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Background 

The attached document contains comments on document 3-4 and Att.1 (Supporting document on additional 
information on the BSAP actions) and includes proposals for revision of the rationale, as well as new draft 
criteria for achievement for some actions of the sea-based activites segment. The criteria for achievement 
should be carefully aligned with the aim of the actions.  
 

Action requested 

The Meeting is invited to consider the proposals and agree, as appropriate, to revise document 3-4 and 
Att.1 accordingly. 
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German comments on document 3-4 and Att.1  
 

We would like to provide the following comments for consideration of an appropriate revision of the 
document: 
 

Actions in the Sea-based activities segment 
 
SE08:  The addition related to an application of the „Same Risk Area“ concept does not contribute to the 
rationale of the action for the harmonised implementation of the JHP, it rather seems to refer to other 
options. This should be deleted or redrafted in consistency with the agreed action.  
 
SE10:  The following wording of the rationale „The SOM analysis shows that NIS that have been introduced in the North 

Sea pose a significant risk of invading also the Baltic Sea.“ should be removed. We do not see this as a conclusion from 
the document provided to BSAP UP WS-SEA 2020 on the SOM analysis and we refer to our earlier comments 
on this process, especially with respect to the SOM analysis on NIS. However, including a sentence to the 
rationale such as „NIS that have been introduced in the North Sea pose a significant risk of invading also the Baltic Sea.“  would 
be supported.  
 
SN02: The draft „criteria for achievement“ for this action is not aligned with the content of the action, as the 
aspect „and further contribute to the work carried out in the IMO“ is not included. This should be addressed in the 
criteria for achievement, referring to active participation of HELCOM or HELCOM CPs in the work carried out 
with respect to the IMO Biofouling Guidelines.  
Proposal for the “criteria for achievement”: Ongoing harmonized implementation of the IMO Biofouling Guidelines and 

Guidance in the Baltic Sea and ongoing active contribution of HELCOM or HELCOM CPs to the work carried out in the IMO. 

 
SE09: The wording under „rationale“ „Also, apart from international regulations prohibiting the use of organotin compounds 

and cybutryne in antifouling systems (AFS), there are no agreements on which biofouling management techniques or AFS are 

considered the most appropriate and effective.“ is misleading with respect to the term „no agreements“ and should 
be revised. Our proposal would be: “…there is no standard or consensus on which biofouling management techniques or AFS 

are considered the most appropriate and effective.” 
 
In „Criteria for achievement“ the following is included: „Ongoing action with periodical assessment of biofouling 

management techniques and AFS.“ In our view, this urgently needs to be reviewed and redrafted. With the current 
wording, this criterion could only be achieved with an extremely high administrative and procedural 
workload. No time frame for „periodical“ assessments is added. A representative evaluation of all biofouling 
management methods and techniques and the AFS on all ships and pleasure craft is extremely burdensome, 
if not impossible. Further, this criterion for achievement is not consistent with the action itself, which focuses 
on promotion of research and development activities. Therefore, the criterion for achievement should rather 
refer to respective research and development activities and if possible their outreach to users /shipping.  
Proposal for the “criteria for achievement”: Ongoing research and development activities in the Baltic Sea region related 

to the development and use of effective, environmentally sustainable biofouling management techniques and antifouling systems. 
 
SE11: Also here, the rationale must be revised. Please add ‘and cybutryne’: „Due to the prohibition of antifouling 

systems (AFS) containing organotin compounds, and cybutryne(…)”.  

In addition, the meaning of the last sentence “Thereby, applicability is considered from the start of their development.” is 
not clear. We would prefer the term ‘practical suitability’ or ‘practical applicability’.  
Also here, the criterion for achievement of the action needs to be drafted which is measureable and is aligned 
with the action itself. 
Proposal for the “criteria for achievement”: “Cooperation with stakeholders in the development and 
implementation of sustainable biofouling management options in place, by e.g. networks and 
communication channels (outreach) established.” 
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SN14/15: In the section „Criteria for Achievement“ the words „and, if appropriate, prohibit“ have to be deleted. 
The action is drafted to develop a „Roadmap to minimize the discharges of food waste“. The criteria for 
achievement cannot pre-empt the results of the roadmap and the recommendation. 
 
SN10: The criteria for achievement should be redrafted.  
1. In order to be proportionate, the action should only be applicable to ports, which are normally visited by 
fishing vessels. It can be expected that passively fished waste will be discharged in those ports, which the 
fishing vessels call during their regular activity. As for the EU PRF Directive, the indirect fee is applicable to 
these cases.  
2. „waste and litter caught by fishermen“ should be replaced by „passively fished waste“ for which a 
definition is available.  
3. The so-called „no-Special fee“ or indirect fee (as the corresponding term in the PRF directive) does not 
mean that no fees are charged at all. All ships using the port have to pay the indirect fee whether or not they 
discharge waste there. The costs for the disposal of the passively fished waste is then part of the cost system 
established that includes the indirect fee. This is also consistent with the wording under „rationale“.  
Proposal: 
„The no-special fee system for marine litter applies to all passively fished waste discharged in ports normally 
used by fishing vessels in the Baltic Sea area by 2024.“  
 
SN08: We cannot support the deletion of the reference to ‚LNG‘. LNG is an alternative that is presently 
available and will play a role, at least for the next years, which also fall in the implementation period of the 
new BSAP (until 2030).  
 
SN25: We agree with the Danish comments and support the proposal of the Secretariat to add ‘as 
appropriate’. 
 
SN28: The criteria for achievement should be redrafted in light of the outcome of the discussions on the 

target year. In our view, it may be appropriate to look at the different components of the action and 

formulate different criteria accordingly. 

 

 


