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Background
The background to the compilation of these results and how they relate to the testing of the hazardous
substance integration tool is described in Document 1.
HOLAS II 5-2016 and State and Conservation 4-2016 concluded that compiling the national WFD assessments
results from the coastal- and territorial waters is needed as a basis for considering how assessments based
on HELCOM core indicators and integration rules align with national assessments. Specifically, the
compilation will allow for comparing the CHASE tool results for a coastal area compared to the OOAO
approach applied under the WFD in said area.
A data call was issued as a two-step approach, with the aim to first collect information on the lists of
substances monitored (10 May) and secondly collect the assessment results (30 June). This document
presents the compilation of chemical status assessments as reported by the countries. Information on the
substances lists is summarized in Annex 1 of this document.
This compilation document is intended as a discussion base for how to compile and present hazardous
substance assessment results for HOLAS II purposes. The compilation shows some differences in how the
assessment results are interpreted and presented by the coastal countries. These differences are to be noted
when discussing the regional assessment.

Action required
The workshop is invited to take note of the information and use it as a basis to discuss and recommend how
the assessment of coastal waters should be included in the HOLAS II assessment.
Additional discussion points are listed in the document.
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Compilation of WFD second chemical status assessment for coastal and
territorial waters
Assessments of the chemical status for hazardous substances have been carried out for the period 20102015 in the coastal-and territorial waters (up to 12 nautical miles from the baseline) under the WFD by the
coastal countries based on common elements. The chemical status is assessed for priority substances against
thresholds defined as Environmental Quality Standards, generally sampled in water. The list of priority
substances contains 33 hazardous substances and 8 other pollutants (Annex II of 2008/105/EC). If a single
substance is exceeding its threshold level this will result in the assessed area being defined as failing to
achieve good chemical status, i.e. the so called one-out-all-out (OOAO) approach is used between substances
under the WFD.
The chemical status assessments build on these common elements, however countries have some varying
approaches to compiling the assessment. If a country shows, through a risk based approach, that a certain
substances does not give rise to pollution effects then the substance does not have to be included in regular
monitoring activities. Another difference that may arise between counties’ assessments stems from the
flexibility of the WFD regarding grouping/extrapolation of results across waterbodies. Countries may define
nationally if grouping/extrapolation is to be used and the rules by which it is applied.
Hazardous substances are also assessed as components of ecological quality in the WFD within the 1 nautical
mile boundary if they are monitored as River Basin Specific Pollutants (RBSP). The substances and thresholds
used or the RBSPs are defined nationally.
State and Conservation 4-2016 (para 4J-57) and HOLAS II 5-2016 (para 4.6, 4.10) discussed the need to
compile information on the WFD second cycle chemical status assessments in order to develop a regional
overview. The aim is to develop a basis for further proposals on how the hazardous substance assessment is
to be included in the HELCOM second holistic assessment. Clarity is needed on whether the national
assessment results are directly comparable, how best to align coastal- and offshore assessments, and to test
the effects of applying the integration rules of the CHASE tool on the coastal areas compared to the OOAO
approach applied under the WFD.

Data call
The data call on WFD related hazardous substance information was issued as a two-step approach. First
countries were requested to provide lists of priority substances monitored and thresholds used for purposes
of developing chemical status assessments, and lists or RBSP and thresholds used for developing ecological
status assessments. Based on the compiled information, the assessment details requested in the second step
of the data call was tailored to request readily available information that would allow for relevant
compilations and testing. In the second step countries were requested to submit the official assessment
shapefiles and to provide further assessment details, e.g. identifying the substance causing an area to fail
reaching good chemical status. The requested information has been provided by:
-

Lists of substances: Estonia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania and Poland provided lists of
substances in response to the first step of the data call
Shapefiles with assessment results: Estonia, Denmark, Germany and Lithuania, Sweden, Finland
provided only assessment details (see general comments provided by counties in next section).
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Some findings to be further discussed
The HELCOM Secretariat has compiled this document based on the information submitted by countries.
Some proposed discussion points for the workshops are outlined below based on issues noted in the process
of compiling the results.

Coastal waters and territorial waters
Estonia, Denmark, Germany and Lithuania provided assessment results stretching out to the 12 nautical mile
border, whereas Sweden only provided assessment results out to the 1 nautical mile border. It could be noted
that the 12 nautical mile boundary does not exist in the HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment strategy (2013).
 How should assessment results for the territorial waters be taken into account in a regional
assessment?

Extrapolation/Grouping and ubiquitous substances
Germany and Sweden provided status assessments where all waterbodies fail to reach good chemical status
due to an interpretation on ubiquitous substances respectively an extrapolation. In other words, Germany
provides an assessment where all waterbodies fail to reach good chemical status due to the ubiquitous
substance mercury (Hg) (Figure 1). As additional information Germany provides an assessment where
ubiquitous substances are disregarded leading to all waterbodies achieving good chemical status (Figure 2).
Sweden provides the assessment results where an extrapolation is applied to all waterbodies for mercury
(Hg) and PBDE causing all waterbodies to fail to reach good chemical status (Figure 1). In addition Sweden
provides assessment results with no extrapolation showing many waterbodies with no status assessment
(Figure 2). Other countries have not applied such extrapolations or assumptions regarding ubiquitous
substances, for example Denmark provides assessments based only on measurements and provides no status
assessment for areas where measurements are not available.
 Is there a need to consider the difference regarding assumptions on ubiquitous substances or
extrapolations compared to approaches where waterbodies are assessed only if measurement values
are available when compiling regional status assessments?

Variation in number of substances
The assessment maps show whether a waterbody has been classified as having achieved good chemical
status or failed to achieve good chemical status. The assessment details clearly show that the number or
substances measured per area vary to a great extent (see e.g. Figure 4 in Annex 2). During e.g. BalticBOOST
HZ WS 1-2016 it was concluded that it is relevant to visualize this type of information on differences in final
results. This issue is also relevant for the offshore waters.
 How are the varying number of substances between waterbodies to be taken into consideration
consistently in a regional assessment?

Temporal aspects
Lithuania provided assessment result per waterbody per year 2010-2015, showing interannaual variation in
whether good chemical status is achieved of failed to be achieved (see Annex 3). The other countries did not
specify if annual values are available, but only provided one value for the assessment period.
 Is there a need to consider if there are differences between e.g. averaging or a “temporal OOAO”
approach between waterbodies of different countries when compiling a regional status assessment?
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Figure 1. Compilation of second cycle WFD chemical status assessments based on assessment shapefiles delivered to the HELCOM
Secretariat by Contracting Parties in response to data call issued May 2016.
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Figure 2. Compilation of chemical status assessment with no extrapolation of Hg and PBDE in Swedish areas and no ubiquitous
substances in German areas. Estonian, Danish and Lithuanian areas have no change cf figure 1.
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Summary of general comments provided by countries when submitting assessments on
priority substance chemical status
Denmark
Denmarks chemical status assessment is based on measurements in the period 2007-2012. Concentrations
measured in water, sediment and biota are compared to the WFD EQS and the national thresholds. The
assessment is based on the full list of priority substances. The priority substances are assesses under the
chemical status and the other hazardous substances are assessed under the ecological status.
The coastal waters are assessed based on measurements from within the area, no extrapolation or
grouping is used. Denmark uses a one-out-all-out, so if one threshold is exceeded the status is assessed as
not good status.

Estonia
The chemical status assessments are based only on measurements. All the listed priority substances have
been measured, either during survey campaigns (mostly), or in monitoring programmes.
Data in the assessment details is aggregated according to matrix, as different species and sample matrices
are used in the monitoring programme.
As a general comment Estonia notes that pesticides have been sampled in areas of high agricultural activity
and that some of them (that are listed in directive 2008/105/EU and also glyphosate in the list of RBSP-s)
have been sampled in rivers that flow into the Baltic Sea. New pesticides from directive 2013/39/EU have
also been measured in rivers that flow into the Baltic Sea in addition to sampling in areas of high agricultural
activity.

Finland
11 waterbodies classified as failed chemical status, these assessment results include all the waterbodies and
substances that have been classified based on measurements. All other waterbodies have been classified as
having good chemical status based on expert judgement, noting that some scattered measurement values
for substances that have been below their thresholds in these areas might exist but have not been provided
to HELCOM at this time.
Mercury (Hg) exceedance based on expert judgement for one waterbody (Kotka), measurements are
available from neighbouring river and offshore area.
TBT in water exceedance based on measurements in water for the three areas (Kruunuvuorenselkä, Ruissalon
salmet, Naantalin sataman edusta), and based on limited data and expert judgement in two areas (Emäsalo,
Seurasaari).
Nickel (Ni) measurements in water (additionally exceedance in sediment measurement and toxicity effects)
one area (Varisselkä), and two areas (Kyröjoen edusta, Stenskärsfjärden) expert judgement based on
exceedance in sediment concentration and noted toxicity effects although water concentration is below
threshold.

Germany
The classification of all water bodies as failing to reach good chemical staus was a policy decision based on
the fact that concentrations of mercury (Hg), an ubiquituous substance, exceed the EQS for biota (20 ng/kg
wet weight) everywhere in Germany. For the areas Schleswig-Holstein (SH) and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
(MV) there are hardly any data on Hg in biota, instead the submitted data include Hg measurements for
sediment (MV) and water (MV, SH).
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In Schleswig-Holstein (SH) measurements for one priority mercury (Hg) substance exceeded EQS.
In Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (MV) measurements of three priority substances exceeded EQS;
Tributyltin-cation
Mercury and its compounds
CAS_7439-97-6
Total Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene(CAS_191-24-2) +Indeno(1,2,3-cd)-pyrene(CAS_193-39-5)
EEA_32-24-6
The MV coastal waterbodies are all assessed as having failed status when ubiquitous substances are
included due to mercury (Hg). If the assessment is made excluding the ubiquitous substances then all
waterbodies are in good chemical status.
CAS_36643-28-4

Latvia
Latvia provided the information that data used in the WFD reporting is available in EMODNet Chemistry.
Assessments in the requested formats were not available for submission to HELCOM.

Lithuania
Lithuania informed that the results provided to HELCOM stem from an assessment made using only the
priority substances to assess chemical status out to 12 nautical miles.

Sweden
The Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SwAM) that delivered the results to HELCOM
indicated that a general disclaimer on all results is needed. The assessment results provided are considered
final for the second WFD cycle, however the results have not yet been reported to the EC as whole WFD
process is on hold due to ongoing work related to the programme of measures. SwAM notes that the use of
thresholds and included substances per waterbody has not been rigorously consequent in all areas, and it
further noted that a top-down review could improve the results. SwAM is of the opinion that a top-down
review within the HELCOM HOLAS II framework could be appropriate.
All coastal waterbodies are given as failed status due a general national extrapolation of exceedance for
mercury (Hg) and PBDE. In addition to the general extrapolation, additional substances fail their thresholds
in a number of waterbodies, however it was noted that the thresholds that have been used and which
substances have been included does not seem to follow a rigorously consequent system.
The area between coastal water and the 12 nautical mile border has not been classified at all.

Page 7 of 21

HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-2016, Doc 2

Summary on assessment provided on River Basin Specific Pollutants
Denmark
No RBSPS are included in the assessment as Danish national environmental quality standards at the time only
existed for the water phase and hazardous substances are not monitored in the water phase in the marine
environment in Denmark.

Estonia
Estonia provided measurement values for three RBSP; barium (Ba), copper (Cu) and zink (Zn). Two of 15
coastal waterbodies achieve good ecological status. None fail due to the reported RBSPs.
Barium threshold used is 50 µg/l Water (https://www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/104082011004), and one value is
given. The one given value achieves good status.
Copper threshold used is 5 µg/l water (https://www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/104082011004) and additionally
trend monitoring in biota matrices are reported. All 21 values achieve the threshold.
Zink threshold use is 5 µg/l Water (https://www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/104082011004) and additionally trend
monitoring in biota matrixes are reported. All 20 values achieve the threshold.

Finland
No assessment was provided, as no monitoring sampling of the RBSP takes place in the coastal area.

Germany
Schleswig-Holstein informed that out of the 5 waterbodies, 4 are classified as not achieving good ecological
status and for 1 the assessment is not relevant.
Substances achieving their threshold in all 5 waterbodies:
-

Arsenic: 40 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
Chromium: 640 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB-101: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB118: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB-28: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB-52: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
Tetrabutyltin: 0,04 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
Zinc: 800 mg/kg dw sediment EQS

Substances failing to achieve threshold in 1 out of the 5 waterbodies
-

Dibutyltin-Kation: 0,1 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB-138: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB-153: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS
PCB-180: 0,02 mg/kg dw sediment EQS

Latvia
No RBSP specific comments provided.

Lithuania
The assessment for the river basin specific pollutants, which are used to assess ecological status out to 1
nautical miles, has not been made due to the thresholds not yet being approved at national level.
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Sweden
Sweden provided assessments of substances not marked as priority substances. Measurement data used to
make the assessment varies between 2003 and 2013.
-

-

-

-

Arsenic (As): good in 6 water bodies based on water measurements and expert judgement,
moderate in 21 waterbodies based on expert judgement and measurements in water and
sediment.
Bentazon, Cyanazin, Diklorprop, Dimetoat: good status in 7 waterbodies, based on one time passive
sampling in 2009 in water where the substance was not detected, expert judgement and low
confidence.
Bisfenol A, Bronopol: good in 2 waterbodies based on one time measurement in 2011 and expert
judgement where substance was not detected.
Non-dioxin like PCBs: good status in 29 waterbodies based on measurements in biota and sediment
and expert judgement, moderate status in 13 waterbodies based on measurements in sediment,
extrapolation and expert judgement.
Copper (Cu): good in 10 waterbodies based on measurements in water, moderate in 21
waterbodies based on measurements in sediment and water and expert judgement.
Chrome (Cr): good in 32 waterbodies based on measurements in water and sediment, moderate in
8 waterbodies based on measurements in sediment and extrapolation.
Zink (Zn): good in 17 waterbodies based on measurements in water and expert judgement,
moderate in 10 waterbodies based on measurements in sediment and water and expert
judgement.
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Annex 1. Summary of information provided on priority substances, RBSP, and proposed additional substances
An overview of how many substances have been sampled in the countries waterbodies during the time period 2010-2015, the second WFD cycle, have been
compiled based on information reported by countries. Countries were asked to provide an overview as a list of substances using any format for the following
three categories;
a) priority substances used to assess chemical status from the coast out to 12 nautical miles, and the threshold used if other than EQSwater,
b) river basin specific pollutants used to assess ecological status from the coast out to 1 nautical mile.
c) any additional substance that the Contracting Party would like to include in the CHASE integration of the contamination status in addition to the above
mentioned substances and HELCOM core indicators, and in cases where such a substance is proposed then to also provide the relevant threshold value
with appropriate references.
A brief summary of the information provided is presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Summary of responses by countries to the first step in the data call, requesting lists of substances included in the monitoring sampling under the WFD second cycle.

Country

Denmark
Estonia
Finland

Number of priority substances reported as being
monitored against a threshold value
Water
biota
sediment
EU: 45
EU: 11
National: 152
National: 14 National: 17
EU: 30
1
EU: 2
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Number of RBSP reported Other comments provided
as having been measured

12
no measurements (all RBS 11 waterbodies classified as failed chemical status
pollutants have EQS in
- 1 fail due to Hg;
water, not measured in
Kotka based on expert judgement, as samples
coastal waters)
available from neighbouring river and offshore
- 5 due to TBT in water;
in Emäsalo and Seurasaari expert judgement based

HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 1-2016, Doc 2

-

on limited data, in Kruunuvuorenselkä, Ruissalon
salmet and Naantalin sataman edusta water
measurement
3 fails due to nickel;
Kyröjoen edusta and Stenskärrsfjärden expert
judgement based on sediment concentrations and
noted toxicity effects although water
measurements below threshold, in Varisselkä
measurements above threshold in water (also
sediment and toxicity)

Image maps provided for
- HCB/HCBD perch muscle 13 stations in 2010-2015
- Hg perch muscle 38 stations in 2010-2015
Germany
MV (2015)
SH (2015)
Latvia
Lithuania

Poland

EU: 33, 9 certain
other pollutants
EU: 8
EU: 10, 4 certain EU: 2
other pollutants

57 water, 14 sediment
4 water, 10 sediment

Other substances 9 water

EU: 23

8 water

Wastewater Management regulation Annex II: 23 water, 1
biota
Other controlled substances: 6 in water phase

EU: 10

EU: 38, 9 certain
other pollutants

15

Sweden

Submitted full assessment outcomes (part 2 of data call)
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Annex 2. Example of different number of substances assessed per
waterbody in Estonia
Gulf of Finland – Estonian coast
The Estonian coast of the Gulf of Finland was selected as an appropriate test case due to the variation in
assessment outcomes, the relatively limited number of areas concerned and the location in the Gulf of
Finland for which offshore CHASE is tested.

Figure 3. WFD second cycle chemical status assessment for Estonian coastal waterbodies and territorial water. Assessments are only
based on measurements from within the waterbody.

Estonia delivered the assessment shapefile for their second cycle WFD chemical status assessment to the
Secretariat showing a mix of areas achieving good chemical status and failing to achieve good chemical status
(Figure 3). All assessments are based on measurements (see figure Figure 4 for information on number of
substances measured and matrix used). The assessment details provided by Estonia showed that the only
substance causing an area to fail reaching good chemical status was mercury measured in biota (Perch
muscle) (Table 2).
Table 2.Summary table of waterbodies that failed to reach good chemical status, in all cases the substance causing the fail was
mercury. (EEEE_2, EEEE_6 assessment details were not available)

Waterbody
EEEE_1
EEEE_3
EEEE_4

Mercury and
its compounds
Mercury and
its compounds
Mercury and
its compounds

Substance causing fail
Threshold of
Concentration of
substance
substance
20 µg/kg ww
87,22 µg/kg ww
Biota - fish
(Perca fluviatilis muscle)
20 µg/kg ww
88,75 µg/kg ww
Biota - fish
(Perca fluviatilis muscle)
20 µg/kg ww
62,25 µg/kg ww
Biota - fish
(Perca fluviatilis muscle)

Substances
achieving good
chemical status (n)
33
7
7

Data
startend
20102015
20142014
20142014

Confidence

High
Medium
Medium

The assessment details provided to the Secretariat by Estonia showed that for the Gulf of Finland coast, the
only substance that was causing the coastal waterbodies to fail was mercury and its compounds as measured
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in biota. It is however noteworthy that mercury has been measured to achieve the good chemical status
threshold in other matrices in the waterbodies where it did cause a fail and that it has also been measured
to achieve the targets set in the waterbodies that achieved good chemical status (Table 3). It could be noted
that Estonia reported that the threshold value was achieved when measured in water, herring and mollusc.
Table 3. Summary of all assessments of mercury and its compounds in the Estonian Gulf of Finland coast.

Waterbody

Status

EEEE_1

F

EEEE_1

G

EEEE_1

G

EEEE_3

F

EEEE_4

F

EEEE_5

G

EEEE_5

G

EEEE_5
EETeW
_GoF

G
G

Mercury and its compounds
Threshold
Concentration of substance
20 µg/kg ww Biota - fish
87,22 µg/kg ww
(perch muscle)
(Perca fluviatilis muscle)
<0,05 ug/l
0.07 µg/l Water
(2 analyses)
20 µg/kg ww Biota - fish
12,94 µg/kg ww
(herring muscle)
(Clupea harengus membras muscle)
20 µg/kg ww Biota - fish
88,75 µg/kg ww
(perch muscle)
(Perca fluviatilis muscle)
20 µg/kg ww Biota - fish
62,25 µg/kg ww
(perch muscle)
(Perca fluviatilis muscle)
20 µg/kg ww Biota - fish
12,05 µg/kg ww
(herring muscle)
(Clupea harengus membras muscle)
<0,1 ug/l
0.07 µg/l Water
(single analysis)
20 µg/kg ww Biota 6 µg/kg ww
mollusc
(Mytilus trossulus muscle)
20 µg/kg ww Biota - fish
13,44 µg/kg ww
(herring muscle)
(Clupea harengus membras muscle)

Confidence

Data startend

good

2010-2015

low

2010-2010

good

2010-2014

medium

2014-2014

medium

2014-2014

medium

2010-2013

low

2010-2010

low

2010-2010

good

2011-2015

The BalticBOOST HZ WS 1-2016 (point 56) considered it important to explore the effect on the
assessment outcome from having a different number of indicators (cf.substances) present in each
assessment unit since differing numbers may skew the assessment results. The workshop was of the
general opinion that it would be problematic to analyse two areas achieving the same final status assessment
(Fail/Good) if the number of indicators/substances used in each case were not known. The workshop
proposed e.g. in Annex 4 ‘solutions’ to indicate in the visualizations the number of indicators/substances
used in each area. This was considered important also from a confidence assessment point of view Figure 4
shows the number of substances included in the Estonian Gulf of Finland coastal areas to indicate the general
difference between areas and also informs on what matrices have been used per area (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Number of substances measured in each waterbody during the WFD second cycle assessment and the matrices used. The
start of measurement data varies between substances from 2010 to 2014, and the end data varies between 2010 and 2015.
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Annex 3. Example of annual variation in assessment outcomes in Lithuania
Lithuania provided the assessment result shapefiles per matrix per year as a response to the HELCOM data call. The Secretariat produced a “OOAO 2010-2015”
layer to be used in the common compilation. The information provided by Lithuania is presented as a visualization example. Results are shown per year for
water (Table 4), bottom sediment (Table 5) and biota (Table 6) measurements.
Table 4. Example of annual variation reported by Lithuania for priority substances sampled in water resulting in waterbody assessments. NB: the last column ‘OOAO 2010-2015’ has been drawn
by the Secretariat based on the annual results delivered by Lithuania. The number indicated in brackets show the number of assessment units where the substance either achieved its good chemical
status threshold or failed to achieve the threshold.

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

OOAO 2010-2015

Failed substances
Oil Hydrocarbons:2
Cu:1

Failed substances
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):4

Failed substances
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):1

Failed substances
Oil Hydrocarbons:1
Hg:2

Failed substances
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):2

Failed substances
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):2

Failed substances
Cr:4
Cu:3
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Cu:2
Hg:2
Zn:3
Pb:1
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):1

Hg:4
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):1

Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):1
Zn:1
Hg:1
Cr:1
Zn:1

Achieved substances
1,2Dichloroethane(EDC):5
Anthracene:5
Atrazine:5
Benzene:5
Benzo(a)pyrene:5
Benzo(b)fluoranthene:5
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene:5
Benzo(k)fluoranthene:5
Carbon-tetrachlorode:5
Cd:7
Cr:7
Cu:4
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):4
Dichloromethane:5
Diuron:5
Fluoranthene:5
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):5
Hg:5
Isoproturon:5
Naphthalene:5
Ni:7
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):5

Achieved substances
1,2Dichloroethane(EDC):5
Alachlor:5
Anthracene:5
Atrazine:5
Benzene:5
Benzo(a)pyrene:5
Benzo(b)fluor-anthene:5
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene :5
Benzo(k)fluor-anthene :5
Carbon-tetrachlorode:2
Cd:7
Chlorfenvinphos:5
Chlorpyrifos:5
Cr:7
Cu:7
Cyclodiene pesticides:6
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):2
Dichloromethane:5
Diuron:2
Endosulfan:6
Fluoranthene:5
Hexachloro-benzene
(HCB) :6
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):5
Hexachloro-cyclohexane
(HCH) :6

Achieved substances
1,2Dichloroethane(EDC):5
Alachlor:1
Anthracene:1
Benzene:5
Benzo(a)pyrene :1
Benzo(b)fluor-anthene:1
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene:1
Benzo(k)fluor-anthene:1
Carbon-tetrachlorode:5
Cd:7
Chlorfenvinphos:5
Chlorpyrifos:5
Cr:6
Cu:7
Cyclodiene pesticides:3
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):4
Dichloromethane:5
Endosulfan :3
Fluoranthene:1
Hexachloro-benzene
(HCB):3
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):5
Hexachloro-cyclohexane
(HCH) :3
Hg:6
Naphthalene:1
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Achieved substances
1,2Dichloroethane(EDC):5
Anthracene:4
Benzene:5
Benzo(a)pyrene:4
Benzo(b)fluoranthene:4
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene:4
Benzo(k)fluoranthene:4
Carbon-tetrachlorode:5
Cd:7
Chlorfenvinphos:1
Chlorpyrifos:1
Cr:7
Cu:7
Cyclodiene pesticides:6
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):5
Dichloromethane:5
Endosulfan:6
Fluoranthene:4
Hexachloro-benzene
(HCB):6
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):5
Hexachloro-cyclohexane
(HCH):6
Hg:5

Oil Hydrocarbons:3
Hg:1

Cr:3
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):4
Oil Hydrocarbons:1

Achieved substances
1,2Dichloroethane(EDC):5
Alachlor:5
Anthracene:5
Atrazine:4
Benzene:5
Benzo(a)pyrene:5
Benzo(b)fluor-anthene:5
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene:5
Benzo(k)fluor-anthene:5
Carbon-tetrachlorode:5
Cd:7
Chlorfenvinphos:1
Chloroalkanes, C10-13:5
Chlorpyrifos:1
Cr:7
Cu:7
Cyclodiene pesticides:6
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):3
Dichloromethane:5
Diuron:4
Endosulfan:6
Fluoranthene:5
Hexachloro-benzene
(HCB):6
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):5

Achieved substances
Aclonifen:4
Alachlor:4
Anthracene:7
Atrazine:4
Benzo(a)pyrene:7
Benzo(b)fluor-anthene:7
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene:7
Benzo(k)fluor-anthene:7
Bifenox:4
Brominated
diphenylether:7
Cd:7
Chlorfenvinphos:4
Chlorpyrifos:4
Cr:4
Cu:7
Cybutryne:4
Cyclodiene pesticides:4
Cypermethrin12:4
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):4
Dichlorvos:4
Dicofol:4
Diuron:4
Endosulfan:7
Fluoranthene:4
Heptachlor and
heptachlor epoxide:4

Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):9
Hg:10
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):4
Oil Hydrocarbons:7
Pb:1
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):2
Zn:5
Achieved substances
1,2Dichloroethane(EDC):25
Aclonifen:4
Alachlor:15
Anthracene:27
Atrazine:18
Benzene:25
Benzo(a)pyrene:27
Benzo(b)fluoranthene:27
Benzo(g,h,i)-perylene:27
Benzo(k)fluoranthene:27
Bifenox:4
Brominated
diphenylether:7
Carbontetrachlorode:22
Cd:42
Chlorfenvinphos:16
Chloroalkanes, C10-13:5
Chlorpyrifos:16
Cr:38
Cu:39
Cybutryne:4
Cyclodiene pesticides:25
Cypermethrin12:4
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP):22
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Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):5
Oil Hydrocarbons:5
Pb:6
Pentachlorobenzene:5
Pentachloro-phenol
(PCP):5
Simazine:5
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):5
Trichloro-benzenes:5
Trichloro-ethylene:5
Trichloro-methane:5
Zn:4

Hg:3
Isoproturon:5
Naphthalene:5
Ni:7
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):5
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):5
Oil Hydrocarbons:7
Pb:7
Pentachlorobenzene:6
Pentachloro-phenol
(PCP) :5
Simazine:5
Tetrachloro-ethylene:5
Total DDT:6
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):4
Trichloro-ethylene:5
Trichloro-methane:2
Trifluralin:5
Zn:7

Ni:7
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):5
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):5
Oil Hydrocarbons:7
Pb:7
Pentachlorobenzene:3
Pentachloro-phenol
(PCP):1
Tetrachloro-ethylene:5
Total DDT:3
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):4
Trichloro-ethylene:5
Trichloro-methane:5
Trifluralin:5
Zn:5

Page 17 of 21

Naphthalene:4
Ni:7
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):5
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):5
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Pb:7
Pentachlorobenzene:6
Tetrachloro-ethylene:5
Total DDT:6
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):1
Trichloro-ethylene:5
Trichloro-methane:5
Trifluralin:1
Zn:7

Hexachloro-cyclohexane
(HCH):6
Hg:6
Isoproturon:4
Naphthalene:5
Ni:7
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):5
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):5
Oil Hydrocarbons:4
Pb:7
Pentachlorobenzene:6
Pentachloro-phenol
(PCP) :2
Simazine:4
Tetrachloro-ethylene:5
Total DDT:6
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):1
Trichloro-ethylene:5
Trichloro-methane:5
Trifluralin:1
Zn:7

Hexabromocyclododeca
nes (HBCDD):4
Hexachloro-benzene
(HCB):7
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):7
Hexachloro-cyclohexane
(HCH):7
Hg:7
Isoproturon:4
Naphthalene:4
Ni:7
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):5
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):1
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Para-para-DDT:4
Pb:7
Pentachlorobenzene:4
Pentachloro-phenol
(PCP):6
Perfluorooctane sulfonic
acid and its derivatives
(PFOS):4
Quinoxyfen:4
Simazine:4
Terbutryn:4
Total DDT:4
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):6
Trifluralin:3
Zn:7

Dichloromethane:25
Dichlorvos:4
Dicofol :4
Diuron:15
Endosulfan:28
Fluoranthene:24
Heptachlor and
heptachlor epoxide:4
Hexabromocyclododeca
nes (HBCDD):4
Hexachloro-benzene
(HCB):28
Hexachloro-butadiene
(HCBD):32
Hexachloro-cyclohexane
(HCH):28
Hg:32
Isoproturon:18
Naphthalene:24
Ni:42
Nonylphenol (4nonylphenol):30
Octylphenol ((4(1,1′,3,3′tetramethylbutyl)phenol):26
Oil Hydrocarbons:35
Para-para-DDT:4
Pb:41
Pentachlorobenzene:30
Pentachloro-phenol
(PCP) :19
Perfluorooctane sulfonic
acid and its derivatives
(PFOS):4
Quinoxyfen:4
Simazine:18
Terbutryn:4
Tetrachloro-ethylene:20
Total DDT:25
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Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):21
Trichloro-benzenes:5
Trichloro-ethylene:25
Trichloro-methane:22
Trifluralin:15
Zn:37
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Table 5. Example of annual variation reported by Lithuania for priority substances sampled in bottom sediment resulting in waterbody assessments. NB: the last column ‘OOAO 2010-2015’ has
been drawn by the Secretariat based on the annual results delivered by Lithuania. The number indicated in brackets show the number of assessment units where the substance either achieved its
good chemical status threshold or failed to achieve the threshold.

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

OOAO 2010-2015

Failed substances
As:4
Cd:4
Cr:1
Cu:1
Hg:3
Ni:4
Pb:1
Zn:2

Failed substances
As:4
Cd:1
Cr:3
Cu:2
Hg:2
Ni:3
Oil Hydrocarbons:1
Pb:1
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):1
Zn:2
Achieved substances
As:3

Failed substances
As:3
Cd:1
Cr:1
Cu:3
Hg:2
Ni:3
Oil Hydrocarbons:1
Pb:1
Zn:2

Failed substances
As:2
Cd:1
Cr:1
Cu:3
Hg:1
Ni:3
Oil Hydrocarbons:1
Pb:2
Zn:2

Failed substances
As:2
Cd:2
Cr:3
Cu:3
Hg:1
Ni:3
Oil Hydrocarbons:2
Zn:2

Failed substances
As:4
Cd:1
Cr:1
Cu:2
Hg:2
Ni:3
Oil Hydrocarbons:1
Pb:2
Zn:3

Failed substances
Cd:10
Cr:10
Cu:14
Hg:11
Ni:19
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Pb:7
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):1
Zn:13

Achieved substances
As:4

Achieved substances
As:5

Achieved substances
As:5

Achieved substances
As:3

Achieved substances
As:23

Achieved substances
As:3
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Cd:3
Cr:6
Cu:6
Hg:4
Ni:3
Oil Hydrocarbons:7
Pb:6
Pentachlorobenzene
(PCB):5
Zn:5

Cd:6
Cr:4
Cu:5
Hg:5
Ni:4
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Pb:6
Pentachlorobenzene
(PCB):2
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):5
Zn:5

Cd:6
Cr:6
Cu:4
Hg:5
Ni:4
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Pb:6
Pentachlorobenzene
(PCB):5
Zn:5
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Cd:6
Cr:6
Cu:4
Hg:6
Ni:4
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Pb:5
Pentachlorobenzene
(PCB):5
Zn:5

Cd:5
Cr:4
Cu:4
Hg:6
Ni:4
Oil Hydrocarbons:5
Pb:7
Pentachlorobenzene
(PCB):1
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):4
Zn:5

Cd:6
Cr:6
Cu:5
Hg:5
Ni:4
Oil Hydrocarbons:6
Pb:5
Polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs):6
Zn:4

Cd:32
Cr:32
Cu:28
Hg:31
Ni:23
Oil Hydrocarbons:36
Pb:35
Pentachlorobenzene
(PCB):18
Polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs):6
Tributyltin compounds
(Tributyltin-cation):9
Zn:29
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Table 6. Example of annual variation reported by Lithuania for priority substances sampled in biota resulting in waterbody assessments NB: the last column ‘OOAO 2010-2015’ has been drawn by
the Secretariat based on the annual results delivered by Lithuania. The number indicated in brackets show the number of assessment units where the substance either achieved its good chemical
status threshold or failed to achieve the threshold.

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015
-

OOAO 2010-2015

Failed substances
Hg (M.baltica):1

Failed substances
-

Failed substances
Hg (M.baltica):1

Failed substances
Hg (C.harengus):1
Hg (G.morhua):1
Hg (P.flesus):1

Failed substances
Hg (C.harengus):1
Hg (P.flesus):1

Failed substances

Achieved substances
Hg (C.harengus):1
Hg (D.polymorpha):1

Achieved substances
HCB (D.polymorpha):1
Hg (D.polymorpha):1

Achieved substances
HCB (M.baltica):1
HCB (D.polymorpha):1
Hg (D.polymorpha):1

Achieved substances
HCB (C.harengus):1
HCB (G.morhua):1
HCB (P.flesus):1
HCB (M.baltica):1
HCB (D.polymorpha):1
Hg (M.baltica):1
Hg (D.polymorpha):1

Achieved substances
HCB (C.harengus):1
HCB (P.flesus):1
HCB (M.baltica):1
HCB (M.edulis):1
HCB (D.polymorpha):1
Hg (M.baltica):1
Hg (M.edulis):1
Hg (D.polymorpha):1

Achieved substances

Failed substances
Hg (C.harengus):2
Hg (G.morhua):1
Hg (M.baltica):1
Hg (P.flesus):2
Achieved substances
Hg (C.harengus):1
Hg (D.polymorpha):5
HCB (D.polymorpha):4
HCB (M.baltica):3
HCB (C.harengus):2
HCB (G.morhua):1
HCB (P.flesus):2
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