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Background 
This document contains comments from Sweden related to the assessment of hazardous substances. 

 

Action required 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the document and use it as appropriate in the discussion on the 

development of the hazardous substance tool. 

  



HOLAS II 4-2015, 4-6 
 

 

Page 2 of 3 
 

Sweden regulatory perspectives to regional MSFD assessments of 

hazardous substances 
 

 MSFD Descriptor 8 concerns pollution effects and as such incorporates also risks to human health 

from pollution. 

 

 The derivation of the EQS considers effects on both, environment and human health, as well as 

freshwater and marine ecosystems. It is therefore suitable for D8 assessments under the MSFD. 

 

 From a management perspective it is imperative that standards and methods for the assessment of 

hazardous substances are coherent across administrative borders (i.e. WFD – MSFD), unless 

environmental factors or other circumstances suggest otherwise. For substances where human 

health is identified as the most sensitive receptor in the EQS setting, this must then be the 

minimum level of protection under both directives. 

 

 Descriptor 9 is regularly referred to as the ”human health descriptor” as it relates to the food limit 

standards established under regulation 1881/2006. These standards are however never more 

protective of human health than the EQS, as in the standard setting it is also considered what 

contaminant levels can reasonably be achieved through current good practices in food 

manufacturing, agriculture and fisheries (preamble 4 of regulation 1881/2006). Accordingly Sweden 

argues that EQShh values should be established for those substances or substance groups where the 

current limit values are derived from regulation 1881/2006. 

 

 Directive 2013/39/EU on priority substances allows for the use of a different biota taxon or matrix 

for monitoring and assessment provided that the level of protection afforded is as good as that 

provided by the EQS and matrix established in the directive (Preamble 17). 

 

 Under the WFD Sweden has adopted sediment QSs for Cd, Pb, antracene, and fluoranthene (as 

published in the substance background dossiers, considered eligible when derived from sediment 

toxicity studies in accordance with CIS-guidance). These are to be applied nationally as currently 

monitoring data for the EQS matrix (surface water)1 is lacking in coastal and marine waters, and the 

substances accumulate in sediment and can thus pose a risk to benthic organisms. For TBT a 

sediment standard has been established nationally (based on sediment toxicity data; 1.6 microg/kg 

(dw)). However, is or should a biota standard become available that provides at least the same 

level of protection, this could also be considered for the assessment. 

 

 For the purpose of harmonisation with the WFD and from a precautionary perspective the ”one-

out, all-out” principle is the preferred approach for an integrated assessment under D8. 

 

 All available monitoring data (substances, matrices, and trends) should in any case be presented in 

the assessment (see example on next page). 

 

                                                           
1 For fluoranthene there is also a biota EQS available and this is the primary standard, if biota data are available.  
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 The pooling of monitoring data between countries for harmonised regional assessments may 

constitute a challenge and may lead to unacceptably high cumulative uncertainties for some 

substances. Therefore we support a multi-tiered approach as follows: 
 

1.  An analysis of the feasibililty for regional EQS based assessments of each of the Core- 

(HELCOM) and Common- (OSPAR) indicator substances, highlighting those substances for which a 

regional assessment is deemed unfeasible (i.e. associated with too high uncertainty). 

 

2. Where an assessment is deemed unfeasible, an alternative standard to the EQS (e.g. QS, 

ERL, EAC) could be agreed temporarily for the purpose of the 2017 regional assessments, if 

presenting an overall lower degree of uncertainty (from pooling of current monitoring data). 

 

3. For those substances where a 2017 assessment is deemed feasible, conversion factors, 

TMFs, etc. for the purpose of pooling of regional monitoring data and assessment need to be 

agreed for the short term. 

 

4.  In the mid- to long term practical guidance for regional monitoring and EQS based 

assessments in the marine environment should be drafted and agreed both within the RSCs and the 

priority substances CIS-process. The guidance should expand on the available biota guidance and as 

far as possible build on validation studies. 

 

 

 


