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Background 
The document contains a progress update based on the 2019 EU Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive (MSFD) D8/D9 workshop in Vigo. The information has relevance for aspects of ongoing 
work within EN-HZ and for those HELCOM Contracting Parties that are also EU Member States and 
may attend the upcoming EU MSFD D8/D) Workshop in Nantes (29-30 April 2020). The Agenda for 
this workshop will be distributed shortly and shared with EN-HZ. 
 
It is hoped that sharing such material offers the opportunity to increase alignment between 
relevant ongoing processes where ever possible (e.g. HELCOM, OSPAR, EU MSFD, EU WFD, ICES, 
JPI). With this in mind, some key consideration could include: integrated assessments of 
contaminants and their effects, the needs for improved monitoring/sampling/assessment, 
improved implementation, and the effects of pollution upon biodiversity, in particular with the 
view to implementing the ecosystem-based approach. 
 
Comments and discussion can be transferred back to the EU contact points preparing for the 
workshop or via participants from the HELCOM region. 
 
Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information provided and utilize as required. 
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Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) 

Common Implementation Strategy 

22nd meeting of the Working Group on Good Environmental Status (WG GES) 

 
Conference Centre Albert Borschette, Rue Froissart 36, 1040 Brussels 

19 September 2019, 9:30-17:30 (Room 5/B) 

20 September 2019, 9:30- 13:00 (Room 5/B) 

 

Agenda Item: 4VII 

Document: GES_22-2019-08 

Title: MSFD D8 + D9 Progress update 

Prepared by: Joint Research Centre (JRC) 

Date prepared: 29-08-2019 

Background: 

The MSFD Contaminants Workshop was held at the Spanish Oceanographic 
Institute in Vigo on 14-15 May of 2019 to support D8+D9 implementation. This 
document summarizes the main outcomes and outlines the issues for 
consideration as well as presents the proposed way forward and agreed key 
follow-up actions for the MSFD Expert Network on Contaminants, coordinated 
by JRC.  

 
 

WG GES is invited to: 
 

a) Take note of the main outcomes of the MSFD Contaminants D8+D9 Workshop of May 2019; 
b) Take note of the proposed way forward and agreed follow-up actions, as well as of future needs;  
c) Note that this work will contribute to the requirements of COM DEC 2017/848/EU. 
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MSFD Expert Network on Contaminants  

D8 + D9 implementation support - Progress and next steps 

 

Background 

Following identification of topics and discussion needs, a workshop of the MSFD Expert Network on 
Contaminants was proposed and accepted by WG GES1 in order to support progress of D8+D9 
implementation. The MSFD Contaminants D8+D9 Workshop was held at the Spanish Oceanographic 
Institute in Vigo on 14-15 May of 2019. This workshop brought EU MS expert delegates on marine 
contaminants, Regional Sea Convention Experts and other important players in marine contaminant 
assessments (like EEA, EMODNET, JPI Oceans, NORMAN). Main aim was to help solve a number of 
previously identified technical questions2 with regard to the different MSFD criteria. An EU survey of 31 
questions covering a range of relevant topics for D8 and D9 was sent to the experts prior to the workshop 
in order to collect information to support the discussions.  

Overall, the outcomes of the workshop are expected to assist MS for more harmonized MSFD contaminant 
assessments and facilitated reporting, but also to start work in relation to relevant cross-descriptor issues. 
Furthermore, the discussions and planned further work are intended to help paving the way towards the 
future of marine contaminant monitoring, in close collaboration with the different players at international 
scale, and especially with a focus on the open/deep sea. 

The basic principle of complementarity with the WFD was confirmed, i.e. MSFD is covering EU waters and 
issues that are not covered by WFD. 

This document summarizes the main outcomes of the Expert Workshop and outlines the issues for 
consideration, including results gathered through the mentioned questionnaire. The proposed way forward 
and agreed list of key follow-up actions with timelines are also presented at the end of the document. In 
order to move towards agreed solutions for the identified problems, the different topics are being tackled 
by individual discussion documents which provide background information, the state of discussions and 
which enable MS experts to contribute and to develop the document in a collaborative way.  

Main open issues of relevance to MSFD D8 implementation 

Concentrations of contaminants – MSFD D8C1   

Potential exclusion of certain WFD Priority Substances (PS) from MSFD assessments 

According to the MSFD Com. Dec. (EU) 2017/848, MS have to consider for MSFD D8C1 assessments the 
WFD PS and River Basin Specific Pollutants (RBSP) within coastal and territorial waters and also beyond 
territorial waters if these still may give rise to pollution effects. Some WFD PS might not be relevant for the 
marine environment and, consequently, should not be necessarily assessed for MSFD purposes, in order to 

                                                 
1 GES_20-2018-02_Follow up JRC work + WG GES 20 Final minutes 
2 Tornero, V., Hanke, G., and the MSFD Expert Network on Contaminants, Marine chemical contaminants – support to the harmonization of MSFD 
D8 methodological standards: Matrices and threshold values/reference levels for relevant substances. EUR 29570 EN, Publications Office of the 
European Union, Luxembourg, 2019, ISBN 978-92-79-98395-5, doi:10.2760/052740, JRC114795 

Contact information: 
Author: Victoria Tornero, Georg Hanke  
Marine Pollution contact: Georg Hanke (georg.hanke@ec.europa.eu), Victoria Tornero 
(victoria.tornero@ec.europa.eu) 
JRC Directorate D2, Water and Marine Resources 

 

mailto:georg.hanke@ec.europa.eu
mailto:georg.hanke@ec.europa.eu
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save monitoring resources. However, there is not yet a harmonized approach for considering WFD 
substances for MSFD assessments.   

The main reasons provided by experts behind the consideration or not of WFD PS for the current MSFD 
reporting cycle include: 

- Availability of long-term monitoring data 
- Contaminants included in RSC lists of chemicals 
- Availability of threshold values in biota and sediment  
- Information already available from WFD, without a new data evaluation 
- Substances with bad status in the remit of the WFD   
- Substances regularly monitored in rivers and found at very low concentrations  

Regarding the spatial coverage of the monitoring used for D8 assessments, very few PS are being 
considered beyond territorial waters and by very few MS: 

 
Fig.1. Number of MS considering WFD PS within coastal/territorial waters and beyond territorial waters in the 2018 MSFD D8 
assessment 

It is agreed that WFD substances might be excluded only if there is clear evidence that there is not harm to 
the marine environment. Main criteria to consider are the physicochemical properties of the substance 
(volatility, persistence, toxicity…), monitoring evidence, significance of potential sources/emissions, and 
fate and right matrix for assessment in the marine environment. 

 

Application of existing WFD EQSbiota in marine waters in line with the MSFD Commission Decision 

The MSFD Com. Dec. requests that for the contaminants already identified under the WFD, the threshold 
values should be the values set in accordance with that Directive. However, as shown in the JRC report on 

Conclusions: 

MS experts agreed that guidance on potential exclusion criteria is needed on a case by case basis and 
should focus on the area not covered by the WFD. 

JRC will start the process, prepare a dedicated discussion document, including a substance list and 
will be in this actively supported by the MSFD Expert Network on Contaminants. 

As a result, a (shorter) list of WFD substances that are also a priority beyond territorial waters might 
be proposed.  
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methodological standards, the WFD EQS are not always considered and used by MS, and instead other 
assessment criteria agreed regionally or set at national level are sometimes applied. This can lead to mixed 
messages and difficulties in MSFD D8 implementation and MS have already highlighted the need for 
consistency across WFD/MSFD/RSC assessments. 

The divergence in assessment approaches has been found to be particularly evident for the EU-wide EQS 
set in biota for some PS. EQSbiota are based on human health protection (hh) or on secondary poisoning (sp) 
for protection of top predators, and these two standards are very often different. For instance, for PBDEs, 
the EQShh is the limit chosen as final EQS, which is much lower than the EQSsp, but it is not adopted by the 
European Food Safety Agency (EFSA). For dioxins, also the EQShh is chosen, although it is higher than the 
EQSsp. This EQShh is the same as the one set under the Food regulation, so its derivation process differs 
from that of other priority substances. The use of EQShh for environmental assessments can be 
problematic. Safe thresholds for human health are based on mean food intake estimations, which are very 
much different between humans and marine mammals.  

Moreover, the assessment methodology is also particularly relevant. According to the WFD guidance 323, 
the application of an EQSbiota requires a stepwise process: the concentration has to be normalised to 
specified lipid or dry weight %, and then adjusted according to trophic level (TL) and trophic magnification 
factor (TMF) before being compared to the EQS. MS have concerns regarding the use of TL and TMF 
adjustments. For instance, TL 4 is not relevant for shellfish and when there are different TFM for different 
congeners, it is no clear which one to choose.  

The matrix type and tissue to be used for biota monitoring is not specified by the WFD and, as showed in 
the figures 2 and 3, there is also no consistent picture across EU. While most MS are using the filet, also the 
whole fish and liver are being used, depending on the substances. For D8 (with the goal of protecting 
wildlife, including secondary poisoning), the liver can provide the highest concentrations (i.e. preferred 
matrix), but sample size (i.e. availability of material) is sometimes hindering. Likewise, the "whole fish" is 
often used for practical reasons in sampling and sample preparation for small fish.   

Moreover, TL and TMF adjustments have not been carried out by any MS. Nevertheless, it is important to 
highlight that TL correction is not required for shellfish.  

 
Fig.2. Matrix type used for MSFD biota assessments of WFD PS for which an EQSbiota has been set 

                                                 
3 Guidance Document No. 32 on Biota Monitoring (the Implementation of EQSbiota) under the Water Framework Directive 
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Fig.3. Fish tissue used for the assessment of WFD PS for which an EQSbiota has been set 

 

Assessments of WFD PS in a matrix for which no EQS has been set 

According to the Com. Dec., for contaminants for which no EQS is set under the WFD, the threshold value 
for a specified matrix should be established through regional or subregional cooperation. As shown in the 
JRC report on methodological standards, several PS (e.g. cadmium, lead, anthracene and fluoranthene) are 
frequently monitored in a matrix for which a WFD EQS is not available. In some cases, this lack of 
thresholds leads to the non-consideration of available data for MSFD assessments. There are some national 
standards, but they can be very different from one country to another. Discussions on threshold derivation, 
e.g. for cadmium and lead in biota and/or sediments, have been continuing for some considerable time 
within RSCs like OSPAR, although so far no conclusions have been reached. 

Conclusions: 

Available WFD EQS shall be used for MSFD assessment of PS, as indicated in the Com. Dec and to 
ensure consistency in the assessments across EU. However, MS experts noted that there are some 
concerns with regard to their applicability to the marine environment. The main issues that are being 
discussed under MSFD, and also within RSCs, are related to the EQSbiota-hh and the protection of 
marine mammals. 

Messages from the marine experts have to be brought into the WFD Working Group Chemicals, which 
is the primary forum for discussions on EQS. For human health related issues, the communication 
with DG SANTE (EFSA) is also strongly advised. 

Moreover, it is necessary to understand which marine data would be needed for EQS derivation and 
which data are available and/or have been actually used. This could have an impact on the final EQS 
as it might be necessary to propose the review of existing thresholds or develop new guidance 
from/consistent with WFD. 

JRC, through a dedicated discussion document, with contributions from the MSFD Expert Network on 
Contaminants, will complete the overview table with information on MS practices (species/tissue 
used, data adjustment to trophic level, trophic magnification factor…) in order to understand how to 
use the EQSbiota for consistent assessments. If inconsistencies are significant, the need for guidance on 
biota contaminant monitoring for MSFD might be proposed. 
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Grouping of substances for consistency in the reporting 

The unambiguous identification and reporting of chemical substances is a fundamental necessity for the 
implementation of D8+D9. According to the MSFD Commission Decision (EU) 2017/848, contaminants refer 
to single substances or groups of substances. There are some issues of non-comparability which need to be 
solved. 
 
The grouping of substances can then refer to two different issues: 

• Substance group parameters reported as sum of concentrations (congeners, isomers, etc.) 
• Presentation of results across substances/substance groups (metals, organochlorine pesticides, 

radionuclides, etc.). 
 

 

Identification of additional contaminants 

According to the Com. Dec., MS shall establish, through regional or subregional cooperation, a list of 
additional contaminants that may give rise to pollution effects.  

MS experts discussed the reasons behind the selection of the contaminants reported for the latest D8 
assessment and the potential factors that influenced or restricted the process. MSFD contaminant 
assessments are currently much based on WFD implementation. As shown in the JRC report on 
methodological standards, contaminants considered by MS are primarily the substances included under 
WFD as well as those agreed within RSCs, namely OSPAR and HELCOM. Again, the need for harmonization 
between MSFD/WFD and RSCs, particularly for those MS belonging to two different marine regions, was 
highlighted. Some additional substances like some metals and perfluorinated compounds are specific 
contaminants in national regulations and then also reported for MSFD purposes. The availability of 
threshold values is also a key determining factor. As said before, some available monitoring data in 
sediment and/or biota have not been reported due to the lack of standards at EU, regional or national level. 
MS agreed that information on additional contaminants from pilot studies or research projects could be 
also probably included in the MSFD assessment, provided that common assessment criteria are available. 
The lack of resources and analytical/methodological challenges were also indicated as restricting factors in 
some MS. 

RSCs presented the ongoing processes for the review and/or update of their lists of priority chemicals. In 
OSPAR, discussions are focused on the de-selection and re-organization of contaminants within and 

Conclusions: 

New threshold values, considering additional matrices and marine specific data, are needed. Although 
it is still necessary to clarify under which framework and how to handle this issue, MS experts agreed 
that this should be an EU-level process, to avoid different standards in different MS and allow 
coordination. 

JRC will start a consultation with WFD Chemicals group in order to discuss the potential way forward. 

 

Conclusions: 

A jointly developed discussion document will provide guidance on the grouping of substances in 
monitoring, reporting and for result presentation purposes.   

Please, see accompanying document GES_22-2019-10 “draft Discussion paper on grouping of 
substances”. 
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between the lists, but there is no proposal of new substances. In HELCOM, the process for updating the list 
depends on the pollution load compilation done periodically. Discussions are ongoing regarding several 
substances, including those of the WFD Watch List. In the Barcelona Convention, the contaminant 
indicators were recently reviewed, considering EU, OSPAR and HELCOM lists, and the recommended 
contaminants are or not regularly monitored depending on the technical capabilities of the country. It is 
possible that mandatory monitoring of more contaminants from international lists will be added in future. 
In the Black Sea, the monitoring program is quite recent (2017-2022), but the list of substances is rather 
limited. Additional information, including numerous substances is available through the EMBLAS II4 project. 

The NORMAN5 prioritization framework for emerging substances was also presented and discussed during 
the workshop. Overall, this approach aims at proposing a list of substances that are more frequent in and 
represent a higher risk to the (marine) environment.  

Moreover, the list of contaminants potentially released from sea-based sources compiled by JRC (Tornero 
and Hanke, 2016)6,7 may also provide support for selecting marine-relevant contaminants.  

 

The health of species and condition of habitats – MSFD D8C2 

The Com. Dec. defines D8C2 as a secondary criterion. According to the replies to the questionnaire, 10 MS 
have reported D8C2 in the current MSFD reporting cycle, while 4 MS have not considered this criterion 
(although two of them plan to do so in the next MSFD cycle). 

MS shall establish the list of adverse effects and their threshold values through regional or subregional 
cooperation. As seen in the figure 4, with the exception of imposex, there is a high variability in the 
methods considered by MS. Most MS have specific monitoring programs for biological effects and expect to 

                                                 
4 http://emblasproject.org/ 
5 https://www.norman-network.net/ 
6 Tornero, V., Hanke, G. 2016. Chemical contaminants entering the marine environment from sea-based sources: a review with a focus on European 
seas. Marine Pollution Bulletin 112, 17-38 
7 Tornero, V., Hanke, G. Identification of marine chemical contaminants released from sea-based sources: A review focusing on regulatory aspects. 
EUR 28039. Luxembourg (Luxembourg): Publications Office of the European Union; 2016. JRC102452 

Conclusions: 

A list of contaminants of MSFD relevance, beyond WFD, could be established, based on WFD and 
current coordinated regional monitoring, but also taking into account additional information. The 
criteria followed for the potential de-selection of contaminants could be considered also for the 
selection of new ones. These two issues could be, therefore, jointly developed.  

Although the substances can be selected on a (sub)regional basis, the level of protection reached 
should be similar in all different areas. Therefore, MS experts agreed that a common way to identify 
the relevant contaminants is needed and discussions on the best approach should take place at EU 
level.  

JRC, through a dedicated discussion document with contributions from the MSFD Expert Network on 
Contaminants, will work towards a harmonized approach to select marine-relevant contaminants.  
The proposed practical steps to contribute to the process are: 

1) To compile the list of substances for which monitoring data are available in the different MS 
(and perhaps not yet reported for MSFD) in order to have an overview of the contaminants 
that are currently more frequently considered across Europe. 

2) To consider potential sea-based sources of contaminants and explore available 
methodologies (e.g. NORMAN) and set an approach for new and emerging contaminants in 
order to derive a process that can be then applied in different EU (sub)regions.  
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use the same methods in the next MSFD reporting cycle, although OSPAR and HELCOM countries might 
also add others if agreed regionally. 

 
Fig.4. Biological methods considered by MS for D8C2 in the current MSFD reporting cycle (only included those effects reported by at 
least 2 MS) 

Recently, the WG Chemicals has produced the report “Proposal for effect based monitoring and assessment 
in the WFD. Report to the WG Chemicals on the outcome of the work performed in the subgroup on effect-
based methods (EBMs). Mandate 2016-2018” (not yet published), with the aim to examine and further 
document the possible implementation of EBM for monitoring and assessment in the WFD context, 
alongside traditional chemical analysis, bearing in mind their possible application under the MSFD. Marine 
experts have discussed this document and acknowledged it is a very good and useful work. They agreed 
that the list of potential biological methods is very long (50-60), so recommendations on which ones to 
select and guidelines on how to apply them are needed. 

Furthermore, there is need to provide agreed methodologies for threshold setting and assessment 
methods for biological effects. 

So far, no MS has linked D8C2 assessments to biodiversity assessments. However, there are ongoing 
discussions in this regard within OSPAR and HELCOM. One proposal for future work could be to measure 
bioaccumulation and biomarkers on sensitive and opportunistic species, concurrently with the studies of 
their community structure that is carried out within descriptor 1.  

The application of biological effect methods in integrated assessments and the QA/QC for compliance 
checking are challenges. 

 
 

 

Conclusions: 

A common set of biological effects that can be agreed at (sub)regional level, along with guidance for 
its application in integrated assessments  is needed. Marine experts will exchange information in 
order to agree on implementation of D8C2 monitoring. 

JRC, through a dedicated discussion document with contributions from the MSFD Expert Network on 
Contaminants, will help compiling current MS practices by completing the overview table with 
information on the biological methods used by MS. 

MS experts will also assess the suitability of the new WFD EBM report for MSFD purposes. 
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Acute pollution events – MSFD D8C3 

Criteria for considering “significant acute pollution event” 

While oil (and other) spill prevention and emergency response are being dealt with in dedicated 
frameworks, the occurrence of spills in the environment is an integral part of marine environmental 
assessments. Currently, there are no agreed reporting and assessment schemes under MSFD. Compatibility 
with existing spill reporting schemes is essential in order to ensure resource efficiency. 

The primary demands for harmonisation under MSFD are: 

• To propose criteria to determine which pollution events should be considered for GES assessments 
under MSFD, including guidance on how to assess the reporting level. 

• To clarify how spill data are collected and how reporting to dedicated frameworks could be better used 
for MSFD purposes. 
 

 

Monitoring and assessment of contaminants in fish and other seafood - D9 

MSFD D9 provides for the recognition of chemical contamination of seafood with relevance for human 
health deriving from EU seas. Apparently, the implementation of D9 is still hindered by a number of factors. 
These include: 

• Difficulties in tracing the geographic origin of seafood 
• Limited information exchange between food safety and environmental administrations 
• Clarification needs on additional contaminants and threshold setting 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Conclusions: 

A jointly developed discussion document will provide guidance, taking into account existing reporting 
schemes and consultation with the relevant institutions (as e.g. EMSA, International Agreements and 
Regional bodies).  

Please, see accompanying document GES_22-2019-09 “draft Discussion paper on acute pollution 
events”. 

 

Conclusions: 

A jointly developed discussion document will provide background, open issues and pathways to 
solutions by compiling current approaches, identification of critical issues and facilitating the 
discussion with the relevant stakeholders. 

Please, see accompanying document GES_22-2019-11 “draft Discussion paper on D9”. 
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MSFD 2020 monitoring programmes reporting  

By 15th October 2020, MS are required to report to the European Commission on updates of their reports 
for article 11(1) of the MSFD related to monitoring programmes. The approach to be used for the 
preparation of the reporting schemas and tools for this reporting exercise is currently under development8. 
EEA participated in the contaminant workshop and presented the proposed reporting requirements for 
Article 11. MS experts discussed and provided feedback on the contaminant codelists and the needs for 
alignment between MSFD/WFD/RSC in order to facilitate the reporting process. 

 

Contaminants and litter  

Discussions on consideration of chemical substances between descriptors 8 and 10 (solid chemicals, plastic 
additives…) have been initiated within both the MSFD Expert network on Contaminant and the TG Marine 
Litter. So far, solid chemical substances (tar, paraffin, ammunition, etc.) have not been considered by any 
MS under MSFD D8 assessments. Sometimes these substances are considered under D10, but if they 
represent a chemical risk, they should also be reported under D8. Agreement on approaches to do this are 
needed in order to provide comparable assessments. Likewise currently potential risks by chemical 
additives are being discussed in the litter community and in the public. MS experts agreed to provide 
feedback on practical MSFD implications regarding D8-D10 links. TG Litter agreed to include solid chemicals 
in the Joint Litter Category List, acknowledging though that while litter monitoring can flag the occurrence 
of such material, quantitative assessments need to be provided by dedicated chemical analytical 
methodologies. 

 

Complementarity of MSFD and WFD 

Continued information exchange and facilitating of national and RSC contacts between freshwater and 
marine experts in order to avoid overlap, double work and a seamless link of assessments in coastal areas.  

 

                                                 
8 DIKE_20-2019-04_MSFD2020ReportingGuidance_Art11.doc 

Conclusions: 

MS experts to provide input to EEA and DIKE group for set-up of efficient reporting of MSFD 
monitoring programmes. 

Conclusions: 

There is need for: 

Cross-descriptor discussion on chemical litter. 

Agreed reporting and assessments strategies. 

Consideration of relevant plastic additives in chemical assessments. 

Conclusions: 

Continued exchange with WFD WG Chemicals. 

JRC planning to attend next WFD Chemicals meeting and report on marine issues. 
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Guidance for MSFD D8+D9 implementation 

The consideration of the various technical topics and the analysis of current shortcomings in contaminant 
assessments under the MSFD show that, due to the challenges identified after the first MSFD 
implementation cycle, the different elements of support work for MSFD should be collated into an agreed 
guidance on the implementation completion, especially for the areas that have not been covered 
sufficiently. This is in particular relevant for most of the open and deep sea areas. 

 

Towards the future of marine contaminant monitoring 

Elements for the future implementation support to MSFD include specific technical issues that have been 
identified and are being tackled, but also strategic developments that will enable to develop marine 
contaminants assessments through the future MSFD cycles. As new technologies and approaches are 
available, it is important that early harmonization is supported and that new approaches become available 
across Europe. This should be supported by information exchange and by large scale collaborative projects. 

Maintaining a close link between science and policy is crucial, as national and EU funded projects should 
contribute to a science-based development of the MSFD implementation. Research based projects can 
provide efficient application of new approaches and thus results for overview assessments. This is 
regarding e.g.  

• integrated assessments  
• linking contamination with ecosystem health 
• the consideration of large substance numbers through new technologies  
• inclusion of the open and deep sea into assessments 
• hot spot and priority area assessments 

and overall, the focus of resources on the identification of critical issues that allow an efficient 
implementation of measures. 

 

 

Conclusions: 

The developed technical solutions and agreed approaches might be collated into an MSFD D8+D9 
guidance that enables an efficient MSFD implementation in the future policy cycles.  

 

Conclusions: 

Further work is needed to improve and develop monitoring of marine contaminants, particularly with 
regard to: 

Links between research community and policy implementation. 

Horizon scanning for new methodologies. 

Early harmonized implementation. 

Large scale collaborative projects/campaigns that can facilitate the uptake of new approaches. 
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Table 1. Proposed follow-up actions arising from the MSFD Contaminants D8+D9 Workshop, Vigo, May 2019 

DESCRIPTOR 8 Objective Steps and actions Timeline 
(approx.) 

CONCENTRATIONS OF 
CONTAMINANTS – MSFD D8C1   

   

Potential exclusion of certain WFD PS 
from MSFD assessments 

To provide guidance on criteria and 
recommendations to potentially exclude 
PS in a case by case basis in areas beyond 
the WFD spatial coverage  

JRC: to start the process and 
provide initial proposal to experts 

September 
2019  
 

MS Experts: to provide inputs  October 
2019 

All: Finalization of guidance December 
2019 

Application of existing EQSbiota in 
marine waters in line with the MSFD 
Commission Decision 

To work towards consistency across 
WFD/MSFD/RSC assessments. It might be 
necessary to propose the review of 
existing thresholds or develop new 
guidance from/consistent with WFD 

JRC: to provide an overview table 
with available information on MS 
practices (species/tissue used, data 
adjustment to trophic level, trophic 
magnification factor…) 

September 
2019  
 

JRC: to continue interaction with 
RSCs and to enhance 
communication with WFD and DG 
SANTE (EFSA) 

Ongoing 

All: to collate and communicate the 
message from marine experts 
regarding the use of marine 
ecotoxicological data for EQS 
derivation 

WFD WG 
Chemicals 
meeting, 
October 
2019 

Assessments of WFD PS in a matrix 
for which no EQS has been set 

To propose an EU-level consultation 
process for derivation of additional 
threshold values for the marine 
environment 
 

All: to discuss and agree for which 
WFD PS, and for which matrix, 
additional threshold values would 
be necessary 

Future work 

All: to consider the NORMAN 
approach (calculation of PNECmarine) 

Continuous 

MSFD Contaminants Workshop – Follow-up 

- A list of proposed follow-up key actions (with estimated timelines) agreed with MS experts is presented 
below. 

- A discussion paper for each D8/D9 priority issue, compiling the relevant information as agreed and detailed 
in the table of follow-up actions, is to be prepared by JRC and circulated to experts for comments and 
updating information.  

- Three discussion papers have been already prepared and sent to experts (and included in the list of 
documents of this GES meeting): 

o Draft discussion paper on significant acute pollution events – MSFD D8C3 and D8C4  
o Draft discussion paper on grouping of substances 
o Draft discussion paper on approaches to implement MSFD D9 

- Other discussion papers are in preparation and will be circulated to experts according to the estimated 
timeline proposed in the table of actions. 

- The JRC along with the MSFD Expert Network on Contaminants will work together to finalize these papers 
over the forthcoming weeks and months. 

A follow-up workshop is proposed for the first half of 2020 (place and date to be decided) to discuss the 
outcomes and provide a common position on the open issues. In addition, ongoing discussions and 
planned workshop will help to get a joint understanding of future needs and options for marine 
contaminant monitoring in view of marine policy development, including needs for the consideration of 
open/deep sea for MSFD assessments.   
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Grouping of substances for 
consistency in the reporting 

To agree on the grouping of substances 
at EU-level 

MS Experts: to send information to 
JRC on how the substances have 
been grouped for 2018 MSFD 
reporting 

July 2019 

Identification of additional 
contaminants 

To agree on the approach for establishing 
a list of marine-relevant contaminants   

MS Experts: to send the list of 
substances for which there are 
monitoring data (or other available 
information e.g. from research 
projects) in the particular MS, but 
that have not been used for MSFD 
reporting  

August 2019  
 

All: to discuss the best practices to 
identify new and emerging 
contaminants  

Future work 

JRC: to keep close interactions with 
RSCs for harmonized approaches  

Continuous 

THE HEALTH OF SPECIES AND THE 
CONDITION OF HABITATS – MSFD 
D8C2 

   

State of the art in MS and RSCs To develop an EU-wide understanding of 
the use of D8C2 

JRC: to provide an overview table 
with available information on MS 
practices (methods used, origin of 
data, data interpretation…) 

September 
2019  
 

Report on Effect-Based Monitoring 
and Assessment in the WFD   

To assess the possible application of the 
new WFD report for MSFD purposes and 
provide advice on further needs 

MS Experts: to provide feedback on 
the WFD report from a marine 
perspective  

August 2019  
 

    
JPI Oceans knowledge hub 
“Integrated assessment of effects of 
new pollutants"  

To provide support to the JPI Hub by 
providing policy development and 
implementation needs from MSFD side in 
order to work towards future integrated 
(concentration and effect based) 
assessments 

MS Experts: to provide inputs to the 
JPI Oceans Hub  
JRC: to compile inputs and 
communicate at upcoming JPI 
expert meeting 
MS Experts: to consider joining the 
initiative 

15 June 2019 
 
19-20 June 
2019 

SIGNIFICANT ACUTE POLLUTION 
EVENTS –MSFD D8C3 

   

Criteria for considering “significant 
acute pollution event” 

To support the developing of an EU-wide 
understanding of what a “significant“ 
acute pollution event is 

JRC: to compile an overview table 
with the criteria considered by MS 
(volume of the spill, area affected, 
distance to the coast...)  

July 2019 

Reporting to EMSA  To understand the reporting system in 
the different MS with respect to MSFD 
reporting in order to limit reporting 
effort 

JRC: to check with EMSA the 
reporting schemes and 
communicate to experts 

Ongoing 

DESCRIPTOR 9 Objective Steps and actions Timeline 
(approx.) 

Monitoring and assessment of 
contaminants in fish and other 
seafood  

To assist MS on best approaches to 
implement D9C1 

JRC: to compile an overview table 
with available information on MS 
practices (contaminants reported, 
threshold values, species used, 
origin of the data…) 

August 2019  
 

Communication with DG SANTE 
(EFSA) 

To clarify the requirements of D9 in 
relation to EU food safety legislation   

JRC: to communicate with DG 
SANTE to improve interactions on 
food safety issues 

Ongoing 
 

Seashell areas under WFD To understand how seashell areas under 
WFD consider human health issues 

JRC: to clarify with WFD CIS and 
communicate to experts 

Ongoing 

OVERARCHING ISSUES Objective Steps and actions Timeline 
(approx.) 

MSFD 2020 MONITORING 
PROGRAMMES 

To facilitate the reporting process MS Experts: to provide feedback on 
EEA preliminary proposal for 
reporting on updates of monitoring 
programmes 
MS Experts: to review the codelists 

Dike 
meeting on  
19 June 
2019)  
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provided by EEA and complete if 
necessary 

Preferably 
before the 
DIKE 
meeting, but 
also possible 
during the 
draft 
guidance's 
commenting 
period  

MARINE CONTAMINANTS DATA - 
Links to EMODnet 

To work towards improved accessibility 
and comparability of marine chemical 
data 

MS Experts: to provide inputs on 
EMODnet approach and first maps. 
JRC/EMODnet: to provide a draft 
contaminant database landscape to 
be completed in collaborative 
approach with experts 
MS Experts: to consider sharing 
data with EMODnet 

June 2019  
 
July 2019 
 

CONTAMINANTS AND LITTER  To agree on  practical MSFD implications 
regarding D8-D10 links  

All: to provide feedback on 
interactions between litter and 
chemicals: consideration of solid 
chemicals, additives and ensuring 
consistent reporting 
JRC: to report to MSFD Technical 
Group Marine Litter annual meeting 
and discuss implications 

15 June 
2019  
 
 
 
 
TG ML 
annual 
meeting, 23-
25 June 
2019  

TOWARDS FUTURE MARINE 
CONTAMINANT MONITORING 

To develop a joint understanding of 
future needs and options for marine 
contaminant monitoring 

All: To provide input on relevant 
tools, processes and approaches 
JRC: To identify options, 
development needs and to 
moderate discussion in view of 
marine policy development 

Continuous 

SCIENCE FOR POLICY  To facilitate access to relevant research 
projects and initiatives and improve their 
use for policy support 

All: to tentatively compile a list of 
contaminant-relevant research 
projects (considering inputs of 
existing lists e.g. ICES/OSPAR) and 
to agree on the best way forward  
JRC: To provide a pre-filled template 
with relevant research projects 

Continuous 
 

MSFD Expert Network on 
Contaminants - COLLABORATION 
PROCESS 

To facilitate communication and 
document exchange of the MSFD Expert 
Network on Contaminants 

JRC: to update and maintain the 
current wiki space  
MS Experts: to join the wiki space 

Continuous 
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