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Background 
GEAR 20-2019 agreed that the Drafting Group (DG) MSFD should discuss the preparation for joint 
documentation in support of Contracting Parties’ MSFD Art. 13 reporting on programme of measures. 

GEAR 21 had an initial orientation debate about preparing a joint documentation on measures (GEAR 21-
2019 3-1). GEAR agreed to start detailed discussions on the structure and contents of the Joint 
Documentation on regional coordination of MSFD programmes of measures at GEAR 22-2020. GEAR tasked 
DG MSFD to start preparing a HELCOM joint documentation in support of HELCOM EU Member States MSFD 
Art. 13 and Art. 14 reporting on POMs. (§§ 3.12-3.13 outcome of the meeting) 

CG MSFD 6-2020 took note that EU is not specifically asking for a regional report of this type, thus there is no 
obligation to produce it. The regional coordination aspect is what it is relevant in the EU context, however 
acknowledged that, while there is no obligation to produce this type of joint documentation for the EU 
reporting, the previous joint documentation has proven useful as a basis for practical coordination and as 
background for national reporting exercise, as well as for other purposes, including communication the 
importance and effort put into regional coordination. The meeting agreed to develop the Joint 
Documentation and supported that the final product be to the point, accessible and fit for purpose, aimed at 
serving coordination e.g. through agreed texts for common use, and reflecting the regional coordination 
efforts.  

The meeting considered and supported the overall structure proposed and further developed the draft 
structure and guidance for the Joint Documentation. The meeting agreed to take the preparation in a step 
approach: first to get into place those elements that are needed in support of coordinated programmes of 
measures (e.g. common frame for arguing exceptions), second to prepare the documentation for reporting. 
CG MSFD want to initiate the work by focussing on Section 4 of the outline with topic-specific tables to be 
concluded by the end of September 2020 and acknowledged that there are sections of the Joint 
Documentation which would benefit from being prepared at a later stage, when national plans etc are more 
firmly in place, to avoid the need for repeated revisions. 

The work to prepare the topic specific tables was to be conducted in pairs. The tables were grouped as 
follows:  

a) Group 1:  

− Spatial protection in the Baltic Sea area; 

− Inputs of nutrients and organic matter; 

− Inputs of synthetic and non-synthetic contaminants and systematic and/or 
intentional releases of substances; 
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b) Group 2:

− Accidental pollution from maritime activities; 

− Conservation, restoration and/or reintroduction of species and biotopes/habitats; 

− Selective extraction and incidental by-catch of species 

c) Group 3:

− Introduction of non-indigenous species 

− Input of litter 

− Inputs of energy including underwater noise 

Members were invited to consider leading the revision of the tables and inform the Secretariat. DE, DK, EE 
and SE members expressed interest.  

CG MSFD 7-2020 agreed that the filled in in tables are to be delivered by 9 October 2020 and review and 
further amended as needed in the week 12-16 October 2020, including a dedicated meeting of the 
representatives working on the tables. 

CG MSFD 8-2020 took note that work on table 4 of the Joint Documentation has progressed but that content 
and level of detail still needs to be adjusted, including the addition of a brief statement on status. 

The Meeting discussed the following in relation to the Joint Documentation of MSFD PoMs: 

- There is need to come to a shared understanding of the purpose behind preparing the tables, i.e.
how they should be used? The content of the tables should focus on bringing added value. The
Meeting invited GEAR 23-2020 to consider the original rational behind doing the JD exercise and use
this as a basis for the discussion.

- The Meeting invited the SOM team to consider whether the SOM analysis, or the components
thereof, could be used to identify which are the main pressures, as well as which are the most
relevant measures, what the gap to GES is, as well as clear statements on if measures are sufficient,
for each topic, and prepare a response to GEAR to give an indication of what is available and possible
to do.

- The Meeting agreed to merge the spatial conservation table with the text section in the JD (or include 
a specific section if one is not available).

- The Meeting took note of the information that it is not easy to find the relevant information in the
ACTION WP5 report, the report would greatly benefit from providing conclusions that can be quoted. 
The Meeting invited the Secretariat to contact the ACTION WP5 team to refine the information in
the report.

- The Meeting agreed to prepare a brief informal discussion paper on open questions with regards to
table 4 and the JD overall, as well as proposals for how these could be tackled, and for the updated
tables to be submitted to GEAR as supporting information.

CG MSFD was invited to review and provide initial reactions and comments to the tables by 30 October 2020, 
to submit the input to Secretariat (marta.ruiz@helcom.fi) who will collate the input and submit to GEAR 23-
2020 to support further discussion. The tables are provided as individual Attachments to this document 
(Attachments 1-9). 

mailto:marta.ruiz@helcom.fi
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This document contains the draft structure of the Joint Documentation and the current drafts of the Table 4 
content based on GEAR, CG MSFD and intersessional input (GEAR 21-2019 3-1 and CG MSFD 6-2020, CG 
MSFD 7-2020 and CG MSFD 8-2020). 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the exchange of information between HELCOM EU MS on the listed 
topics under the topic of PoMs and to agree any directions for coordinating work or next steps that may arise 
from these discussions. 
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Draft structure for a HELCOM Joint documentation of regional 
coordination of Programmes of Measures in the Baltic Sea area 
Grey text is a description of proposed context.  

Table of Contents 

1. Introduction ................................................................................................................................................... 5 

1. Protecting the Baltic Sea marine ecosystems ........................................................................................... 5 

2. Regional coordination on measures for the Baltic Sea ............................................................................. 5 

2.1 Implementation of the MSFD regional coordination on measures ......................................................... 5 

2.2 Updating national programmes of measures .......................................................................................... 5 

2.3 Transboundary consultations .................................................................................................................. 5 

3. HELCOM’s contribution to achieving good status in the Baltic Sea .......................................................... 6 

3.1 HELCOM objectives reviewed .................................................................................................................. 6 

3.2 Implementation of BSAP 2007-2021 and HELCOM measures ................................................................ 6 

3.3 Follow-up on ”actions to be considered” proposed in Annex 3 of JD 2016 ............................................ 6 

3.4 Effectiveness of measures ....................................................................................................................... 6 

3.5 Why is good status in the Baltic Sea Region not yet achieved? .............................................................. 6 

4. Coordination of programmes of measures ............................................................................................... 7 

5. Summary conclusions and next steps ....................................................................................................... 7 

Abbreviations..................................................................................................................................................... 7 

Glossary ............................................................................................................................................................. 7 

Annexes ............................................................................................................................................................. 7 



GEAR 23-2020, 3-6 

Page 5 of 7 

1. Introduction

- Purpose of the document (e.g. use of JD 2016 text)
- Context 2016 Joint Documentation
- Context review and update of national Programme of Measures due by 2022

The national Programme of Measures are up for updating by 2022. The document will look at progress
made on regional actions recommended to HELCOM in 2016 for consideration and steps taken to improve
regional coherence of the updated PoM.

1. Protecting the Baltic Sea marine ecosystems

- Briefly on the Helsinki convention and its purpose (e.g. use text of JD 2016)
- Main results of HOLAS II providing the ground for the need of additional action
- Outline of 3 – 4 major pressures requiring action (use figures from HOLAS II?)
- Context review and update of BSAP

2. Regional coordination on measures for the Baltic Sea

- Briefly on the requirements of MSFD of regional coordination of measures (e.g. use relevant
JD 2016 text)

2.1 Implementation of the MSFD regional coordination on measures 

- Modes of coordination (use JD 2016 text)
- an explanation that joint and regionally coordinated measures may not necessarily end up

in national MSFD programme of measures but could also be included in other relevant policy
instruments such as the national WFD river basin management plans and programmes of
measures

- Brief summary on EU Commission conclusions in its Art. 16 MSFD report on regional
coordination (use main conclusions from GEAR discussions as a basis)

- Briefly what we have done within Helcom in order to coordinate our work on measures
during 2016 to 2021 (to include specific exchange of information and coordination activities
within DG MSFD as well as coordination supporting effects of HELCOM actitivies such as SOM
acitvitiy, BSAP update, Helcom stakeholder conference; etc).

2.2 Updating national programmes of measures 

- Brief background on what the update entails, timelines

2.3 Transboundary consultations 
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- Describing how we approach transboundary consultations, and potential effects on other
Baltic Sea countries’ waters (JD2016 text as basis, include information from GEAR discussions
on transboundary effects)

3. HELCOM’s contribution to achieving good status in the Baltic
Sea

3.1 HELCOM objectives reviewed 
- Briefly on BSAP, and its update, as a regional framework for coordinated national measures

o Overview of updated BSAP ecological and management objectives (figure)
o Overview of BSAP environmental targets / progress on developing such targets in

HELCOM as basis of measures (can SOM analysis be used to identify environmental
targets, e.g. % of pressure reductions?)

3.2 Implementation of BSAP 2007-2021 and HELCOM measures 
- HELCOM Explorer, How implementation and environmental improvements are followed up

in Explorer (criteria, and indicators)
- Conclusions on implementation status: highlight of successes and of shortcomings.
- Follow-on conclusions: What does the implementations status mean for regional measure

coordination?

3.3 Follow-up on ”actions to be considered” proposed in Annex 3 of JD 2016 
- Summary follow up of ”actions to be considered” proposed in Annex 3 of JD 2016, (based on

compilation from the Secretariat, possibly a very short table with hyperlinks?) .
- Conclusions for regional measure coordination

3.4 Gaps and opportunities for joint actions 
- Brief reference to SOM analysis which takes into account HELCOM measures as well as EU MS
national PoM (”existing” and ”new” measures)
- Opportunities for joint measures? (list of issues of relevance, link to BSAP measures)
- Summary of main conclusions (based on SOM analysis results).

3.5 Why is good status in the Baltic Sea Region not yet achieved? 
(General overview, as an introduction to the topic specific texts in section 4) 
Use the outcputs from ACTION project WP 4 
- Reasons
- Role of the natural conditions in the Baltic Sea in progressing towards good status?
- Estimated timelines for achieving good status for selected?
- Uncertainties, including influence of climate change on the effectiveness of measures to
achieve good status?
- Conclusions on actions needed to follow-up HELCOM objectives?
- Conclusions for regional measure coordination
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4. Coordination of programmes of measures

Based on the topic tables from 2016, update with information forthcoming through the BSAP-UP process, 
including SOM activity. Prepared tables are available in Attachments 1-8. 

4.1 Inputs of nutrients and organic matter 

4.2 Inputs of synthetic and non-synthetic contaminants and systematic and/or intentional releases of 
substances 

4.3 Accidental pollution from maritime activities 

4.4 Conservation, restoration and/or reintroduction of species and biotopes/habitats 

4.5 Physical loss and damage of seabed habitats 

4.6 Selective extraction and incidental by-catch of species 

4.7 Introduction of non-indigenous species 

4.8 Input of litter 

4.9 Inputs of energy including underwater noise 

5. Summary conclusions and next steps

Abbreviations 

Glossary 

Annexes1 
Annex X: To be discussed: Coordination of national measures 

To be discussed: Are there national measures (not reflected in BSAP) which benefit from a coordinated 
implementation? If so, could be described in an annex. 

Annex X: To be discussed: Brief description of coordination regarding coordination of measures for 
transboundary threatened species and biotopes 

Potentially, input from S&C, a  brief description of (opportunities for) coordinated actions on threatened 
species and biotopes at bilateral, multilateral or Baltic Sea wide level? Work based on the mapping carried 
out in S&C on threatened species per CP and existing actions, and the Annex 2 of JD2016.  

1 Inclusion of annexes to be considered later in the drafting process. 



4.1 Inputs of nutrients and organic matter 

Action on inputs of nutrients and organic matter 
Objectives of BSAP Instruction: 

Actions on … are measures towards achieving: 
− BSAP goal and objectives: to be included from BSAP update 
− GES for MSFD descriptors: short name of descriptor with number in 

brackets 
Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
core/pre-core indicators: … Listed indicators to be updated in 2021 based on 
progress made on indicator-development. 

BSAP goal: Baltic Sea unaffected by eutrophication 
Ecological objective:  
- Concentrations of nutrients close to natural levels 
- Clear water 
- Natural level of algal bloom 
- Natural distribution and occurrence of plants and animals 
- Natural oxygen levels 
Management objective: 
- Minimize input of nutrients from human activities 

MSFD descriptor: Human-induced eutrophication is minimized, especially 
adverse effects thereof, such as losses in biodiversity, ecosystem 
degradation, harmful algae blooms and oxygen deficiency in bottom 
waters (descriptor 5) 

Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
indicators: 

− CART-indicator  
− Inputs of nitrogen and phosphorous to the basins 
− Total nitrogen (TN) 
− Total phosphorus (TP) 
− Dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN) 
− Dissolved inorganic phosphorus (DIP) 
− Chlorophyll-a 
− Cyanobacterial bloom index 
− Water clarity 
− Oxygen debt 

Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Instruction: 
Include here the main activities / sectors causing the pressure. Main 
activities mean only those which are the top contributors (e.g. limit to 3 
activities as a general rule if possible, exceptional more/less). The list is 
given in no particular order, i.e. no data-based ranking. Attempt using 
nomenclature of MSFD Annex III, tables 2a and 2b as far as sensible, use 
HELCOM wording where higher precision is needed. Use forthcoming SOM-
results to name the main activities/sectors. If possible (e.g. based on SOM-
results) indicate expected increase of activity. If and where relevant, 
indicate where in the Baltic Sea the pressure is highest. 
Main activities /sectors causing the pressures are area specific. The 
following are the activities/sectors relevant in all Baltic Sea areas: 
− Input of nutrients – diffuse sources, point sources, atmospheric 

deposition (note: following ranking from SOM analysis eutrophication) 
Nitrogen 

Attachment 1



• agricultural losses via rivers (i.e. runoff) 
• wastewater treatment plants
• atmospheric deposition from agricultural sources and 

transportation 
Riverborne transboundary loads from non-CPs reach 12 and 28% of 
total nitrogen inputs in the Baltic Proper and the Gulf of Finland. 
Phosphorus 

• diffuse losses from agriculture via rivers (i.e. runoff) 
• Wastewater treatment plants
• atmospheric deposition 
• stormwater/overflows 

Riverborne transboundary loads from non-CPs reach 16 and 43% of 
total phosphorus inputs in the Baltic Proper and the Gulf of Riga. 

− Input of organic matter – diffuse sources and point sources 
The sub-basin with highest nutrient levels is the Baltic Proper. Nutrient 
levels above threshold values affect all Baltic Sea waters. 

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Include here any quantitative HELCOM environmental target(s) that may 
have agreed by the time of finalizing the Joint Documentation. If available 
(e.g. from SOM analysis) include (quantitative or qualitative) indication of 
the remaining distance to target. Otherwise use some quantitative 
indication from HOLAS II or SOM activity to illustrate the magnitude of the 
problem. 
− Maximum Allowable Inputs (MAIs) of nutrient to the Baltic Sea are 

792209 tonnes of nitrogen per year and 21716 tonnes of phosphorus 
per year. 

− Country-wise Allocated Reduction Targets (CARTs) of nutrients were 
agreed for each Contracting Party by HELCOM 2013 Ministerial 
Meeting. This is based on the assumption of reductions by shipping and 
other countries in the order to 28880 tonnes nitrogen per year and 800 
tonnes phosphorus per year. The CARTs are under revision and 
updated National Input Ceilings regime are expected to be agreed at 
HELCOM 2021 Ministerial Meeting and replace the CARTs. 

The assessment of MAI targets for the 2015 showed MAI was not achieved 
for nitrogen in the Baltic Proper and the Gulf of Finland and for phosphorus 
in the Baltic Proper and the Gulf of Riga. 
(CART results to be added? Latest information from xx ?) 

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

Instruction: 
Provide a link to a preselected view of the HELCOM Explorer. Use the 2018 
HELCOM implementation report to provide the following information: 
Indicate state of implementation (numeric) and coverage of above 
identified pressures by HELCOM measures. Highlight (ca. three) measures 
which have not yet been fully implemented but are considered particularly 
important to achieve the targets/objectives. Highlight any particular gaps 
as identified in HOLAS II or SOM analysis and based on comparison of 
identified pressures and their coverage by measures, where needed by 
expert opinion.  
HELCOM Contracting Parties are required to adopt the necessary national 
measures to achieve the CARTs set for nitrogen and phosphorus. HELCOM 
measures in support of the BSAP goals and objectives and MSFD descriptor 
2 in relation to eutrophication are given here (link to extracted Explorer 
list). A revised Annex III of the Helsinki Convention on the Prevention of 
Pollution from Agriculture, a HELCOM nutrient recycling strategy and 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20MINISTERIAL%202018-507/MeetingDocuments/Implementation%20of%20the%20BSAP%202018.pdf


additional actions in support of the BSAP objectives are expected to be 
adopted at the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting 2021. Among the existing 
HELCOM measures the following still await full implementation:  
− 41-3 The use of national manure standards 
− 38-1 Sewage sludge handling 
− 37-3 Sustainable aquaculture in the Baltic Sea Region 
− 28E-5 Advanced municipal wastewater treatment 
− 28E-6 On-site wastewater treatment of single family homes, small 

businesses and settlements up to 300 persons equivalent 
− 28E-7 Measures aimed at the substitution of polyphosphates 

(phosphorus) in detergents 
Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Instruction:  
Include here links to relevant existing RU, EU and global measures / 
commitments / targets. Ideally the information compiled through SOM 
activity on existing measures should allow making a link to a topic-specific 
list. Limit reference to the instrument / reference within the instrument. 
Reference only instruments which are immanently linked with the 
goal/objectives/descriptor. 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine 

Environment from Land-based Activities (PA) 
− UNECE Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution 

(including the Gothenburg Protocol) 
− London Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping 

of Wastes and other Matter 
− International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships 

(MARPOL) and special area regimes for the Baltic Sea 
− EU Common Agricultural Policy 
− EU Water Framework Directive 
− EU Nitrates Directive 
− EU Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive 
− EU Industrial Emissions Directive 
− EU National Emission Ceilings Directive 
− EU Directive on Port Reception Facilities 
− Water Code of the Russian Federation 

Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give here reasons for not achieving good status. The reasons may be varied 
including lack of implementation of measures or SOM results on sufficiency 
of measures. Use and present here also the results of the SOM/ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD. Provide short text elements 
that can be used nationally for arguing non-achievement of good status: 
− shortcomings in the implementation of HELCOM measures 
− insufficient measures (gap or not sufficiently effective): national or joint 

HELCOM actions 
− natural conditions delaying response / recovery of the ecosystem 

SOM analysis: Existing measures are not sufficient to reach the reductions 
needed to achieve good status. An immediate reduction of nitrogen loading 
by one third is required to achieve good status. A one third reduction may 
be possible if all nitrogen inputs to the sea were reduced instantly by 10%. 
This estimation does not account for sediment loadings and releases of 

Commented [AW1]: List from JC 2016 – added: CAP and 
NEC 
Long list!  

Commented [AW2]: Right conclusion?
SOM results are ”initial” and not very clear for quoting. 
They suggest that existing measures may not be sufficient to 
reduce inputs as indicated by MAI. According to HOLAS II 
MAI is/may be however already achieved in 5 of 7 areas for 
nitrogen and phosphorus. (BSAP Implementation report for 
MM 2018 says MAI is/may be achieved in 5 of 7 areas for 
nitrogen and 4 of 7 for phosphorus.  
Moreover the SOM analyses does not link the inputs of 
nutrients to the effects of eutrophication. Not sure what this 
means regarding sufficiency of measures. 

Commented [AW3]: To be reached by full implementation 
of measures in place? Additional measures needed? 



nitrogen from sediments. The time lag of the ecosystem in responding to 
nutrient reductions is caused by the long residence time of the Baltic Sea, 
the large pool of organic matter that has built up over the decades and the 
present nitrogen loadings which are approximately 3.4 times higher than 
the background.  

Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give an estimate, by when good status in relation to seafloor integrity may 
be expected. Provide short text elements picking up results from ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can be used nationally. 
Achieving good status may take some 50 to 100 years depending on future 
measures. In case of an instant input reduction of 10%, nitrogen loading 
may decrease by one third in 44 years, as required for achieving good 
status. Additional time lag may result from releases of nitrogen from 
sediments. A reduction of the manageable N inputs of 30%, which includes 
a reduction of P inputs as well in order to reduce N fixation, may bring the 
Baltic Sea in a significantly better condition within a time scale of 20 to 40 
years. 

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Uncertainties in achieving good status may link with differing factors. One is 
uncertainty due to climate change. Provide short text elements picking up 
results from ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can 
be used nationally. 
SOM analysis Eutrophication: No uncertainties (e.g. climate) mentioned.  

Future action areas Instruction: 
List here any joint (new) measures included in the updated BSAP and any 
regionally coordinated measure not included in the BSAP. How to include any 
such measures (e.g. in an Annex) will be decided at a later stage. In a first 
step, national (new) measures pointing in the same direction should be 
highlighted.  
New HELCOM joint actions (see BSAP 2021-2030): 
− xx 
Coordinated national measures concern: 
− xx 

Plans for follow up  Instruction – still to be discussed: 
Possibly list here specific actions / indicators proposed to follow-up on agreed 
objectives and measures. Alternatively give a general description of follow-
up methods for actions in section 3 above. Distinction to be made between 
follow-up of implementation (see HELCOM Explorer and any arrangements 
for regular status checks) and follow-up of effectiveness (in general, how will 
this be done in future, and in particular, which indicators will be used for the 
specific measures). This field is only relevant if the follow-up of effectiveness 
goes beyond the indicators and tools described in the first field. 
To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 

Commented [AW4]: Can this be achieved with the 
measures in place if fully implemented by 2030? Additional 
measures needed. When do the 44 years start to run? 



4.6 Inputs of synthetic and non-synthetic contaminants and systematic and/or intentional releases of 
substances. 

Action on reducing the inputs of synthetic and non-synthetic contaminants and systematic 
and/or intentional releases of substances.  
Objectives of BSAP Instruction: 

Actions on … are measures towards achieving: 
− BSAP goal and objectives: to be included from BSAP update 
− GES for MSFD descriptors: short name of descriptor with number in 

brackets 
Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
core/pre-core indicators: … Listed indicators to be updated in 2021 based on 
progress made on indicator-development. 

BSAP goal: Baltic Sea undisturbed by hazardous substances 
Ecological objectives: 
- concentrations of hazardous substances close to natural levels, 
- all fish safe to eat 
- healthy wildlife, 
- radioactivity at pre-Chernobyl level. 

MSFD descriptors: Concentrations of contaminants are at levels not giving 
rise to pollution effects (descriptor 8), contaminants in fish and other 
seafood for human consumption do not exceed levels established by 
Community legislation or other relevant standards (descriptor 9). 

Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
indicators: 

− Hexabromocyclododecane (HBCDD), 
− Perfluorooctane sulphonate (PFOS), 
− Metals (lead, cadmium and mercury), 
− Polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs), 
− Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their metabolites, 
− Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxins and furans, 
− TBT and imposex, 
− Diclofenac, 
− Radioactive substances: Cesium-137 in fish and surface seawater, 
− Reproductive disorders: malformed embryos of amphipods, 
− White-tailed eagle productivity, 
− Oil-spills affecting the marine environment. 

Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Instruction: 
Include here the main activities / sectors causing the pressure. Main 
activities mean only those which are the top contributors (e.g. limit to 3 
activities as a general rule if possible, exceptional more/less). The list is 
given in no particular order, i.e. no data-based ranking. Attempt using 
nomenclature of MSFD Annex III, tables 2a and 2b as far as sensible, use 
HELCOM wording where higher precision is needed. Use forthcoming SOM-
results to name the main activities/sectors. If possible (e.g. based on SOM-
results) indicate expected increase of activity. If and where relevant, 
indicate where in the Baltic Sea the pressure is highest. 
Main activities /sectors causing the pressures are (in no particular order): 

− non-renewable energy generation (fossil fuel and nuclear 
powerplants) - PBDE, HBCDD, PFOS, PAH, PCB, heavy metals, 
dioxins 

Attachment 2



− uses in urban, industrial, and industrial animal farms via waste 
waters – pharmaceuticals, heavy metals, PFOS 

− industrial uses (oil, gas, industrial plants) - PAH, PCB, heavy metals, 
dioxins 

− Restructuring of seabed morphology (dredging, beach 
replenishment, sea-based deposit of dredged material) – heavy 
metals, TBT, PFOS, dioxins 

− Transport (air, shipping, including infrastructure, incl. anchoring 
and mooring) - PAH, heavy metals, dioxins, PCB, oil spills (illegal 
discharges) 

− Solid waste (e.g. land-based disposal of dredged material, landfill, 
solid waste streams) - pharmaceuticals, PFOS, HBCDD, PBDEs, 
heavy metals 

− activities and sources outside the Baltic Sea Region – dioxins, PCB, 
HBCDD, PBDE 

The integrated assessment of hazardous substances indicates that the 
pressure from contaminants is high in all parts of the Baltic Sea, mainly 
because the concentrations of polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDE) and 
mercury in fish fail to achieve the threshold values, as well as cesium-137 in 
seawater. 

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Include here any quantitative HELCOM environmental target(s) that may 
have agreed by the time of finalizing the Joint Documentation. If available 
(e.g. from SOM analysis) include (quantitative or qualitative) indication of 
the remaining distance to target. Otherwise use some quantitative 
indication from HOLAS II or SOM activity to illustrate the magnitude of the 
problem. 
No common quantitative environmental targets for reduction of inputs of 
hazardous substances have been agreed. The target is to achieve GES 
threshold values in the concentrations of hazardous substances in different 
matrices (biota, sediment and water) and the long-term goal is to reach 
zero concentrations of man-made chemicals. For illegal oil-spills a zero spill 
target is agreed. 
Pressure on the marine environment from contaminants is high in all parts 
of the Baltic Sea. The ecosystem remains impacted by hazardous 
substances. Mercury, polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs), and the 
radioactive isotope cesium-137 show particularly high contamination 
scores in the integrated assessment. The substances most distant from 
their threshold values and failing the threshold value (based on the whole 
regional scale) are PBDEs, mercury, cesium-137, as well as tributyltin (TBT) 
and imposex. In all cases there are, however, positive signs of decreasing 
input of hazardous substances or improvement in the Baltic Sea. 

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

Instruction: 
Provide a link to a preselected view of the HELCOM Explorer. Use the 2018 
HELCOM implementation report to provide the following information: 
Indicate state of implementation (numeric) and coverage of above 
identified pressures by HELCOM measures. Highlight (ca. three) measures 
which have not yet been fully implemented but are considered particularly 
important to achieve the targets/objectives. Highlight any particular gaps 
as identified in HOLAS II or SOM analysis and based on comparison of 
identified pressures and their coverage by measures, where needed by 
expert opinion.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20MINISTERIAL%202018-507/MeetingDocuments/Implementation%20of%20the%20BSAP%202018.pdf


HELCOM measures to achieve the BSAP goal and objectives and good 
environmental status for MSFD descriptor 8 and 9 in relation to hazardous 
substances are given here. 
HELCOM work on hazardous substances is guided by the many HELCOM 
Recommendations related to practices and management to minimize the 
negative impacts of handling of hazardous substances. Several of the 
agreements in the BSAP and Ministerial Declarations in 2010 and 2013 are 
also focused on keeping the HELCOM Recommendations on hazardous 
substances up to date. 
3 of 9 updated joint actions to reduce input from hazardous substances 
related to measures and management coordination has not been fully 
accomplished: 

− Update of HELCOM requirements for iron/steel industry (HELCOM 
Recommendation 24/4) (Target year: not specified) 

− Enhance co-operation between Paris MoU (Memorandum of 
Understanding) and HELCOM by applying for advisor status of 
HELCOM to Paris MoU on Port State Control (Target year: not 
specified) 

− Update the Action Plan for the protection of the environment from 
offshore platforms; put into practice the “zero-discharge” principle 
for all chemicals and substances used and produced during the 
operation of offshore platforms (Target year: 2013) 

In addition, micropollutants (pharmaceuticals) have been identified as an 
emerging problem and in 2016 a new HELCOM action was agreed for 
consideration on ‘Micropollutants in effluents from wastewater treatment 
plants’. The implementation of the action is ongoing and includes a 
compilation of the information on micropollutants of high concern and 
advanced waste water treatment techniques, and preparation of a 
summary report on treatment techniques. However there are no joint 
measures to address micropollutants (pharmaceuticals). 

The majority of countries have developed National programmes to 
eliminate hazardous substances. The programmes are linked to national 
legislation and international agreements and for EU Member States to the 
implementation of the WFD and other EU Directives related to the 
reduction of hazardous substances. 
4 of 8 national actions to reduce inputs of hazardous substances related to 
measures and management coordination has not been fully accomplished: 

− National programmes to eliminate hazardous substances (6/9) 
− Evaluation of effectiveness of national programmes to eliminate 

hazardous substance (5/9) 
− Ratification of the UNEP 2013 Minamata Convention on Mercury 

(7/9) 
− Develop specific efficiency requirements and emission limit values 

for small scale combustion appliances in relation to HELCOM 
Recommendation 28E-8 (3/9) 

The follow-up of HELCOM Recommendations carried out in 2017 shows 
that the implementation of a number (5/9) of HELCOM Recommendations 
on hazardous substances is partly accomplished: 
29-1 Reduction of emissions from crematoria; 
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31E-1 Implementing HELCOM’s objective for hazardous substances; 
31E-2 Batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators 
containing mercury, cadmium or lead; 
31E-3 Cadmium in fertilizers; 
31E-4 Proper handling of waste/landfilling 
Joint actions to minimize accidental pollution from maritime activities have 
focused on promoting safe navigation systems for ships entering the Baltic 
Sea and the majority of these joint actions have been accomplished. 
Only 1 of 7 joint actions on accidental pollution from maritime activities 
related to 
measures and management coordination is not fully accomplished: 

− Update HELCOM Manual on Co-operation in Combatting Marine 
Pollution Volume II, focusing on response to accidents at sea 
involving spills of hazardous substances and loss of packaged 
dangerous goods. 

HELCOM has already cooperated in response at sea activities for four 
decades. Response on shore and oiled wildlife response are newer topics 
first introduced in HELCOM BSAP in 2007. Already agreed HELCOM actions 
have helped to promote response on shore and oiled wildlife response in 
the Baltic Sea region. Some HELCOM Contracting Parties have integrated 
both shoreline and oiled wildlife response into national, regional or local 
contingency plans. 
3 of 6 national actions related to accidental pollution from maritime 
activities related to measures and management coordination have not 
been fully accomplished: 

− Based upon sensitivity mapping, to identify the need for and to 
finalise the quantification of countermeasures for shoreline 
response, and to prepare concrete plans/programmes for fulfilling 
them by 2013 (5/9) 

− Integrate shoreline response into national contingency plans and 
conduct trainings and organize exchange programmes (5/9) 

− Integrate the subject of oiled wildlife response into oil pollution 
contingency plans either on a national or sub-national/local level 
(5/9) 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Instruction:  
Include here links to relevant existing RU, EU and global measures / 
commitments / targets. Ideally the information compiled through SOM 
activity on existing measures should allow making a link to a topic-specific 
list. Limit reference to the instrument / reference within the instrument. 
Reference only instruments which are immanently linked with the 
goal/objectives/descriptor. 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− UNECE Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution, 
− Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants, 
− London Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping 

of Wastes and Other Matter, 
− MARPOL International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from 

Ships, 
− Minamata Convention on Mercury, 
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− EU Water Framework Directive, 
− EU Environmental Quality Standards Directive, 
− EU Industrial Emissions Directive, 
− EU Large Combustion Plants Directive, 
− EU Waste Incineration Directive, 
− EU Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Solvents Directive, 
− Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses 

and International Lakes (inc. Russian Federation, Belarus, Norway) 
e.g. agreement between the government of the Estonian Republic and 
the government of the Russian Federation on cooperation on 
cooperation in protection and sustainable use of transboundary 
waters. 

− Law on environment protection of the Russian Federation 
Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give here reasons for not achieving good status. The reasons may be varied 
including lack of implementation of measures or SOM results on sufficiency 
of measures. Use and present here also the results of the SOM/ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD. Provide short text elements 
that can be used nationally for arguing non-achievement of good status: 
− shortcomings in the implementation of HELCOM measures 
− insufficient measures (gap or not sufficiently effective): national or joint 

HELCOM actions 
− natural conditions delaying response / recovery of the ecosystem 

SOM analysis:  
Mercury 
SOM analysis indicate that existing measures are not sufficient in achieving 
GES, as reductions in concentrations with existing measures are around 
20%.  Input of mercury is heavily influenced by regional use of fossil fuels 
and global inputs from multiple sources which will require significant long-
term investments to control adequately. Experts (SOM analysis) have 
evaluated that it would take around 45 -70% pressure reductions to 
achieve GES. 
The main reported factors contributing to the time lag for mercury were 
high retention in sediments leading to long-term release into the Baltic Sea, 
slow burial rates, and that it is non-degradable. 

TBT 
SOM analysis indicate that existing measures are not sufficient in achieving 
GES, as reductions in concentrations with existing measures are around 
close to zero for TBT. The near zero projections of the probability of 
achieving GES for TBT are a result of few to no existing measures 
controlling their input from new or existing sources (note: the SOM analysis 
has not been able to fully include important natural processes, such as 
burial and degradation, in these calculations). For TBT, measures to control 
inputs (other than a ban on use) are not applied in the Baltic Sea, and 
therefore this result is influenced only by the projected development of 
activities, for example activities that may increase release from existing 
sources or deposits (e.g. shipping infrastructure) 
Experts (SOM analysis) have evaluated that it would take around 45 -70% 
pressure reductions to achieve GES. The primary reported factors 
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contributing to the time lag for TBT were its long degradation time and 
local sedimentation rates. 

PFOS 
SOM analysis indicate that existing measures are not sufficient in achieving 
GES, as reductions in concentrations with existing measures are around 
12% for PFOS. The probability to achieve GES with existing measures is 
around 14% for PFOS. Despite the extensive bans on PFOS, experts still 
estimated that major reductions are required in the input of PFOS. 
Available additional measures to control PFOS primarily involve further 
tightening of Stockholm Convention restrictions on its use and clean-up of 
contaminated areas. The primary reported factors contributing to the time 
lag for PFOS were its long degradation time and local sedimentation rates. 

Diclofenac 
SOM analysis indicate that existing measures are not sufficient in achieving 
GES, close to zero for diclofenac. The probability to achieve GES with 
existing measures is zero for diclofenac. There is no target measures for 
pharmaceuticals. The near zero projections of the probability of achieving 
GES for diclofenac are a result of few to no existing measures controlling 
their input from new or existing sources. For the input of diclofenac, 
existing measures are implemented in the Bay of Mecklenburg, Arkona 
Basin, and Bornholm Basin. In the other sub-basins, projected future 
changes in the activities lead to increased inputs of diclofenac. The primary 
reported factor contributing to the time lag for diclofenac was its 
degradation time. 

Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give an estimate, by when good status in relation to hazardous substances 
may be expected. Provide short text elements picking up results from 
ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can be used 
nationally. 
Under the assumption that all measure are being fully implemented by 
2030, good status could possibly be achieved: 

− The estimated time for achieving GES for mercury is considered to 
be 38 years. 

− The estimated time for achieving GES for TBT is considered to be 14 
years. 

− The estimated time for achieving GES for PFOS is considered to be 
17 years. 

− The estimated time for achieving GES for diclofenac is considered 
to be 5 years. 

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Uncertainties in achieving good status may link with differing factors. One is 
uncertainty due to climate change. Provide short text elements picking up 
results from ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can 
be used nationally. 
There is considerable uncertainty about the link between pressure 
reductions and achieving GES for hazardous substances.  

Future action areas Instruction: 
List here any joint (new) measures included in the updated BSAP and any 
regionally coordinated measure not included in the BSAP. How to include any 
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such measures (e.g. in an Annex) will be decided at a later stage. In a first 
step, national (new) measures pointing in the same direction should be 
highlighted.  
New HELCOM joint actions (see BSAP 2021-2030): 
− xx 
Coordinated national measures concern: 
− xx  

Plans for follow up  Instruction – still to be discussed: 
Possibly list here specific actions / indicators proposed to follow-up on agreed 
objectives and measures. Alternatively give a general description of follow-
up methods for actions in section 3 above. Distinction to be made between 
follow-up of implementation (see HELCOM Explorer and any arrangements 
for regular status checks) and follow-up of effectiveness (in general, how will 
this be done in future, and in particular, which indicators will be used for the 
specific measures). This field is only relevant if the follow-up of effectiveness 
goes beyond the indicators and tools described in the first field. 
To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 
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Accidental pollution from maritime activities 

Action on physical loss and disturanbance of the seabed 
Objectives of BSAP Instruction: 

Actions on … are measures towards achieving: 
− BSAP goal and objectives: to be included from BSAP update 
− GES for MSFD descriptors: short name of descriptor with number in 

brackets 
Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
core/pre-core indicators: … Listed indicators to be updated in 2021 based on 
progress made on indicator-development. 

BSAP goal: Concentrations of hazardous substances close to natural levels. 
Enforcement of international regulations – no illegal discharges. 

MSFD descriptor: D8 Concentrations of contaminants are at levels not giving 
rise to pollution effects 
- D8C3 The spatial extent and duration of significant acute pollution

events are minimized.
Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Instruction: 
Include here the main activities / sectors causing the pressure. Main 
activities mean only those which are the top contributors (e.g. limit to 3 
activities as a general rule if possible, exceptional more/less). The list is 
given in no particular order, i.e. no data-based ranking. Attempt using 
nomenclature of MSFD Annex III, tables 2a and 2b as far as sensible, use 
HELCOM wording where higher precision is needed. Use forthcoming SOM-
results to name the main activities/sectors. If possible (e.g. based on SOM-
results) indicate expected increase of activity. If and where relevant, 
indicate where in the Baltic Sea the pressure is highest. 
Main activities /sectors causing the pressures are (in no particular order): 

- Oil spills are principally detected along the main shipping routes.
- Oil and other petroleum products end up in the marine

environment through intentional introduction or due to negligence,
often as oil in bilge water, via dumping of waste oil, or due to
release during accidents.

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Include here any quantitative HELCOM environmental target(s) that may 
have agreed by the time of finalizing the Joint Documentation. If available 
(e.g. from SOM analysis) include (quantitative or qualitative) indication of 
the remaining distance to target. Otherwise use some quantitative 
indication from HOLAS II or SOM activity to illustrate the magnitude of the 
problem. 

- The threshold values for the indicator are defined as the annual
average volume of oil introduced to each sub-basin during the
selected reference period (Thresholds table 1). The reference
period selected for the modern baseline in this indicator is 2008-
2013, during which the estimated volume from spills have been at
a historically low level (Thresholds figure 1).

- It is important to note, that the HELCOM Contracting Parties have
committed to the goal of ‘No illegal oil spills detected through
annual aerial surveillance activities’ in the Baltic Sea Action Plan
(BSAP), in line with the 1992 Helsinki Convention, and that this goal
is aligned with the requirements of MARPOL Annex I. This goal is
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still to be strived for, and is not substituted by the threshold values 
used to evaluate this indicator. 

- Aerial surveys of oil spills have been carried out by HELCOM
Contracting Parties with standardized methods, covering the entire
Baltic Sea for several years. Thus, the confidence of the indicator
evaluation is high. In recent years the number of flight hours have
decreased somewhat and some countries have not been able to
conduct aerial surveillance according to the standardized methods.
If this trend continues, the confidence of the indicator evaluation
may be lower in the future.

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

Instruction: 
Provide a link to a preselected view of the HELCOM Explorer. Use the 2018 
HELCOM implementation report to provide the following information: 
Indicate state of implementation (numeric) and coverage of above 
identified pressures by HELCOM measures. Highlight (ca. three) measures 
which have not yet been fully implemented but are considered particularly 
important to achieve the targets/objectives. Highlight any particular gaps 
as identified in HOLAS II or SOM analysis and based on comparison of 
identified pressures and their coverage by measures, where needed by 
expert opinion.  

In the HELCOM implementation report oil spils is refletected with reference 
to the achievement of HELCOM agreements related to knowledge, 
monitoring and assessment, and data – “Make full use of satellite 
surveillance to assit response to accidental oil spills in the Baltic Sea” 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Instruction:  
Include here links to relevant existing RU, EU and global measures / 
commitments / targets. Ideally the information compiled through SOM 
activity on existing measures should allow making a link to a topic-specific 
list. Limit reference to the instrument / reference within the instrument. 
Reference only instruments which are immanently linked with the 
goal/objectives/descriptor. 

− Aerial surveillance is supported by satellite observations of the 
CleanSeaNet (CSN) satellite surveillance service provided by the 
European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA). It is recommended that 
satellite detections are checked as soon as possible by aerial 
surveillance or other means available. 

Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give here reasons for not achieving good status. The reasons may be varied 
including lack of implementation of measures or SOM results on sufficiency 
of measures. Use and present here also the results of the SOM/ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD. Provide short text elements 
that can be used nationally for arguing non-achievement of good status: 
− shortcomings in the implementation of HELCOM measures 
− insufficient measures (gap or not sufficiently effective): national or joint 

HELCOM actions 
− natural conditions delaying response / recovery of the ecosystem 

- Overall decreasing trends have been detected in both the number
of spills and the size of single spills. Noticeably, the number of
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detected oil spills larger than 10m3 has decreased significantly in 
recent decades (Results figure 2). Out of the 130 detected oil spill 
in 2013, 80% were estimated to be smaller than 0.1 m3 . 
 

Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give an estimate, by when good status in relation to seafloor integrity may 
be expected. Provide short text elements picking up results from ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can be used nationally. 
 

- The amount of oil that has been introduced to the marine 
environment as illegal spills detected through aerial surveillance 
has decreased significantly since the 1980’s when monitoring 
began (Results figure 1). The decrease is considered to be a positive 
sign, especially considering the increased shipping traffic, as is the 
enhanced use of satellite imaging. The number of flight hours, i.e. 
the monitoring effort, has varied during these decades. However, 
the documented decrease in amounts of oil introduced to the 
Baltic Sea is considered to reflect the actual situation, as the 
supporting parameter on pollution per flight hour index confirms 
the decrease 
 

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Uncertainties in achieving good status may link with differing factors. One is 
uncertainty due to climate change. Provide short text elements picking up 
results from ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can 
be used nationally. 
 

- The peak values highlight that single oil spills may introduce large 
amounts of oil to the environment, and underlines the importance 
of estimating the volume of introduced oil when evaluating 
whether the pressure is at a level allowing the environment to 
reach a good environmental status. 

Future action areas Instruction: 
List here any joint (new) measures included in the updated BSAP and any 
regionally coordinated measure not included in the BSAP. How to include any 
such measures (e.g. in an Annex) will be decided at a later stage. In a first 
step, national (new) measures pointing in the same direction should be 
highlighted.  
 

- It is important to note, that the HELCOM Contracting Parties have 
committed to the goal of ‘No illegal oil spills detected through 
annual aerial surveillance activities’ in the Baltic Sea Action Plan 
(BSAP), in line with the 1992 Helsinki Convention, and that this goal 
is aligned with the requirements of MARPOL Annex I. This goal is still 
to be strived for, and is not substituted by the threshold values used 
to evaluate this indicator. The threshold values of this core indicator 
has been derived for the purpose of evaluating the status of the 
marine environment, and exceeding the target is considered as 
having a harmful effect on the environment. However, reaching the 
level of zero spills must still be strived for in the long-term. 

- Current aerial surveillance efforts are considered to be sufficient to 
provide a high confidence evaluation of the volume of oil introduced 
to the Baltic Sea as visible spills. 



Plans for follow up Instruction – still to be discussed: 
Possibly list here specific actions / indicators proposed to follow-up on agreed 
objectives and measures. Alternatively give a general description of follow-
up methods for actions in section 3 above. Distinction to be made between 
follow-up of implementation (see HELCOM Explorer and any arrangements 
for regular status checks) and follow-up of effectiveness (in general, how will 
this be done in future, and in particular, which indicators will be used for the 
specific measures). This field is only relevant if the follow-up of effectiveness 
goes beyond the indicators and tools described in the first field. 



4.6 Physical Loss and disturbance of the seabed 

Action on physical loss and disturanbance of the seabed 
Objectives of BSAP Instruction: 

Actions on … are measures towards achieving: 
− BSAP goal and objectives: to be included from BSAP update 
− GES for MSFD descriptors: short name of descriptor with number in 

brackets 
Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
core/pre-core indicators: … Listed indicators to be updated in 2021 based on 
progress made on indicator-development. 

BSAP goal: Environmentally sustainable sea-based activities 
Ecological objective: Activities affecting seabed habitats do not threaten 
the viability of species and communities 
Management objective: Reduce, prevent and mitigate pressures and 
impacts from activities that are causing loss and disturbance to seabed 
habitats 

MSFD descriptor: Seafloor integrity ensures the structure and function of 
ecosystems (descriptor 6), biological diversity is maintained (descriptor 6), 
all elements of the marine food web occur at normal abundance 
(descriptor 4). 

Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
indicators: 

− State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community 
Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Instruction: 
Include here the main activities / sectors causing the pressure. Main 
activities mean only those which are the top contributors (e.g. limit to 3 
activities as a general rule if possible, exceptional more/less). The list is 
given in no particular order, i.e. no data-based ranking. Attempt using 
nomenclature of MSFD Annex III, tables 2a and 2b as far as sensible, use 
HELCOM wording where higher precision is needed. Use forthcoming SOM-
results to name the main activities/sectors. If possible (e.g. based on SOM-
results) indicate expected increase of activity. If and where relevant, 
indicate where in the Baltic Sea the pressure is highest. 
Main activities /sectors causing the pressures are (in no particular order): 
− Offshore and coastal installations in particular for  

− Production of energy (wind, oil and gas) and associated 
infrastructure  

− Physical restructuring of rivers, coastline or seabed (water 
management): namely dredging and dumping of dredged material; 
coastal defence and flood protection; tourism/leisure 
infrastructure  

− Extraction of non-living resources, mainly sand and gravel extraction 
− Extraction of living resources: fish & shellfish harvesting (professional, 

recreational), including effects from bottom-contacting gear 
The sub-basins with highest proportion of potentially lost and disturbed 
seabed are found in the western and southern Baltic Sea.  

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Include here any quantitative HELCOM environmental target(s) that may 
have agreed by the time of finalizing the Joint Documentation. If available 
(e.g. from SOM analysis) include (quantitative or qualitative) indication of 
the remaining distance to target. Otherwise use some quantitative 

Attachment 5



indication from HOLAS II or SOM activity to illustrate the magnitude of the 
problem. 
Environmental target for loss and disturbance of seafloor is still under 
development. In the absence of such a target and values for good status, 
no quantified distance to target can be described.  
On average, less than 1% of the Baltic Sea seabed is estimated to be 
potentially lost due to human activities (up to 5% in the western and 
southern Baltic Sea). On average, around 40% of the Baltic Sea seabed 
habitats are estimated to be potentially disturbed (40-100% in the western 
and southern Baltic Sea). The figures for disturbance show a clear need for 
action in order to move toward good status. Highest pressure reductions 
are required in the western and southern Baltic Sea. (SOM result …) 

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

Instruction: 
Provide a link to a preselected view of the HELCOM Explorer. Use the 2018 
HELCOM implementation report to provide the following information: 
Indicate state of implementation (numeric) and coverage of above 
identified pressures by HELCOM measures. Highlight (ca. three) measures 
which have not yet been fully implemented but are considered particularly 
important to achieve the targets/objectives. Highlight any particular gaps 
as identified in HOLAS II or SOM analysis and based on comparison of 
identified pressures and their coverage by measures, where needed by 
expert opinion.  
HELCOM measures to achieve the BSAP goal and objectives and MSFD 
descriptor 6 in relation to loss and disturbance of the seabed are given here 
(link to extracted Explorer list). Impacts from human activities on the 
seabed are primarily addressed through measures conserving natural 
habitats and biological diversity (e.g. MPAs as tool to regulate human 
activities affecting the seabed). 3 of 3 specific HELCOM measures 
addressing activities impacting the seafloor are not fully implemented. 
Among the HELCOM measures the following require urgent 
implementation:  
17-3 Information and Consultation with regard to Construction of New
Installations Affecting the Baltic Sea
19-1  Marine Sediment Extraction in the Baltic Sea Area (including
Guidelines for Sediment Extraction)
36-2  Management of Dredged Material including Guidelines for
Management of Dredged Material at Sea
HELCOM measures mainly address dredging and the dumping of dredged
material activities. There are [no / limited] measures to address:
− Impacts of offshore installations for energy production (renewable and

non-renewable) and for other purposes 
− Impacts of fishing on the seafloor. 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Instruction:  
Include here links to relevant existing RU, EU and global measures / 
commitments / targets. Ideally the information compiled through SOM 
activity on existing measures should allow making a link to a topic-specific 
list. Limit reference to the instrument / reference within the instrument. 
Reference only instruments which are immanently linked with the 
goal/objectives/descriptor. 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− Convention of Biological Diversity, Aichi targets, target 5 
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− Convention of Biological Diversity, Aichi targets, target 2 
− EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EC 
− Russia: water code of the Russian Federation; law on international 

waters, territorial sea and contiguous zone of the Russian Federation; 
the law on environmental protection of the Russian Federation and 
subordinated legal acts. 

Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give here reasons for not achieving good status. The reasons may be varied 
including lack of implementation of measures or SOM results on sufficiency 
of measures. Use and present here also the results of the SOM/ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD. Provide short text elements 
that can be used nationally for arguing non-achievement of good status: 
− shortcomings in the implementation of HELCOM measures 
− insufficient measures (gap or not sufficiently effective): national or joint 

HELCOM actions 
− natural conditions delaying response / recovery of the ecosystem 

SOM analysis: Existing measures are not sufficient to reach a significant 
improvement for seabed habitats. Reductions in pressures are in the range 
of 4-16%, (including measures targeting only the pressures linked to state 
in the analysis) while at least 15-54% pressure reductions would have been 
needed  
[Existing measures are not sufficient to address impact of offshore 
installations e.g. for energy production and for reducing impact of bottom-
gear fisheries on the seafloor.] 
In addition, depending on the habitats concerned, the recovery time of 
ecosystems is between xx and xx ... (any information from ACTION project). 

Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give an estimate, by when good status in relation to seafloor integrity may 
be expected. Provide short text elements picking up results from ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can be used nationally. 
Under the assumption that all measure are being fully implemented by 
2030, good status could possibly be achieved by xx (any information from 
ACTION project), provided that … 

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Uncertainties in achieving good status may link with differing factors. One is 
uncertainty due to climate change. Provide short text elements picking up 
results from ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can 
be used nationally. 
Uncertainties relate to climate change and …  
Climate change influence recoverability of the seafloor [as follows …].  

Future action areas Instruction: 
List here any joint (new) measures included in the updated BSAP and any 
regionally coordinated measure not included in the BSAP. How to include any 
such measures (e.g. in an Annex) will be decided at a later stage. In a first 
step, national (new) measures pointing in the same direction should be 
highlighted.  
New HELCOM joint actions (see BSAP 2021-2030): 
− xx 
Coordinated national measures concern: 
− xx 



Plans for follow up  Instruction – still to be discussed: 
Possibly list here specific actions / indicators proposed to follow-up on agreed 
objectives and measures. Alternatively give a general description of follow-
up methods for actions in section 3 above. Distinction to be made between 
follow-up of implementation (see HELCOM Explorer and any arrangements 
for regular status checks) and follow-up of effectiveness (in general, how will 
this be done in future, and in particular, which indicators will be used for the 
specific measures). This field is only relevant if the follow-up of effectiveness 
goes beyond the indicators and tools described in the first field. 
To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 



Selective extraction and incidental by-catch of species 

Action on Selective extraction and incidental by-catch of species, 
Objectives of BSAP Instruction: 

Actions on … are measures towards achieving: 
− BSAP goal and objectives: to be included from BSAP update 
− GES for MSFD descriptors: short name of descriptor with number in 

brackets 
Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
core/pre-core indicators: … Listed indicators to be updated in 2021 based on 
progress made on indicator-development. 

BSAP goal: Environmentally sustainable sea-based activities 
Ecological objective: Viable populations of all native species 
Management objective: Human induced mortality including hunting, 
fishing, and incidental bycatch does not threaten the viability of Baltic sea 
life 

MSFD descriptor: The mortality rate per species from incidental by-catch is 
below levels which threaten the species, such that its longterm viability is 
ensured.  

Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
indicators: 

− Number of drowned mammals and waterbirds in fishing gear. 
Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Instruction: 
Include here the main activities / sectors causing the pressure. Main 
activities mean only those which are the top contributors (e.g. limit to 3 
activities as a general rule if possible, exceptional more/less). The list is 
given in no particular order, i.e. no data-based ranking. Attempt using 
nomenclature of MSFD Annex III, tables 2a and 2b as far as sensible, use 
HELCOM wording where higher precision is needed. Use forthcoming SOM-
results to name the main activities/sectors. If possible (e.g. based on SOM-
results) indicate expected increase of activity. If and where relevant, 
indicate where in the Baltic Sea the pressure is highest. 
Main activities /sectors causing the pressures are (in no particular order): 

For marine mammals and birds mainly: 
- Fisheries with static gear
- Fisherries with pelagic trawls.
For fish:
- Fisheries with most gears

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Include here any quantitative HELCOM environmental target(s) that may 
have agreed by the time of finalizing the Joint Documentation. If available 
(e.g. from SOM analysis) include (quantitative or qualitative) indication of 
the remaining distance to target. Otherwise use some quantitative 
indication from HOLAS II or SOM activity to illustrate the magnitude of the 
problem. 
There are no agreement upon threshold values for the above mentioned 
indicator. However, based on HELCOM/OSPAR bycatch workshop in 2019 
new thresholds are underway for both seals and mammals. They are 
however not certain to be finalized by HOLAS III.  

Due to a lack of threshold values, the SOM analysis can not analyse the 
distance to GES. However for both seals and porpoise bycatch is considered 
one of the most significant pressures in the SOM analysis.  
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For mammals due lack of data and targets it is impossible to know if GES 
can be reached. However, the SOM analysis finds that bycatch in fishing 
gear is one of the most significant pressures across the 
species/populations. (Significance of pressures (%) affecting the state of 
mammals by species is estimated to be between 11,8-25,6 % across species 
and populations.) The analysis further finds, that the reduction of seal 
bycatch is expected to be 25% and porpoise by 12% from existing 
measures. 

For birds due to the lack of data and targets it is impossible to know if GES 
can be reached, furthermore, the SOM analysis for birds only includes 6 
species. In the SOM analysis bycatch in fishing gear is concluded to be the 
most important pressures (Significance of pressures (%) affecting the state 
of waterbirds by species is estimated to be between 5,9-27,3 %), however 
waterbird bycatch is expected to be reduced by only 0.1% for all feeder 
groups from existing measures. However, the analysis shows high 
effectiveness from other measures.  

For fish the SOM analysis looks at extraction of fish including bycatch in one 
category plus a separate category of bycatch from ghost nets. This makes it 
difficult to consider bycatch from the analysis. 

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

Instruction: 
Provide a link to a preselected view of the HELCOM Explorer. Use the 2018 
HELCOM implementation report to provide the following information: 
Indicate state of implementation (numeric) and coverage of above 
identified pressures by HELCOM measures. Highlight (ca. three) measures 
which have not yet been fully implemented but are considered particularly 
important to achieve the targets/objectives. Highlight any particular gaps 
as identified in HOLAS II or SOM analysis and based on comparison of 
identified pressures and their coverage by measures, where needed by 
expert opinion.  
Only one target could be found on bycatch in the HELCOM implementation 
report  

- Take decisive action to work towards a favourable conservation
status of the harbour porpoise […], in particular by addressing
the pressing problem of by-catch. (Target year: not specified)

The target is considered not accomplished, which is especially true for the 
Baltic proper population. The document states: “Current estimates of by-
catch of birds and mammals are fragmented and associated with high 
uncertainties. A main hindrance for operationalization of the indicator is 
the lack of systematic and enforced collection of data on drowning in 
fishing gear.” (p 41) 

For fish the document counts 6 joint actions and 9 national actions that can 
attribute to reaching goals to reduce bycath (p 37, out of these 1 joint and 
three national targets are considered achieved.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HELCOM%20MINISTERIAL%202018-507/MeetingDocuments/Implementation%20of%20the%20BSAP%202018.pdf


A HELCOM core indicator on ‘Number of drowned mammals and 
waterbirds in fishing gear’ is under development but not yet operational.  
(p.40) 

In conclusion the document states: “It can be noted that three joint 
HELCOM actions related to data and monitoring of by-caught mammals and 
birds and increasing knowledge on measures to reduce by-catch of harbour 
porpoise, have not been accomplished (see also Annex 3):  

- Development and implementation of effective monitoring for
by-caught birds and mammals

- Development and implementation of effective reporting
systems for by-caught birds and mammals

- Evaluation of the effectiveness of existing technical measures
to minimise by-catch of harbour porpoises

Achieving regular monitoring and reporting by-catch is a prerequisite for 
accurate estimates of bycatch…” 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Instruction:  
Include here links to relevant existing RU, EU and global measures / 
commitments / targets. Ideally the information compiled through SOM 
activity on existing measures should allow making a link to a topic-specific 
list. Limit reference to the instrument / reference within the instrument. 
Reference only instruments which are immanently linked with the 
goal/objectives/descriptor. 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− Convention of Biological Diversity, Aichi targets, target 6 
− Convention of Biological Diversity, Aichi targets, target 12 
− EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MFSD) (2008) 
− Birds and the Habitat Directives (respectively, Directive 2009/147/EC 

and Directive 92/43/EEC). 
− Ascobans resolutions: Resolution 3.3 (2000) on Incidental Take of Small 

Cetaceans and Resolution 5.5 (2006) on Incidental Take of Small 
Cetaceans, 

Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give here reasons for not achieving good status. The reasons may be varied 
including lack of implementation of measures or SOM results on sufficiency 
of measures. Use and present here also the results of the SOM/ACTION 
work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD. Provide short text elements 
that can be used nationally for arguing non-achievement of good status: 
− shortcomings in the implementation of HELCOM measures 
− insufficient measures (gap or not sufficiently effective): national or joint 

HELCOM actions 
− natural conditions delaying response / recovery of the ecosystem 

- Insufficient data to fully know the issue and proportion of problem.
- Understanding the spatiotemporal variability of bycatch is

important in order to implement adequate mitigation measures to
reduce bycatch.



Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Give an estimate, by when good status in relation to XX may be expected. 
Provide short text elements picking up results from ACTION work and GEAR 
discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can be used nationally. 
It is impossible to say given the lack of data and variety of 
populations/species/species groups, which will also make is difficult to 
assess when GES could be reached. However, for a few species/populations 
achieving GES may be possible within a few years. .  

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Uncertainties in achieving good status may link with differing factors. One is 
uncertainty due to climate change. Provide short text elements picking up 
results from ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can 
be used nationally. 
  

Future action areas Instruction: 
List here any joint (new) measures included in the updated BSAP and any 
regionally coordinated measure not included in the BSAP. How to include any 
such measures (e.g. in an Annex) will be decided at a later stage. In a first 
step, national (new) measures pointing in the same direction should be 
highlighted.  

 
Plans for follow up  
 

Instruction – still to be discussed: 
Possibly list here specific actions / indicators proposed to follow-up on agreed 
objectives and measures. Alternatively give a general description of follow-
up methods for actions in section 3 above. Distinction to be made between 
follow-up of implementation (see HELCOM Explorer and any arrangements 
for regular status checks) and follow-up of effectiveness (in general, how will 
this be done in future, and in particular, which indicators will be used for the 
specific measures). This field is only relevant if the follow-up of effectiveness 
goes beyond the indicators and tools described in the first field. 
To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 
 

 

 



NIS 

Action on Input or spread of non-indigenous species 
Objectives of BSAP BSAP goal: Environmentally sustainable sea-based activities 

Ecological objective: x 
Management objective: No introductions of non-indigenous species   

MSFD descriptor: Non-indigenous species introduced by human activities are 
at levels that do not adversely alter the ecosystems (descriptor 2) 

Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
indicators: 

− Core: Trends in arrival of new nonindigenous species  
Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Main activities /sectors causing the pressure are (in no particular order): 
− transport – shipping ballast water (35%),  
− activities and sources outside the Baltic Sea Region (29%)  
− transport – shipping biofouling (21%) 
− Aquaculture – marine, including infrastructure, and transport – 

shipping infrastructure (canals)< 8%  

A reconstruction of previous events suggest that the rate of introduction of 
non-indigenous species has increased in recent decades. Introduction rates 
during the first and second decade of the 2000s seem to be of the same 
order of magnitude. Importantly, the likelihood of observing new 
introductions is dependent on the monitoring effort, and increases with 
increasing monitoring effort. 
Sub-basin with most introductions… to be included if available 

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Environmental target for loss and disturbance of seafloor is: 
No new introductions of non-indigenous species (NIS) or cryptogenic 
species (CS) to the Baltic Sea through human activities during a six-year 
assessment period. 

For the latest HOLAS assessment period (2011-2016), 12 new primary 
introductions of NIS/CS were identified from the AquaNIS database, 
indicating a not good status (HolasII, 2018). During the assessment period, 
an unknown number of previously arrived non-indigenous species have 
also expanded their distribution range to new sub-basins in the Baltic Sea. 
A reconstruction of previous observations suggests that the rate of 
introduction of non-indigenous species has increased in recent decades. 
The results may, however, be biased by an increasing monitoring effort. 

Expected reduction in antropogenic introductions of NIS from existing 
measures until 2030 according to  SOM analysis is 35 %, with rather high 
certainty. The figures indicate that there is still a need for action in order to 
minimize the risk of NIS introductions.  

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

HELCOM measures to achieve the BSAP goal and objectives and MSFD 
descriptor 2 in relation to NIS are given here (link to extracted Explorer list).  

There are 4 joint Helcom actions (all accomplished 2018).  
Among the HELCOM national measures the following require urgent 
implementation:  
National action: Ratification of the Ballast Water Management Convention 
(5 / 9 countries have ratified the convention) 

Commented [LR1]: Move 1 step down?

Commented [LR2]: Could not find the figures of actiities 
development in the SOM analysis, to be included 
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HELCOM measures mainly address marine transport (shipping ballast 
water). There are no measures to address: 
− activities and sources outside the Baltic Sea Region  
− transport – shipping biofouling, (infrastructure?) 
− aquaculture (?)   
Measured do not consider the effects of NIS once they are established. 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− International Convention for the Control and Management of Ships’ 

Ballast Water and Sediments (IMO Ballast Water Management 
Convention, BWM Convention). 

−  Regulation (EU) No 1143/2014 on the prevention and management of 
the introduction and spread of invasive alien species  

− Regulation (EC) No 708/2007 concerning use of alien and locally absent 
species in aquaculture 

− Russia: xxx 
Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

Expected reduction in antropogenic introductions of NIS from existing 
measures until 2030 according to  SOM analysis is 35 %, with rather high 
certainty. Existing measures are potentially not sufficient to address impact 
from activities and sources outside the Baltic Sea Region, and also to 
address the effects of NIS once introduced.   
Today, once a non-indigenous species has become established and spread 
to a wide area, eradication is not a viable management option.  Full 
recovery in the sense of returning back to a previous state is (?) not 
possible. 

Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

100% reductions in pressure inputs (which would have been needed to 
reach target) are not likely to 2030. 

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Instruction: 
Uncertainties in achieving good status may link with differing factors. One is 
uncertainty due to climate change. Provide short text elements picking up 
results from ACTION work and GEAR discussion on Art. 14 MSFD, which can 
be used nationally.  

Future action areas New HELCOM joint actions (see BSAP 2021-2030) (proposals, list to be 
updated): 
− Adoption and implementation of a HELCOM Roadmap on Biofouling 

Management 
− Ship’s ballast water and sediments management  (BWM) by the HELCOM 

parties’ domestic merchant fleets and naval forces as a supplementary 
measure to control introductions and secondary spread of Harmful 
Aquatic Organisms and Pathogens (HAOP) in the Baltic Sea. 

− Work for the harmonized implementation of the IMO Biofouling 
Guidelines and Guidance documents, and further work toward the 
International Biofouling Convention by contributing to the work carried 
out in the International Maritime Organization (IMO) 

Coordinated national measures concern: 
− xx 

Plans for follow up  Instruction – still to be discussed: 
Possibly list here specific actions / indicators proposed to follow-up on agreed 
objectives and measures. Alternatively give a general description of follow-
up methods for actions in section 3 above. Distinction to be made between 

Commented [LR3]: No Helcom measures
(If that is the intention) 
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follow-up of implementation (see HELCOM Explorer and any arrangements 
for regular status checks) and follow-up of effectiveness (in general, how will 
this be done in future, and in particular, which indicators will be used for the 
specific measures). This field is only relevant if the follow-up of effectiveness 
goes beyond the indicators and tools described in the first field. 
To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 



4.x Litter 

Action on marine litter 
Objectives of BSAP Actions on marine litter are measures towards achieving: 

BSAP goal: Baltic Sea unaffected by hazardous substances and litter 
Ecological objective: No harm to sea life from marine litter 
Management objective:  
- Prevent generation of waste and its input to the sea 
- Significantly reduce amounts of litter and microplastics on shorelines and

in the sea* 
- [Products are designed, produced, used and reused, recycled and disposed 

by applying principles of circular economy to]
MSFD descriptor: Properties and quantities of marine litter do not cause

harm to the coastal and marine environment (descriptor 10). 
Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM

indicators: 
− Pre-core: Beach Litter 
− Pre-core: Litter on the seafloor 
− Candidate: Microlitter in the watercolumn
Listed indicators to be updated in 2021 based on progress made on indicator-
development. 

Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Main activities /sectors causing input of litter (solid waste matter, including 
micro-sized litter) are:  
For beach litter (in no particular order): 
− fish and shellfish harvesting,  
− tourism and leisure activities,  
− transport – shipping,  
− riverine inputs covering other land-based activities (e.g. urban uses, 

wastewaters, solid waste) 
For microlitter: 
− Riverine inputs covering other land-based activities  

Note: Activities causing litter on the seafloor assumed to be similar to 
beach litter, though the type of items differ depending on physical 
properties, and maritime activities are predominant.  

Available data shows that in the most contaminated beaches, up to 160 
litter items can be found per 100 m beach with plastics being the 
overwhelmingly most common litter material. 
Largest occurance of beach litter items are found in the Bothnian Sea,  
Gulf of Finland, and Northern Baltic Proper.  

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Environmental target for marine litter is still under development. In the 
absence of such a target and values for good status, no quantified distance 
to target can be described.  
Note: Helcom has decided to develop a regional action plan by 2015 at the 
latest with the aim of achieving a significant quantitative reduction of 
marine litter by 2025, compared to 2015 (2013 HELCOM Ministerial 
Declaration). 

Results from Helcom SOM analysis indicate that with existing measures, 
both input of the 15 top litter items to the beach and string and ropes of 
different size (proxy for ghost nets) could be reduced at least 60% across 
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the Baltic. The largest reduction is expected for beach litter in the 
Southeast area. These estimations thus  assume relatively high efficiency 
and high levels of implementation of existing measures in the coming 
years. 
Note: the estimation does not include microlitter. 

This confirms the importance of implementation of existing measures (see 
below). There may be a need for further measures in certain geographic 
areas, for other types of litter, and measures to support implementation.  

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

HELCOM measures to achieve the BSAP goal and objectives and MSFD 
descriptor 10 in relation to marine litter are given here (link to extracted 
Explorer list).  

Among the HELCOM measures the following require urgent 
implementation:  
36-1 Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter (RAP ML), containing 30 joint
actions, out of which two have been achieved, and 13 initiated. There is 
also a large number of voluntary national actions. 

HELCOM measures primarily address transport – shipping (requirements 
for port reception facilities and delivery of ship-generated waste), riverine 
inputs from land-based activities (e.g. urban uses, wastewaters, solid 
waste). There are fewer measures to address: 
− Microlitter 
− fish and shellfish harvesting, (needs checked if this is correct) 
− tourism and leisure activities, (needs checked) 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− the Rio +20 commitment to take action to achieve significant 

reductions in marine debris by 2025  
− International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships 

(IMO-MARPOL, Annex V) 
− Directive (EU) 2019/904 on the reduction of the impact of certain 

plastic products on the environment 
− Directive 2008/98/EC on waste     
− Directive 2000/59/EC on port reception facilities for ship-generated 

waste and cargo residues  
− Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste  
− Directive 2015/720 as regards reducing the consumption of lightweight 

plastic carrier bags 
− Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of 

Wastes and Other Matter (London Protocol, IMO) 
− Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC);  
− Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 on the Common Fisheries Policy 
− related regulation of the Russian Federation: the Federal law on wastes 

of production and consumption; Water code of the Russian Federation; 
The law on internal waters, territorial sea and contiguous zone of the 
Russian Federation; The law on environmental protection of the 
Russian Federation and subordinated legal acts. 

Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

(LR to develop. Knowledge gaps. GES has not been established/recently 
been established. ? The range of sources for litter is large, sometimes 
diffuse, sources on land. Potentially waste entering the Baltic sea area from 
other marine regions? Needs checked) 
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Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

No such estimates available. 
Under the assumption that all measure are being fully implemented by 
2030, a significant reduction in main litter categories could possibly be 
achieved by 2035 (SOM analysis), provided that measures are as effective 
as estimated.  

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Uncertainties relate to knowledge gaps, societal drivers, and more.  
SOM input data regarding expected reductions mainly based on expert 
elicitations. 

Future action areas New HELCOM joint actions (see BSAP 2021-2030): 
− Ban (phasing-out) on non-degradable shot wads and information 

campaigns targeted at hunters (Å)  
− » Ban on handing out free carrier bags (Å)  
− » Ban on mass balloon (>50 ballons) releases (Å)  
− » Development of a HELCOM guideline on establishment and operation 

of artificial turfs (Å)  
− » Development of national and regional ALDFG mitigation policy papers 

and recommendations on how to approach ALDFG problem in the Baltic 
Sea in a systemic way.  

− » Information campaign on what not to flush 
− » Integration of work regarding mapping of ALDFG host areas and hot 

spots in the Baltic Sea region,  
− » Reduction of single-use plastics consumption at major events (Å) 
Coordinated national measures concern: 
− xx 
 

Plans for follow up  
 

To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 
 

 

 



4.x Noise 

Action on underwater noise 
Objectives of BSAP BSAP goal: Environmentally sustainable sea-based activities 

Ecological objective: No harm to sea life from manmade noise 
Management objective: Ensure noise levels do not adversely affect [noise 
sensitive species and do not injure] sea life  

MSFD descriptor: Introduction of energy, including underwater noise, is at 
levels that do not adversely affect the marine environment (descriptor 11). 

Progress towards goals and objectives are assessed through the HELCOM 
indicators: 

− Pre-core: Continuous low frequency anthropogenic sound 
− Pre-core: Distribution in time and space of loud low- and midfrequency 

impulsive sound 
Main activities or 
sectors causing the 
pressure 

Main activities /sectors causing input of anthropogenic sound (impulsive, 
continuous) are (in no particular order): 
− Impulsive noise 

− Military operations (explosions) 
− Research, survey and educational activities  
− Marine and coastal construction (pile driving, construction) 

− Continuous noise 
− Transport – shipping  
− Tourism and leisure 
− Fish and shellfish harvesting 
− (Restructuring of seabed morphology, military operations, 

research and educational activities, marine and coastal 
constructions, as well as infrastructure) 

Up to 1,700 impulsive sound events were registered in 2011-2016, the 
majority from explosions. These (continuous noise) pressure inputs are 
projected to increase. Shipping, tourism and leisure activities are expected 
to increase by 20% and 30% respectively, by 2030. 

HELCOM 
environmental 
target(s)  

Environmental target for input of anthropogenic sound (impulsive, 
continuous) is still under development. In the absence of such a target and 
values for good status, no quantified distance to target can be described.  

At the 2013 HELCOM Ministerial Meeting it was agreed on the objective 
that “the level of ambient and distribution of impulsive sounds in the Baltic 
Sea should not have negative impact on marine life and that human 
activities that are assessed to result in negative impacts on marine life 
should be carried out only if relevant mitigation measures are in place”. 
Shipping is one source of human introduction of underwater sounds and 
thus, the BSAP goal on “Environmentally friendly maritime activities’ is 
applicable. 

Areas with high sound levels are identified particularly along major shipping 
routes, and within these, the highest prevalence is seen in the 
southernmost areas.  

State of 
implementation of 
HELCOM measures 

(HELCOM measures to achieve the BSAP goal and objectives and MSFD 
descriptor 11 in relation to noise are given here (link to extracted Explorer 
list). ) 
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There are no HELCOM actions related to mitigation measures or 
management of underwater sound. The 2013 HELCOM Ministerial 
Declaration agreed on a number of steps to enhance the knowledge on 
extent and impacts of underwater sound in the Baltic Sea that were to be 
implemented through the HELCOM ‘Regional Baltic Underwater Noise 
Roadmap’ in 2015-2017. 
In 2016, HELCOM and OSPAR established a joint register for the occurrence 
of impulsive sounds. 

Helcom ‘Regional Baltic Underwater Noise Roadmap’ requires urgent 
implementation. 

Relevant global, EU 
and Russian 
measures 

Few measures controlling the pressure/adressing the activities of 
continuous noise. No existing measures were reported in the SOM analysis 
for the direct to impulsive noise measure types. 

Relevant existing measures / targets / policies include: 
− Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive (2014/52/EU) 
− ASCOBANS Resolution 4.17 on Guidelines to address the impact of 

anthropogenic noise on Cetaceans in the ACCOBAMS area. 
− IMO Guidelines for the reduction of underwater noise from commercial 

shipping to address adverse impacts on marine life(MEPC.1/Circ.833) 
− Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)  
− Birds Directive (2009/147/EC) 
− Russia: x 

Reasons for not 
achieving good 
status 

It is hard to estimate whether GES will be achieved since no threshold 
values are available.   

Estimated timeline 
for achieving good 
status 

Input of continuous noise 63/125 Hz and input of continuous noise 2 kHz 
are expected to increase the entire Baltic Sea. Reductions from existing 
measures cannot compensate for the increases caused by the projected 
future development of activities, unless measures are taken to reduce 
potentially negative impact.  

Uncertainties in 
achieving good 
status 

Uncertainties relate to the absence of threshold values, knowledge gaps, 
societal drivers, and more. SOM input data regarding expected reductions 
mainly based on expert elicitations. 

Future action areas New HELCOM joint actions (see BSAP 2021-2030): 
− (tentative) RAP on noise 
− Develop  a road map to investigate underwater noise, including possible 

follow-up actions:  
− Action 1. carry out research and impact assessment, assessing the 

impact of underwater noise on Baltic marine biodiversity. 
− Action 2. take relevant action based on the outcome of action 1, making 

a decision on what measures should possibly be taken to reduce the 
impact of underwater noise introduced by commercial vessels. 

− Action 3. take relevant action based on the outcome of action 1, making 
a decision on whether measures should be developed to reduce the 
impact of underwater noise introduced by recreational boating. 

− Identify and implement Best Available Technique (BAT) and Best 
Environmental Practice (BEP) to mitigate noise emitting activities 

Commented [LR3]: EU regional art 16 assessment: Only
Finland reports that GES will be achieved by 2020, and 
Denmark states an ambition to do so. No information is 
reported by Poland, while Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania did 
not define GES for D11. Germany and Sweden explain that, 
due to knowledge gaps, they cannot estimate if GES will be 
achieved by 2020 (Sweden also highlights the risk of not 
achieving GES by 2020). No exception is applied.  
Assessment  
The timelines reported by the Member States on when GES 
will be achieved in their waters are assessed as having low 
coherence.  Two Member States aim to achieve GES by 2020 
(DK, FI), three have not defined GES (EE, LV, LT), and three 
do not provide a date (PL, DE, SE). Some justifications are 
given by Germany and Sweden.  No exception is applied. 

Commented [LR4]: should this be also e.g. developing 
indicators, or othet ”not measure” measures? 



− Reducing the impact of impulsive underwater sound on marine 
biodiversity  

− Reducing  the impact of underwater sound from commercial shipping 
and recreational boats on marine biodiversity 

Coordinated national measures concern: 
− xx 

Plans for follow up  To be seen – depending on the previous fields’ information. 
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