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Background  

An informal meeting of EN-HZ was held on 20 October 2021 to address any open issues related to indicators 
or threshold values emanating from the earlier discussion at State and Conservation 15-2021. This document 
includes the notes from the discussion at the informal meeting which was later reflected as proposals from 
the expert base in EN-HZ to HOD 61 as part of the post-State and Conservation 15-2021 update process. The 
Outcome of HOD 61-2021 regarding the indicators is covered by document 7-1. 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the notes of the informal EN-HZ meeting.  
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Indicator and threshold follow up post State and Conservation 15-2021 
 

An informal meeting of EN-HZ was held on 20 October 2021 to address any open issues related to 
indicators or threshold values emanating from the earlier discussion at State and Conservation 15-2021. 
The aims of the meeting, issues to be addressed, and provisional agenda used for the meeting are provided 
in Annex 1, below. 

 

The main document covers the discussion and ‘outcomes’ which will be reflected as proposals from the 
expert base in EN-HZ to HOD 61 as part of the post-State and Conservation 15-2021 update process. 

 

A list of participants is also provided as Annex 3. 

 

Copper 
C1. Poland introduced there national monitoring and data to provide a detailed explanation of the issue 
raised at State and Conservation 15-2021 (see Annex 2). 

C2. Poland proposed a possible solution could be to apply an assessment factor of 1.5, not 2, in the 
threshold value setting process which would result in a threshold value of 40 mg/kg (5% CORG). The 
proposed assessment factor change would address natural background concentrations as well as other 
uncertainties in the process. 

C3. Poland noted that their data reported to COMBINE currently supplies Loss on Ignition (LOI) data 
incorrectly defined under the CORG (organic carbon) category and that they will solve this as soon as 
possible.  

C4. Poland raised the question as to if CORG as a supporting parameter was widely available and if 
Aluminium (Al) could be applied as a proxy where required (noting that Al also used for other metals). 

C5. The Meeting discussed the need for threshold values to be able to define the boundary between good 
and poor status and how, when applying ecotoxicological evaluations, this may result in a fine boundary (a 
narrow band) between ecotoxicological potential and natural background conditions. It was also noted that 
such assessments are needed to help focus remediation/action effort. The original proposal by Chalmers 
University of Technology Chalmers was derived using the so-called Total Risk Approach, which was still 
supported by the meeting. The proposed threshold value by Chalmers, included an assessment factor of 3, 
to account for uncertainty of the derived value, which was justified based on the scarcity of ecotoxiological 
data, specifically for Baltic species.  The AF was later reduced to 2 based on uncertainties relating to natural 
background concentrations. It was also noted that for instances where local exceedance are suspected to 
be due to elevated natural background concentrations rather than anthropogenic pollution, this can be 
investigated further by measuring the local natural background concentration so that resources could be 
directed towards areas most affected by anthropogenic pollution. 

C6. It was noted that the proposal from Poland related to background concentrations from scientific studies 
in three different assessment units and not related to the achievement or failing of the proposed threshold 
value, as even with a higher threshold value many of these areas would be anticipated to be in poor status 
also. It was note that these data highlight the spatial and potentially sub-regional variation in natural 
background concentrations. 
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C7. It was note that recent provisional studies in Estonia also appear to reflect possible natural background 
concentrations in the range of 30-35 mg/kg. 

C8. It was noted that irrespective of the threshold values under discussion the majority of current samples 
would likely be above any of the proposed values. 

C9. It was noted that in OSPAR a BAC value of 27 mg/kg is applied and a US EPA ERL (effect range low) value 
of 34 mg/kg is used as threshold value for copper, indicative of a toxicity even very close to expected 
background levels (~20% higher than close to background is above QS). These are all closely aligned with 
the proposal for 30 mg/kg (5% CORG) in HELCOM. 

C10. National positions were discussed and several Contracting Parties were strongly in favour of 
maintaining the proposed 30 mg/kg (5% CORG) threshold value. 

C11. It was however noted that the issue of natural concentrations and variation, and a number of other 
factors are clearly in need of further work beyond HOLAS III. 

C12. The following solution to the identified issue is proposed to facilitate the application of the copper 
indicator (as a core indicator) for HOLAS III, and to reflect the need for ongoing work beyond HOLAS III. The 
text below represents the Expert-based input from EN-HZ and will be utilised in the update to HOD 61-2021 
process as it was agreed on by all participants at the meeting (section in italics). 

 

The current threshold value of 30 mg/kg (5% CORG) will be utilised for HOLAS III. In the indicator report the 
following issues will be clearly defined in the general text and also within relevant sections of the report 
(e.g. under section defining threshold values).  

1) The threshold value setting approach will be clearly documented, including the relevance of the 
ecotoxicological approach applied. 

2) The implications related to natural background concentrations will be clearly outlined. 
3) Any available information on natural background concentration in the region will be documented 

(table, map, descriptive) and referenced. 
4) It will be clearly stated that when approaching threshold values (i.e. concentrations are near the 

threshold value) local natural concentrations will need to be defined to evaluate if the target of near 
natural background of copper is met locally and whether further measures are appropriate. 

5) The links to and relevance of ongoing work on sediment cores would be acknowledged. 
6) The need for further work in the future (i.e. to improve areas of uncertainty), as with any 

scientifically based indicator, would be defined in the report, including aspect such as: a broader 
overview of natural background concentrations across the region, ecotoxicological studies on Baltic 
Sea species, and the development of a HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Guideline.  

On the basis of the above considerations the experts present concluded that this would be a suitable 
approach forward for HOLAS III. 

 

C13. The Meeting discussed the suitable application, and availability, of supporting parameters (i.e. CORG 
and Al). 

C14. The meeting noted that the application of CORG was relevant when defining the bioavailability 
component and thus highly relevant for the coper assessment as it forms part of the basis behind the 
ecotoxicological threshold value, whereas Al may correlated in general, but can be influenced by sediment 
specific factors and is usually used to consider grain size. 

C15. The meeting considered that CORG (and LOI) were generally widely reported with copper data. 
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C16. The meeting agreed that the following should be applied. Where CORG is available it should be applied 
and where LOI is reported it should be converted to CORG via standardised (and available) conversion 
factors (as applied in other indicators). Al should not be used as a conversion factor or proxy in this 
instance. 

C17. The meeting noted this aspect should be clearly defined in a future HELCOM Monitoring and 
Assessment Guideline. 

 

TBT 
T1. The issue of regional agreement on either the existing trialed threshold value of 1.6 μg /kg dw sediment 
(5% TOC) or the new proposal from Denmark (1.3 μg /kg dw sediment (5% TOC)) was discussed. 

T2. It was noted that Sweden has a preference for the existing value currently as they would prefer more 
time to review the calculations and documentation for the new proposal. 

T3. It was noted that Sweden has a national threshold value already in legislation (i.e. the current existing 
threshold value) and changing to the new value would represent the need for a national update process 
(and there could be conflicting values for a period). 

T4. It was noted that several Contracting Parties (FI and POL) are from an expert-based position in 
agreement with the application of either value, and that in practice SE and DK experts are of the same 
opinion. 

T5. It was noted that in practice the two threshold values are very closely aligned (which is seen as very 
positive), that the threshold values are also generally very close to analytical detection limits, and thus in 
the assessment itself it will likely be a case of any sample analysed that is above the detection limit will also 
represent a failed threshold value.  

T6. The meeting noted that the existing threshold value (1.6 μg /kg dw sediment (5% TOC)) currently has a 
study reservation from Denmark (thus why the indicator was only tested in HOLAS III and not included in 
CHASE) and that this would have to be maintained into HOLAS III as the national position is to favour the 
newly proposed threshold value of 1.3 μg /kg dw sediment (5% TOC). 

T7. The meeting welcomed the willingness of Sweden to accept the newly proposed value to ensure that 
the indicator could be applied as a full core indicator in HOLAS III. 

T8. The following text (italics section) is proposed to be used for the update to HOD 61: 

 

EN-HZ experts considered the issues and options related to the TBT threshold value. Noting the existing 
study reservation by Denmark on the current threshold value (and the expectation that this would be 
retained for HOLAS III), the close similarity of the existing and new threshold values, the updated scientific 
information behind the new proposal, and acknowledging the willingness of Sweden to accept the new 
threshold value proposal of 1.3 μg /kg dw sediment (5% TOC) despite the potential implications for national 
processes – the meeting agreed to support the newly proposed threshold value of 1.3 μg /kg dw sediment 
(5% TOC). 

 

Any other business and open issues 
A1. The meeting noted that Finland is completing national evaluation processes but does not expect any 
significant issues to arise. 
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A2. The meeting noted that Denmark retains study reservations on anthracene in sediments (and a number 
of other sediment threshold values) but that the implication of these study reservation is only related to 
their application/presentation in Danish waters. 

A3. The meeting discussed the Estonian study reservation related to PAH metabolites, noting that Estonia 
have no data on the topic and wish to clarify the expected coverage for HOLAS III (i.e. if few or several 
Contracting Parties assess this parameter). It was clarified that several Contracting Parties are expected to 
have data related to PAH metabolites for HOLAS III (at least Germany, Sweden, Poland and Denmark) and 
that the metabolites aspect would only be utilised in the integrated biological effects section (i.e. not 
CHASE). The metabolites parameter would be evaluated via MIME, reflected in the descriptive results 
section of the current indicator (PAHs and their metabolites), not included in the overall summary, not 
included in the CHASE integrated assessment on contaminant concentrations, and be included under the 
integrated assessment of biological effects (I-BEC). 

 

 

 

Annex 1: Preparatory work and agenda for the meeting. 
 

This is to confirm that there will be a need for a follow up meeting related to indicators and threshold 
values as a few issues came up at S&C 15-2021, as agreed at EN-HZ 16-2021 (Outcomes paragraphs 8.1-
8.3). In the invitation here I have set this as a 3 hour meeting, but it may be considerably shorter in reality. 

 

While the issues were often raised by one or a few CPs it would be valuable if we can meet with as many 
participants as possible from across the region so that any conclusions/progress can be reflected, where 
possible, as a uniform proposal from the expert level when updating S&C and HOD on these issues. 

 

It is proposed that the meeting will not have its own meeting site etc as this is a very specific and solutions 
based discussion. However, should participants wish to give presentations that is welcomed. In addition, 
the Secretariat will take notes of the discussion and share these for commenting after the meeting. The 
final notes and any presentations from this meeting will be provided as a document to the next full meeting 
of EN-HZ (also shown below as EG HAZ). 

 

Agenda for meeting. 

The following key issues need to be discussed (note extracts from the latest draft of the S&C 15-2021 
outcomes are included here, and the final version will be available shortly here): 

1) The Copper indicator threshold value 
a. From draft S&C outcomes: The Meeting noted a study reservation by Poland and Germany 

on the proposed threshold value, noting that Germany needed more time to complete 
national consultation processes. The Meeting noted the suggestion by Poland to replace 
proposed EQS 30 milligrams/kg with 40 milligrams/kg to reflect higher natural background 
concentrations. The Meeting invited Poland to be in direct contact with the Secretariat and 
EG HAZ experts involved in the indicator development at their upcoming meeting (20 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN-HZ%2016-2021-942/MeetingDocuments/EN-HZ%2016-2021%20Outcomes.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN-HZ%2016-2021-942/MeetingDocuments/EN-HZ%2016-2021%20Outcomes.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%2015-2021-843/default.aspx
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October 2021) and invited Germany and Poland to clarify their respective positions by in 
advance of HOD 61-2021. 

b. Poland will present information related to their position.  
c. Any additional information or discussion related to German position – if needed. 
d. Below in blue text is an overview of information on the current state of play from the leads 

to support discussions. 
e. Discussions to agree on a way forward to update S&C and HOD processes with the regional 

position from experts. 
2) The threshold value for TBT 

a. From draft S&C outcomes: The Meeting noted that Poland will need more time to consider 
the new threshold value and that Finland would need additional time for national 
consultation. The Meeting further noted that Sweden would prefer retaining the previously 
approved threshold value and placed a study reservation on the proposed threshold value.  

b. From draft S&C outcomes: The Meeting invited Poland, Finland, and Sweden to, if possible, 
clarify their position by the upcoming EG HAZ meeting (20 October 2021), thus enabling EG 
HAZ to incorporate any needed amendments in the planning of further work. 

c. Discussion related to finding a regional expert supported solution. 

3) Other issues 
a. Any other issues that need to be raised here (any CP have know issues for which further 

discussion can help)? 

b. Any issues Finland wishes to raise – on any HZ issue? From draft S&C outcomes: The Meeting 
noted that Finland had not finalised national consultation processes and would provide 
further comments, if needed, on all hazardous substances documents presented to the 
meeting. The Meeting invited Finland to clarify their position by 1 November 2021. 

c. Any issues Estonia wis to raise on PAHs and their metabolites at this stage? From draft S&C 
outcomes: The Meeting noted a study reservation by Estonia, as more time is needed to 
finalise national consultation processes, and the aim for it to be lifted prior to HOD 61-2021 
and noted that Denmark has a study reservation on the application of one threshold value 
for anthracene in sediment in their national waters.  

 

Additional information on current Cu state of play from leads: 

Chalmers concluded that the so-called Added Risk Approach is not a scientifically justified method for EQS 
derivation and hence instead used the so-called Total Risk Approach in the derivation of a Cu sediment 
threshold value. This means that natural background is not included in the derivation step. The derived 
value by Chalmers, taking into account all relevant toxicological data, was 60 mg/kg (5%CORG). Sweden 
fully supported the derivation methodology. 
  
Then the next step was to agree on the assessment factor, which aims to handle the uncertainty of the 
derived value. Chalmers proposed an assessment factor of 3 (i.e. a final threshold value of 20mg/kg, 
5%CORG) referring to the scarcity of data, specifically on Baltic Sea species. Sweden agreed with Chalmers 
that the assessment factor should be at least 2, and that there are uncertainties related to e.g. Baltic Sea 
conditions that might warrant an even higher assessment factor. However, we reasoned that the proposed 
value seems to be close to what is currently known about natural background concentrations in pre-
industrial sediment layers. We referred to a study providing data from 3 individual sites. We reason that in 
order to balance between handling the uncertainty of the toxicologically relevant value an handling the risk 
of an overly large number of areas failing the threshold value because of natural conditions, a slightly less 
conservative assessment factor of 2 could be considered (i.e. a final threshold value of 30mg/kg). However, 
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we still agree with Chalmers that the assessment factor should be at least 2, and hence we can not support 
a threshold value higher than 30 mg/kg (5% CORG). 
  
With this said, it is important to remember that local exceedance suspected to be due to elevated natural 
background concentrations rather than anthropogenic pollution, can still be taken into account by 
measuring the local natural background concentration and using that as a local threshold value instead of 
the common HELCOM threshold value. This, so that resources could be focused on remediating areas most 
affected by anthropogenic pollution. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Annex 2: Presentation on copper - Poland 
The powerpoint presented (attached on) at the meeting is presented below annex 3. 

 

Annex 3: List of participants 
Country Name Contact 
Denmark Martin M. Larsen mml@bios.au.dk 
Estonia Margus Korsjukov margus.korsjukov@envir.ee 

Kai Künnis-Beres kai.kunnis-beres@taltech.ee 
Mailis Laht mailis.laht@klab.ee 

Finland Emmi Vähä Vähä Emmi <Emmi.Vaha@syke.fi> 
Latvia Natalija Suhareva natalija.suhareva@lhei.lv 
 Juris Aigars Juris Aigars <juris.aigars@lhei.lv> 
Poland Tamara Zalewska tamara.zalewska@imgw.pl 
 Magdalena Kamińska Magdalena Kaminska <m.kaminska@gios.gov.pl> 
Sweden Elisabeth Nyberg Elisabeth.Nyberg@Naturvardsverket.se 

Kerstin Varenius kerstin.varenius@havochvatten.se 
Anne Sørensen anne.soerensen@nrm.se 
Brita Sundelin brita.sundelin@aces.su.se 
Elena Gorokhova Elena.Gorokhova@aces.su.se 
Linda Pjons linda.pjons@naturvardsverket.se 

HELCOM 
Secretariat  

Owen Rowe Owen.rowe@helcom.fi 
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