course only necessary at the appropiate level for that specific parameter/index.

A water type could (for management reasons) be divided to several water bodies.  The water bodies in one water type will all have the same reference conditions, but can be classified in different classes (=> different management in different parts of the water type). 

The WFD does not require a full description of the communities, but rather some parameters/indices that will respond to changes due to eutrophication. A water type will include several habitats. Not all habitats have to be included in parameters/indices. The challenge is to choose those habitats that both have a low natural variation and are changed related to nutrient enrichment.  

WP-meetings: WP 1 Typology (detailed minutes) 

Participants: A. Andrushaitis, T. Christiansen, T. Dolch, S. Johansson, A. Pöllumäe, A. Razinkovas, B. Sjöberg, G. Schernewski, M. Wielgat, F. Wulff

1. Discussion of the first draft typology

Backgrounds were the following questions:

· How many types are reasonable? How many can be managed with respect to monitoring and reference conditions? (our suggestion less than 20)

· What is the minimum size of the area of one coastal type unit (more than 100 km²)?

· How to delimit coastal units (what about coastal units which are very small but occur often)?

· Is the current draft (with respect to factors) reasonable as an umbrella system for further subdivisions? 

· Are further subdivisions in this umbrella necessary or should classes be merged?

· If further subdivisions in this umbrella are necessary, which abiotic factors have to be additionally used to further divide types?

· What ranges are suggested for the selected factors (from a biological perspective)?

· If the abiotic factors are agreed than we need to discuss biotic factor?

· What data should be used? (annual averages, max., winter data)

· Definition of the Ecoregion?

Results

· The parameters in the first draft typology were generally accepted.

· The boundaries of salinity were shifted to 0.5-<7 PSU, 7-18 PSU and >18. Average surface data of the years 1990-2001 will be used. 

· Ice coverage shall be introduced to divide the large areas with very low salinity (Bothnian Bay). This was confirmed in a later discussion with P. Kauppila and A. Ruuskanen. The Finnish colleagues suggested a boundary of 150 days ice cover. A possible introduction of 90 days ice cover might be considered later.

· The term retention time shall be called residence time, instead. The residence time will be further subdivided into <7 days, 1 month and >1 month.

· Data and maps for the possible introduction of further parameter will be prepared, like bottom salinity, sediment type (rocky, sandy soft bottom).

· The Kattegat is not part of our project area.

Procedure

· Information about ice cover will be provided by the Finnish colleagues.

· Salinity maps (surface and bottom) will be provided by F. Wulff.

· A modified typology and a first map showing the spatial distribution of salinity types will be prepared by T. Dolch.

· B. Sjöberg will add the types resulting from subdivisions of the parameters residence time and stratification as an expert guess.

· The typology map shall be distributed to the other CHARM members by T. Dolch until 15. May as a PowerPoint-file.

2. Discussion of deliverables

Background:

The responsibility for the deliverables 26 and 29 had to be clarified.

· Deliverable no. 26 is due in June 2004 and comprises 2 scientific papers relating biological indicators and water quality parameters to physical gradients.

· Deliverable no. 29 is due in June 2004 and comprises 2 scientific papers relating biological indicators and water quality parameters to physical gradients with emphasis on reference conditions.

Results:

· KORPI (A. Razinkovas) takes the responsibility for deliverable 26. IAE, FEI and MIR should support him and possibly take the responsibility for one of the papers. Possible papers could be: a) Analysis of the east-west and coast-open sea salinity gradient on biology. b) Impact of sediment characteristics on benthic communities with focus on Lithuania.

· The responsibility for deliverable 29 is shared between NERI (T. Christiansen) and SUSE (B. Sjöberg). B. Sjöberg will publish his results on residence times and stratification as a catalogue. The other paper by T. Christiansen will possibly deal with evaluation of the typology from a biological perspective.

· An additional paper on reference conditions will be contributed by IOW (G.Schernewski).

Procedure:

· The responsible persons will clarify the partners, contributions and sub-responsibilities.

· They will define the topic, write a general outline of the paper and provide a timetable.

· The results of these activities should be circulated until August 2003.

WP-meetings: WP 2 Phytoplankton (detailed minutes) 

Outcome of the WP2 Phytoplankton group meeting at Vilms, CHARM workshop 9-10 April, 2003

Present: AS Heiskanen (JRC/ASH), S Sagert (UR/ EMAUG), P Kauppila (SYKE), Z Witek (MIR), P Henriksen (NERI), N Wasmund (IOW), A Janus (EMI), R Pilkaityte (CORPI), Z Gasiunaite (CORPI), I Purina (AEI), (A Razinkovas, CORPI)

DRAFT Plan of procedures/ actions/ deliverables for 2003

A. Error checking of combined data sets (CHARM phytoplankton Access Database)

Every partner will check their data in the compined datafiles (CODA) by 15 May.
· every partner will send a list of errata (referring to file, row, column (and possibly station and species)) to CORPI (ibrahim) by 15 May 2003-04-11

· CORPI will correct data files ASAP, and will include a further search field for search in taxonomical group code.

B. Local analyses of phytoplankton
Due to the delay in the planned analyses of phytoplankton data, Anna-Stiina stressed that all partners should start analysing their national data. This can be done ASAP using original data files or the combined data sets (CODA) after checking for errors. Following analyses were agreed, and each partner should carry those out using their own data:


1.  Statistical analysis/ definition of bloom situations end of July 2003
· Follow the attached example from Danish data based on manuscript by Jacob Carstensen, Daniel Conley, Peter Henriksen ”Summer algal blooms in a shallow coastal ecosystem, the Kattegat. 1.  Frequency and composition of phytoplankton blooms” (NERI/ PH will send a detailed description of the procedure ASAP to all partners). 

· Peter has sent a SAS-code for categorising blooms versus non-blooms for all partners on 25 April. Please, forward any questions concerning this to Peter! If you don’t have this ask Peter (PET@DMU.dk )
· Compile a short report of your analysis.

· Send this to NERI (PH) by the end of July 2003.

· NERI (PH) will summarise results in a short report (original contributions attached), and send this to JRC/ ASH by the end of August 2003.

2. Checking local variability of diversity indices   20 June 2003
· It was agreed to check variability and range of diversity using local data material, in order to have a picture how different diversity indices reflect variability of phytoplankton communities in different areas of the Baltic. 

· Select 2-3 stations which have different trophic status (oligotrophic-eutrophic)

· Select 2-3 stations that are morphologically and physically different (enclosed/ stratified vs. open/ mixed,  if those different stations are present in the national monitoring program)

· Rank phytoplankton species in each samples according to their biomass (you can use a variable number of dominant species according to the station and perhaps under consideration of the season (spring bloom etc.), since there is not always 10 species present in every sample)

· Include a) 10 most dominant, b) 20 most dominant species in the analysis (2 alternative approaches)

· Check the list of species for undefined mixed groups ("others", "unidentified" etc) which should be excluded from the calculations (even if dominant)
· Species identified to ‘sp’ level can be included in the analyses (etc. Chaetoceros sp; meaning that this has been identified as a single species, but species name was uncertain)

· Species pooled under one genus ‘spp’ should NOT be included in the analysis (etc. Chaetoceros spp.; meaning that several species have been potentially identified and pooled under the same genus)

· Calculate following diversity values for each sample:

· Evenness

· Bray-Curtis Similarity Index

· Shannon-Weaver

· Menhinic’s

· Kothe’s

· based on first experiences with the German phytoplankton data, the SIMPSON-index seems to be useful, because the index is heavily weighted towards the most abundant species in the sample while being less sensitive to species richness and seems robust for missing data in a long-term measurement (mainly for data sets with inhomogenous taxononomical levels).

· plot seasonal variability of diversity and total phytoplankton biomass at each station

· calculate same diversity indices for same material using ’class’ of a) 10 and b) 20 most abundant species 

· plot class diversity vs. species diversity of each station.

· Compile a short report of your analysis

· Send this to MIR (Slawka/ Witek) by 20 June 2003.
· MIR will compile a short summary (original contributions as attachment) and send this to JRC/ASH by the 5 July 2003.

C. Holistic statistical analyses of CODA
After error checking of CODA, CORPI will carry out statistical analyses ASAP (May-June). Following analyses are planned:

1) Multivariate analysis to correct for the impact of salinity in data

2) Multivariate analysis to correct for the impact of nutrients

3) Statistical analysis of seasonal bloom windows of the whole data

4) Statistical analysis of the natural variability of the data

- CORPI will send draft results of the analyses to all patners by 20 June

- meeting in Klaipeda (suggested week  9-10 July) to discuss of the results and the continuation of the analyses

D. Plan of procedure: Deliverable 14:  Map of distribution and description of regulation of phytoplankton community indices (due July 2003)

· JRC, KU-CORPI, EMAUG, SYKE are responsible for this deliverable (with contributions from NERI, IOW, IAE, MIR).
· Based on outcome of the local analyses and the holistic statistical analyses, the status of this deliverable has to be analysed in Klaipeda meeting.

E. P lan of procedure: Deliverable 20 - Draft reference conditions (due November 2003)

· Each partner should carry out a review of old literature whether historical data for phytoplankton species composition and biomass would be available.

· Each partner checks paleoecological data or publications are available from their area.

· Each partner tabulates their findings, checks how these fit with the proposed typology (from WP1) for their area, and writes a short summary (including list of references) and evaluation of the usability of historical data for definition of reference conditions for phytoplankton in the Baltic.
· Each partner sends this report to JRC/ ASH by the end of September 2003.
· ASH will compile all reports into one document and summarize the outcome. 
· CORPI (Arturas, Zita, and Renata) crosschecks the report results with results of statistical analysis using CODA. 
· IOW (Norbert) cross-checks the report results with the IOW model outcome (from Gerald)
· Draft reference conditions for phytoplankton for each type will be tabulated (JRC/ ASH)

· This draft report will be sent for comments to all partners by the end of October 2003.
· Each partners send their comments back to ASH by 15 November

· ASH compiles report for deliverable 20: draft reference conditions, and submits it to the coordinator by the end of November 2003.

· Note that final reference conditions are required by the end of the project in 2004.

F.  Plan of procedures: Deliverable 17: Report on phytoplankton indices applicable as quality elements for ecological classification (due November 2003) 

· JRC, KUCORPI, and MIR are responsible for compiling D17 report (with contributions from NERI, SYKE, IOW, IAE, EMAUG/ RU)

· Status of this deliverable has to be agreed after Klaipeda meeting.
G. Plan of procedures: Deliverable 21: Draft paper: Linking phytoplankton indices with typology and macrophytes (due November 2003) 

· EMAUG (UR) is responsible for coordination of the compilation of this deliverable with the leader of WP3 (Dorte).

· NERI, JRC and KUCORPI contribute.
· link to detailed minutes
H. Plan of procedures: Deliverable 22: Draft paper: Linking phytoplankton indices with typology and benthos (due November 2003) 

· JRC is responsible for coordination of the compilation of this deliverable with the leader of WP4 (benthic Infauna)

· AAU, IOW, IAE, MIR, NERI, SU(GU), SYKE, and EMI will contribute.
· Cross-checking metadatabases compiled in the CHARM-WPs (2&4) to find 10-15 investigation sites with high frequency sampling both for phytoplankton and zoobenthos
· Björn Sjöberg´s "Fjord catalogue" of sites were hydrodynamics are well investigated, should be used to identify appropriate sites with usable data.
· Phytoplankton and benthos analyses, for the sites selected for combined analyses, need to be carried out separately in WP 2 & 4. Until this has been completed, it will be difficult to plan more detailed hypothesis for testing
· Meeting of the drafting group is foreseen in October at JRC/ Ispra (this will be called by Anna-Stiina).
· link to detailed minutes
Status of tasks April, 2003

19. Put all data subsets into a common Access-database
Access datafile of all data
DONE

Mar-03
CORPI

20. Presentation of results in Vilm-meeting
Intermediate Results presented
DONE

Apr-09
ASH

21. Define milestones and responsibilities for continuation
Plan for continuation of work
April 24
ASH/ ALL

22. Checking of the CODA
Corrected CODA
May 15
ALL

23. Send a list of errata to Klaipeda
Corrected CODA
May 15
ALL

24. Prepare instructions for statistical analysis of bloom situation

May 15
NERI (PH)

25. Correction of CODA
Final CODA
May 30
CORPI

26. Statistical analysis of bloom situations (using CODA)
Bloom definitions for different local areas
May 30
ALL

27. Test diversity indices for local data (using CODA)
Applicability of Diversity indices for phytoplankton
June 20
ALL



28. Cluster/ multiple regression Analysis of CODA for salinity groups
Phytoplankton response to salinity
June 20
CORPI

29. Clustering protocols distributed to WP2 
Agreement of salinity groups
June 20
CORPI/ ALL

30.  Analysis of CODA for definition of seasons/ blooms 
Seasonality of phytoplankton
June 20
CORPI

31. Season definitions distributed to WP2. 
Agreement of seasons
June 20
CORPI/ ALL

32. Meeting in Klaipeda 
Analysis of results
July/ Aug???
ALL (?)

33. Results agreed and definition for further analysis
Draft report
July
CORPI, JRC, EMAUG

34. Local analyses of phytoplankton

May-July
ALL

1.  Statistical analysis/ definition of bloom situations
Bloom windows for various regions
July-03
NERI summarizes

2. Checking local variability of diversity indices
Diversity indices for various regions
June 20
MIR summarizes

35. Holistic analysis of CODA
Functional relations btw phytoplankton variability and abiotic factors
July-03
CORPI/ ALL contribute

Deliverable 14:  Map of distribution and description of regulation of phytoplankton community indices 
Status checked in June Klaipeda meeting
July 2003
JRC, KU-CORPI, EMAUG, SYKE

Deliverable 20 - Draft reference conditions 
Send local report to JRC by the end of September
November 2003
ALL, JRC summarizes

Deliverable 17: Report on phytoplankton indices applicable as quality elements for ecological classification 

November 2003
JRC, KUCORPI, and MIR are responsible, SYKE contributes

Deliverable 21: Draft paper: Linking phytoplankton indices with typology and macrophytes 

November 2003
EMAUG (UR) is responsible - NERI, SYKE, JRC and KUCORPI contribute

Deliverable 22: Draft paper: Linking phytoplankton indices with typology and benthos 

November 2003
JRC is responsible - AAU, IOW, IAE, MIR, NERI, SU(GU) and EMI contribute






WP-meetings: WP 3 Macrophyten (detailed minutes) 

Participants: Ari Ruuskanen, Hendrik Schubert, Anda Ikaunice, Georg Martin, Christoffer Boström, Dorte Krause-Jensen

Subject

Status and plans for this years’ deliverables.
Deliverable 15

In the detailed work plan we described the 5 tasks of deliverable 15:

· Task 1: Templates for data compilation

· Task 2: Data compilation

· Task 3: Evaluation of actual and historic conditions for each quality element

· Task 4: Evaluation of long term changes for each quality element

· Task 5: Small scale models

Task 1 and 2 have been accomplished and we now need to finalise tasks 3-5. The working groups on quality elements are responsible for reporting results of task 3-5 on ”their” quality elements.

At the meeting each of us shortly summarised the accomplished analyses:

H. Schubert: 

- Macrophyte communities in Germany and their regulation

A. Ruuskanen: 
- Depth limits of Fucus in Finland and their regulation

G. Martin /Kaire: 
- Past and present depth limits of Fucus in the Baltic Sea




- Macroalgae in Estonia (Furcellaria and "all" macroalgae?)

C. Boström: 
- Eelgrass meadows at the northernmost distribution limit and their regulation. 

- Long-term changes in eelgrass epifauna.

D. Krause-Jensen: 
- Depth limits of eelgrass in Denmark and their regulation

In order to complete the deliverable this summer, we agreed on the following working plan: Send results on Task 3-5 to Dorte by 1 July 2003. Please include for each quality element:

· text on past and present status and regulation of the quality element at local scale. use central figures/tables as illustrations. If you are planning to publish the results, please mention title + authors 

· thoughts on the usefulness of the quality elements for the local analyses 

· thoughts on the possibility of extending the local analyses to larger scale later 

· in addition to the above points: concerning the work that is already published, please include the manuscript as a pdf file to be attached as an appendix to the deliverable. 

Deliverable 20: Reference conditions for vegetation
There are 3 ways of establishing reference condition:

1. Present reference areas. Though no areas may be in a perfect reference state, a selection of the most pristine areas within each waterbody type could provide a minimum estimate for reference conditions. 

2. Historic information
3. Empirical relations. When we use this method we should be aware of possible covariance between the physico/chemical parameters.

For each of the selected possible quality elements, we discussed realistic ways of establishing reference conditions and we arrived at the suggestions shown in the table below. We may find, that for some quality elements it only be possible to properly estimate of ref, con. in few type areas. 

Quality element
Way of establishing ref. con.


1
2
3

Depth limit of eelgrass meadows/shoots
1
2
3

Depth limit of Fucus belt/individuals
1
(2)
3

Depth limit of Furcellaria belt/individuals
1

3

Depth limit of all macroalgae belt/individuals
1

3

Annual/perennial macroalgae (by abundance)
1



Eutrophication indicators, e.g. Cladophora
1



Area cover/ bed structure of Zostera
(1)
(2)


Associated fauna
(1)



Macrophyte community composition
1
2


Comments on Quality Elements:

· The depth limit of Fucus: Ari mentioned that we should be should be aware of problems with competition when using Fucus as a quality element:

- In ”historic times” light attenuation was low and Fucus penetrated down to 12m depth in the Finish Archipelago. As nutrient levels increased and water clarity decreased, Fucus depth limit were markedly reduced. In the later years, light levels have again improved, but Fucus does not match the ameliorated growth conditions by an increased depth distribution. The reason is that in exposed areas, blue mussel has colonised the depths immediately below the Fucus belt and thus prevents Fucus from extending its distribution limit. In the eastern Gulf of Finland, Cladophora rupestris occupies the space below the Fucus belt and prevents Fucus from extending its distribution limit. 

We agreed that this sounds like a good ”story” that could be written as a note to describe potential problems in using Fucus as a quality element. Alternatively it could be published together with the various estimates of reference conditions for Fucus depth limits. 

( Ari Ruuskanen writes ideas for a story as sends it out in the group for comments by 20. April 2003. 

· The depth limit of Characeans was first suggested as a supplementary quality element but was then excluded again because it’s largely determined by

- the timing of the diatom bloom in spring: If the diatom bloom is early and coincides with the time of establishment of the plants, their depth penetration will be relatively small. If, on the other hand, the diatom bloom occurs after the plants have grown relatively high, even the deepest  will be able to survive the bloom and the depth distribution will be large.  

- the timing of arrival of grazing birds relative to the time of establishment of the plants.

· ”Sensitive species, e.g. Characeans”: Hendrik Schubert suggested that this quality element be excluded as it is not sensitive to increased nutrient levels. Hendrik writes a note that explains and documents this. Deadline: 1. May 2003.
We agreed that the working groups defined for each of the quality elements are responsible for establishing reference conditions for ”their” quality elements in each type ares (if possible) using the procedures described in the table above. 

The working groups describes the reference conditions and the procedures used to obtain them and reports the results to Dorte no later than 1 October 2003. If possible, the variability in reference conditions should be defined and any potential problems using these reference conditions should also be mentioned. The final product should include a Table (see below) followed by a description of procedures.

Baltic type
Indicator  X1
....
....


Present ref.
Historic ref.
Empirical ref.



A






B






C






D






...






...






...






Procedures: Please describe and discuss in detail...

Dorte compiles the results on all quality elements and sends the draft deliverable for the entire group for comments on 15 October. Comments should be made before 1 November. Dorte then sends Bo the revised deliverable on 15 November.

WP-meetings: WP 4 Macrozoobenthos (detailed minutes)

Participants: Erik Bonsdorff (AAU; chair), Jens Perus (AAU), Alf Josefson (NERI), Vadims Jermakovs (IAE) and Jan Warzocha (MIR). 

The meeting first adopted the minutes from WP 4-workshop held in Tvarminne (Finland) 17-19 March 2003 (delivered to CHARM)

1) data availability: the metadata still needs polishing (JP currently checking), and sets of reliable and available data to be identified ASAP for comparative cross-analysis,

2) deliverable 11: "review" of ongoing work - WP-partners to deliver examples of ongoing research (loading of nutrients, benthic spp & biomass) for comparative analysis. Deadline for delivery: May 15, 2003,

3) benthic biodiversity: macro-gradient along Baltic coast in relation to typology. All data converted to similar units; real data of pooled benthic samples. Also, same data to be used by all for tests of environmental description indices,

4) reference conditions: "fluctuating points of reference", i.e. aiming at utilising real-world information as defined reference conditions, since successional patterns cannot be interpreted or extrapolated backwards (due to among other factors invasive species in the system). Typology cannot be directly verified, as nature is per definition a continuum of conditions, but WP 4 will strive to describe and define distinct assemblages typical for various conditions along the Baltic gradient,

5) testing of suitable indices: common data for all sub-regions and from all partners will be tested using a variety of commonly used indices, based on the expertise of the individual partner-organisations,

6) joint manuscript: to be available within June 2003.

Discussion group: Monitoring strategies (WP6)  and Dissemination(WP7) 
WP6

Minutes of group discussion.

WP 6 group held separate meeting during the morning of April 10. Representatives from all countries were present at the meeting but only few of them were committed participants of the WP 6. 

Discussion were held during the period of 1 hour and covered following topics:

1. Matters connected to delayed deliverable 8. 

2. Futrher steps. Outlining of activities to fulfil demands of deliverable 34 (Recommendation for monitoring strategy)

3. Need of future worckshops and meetings

Main conclusions:

1. Dealyed deliverable 8 (report of the state of the art of marine monitoring activities in the Baltic Sea). It was decided that the existing draft will be circulated among the participants of the group. Missing information from Sweden and Lithuani will be added by representatives of these countries. Each contry will provide comments to the report and the final version will be ready by June.

2. Outline of Deliverable 34 (Recommendaitions for monitoring strategy) will be circulated within the WP and among WP leaders before June. Then suggestions and comments will be collected and detailed workplan composed. 

3. The workshop will be organised in December 2003 or January 2004 to discuss the draft deliverable 34.

4. During the CHARM III meeting the draft of deliverable 34 will bve finalised.

WP7 Dissemination

The project leader informed about the first Dialogue meeting with users of the results from CHARM. The participants showed a great interest for CHARM. Minutes from the meeting are available at the CHARM web page. Issues raised for the Vilm meeting were:

· access to the restricted pages at the CHARM web page. 

The meeting decided that the Dialogue group of course should have the password under the conditions that they could not use the data without asking the responsible scientist for permission.

· Mr Begak expressed willingness and readiness of the St Petersburg Scientific Research Centre for Ecological Safety, Russian academy of Science to participate in the CHARM project.

The CHARM project is grateful for the opportunity to include St. Petersburg in the CHARM scientific network. Unfortunately, no budget changes can be done in CHARM due to this, but the meeting ask Mr. Begak to contact the CHARM Co-ordinator Bo Rieman for further discussions about co-operation. CHARM also would like to thank Mr. Begak for the informative book about the Neva bight.

· make sure to take good care of all the data collected, make sure it will be available and used in the future, after the end of the CHARM project. It is very valuable.

Discussion group: Macrophytes – phytoplankton – typology with reference to deliverable 21 (detailed minutes) 

The discussion about the planned publication resulted in the formation of 2 editing committees, which are responsible for the preparation of the manuscripts dealing with the linkage between macrophytes, phytoplankton and typology.

It was decided, that the groups are concentrating on depth distribution of model (indicator) organisms. An attempt to link depth distribution of Fucus vesiculosus and Zostera marina with phytoplankton density and / or composition with respect to typology will be made. 

The committees are:

Fucus vesiculosus: Ari Ruuskanen, Hendrik, Schubert, Norbert Wasmund

Zostera marina: Christoffer Boström, Dorte Krause-Jensen, Peter Henriksen

And are open for any volunteers.

The committees will gather the data until end of June, starting with sending the sites of interest (sites from which data for the individual macrophytes are available) to Hendrik until beginning of May (Responsible: Dorte). Hendrik will extract the phytoplankton data from the databank and send them back to the members of the committee until 1st of June. At this moment, an Email discussion about structure and red line of the planned publication will be started by Dorte (Eelgrass) and Hendrik (Fucus). The Email-discussion will include the members of both groups to ensure consistency.

In cases of insufficient material for publication, the results of both groups will be taken together.

The draft version(s) will be made ready until end of August and then distributed in the groups for discussion, before finalising them for submission.

Discussion group: Typology – benthic fauna – phytoplankton- with reference to deliverable 22 (detailed minutes)

Participants: 
Anna-Stina Heiskanen(JRC/EI), Magdalena Wielgat (IOW), Jens Perus (AAU),

Björn Sjöberg (GU), Alf Josefson (NERI), Vadims Jermakovs (IAE), Arno Põllumäe (EMI)

The conceptual idea behind this deliverable is that increase phytoplankton production will lead to exponentially increasing sedimentation (depending on composition of the phytoplankton blooms/ communities). In areas where such blooms appear frequently/ regularly, also benthic assemblages should be impacted due to increased supply of organic matter to the sediments. In extreme cases this can lead to hypoxic or anoxic situations (also hydrography/ deep water exchange is determining factor). Therefore it should be possible to link appropriate phytoplankton and benthic indices for coastal types where impacts are observed. 

Aim will be to link these indices statistically to enable classification based on combined indicator values, and to develop a procedure for calculation of EQR (ecological quality ratio) based on combined indicator values (instead of calculating EQR for each quality element/ indicator separately). 

The group agreed on following steps for compilation of the D22:

· Cross-checking metadatabases compiled in the CHARM-WP's (2&4) to find 10-15 investigation sites with high frequence sampling both for phytoplankton and zoobenthos (Possibly requests of data from non-CHARM partners if good long-term datasets will be found outside the CHARM consortia (requires collaboration agreements). 

· Phytoplankton- and zoobenthos study sites don't need to overlap 100% since physics of hydrography may make adjacent sea areas phytoplankton quality and quantity of more importance for the zoobenthic community, but they should be near vicinity, or clearly demonstrated that there is a lateral transport between sampling sites. For this purpose hydrological model should be used.

· Björn Sjöberg's "Fjord catalogue" of sites were hydrodynamics are well investigated should be used to identify appropriate sites with usable data.

· The temporal and spatial scales need to be defined for grouping/ averaging data. It has to be agreed whether seasonal vs. annual means and cumulative vs. averages should be used. 

· Different approaches of linking the elements together were proposed and e.g. nutrient load-benthic biomass (shown by A. Josefson in talk earlier in the day) or functional group approach. 

· Preliminary statistics proposed to be used were regression analyses looking for correlations and then trying to relate them to typologies proposed by WP1.

· Phytoplankton and benthos analyses, for the sites selected for combined analyses, need to be carried out separately in WP 2 & 4. Until this has been completed, it will be difficult to plan more detailed hypothesis for testing.

A working meeting was proposed for October-2003 at JRC/Ispra. Initiative/call to arrange this meeting will be upon Anna-Stiina.

Tasks before the meeting:

· Björn sends Fjord Catalogue to Anna-Stiina (WP2) and Jens (WP4) ASAP. They identify appropriate sites where phytoplankton and benthos sampling occur, and sufficient data would be available (before the end of September 2003)

· Phytoplankton and zoobenthos data analysis will continue as planned in WP2 and 4.

· These sites will be cross-checked with the typology proposed by WP1.

Outside the meeting in discussions with MIR (Witek & Warzocha) they also expressed to be willing to participate in the drafting group and analysis of data.
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