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Background 
HOLAS II 5-2016 (outcome para 4.10) and State&Conservation 4-2016 (outcome para 4J.57) concluded that 

compiling the national WFD assessments results from the coastal- and territorial waters (0-1 nm and 1-12 

nm respectively) is needed as a basis for considering how assessments based on HELCOM core indicators and 

integration rules align with national assessments. Specifically, the compilation will allow for comparing the 

CHASE tool results for a coastal area compared to the OOAO approach applied under the WFD in coastal 

areas. In order to further explore the topic the Secretariat issued a two-step data call through the HELCOM 

BalticBOOST project, where in the first step Contracting Parties were asked to inform which substances have 

been measured in which assessment unit among priority substances and river basin specific pollutants 

(RBSP)(by 10 May 2016), and in the second step to inform on the assessment result as a shapefile and an 

excel compilation with measured values (by 30 June 2016). 

The information provided by Contracting Parties on their second cycle WFD reporting on Chemical Status was 

summarized in HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-2016 Document 2. The information was also used by the 

BalticBOOST project to compare differences in results when either the CHASE or the OOAO approach is used 

(see HOD 51-2016 meeting document 6-16 and State&Conservation 5-2016 meeting document 4J-36). 

The HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-2017 concluded on the following in the outcome of the workshop; 

- The workshop noted that there is a significant variation among countries in the number of substances 

included in the assessment and the matrix in which specific substances have been sampled and that 

the assessment method varied between countries, and thus it is not possible to directly compile a 

regionally coherent assessment for the Baltic Sea coastal waterbodies based on the WFD second 

cycle chemical status assessment results due to the national differences (outcome point 19).  

- The workshop considered it important for HELCOM purposes to develop regionally coherent 

assessments that allow for comparison of status across different areas, which is considered a 

different need from that of the national needs relating to the WFD assessments, where the 

assessment need is to drive local implementation of measures if a substance is found to exceed its 

threshold (outcome point 20).  

- The workshop considered that one option for HOLAS II to include the WFD second cycle chemical 

status assessment would be to include the information in table format as a summary of substances 

failing to reach good chemical status per sub-basin and describe in how many of the waterbodies per 

sub-basin they fail (outcome point 21).  

The findings and the recommendations were presented to HOLAS II 6-2016 (outcome para 4.1-4.15). HOLAS 

II 6-2016 noted that when thematic assessment results are available for the coastal and offshore areas it will 

be timely for the HOLAS II core team to consider how the results are to be presented, e.g. presenting WFD 

and CHASE integrated results in the same or in separate maps (outcome para 4.11).  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20HZ%20WS%202-2016-373/MeetingDocuments/Doc%202%20Compilation%20of%20WFD%20second%20cycle%20assessment%20as%20reported%20by%20Contracting%20Parties.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/HOD%2051-2016-400/MeetingDocuments/6-16%20Agreement%20on%20a%20hazardous%20substances%20assessment%20tool.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE%20-%20CONSERVATION%205-2016-363/MeetingDocuments/4J-36%20Endorsement%20for%20a%20hazardous%20substance%20assessment%20tool%20for%20use%20in%20HOLAS%20II.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20HZ%20WS%202-2016-373/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20BalticBOOST%20HZ%20WS%202-2016.pdf
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State&Conservation 5-2016 considered the tool and test cases (outcome para 4J.75) but did not specifically 

discuss the issue of coastal- and territorial WFD assessments.  

EN-HZ 5-2016 (outcome points 20-21) discussed the issue of the chemical status assessment of the WFD 

reaching out to the 12 nautical mile boundary and that this is not aligned with the HELCOM assessment units, 

and furthermore noted that most of the monitoring stations reported to HELCOM COMBINE fall within the 

12 nautical mile boundary area.  

HOLAS II 6E-2017 (outcome para 4.6) proposed that WFD assessment results should be compiled and 

discussed in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report, noting that for individual WFD water bodies the WFD 

assessment results are the legally binding one. Sweden, Finland and Estonia expressed support for the 

approach.  

At State&Conservation 5E-2017 (outcome para 6.3-6.4) the integration in coastal and territorial waters was 

discussed, but no proposals were given specifically on the use of WFD assessment results in HOLAS II. After 

the meeting Denmark informed intersessionally that:  

“Unfortunately, we are not at this time able to accept integration of hazardous substances using the 

tool CHASE in Danish coastal and territorial waters, and request that the Danish coastal and territorial 

waters are left blank on the map showing the CHASE integration for the remaining marine HELCOM 

waters. Neither do we want the Danish WFD-assessment for hazardous substances to be shown 

instead in HOLAS II report. During the negotiations regarding the revised Commission decision this 

topic was up for debate within our agency and we have not reached final agreement on how to 

handle this nationally. We would like to emphasize that it is not our intention to hinder the use of 

CHASE integration tool for the other Contracting Parties in HOLAS II report. We can accept the use of 

CHASE outside the territorial waters, but we are aware that this might be difficult due to lack of 

monitoring stations in this area. We would however, like to explore further if a solution can be 

found”. 

 

Actions requested 
Meeting is invited to  

- take note of the overview, 
- consider if the information should be included in the ‘State of the Baltic Sea’ report,  
- and if the information is to be included, recommend inclusion and provide guidance on how the 

information should be presented and the further work needed.  

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/EN-HZ%205-2016-408/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20EN-HZ%205-2016.pdf
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Overview of national Chemical Status assessments of the second cycle of 

WFD 
Assessments of the chemical status for hazardous substances have been carried out for the period 2010-

2015 in the coastal-and territorial waters (up to 12 nautical miles from the baseline) under the WFD by the 

coastal countries based on common elements. The chemical status is assessed for priority substances against 

thresholds defined as Environmental Quality Standards, generally sampled in water. The list of priority 

substances contains 33 hazardous substances and 8 other pollutants (Annex II of 2008/105/EC). If a single 

substance is exceeding its threshold level this will result in the assessed area being defined as failing to 

achieve good chemical status, i.e. the so called one-out-all-out (OOAO) approach is used between substances 

under the WFD.  

The chemical status assessment builds on these common elements, however countries have some varying 

approaches to compiling the assessment. If a country shows, through a risk based approach, that a certain 

substances does not give rise to pollution effects then the substance does not have to be included in regular 

monitoring activities. Another difference that may arise between counties’ assessments stems from the 

flexibility of the WFD regarding grouping/extrapolation of results across waterbodies. Countries may define 

nationally if grouping/extrapolation is to be used and the rules by which it is applied.  

Hazardous substances are also assessed as components of ecological quality in the WFD within the 1 nautical 

mile boundary if they are monitored as River Basin Specific Pollutants (RBSP). The substances and thresholds 

used or the RBSPs are defined nationally.  

 

HELCOM data call responses 
A two-step data call on WFD related hazardous substance information was issued in spring 2016 (see cover 

page). The requested information has been provided by: 

- Lists of substances: Estonia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania and Poland provided lists of 

substances in response to the first step of the data call 

- Shapefiles with assessment results: Estonia, Denmark, Germany and Lithuania, Sweden, Finland 

provided only assessment details (see general comments provided by counties in next section). 

Poland additionally provided shapefiles containing two of their waterbodies in December of 2016. The two 

areas have not yet been included on the maps in Figure 1 and 2.  

 

Please see HELCOM BalticBOOST HZ WS 2-2016 Document 2 for details.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/BalticBOOST%20HZ%20WS%202-2016-373/MeetingDocuments/Doc%202%20Compilation%20of%20WFD%20second%20cycle%20assessment%20as%20reported%20by%20Contracting%20Parties.pdf
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Figure 1. Compilation of second cycle WFD chemical status assessments based on assessment shapefiles delivered to the HELCOM 
Secretariat by Contracting Parties in response to data call issued May 2016.  
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Figure 2. Compilation of chemical status assessment with no extrapolation of Hg and PBDE in Swedish areas and no ubiquitous 
substances in German areas. Estonian, Danish and Lithuanian areas have no change cf figure 1. 
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Figure 3. EN-HZ 5-2016 considered the draft data extraction from HELCOM COMBINE in relation to the 12 nautical mile boundary, 
illustrated in the map as the outer buffer line. The meeting noted that the majority of monitoring stations reported to COMBINE as 
the data to be used in core indicator assessments fall within the 12 nautical mile area.  
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Summary of information provided through the Data Call in spring 2016 on WFD priority substances, RBSP, and 

proposed additional substances 
 

An overview of how many substances have been sampled in the countries waterbodies during the time period 2010-2015, the second WFD cycle, have been 

compiled based on information reported by countries. Countries were asked to provide an overview as a list of substances using any format for the following 

three categories; 

a)      priority substances used to assess chemical status from the coast out to 12 nautical miles, and the threshold used if other than EQSwater,  

b)      river basin specific pollutants used to assess ecological status from the coast out to 1 nautical mile.  

c)       any additional substance that the Contracting Party would like to include in the CHASE integration of the contamination status in addition to the above 

mentioned substances and HELCOM core indicators, and in cases where such a substance is proposed then to also provide the relevant threshold value 

with appropriate references. 

A brief summary of the information provided is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Summary of responses by countries to the first step in the data call, requesting lists of substances included in the monitoring sampling under the WFD second cycle. 

Country Number of priority substances reported as being 
monitored against a threshold value 

Number of RBSP reported 
as having been measured 

Other comments provided 

Water biota sediment 

Denmark EU: 45 
National: 152  

EU: 11 
National: 14 

 
National: 17 

  

Estonia EU: 30   12  

Finland 1 EU: 2  no measurements (all RBS 
pollutants have EQS in 
water, not measured in 
coastal waters) 

11 waterbodies classified as failed chemical status 
- 1 fail due to Hg; 

Kotka based on expert judgement, as samples 
available from neighbouring river and offshore 

- 5 due to TBT in water;  
in Emäsalo and Seurasaari expert judgement based 
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on limited data, in Kruunuvuorenselkä, Ruissalon 
salmet and Naantalin sataman edusta water 
measurement 

- 3 fails due to nickel;  
Kyröjoen edusta and Stenskärrsfjärden expert 
judgement based on sediment concentrations and 
noted toxicity effects although water 
measurements below threshold, in Varisselkä 
measurements above threshold in water (also 
sediment and toxicity) 
 

Image maps provided for  
- HCB/HCBD perch muscle 13 stations in 2010-2015 
- Hg perch muscle 38 stations in 2010-2015 

Germany 
MV (2015) 

 
EU: 33, 9 certain 
other pollutants EU: 8  57 water, 14 sediment Other substances 9 water 

SH (2015) EU: 10, 4 certain 
other pollutants 

EU: 2  4 water, 10 sediment  

Latvia      

Lithuania EU: 23 EU: 10  8 water Wastewater Management regulation Annex II: 23 water, 1 
biota 
Other controlled substances: 6 in water phase 

Poland EU: 38, 9 certain 
other pollutants 

  15  

Sweden     Submitted full assessment outcomes (part 2 of data call) 

 


