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Background 
Environmental targets for reducing pressures in the Baltic Sea have been agreed regionally e.g. through the 

HELCOM MAI/CART scheme to reduce inputs of nutrients. In the implementation of MSFD Article 10, 

national environmental targets to achieve good environmental status of marine waters have been defined 

by Contracting Parties being EU Member States.  

The ‘HELCOM work plan to improve regional coherence in moving towards Good Environmental Status’ 

(section 3.2) has outlined a goal for HELCOM to develop coherent environmental targets for pressures in 

addition to input of nutrients. Such work could start with the development of joint principles for defining 

environmental targets. Joint principles could include a common approach for defining 

maximum/sustainable impact of pressures (c.f. HELCOM MAI) that is consistent with Good Environmental 

Status (GES) and that in turn can from the basis for estimating required reductions in pressures. If principles 

are shared among the Contracting Parties of HELCOM, regional coherence can be achieved although the 

detailed environmental targets may be defined nationally. 

The HELCOM work plan recognizes ongoing activities related to development of environmental targets e.g. 

the Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter and the development of a HELCOM pre-core indicator on 

‘Cumulative impacts on benthic biotopes’, for which the definition of GES is related to the impact of 

pressures on benthic biotopes. The work plan also outlines the following additional actions: 

- Identify joint principles for defining environmental targets for seafloor integrity/damage (2016), 

underwater noise (2017/2018), hazardous substances, and non-indigenous species in support of 

national/regional target setting.  

- Identify pressures which would benefit from regionally agreed targets. 

- Develop indicators to assess the effectiveness of implemented measures. 

It can be noted that the Baltic Boost application, if funded, includes the development of joint principles for 

defining environmental targets for pressures affecting seabed habitats as well as activities that will 

contribute towards a regional action plan on underwater noise. Regional environmental targets for marine 

litter could be considered and developed in association to the further work on marine litter indicators. 

In order to start up work on improving regional coherence in environmental target setting, GEAR-9 

proposed to make an analysis of national environmental targets reported under MSFD Article 10 in 2012.  
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This document contains a draft comparison of national environmental targets based on a compilation of 

reported targets in 2012 under MSFD Article 10 that was made available at the regional meeting with EU 

Member States Parties to HELCOM following the Assessment of the Commission on the MSFD 

implementation (Article 12 report), Brussels, 14-15 May 2014. The information basis for the comparison 

and the categorization of national environmental targets is available in Attachment 1 to this document 

(available as an Excel file in the Meeting document library). 

In summary, the overarching targets are often similar between countries, including for those topics 

already identified in the HELCOM work plan as suitable for development of joint principles for 

environmental targets. Environmental targets in the sense reduction of pressures are however rare and 

almost never quantitative. Thus, there are good reasons and scope for developing regionally coherent 

principles for defining environmental targets in HELCOM. 

Action required 
The Meeting is invited to: 

- consider and discuss a draft comparison of national environmental targets and draw conclusions as to 

coherence of national environmental targets,  

- note that work on joint principles for environmental targets for pressures affecting seafloor integrity is 

part of the HELCOM Boost project application, which, if approved for financing, will provide an 

opportunity to start the work on this issue within HELCOM, 

- provide guidance regarding future work in HELCOM on environmental targets. 

Poland and Russia are invited to inform on national environmental targets. 

 

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2011-2015-252/MeetingDocuments/3-1-Att.1%20Comparison%20of%20environmental%20targets.xlsx
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/GEAR%2011-2015-252/MeetingDocuments/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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Comparison of national environmental targets reported under MSFD 

Article 10 in 2013 

Background 
The term “environmental targets” as defined in the draft Joint document of regional coordination of 

Programmes of Measures in the Baltic Sea area and as used in the MSFD CIS process1, refers to the 

reduction of pressures required for achieving or maintaining good environmental status. Using this 

definition, there are less than twenty national targets reported in 2012 that can be considered as 

environmental targets. Still, for the purpose of this overview, the targets have been analysed as reported 

by the countries, with no presorting according to the above definition. However, since all targets reported 

under MSFD descriptors 1 (Biological diversity) and 4 (Food webs) are related to the state of the 

environment, they have not been considered in this document. 

The information basis for this document is the compilation of national targets made for the regional 

meeting with EU Member States Parties to HELCOM following the Assessment of the Commission on the 

MSFD implementation (Article 12 report), Brussels, 14-15 May 2014. This compilation appears to contain a 

mix of information from reporting sheets and paper reports to the 2012 reporting. In some cases 

information also seems to be missing (e.g. incomplete sentences). Thus, countries are invited to check for 

possible errors in the background information.  

The national targets are expressed differently by all countries. Thus, commonalities have been searched for 

e.g. whether the target is referring to reduction of input, concentration of substances, or ‘no impact’ of the 

pressure in question.  

National targets for Poland and Russia are not included since this was not available at the time of preparing 

the document. 

Only the overarching targets have been considered at this time. A categorization of associated indicators 

has been initiated but not completed. 

The background information and categorization of targets is included in Attachment 1. Targets with 

commonalities are collected in sheets labelled with the word “Common” and coloured in the same way. 

National targets that stand alone in their subject are collected in sheets labelled “Miscellaneous”.  In this 

case targets from the same country have the same colour. In the case that targets refer to the reduction of 

pressures the text has been marked in red. Note that since targets related to reduction of pressures are 

rare they are most often included under “Miscellaneous”. The original spread sheets have been kept in the 

file for cross-checking.  

 

General observations 
- The overarching qualitative targets are often similar between countries. However, many of these targets 

are related to the state of the environment and also reported under Article 9 as Good Environmental 

status (GES). 

- Overall, very few of the environmental targets are related to reduction of pressures as defined in the 

Joint document on regional coordination of PoMs2. Indicators linked to these environmental targets are 

                                                           
1 e.g. Review of the GES Decision 2010/477/EU and MSFD Annex III – cross-cutting issues (version 4), GES_13-2015-02  
2 Those identified are marked with red letters in Attachment 1. Many of them are found in the sheets labelled as 
Miscellaneous since they are rarely common for several countries. 

http://www.helcom.fi/Documents/Baltic%20sea%20action%20plan/DraftJointDocRegionalPoM.pdf
http://www.helcom.fi/Documents/Baltic%20sea%20action%20plan/DraftJointDocRegionalPoM.pdf
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also most often related to the state of the environment i.e. rarely measuring the input of anthropogenic 

matter or extraction of resources.  

- Ideally, environmental targets should be expressed quantitatively to guide the development of cost-

efficient measures to achieve GES3. Of the targets expressed as reduction in pressures, there are only a 

few that appears to be quantitative targets (e.g. with reference to targets in river basin management 

plans). 

- Other targets that conclusively can be categorized as quantitative on the basis of this compilation are 

those related to EQS for hazardous substances, and in a few cases the indicators proposed to follow-up 

if the target is met are expressed quantitatively (although mainly state indicators). It is possible that also 

other indicators have quantitative thresholds/limit values and thereby provides a quantitative aspects to 

the targets. This is however not possible to judge from the compilation.  

- Regional nutrient reduction targets (for open waters) have been referred to by one country; on the 

other hand, in some countries targets under WFD (for coastal waters) are stricter, and some countries 

refer to the WFD targets, in particular regarding concentration of nutrients.  

 

Description-wise overview 

Non-indigenous species introduced by human activities  

Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Lithuania, Finland share the qualitative target to reduce the introduction of 

NIS. Estonia and Latvia share a target related to ‘no threat/adverse impact’ from NIS. The latter is often 

part of GES definition in other countries. All targets appear to be qualitative.  

Populations of all commercially exploited fish and shellfish  

Denmark, Finland, Germany and Latvia have the common target to manage the fisheries according to the 

MSY principle. Latvia has provided quantitative indicator values for some stocks. Germany, Finland and 

Lithuania have formulated targets reflecting a ‘sustainable level of fishing’ that is consistent with GES. 

Overall many of the “targets” under this descriptor are related to the state of fish stocks (placed under 

Miscellaneous in Attachment 1).  

Human-induced eutrophication  

Estonia, Latvia, Sweden and Denmark share the target of ‘no adverse impact’ of eutrophication on 

biodiversity and ecosystems. Several countries also refers to concentration of nutrients, most often with 

reference to limit values defined under the WFD. Other water quality elements used under the WFD are 

also referred to. These indicators and values are however also often referred to in the definition of GES. 

Indicators of eutrophication are many, diverse and overlapping between the different targets, and it is 

therefore difficult to categorize the targets. Indicators to the overarching targets sometime define the 

desired state quantitatively (e.g. limit value of nutrient concentration, water transparency etc). 

Finland and Germany have environmental targets related to the reduction of inputs of nutrients referring 

to WFD management plans and in the case of Finland also to HELCOM MAI. 

Seafloor integrity 

This topic has not been fully analysed since the majority of proposed targets are related to the state of the 

benthic communities and habitats. Estonia and Finland have however formulated targets that can be 

interpreted as aiming at a ‘sustainable level of pressure’ on the seafloor. 

                                                           
3http://www.helcom.fi/Documents/Baltic%20sea%20action%20plan/DraftJointDocRegionalPoM.pdf , e.g. page 4. 

http://www.helcom.fi/Documents/Baltic%20sea%20action%20plan/DraftJointDocRegionalPoM.pdf
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Permanent alteration of hydrographical conditions  

Estonia, Finland and Germany have formulate targets related to ‘no impact on water quality or 

hydrological characteristics’. Germany, Estonia and Sweden have formulated targets related to ‘no impact 

on species and habitats’. ‘No effects’ are also commonly reported as GES. All targets appear to be 

qualitative.  

Concentrations of contaminants  

Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Sweden (and possibly Lithuania, see Attachment 1) all refer to 

concentration of contaminants in line with EQS as targets. These quantitative values are however often 

referred to in the definition of GES for D8 as well. It can be noted that in the development of indicators in 

CORESET II, concentrations of contaminants in different compartments are expressed as GES.  

Denmark and Germany share the target to reduce occurrence and/or oil pollution. Estonia, Finland and 

Sweden share the target ‘no impact’ of contaminants. This is also often referred to in the definition of GES. 

Only Germany expresses targets related to the input of contaminants with reference to reduction targets 

set in the WFD management plans. 

Contaminants in fish and other seafood for human consumption  

Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Lithuania and Latvia are making reference to concentration of 

contaminants in seafood according to food safety regulations. This is frequently also used to report GES. 

Sweden refers to the same concentrations as under D8.  Germany provides qualitative targets related to 

the input of contaminants (same as under D8). 

Properties and quantities of marine litter  

Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany and Sweden have reported environmental targets related to marine 

litter. All countries have targets related to ‘reducing/minimizing the amount of marine litter’ in the 

environment, although different type of litter is sometimes specified. Estonia and Denmark also have 

targets related to ‘no impact/disturbance’ on marine life caused by litter. Such goals are also frequently 

reported as GES. Germany has a target related to reducing the input of litter. All targets appear to be 

qualitative.  

Introduction of energy 

Only Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Germany have reported environmental targets related to noise of the 

seven countries represented in the compilation. There are similarities in the Estonian and German targets. 

On the other hand, these targets are related to ‘no impact/disturbance’ of noise which some countries 

have reported as GES. In addition to targets related to noise, Germany and Finland have reported targets 

related to heat discharge and Germany also on light and electromagnetic fields. The German targets on 

heat discharge is expressed as reduction in input of heat. All targets appear to be qualitative.  

 

 


