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Background 
This document contains the information supplied by HELCOM Contracting Parties who are also EU member 
states to the European Commission on 21 September 2017, regarding work on regional level cooperation as 
outlined in the revised Commission decision, striving to answer the following three questions posed by the 
Commission: 

• What is the issue to be tackled (lists of elements, criteria threshold values, integration rules)? 
In which region and by which Member States? 

• What mechanism are you going to use to prepare for this work at regional or subregional level?  
• What are the timelines for delivering the work? 

It also contains subsequent information received from the Commission regarding the work on criteria 
elements, specifically the lists for descriptor 1, 6, 2 and 8.  

 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to: 

− discuss, using the information in the document (specifically in figure 1 and annex 1), the setting of 
priorities and the way forward to fill the current gaps in relation to those aspects requiring regional 
cooperation. 

− agree on a way forward for filling the current gaps with regards to regional cooperation. 
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Regional Cooperation and the revised Commission Decision - Overview of 
HELCOM work  
Introduction 
Initial efforts to identify where existing HELCOM work can be used to address the regional requirements set 
out in Commission Decision 2017/848/EU showed there is an overall good agreement between HELCOM core 
indicators, assessment scales and integrated assessment approaches, and the revised Commission Decision.  

That said, not all primary criteria are currently covered or fully covered by HELCOM core indicators and 
associated threshold values; gaps remain in the spatial and/or thematic coverage. There is also a need to 
more extensively explore e.g. how strong the linkage is between the HELCOM indicators and the lists which 
will be developed regarding criteria elements, in order to develop a more in depth understanding of gaps.  

The HELCOM Contracting Parties agreed that, at this point in time, the HELCOM core indicators and threshold 
values used in the Second Holistic Assessment of the Ecosystem Health of the Baltic Sea (HOLAS II), and the 
associated State of the Baltic Sea report, should not automatically be considered as equivalent to criteria 
threshold values in the sense of Commission Decision, but can be used for the purposes of their MSFD 
obligations by those Contracting Parties being EU Member States that wish to do so. The same applies to 
HELCOM assessment tools and methodological standards. 

Issues to be tackled (lists of elements, criteria threshold values, integration rules) 
Contracting Parties being EU member states have previously invested in working together towards the 
requirements laid down in the Commission Decision 2010/477/EU, and are now about to start the process of 
identifying where existing HELCOM work, undertaken while CD 2010 was guiding MSFD work, can potentially 
be used to address the regional requirements set in Commission Decision 2017/848/EU. The aim is to use 
this information when discussing the need for any adjustment of existing work and how to address gaps. In 
the preparation of the State of the Baltic Sea Report initial attempts were made to tune the developed 
HELCOM assessment tools towards the then emerging EU-requirements in order to help the transition from 
the old to the new regime. 

The intention of HELCOM Contracting Parties that are EU member states is to use HELCOM as a coordination 
platform to further develop HELCOM indicators and their threshold values, as well as lists of elements and 
integration rules that require regional and/or subregional cooperation according to Commission Decision 
2017/848/EU. An overview of these requirements is given in Annex 1. For a number of these requirements 
HELCOM Contracting Parties can draw upon existing regional work, i.e. jointly developed methodological 
standards and threshold values for HELCOM indicators. 

Lists of criteria elements 
In developing indicators, Contracting Parties agreed on an initial set of elements (species, habitats, 
substances) to be covered by monitoring and assessment. A detailed analysis of the coverage of elements by 
existing indicators in relation to EU-requirements still needs to take place in order to identify any gaps or 
needs for adjustment. It should be noted that for several criteria elements there are already established lists 
(regional list of species, contaminants, non-indigenous species database etc) which can be used when 
drafting lists for the criteria elements.  

HELCOM indicators and associated threshold values 
Already existing work in HELCOM relevant to threshold values (through the HELCOM indicators, see Annex 
1) can be used to address regional requirements under the new Decision. HELCOM has established 35 core 
indicators for the Baltic Sea region, as listed in Annex 1. The commonly agreed HELCOM core indicators are 
used to evaluate progress towards reaching the goals of the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan. The indicators 
are rooted in the best available science, devised regionally by experts in the respective fields under assigned 
lead countries, and have scientifically defined threshold values. The threshold values allow for a quantitative 
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evaluation on the progress towards achieving the desired status. The core indicator reports are published on 
the HELCOM website. However, further indicator development, both with regards to new indicators and 
spatial and thematic coverage is needed (see Figure 1 for overview). 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Overview of current coverage of HELCOM indicators in relation to the requirements of the new Commission decision. The 
numbers in the circles indicate how many indicators HELCOM has available for the criteria in question. 

In order to fill currently identified gaps, where existing HELCOM work is not available or is lacking in spatial 
or thematic coverage, HELCOM is currently prioritising the work taking place to support the 2018 update of 
the State of the Baltic Sea report, as well as the indicators listed as prioritized by HELCOM State and 
Conservation.  

The State of the Baltic Sea Report has provided valuable practical experiences for EU Member States in the 
matching of the set-up of HELCOM indicator assessments with the requirements of Commission Decision 
2017/848/EU. This experience will inform the further development of the core indicators in order to ensure 
that they can also be used as regionally agreed methodological standards by EU Member States for the 
purposes of the MSFD. 

Integration rules 
HELCOM has further developed integrating assessment methodologies for eutrophication (HEAT), hazardous 
substances (CHASE) and biological diversity (BEAT). In doing so for the State of the Baltic Sea Report, initial 
steps were taken to address requirements arising from Commission Decision 2017/848/EU. The experience 

http://www.helcom.fi/baltic-sea-trends/indicators/
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gained can provide input to further discussions in HELCOM and at Union level for developing integrations 
rules. A detailed analysis of EU-requirements and HELCOM-tools still needs to take place in HELCOM 

Region 
Core indicators are Baltic wide, whenever ecologically relevant, and the area of applicability is expressed 
through HELCOM assessment units defined in the HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment strategy 
Attachment 4 

Mechanism for use in preparing the work at regional or subregional level 
Available mechanisms and processes in HELCOM 
HELCOM has an established network within the HELCOM Contracting Parties, which facilitates the overall 
process that HELCOM carries out. This network includes scientific experts through the Expert Networks and 
Working Groups, stakeholders, managers and relevant policy figures.  

The HELCOM GEAR group works towards region-wide co-operation on all elements of national marine 
strategies. The group builds on national activities based on both legal framework and HELCOM's work, such 
as HELCOM's coordinated monitoring programmes, core indicators with associated thresholds, thematic and 
integrated assessment reports including assessment of pressures on the marine environment, as well as 
commonly agreed measures, with the view to facilitate adaptive management and strive for improved state 
of the Baltic Sea. 

The State & Conservation group works across the monitoring-indicators-assessment chain in order to provide 
a stronger basis for coordinated development of the HELCOM thematic assessment tools and a coherent 
holistic assessment of the ecosystems health. After close inspection, the State & Conservation group 
integrates - on technical and scientific level - the outcomes of various expert groups and projects covering 
most of all eutrophication, hazardous substances and biodiversity, but also linking the relevant results 
produced by other subsidiary bodies (e.g. pressures from human activities at sea) into a one coherent system. 

There is also an established history of HELCOM projects producing deliverables to support the work on 
indicators and assessments. 

The intention of the HELCOM Contracting Parties being EU member states is to utilize these established 
structures and processes for the development of aspects in the new Commission Decision requiring regional 
cooperation, and for which there is no existing process already in place (such as lists of criteria elements and 
integration rules).  

HELCOM indicators and associated threshold values 
The above processes will also be used to drive forward the creation of new indicators and the 
completion/updating of already available candidate-, pre-core- and core indicators. In this process a lead 
country or countries (i.e. individual experts from one or more HELCOM countries) takes responsibility for 
development of HELCOM indicator, done in close collaborative work with the HELCOM Secretariat. New 
indicators, including threshold values, should be agreed on the level of the Heads of Delegation.  

For the further advancement of HELCOM indicator threshold values, and their subsequent approval and 
implementation, codified guidelines are under development within HELCOM.  

HELCOM has established processes and time lines for data reporting by Contracting Parties and these will be 
adhered to for the purpose of the update of those indicators being updated in the HOLAS II process. The 
indicators are, in general, developed to build on the parameters that are monitored by all Contracting Parties, 
where ecologically relevant, through HELCOM coordinated monitoring described in the HELCOM Monitoring 
Manual.  

  

http://helcom.fi/Documents/Ministerial2013/Ministerial%20declaration/Adopted_endorsed%20documents/Monitoring%20and%20assessment%20strategy.pdf
http://helcom.fi/Documents/Ministerial2013/Ministerial%20declaration/Adopted_endorsed%20documents/Monitoring%20and%20assessment%20strategy.pdf
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Timelines for delivering the work 
Lists of criteria elements 
Aspects foreseen as requiring action include developing lists of criteria elements. Work on this is intended to 
be initiated at the HELCOM State & Conservation meeting in October 2017, which will take a decision on the 
process and timeline for development of those lists for which a regional approach is required. 

HELCOM indicators and threshold values 
A core indicator measures the progress towards reaching a Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) objective. For those 
Contracting Parties that are also EU Member States, the core indicators may also be used to assess particular 
criteria under the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD).  

Already ongoing initiatives relating to the update to the State of the Baltic Sea Report will run throughout 
2017 and the first half of 2018. Relating to this there remains a number of indicators that are pre-core, 
candidate or require further development to make them more applicable to the wider Baltic Sea environment 
(i.e. agree/test threshold values in further assessment units). The major deadline for delivery that HELCOM 
will work towards is the update and development of indicators by the release of the State of the Baltic Sea 
final report in June 2018.  

Work on the HELCOM indicators, especially with regards to those currently in development but which are 
unlikely to make it to the updated State of the Baltic Sea report, will require ongoing effort after the release 
of the State of the Baltic Sea final report in mid-2018. Between the major reporting events, for which HELCOM 
Contracting Parties utilise the indicator output, HELCOM will aim to advance the battery of indicators 
available and to advance the standardization and function of existing indicators, where required. Operational 
core indicators are aimed to be regularly updated by Contracting Parties through agreed long-term data 
handling arrangements. The updated indicator evaluation result (report) should endorsed by relevant 
working groups and are made available on the HELCOM web-page as they become available.  

Integration rules 
Aspects foreseen as requiring action include agreements on the integration of criteria/indicators for the 
purpose of assessing in a comparable way whether or not GES has been achieved. Work on this is intended 
to be initiated at the HELCOM State & Conservation meeting in October 2017, which is planned to take a 
decision on the process and timeline for development of the integration rules where a regional approach is 
required. 

Communication from the ENV Marine Team (European Commission) on the development of 
criteria element lists 
The 2018 reporting on updates of MSFD Articles 8, 9 and 10 will be supported by web forms to aid completion 
of the XML files by Member States. It is planned to use, wherever possible, drop-down lists to facilitate data 
entry, thereby also helping to ensure consistency in the data entered. 

For Descriptor 1 and Descriptor 6 assessments, there is a need to make available operational lists of species 
and habitats from which Member States can select those to be reported (or add new ones if needed).  

For reporting on Descriptor 2 (criterion D2C1) assessments, Member States will need to provide a list of NIS 
newly-introduced via human activity in each MS since 2012. A consolidated baseline inventory of marine NIS 
per MS by the reference year of 2012 will help ensure this is reported in a coherent way across each region 
or subregion. 

For Descriptor 8 (criterion D8C1) assessments, there is a need to make available operational lists of 
contaminants (substances) from which Member States can select those to be reported (or add new ones if 
needed). 



GEAR 17-2017, 3-4 
 

 

Page 6 of 13 
 

JRC is compiling draft lists which need validation by Member States before making them available in the web 
reporting system. Experts from the Member States, Regional Sea Conventions and WG GES are welcome to 
elaborate, refine and finalise the lists.  

At the GES meeting in September the JRC presented the work on Descriptors 1, 2 and 8, which centred on 
the preparation of lists of elements. The presentation can be accessed on CIRCABC. The relevant documents 
for the lists of D1, D2 and D8 can also be accessed on CIRCABC. 

The JRC called for Member States to contribute to this work by nominating experts and clarified that the 
timeline for this work to be finalised is early next year. The JRC has since circulate the existing (old) list of 
nominated experts by Member States. Member States have been asked to confirm or add new expert names 
to the list by 16 October 2017. The JRC also clarified that the outputs of these expert groups will be brought 
back to the WG GES for feedback and comments; as such, and while Member States were encouraged to get 
involved in the expert group work, it is not mandatory.  

The following comments were raised: 

- One Member State called for experts from different regions to get involved in this work.  

- Several Member States called for consistency with RSC work for all descriptors concerned.  

- One Member State stated that there is the need to have a common understanding that these lists 
are indicative, and that Member States need to be able to report on things that are beyond this list. 
Furthermore, these lists should be defined at the regional level, rather than EU level. The JRC clarified 
that these lists are being built for the purpose of reporting. The JRC needs to know what Member 
States want to report on so that they can be added in the electronic reporting system for 2018 
reporting.  

- One Member State called for these lists to reflect what is actually being monitored at the 
(sub)regional level (e.g. some contaminants are monitored in groups) 

- A few Member States asked for flexibility in the reporting system (e.g. empty fields) to accommodate 
information in addition to what will be in the lists. 

- One Member State called for these lists to be tailor-made to regions during the reporting exercise, 
with the drop-down menus adapting to the region in which the reporting Member State is located 
in.  

- One Member State called for the use of a written approval process for the lists in the WG GES. 

List of species (for D1 reporting)  

- One Member State asked for OSPAR's ICG POSH work to be taken on board.  

- One Member State commented that while it supports the process of JRC’s work, it would also like to 
stress that establishing these lists is the task of Member States and regions and that the process is 
ongoing in most regions. As such the reporting sheets might need to be revised further down the line 
to reflect additional input from the regions.  

List of NIS (for D2 reporting) 

- Several Member States asked for clarifications on the use of the EASIN database in this work. One 
Member State added that it has certain concerns regarding EASIN which will be submitted in writing.  

- One Member State called for better coordination with other existing initiatives, as to improve 
coherence and usefulness of these lists.  

https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/d97e1b9e-aba3-485c-88d8-d95ae86852a0/GES_18-2017_5a_JRC%20work.pptx
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/edf75b8d-311f-4a0a-972a-b84858427fb8/GES_18-2017-03_Lists-Species%26Habitats_for2018Reporting.docx
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/80a158fb-1b86-48d9-9ee0-856c1c222b4f/GES_18-2017-04_Lists-NIS_for2018Reporting.docx
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/cea772ce-b41d-4aa0-81e2-b75b7243da81/GES_18-2017-02_Lists-Contaminants_for2018Reporting.docx
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- One Member State asked for experts from ongoing initiatives to be consulted in relation to the D2 
work being carried out, during the consultation process. 

List of contaminants (for D8 reporting) 

- Several Member States commented that the grouping of substances will be a challenging part of this 
work. 

- One Member State commented that most substances listed are covered by existing EU legislation 
and lists developed under RSCs. The suggestion is to concentrate on removing duplication, and on 
focusing on the ones that matter for the marine environment.  

In response to a question by a stakeholder, the JRC clarified that the focus of the work is to streamline the 
Member State reporting process. As such, this work is mostly relevant to Member States.  

.
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Annex 1 HELCOM core indicators: the Commission Decision criteria and descriptors to which they relate, status of HELCOM agreement on setting of threshold values and methodological approaches, the current 
confidence in the indicator assessment based on data suitability/availability at the latest indicator report update. Information on criteria element lists and integration rules has been lifted from the Commission 
Decision 2017/848, and compared to those compiled by OSPAR. 

 
Standard font denotes primary criteria as listed in the Commission Decision 2017/848 
Italics denote secondary criteria as listed in the Commission Decision 2017/848 
Blue refers to aspects requiring regional or subregional cooperation in the Commission Decision. 
Yellow refers to aspects which will be settled at Union level 
Orange denotes criteria for which there are no corresponding HELCOM indicators 

Focal 
descriptor 

and 
criteriaNOTE 

1 

Indicator name 

Coverage of the indicator NOTE 2 

Confidence 
in indicator 

Methodological 
standards Criteria elements Integration rules Threshold 

value 
Spatial 

coverage 

D1C1* Number of drowned 
mammals and waterbirds in 
fishing gear 

Under 
development 
PCT 

Low Low Under 
development 

List of species of birds, mammals, reptiles and non-
commercially-exploited species of fish and 
cephalopods at risk from incidental bycatch (in 
relation to Reg 1390/2013 and table 1D of Com Dec 
2016/1251), JRC to draft 

 

D1C2* Abundance of waterbirds in 
the breeding season 

Agreed Complete Moderate Established Set of species representative of each species group 
(specifications given), JRC to draft 

 

Abundance of waterbirds in 
the wintering season 

Agreed Complete Moderate Established 

Population trends and 
abundance of seals 

Agreed High-
Complete 

High Established 

Abundance of sea trout 
spawners and parr 

Agreed Intermediate High Established 

Abundance of key coastal 
fish species 

Agreed High High Established 

Abundance of salmon 
spawners and smolt* 

Agreed High Moderate Established 

D1C3* Nutritional status of seals Agreed in 
individual 
assessment 
units 

Complete High** Established Set of species representative of each species group 
(specifications given), JRC to draft 

Reproductive status of seals Agreed Complete Low-High*** Established 
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Focal 
descriptor 

and 
criteriaNOTE 

1 

Indicator name 

Coverage of the indicator NOTE 2 

Confidence 
in indicator 

Methodological 
standards Criteria elements Integration rules Threshold 

value 
Spatial 

coverage 

D1C4* Distribution of Baltic Seals Agreed High-
Complete 

Moderate-
High 

Established Set of species representative of each species group 
(specifications given), JRC to draft 

D1C5*      Set of species representative of each species group 
(specifications given), JRC to draft 

D1C6 Diatom / Dinoflagelate index Under 
developmentPCT 

Low High Established JRC to draft?  

D2C1 Trends in arrival of new non-
indigenous species 

Agreed Complete Generally 
High 

Established  Number of indigenous spp. newly 
introduced via human activity in 6-yr cycle 

D2C2      List of established non-indigenous species, 
particularly invasive non-indigenous species, which 
include relevant species from the list 
Reg1143/2014 and species relevant for D2C3, JRC 
to draft based on national input 

Quantified per species assessed. 
Shall contribute to D2C3. 

D2C3      List of species groups and broad habitat types that 
are at risk from NIS, selected from those used for 
D1 and D6. 

Provide the proportion per species/ group 
and extent per broad habitat type 
assessed, which is adversely altered. 
Shall contribute to D1 and D6. 

D3C1      List of commercially-exploited fish and shellfish 
(specifications given) 

For each area: 
(a) the populations assessed, the values 
achieved for each criterion and whether 
the levels for D3C1 and D3C2 and the 
threshold values for D3C3 have been 
achieved, and the overall status of the 
population on the basis of criteria 
integration rules agreed at Union level; 
(b) the populations of commercially-
exploited species in the assessment area 
which were not assessed. 
Shall contribute to D1 and D6. 

D3C2      List of commercially-exploited fish and shellfish 
(specifications given) 

D3C3      List of commercially-exploited fish and shellfish 
(specifications given) 

D4C1        
D4C2 Abundance of coastal fish 

key functional groups* 
Agreed High  High Established   

D4C3 Zooplankton mean size and 
total stock (MSTS) 

Agreed in 
individual 
assessment 
units 

Low Moderate Established   

D4C4        
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Focal 
descriptor 

and 
criteriaNOTE 

1 

Indicator name 

Coverage of the indicator NOTE 2 

Confidence 
in indicator 

Methodological 
standards Criteria elements Integration rules Threshold 

value 
Spatial 

coverage 

D5C1 Total nitrogen (TN) Agreed in 
individual 
assessment 
units 

High High Established List of nutrients elements for areas beyond coastal 
waters (deselection from the list given for coastal 
waters) 

(Union level, but at least 
regional/subregional level)* 
 
Beyond coastal waters: 
Estimate extent of eutrophic area, as 
indicated by the results of all criteria used, 
integrated in a manner agreed where 
possible at Union level, but at least at 
regional/subregional level 
 

Total phosphorus (TP) Agreed in 
individual 
assessment 
units 

High High Established 

Nitrogen / DIN Agreed High Moderate Established 

Phosphorus / DIP Agreed High High Established 

D5C2 Inputs of nutrients to the 
subbasins 

Agreed Complete Moderate-
High 

Established  

Chlorophyll-a Agreed High Low-
Moderate*** 

Established  

D5C3 Cyanobacterial bloom index Under 
developmentPCT 

High Low-
Moderate 

Established  

D5C4 Water clarity Agreed High Moderate-
High 

Established  

D5C5* Oxygen debt Agreed in 
regions 

Where 
applicable 

High Established  

D5C6       
D5C7       
D5C8* State of the soft-bottom 

macrofauna community 
Agreed in 
individual 
assessment 
units for testing 

Intermediate Generally 
High 

Under 
development 

 

D6C1       Outcome shall contribute to D6C4 and 
D7C1 

D6C2       Outcome shall contribute to D6C3 
D6C3       Outcome shall contribute to D6C4/C5 

 
D6C4        
D6C5       
D7C1       Outcome shall contribute to D7C2 



GEAR 17-2017, 3-4 
 

 

Page 11 of 13 
 

Focal 
descriptor 

and 
criteriaNOTE 

1 

Indicator name 

Coverage of the indicator NOTE 2 

Confidence 
in indicator 

Methodological 
standards Criteria elements Integration rules Threshold 

value 
Spatial 

coverage 

D7C2       Outcome shall contribute to D6C5 
D8C1 Hexabromocyclododecane 

(HBCDD) 
Agreed High High Established List of additional relevant contaminants 

(specification given; use of a risk assessment), JRC 
to draft 

For each contaminant under criterion 
D8C1, its concentration, the matrix used 
(water, sediment, biota), whether the 
threshold values set have been achieved, 
and the proportion of contaminants 
assessed which have achieved the 
threshold values, including indicating 
separately substances behaving like 
ubiquitous persistent, bioaccumulative 
and toxic substances (uPBTs), as referred 
to in Article 8a(1)(a) of Directive 
2008/105/EC 

Metals lead (Pb), cadmium 
(Cd) and mercury (Hg) 

Agreed Intermediate High Established 

Perfluorooctane sulphonate 
(PFOS) 

Agreed Intermediate High Established 

Polyaromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAH) and their metabolites 

Agreed Low High Established 

Polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCB) and dioxins and furans 

Agreed  High Moderate Established 

Radioactive substances: 
Cesium-137 in fish and 
surface seawater 

Agreed  High High Established 

TBT and imposex Agreed for 
testing 

Low High Established 

Polybrominated diphenyl 
ethers (PBDE) 

Agreed Intermediate High Established 

D8C2 White tailed eagle 
productivity 

Agreed Complete High Established List of species and habitats at risk from 
contaminants (incl. for species, the relevant tissues 
to be assessed) 

For each species assessed, estimate of the 
abundance of its population in the 
assessment area that is adversely affected  
For each habitat assessed, estimate of the 
extent in the assessment area that is 
adversely affected. 

Reproductive disorders: 
malformed embryos of 
amphipods 

Agreed** NA** Moderate-
High 

Established 

D8C3 Operational oil-spills from 
ships 

Agreed Complete High Established  Spatial extent of pollution events & 
distribution per year 

D8C4       (a) Abundance of species adversely 
affected, 
(b) extent of habitat affected 
Use of criterion to be agreed at 
regional/subregional level 

D9C1      List of additional contaminants  For each contaminant, its concentration in 
the matrix used, whether the threshold 
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Focal 
descriptor 

and 
criteriaNOTE 

1 

Indicator name 

Coverage of the indicator NOTE 2 

Confidence 
in indicator 

Methodological 
standards Criteria elements Integration rules Threshold 

value 
Spatial 

coverage 

values set have been achieved, and the 
proportion of contaminants assessed 
which have achieved their threshold 
values 

D10C1       (a) The outcomes for each criterion 
(amount of litter or micro-litter per 
category) and its distribution per matrix 
used under D10C1 and D10C2 and 
whether the threshold values set have 
been achieved. 

D10C2      

D10C3     List of species to be assessed for ingestion of litter 
and micro-litter 

(b) the outcomes for D10C3 (amount of 
litter and micro-litter per category per 
species) and whether the threshold values 
set have been achieved 

D10C4     List of species at risk from litter (entanglement, 
other types of injury or mortality, health effects...) 

For each species assessed under criterion 
D10C4, an estimate of the number of 
individuals in the assessment area that 
have been adversely affected. 
Use to be agreed at Union level 

D11C1       The duration per calendar year of 
impulsive sound sources, their 
distribution within the year and spatially 
within the assessment area, and whether 
the threshold values set have been 
achieved. 
Use to be agreed at Union level 
Contributes to D1 Species 

D11C2      The annual average of the sound level, or 
other suitable temporal metric agreed at 
regional or subregional level, per unit area 
and its spatial distribution within the 
assessment area, and the extent (%, km2) 
of the assessment area over which the 
threshold values set have been achieved. 
Use to be agreed at Union level 
Contributes to D1 Species 

* under specified conditions/with restrictions 
**Finnish and Swedish waters only. 
***More data required on some species or regions. 
PCTIncluded as a pre-core test indicator in HOLAS II 2017. 
Note: where confidence in the indicator is low this is generally due to a lack of sufficient data (either spatial or temporal), issues that are continually being addresses by HELCOM and its Contracting Parties. 
NOTE 1: The current descriptor and criteria classifications presented here are only the focal ones described in the current indicator documents. 
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NOTE 2: Not all indicators and the agreed threshold values are currently applicable in all assessment units of the Baltic Sea. In certain cases indicators may have proposed threshold values yet data composition or 
extent may prevent suitable implementation. On the other hand some assessment units have no threshold values currently endorsed in certain assessment units. Agreed threshold values indicates in those assessment 
units where they are applied. 
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