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Background 
The national consultation of the EU MSFD art 8, 9 and 10 assessments has taken place in the EU Member 
States. Finland’s consultation period was between 8 January – 16 February 2018. In the consultation it was 
possible to give feedback also to the HELCOM State of the Baltic Sea report. This document summarizes the 
feedback. 
 
Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to consider the feedback to improve the report. 
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Finnish consultation feedback to State of the Baltic Sea report 
 

In Finland, two responses were received to the request to give feedback to the HELCOM State of the Baltic 
Sea report. These responses are summarized and interpreted to English below. 

Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment in North Ostrobothnia 

Substantial comments: 

• The salmon status is assessed as bad in the Bothnian Bay and as good in the Quark. The Bothnian 
Bay salmon is however the main salmon stock in the entire Baltic Sea which should be visible in the 
result. In the Quark on the other hand the Finnish-side rivers are dammed and no salmon 
reproduction takes place. In our opinion the bad status of the Finnish-side rivers should be taken 
into account in the assessment. In other words, salmon status should not only consider the rivers 
still used for reproduction but also rivers which are at least temporarily lost for reproduction.  

• Sprat in figure ES4: sprat occurs only sporadically in the Bothnian Bay and it is not fished as a target 
species. It should not be used as an indicator for the state of the Bothnian Bay even though the 
assessment is done for the entire Baltic Sea by ICES. In the figure an empty circle should be used. 

Detailed comments: 

• Figure ES2 and ES3 legends do not explain what is the ‘coastal assessment unit’ in the pie charts. 
Please mention that. 

• Figures 4.1.6 and 4.1.9 would benefit of having the threshold values visible. 
• Figure 5.1.4: the figure legend uses the name Gulf of Bothnia and the figure itself the name 

‘Bothnian Sea’. 
• Figure ES2 vs figure 5.2.1: ES2 says that the cyanobacterial bloom index is relevant in Bothnian Sea 

but not in the Quark. Figure 5.2.1 says that this has not been used in these subbasins. Please 
harmonize. Same error was spotted also for the oxygen deficiency (5.1.1). 

• Figure 5.1.1 vs ES2: different result for the oxygen deficiency in the Bothnian Bay. 

 

WWF Finland (freely translated from the original) 

WWF Finland appreciates the new themes in the report as compared to the previous 2010 holistic 
assessment (such as socioeconomic analyses, marine litter and underwater noise). The report is clearly 
written. 

WWF Finland is of the opinion that the ‘tone’ of the text is too neutral. This is seen for example when 
presenting results for the known threats of the Baltic Sea such as the world’s densest shipping and 
increasing offshore construction. The report presents the information correctly but lacks the necessary 
interpretation of the results.  

WWF Finland recalls that the report should address the BSAP 2007 and therefore also show the current 
problems which need to be addressed in order to achieve GES. 

The text would also benefit of a more narrative, reader-friendly expression. The current text ‘lists results’ 
but does not tell a story. Also some of the sentences are very complex (e.g. Hazardous substances: “the 
analysis suggests that the situation is not generally deteriorating, as reflected in slightly more improving 
than deteriorating trends”). 
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Ecosystem conservation is lacking in some of the chapters. Especially the Chapter 3 would benefit of having 
text about the effects of deterioration on Baltic ecosystem. 

Chapter 7 should focus on recommendations for measures how GES could be reached in the Baltic Sea. 
Now the chapter focuses on HELCOM achievements which is history (even though success in many ways). 
Still, too many of the BSAP measures have not been implemented. Hence, the report lacks a vision in the 
current situation where GES has not been achieved and the measures have not been sufficient. 

As a technical point, the supplementary material and all the appendices are complex to find. They should 
be all in a same depository. 
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