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E.1.0 Executive Summary
Context
Parties to OSPAR adopted its Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter (RAP ML) in June 2014. The
plan aims to reduce marine litter in the North-East Atlantic area by 2020. Parties to the Helsinki
Convention adopted the HELCOM Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter (RAP ML) in 2015. The
plan aims to quantitatively reduce marine litter in the Baltic Sea by 2025 compared to 2015.
This report presents the findings of research into other policy and actions on marine litter that are
underway within the geographical scope of the Conventions. The study maps the links between
the wider process and the RAP ML collective actions and inventories opportunities for mutual
support. The study also assesses the potential synergies between the OSPAR and HELCOM RAP
MLs and opportunities for collaboration.

Aim
The aim is to help contracting parties avoid duplication of effort and help the prioritisation of
actions.

Method
The research consisted of the following steps:
•
•
•
•

The mapping of wider processes directly relevant to collective actions in the regional
action plan;
The mapping of the progress of the regional action plan’s collective actions;
Assessing how work going on in parallel can contribute to the implementation of the
regional action plan’s collective actions; and
Indicating how HELCOM and OSPAR can best support or benefit from these wider
processes.

The research has been conducted via a mix of desk-based research and directly contacting leading
countries for different actions for input.
The wider processes of relevance to marine litter were grouped into three categories;
•
•
•

Global processes, with a global scope;
European processes which are legislative; and
Other European processes which are not legislative - e.g. strategy documents, standards,
Memoranda ofUnderstanding (MoUs), communications or other initiatives.

A short-list of processes to take forward for the mapping of contributions was produced in
conjunction with the Secretariats of the Conventions.

General observations
Global processes have much to contribute in terms of supporting legislative frameworks, providing
supporting research, knowledge sharing, and co-ordination between stakeholders. It is important
for contracting parties to make the most of these resources and to contribute to them where
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relevant. Opportunities are found with greater leverage however at the EU level. In part this is
because of the nature and strength of the governance mechanism at this level; in part, it is because
of the increased specificity and depth of the scope of these processes. . Examples of processes
that could achieve great impact are the Waste Framework Directive, the PRF Directive, the
Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive and amendment to it (like the ‘Plastic Bag’ Directive),
the PRF Directive, the Water Framework Directive and the Bathing Water Directive, if properly
enforced.
There is a general issue around the lack of additionality for some of the processes that are wide in
scope, often where the intention to co-operate with existing processes (so that resources are used
efficiently). Although the aim is valid, in practice is can mean that very little or no new action is
taken or support given. For example, the G7 has not established a general mechanism for
supporting Regional Seas Programmes so that RAP ML actions can be ‘mainstreamed’ to help with
implementation of the G7 goals, despite stating their intention to use existing networks and
actions as a principle means of delivering the G7 action plan. Similarly, the MSFD (Marine Strategy
Framework Directive) Programme of Measures for the reduction of marine litter for some
countries have been found to defer to the RAP ML for their region, without undertaking any
further commitment to actually deliver the actions. The impact that these processes can make
depends on the extent they are willing to commit to support delivery by financial or other means.
There are some specific examples of progress stalled or opportunities lost because of different
processes waiting on each other. For example, the G7 has chosen to act on port reception facilities
as part of its action plan – however it initially planned to dispense this action by deferring to a
workshop on at-sea sources undertaken in the context of the IMP (EU integrated maritime policy);
now it is looking to assess how the activities of Regional Seas Programmes can help deliver this
goal, in accordance with one of the overarching principles of the G7 Action plan - to use existing
platforms and tools. OSPAR also has an action to input into the revision process of the PRF
Directive – however it is waiting on the outcome of the revision process within the forum of the
ESSF. Closer involvement would allow more influence on implementation and revision of the
Directive and its provisions.
This study itself can be used to help achieve a RAP ML action (OSPAR Action 60 and HELCOM Action
RE3) – to help communicate links with other initiatives; either in terms of the report itself or the
mapping process undertaken within it.
Generally speaking, OSPAR has made progress on a larger number of its collective actions than
HELCOM, with especially strong contributions to make on collating best practice in waste
management, sewage treatment, and databasing good practice on marine litter. This means that
in terms of what contributions the RSPs can make to the delivery of each other’s action plans, it is
more likely that OSPAR is in the position to make a contribution. However, HELCOM has made very
good progress on some actions (for example, on mapping abandoned, lost or otherwise discarded
fishing gear – ALDFG, and, microplastics), and can certainly provide input to several OSPAR
collective actions. Each Convention’s contracting parties have valuable experience to share
between them in terms of plastic bag bans and deposit return systems. They have both conducted
a considerable amount of work on port reception facilities and microplastics. In general terms, the
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Conventions can support each other by sharing information and developing joint positions on
actions.
With respect to barriers to progress, the most commonly cited issue for both Conventions was lack
of financial resources; as well as lack of time. Both Conventions cited issues with difficulty engaging
the right stakeholders or getting the stakeholders to engage with each other, lack of political will,
lack of liability for certain responsibilities amongst most relevant stakeholders, and lack of
technical or practical solutions to certain issues.
For OSPAR collective actions, there were also issues around differing approaches between
contracting parties and resistance to guidelines and regulation – specifically with regards to PRFs
and enforcement of the PRF Directive.
For the HELCOM collective actions, the lack of lead countries for some actions and lack of clarity
about the identity of the lead contact made attempts to get updates more difficult, which is
something that could be resolved and is likely to be hindering delivery of actions. If it would be
possible to share responsibility for similar actions between the countries that OSPAR and HELCOM
have in common, to the extent possible and the extent fair – this could provide some efficiency
savings. Additionally, some legislative barriers were cited as having been hindering progress – for
example, with regards to packaging design and use.
Conclusion
There are many opportunities for RAP ML collective actions to benefit from wider processes and,
also, to make a wider impact and contribute to other initiatives and legislative processes. There
are also many opportunities to take advantage of progress in the RAP ML collective actions of the
neighbouring regional sea area. Each action plan has areas in which they are more advanced, and
there are contributions to be made both ways.
These opportunities should be proactively pursued in order to make the most efficient and
effective use of the time and resources available to those implementing the RAP ML collective
actions.
Care should be taken, especially with regard to wider processes, not to wait indefinitely on the
outcome of these other processes. To avoid stalling action or missing opportunities to have useful
input, opportunities to have influence should be taken up as a priority.
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1.0

Introduction

Parties to the OSPAR Convention adopted its Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter in early 2014.
The plan aims to reduce marine litter in the North-East Atlantic area by 2020. Parties to the Helsinki
Convention adopted its Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter in 2015. The plan aims to
quantitatively reduce marine litter in the Baltic Sea by 2025 compared to 2015 levels.
This report presents the findings of research into policy and actions on marine litter that are
underway within the geographical scope of the Convention. The research was proposed at the
OSPAR Intersessional Correspondence Group on Marine Litter (November 2016). Subsequently,
HELCOM endorsed joining the scoping study.1 The aim is to help contracting parties avoid
duplication of effort and help the prioritization of actions.
The research consisted of the following steps:
•
•
•
•

The mapping of wider processes directly relevant to collective actions in the regional
action plan;
The mapping of the progress of the regional action plan’s collective actions;
Assessing how work going on in parallel can contribute to the implementation of the
regional action plan’s collective actions; and
Indicating how HELCOM and OSPAR can best support or benefit from these wider
processes.

The research has been conducted via a mix of desk-based research and directly contacting leading
countries for different actions for input.

2.0

Wider Processes

There are a substantial number of wider processes that are relevant to marine litter in the
geographical scope of the Conventions. These have been grouped into three categories;
•
•
•

Global processes, with a global scope;
European processes which are legislative; and
Other European processes which are not legislative - e.g. strategy documents, standards,
MoUs, communications or other initiatives.

In the following sections, the processes, which were selected because of their potential relevance
to the regional action plan, are summarised, and an initial indication of their general relevance to
particular actions is given.

1

Outcome of Heads of Delegation meeting HOD 51-2016, para 6.68
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2.1

Global processes

The global processes tend to be broad in remit, either because they reference high level goals e.g.
to do with reducing overall quantities of marine litter, or their associated actions cover many types
of marine litter action.
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Wider
Process
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Description, Relevance, Main Actors
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Sea-Based
Shipping Waste:
30, 31, 32, 33, 34
Fishing Waste:
35 Impacts: 37

G7

The G7 Summit adopted an Action Plan in June 2015, covering land and seabased sources of marine litter, awareness raising and outreach, as well as
removal actions. As this was based on the OSPAR action plan, OSPAR actions in
general are well aligned with the overarching principles and specific actions of
the G7 Action Plan to combat marine litter. The HELCOM action plan is also
closely aligned to both. The lead actors include the G7 countries, who have all
committed to the actions, (US, Japan, Germany, Italy, Canada, France, United
Kingdom). Italy has the presidency of the G7 in 2017.

Land-Based
Waste
management:
39, 40, 41
Sewage: 42
Specific Items:
43, 44, 51
Microplastics:
46, 47, 52
Impacts: 48, 49,
50
Removal
53, 54, 55, 56, 57
Education and
Outreach
58

SDG Goals (No.14)

SCOPING STUDY

Sustainable Goal No.14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and
marine resources for sustainable development. Target 14.1 “By 2025, prevent
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Relevant to all
actions but at

Sea-Based
Shipping Waste:
RS2, RS3, RS4
Fishing Waste:
RS6, RS8
Land-Based
Waste
management:
RL1, RL2, RL3,
RL11
Sewage: RL4,
RL7 Sources:
RL8, RL9
Specific items:
RL5, RL10
Microplastics:
RL6
Impacts: RL1,
RL10
Removal
RS10, RS11, RS12
RL15
Education and
Outreach
RE1
Relevant to all
actions but at

Wider
Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
and significantly reduce marine pollution of all kinds, in particular from landbased activities, including marine debris”. SDG 14 is not linked to specific actions,
however its indicator (14.1.1 - Index of coastal eutrophication and floating plastic
debris density) is related to all actions. In February an online register was
launched to collect voluntary commitments made by stakeholders.
(https://oceanconference.un.org/commitments/).

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

present,
particularly

present,
particularly

Education and
Outreach

Education and
Outreach

59, 60

RE2 and RE3

Ocean Conference 5-9 June 2016 to produce Call for Action.
The lead actors include: UN Member States, industry, civil society organizations
and intergovernmental organisations. The Regional Seas Programmes and RAP
MLs are viewed as an important delivery mechanism.
The GPA for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-based
Activities, adopted in 1995, identified marine litter as one of nine pollutant
sources in scope.
The
Global
Programme
of
Action (GPA) UNEP
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The main actors involved include: international agencies, governments,
businesses, academia, local authorities, non-governmental organizations and
individuals.
The Clean Seas global campaign was launched by UNEP in February 2017, and will
run until 2022. Currently involves Indonesia, Belgium, Costa Rica, France,
Grenada, Italy, Norway, Sierra Leone, Panama, St. Lucia and Uruguay. Several
others have expressed interest in joining.

10

Education and
Outreach
59, 60

Education and
Outreach
RE2 and RE3

Wider
Process

Global Partnership
on Marine Litter
(GPML) - UNEP

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) was launched in June 2012 at Rio
+ 20 in Brazil. The GPML, besides being supportive of the Global Partnership on
Waste Management, seeks to protect human health and the global environment
by the reduction and management of marine litter as its main goal, through
several specific objectives. The GPML has 7 specific objectives on marine litter
and also considers a number of focal areas on marine litter in line with the
Honolulu Strategy (see below), whose implementation it is intended to support
and monitor.
The GPML created the ‘Marine Litter Network’, an online information portal for
knowledge sharing and monitoring progress of the Honolulu Commitment.
GPML also hosts Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) on marine litter. The
lead actors include: international agencies, governments, businesses, academia,
local authorities, non-governmental organizations and individuals.
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Relevant to all
actions

Relevant to all
actions

Wider
Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Relevant to all
actions

Relevant to all
actions

This Commitment is intended to help improve collaboration and coordination
among the multitude of groups and governments across the globe in a position
to address marine litter and to serve as a common frame of reference for action
among these communities, as well as a tool for groups to develop and monitor
marine litter programs and projects. The strategy includes a detailed list of
actions that fall under 3 goals:
The
Honolulu
Commitment/
Strategy (NOAA/
UNEP)

•
•

•

Goal A: Reduced levels and impacts of land-based litter and solid waste
introduced into the aquatic environment;
Goal B: Reduced levels and impact of sea based sources of marine debris
including solid waste, lost cargo, abandoned, lost or otherwise discarded
fishing gear (ALDFG), and abandoned vessels introduced into the aquatic
environment;
Goal C: Reduced levels and impacts of (accumulated) marine debris on
shorelines, aquatic habitats, and biodiversity.

The lead actors include: governments, national authorities, municipalities,
industry, international organisations, citizens and their stakeholders. The
Regional Seas Programmes and RAPMLs are viewed as key delivery mechanisms;
therefore a further assessment of this wider process will not be undertaken.
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Wider
Process

International
Maritime
Organisation
(IMO) - MARPOL
Annex V

London
Convention
(LC)/London
Protocol (LP)

SCOPING STUDY

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The MARPOL Convention (1973/1978) is the most important global treaty for the
prevention of pollution from the operation of ships. The convention currently
includes six technical Annexes, dealing with different types of pollution. Annex V
deals with 'garbage', primarily solid waste. It prohibits disposal of all plastics and
requires parties to provide reception facilities for the disposal of the wastes. The
key types of waste causing marine litter are plastic waste: sheets, wrapping,
bottles, drums, synthetic ropes, synthetic fishing nets, plastic garbage bags and
empty chemical cans. The lead actors include the 154 contracting parties.
The Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes
and other Matters (LC 1972) is an international treaty limiting the discharge of
wastes that are generated on land and disposed of at sea. The 1996 LP is a more
stringent, separate agreement that modernised and updated the LC, entering
into force in March 2006, replacing the LC in the countries that are parties to it.
The report on "Marine Litter in Wastes Dumped at Sea Under the London
Convention and Protocol" was published in 2016. The report refers to sewage
sludge (land based), and as such is relevant to OSPAR and HELCOM land based
actions. The lead actors include: 87 contracting parties, the LC/LP Secretariat and
the Scientific Groups.
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Related OSPAR
Actions
Sea-based
Shipping waste:
30, 31, 32,33,34,
Fishing waste:
36, 53
Enforcement: 38

Related
HELCOM
Actions
Sea-based
Shipping Waste:
RS2, RS3, RS4,
Fishing Waste:
RS5

Land based
RL7
Sea-based
RS1

Wider
Process

IOC-UNESCO

FAO

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
IOC-UNESCO are one of nine sponsors of GESAMP (Joint Group of Experts on the
Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection). GESAMP is the United
Nations mechanism for collaboration and coordination which conducts
assessments and in-depth studies to evaluate the state of the marine
environment, including socio-economic aspects, and identify emerging issues; its
administrative secretariat is provided by the IMO. GESAMP Working Group 40 is
lead by IOC-UNESCO and it works on ‘Sources, fate and effects of microplastics in
the environment’ to promote the threat of microplastics at the UN level and
stimulate the scientific process. IOC-UNESCO also published guidelines on the
survey and monitoring of marine litter. These are best practices for monitoring
which is not generally covered by OSPAR/HELCOM actions within the RAP MLs.
The lead actors include: UN member states.
FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries: To promote long-term
conservation and sustainable use of fisheries resources, following a call from the
International Conference on Responsible Fishing (1992) to strengthen the
international legal framework for more effective conservation, management and
sustainable exploitation and production of living aquatic resources, the 1995 FAO
Conference adopted the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. In 2016
FAO also published a prominent report on abandoned, lost or discarded fishing
gear (ALDFG) from marine gillnet and trammel net fisheries. The relevance to
OSPAR and HELCOM actions includes reducing the use and prevalence of dolly
ropes and ALDFG. It is at present working on the finalization of guidelines

on the application of a system for the marking of fishing gear. The lead
actors include the Committee on Fisheries (COFI) and regional fisheries
management organisations (RFMOs).
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Land based
Microplastics:
42, 46, 47

Sea based
35, 36, 37
Removal Action
56, 57, 58

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land based
Microplastics:
RL4, RL6, RL7

Sea based
RS5, RS6, RS7,
RS8, RS9, RS10,
RS11, RS12

Wider
Process

Convention
on
Migratory Species
(CMS)

SCOPING STUDY

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

CMS is an environmental treaty under the aegis of UNEP, providing a global
platform for the conservation and sustainable use of migratory animals and their
habitats. CMS has issued two resolutions on marine debris: Resolution 10.4 and
11.30. The latter covered, inter alia, commercial vessel best practice and public
awareness. Furthermore, at the 12th COP (Oct 2017) marine debris is on the
agenda and a draft decision/resolution is expected. Lead actors include: 127
Member States globally.
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Sea based

Sea based

36

RS3

Education and
Outreach

Education and
Outreach

59

RE1

2.2

European processes

The European processes summarised below are all legislative initiatives; some are very specific in
scope with respect to marine litter actions while some have the potential to have much widerreaching implications. Since they are all legally binding, in that they must be transposed into
national law, the failure to comply can be met with financial sanctions. Several are undergoing
revision, providing opportunities for action.
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Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Port Reception Facilities Directive is a key instrument to prevent marine litter from
sea based sources. It does so by enshrining the requirement of MARPOL for the
provision of waste management facilities in European law, and more provisions besides.
It:
•
•

PRF
Directive
2000/59/EC

•

Addresses the legal, financial and practical responsibilities of the different
operators involved in the delivery of waste and residues in ports.
Provides for the implementation of a cost recovery system (applying a waste fee),
that should provide no incentive for ships to discharge their waste at sea.
Provides for additional obligations and mechanisms, especially the obligation on
ports to develop and implement waste reception and handling plans, and the
obligation on ships in deliver their waste at each port call within the EU.

The European Commission Regulatory Fitness and Performance (REFIT) evaluation of
the functioning of the Directive looked at the issue of adequacy and availability of PRF
in EU ports more broadly, i.e. in relation to ship generated waste falling under MARPOL
Annex I, IV and V, the latter category also including end-of-life fishing gear.
(http://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/maritime/studies/maritime_en.htm).
revision of the Directive is underway.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States.
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The

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Sea- based:

Sea-based:

30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36, 38

RS2, RS3, RS4,
RS5, RS7, RS8,
RS12

Sewage: 42
Sewage: RL7

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Ship-source Pollution Directive was intended to standardize the implementation of
MARPOL provisions on penalties for infringement across EU Member States. It has the
following provisions:
•

Ship-source
Pollution Directive
2009/123/EC
•

•

It requires Member States to consider discharges of polluting substances from
ships in all sea areas, including the high seas, as a criminal offence if they are
committed with intent, recklessly or by serious negligence. Minor discharges are
infringements, but shall not automatically be considered as criminal offences,
except where their repetition leads to deterioration in the quality of the water,
including in the case of repeated discharges. Ship-source polluting discharges
relate to discharges of substances covered by Annexes I (oil) and II (noxious liquid
substances in bulk) to MARPOL 73/78.
Provides for co-operation between port State authorities, which should make it
possible for proceedings to be initiated in the next port of call. Furthermore, it
aims at enhancing co-operation among Member States to detect illegal discharges
and develop methods to identify a discharge as originating from a particular ship.
It creates rules that are applicable EU-wide on the imposition of penalties in the
event of discharges of oil or other polluting substances from ships sailing in its
waters.

Lead Actors: All EU Member States.
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Sea-based:

Sea-based:

30, 31, 32, 33, 38

RS1, RS2, RS3

The WFD establishes the legislative framework for the handling of waste in the EU
contributing to the protection, preservation and improvement of the quality of the
environment, and now, based on the proposal to amend the WFD (2015/0275 (COD)),
the health of the oceans and the safety of seafood by reducing marine litter.
The main Articles relevant to the Convention Actions:
•
•

Waste Framework
Directive
2008/98/EC

•

•

•

•
•

Article 3 - Definitions - Municipal Waste – now includes litter: (b) “mixed waste and
separately collected waste from other sources including market and street cleaning
services that is comparable to household waste in nature and composition […];”
Article 8 - Extended Producer Responsibility: (1). “In order to strengthen the re-use and the
prevention, recycling and other recovery of waste, Member States may take legislative or
non-legislative measures to ensure that any natural or legal person who professionally
develops, manufactures, processes, treats, sells or imports products (producer of the
product) has extended producer responsibility. “
This can include clean-up costs: Article 8a (4) “Member States shall take the necessary
measures to ensure that the financial contributions paid by the producer to comply with its
extended producer responsibility obligations: (a) cover the entire cost of waste
management for the products it puts on the Union market”
Article 8a – Exchange of information - (5). “The Commission shall organise an exchange of
information between Member States and the actors involved in producer responsibility
schemes (…) This includes, inter alia, exchange of information on (…) the prevention of
littering. The Commission shall publish the results of the exchange of information.;”
Article 8 - Exchange of information – (2) “Member States shall take the necessary measures
to ensure that the waste holders targeted by the extended producer responsibility
schemes established in accordance with Article 8 (1), are informed about the available
waste collection systems and the prevention of littering. Member States shall also take
measures to create incentives for the waste holders to take part in the separate collection
systems in place, notably through economic incentives or regulations, when appropriate.”
Article 28 - Waste Management Plans: The plans cover the entire geographical territory of
the Member State, and must now take litter into account.
Article 36 - Enforcement and penalties. (1) “Member States shall take the necessary
measures to prohibit the abandonment, dumping or uncontrolled management of waste,
including littering”

Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Land-based:

Land based:

39, 40, 41, 43
Sea-based:

RL1, RL2, RL3,
RL5, RL11,

38

Removal:

Removal:

RL15,

54

Sea-based:

Education
Outreach:
59

and

RS8

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Landfill Directive establishes technical requirements for the operation of landfills,
with the goal of reducing their impact on the environment, including the pollution of
surface water, as well as a target for the reduction of the disposal of biodegradable
waste in landfill to 35% of 1995 levels by 2016. A revised target is under consideration:
'Article 5. (5). Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that by 2030
the amount of municipal waste landfilled is reduced to 10% of the total amount of
municipal waste generated.’
There is movement towards restricting all material streams that can be currently
recycled from entering landfills. New proposed text states:

Landfill
Directive
1999/31/EC

“Recital (5) Clear environmental, economic and social benefits would be derived from
further restricting landfilling, starting with waste streams that are subject to separate
collection (e.g. plastics, metals, glass, paper, bio-waste). Technical, environmental or
economic feasibility of recycling or other recovery of residual waste resulting from
separately collected waste should be taken into account in the implementation of these
landfill restrictions.”
This Directive requires (in Annex I.5) that the location of landfill sites takes into account
factors such as the proximity of water bodies and coastal waters and that wind-blown
materials are minimised. Such measures should reduce potential dispersal of plastic
packaging waste and other debris in the marine environment.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

39, 40, 41,

RL2, RL3, RL14

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Packaging Directive sets a range of requirements to reduce the impact of packaging
and packaging waste on the environment. It contains provisions on the prevention of
packaging waste, on the re-use of packaging and on the recovery and recycling of
packaging waste. Prevention of the production of packaging waste is the first priority.
Full implementation of the Directive by the Member States will play an important role
in closing loopholes in the plastic packaging cycle, with important attendant benefits for
the generation of marine litter.

Packaging
and
Waste
Packaging
Directive (PPWD)
94/62/EC

Moreover, the Directive sets requirements on the manufacturing and composition of
packaging waste to enable its reuse, recovery and recycling. Member States must
ensure that packaging placed on the market complies with the essential requirements
of Annex II:
-to limit the weight and volume of packaging to a minimum in order to meet the
required level of safety, hygiene and acceptability for consumers;
-to reduce the content of hazardous substances and materials in the packaging material
and its components;
-to design reusable or recoverable packaging.
The Directive is currently under revision, including a new recycling target of 75% of
packaging waste by 2030.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

39, 40, 43, 49, 50,
51

RL2, RL5, RL9,
RL11,

Sea-based:

Sea-based:

35, 36

RS5, RS8

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Directive sets targets to reduce the current level of consumption of lightweight
plastic carrier bags. For this purpose, it amends Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December
1994 on packaging and packaging waste.
The type of measures to implement is left to the discretion of Member States, which
may set national reduction targets, maintain or introduce economic instruments as well
as marketing restrictions, provided that such restrictions are proportionate and nondiscriminatory. However, the measures must include either or both of the following:

Directive
on
consumption
of
lightweight plastic
carrier
bags
2015/720

“(a) the adoption of measures ensuring that the annual consumption level does not
exceed 90 lightweight plastic carrier bags per person by 31 December 2019 and 40
lightweight plastic carrier bags per person by 31 December 2025, or equivalent targets
set in weight. Very lightweight plastic carrier bags may be excluded from national
consumption objectives;
(b) the adoption of instruments ensuring that, by 31 December 2018, lightweight
plastic carrier bags are not provided free of charge at the point of sale of goods or
products, unless equally effective instruments are implemented. Very lightweight
plastic carrier bags may be excluded from those measures”. They will also report to the
European Commission (EC) their annual consumption of lightweight plastic bags (Article
4 of Directive 94/62/EC).
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

44

RL10

Wider Process

Integrated Pollution
Prevention
and
Control
(IPPC)
Directive 2008/1/EC

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The objective of an integrated approach to pollution control is to prevent emissions into
air, water or soil wherever this is practicable, taking into account waste management,
and, where it is not, to minimise them in order to achieve a high level of protection for
the environment as a whole.

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

39, 40, 41, 42,
43, 51, 52

RL2, RL3, RL4,
RL7

Land-based:

Land-based:

46, 47

RL6

The competent authority or authorities should grant or amend a permit only when
integrated environmental protection measures for air, water and land have been laid
down.
The relevance is to review which 'Best Available Techniques (BAT) reference documents’
(BREFs) developed under the IPPC Directive and the IED could potentially have an
impact on marine litter.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
This Regulation establishes rules to be complied with by any cosmetic product made
available on the market, in order to ensure the functioning of the internal market and a
high level of protection of human health.

EU
Cosmetics
Regulation
EC
1223/2009

The environmental concerns that substances used in cosmetic products may raise are
considered through the application of Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 concerning the Registration,
Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH) and establishing a
European Chemicals Agency, which enables the assessment of environmental safety in
a cross-sectoral manner.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The purpose of this Regulation is to ensure a high level of protection of human health
and the environment as well as the free movement of substances, mixtures and articles
as referred to in Article 4(8) by: (see column E)
(a) Harmonising the criteria for classification of substances and mixtures, and the rules
on labelling and packaging for hazardous substances and mixtures;
(b) providing an obligation for:

Regulation
classification,
labelling
packaging
substances
mixtures
1272/2008

on
and
of
and
EC

(i) manufacturers, importers and downstream users to classify substances and mixtures
placed on the market;
(ii) suppliers to label and package substances and mixtures placed on the market;
(iii) manufacturers, producers of articles and importers to classify those substances not
placed on the market that are subject to registration or notification under Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006;
(c) providing an obligation for manufacturers and importers of substances to notify the
Agency of such classifications and label elements if these have not been submitted to
the Agency as part of a registration under Regulation (EC)No 1907/2006;
(d) establishing a list of substances with their harmonised classifications and labelling
elements at Community level in Part 3 of Annex VI;
(e) establishing a classification and labelling inventory of substances, which is made up
of all notifications, submissions and harmonised classifications and labelling elements
referred to in points (c) and (d).
There has been debate as to whether plastics should be classed as hazardous
substances for the purpose of bringing them under the remit of other regulation.
Lead actors: manufacturers, importers, suppliers and all EU Member States.

SCOPING STUDY

24

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

Microplastics:

RL6, RL9

42, 46, 47, 52
Specific items: 49

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The EU REACH Regulation (Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of
Chemical substances), which entered into force on 1 June 2007, aims to improve the
protection of human health and the environment through the better and earlier
identification of the intrinsic properties of chemical substances, like the environmental
risk they pose.
Under the REACH regime, manufacturers and importers are required to gather
information on the properties of chemical substances, which will allow their safe
handling, and to register the information. The Regulation also calls for the progressive
substitution of the most dangerous chemicals when suitable alternatives have been
identified.

REACH Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006

This legal act is a regulation thus applying directly in the Member States - no national
implementing measures are required.
The REACH Regulation 1907/2006/EC is of some relevance for plastics recycling,
resource efficiency, and hence marine litter. For example, some REACH provisions with
respect to permitted plastic additives are relevant for improving the recyclability of
plastics, and the risks associated with plastic in the environment. In particular,
restrictions remain key tools to reduce the hazards associated with certain plastics.
There has been debate as to whether plastics should be classed as hazardous
substances for the purpose of bringing them under the remit of this or other regulation;
at present, polymers as a category are not included within the remit of REACH; each
substance would need to be listed individually.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

Instruments and
incentives:

Microplastics:

43

Specific items:

Microplastics:

RL9

46, 47, 52

Design:

Specific items:

RL5

49
Design: 51

RL6

Wider Process

Eco-Design
Directive
(2009/125/EC)

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Eco-design Directive is a framework directive. The Directive contains general
requirements and lays out a standard format and rules for specific Implementing
Measures to be created for a specific product group or function. It aims to reduce the
environmental impact caused during the manufacture, use and disposal of a very wide
range of products. At present it relates only to energy product groups – i.e. products
that use energy or impact on energy consumption – but this is due to be reviewed by
2020 and new product groups included by introducing new amendments for each
selected group.
Manufacturers and importers are required to ensure their products meet the
requirements of the Eco-design directive and any Implementing Measures that apply
to their products.
The revision of the Eco-design Directive has the potential to reduce waste and hence
also marine litter.
Lead Actors: EU Member States
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Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

Land based:

Land based:

43, 45, 46, 47, 48,
49,
51,
52

RL5, RL6, RL9,
RL12

Sea
35,

Sea
RS7,

36,

based:
37

based:
RS8, RS9

Wider Process

EU
Ecolabel
Regulation
(EC)
66/2010

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

The EU Ecolabel is awarded to products and services which have a lower environmental
impact than other products in the same group.

Land-based:
43, 45, 46, 47

Land-based:
RL6, RL12

Relevant to all
actions

Relevant to all
actions

The labelling criteria are devised using scientific data on the complete life cycle of a
product, from development to disposal. The label may be awarded to all goods or
services distributed, consumed or used in the EU market whether in return for payment
or free of charge. The system was introduced by Regulation (EEC) No 880/92 and
amended by Regulation (EC) No 1980/2000. The new Regulation (EC) No 66/2010
improves the rules on the award, use and operation of the label.
Criteria with respect to a product’s propensity to produce marine litter could be
included within the eco-label for different product groups.
Lead actors: Producers and EU Member States
The MSFD is a key element in Europe’s actions to address marine litter. It is also the
environmental pillar of Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP). The Directive calls for the
development and implementation of strategies by Member States so that all of the EU’s
marine regions and sub-regions attain ‘Good Environmental Status’ (GES) by 2020.

Marine
Strategy
Framework
Directive
(MSFD)
(2008/56/EC22)

The Descriptor 10 of MSFD relates directly to marine litter. MSFD is the dedicated
binding legal instrument for assessing, monitoring, setting targets and reaching good
environmental status with regard to marine litter. A dedicated subgroup (Technical
Group on Marine Litter, TG ML) was created to support Member States in reaching GES
for marine litter under the Common Implementation Strategy MSFD and it is chaired by
the Joint Research Council (JRC).
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

The Water Framework Directive (WaterFD) 29, adopted in 2000, calls for surface water
bodies (including coastal waters) to be ecologically sound by 2015 thus contributing to
the goal of the MSFD. The WaterFD:

All actions to
address
landbased sources

All actions to
address
landbased sources

•
Water Framework
Directive (Directive
2000/60/EC)

•
•

Requires that Member States establish river basin districts together with a river
basin management plan for each of them.
The Directive envisages a cyclical process in which river basin management plans
are prepared, implemented and reviewed every six years.
There are four distinct elements to the river basin planning cycle: characterisation
and assessment of impacts on river basin districts; environmental monitoring; the
setting of environmental objectives, and; the design and implementation of the
programme of measures needed to achieve them.

Lead Actors: All EU Member States

SCOPING STUDY

28

Targets:
29

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The Bathing Water Directive aims to guarantee bathing water quality, which may be
threatened by pollution. The "new" Bathing Water Directive 2006/7/EC replaces the
former Directive 76/160/EC. It applies to surface waters that can be used for bathing.
The new Directive is intended to:
•

Bathing
Water
Directive
(2006/7/EC)

•

Move from simple sampling and monitoring of bathing waters to bathing quality
management; and
Be integrated into all other EU measures protecting the quality of all our waters
(rivers, lakes, groundwater and coastal waters) through the Water Framework
Directive.

The Directive states that bathing waters must be inspected for pollution such as solid
waste, and that this must be managed and reported on.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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Related OSPAR
Actions
Land-based;
39, 41, 42, 43, 48
Sea based:
35, 36

Related
HELCOM
Actions
Land
based:
RL2, RL3, RL4,
RL8, RL13, RL14,
RL15
Sea
based:
RS6, RS7, RS8

Removal:
54, 55, 59

Removal:
RL15

Targets:
29

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

The Fertiliser Regulation ((EC) No 2003/2003)) shall apply to products which are placed
on the market as fertilisers designated as ‘EC fertiliser’.

Land
42

Land
RL7

The existing regulation states that:
•
•

Fertiliser Regulation
(under the Circular
Economy Package)

Requirements be applied at the same time and in the same manner throughout
the Community by manufacturers.
In each Member State fertilisers must display certain technical characteristics laid
down by mandatory provisions. These provisions, concerning more particularly
the composition and definition types of fertilisers, the designations of these
types, their identification and their packaging, differ from one Member State to
another. By their disparity they hinder trade within the Community and should
therefore be harmonised.

The new Regulation proposed under the Circular Economy Package sets out common
rules on converting bio-waste into raw materials that can be used to manufacture
fertilising products. The new proposed Regulation defines safety, quality and labelling
requirements that all fertilising products need to comply with to be traded freely across
the EU.
Microplastics from waste water treatment plant sludge treated and used as fertilizer
end up in soil. Regulation of physical impurities is a mechanism for driving their control.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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based:

based:

Wider Process

Urban Waste Water
Treatment Directive
(91/271/EEC)

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

Related OSPAR
Actions

Related
HELCOM
Actions

This Directive concerns the collection, treatment and discharge of urban waste water
and the treatment and discharge of waste water from certain industrial sectors.

Land
42

Land
based:
RL4, RL7

The objective of the Directive is to protect the environment from the adverse effects of
the abovementioned waste water discharges. It clarifies the requirements for
discharges from urban waste water treatment plants to sensitive areas which are
subject to eutrophication.
The Directive requires that all sewerage discharges serving populations over 10,000
inhabitants in coastal areas and 2,000 in estuarine areas, must receive secondary
(biological) treatment prior to discharge.
This Directive is relevant because discharge of urban waste water is one of the principal
sources of marine litter. Micro-plastics and fibres from clothes washing might pass the
waste water treatment plant. Also storm water overflows may be a significant source.
Lead Actors: All EU Member States
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based:

2.3

Other European Processes

These processes are not pieces of legislation themselves but include strategies, policy roadmaps
and EU Commission communications that may direct the drafting and implementation of future
legislation and regulation.
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Wider Process

SCOPING STUDY

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

34

Relevant
OSPAR Actions

Relevant
HELCOM
Actions

The Roadmap states that the strategy aims to (1) decouple plastics production from
virgin fossil feedstock and reduce its life-cycle greenhouse gas impacts (2) improve the
economics, quality and uptake of plastic recycling and reuse, and (3) reduce plastic
leakage into the environment.
Pursuing these objectives should directly contribute to the implementation of the
Circular Economy action plan.

Roadmap for a
Strategy on Plastics
in
a
Circular
Economy

The strategy and pursuance of its objectives is also intended to contribute to the
implementation of actions under the UN Agenda 2030, including SDG 14 (14.1) on
marine litter. The Strategy should seek to improve framework conditions for
investments and innovations that enable the plastic and related industries and the
entire value chain using plastics to become more circular, resource-efficient and reduce
its carbon footprint, in line with the climate and energy goals of the EU.
It will require innovation of the whole plastics system, built on a shared vision and
enhanced cooperation between all stakeholders.
While land-based sources are predominant, sea-based sources such as shipping or
fishing are not negligible. This problem is global, as the bulk of plastic leakage takes place
outside of the EU (in particular in fast - growing Asian economies) and collective efforts
are needed.
New sources of plastic leakage, e.g. single -use plastic products and microplastics, are
on the rise, posing new potential threats to animal and human health. Microplastics –
used intentionally in products or generated during the products' life cycle, e.g. through
car tyre wear or from washing clothes –are of particular concern as their small size (less
than 5 mm) increases their potential toxicity.
In preparation of the strategy, a number of different actions will be explored with a view
to identifying those with the strongest EU-added value and highest impact in tackling
the problems identified.
Lead actors: All EU Member States
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Land-based:

Land-based:

39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
44, 45, 46, 47, 48,
49, 50, 51, 52

RL2, RL3, RL4,
RL5, RL6, RL7,
RL8, RL9, RL10,
RL11, RL12,

Sea-based:
35, 36

Sea-based:
RS7, RS8

Removal:
53

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
Under the CE package, the European Commission has made four legislative proposals
introducing new waste-management targets regarding reuse, recycling and landfilling,
to deliver benefits for the environment, climate, human health and the economy and
reducing marine litter.
In January 2017: European Parliament’s Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Food Safety (ENVI Committee) voted to accept a target for the amount of marine
litter polluting European waters to be halved by 2030 from a 2014 baseline under the
new waste management proposals:

Circular economy
(CE) package

1. By 2030, at least 70 percent by weight of municipal waste from households and
businesses should be recycled or prepared for reuse, say MEPs. The European
Commission proposed 65 percent.
2. Other amendments also increased the ambition of recycling targets proposed by the
European Commission, with 60 percent of plastic packaging to be recycled by 2025 and
80 percent of all packaging waste by 2030.
3. For packaging materials, such as paper and cardboard, plastics, glass, metal and wood,
the ENVI Committee MEPs propose an 80 percent target for 2030, with interim 2025
targets for each material.
4. The amendments establish measures to promote reuse and recycling, such as
encouraging deposit-refund plans for bottles and cans and extended producer
responsibility.
Lead actors: All EU Member States
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Relevant
OSPAR Actions

Relevant
HELCOM
Actions

Please refer to
the
individual
Directives/Regul
ations making up
the package –
WFD, PPWD

Please refer to
the
individual
Directives/Regul
ations making up
the package –
WFD, PPWD

Wider Process

Port State Control –
Paris MoU

Description, Relevance, Main Actors

Relevant
OSPAR Actions

Relevant
HELCOM
Actions

The Strategic Plan for the Paris MoU: 2012- 2017 states that:

Sea-based:

Sea-based:

The aim of the Paris MoU is to eliminate the operation of sub-standard ships through a
harmonized system of port State control. The mission of the Paris MoU is to accomplish
this by inspecting the ships in the region risk based in order to ensure that the merchant
ships in the region meet the international safety, security and environmental standards,
and that crewmembers have adequate living and working conditions.

30, 31, 32,33, 38

RS2, RS3

The organization consists of 27 participating maritime Administrations and covers the
waters of the European coastal States and the North Atlantic basin from North America
to Europe.
Lead actors: Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, the Russian Federation, Slovenia,
Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom
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Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
Green Public Procurement is a process whereby public authorities seek to procure
goods, services and works with a reduced environmental impact throughout their life
cycle when compared to those with the same primary function that would otherwise be
procured.

Green
Public
Procurement
COM (2008) 400

The Communication “Public procurement for a better environment” (COM (2008) 400)
provides guidance on how to reduce the environmental impact of public sector
consumption and show how to use Green Public Procurement (GPP) to stimulate
innovation in environmental technologies, products and services. The Communication
proposes instruments, which should remove the main obstacles to increased take-up of
Green Public Procurement. The Commission has identified ten priority sectors for GPP
(construction; food and catering services; transport; energy; office machinery and
computers; clothing and other textiles; paper and printing services; furniture; cleaning
products and services; equipment used in the health sector.)
Lead actors: All EU Member States
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Relevant
OSPAR Actions

Relevant
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

43, 45, 46, 47,
48, 49, 51

RL2, RL3, RL5,
RL6, RL9, RL10,
RL11, RL12

Sea-based:
Sea-based:

35, 36, 37
Education
outreach:
59

and

RS5, RS6, RS7,
RS8, RS9, RS12

Wider Process

Agenda
for
sustainable
and
competitive
European Tourism
COM (2007) 621
final

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
This Agenda aims to create the right balance between the welfare of tourists, the needs
of the natural and cultural environment and the development and competitiveness of
destinations and businesses. It requires an integrated and holistic policy approach
where all stakeholders share the same objectives. One of the challenges identified by
the Technical Sub-Group (TSG), which gathered experts from industry associations, was
the reduction and management of litter. Further work in this area will be carried out
under the Blue Growth Strategy and its focus area of maritime, coastal and cruise
tourism.
Objectives include: sustainable conservation and management of natural and cultural
resources, minimising resource use and pollution at tourism destinations including the
production of waste, managing change in the interests of the wellbeing of the
community, reducing the seasonality of demand, addressing the environmental impact
of transport linked to tourism, making tourism experiences available to all without
discrimination, and improving the quality of tourism jobs.
Lead actors: All EU Member States
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Relevant
OSPAR Actions

Relevant
HELCOM
Actions

Land-based:

Land-based:

39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
44, 45, 49

RL2, RL3, RL4,
RL8, RL9, RL10,
RL11, RL12, RL13

Removal action:
Sea-based:

53, 55,
Education
Outreach:
59

and

RS1, RS5, RS6

Wider Process

Description, Relevance, Main Actors
The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (COM (2009)248) is an integrated framework
to identify needs and available resources by coordinating of appropriate policies.
•
•

EU
Baltic
Strategy

Sea

•

EUSBSR Objective 1 (O1): Save the sea: achieve good environmental status by
2020 and favourable conservation status.
EUSBSR Policy Area 5 (PA5): Hazards: Reduce the use and impact of hazardous
substances.
BLASTIC (Plastic waste pathways into the sea): A flagship initiative of EUBSR.
The BLASTIC project aims at reducing plastic waste and thereby hazardous
substances inflow into the Baltic Sea by mapping potential (macro)litter
sources in urban areas and monitoring litter levels in the aquatic
environment.

The lead actors include: the EU Member states for O1, Sweden for PA5 and institutions
from Estonia, Finland, Latvia and Sweden for the BLASTIC project.
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Relevant
OSPAR Actions

Relevant
HELCOM
Actions

Land based

Land based

39, 41

RL1, RL2, RL3,
RL4, RL6, RL8,
RL13

3.0

Linkages between OSPAR and Wider Processes

3.1

Progress of actions

This section maps the progress of OSPAR’s Regional Action Plan (RAP) for each collective action.
Progress is mapped by taking into account any relevant information in the OSPAR’s RAP
Implementation plan, and supplemented by considering any relevant information from the latest
OSPAR RAP Action Development Sheets. Additionally, where lead and contributing county
contacts have been allocated and identified for taking the action forward for an update, these
contacts have been approached for information as to the latest status of the action.
Error! Reference source not found. below provides a brief summary of the progress of collective
actions of OSPAR RAP from data gathered using the three means described above. This includes a
brief summary of what has been done and what still remains to be done, together with the
estimated time to completion. This enables a qualitative assessment of progress such as
‘Little/moderate/good’ to be made. ‘Little’ is assigned where no substantive action has been taken
or no outputs have been drafted. Moderate is where some steps have been completed but a
significant number remain, especially if they are behind schedule or of uncertain schedule. Good
is where a number of steps have been completed, possibly a majority, and the remainder are on
schedule or have been scheduled. This is so that the synergies between OSPAR and HELCOM
collective actions and the contributions they can make to each other can be evaluated in Section
6.0.
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Table 1: Progress of Collective Actions of OSPAR RAP ML
Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

29

Develop and agree regionally
coordinated SMART
reduction/operational targets linked to
relevant actions as contained in this
implementation plan, starting from
2015, including those linked to
sources.

ICG-ML took the decision that the targets should
be proposed by the task leads for each action.

These are yet to be proposed. To be phased in
over the next few years as the actions are
implemented.

Limited.

30

Ensure regional coordination on the
implementation of EU Directive
2000/59/EC in relation to MARPOL
Annex V ship generated waste.

It was agreed at ICGML that the revision of
Directive 2000/59/EC can better be done at the
European Sustainable Shipping Forum (ESSF), and
OSPAR would await the outcome of the ESSF.

Will depend on the outcome of the revision of
the Directive 2000/59/EC. Finalization of the
revision is not expected before end 2018.

Moderate.

No further actions have been planned as it was
agreed at ICGML that the revision of Directive
2000/59/EC can better be done at the European
Sustainable Shipping Forum (ESSF), and OSPAR
would await the outcome of the ESSF.

Moderate*

No response from the leading party and no Action
Development Sheet present. Progress based on
the information available in the ICG ML
Implementation Plan from November 2016:
•

31

OSPAR will assist the European
Commission in the ongoing revision of
EU Directive 2000/59/EC.
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•

EIHA (Environmental Impacts of Human
Activities Committee) wrote to the EU with
regards to Directive 2000/59/EC, highlighting
where OSPAR could provide additional
support through monitoring data.
Germany presented the OSPAR work on
marine litter during a meeting of the ESSF
Sub-group on Port Reception Facilities in
March 2016, which started an ongoing
dialogue to ensure better information
exchange and cooperation between this EU
group and OSPAR.

32

Identify best practice in relation to
inspections for MARPOL Annex V ship
generated waste, including better
management of reporting data, taking
into consideration the Paris MOU on
port state control.

33

Seek dialogue with the Paris MOU to
take the risk of illegal waste discharges
into consideration for the prioritisation
of port state control inspections.

38

Analyse penalties and fines issued by
Contracting Parties for waste disposal
offences at sea to highlight the
differences, trends, problem areas and
issues to relevant organisations, such
as the North Sea Network of
Investigators and Prosecutors.

34

Improve implementation of the ISO
standard 201070:2013 in relation to
port reception facilities.
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A supporting report ‘Analysis of penalties and
fines issued by OSPAR and HELCOM Contracting
Parties for waste disposal offences at sea’ has
been delivered to the last HELCOM RAP ML
workshop and also to OSPAR EIHA 2017.

•

Questionnaire development and internet
research

•

Submission of background paper to EIHA in
2016

•

Background paper to be adopted by OSPAR
in 2016

•

Assessment of existing sources of best
practices on the facilitation of advanced onboard waste management.

•

Preparation of draft guidelines

•

Discussion with maritime stakeholders ML
2016

•

Draft guidelines to be presented in ESSF/PRF
subgroup, February 2017

Comments delivered by CPs will be taken into
account. An expert workshop is foreseen for the
second half of 2017 involving relevant sectors.
Timeline:
•

2017 – 2018

•

Workshop with frontrunner ports and ships,
September 2017

Moderate

Moderate

Development plan based on the information
available from the EIHA meeting in April 2016:

35

Identify the options to address key
waste items from the fishing industry
and aquaculture, which could
contribute to marine litter, including
deposit schemes, voluntary
agreements and extended producer
responsibility.

•

Benchmarking at the international level

•

Consultation with the main stakeholders to
broaden knowledge concerning technical
and economic feasibility of the different
identified options

•

Identification and expertise of experiences in
other countries

•

Study of the possibilities of temporary
storage facilities for shellfish farming

•

Study of the possibilities to pool shellfish
farming waste with fishing industry waste

•

Study of the tools to mobilise the economic
actors (voluntary agreements, extended
producer responsibility, deposit schemes)
and analysis of the relevant level (European,
national) to do this.

Limited*

Timeline:

36

Through a multinational project,
together with the fishing industry and
competent authorities develop and
promote best practice in relation to
marine litter. All relevant aspects
(including e.g. dolly rope, waste
management on board, waste
management at harbours and
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•

•

A questionnaire has been distributed to the
Contracting Parties to obtain information on
the measures implemented (or in
preparation) in their countries in relation to
marine litter produced (or recovered) by the
fishing industry.
Questionnaire responses were received from
all the Contracting Parties and processed by

•

Benchmarking of technical methods to
address waste from the fishing industry and
aquaculture (end of 2015).

•

Exploring tools (voluntary agreement, EPR,
etc.) in order to deal with the right actors at
the right level (end of 2016).

•

The outcome of the report to be discussed
within the OSPAR group for RAP ML (ICG ML)
in May 2017.

•

Stakeholder meeting will be organised in
order to engage the stakeholders and
making the actions more concrete in
September 2017.

Limited in
the
beginning,
but good
progress
recently.

operational losses/net cuttings) should
be included.

a contractor (CEFAS) has been used to
process the information collected into a
report.
•

37

Investigate the prevalence and impact
of dolly rope (synthetic fibre). Engage
with competent authorities (such as
National Authorities, EU, NEAFC etc.)
and the fishing industry in order to
work together to reduce the waste
generated by dolly rope on a (sub)
regional basis.

•

Final proposal for action 36 will be ready for
the EIHA meeting in spring 2018.

Establishing contact in the OSPAR region
with relevant parties, especially relevant CP’s
(civil servants) and fisheries organizations.

•

An analysis of the use of Dolly Rope by
fishermen from CP’s around the North Sea.

•

•

An analysis of the amount of Dolly Rope
counted during Beach Litter Monitoring’s
(BLM) around the North Sea.

Discussion with CP’s representatives and
with the fisheries organizations about the
conclusions and recommendations.

•

•

For the monitoring on beaches extra effort
has to be taken to secure valid and scientific
valuable data and trends in dolly rope
wastage that are correctly reflected in the
monitoring output.

Seek input from other CPs, revise progress
report based on input.

•

Exploration of possibility to propose an
operational target if feasible within small
working group (incl NL, Germany).

•

A workshop would be set up in 2017 by the
Wageningen University Economic Research
to inform and discuss the issue of
biodegradability in the marine environment.

•

Depending on action to be taken follow
necessary OSPAR procedure.

•

•

45

Based on above, a proposal will be
developed for presenting at the ICGML
meeting in November 2017 on how to
proceed and what to recommend.

•

•
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A round table about “Recycling fishing gear
at larger scale” was held at the European
Conference on Plastics in Rotterdam, in
December 2016.

•

In the context of target development, an
assessment will be carried out to define how
dolly rope could be integrated in BLM as a
separate item; setting up a small working
group that develops a proposal.
Analysis of ways to reduce Dolly Rope Waste
based on the experiences in the Netherlands
and other countries (BE?) in close
cooperation with fisheries organizations.
Draft progress report including conclusions
and recommendations to reduce Dolly Rope
waste.

Timeline:
•

November 2017

Good*

39

40

Highlight those waste management
practices that impact significantly on
marine litter. Engage with the industry
and other authorities, at the
appropriate level, in order for them to
be able to develop best environmental
practice, including identification of
circumstances on where litter
“escapes” into the marine
environment and investigating how to
close loops focusing on non-toxic
material cycles.

A close cooperation has been established with
the International Waste Working Group (IWWG),
which agreed to support the further
implementation of the waste management
actions within both, the HELCOM and the OSPAR
RAP MLs.

Exchange experience on best practice
to prevent litter entering into water
systems and highlight these to River or
River basin Commissions.

•

Timeline:
•

2017 – 2019

•

Exchange of knowledge on different levels
on opportunities and bottlenecks concerning
river litter versus marine litter – workshop to
be held in June 2017

Investigate and promote with
appropriate industries the use of Best
Available Techniques (BAT) and Best
Environmental Practice (BEP) to
develop sustainable and cost effective
solutions to reducing and preventing
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Inventory of knowledge from OSPAR
Contracting Parties and River and River Basin
Commissions (e.g. Switzerland) by means of
a questionnaire.

•

This will result in a Progress report with an
overview of information collected with the
questionnaire and lessons learned by the
workshop.

Overview on present knowledge of river
litter in different OSPAR Contracting Parties,
River and River Basin Commissions, and on
lessons learned from eventual best practices.
The collected information has been
summarized in the concept progress report.

Decision on follow-up. A possibility would be
to roll out good examples/ proposals
mentioned in the progress report in the
various OSPAR CPs and River and River basin
Commissions.

A questionnaire was distributed to the OSPAR
Contracting Parties to obtain information on the
current knowledge/grey literature on the
reduction of litter in sewage water and storm
water. Unfortunately only a few countries
responded to the questionnaire. A contractor

Have a discussion between the task leads on how
to proceed. Discuss the outcome of the brief
report and the proposal on how to proceed from
the task leads within the OSPAR group at the
meeting for RAP ML in May 2017. Revise the
development plan for action 42 based on the

•

42

Limited

Share best practice on waste
management, e.g. on landfill bans of
high caloric wastes (esp. for plastics).
•

41

As a next step we plan to send out a
questionnaire addressing loopholes that makes
waste turn into waste for land-based macro- and
micro-plastics and best practise of primary
actions in waste management.

•

Good

Limited

sewage and storm water related waste
entering the marine environment,
including micro particles.

(IVL Swedish Environmental Research institute)
was engaged to compile a report on techniques
to reduce litter in waste water and storm water.
Thereafter a brief report, concluding the main
outcome of the IVL report has been complied
and new information has been added. The brief
report will be discussed by the task leads before
it will be distributed and discussed with the rest
of the OSPAR contracting parties.

discussion at the RAP ML meeting, taking into
account engagement of relevant stakeholders,
aiming to present a proposal on the direction for
this action to the EIHA meeting in the spring
2018.

43

Assess relevant instruments and
incentives to reduce the use of singleuse and other items, which impact the
marine environment, including the
illustration of the associated costs and
environmental impacts.

A request for tenders to identify and assess legal
and economic instruments across the OSPAR and
EU regions the purpose of which is to disincentivise or reduce the use of single use items
likely to become marine litter.

Contractors still to be appointed. Preparing to
directly invite new tenders in a limited tender
process. Aiming to complete the project by Q2 of
2017.

Limited

44

Reduce the consumption of single use
plastic bags and their presence in the
marine environment, supported by the
development of quantifiable (sub)
regional targets, where appropriate,
and assist in the development of
relevant EU initiatives.

No response from the leading party.

No Action Development Sheet, or Implementation
Plan present.

Limited*

Development plan based on the information
available from the EIHA meeting in April 2016:

45

46

Encourage international
environmental certification schemes to
include the management and
prevention of marine litter in their lists
of criteria.

Evaluate all products and processes
that include primary micro plastics and
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•

•

Progress based on the information available from
the EIHA meeting in April 2016:

Drafting of questionnaire on existing
national and international certification
schemes, and “new” schemes with no
relation to marine litter yet.

Limited*

The questionnaire will be distributed in the
beginning of 2016, first results shall be
discussed at ICGML 2016.

Planned actions based on the information
available from the EIHA meeting in April 2016:

Moderate*

act, if appropriate, to reduce their
impact on the marine environment.

47

Engage with all appropriate sectors
(manufacturing, retail etc.) to explore
the possibility of a voluntary
agreement to phase out the use of
micro plastics as a component in
personal care and cosmetic products.
Should a voluntary agreement prove
not to be sufficient, prepare a proposal
for OSPAR to call on the EU to
introduce appropriate measures to
achieve a 100% phasing out of micro
plastics in personal care and cosmetic
products.

SCOPING STUDY

48

•

A background document on impacts, sources
and pathways have been drafted.

•

OSPAR/NL organised a conference on the
question “What potential measures can be
taken to phase out (primary) microplastics”?

Two meetings with Cosmetics Europe have been
held in 2015 and 2017. After the first one
Cosmetics Europe recommended its members to
discontinue, in wash-off cosmetic products
placed on the market as of 2020: The use of
synthetic, solid plastic particles used for
exfoliating and cleansing that are nonbiodegradable in the marine environment. The
publication of the results of a survey of
Cosmetics Europe, conducted in 2016, and
covering use during 2015, assessed the
effectiveness of these industry voluntary actions.
This survey found a 82% reduction in the use of
plastic microbeads for exfoliating and cleansing
purposes in wash-off cosmetic and personal care
products between 2012 and 2015. Furthermore
the publication of the European Commission
Plastics Strategy that is planned for late 2017 and
the Council Conclusions of 20 June 2016: “CALLS
upon the Commission to propose robust
measures to reduce discharge of macro- and
micro-sized plastic debris in the marine
environment as part of the announced plastic
strategy by 2017 at the latest, including a
proposal for a ban on micro-plastic particles in
cosmetics, and proposals to address other
products generating marine litter as appropriate,
while taking into account developments within

•

Further development of assessment of
sources and industry dialogue in 2016 in
order to define/develop appropriate
measures for sources of micro-plastics.

•

Assessment of sources document finalised in
2017

We are now considering to follow up on one of
these two options:
•

OSPAR waits for the publication of the
European Commission Plastics Strategy
before it takes stand of a view whether a call
for a European ban is desirable or not. In the
meantime OSPAR continues to cooperate
with Cosmetics Europe, especially on
compilating info on substitutes, and follows
the voluntary steps of the members of
Cosmetics Europe closely.

•

OSPAR decides that it will call for an
European ban in view of the regulatory steps
that are taken by several Member States and
the voluntary steps that are already taken by
the members of Cosmetics Europe. This call
will stimulate a level play field for the
cosmetics industry and it will help to get a
clear definition of the microplastics that
should be phased out in cosmetics. This is
important in the light of the interest of
several NGO’s to go beyond beads and rinse
off products to other categories of plastic
use on cosmetics and the different
definitions that are now formulated in
OSPAR countries.

Good*

regional sea conventions like OSPAR, HELCOM
and Barcelona”.

Furthermore we are just finalizing an assessment
paper on sources, pathways and impacts of
Microplastics which will provide an evidence
base for this and additional industry dialogues as
needed.
Timeline:
•

2017

Planned actions based on the information
available in the ICG ML Implementation Plan
from November 2016:

48

Evaluate the potential harm caused to
the marine environment by items such
as cigarette filters/butts, balloons,
shotgun wads, cotton buds and biofilm support media used in sewage
plants. Based on this evaluation,
proposals can be made on the
elimination, change or adaptation
requirements for these other
potentially problematic items.

49

Investigate the prevalence and impact
of expanded polystyrene (EPS) in the
marine environment, and engage with
industry to make proposals for
alternative materials and/or how to
reduce its impacts.

50

Engage in a dialogue with industry
aimed at highlighting the top marine
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No response from the leading party or Action
Development Sheet present.

Proposed a project to be financed by INTERREG
Atlantic to cover the whole project.

•

The TG ML reports are delayed and will be
available in the time around the WG GES
meeting in December 2016/January 2017.
Germany will ensure delivery to ICG ML.

•

Spain will start this action while evaluating
the potential harm caused by cigarette butts
and cotton buds.

•

France noted that it has already
implemented a ban on smoking on some
beaches where smoking-related litter
accounts for about 40% of the litter found,
which appears to have been successful.

•

A timescale has not yet been set as the work
will be done as part of an EU funded project.

Project to be started. At design phase.
Completion: early 2018.

Limited*

Limited*

Limited*

litter problem items based on OSPAR
Beach monitoring surveys and/or
other evidence on impacts.

51

Explore with industry the development
of design improvements to assist in
the reduction of negative impacts of
products entering the marine
environment in order to better inform
industry on alternative solutions.

52

Promote initiatives and exchange of
best practice aiming at zero pellet loss
along the whole plastics
manufacturing chain from production
to transport.

53

Strengthen the existing OSPAR
recommendation 2010/19 on the
reduction of marine litter through
implementation of fishing for litter
initiatives, including by reviewing the
option that any vessel involved in the
scheme can land non-operational
waste at participating harbours in
OSPAR countries.

54

Establish an exchange platform on
experiences on good cleaning practices
in beaches, riverbanks, pelagic and
surface sea areas, ports and inland
waterways. Develop best practice on
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50

No response from the leading party or Action
Development Sheet present.
However, Action 39 and 40 will also start to
address Action 50 and 51 as similar stakeholders
need to be addressed. Also this action is
considered to be part of the ongoing dialogue
with industry and one in which all Contracting
Parties have a responsibility. Dialogue with
industry stakeholders required before targets can
be considered.

•

KIMO’s responsibility with regard to this
action is to revise the OSPAR guidelines and
submit them to EIHA 2017 for approval.

•

First draft discussed, final version currently
being drafted for circulation to ICG-ML for
comment Feb/Mar 2017."

Planned actions based on the information
available in the ICG ML Implementation Plan
from November 2016:
•

The TG ML reports are delayed and will be
available in time around the WG GES
meeting in December 2016/January 2017.
Germany will ensure delivery to ICG ML.

•

The top marine litter items have been
identified and ICG-ML is awaiting the Harm
Report from MSFD Marine Litter Technical
Subgroup, which evaluates and seeks to
quantify the major negative impacts from
marine litter, to be able to identify the items
which should be included.

Stakeholder dialogue to be conducted during
Autumn 2017 and Background Document and
Recommendation to be developed for EIHA 2018

Limited*

Formal submission to EIHA in April 2017.

Good

Development plan based on the information
available from the EIHA meeting in April 2016:
•

Prepare discussion document on definition
of best cleaning practice and for the

Limited*

environmental friendly technologies
and methods for cleaning.

respective criteria to be handled in this
context.
•

A questionnaire will be send to CPs to collect
national good cleaning practices.

Timeline:

55

Develop sub regional or regional maps
of hotspots of floating litter, based on
mapping of circulation of floating
masses of marine litter, and
identification of hotspots of
accumulation on coastal areas and the
role of prevailing currents and winds.
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Finalization of discussion paper until end of
July 2016.

•

Distribution of questionnaire before ICGML
2016(2)

Progress based on the information available from
the EIHA meeting in April 2016:

Planned actions based on the information
available from the EIHA meeting in April 2016:

Identify hot spot areas through
mapping of snagging sites or historic
dumping grounds working with other
initiatives, research programmes and
with fishing organisations.

Develop a risk assessment for
identifying where accumulations of

•

Project at design phase. We also need to connect
knowledge from North Atlantic area with South
Atlantic area. Expected timeline: 2019-2020.

•

57

Discussion on the discussion paper at ICGML
2016(1)

Proposed a project to be financed by INTERREG
Atlantic to cover the whole project.

•

56

•

Norwegian proposal was submitted at the
annual meeting 2014 for the North East
Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) to
develop a questionnaire on abandoned and
lost fishing gear, which was circulated to the
Contracting Parties. The results were
forwarded to ICG – ML.
Norway has provided information on
snagging sites and measures to retrieve
fishing gear in the Norwegian EEZ.

No action has yet been taken

•

•

OSPAR to request Contracting Parties that
did not submit information NEAFC to liaise
internally with relevant authorities with the
aim to provide information related to their
EEZ directly to OSPAR and ICG‐ML;

Limited*

Moderate*

OSPAR to consider if the Norwegian
methodology for assessing snagging sites
and measures to retrieve fishing gear could
form the basis for a wider assessment at the
OSPAR level.

Not a priority action at the moment and awaiting
developments in HELCOM on the same issue

Limited

ghost nets pose a threat to the
environment and should be removed.

58

59

60

Develop marine litter assessment
sheets to assist Contracting Parties in
developing material for education
programmes, including those for
professional seafarers and fishermen.

Preparation of draft fact sheet about
education to advise Contracting Parties in
developing education material

•

Preparation of informational brochures
about ProSea educational programmes
Quick scan of current education level of
fishermen in OSPAR countries (about
sustainability and marine litter)

Expected completion by June 2018

•

Establish a database on good practice
examples of marine litter measures
and initiatives and share this database
with other Regional Seas Conventions
in order to make action more visible to
the public.

The Secretariat have been in touch with Germany
about transferring the database of good practice
from the Berlin Conference on Marine Litter in
European Seas

Develop a communication strategy on
the Regional Action Plan (RAP) linked
in a coherent way with national
initiatives/measures. This will include
linking the OSPAR website to relevant
projects and initiatives.

The communication plan has been adopted, a
number of actions have been undertaken (or
partially undertaken): Press pack
(a designed version of the action plan has been
produced), The webpages have been updated
but this needs to be further expanded, social
media has been used to highlight the plan, press
release was issued on voluntary agreement on
micro-plastics in cosmetics.
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52

Planned actions:

•

•

Prepare information package and write
proposal

•

Present proposal at ICGML2017

•

Execute project (find funding, develop, test
and evaluate courses and materials)

•

Implement training

The actually transfer of the database and
updates to the OSPAR website, also establishing
a set of links on the OSPAR website to other
projects that have developed good practice

Moderate*

Limited

Expected completion by Summer 2017
There are still a number of the detailed actions in
the plan that need to be implemented (such as a
marine Litter Champion). There will also be more
communication activities after the publication of
the OSPAR Intermediate Assessment in 2017 (in
June), as there are a number of marine litter
indicators, which are being assessed for
the first time, that link to actions in the plan.

Moderate

3.2

Barriers to progress

Leading countries have identified a number of barriers they have experienced with taking actions
forward. Among these the most common were limited resources to finance the action (identified
for actions 36, 42, 49, 55 and 58) as well as lack of available time for taking the action forward
(identified for actions 36, 42, 43, 58 and 60). Other identified barriers include:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Action 29 – Different approaches to target setting among contracting parties;
Action 32, 33 and 38 – Lack of responsibility of the transport sector for inspection of the
sea;
Action 34 – Belief of some parties that these guidelines would be an additional burden to
maritime industry;
Action 36 and 42 – Difficulties engaging the right/relevant people;
Action 37 – Lack of commercially available alternatives for dolly-ropes, lack of
commercially available ways to lift the cod-end, and lack of proper litter management
facilities on-board fishing vessels as well as in harbour areas to prevent dolly rope waste
being thrown overboard during maintenance;
Action 39 and 40 – Challenge in widening the scope and connect the marine litter with
the waste management world;
Action 43 – Lack of tender submission to undertake project work, and diversion of
resources due to Ministerial prioritisation of legislation to ban microbeads;
Action 47 – Requirement of significant amount of coordinating within OSPAR;
Action 53 – Limited availability of time for stakeholders to contribute to the guidelines;
Action 57 – Lack of lead contracting party to take the action forward; and
Action 59 – Potential technical issues with transferring the database on good practice
examples of marine litter measures and initiatives.

Furthermore, a number of anticipated barriers for the future have been identified by leading
countries in taking actions forward, these include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Action 29 – Different approaches to target setting among Contracting Parties;
Action 32, 33 and 38 – It will require a lot of dialoguing with the shipping sector to
achieve that environmental needs get a stronger weight in comparison to cost-efficiency
considerations;
Action 34 – Belief of some parties that these guidelines would be an additional burden to
maritime industry;
Action 36 and 42 – To come to an agreement on the solution(s) for this action between
the OSPAR contracting parties;
Action 37 – Lack of wider coalition among OSPAR Contracting Parties on reducing
prevalence of dolly-ropes as fishermen within several European countries within the
OSPAR region currently use them;
Action 39 and 40 – According political will and a changing attitude in the waste sector;
Action 41 – Not enough participation in the joint OSPAR & river commission workshop on
opportunities and bottlenecks concerning river litter versus marine litter;
Action 43 and 58 – Pressure arising from resource constraints;
Action 47 – Lack of coherent and widely accepted definition of micro-plastics addressed
by action 47;
Action 49 – It is a complex and transboundary problem without any straightforward
solution;
Action 55 – Expensive to advance knowledge in this field as this requires technology and
expensive techniques; and
Action 57 – Lack of lead contracting party to take the action forward.

Table 3.3.1-1 lists all the barriers experienced by the leading countries while taking each action
forward, along with anticipated barriers for the future.
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Table 3.3.1-1: Experienced and Anticipated Barriers on Collective Actions of OSPAR RAP ML
Action
Code

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

Different approaches to target setting among
contracting parties.

Different approaches to target setting among
contracting parties.

29

Develop and agree regionally coordinated SMART
reduction/operational targets linked to relevant
actions as contained in this implementation plan,
starting from 2015, including those linked to
sources.

30

Ensure
regional
coordination
on
the
implementation of EU Directive 2000/59/EC in
relation to MARPOL Annex V ship generated
waste.

31

OSPAR will assist the European Commission in the
ongoing revision of EU Directive 2000/59/EC.

32

Identify best practice in relation to inspections for
MARPOL Annex V ship generated waste, including
better management of reporting data, taking into
consideration the Paris MOU on port state control.

33

Seek dialogue with the Paris MOU to take the risk
of illegal waste discharges into consideration for
the prioritisation of port state control inspections.

38

Analyse penalties and fines issued by Contracting
Parties for waste disposal offences at sea to
highlight the differences, trends, problem areas
and issues to relevant organisations, such as the
North Sea Network of Investigators and
Prosecutors.
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55

Will depend on the outcome of the revision of the
Directive 2000/59/EC.

OSPAR can only recommend but the
responsibilities for inspections at sea lie with the
transport sector.

This action will require a lot of dialoguing with the
shipping sector to achieve that environmental
needs get a stronger weight in comparison to costefficiency considerations. Marine protection
expertise so far is underrepresented in relevant
groups such as the PRF/ESSF-subgroup.

Action
Code

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

Improve implementation of the ISO standard
201070:2013 in relation to port reception facilities.

It is believed by some parties that these guidelines
are an additional burden to maritime industry. The
guidelines would however be voluntary and
complementary (a way of implementation not an
alternative) to existing regulations, like MARPOL
Annex V and the EU PRF Directive.

These barriers will probably also be there in the
future. Therefore we plan to have a workshop with
frontrunners this summer and on the basis of the
results of that workshop we will continue our work
in adopting the guidelines in OSPAR.

34

35

Identify the options to address key waste items
from the fishing industry and aquaculture, which
could contribute to marine litter, including deposit
schemes, voluntary agreements and extended
producer responsibility.
•

Limited resources (time and money).

•

36

Through a multinational project, together with the
fishing industry and competent authorities
develop and promote best practice in relation to
marine litter. All relevant aspects (including e.g.
dolly rope, waste management on board, waste
management at harbours and operational
losses/net cuttings) should be included.

Difficulties engaging the right/relevant
people.

Investigate the prevalence and impact of dolly
rope (synthetic fibre). Engage with competent
authorities (such as National Authorities, EU,
NEAFC etc.) and the fishing industry in order to
work together to reduce the waste generated by
dolly rope on a (sub) regional basis.

•

Lack of commercially available alternatives
for dolly-ropes.

•

Lack of commercially available ways to lift the
cod-end.

•

Lack of proper litter management facilities
on-board fishing vessels as well as in harbour
areas to prevent dolly rope waste being
thrown overboard during maintenance.

37

39

Highlight those waste management practices that
impact significantly on marine litter. Engage with
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Provisions for waste management so far do not
include considerations of the seas as the ultimate

To come to an agreement on the solution(s) for
this action between the OSPAR contracting parties.

Lack of wider coalition among OSPAR Contracting
Parties on reducing prevalence of dolly-ropes as
fishermen within several European countries
within the OSPAR region currently use them.

Even if we manage to identify the loopholes and
promote best practises it will be difficult that this

Action
Code

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

the industry and other authorities, at the
appropriate level, in order for them to be able to
develop best environmental practice, including
identification of circumstances on where litter
“escapes” into the marine environment and
investigating how to close loops focusing on nontoxic material cycles.

sink for plastics. To widen the scope and connect
the marine litter with the waste management
world is a significant challenge.

will lead to significant operational changes in
waste management. That can only be achieved if
the according political will and a changing attitude
in the waste sector takes place in parallel.

Exchange experience on best practice to prevent
litter entering into water systems and highlight
these to River or River basin Commissions.

The limitation of resources (time/ finances) has
been solved: the concept progress report has been
drafted and there are enough resources to
organize the workshop.

The workshop will only be successful if there will
be enough participants. The save The date has
been sent.

•

Difficulties engaging the right/relevant
people.

42

Investigate and promote with appropriate
industries the use of Best Available Techniques
(BAT) and Best Environmental Practice (BEP) to
develop sustainable and cost effective solutions to
reducing and preventing sewage and storm water
related waste entering the marine environment,
including micro particles.

•

Limited resources (time and money).

•

43

Assess relevant instruments and incentives to
reduce the use of single-use and other items,
which impact the marine environment, including
the illustration of the associated costs and
environmental impacts.

No organisation invited to tender for this
contract submitted a tender in the first
instance.

•

Resource constraints within our organisation
due to the wide remit of the unit (MSFD and

40

41

Share best practice on waste management, e.g. on
landfill bans of high caloric wastes (esp. for
plastics).
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To come to an agreement on the solution(s) for
this action between the OSPAR contracting parties.

Pressure arising from resource constraints.

Action
Code

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

OSPAR) and the limited number of staff to
undertake this role.
•

44

45

Ministerial prioritisation of legislation to ban
microbeads is diverting marine litter
resources at this time.

Reduce the consumption of single use plastic bags
and their presence in the marine environment,
supported by the development of quantifiable
(sub) regional targets, where appropriate, and
assist in the development of relevant EU
initiatives.
Encourage
international
environmental
certification schemes to include the management
and prevention of marine litter in their lists of
criteria.

46

Evaluate all products and processes that include
primary micro plastics and act, if appropriate, to
reduce their impact on the marine environment.

47

Engage
with
all
appropriate
sectors
(manufacturing, retail etc.) to explore the
possibility of a voluntary agreement to phase out
the use of micro plastics as a component in
personal care and cosmetic products. Should a
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Unclear on what will the action be concerning
process and content after the information is
collected via the questionnaire. In particular :
•

Process: The Netherlands does not have the
capacity to start an action on this ‘alone’ –
uncertain if sufficient time/ money is
available.

•

Content: is a national or an international
approach needed?

Different national approaches ranging from taking
action on a voluntary basis to the setup of
regulative bans as well as different views on what
should be included ranging from just solid rinse off
abrasive microplastics to the additional inclusion

Need to come to a coherent and widely accepted
definition what exactly is meant by microplastics
addressed by action 47 is missing. In Germany a
related national Cosmetics dialogue is ongoing and
the government together with industry are

Action
Code

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

voluntary agreement prove not to be sufficient,
prepare a proposal for OSPAR to call on the EU to
introduce appropriate measures to achieve a 100%
phasing out of micro plastics in personal care and
cosmetic products.

of leave on and fluid microplastics required lots of
coordinating within OSPAR.

working on such a definition based on the EUEcolabel criteria for washing and cleaning
products, which has been adopted in November
2016. This can facilitate according discussions in
OSPAR.

Financing the task.

It’s a complex and transboundary problem, so no
easy solutions.

48

Evaluate the potential harm caused to the marine
environment by items such as cigarette
filters/butts, balloons, shotgun wads, cotton buds
and bio-film support media used in sewage plants.
Based on this evaluation, proposals can be made
on the elimination, change or adaptation
requirements for these other potentially
problematic items.

49

Investigate the prevalence and impact of
expanded polystyrene (EPS) in the marine
environment, and engage with industry to make
proposals for alternative materials and/or how to
reduce its impacts.

50

Engage in a dialogue with industry aimed at
highlighting the top marine litter problem items
based on OSPAR Beach monitoring surveys and/or
other evidence on impacts.

51

Explore with industry the development of design
improvements to assist in the reduction of
negative impacts of products entering the marine
environment in order to better inform industry on
alternative solutions.
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Action
Code

Action Description

52

Promote initiatives and exchange of best practice
aiming at zero pellet loss along the whole plastics
manufacturing chain from production to transport.

53

54

55

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

Strengthen the existing OSPAR recommendation
2010/19 on the reduction of marine litter through
implementation of fishing for litter initiatives,
including by reviewing the option that any vessel
involved in the scheme can land non-operational
waste at participating harbours in OSPAR
countries.

Time pressures on stakeholders limit ability to
contribute to the guidelines.

None expected.

Establish an exchange platform on experiences on
good cleaning practices in beaches, riverbanks,
pelagic and surface sea areas, ports and inland
waterways.
Develop
best
practice
on
environmental friendly technologies and methods
for cleaning.

•

The part of this action on ports, inland
waterways and pelagic and surface areas is
not covered / does not have a lead yet.

•

For riverbanks there is not enough
knowledge and experience existing. There
are no best practices develop yet.

•

Insufficient input of knowledge and CPs
involved slows down the implementation
process.

•

This action could be linked more effectively
to relevant stakeholder with expertise
concerning good cleaning practices.

Develop sub regional or regional maps of hotspots
of floating litter, based on mapping of circulation
of floating masses of marine litter, and
identification of hotspots of accumulation on
coastal areas and the role of prevailing currents
and winds.
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Financing the project; also, it needs to be done as
a transboundary-team, so the co-financed
international project format is the adequate one.

Expensive to advance knowledge in this field.
Requires technology and expensive techniques.

Action
Code

Action Description

56

Identify hot spot areas through mapping of
snagging sites or historic dumping grounds
working with other initiatives, research
programmes and with fishing organisations.

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

57

Develop a risk assessment for identifying where
accumulations of ghost nets pose a threat to the
environment and should be removed.

The action needs a contracting party lead to take it
forward.

The action needs a contracting party lead to take it
forward.

Limited time and resources.

Limited time and resources.

58

Develop marine litter assessment sheets to assist
Contracting Parties in developing material for
education programmes, including those for
professional seafarers and fishermen.

Potential technical issues with transferring the
database.

None.

59

Establish a database on good practice examples of
marine litter measures and initiatives and share
this database with other Regional Seas
Conventions in order to make action more visible
to the public.

Lack of time at the Secretariat to implement the
plan due to the Intermediate Assessment 2017.

None expected.

60

Develop a communication strategy on the Regional
Action Plan (RAP) linked in a coherent way with
national initiatives/measures. This will include
linking the OSPAR website to relevant projects and
initiatives.
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3.3

Contributions to and from other processes

In the following sections, each wider process has been assessed for current progress in more
detail. The links between the process and RAP ML collective actions have then been elaborated in
terms of how one can contribute to the other or vice versa. This has taken into account the
achievements to date and future plans for each collective action and the current status and future
plans for the wider processes.The most promising actions in terms of feasibility or impact have
been highlighted in bold throughout. The dates for the next major events for the different
processes are summarised in Section 5.0.
3.3.1

Global Processes

3.3.1.1

G7 Marine Litter Action Plan

The OSPAR action plan was used as a source document for the G7 action plan, therefore many
OSPAR actions are closely aligned with specific actions from the G7 action plan. 2 In 2015 three
workshops were organised to develop the 15 G7 actions into 65 measures; five were selected as a
starting point: 3
•
•
•
•
•

Share best practice with regard to waste management – and extend to G20 and APEC 4
Sustainable financing/financing strategies (in co-operation with International Financial
Institutions)
Integrated projects
IMP workshop addressing sea-based sources (NB - the G7 actions in this regard are on
PRFs and key waste items from fishing)
Marine litter monitoring workshop

Japan had the presidency of the G7 in 2016 and organised two workshops on marine litter
monitoring, "Standardisation and Harmonisation of Marine Litter Monitoring", including
monitoring of microplastics. It was attended by TGML members representing different G7
countries, who contributed to the outcome.
Italy has prioritised marine litter under its 2017 presidency and conducted a workshop on marine
litter 20-21st April, 2017. 5
One of the G7 ‘overarching principles’ is:
“The G7 countries “Recognize that, where available, the use of existing platforms and tools for
cooperation will reduce duplication and take advantage of progress made (e.g. the Global
Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-based Activities

2

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/g7_abschluss_annex_eng_en.pdf

3

https://circabc.europa.eu/webdav/CircaBC/env/Marine%20Strategy/Library/MSCG/WG-GES/TechnicalGroups/TGLitter/Meetings/10th%20meeting%20of%20the%20MSFD%20Technical%20Group%20on%20Marine%20Litter%20(TG%2
0ML)%2067%20April%202016,%20Palermo%20(Italy)/MSFD%20TG%20Marine%20Litter%20meeting%20minutes%20Palermo.pdf

4

APEC – Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation Countries – 21 Countries.

5

http://www.minambiente.it/pagina/g7-workshop-marine-litter
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(GPA) , the Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) and the Regional Seas Conventions
and Action Plans) and therefore support their use.”
The background document 6 identified 6 focal areas where the regional seas action plans and the
G7 actions converge, as well as individual links between G7 and RAP ML actions. The outcome
document 7 stressed the need to align goals and priorities, covering a wide range of actions going
forward. The question of how G7 countries could support the activities of the regional seas
programmes (“mainstreaming”) as a way of furthering G7 actions was not addressed in the
outcome document.
Italy stated that its activities related to the implementation of G7 actions would be carried out via
the UNEP-MAP (Mediterranean Action Plan) RAP ML, which it is supporting via a bilateral
agreement and €4.2m of funding. 8 The marine litter aspect of the work will be focussed on FFL
and PRFs; implementation of MARPOL Annex V and identifying marine litter hotspots.
There is also an upcoming meeting – June 2017 – of the G7 environment ministers.

6

http://www.minambiente.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/sviluppo_sostenibile/Background_Document_ML_FINAL.pdf

7

http://www.minambiente.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/sviluppo_sostenibile/g7_ml_the_way_forward.pdf

8

http://www.minambiente.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/sviluppo_sostenibile/g7_ml_presentation_Italy.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Italy or other non-convention G7 countries could support further input to
Action 35 reports on waste management in fishing sector (due end 2015
and end 2016) and Action 37 draft report on dolly rope (due Nov 2017) , if
it conducts its own research into these issues as part of its workstream
on MARPOL V implementation.
Contribution to wider process
Action 34 – OSPAR could involve Italy or others in its future workshop
and can share its background paper on ISO standards for PRFs.

Sea-Based –
Shipping Waste: 30, 31,
32, 33, 34
Fishing Waste: 35, 37

Action 37 – OSPAR can share the draft report on dolly rope and report
benchmarking waste management in fishing/aquaculture sector and
solutions (due end 2015, end 2016 respectively)
None for actions 30 and 31: OSPAR has these actions on hold pending
outcome of ESSF’s work on PRFD (expected 2018), as a more appropriate
forum
Action 32 – if the report produced for Action 38 has helped identified best
practice for ship inspection and its reporting, this could contribute to the
G7 action to maximise delivery of waste to PRFs, by sharing with G7
countries.
None for action 33, not progressed.
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Contribution from wider process
Italy could share its experiences with its national ban of lightweight plastic
bags entering to force in 2012 for Action 43 and Action 44. Other nonconvention G7 countries could also contribute relevant experiences.

Land-Based –
Waste management: 39,
40, 41
Sewage: 42
Specific Items: 43, 44, 51
Microplastics: 46, 47, 52

All Italy’s other work on land-based sources is under the remit of its
general waste and resources management programmes, therefore there
are no specific programmes targeted at land-based sources of marine
litter.
Contribution to wider process
Action 39, 40 and 41 could contribute knowledge to be gathered (20172019) on best practice on waste management and being gathered on
loopholes, to help indicate to G7 countries how marine litter specific
measures can be integrated into wider programmes on waste
management on land.
Action 42 could contribute report being developed on plastics reduction in
sewage/drainage systems with same intention.
Other actions unlikely to be of relevance to G7 this year.

Contribution from wider process
Italy could contribute knowledge on hotspot mapping to Actions 55 and
56.
Removal – 53, 54, 55, 56,
57

Contribution to wider process
Action 54 – contribute paper on good cleaning practice (once completed)
with G7 countries.
Action 53 – contribute revised guidelines on FFL to Italy, who is pursuing
this.

Education and Outreach –
58
Impacts: 48, 49, 50

3.3.1.2

Area unlikely to be taken forward independently by G7 this year.

UN Sustainable Development Goal 14.1

The Sustainable Development Goal

“By 2025, prevent and significantly reduce marine pollution of all kinds, in
particular from land-based activities, including marine debris”
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gives this wider process a relevance to all OSPAR actions, and Regional Seas Programmes are seen
as a key delivery mechanism. Here we will concentrate on the known concrete action of relevance
undertaken – the setting up of the online register for voluntary commitments made by
stakeholders, for the achievement of SDG 14. 9
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Education and Outreach

Monitor the Ocean Conference Registry of Voluntary Commitments (V1.0
launched at Conference June 2017) for best practice to include in OSPAR
Action 59 database (planned to be available summer 2017)

59, 60

Contribution to wider process
Action 59 – get best practice identified added to the Ocean Conference
Registry of Voluntary Commitments
Action 60 – get OSPAR actions added to the registry and report this online

3.3.1.3

The Global Programme of Action (GPA-Marine) – UNEP

The GPA-Marine programme on litter is very active in co-ordinating the delivery of UNEA’s
resolutions on marine litter (1/6 and 2/11); their present contributions of relevance to OSPAR
collective actions are dispensed via other entities and initiatives that they have created or are
helping to co-ordinate; such as organising the SDG Ocean Conference, commissioning reports into,
inter alia, microplastics (GESAMP WG40, co-sponsored by IOC-UNESCO), co-ordinating the GPML,
launching the CleanSeas campaign, and in 2018, organising the 6th International Marine Debris
Conference. Therefore contributions have been assessed under those specific headings where
further assessment has been deemed useful.

3.3.1.4

Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) – UNEP

The Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) – UNEP seeks to protect human health and the
global environment by the reduction and management of marine litter as its main goal, through
several specific objectives. The main path for doing this is by promoting and implementing the
Honolulu Strategy. As covered under ‘Global Processes’, the Regional Seas Programmes and RAP
MLs are viewed as key delivery mechanisms of the Honolulu Strategy; and are therefore more in
the position to contribute to the GPML than vice versa on this point.
However, GPML has a direct link to OSPAR Actions 59 and 60 through the Marine Litter Network,
an online information portal created by GPML to:
•
•
•

9

Monitor progress on implementing the Honolulu Strategy
Allow parties to sign up to the Honolulu Commitment
Act as a knowledge hub for sharing information, lessons learned, and tools.

https://oceanconference.un.org/commitments
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•
•

Facilitate networking
Enhance co-ordination

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Education and Outreach
59, 60

Monitor the Marine Litter Network database for best practice to include
in OSPAR Action 59 database (planned to be available summer 2017)
Contribution to wider process
Action 59 – get best practice identified added to the MLN
Action 60 – get OSPAR actions added to the MLN and report this online as
part of communication strategy

3.3.1.5

IMO – MARPOL Annex V

The IMO developed a training package on MARPOL Annex V and port reception facilities as part of
its membership of the GPML; this is related to RAP ML actions on shipping and fishing waste and
port reception facilities; however OSPAR actions are likely to be more specific to the EU context
and to ISO standards where referenced; while IMO’s materials are likely to be more generic. This
limits the contribution that HELCOM actions can make to those of the IMO. The materials however
should be consistent and there may be opportunity for wider distribution of the materials OSPAR
are developing via the IMO, which would contribute to OSPAR’s aims.
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Sea-based
Shipping waste: 30, 31,
32,33,34,
Fishing waste: 36, 53
Enforcement: 38

IMO could help distribute or promote OSPAR guidelines from Action 34
(ready Summer 2018).
IMO training materials could be used to help promote compliant waste
management of fishing industry waste for Action 36.
Contribution to wider process
Action 34 guidelines should be consistent with IMO’s training materials.
May have a positive contribution to make to them.

3.3.1.6

The London Convention and Protocol

In 2014, the Scientific Groups of the LC/LP, having been informed of on-going efforts under the
GPML, agreed to perform an initial review of marine litter in relation to the various waste streams
under LC/LP, in particular dredged material and sewage sludge, and as such is relevant to OSPAR
land based actions on sewage. As a first step, the Secretariat commissioned a study on the topic,
which was submitted to the Scientific Groups for review.
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Following this, the governing bodies welcomed the report, titled, "Review of marine litter in
relation to the various waste streams under the London Convention and Protocol" and instructed
the Secretariat to publish the report as soon as possible following inclusion of any further
comments and corrections suggested by Parties, as well as a final editorial review, and to forward
the final report to the Scientific Groups. The report has now been published. 10
The governing bodies, in 2015, requested the Scientific Groups to formulate advice to the
governing bodies concerning the conclusions and recommendations in the report, in particular
with a view to initiating a policy decision on the continuation of sewage sludge as an acceptable
waste stream under the instruments. . In 2016, the Convention issued a recommendation to
encourage action to combat marine litter. 11 It states that
“The Contracting Parties to the London Protocol and the London Convention express concern
around the issue of plastic litter and microplastics in the marine environment; and encourage
Member States to make every effort to combat marine litter, including through the identification
and control of marine litter at source and to encourage monitoring, additional study and
knowledge-sharing on this issue.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Assess whether LC/LP report has any useful new information to contribute
to Action 42 report on sewage sludge

Land based
42

Contribution to wider process
Action 42 could input report being developed on plastics reduction in
sewage/drainage systems to policy decision on whether LC/LP should
continue to allow sewage sludge to be an acceptable waste stream to

3.3.1.7

IOC-UNESCO

In 2009, IOC-UNESCO published guidelines on marine litter monitoring 12 that synthesised all the
established monitoring methods and their category lists. It established a Dewey decimal type
coding system that would allow the tallying of data collected by any method with another. It had
77 main item type categories however, which is not as many as for example the TGML guidelines

10

http://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Environment/LCLP/newandemergingissues/Documents/Marine%20litter%20review%20for%20pu
blication%20April%202016_final_ebook_version.pdf
11
http://www.iadc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/LC-38-16-Draft-Report-of-the-Thirty-Eighth-LondonConventionSecretariat-1.pdf

UNEP (2009) UNEP/IOC Guidelines on Survey and Monitoring of Marine Litter, 2009,
http://www.unep.org/regionalseas/marinelitter/publications/docs/Marine_Litter_Survey_and_Monitoring_Guidelines.pdf

12
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or OSPAR methods (111 items); so some categories were merged, although the decimal system is
flexible and allows custom expansion. Monitoring is not generally covered by the OSPAR list of
collective actions in the RAP ML, although determining sources and pathways and impacts is, for
select item types; but this is not limited by the category lists of currently developed monitoring
methods, so there is no need for input from these particular guidelines in that regards. The OSPAR
Action 58, to produce litter assessment category lists for educational purposes and, in particular
fishermen, is probably best drawn up with a contribution from other guidelines (e.g. TGML, which
produced the most detailed category lists at 165 items for beach litter).
With respect to the work of Working Group 40, which we address here because IOC-UNESCO is a
sponsor, two microplastics reports 13 have been produced in recent years (2015 and 2016) to
satisfy particular calls derived from the two UNEA marine debris resolutions for research into
microplastics. These are of relevance to the OSPAR actions on microplastics.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Check GESAMP WG40 reports for useful input to Actions 42, 46 and 47
-

input to development of Action 42 regarding techniques for
removing microplastics in WWT
input to the background document for action 46 on impacts
sources and pathways, which also has implications for the next
step for Action 47 – a decision with respect to way forward
(whether to call for further monitoring of situation or call for a
ban)

-

Land based
Microplastics: 42, 46, 47

Contribution to wider process
None

3.3.1.8

FAO

The FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations) Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries is a guidance document that establishes this key message:
“The right to fish carries with it the obligation to do so in a responsible manner so as to
ensure effective conservation and management of the living aquatic resources.”
Article 8.7 of the Code (Protection of the aquatic environment) provides detail on the
requirements with regards to the management and disposal of garbage at sea:

“Article 8.7.1: States should introduce and enforce laws and regulations based on
the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as
modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto (MARPOL 73/78).

http://www.gesamp.org/publications/publicationdisplaypages/reports-and-studies-no.-90;
http://www.gesamp.org/data/gesamp/files/file_element/0c50c023936f7ffd16506be330b43c56/rs93e.pdf

13
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Article 8.7.2: Owners, charterers and managers of fishing vessels should ensure
that their vessels are fitted with appropriate equipment as required by MARPOL
73/78 and should consider fitting a shipboard compactor or incinerator to
relevant classes of vessels in order to treat garbage and other shipboard wastes
generated during the vessel's normal service.
Article 8.7.3: Owners, charterers and managers of fishing vessels should minimize
the taking aboard of potential garbage through proper provisioning practices.
Article 8.7.4: The crew of fishing vessels should be conversant with proper
shipboard procedures in order to ensure discharges do not exceed the levels set by
MARPOL 73/78. Such procedures should, as a minimum, include the disposal of
oily waste and the handling and storage of shipboard garbage.” 14
Article 7.2 (Fisheries Management Objectives) states that measures taken should provide that,
inter alia:

“7.2.2 g) pollution, waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear, catch of
non- target species, both fish and non-fish species, and impacts on associated or
dependent species are minimized, through measures including, to the extent
practicable, the development and use of selective, environmentally safe and costeffective fishing gear and techniques.”
Article 7.6 (Fisheries Management Measures) states that:

“Article 7.6.9: States should take appropriate measures to minimize waste,
discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear”
Article 8.4 (Fishing operations) states that:

“Article 8.4.6: States should cooperate to develop and apply technologies,
materials and operational methods that minimize the loss of fishing gear and the
ghost fishing effects of lost or abandoned fishing gear”
The guidance was adopted in 1995; in 2008 a report by WWF stated that compliance was however
very poor. 15
The FAO code provides a tool for promoting good management of ship generated waste, including
old fishing gear which does fall under MARPOL Annex V. As such it could be included Action 35’s
review of options to address waste items from the fishing industry; galley waste also, arguably,
produces key waste items; although this probably was not in the original intended scope of this
Action. We note that in the Articles of the code quoted, the actors referred to are often the state,
rather than individuals.

14

FAO (1995) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, 1995

WWF (2008) Safe Conduct? Twelve years fishing under the UN Code, accessed 27 November 2013,
http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/un_code.pdf

15
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FAO also published two prominent reports (2009 and 2016) on abandoned, lost or otherwise
discarded fishing gear (ALDFG) from marine gillnet and trammel net fisheries. 16,17 The 2016 study
describes methods to estimate ghost fishing mortality rates and levels, and synthesizes estimates
of loss rates, density, duration of fishing efficiency and ghost fishing mortality rates. It also assesses
related measures of regional bodies and arrangements for monitoring and managing ALDFG and
ghost fishing. Information for the study was obtained through a review of published and grey
literature, and consultations with relevant intergovernmental organisations.
The Committee on Fisheries (COFI) is at present working on the finalization of guidelines on the
application of a system for the marking of fishing gear, which are in technical consultation. 18,19
Marking fishing gear allows identification of ownership; this facilitates management of ADFLG by
deterring abandonment, encouraging retrieval, and enabling monitoring and enforcement.
The responsible fisheries Code (8.2 – Flag State Duties) states that:
“8.2.4 Fishing gear should be marked in accordance with national legislation in order that the
owner of the gear can be identifies. Gear marking requirements should take into account
uniform and internationally recognizable gear marking systems”
Although advocated or mandated in several fora and processes, globally, gear marking is not at
present generally mandated by countries. In the EU, EU Regulation (EC) No 356/2005 is not
applicable to much inshore fishing activity and provides more coverage of activities and gear used
outside territorial water; national transposition reflects this.

The FAO Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (RFMO) that overlaps the geographical
region covered by OSPAR (the NEAFC – North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission) collaborates
with OSPAR through a MoU and a Collective Arrangement for specific areas in the high seas. They
have been supporting the identification of hotspots for ADFLG by circulating questionnaires
amongst their members. 20

16

UNEP, and FAO (2009) Abandoned, Lost or Otherwise Discarded Fishing Gear, 2009

17

http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5051e.pdf

18

ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/DOCUMENT/ec-marking/Inf1.pdf, http://www.fao.org/3/a-mq771e.pdf

19

http://www.fao.org/3/a-mr484e.pdf

20

ICGML 13 – 6th Nov 2015 - https://www.ospar.org/documents?v=34255
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
FAO 2016 report to contribute information to Action 35 and 36 on
assessing related measures taken in different regions for monitoring and
managing ALDFG and ghost fishing.
FAO 2016 report may give an indication for which Contracting Parties are
more engaged and which to target for information in terms of hot spot
mapping for Action 56.

Sea based

The FAO code could be included in Action 35 and 36 options to address
waste items from the fishing industry.

35, 36, 37
Removal Action
56, 57, 58

The forthcoming guidelines on gear marking should be included in Action
35 and 36 as best practice on prevention and management of ADFLG.
RFMOs to support communications between fishing sector and OSPAR,
useful for Actions 35, 36, 37, 56 and 58
Contribution to wider process
None at present but information collected for Actions 35 and 36 could
contribute to revision of Code of Conduct to focus more on responsibilities
of individuals. Then would be a more powerful tool and could be used e.g.
in certification schemes more effectively.

3.3.1.9

Convention on Migratory Species

The CMS has issued two resolutions on marine debris. The latest, 11.30, covered
recommendations with respect to commercial marine vessel best practice and public awareness
and education campaigns regarding the management of marine debris. 21 A series of reports,
mandated by Resolution 10.4, provided background research for Resolution 11.30. 22
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Sea based
36
Education and Outreach
59

Supporting reports II and III could contribute examples of good practice
and successful campaigns to the database for Action 59.
Supporting report II could contribute examples of good practice for vessel
regulation to the report for Action 36, if not too late (due to be discussed
at ICGML May 2017).
Contribution to wider process
Monitor agenda for COP12 to see if there are areas of relevance, which
could contribute to.

21

http://www.ascobans.org/sites/default/files/document/AC22_Inf_4.5.a_CMSres11.30_MarineDebris.pdf

http://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/COP11_Inf_28_Report_II_Marine_Debris_best%20practice_Eonly.pdf,
http://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/COP11_Inf_29_Report_III_Marine_Debris_public%20awareness_Eonly.pdf

22
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3.3.2

European Processes

3.3.2.1

PRF Directive (2000/59/EC)

The PRF Directive is one of the key instruments to prevent marine litter from sea based sources.
The latest Evaluation of the functioning of the PRF Directive (2000/59/EC) looked at the issue of
adequacy and availability of PRF in EU ports more broadly, i.e. in relation to ship generated waste
falling under Annex I, IV and V MARPOL, the latter category also including old fishing gear.
The European Commission is currently looking into the issue of waste from fishing vessels and
their delivery to PRF in the context of an ongoing Impact Assessment for the revision of the PRF
Directive, in particular as regards the options for reducing discharges of marine litter at sea.
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Concerning Actions 30 - 36, seek to obtain any guideline, technical
recommendation on the level of implementation of the PRFD during its
revision, prepared by DG MOVE and stakeholders. This could be done via
the (upcoming) results of the online public consultation or directly via Anna
Bobo-Remijn, DG MOVE, in the form of a cross check exercise that could
feed into the:

Sea based

-

30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36,
38

-

Sewage:

-

Communication with the North Sea Network of Investigators and
Prosecutors and Paris MoU on Port Reception Control.
Assessment of results from the OSPAR workshop with frontrunner
ports and ships in September 2017.
Presentation and discussion of methods to improve
implementation of the ISO standard at EIHA 2017, and decision on
how to use the results/ study in the context of OSPAR.
Identification and expertise of experiences for the Contracting
Parties.

42
-

Contribution to wider process
Continue to monitor and engage with DG MOVE on the latest
developments of the review of the PRF Directive linked to the listed
OSPAR actions.

3.3.2.2

Ship-source Pollution Directive (2009/123/EC)

The Ship-source Pollution Directive creates rules that are applicable EU-wide on the imposition of
penalties in the event of discharges of oil or other polluting substances from ships sailing in its
waters.
Article 1 stipulates that ‘the purpose of this Directive is to incorporate international standards for
ship-source pollution into Community law and to ensure that persons responsible for discharges
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of polluting substances are subject to adequate penalties, including criminal penalties, in order to
improve maritime safety and to enhance protection of the marine environment from pollution by
ships.’
The following table should be considered only if the 'discharge' is classified as marine litter.
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
To assess the types and level of polluting discharges, and review whether
any sanctions have been imposed to OSPAR’s Contracting Parties which
could relate to marine pollution, specifically from marine litter. This could
contribute to Actions 30,31,32,33 and 38.

Sea-based:
30, 31, 32, 33, 38

Also, OSPAR can review the study “Evaluation Study on the
Implementation of Directive 2009/123/EC on amending Directive
2005/35/EC on ship-source pollution and on the introduction of penalties
for infringement.” (Milieu, 2011)
Contribution to wider process
None at present, however Action 38 could feed into this process if a

3.3.2.3

Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC)

The current revision of the Waste Framework Directive (WFD) demonstrates the collective efforts
to set up measures to meet the 50% recycling target of Municipal Solid Waste by 2020, combat all
forms of littering and prohibit the abandonment, dumping or uncontrolled management of litter;
through mandatory separate waste collection at source, EPR schemes and waste prevention
programmes.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
For Action 39, 40: Compilation of best-practice examples, through the
participation of European or national workshops/ conferences, engage with
key stakeholders. Also, review the EEA report ‘Municipal waste
management across European countries’ to gather key data on best
practice on waste management, also the Member State Waste Data Quality
reports on the Commission’s website.
For Action 43: Assess the National Waste Management Strategies and
National Waste Prevention Plans of OSPAR’s Contracting Parties (CPs).

Land-based:
39, 40, 41, 43
Sea-based:
38
Removal:
54
Education and Outreach:

For Action 54: Prepare discussion document on definition of best cleaning
practice and for the respective criteria to be handled in this context. Also,
based on previous questionnaire sent to CPs, collect national good cleaning
practices. Engage with industry representatives that develop packaging (i.e.
EUROPEN, Food Drink Europe, Plastics Europe, Fefco members) and those
that develop practices on environmental friendly technologies and methods
for cleaning.
For Action 59: Based on the review of existing country reports on waste
management (EEA,EC) and the outcomes of the review of the WFD, update
the database on good practice examples.

59

Contribution to wider process
Approach Julius Langendorff, Deputy Head of Unit Waste Management &
Recycling, DG Environment, European Commission and Simona Bonafe (MEP,
Main rapporteur of the CEP) for further developments of the WFD to ensure
OSPAR Actions are reflected in the amendments. Other key organisations
such as: Seas-At –Risk and the European Bureau for Conservation and

3.3.2.4

Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC)

The current proposed amendments to the Landfill Directive stipulate a binding landfill target to
reduce landfill to maximum of 10% of municipal waste by 2030. 23 The EU Council (Member states)
may negotiate a lower landfill target. Regardless of the final result, these waste management
practices will impact significantly on marine litter. There is a mechanism for improving quality of
landfill and checking reducing loss to water courses and this should be monitored closely:

23

•

Article 2 - Inert waste definition: "The total leachability and pollutant content of the
waste and the ecotoxicity of the leachate must be insignificant, and in particular not
endanger the quality of surface water and/or groundwater;"

•

Article 12 - Control and monitoring procedures in the operational phase.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52015PC0594
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
For Action 39: Ensure a landfill diversion target is set in the National
Waste Management Strategies and all Contracting Parties comply with
the target set. Review of Eurostat data, EEA report ‘Municipal waste
management across European countries’ as well as Member State Waste
Data Quality reports to check for data that will help to develop best
environmental practice.
For Action 40: Compilation of best-practice examples, through the
participation of workshops or conferences, engage with key stakeholders.
Also, review the EEA report ‘Municipal waste management across
European countries’ to gather key data on best practice on waste
management, also the Member State Waste Data Quality reports on the
Commission’s website.

Land-based:
39, 40, 41
Removal Action:
56

For Action 56: Engage with Contracting Parties that didn’t submit
information NEAFC to liaise internally with relevant authorities with the
aim to provide information related to their EEZ directly to OSPAR and ICG‐
ML;
OSPAR to consider if the Norwegian methodology for assessing snagging
sites and measures to retrieve fishing gear could form the basis for a wider
assessment at OSPAR level.
Gather data from relevant literature review, through the Contracting
Parties, aiming to identify historic dumping grounds.
Contribution to wider process
As part of the revision of the Landfill Directive, assess whether Contracting
Parties have or will report specific information to OSPAR that may be

3.3.2.5

Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (PPWD) (94/62/EC)

The current proposal for the revision of the Packaging Directive stipulates a common EU target for
recycling 75% of packaging waste by 2030. 24 It also requires Member States to ensure that
preventive measures are implemented by, national programmes, extended producer
responsibility programmes, and to develop packaging reuse systems for the reduction of the
impact of packaging and packaging waste on the environment. In addition, the Member States
must introduce systems for the return and/or collection of used packaging to attain a set of
targets. These waste management practices will impact significantly on marine litter.

24

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52015PC0596
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
For Action 35: Gather best practice examples, guidelines for the
Contracting Parties on deposit schemes, voluntary agreements and
extended producer responsibility schemes.
For Action 39: Ensure a packaging target (paper, glass, metal, plastic) is
set in the National Waste Management Strategies and all Contracting
Parties comply with the target set. Review of Eurostat data, EEA report
‘Municipal waste management across European countries’ as well as
Member State Waste Data Quality reports to check for data that will help
to develop best environmental practice.

Land-based:
39, 40, 43, 49, 50, 51
Sea-based:

For Action 40: Compilation of best-practice examples, through the
participation of workshops or conferences, engage with key stakeholders.
Also, review the EEA report ‘Municipal waste management across
European countries’ to gather key data on best practice on waste
management, also the Member State Waste Data Quality reports on the
Commission’s website.
For Action 43: Based on current best practices produce a set of guidelines
to reduce single-use items (e.g. straws, plastic cups, plastic crates plastic
bags). Review existing literature review and assess whether the
Contracting Parties have carried out assessments on the associated costs
and environmental impacts of single-use items.

35, 36

For Action 49, 50, 51: Identify which Contracting Parties have taken
measures in order to ensure that packaging placed on the market complies
with the essential requirements of Annex II of the PPWD.
For all actions above, feed into OSPAR’s group for RAP ML (ICG ML) in
May 2017 or stakeholder meeting in September 2017.
Contribution to wider process
As part of the revision of the PPWD Directive, assess whether Contracting
Parties report specific information to OSPAR (i.e. deposit schemes,

3.3.2.6

Directive on consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags
(2015/720)

The Directive on consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags is key to reduce marine litter. The
adoption of measures and instruments by all EU Member States will have a significant impact to
marine litter. It will be key that implementation is carried out effectively by all EU Member States
by 2019.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Implementation ongoing

Land-based:

Contribution to wider process

44

For Action 44, assess which Contracting Parties have adopted the
Directive and transposed it to national legislation. Also, assess the level
of implementation in the Contracting Parties and highlight those where
further attention needs to be drawn for better implementation.
Feed into OSPAR’s group for RAP ML (ICG ML) in May 2017 or stakeholder

3.3.2.7

IPPC Directive (2008/1/EC)

The IPPC Directive (IPPCD) could be relevant to several Convention actions. It is recommended to
review which 'Best available technique’ (BAT) conclusions (BATC) or reference documents (BREFs)
could potentially have an impact on marine litter amongst the BREFs developed under the IPPC
Directive and the Industrial Emmissions Directive (IED). Any ongoing work on BREFs should be
monitored via the IPPC Bureau website. 25

25

http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Under the Commission’s BREF website the following processes are selected that
could contribute to Actions 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 51 and 52:
1. Common Waste Water and Waste Gas Treatment/ Management Systems in
the Chemical Sector
Adopted BATC (06.2016) BREF:
http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/BREF/CWW_Bref_2016_published.pdf
2. Production of Pulp, Paper and Board
BATC (09.2014) BREF:
http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/BREF/PP_revised_BREF_2015.pdf
3. Textiles Industry

Land-based:
39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
51, 52

Estimate review start: 2017: http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/
Also of relevance:
4. Production of polymers
Estimate review start: 2017 http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/pol.html deals with management of waste streams.
5. Waste treatment (doesn't cover landfill). Formal draft from review process
published 12/2016 http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/wt.html)
6. Food, drink and milk industries. Includes a section on packaging. Formal draft
from review process published 01/2017
http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/fdm.html
Feed into OSPAR’s questionnaire (Action 39) and into OSPAR’s group for RAP
ML (ICG ML) in May 2017 or stakeholder meeting in September 2017.
Contribution to wider process

3.3.2.8

EU Cosmetics Regulation (EC 1223/2009)

The EU Cosmetics Regulation is directly relevant to the collective actions in the OSPAR RAP ML. It
is estimated that micro-plastic beads originating from cosmetic products represent between 0.1
%–1.5 % of the total amount of plastic debris emitted to the North Sea marine environment 26.

26

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/291326701_Use_of_microplastic_beads_in_cosmetic_products_in_Europe_and_their_estimated_emissions_to_the_North_Sea_environment).
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Article 17 - Traces of prohibited substances: “The non-intended presence
of a small quantity of a prohibited substance, stemming from impurities of
natural or synthetic ingredients, the manufacturing process, storage,
migration from packaging, which is technically unavoidable in good
manufacturing practice, shall be permitted provided that such presence is
in conformity with Article 3.”

Land-based:

Article 23. Communication of serious undesirable effects

46, 47

Feed into OSPAR’s group for RAP ML (ICG ML) in May 2017 or stakeholder
meeting in September 2017.
Contribution to wider process
Eunomia finalising an assessment paper for the Commission on sources,
pathways and impacts of Microplastics which can provide OSPAR an
evidence base for this and additional industry dialogues as needed.
OSPAR waits for the publication of the European Commission Plastics
Strategy before it takes stand of a view whether a call for a European ban

3.3.2.9

Regulation on classification, labelling and packaging of
substances and mixtures (EC 1272/2008)

This Regulation (the CLP Regulation) constitutes an obligation for manufacturers, importers and
suppliers to classify, label and package hazardous (‘classified’) substances. Under this regulation,
plastics could be regulated from a life cycle perspective and regulatory gaps be addressed in order
to limit and prevent environmental exposure and hazards of macro and microplastics.
As stipulated in the regulation by Article 1, the Directive aims to fulfil its purpose by:
“Providing an obligation for:
(i) manufacturers, importers and downstream users to classify substances and mixtures
placed on the market;
(ii) suppliers to label and package substances and mixtures placed on the market"
Article 25 stipulates that
“Statements such as‘ non-toxic’, ‘non-harmful’, ‘non-polluting ’, ‘ecological’ or any other
statements indicating that the substance or mixture is not hazardous or any other statements that
are inconsistent with the classification of that substance or mixture shall not appear on the label
or packaging of any substance or mixture.If plastics become classified substances, labelling and
packaging requirements could be a tool to
•

increase awareness amongst consumers of the contents of cosmetics, cleaning and paint
products that contain plastics
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•

drive better supply chain management for plastic raw materials (fibres, pellets and flakes)
in transit.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
None at present
Contribution to wider process

Land-based:
Microplastics:

Decide whether to pressure for polymers to be classified as hazardous
substances under the CLP Directive and act accordingly.

42, 46, 47, 52
Specific items: 49

3.3.2.10

REACH Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006

The EU REACH Regulation (Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemical
substances) aims to improve the protection of human health and the environment through the
better and earlier identification of the intrinsic properties of chemical substances, like the
environmental risk they pose. Although polymers, as a generic term for plastics, are not currently
included within the remit of REACH – each substance having to be listed separately – and there
have been some calls for plastics to be regulated as hazardous substances, 27,28 the Regulation is of
relevance to marine litter. Some of its provisions with respect to permitted plastic additives
improve the prospects for plastics recycling, resource efficiency, and hence marine litter. It also
attempts to reduce the risks associated with plastic in the environment by regulating these
additives. For example, the Regulation contains specific provisions that facilitate the placing on
the market of recycled materials. However, in some cases, the use of additives in plastics may
hinder compliance within REACH if the additives are not allowed in new products.
Through the study ‘Intentionally added microplastics in products’, 29 the Commission is currently
assessing the use of microplastics in products, with particular emphasis on microbeads, which
consist of man-made conventional plastics. The study aims to carry out an environmental and
human health risk assessment, as well as gathering information for a socio-economic analysis of

27

Rochman, C.M., Browne, M.A., Halpern, B.S., et al. (2013) Policy: Classify plastic waste as hazardous, Nature, Vol.494, pp.169–171

Steensgaard, I.M., Syberg, K., Rist, S., Hartmann, N.B., Boldrin, A., and Hansen, S.F. (2017) From macro- to microplastics - Analysis
of EU regulation along the life cycle of plastic bags, Environmental Pollution, Vol.224, pp.289–299

28

29

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/amec_tors.pdf
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the impacts of any possible risk management action relating to placing on the market and use of
microplastics intentionally added in products. As part of these activities, research into the types
and quantities of microplastics used in cosmetic products in the EU, plus alternative substances or
techniques, and their risks and costs, will be identified. The assessments shall be prepared in the
format of a dossier in conformity with Annex XV restriction dossiers to REACH, which can, if a risk
to the environment or human health can be demonstrated, be used by the Commission as the
basis for regulatory action. The report is due from mid-2017.
The process for inclusion of a substance in REACH can take around two years. The process can be
initiated by any member state which has concerns about a substance. The substance is assessed
for its risk and for the socio-economic impacts of restricting it. The results of the process are
subsequently sent for public consultation before being written into a draft amendment to the
Directive by the Commission. Some national actors have felt that REACH would not provide a good
mechanism to ban microplastics used in personal care products as it does not allow for broad
terms such as plastic. It would be too easy to miss out materials or chemicals and creating a
scientific basis for all possibilities would be time consuming and expensive in the long run.
However the nature of the DG Env study implies that it feels that exploring the possibility of using
REACH is worthwhile, and a recent academic study reviews mechanisms under REACH for
regulating plastics, for which several have been proposed. 30

Steensgaard, I.M., Syberg, K., Rist, S., Hartmann, N.B., Boldrin, A., and Hansen, S.F. (2017) From macro- to microplastics - Analysis
of EU regulation along the life cycle of plastic bags, Environmental Pollution, Vol.224, pp.289–299

30
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Use the results of the DG Env study to update information collected for
Action 46 on sources, amounts and impacts of microplastics in products.
The results of the DG Env study will provide information on alternatives
to microplastics in products that can be used in dialogue with industry for
Actions 46 and 51

Land-based:
Instruments
incentives:

and

43
Microplastics:
46, 47, 52
Specific items:
49
Design: 51

For Action 47, the DG Env study should provide good information as to
the feasibility of options for 100% phase out of microplastics in products
which can then be called for.
Action 52 – depending on the outcome of the DG Env study, mechanisms
studies therein could be used to strengthen regulations or guidelines on
the handling of pre-production plastic pellets.
Action 43 – the results of the DG Env study could be informative for a
review of instruments and incentives for reducing the use of single-use
plastic items; insofar as EPS is often used in single-use plastic items, this
may also be of relevance to Action 49.
Contribution to wider process
DG Env activity in this area is considered to be more advanced than OSPAR
actions, hence none at present. However OSPAR should have the

3.3.2.11

Eco-Design Directive (2009/125/EC)

The Eco-design Directive, which at present relates only to products that use energy or impact on
energy consumption, aims to reduce the environmental impact caused during the manufacture,
use and disposal of a very wide range of products. The revision of the Eco-design Directive has the
potential to reduce waste and hence also marine litter.
It came in to force in 2010. The Directive does not seek to create binding targets but to create a
framework for these to be achieved through implementing measures.
There are three main criteria that products must have for inclusion under the Directive:
•
•
•

A significant volume of sales (>200,000 units);
A significant environmental impact; and
A significant potential for environmental improvement.

If a product achieves these three criteria it can be considered for either the introduction of an
implementing measure as an amendment to the Directive or self-regulation, the latter usually in
the form of voluntary agreements which are expected to achieve the policy objectives more
quickly or at lesser expense than mandatory requirements. Annex VIII of the Directive sets out the
criteria for self-regulation: most notably the action must represent a large proportion of the
overall market, and it must also be publicised, monitored and reported upon on a regular basis
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with transparency being key to its success. It is also important that there are no market and
legislative drivers that may prevent this from working.
During the drafting of an implementing measure the whole life cycle of the product must be taken
into account to include the following life-cycle stages:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Raw material selection and use.
Manufacturing.
Packaging, transport, and distribution.
Installation and maintenance.
Use.
End-of-life.

An assessment of the impact on consumers and manufacturers in terms of costs and benefits
should be carried out through stakeholder engagement. There are also several criteria that must
be met by the final implementing measure. In particular:
•
•
•

There shall be no significant negative impact on the functionality of the product from the
perspective of the user.
Health, safety and the environment shall not be adversely affected; and
There shall be no significant negative impact on consumers, in particular as regards the
affordability and the life cycle cost of the product.

The Commission aims to include appropriate measures to improve the durability, reparability,
reusability, possibilities to use recycled materials, upgradability and recyclability of products in the
EU Eco-design regulations before 2020. The Commission will also evaluate for which product
groups, other than energy related, it would be possible to take better into account resource
efficiency and impact on the environment and human health before the end of 2018.
Under the Directive (article 16) the Commission is obliged to release a working plan on a periodic
basis with an indicative list of energy-related product groups which will be considered priorities
for the undertaking of preparatory studies and the eventual adoption of implementing measures.
The working plan is now in its third iteration—spanning the years 2016–2019 31—with the focus
still on energy using and energy related products. It identifies 10 priority product groups based on
the magnitude of the environmental impacts, for which preparatory studies will be undertaken for
their inclusion as new product groups.
Although the Directive currently focuses on energy there is scope to include products based on
other environmental factors. Energy has been the primary focus due to the assertion that high
energy using products should be an initial priority. It is unclear whether, under the current weight
of evidence, plastic-utilizing products, packaging or microplastics would be included in the next
working plan unless they are specifically requested to be assessed by a Member State. The fact
that the whole life cycle is considered means that the Directive is potentially much more suitable
for addressing marine litter than other legislation that focuses on one particular part of the
product life. Also, as it deals with products as a whole rather than their constituent chemicals (in
the way REACH does) it would be easier to define the parameters of a ban in a way in which all

31

http://ec.europa.eu/DocsRoom/documents/20375
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types of plastic (and possibly polymers) could be included without the need to create an
exhaustive list.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
None as yet.
Contribution to wider process
Encouraging the inclusion of elements that are of relevance to an item’s
propensity to cause marine litter in the Eco-design evaluation criteria
helps to deliver Action 45.
Likewise, any good design practice established by the dialogue of Action
51 could be scaled up by getting contracting parties to request its
inclusion in an appropriate new or existing product group.

Land based:
43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 51,
52
Sea
35,

36,

based:
37

E.g. In order to promote initiatives for zero pellet loss (also of relevance
to Action 52), good practice in manufacturing could be requested as a
requirement for satisfying Eco-design criteria in any product group that
utilizes plastics (including current product groups), while the focus on
energy-efficiency related criteria is being revised and potentially
broadened.
E.g. Additionally, also of relevance to Action 43 - good practice in
packaging could be requested as a requirement for satisfying Eco-design
criteria in any product group (including current product groups), while
the focus on energy-efficiency related criteria is being revised and
potentially broadened.
With respect to Actions 46 and 47, information gained on alternatives to
primary microplastics in products, could be used by contracting parties to
support to requests for the creation of an appropriate new product
group.
With respect to Actions 35, 36 and 37, efforts to establish what constitutes
good design for key items from the fishing industry that become waste,
including dolly rope, that reduces their potential to become marine litter,
could be input to support a request by contracting parties for fishing
related items to be covered by the Directive in an appropriate new product

3.3.2.12

EU Ecolabel Regulation (EC) 66/2010

The EU Ecolabel may be awarded to products and services which have a lower environmental
impact than other products in the same group, where the labelling criteria are devised using data
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regarding the entire life cycle of a product (significant because this includes waste generation and
disposal rather than just use).
The EU Ecolabel on rinse-off cosmetics, such as shampoos and shower gels, already excludes
products containing microplastics. On the other hand, detergents and cleaning products are
currently under investigation in this respect.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Monitor the progress and outcome of the legislative revisions of the EU
Ecolabel Regulations for detergent and cleaning products. If successful, add
to list of best practice to share with appropriate sectors for Action 47.

Land-based:
43,
45,

46,

47

Contribution to wider process
Towards achieving Action 45, contracting parties to request the exclusion
of micro-beads as a criterion for Eco-label Regulations for detergent and
cleaning products.
Use outcome of action 43 and 46 to assess other existing Eco-label product
groups for potential marine litter related inclusions, for example with
regards to design and packaging. Additionally, propose new product

3.3.2.13

Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (2008/56/EC22)

The MSFD Directive is the dedicated binding legal instrument for assessing, monitoring, setting
targets and reaching good environmental status with regard to threats to the marine environment.
Descriptor 10 for ‘good environmental status’ relates directly to marine litter: "Properties and
quantities of marine litter do not cause harm to the coastal and marine environment". The
Directive calls for the development and implementation of strategies by Member States so that all
of the EU’s marine regions and sub-regions attain ‘Good Environmental Status’ (GES) by 2020.
The Technical Group on Marine Litter, (TG ML) was created under the Common Implementation
Strategy for the MSFD, to support MS in reaching GES for marine litter, and it is chaired by the JRC.
It has produced several prominent reports on marine litter from the implementation of the MSFD
for Descriptor 10, to monitoring, sources and impacts.
These are:
•
•

2011 - ‘Marine Litter - Technical Recommendations for the Implementation of MSFD
Requirements’ 32
2013 - ‘Guidance on Monitoring of Marine Litter in European Seas’ 33

32

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/111111111/22826/2/msfd_ges_tsg_marine_li
tter_report_eur_25009_en_online_version.pdf
33

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC83985/lb-na-26113-en-n.pdf
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•
•
•

2016 - ‘Riverine Litter Monitoring - Options and Recommendations’ 34
2016 - ‘Harm caused by Marine Litter: MSFD GES TG Marine Litter - thematic report’ 35
2017 - ‘Identifying Sources of Marine Litter’ 36

The JRC produced a summary report in 2016 on the top ten items found on EU beaches. 37 The
report states:

“Now only an initial overview can be provided, further in-depth analysis will be
done, as planned for the Marine Litter baseline development, within the MSFD
Technical Group on Marine Litter”
The TGML annual meeting, the 11th meeting, is expected in Spring 2017. The 2016-18 mandate
for the group 38 states the Group will be chaired by France, and co-chaired by JRC and Germany.

"The Group will continue to support Member States in implementing the MSFD
with particular focus placed on identifying and collaboratively addressing
common evidence gaps, developing and promoting common monitoring and
assessment protocols, and the sharing of best practice."
"Communication exchange platform for regional sea action plans. (…) With the
active contributions of RSCs, the TG Marine Litter can act as a platform to
exchange knowledge and experiences for these regional seas action plans and to
support their implementation across the EU. The group could also identify
measures from Regional Actions Plans that are suitable for implementation across
EU, and trigger process that enable their adoption at EU-level"
DG Environment has also commissioned several reports to support the implementation of the
MSFD:
•
•
•

Arcadis (2012) Economic assessment of policy measures for the implementation of the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive 39 with respect to marine litter, the measures
assessed are mostly regarding at-sea sources.
Arcadis (2012) Case studies on the plastic cycle and its loopholes in the four European
regional seas areas 40
BIPRO (2013) Study of the largest loopholes within the flow of packaging material, Report
for DG Environment 41

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor10/pdf/MSFD_riverine_litter_monitoring.pdf
34

35

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC104308/lbna28317enn.pdf

36

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC104038/lb-na-28309-en-n.pdf

37

European Commission JRC (2016) Marine Beach Litter in Europe - Top Items

https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/5f886bd1-9b14-4d92-8ceb-ab797f18d5ab/Link%20to%20MD2016-1-3draft%20CIS%20WP%202016-18.pdf.url
38

39

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/water/pdf/report.pdf

40

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/pdf/Arcadis/Arcadis.zip

41

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/pdf/Bipro/Bipro.zip
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•
•
•

•

•

RPA (2013) Feasibility Study of Introducing Instruments to Prevent Littering, Report for
DG Environment 42
Arcadis (2014) Marine Litter Study to Support the Establishment of an Initial Quantitative
Headline Reduction Target 43
Eunomia (2016) Study to support the development of measures to combat a range of
marine litter sources 44
o Cost recovery systems for Port Reception Facilities (shipping and fishing waste)
o Measures to reduce marine litter from fishing and aquaculture
o Microplastics – assessment of sources and quantities and measures
Currently underway: DG Env study on ‘Investigating options for reducing releases in the
aquatic environment of microplastics emitted by (but not intentionally added in) products’
– covering sources, pathways, and options for reducing the loss of microplastics emitted
from, but not intentionally added into products. This includes products such as textiles,
vehicle tyres, and artificial sports pitches. 45
Currently underway: DG Env study on ‘Intentionally added microplastics in products’,
[addressed in more detail under REACH Directive section] 46

The implementation of the MSFD with respect to Descriptor 10 on marine litter has implications
for every Convention collective action, as potentially, anything could be included within the remit
of different Member State’s programmes of measures (PoMs), depending on what the outcomes
of their evaluation of the Descriptor were. Only a proportion of Member States have submitted
their PoMs. In the following table, we only summarise potential contributions to or from specific
outcomes prompted by MSFD implementation by the Commission and TGML.

42

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/pdf/RPA_study.zip

43

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/final_report.pdf

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor10/pdf/MSFD%20Measures%20to%20Combat%20Marine%20Litter.pdf
44

45

http://www.eumicroplastics.com/

46

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/amec_tors.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Check the TGML report “Harm caused by Marine Litter” report, JRC report on top ten litter items, plus further TGML baseline development, for
contributions regarding information on sources and impacts for Actions 37, 39, 41, 48, 49, 50, 51
For Action 39 and 41 the TGML reports “Identifying sources of Marine Litter” and “Marine Litter Monitoring” provide useful information for the
assessment of sources, particularly upstream sources, which is necessary for these Actions, should further characterisation be necessary. The contracting
parties can distribute these widely to appropriate stakeholders.

Land based:
39, 40, 41, 43, 48,
49, 50, 51
Microplastics: 42,
46, 47

TGML, given their mandate to support MS by sharing best practice and acting as a communication exchange platform for RAP MLs, could support the
delivery of Actions 59 and 60
The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions 30 and 31 on PRFs:
-

The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions 35 and 37 on fishing waste:

Sea based:

-

Action 30, 31, 35,
37

-

Removal:
53
Education
outreach:

and

59, 60

Section 1 of the DG Env report on ‘Measures to Reduce…’ considered optimal cost recovery systems for PRFs (Also of relevance to 53 – disposal of FFL waste)
DG Env report “Economic assessment of policy measures…”
Section 2 of the DG Env report on ‘Measures to Reduce…’ was commissioned to contribute to Action 35 as the EC was assigned as a co-lead; different measures to
address key waste items are assessed and could be taken into account.
DG Env report “Economic assessment of policy measures…”

The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions 39, 40, 41 and 43 on land-based sources of waste:
-

DG Env report “Case studies on the plastic cycle and its loopholes..”
DG Env report “Study of the largest loopholes within the flow of packaging…”
DG Env report “Feasibility Study of Introducing Instruments”…
DG Env report “Economic assessment of policy measures…”
DG Env report “Marine Litter Study to support…”

The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions 42, 46 and 47 on microplastics:
-

Section 3 of the DG Env report on ‘Measures to Reduce…’
The ongoing DG Env study ‘Investigating options for reducing releases ….[of unintentionally added]…microplastics’ (due mid/late 2017)
The ongoing DG Env study ‘Intentionally added microplastics’ (due mid/late 2017)

Contribution to wider process
The RAP MLs have an enormous amount to contribute to national PoMs but should beware recursive referencing; i.e. the leading party should make
contracting parties aware of the importance of making commitments to delivering the actions rather than just referencing the RAP MLs by way of
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3.3.2.14

Water Framework Directive (Directive 2000/60/EC)

The Water Framework Directive, adopted in 2000, calls for surface water bodies (including coastal
waters) to be ecologically sound by 2015 and thus contributes to the goal of the MSFD. The
Directive requires that the Member States establish river basin districts together with a river basin
management plan for each of them which are to be implemented and then reviewed every six
years. There are four distinct elements to the river basin planning cycle: characterisation and
assessment of impacts on river basin districts; environmental monitoring; the setting of
environmental objectives, and; the design and implementation of the programme of measures
needed to achieve them.
Litter is not counted a criteria of good ecological status in the current WaterFD. If litter affects
biological criteria it would have to be addressed in the Programme of Measures. However,
Member States have no obligation to monitor or report litter quantities and only report this if they
have chosen to include litter in the Programme of Measures. If litter can be included as a criteria
of good ecological status, all actions to address land-based sources would become directly related
to this process. Below the few most directly and currently relevant actions have been selected.
The Directive is up for review in 2019; the preliminary processes have already been set in motion.
Action code

Further detail on next step

All actions to address
land- based sources

Contribution from wider process

41, 59
Targets:

None at present – but if litter can be included in the criteria of good
ecological status for the Water Framework Directive, it could pave the way
for the creation of a litter indicator for freshwater pathways – relevant for
Action 29.
Contribution to wider process

29

Action 41 involves sharing best practice on preventing litter entering
aquatic pathways with catchment managers. This knowledge could help
inform Programmes of Measures
This best practice could also be shared via the database to be constructed

3.3.2.15

Bathing Water Directive (2006/7/EC)

The Bathing Water Directive aims to guarantee bathing water quality, which may be threatened
by pollution. It applies to surface waters that can be used for bathing except for swimming pools
and spa pools, confined waters subject to treatment or used for therapeutic purposes and
confined waters artificially separated from surface water and groundwater.
The Directive’s stipulations of relevance to marine litter are as follows:
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•
•
•

Bathing waters must be inspected visually for pollution such as tarry residues, glass,
plastic, rubber or any other waste as part of the beach profile.
In case such pollution is identified, adequate management measures must be taken by
Member States, and bathers must be informed and protected.
All bathing waters in the EU must be at least of sufficient quality by the end of the 2015
bathing season.

The Directive therefore has a broad relevance for achieving many RAP ML actions and the RAP ML
actions are all relevant for the achievement of sufficient quality of bathing water. Every year the
Commission and the European Environment Agency publish a summary report on the quality of
bathing water, based on the information provided by Member States. Limitations include that the
Directive does not actually require monitoring of litter in bathing waters, or any targets for
reduction.

Action code

Further detail on next step

Land-based;

Contribution from wider process

39, 41, 42, 43, 48

If this Directive is revised, could eventually produce a litter indicator–
relevant for Action 29.

Sea based:

Otherwise – of general relevance to many actions

35, 36
Contribution to wider process
None at present. However if Member States do not meet their quality
targets with respect to bathing waters, contributions could be made from
Action 41 on best practice to help the management of the problem.

Removal:
54, 55, 59
Targets:
29

3.3.2.16

Fertiliser Regulation (under the Circular Economy Package)

The proposal to amend the Fertiliser Regulation sets out common rules on converting bio-waste
into raw materials that can be used to manufacture fertilising products. 47 Microplastics end up in
sludge from waste water treatment plants used as fertiliser in agriculture, which transfers them
into the soil. Regulation of physical impurities in fertiliser is a mechanism for driving their control.
Producers will have to demonstrate that their products meet those requirements, as well as limits
for organic contaminants, microbial contaminants and physical impurities before affixing the CEmark.

47

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/procedure/EN/2016_84
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Include the Fertilizer Regulation in discussions of the report prepared for
Action 42

Land
42

based:
Contribution to wider process
The report prepared for Action 42 may have some techniques of
relevance to the reduction of microplastics in fertilizer, and could be
distributed to stakeholders who need to meet the Directive’s

3.3.2.17

Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC)

The Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD) concerns the collection, treatment and
discharge of urban waste water and the treatment and discharge of waste water from certain
industrial sectors. This Directive is relevant to the listed waste and sewerage related actions
because discharge of urban waste water is one of the main sources of marine litter, both macro
and micro. The Directive requires that all sewerage discharges serving populations over 10,000
inhabitants in coastal areas and 2,000 in estuarine areas, must receive secondary (biological)
treatment prior to discharge.
Two main barriers to this being used to reduce plastics entering the marine environment have
been identified:
1) Studies suggest that WWT plants cannot currently capture all of the microplastics that
enter their systems. The best estimates suggest that the capture rate could be around
90%, 48 although it may not be as high for more buoyant plastics. This is using the best
available technology with tertiary filtration. A large proportion of Europe does not have
access to this kind of treatment and those that do cannot currently guarantee that
microplastics will be filtered out. There is also high potential for any captured microplastics
to become part of sewage sludge, which is often placed on land giving the plastic
opportunity to leach into water courses.
2) The cost of upgrading all WWT facilities in Europe in order to guarantee the capture of
microplastics would be prohibitive, and though specific costs are not available (and the
technology needed to achieve this may not even be available).

These barriers make the use of ‘end of pipe’ solutions such as the Urban Waste Water Treatment
Directive difficult and costly to implement, and certainly against the ‘polluter pays’ principal
(because it moves the onus away from the supply and manufacture of macro and microplastics on
to the waste water treatment (WWT) industry.) It is also not guaranteed that all microplastics
would be captured and therefore it is difficult to justify the cost of implementation.

Leslie, H., and et al. (2012) Verkennende studie naar lozing van microplastics door rwzi’s (Pilot study on emissions of microplastics
from wastewater treatment plants), H2O, pp.45–47,Leslie, H. (2013) Microplastic survey of the Dutch environment Novel data set of
microplastics in North Sea sediments, treated wastewater effluents and marine biota, Report for RWS Noordzee, September
2013,Magnusson, K., and Wahlberg, C. (2014) Mikroskopiska skräppartiklar i vatten från avloppsreningsverk (Microscopic particles of
debris in the water from sewage treatment), Report for IVL Svenska Miljöinstitutet, August 2014,Magnusson, K. (2014) Mikroskräp i
avloppsvatten från tre norska avloppsreningsverk (Micro Debris in wastewater from three Norwegian sewage treatment), Report for
IVL Svenska Miljöinstitutet, December 2014

48
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Include the UWWTD in discussions of the report prepared for Action 42

Land
42

based:

Contribution to wider process
The report prepared for Action 42 may have some techniques of
relevance to the reduction of litter emissions from sewage and drainage,
and could be distributed to stakeholders who need to meet the
Directive’s requirements as a way of providing support and motivation
for them to improve the standard of WWT.

3.3.3

Other European Processes

3.3.3.1

Strategy on Plastics in a Circular Economy

The Roadmap for the strategy states that the strategy is intended to address the challenges posed
by plastics throughout the value chain and taking into account their entire life-cycle, such as reuse,
recyclability, biodegradability, the presence of hazardous substances of concerns in certain plastics
and marine litter. 49
The plastics strategy is intended to support and complement these measures (WFD, PPWD etc.)
by providing a systemic perspective and creating synergies with other actions, such as on
prevention, eco-design, work on the interface between waste, chemicals and product policies,
measures to boost markets for secondary raw materials, use of economic instruments, etc.
Therefore this process plays a significant role in preventing marine litter in the environment. The
Strategy on Plastics in a Circular Economy is expected to be published in Q4 of 2017.

49

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/roadmaps/docs/plan_2016_39_plastic_strategy_en.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52

Concerning all identified Actions: Assess the Plastics Strategy Roadmap,
which aims to inform stakeholders about the Commission's work in order
to allow them to provide feedback and to participate effectively in future
consultation activities: http://ec.europa.eu/smartregulation/roadmaps/docs/plan_2016_39_plastic_strategy_en.pdf

Sea-based:

Feed into OSPAR’s group for RAP ML (ICG ML) in May 2017 and/or
stakeholder meeting in September 2017.

Land-based:

35, 36

Under the Framework Contract (ENV.C.2/FRA/2016/0017), contractors
have been invited to submit the following tender: “Plastics: reuse,
recycling and marine litter.” This is a contribution to the Commissions
existing work on developing and assessing options on the reuse and
recycling of plastics, and its links to marine litter. This could contribute to
both identified land-based and sea-based actions.

Removal:
53

Contribution to wider process
The Strategy is currently being coordinated by: Werner Bosman, DG
E i
t) OSPAR t
h if thi
ti h ’t t b
id tifi d

3.3.3.2

Port State Control – Paris MoU

The Port State Control Directive brings Paris MoU principles into EU legislation and mandates an
inspection regime. This is directly relevant to OSPAR's action category 'enforcement of
international legislation/regulation regarding all sectors'. It is noted that the strategic plan for the
Paris MoU is for the period 2012-2017 and must be due for revision. 50

50

https://www.parismou.org/system/files/Strategic%20Plan%202012-2017%20REV%20(final).pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Links to Action 32 which stipulates to “Identify best practice in relation to
inspections for MARPOL Annex V ship generated waste, including better
management of reporting data, taking into consideration the Paris MOU on
port state control.”

Sea-based:
30, 31, 32,33, 38

Assess to which extent the Port State Control Directive, has an impact on
OSPAR’s Contracting Parties. Specifically, for action 38 “analyse penalties
and fines issued by Contracting Parties for waste disposal offences at sea
to highlight the differences, trends, problem areas and issues to relevant
organisations, such as the North Sea Network of Investigators and
Prosecutors.”
Contribution to wider process
Check the progress of the strategic plan for the period 2018-2023 and
ascertain if the outcomes of Action 32 can contribute
.

3.3.3.3

Green Public Procurement (COM (2008)400)

No further steps have been identified for the purpose of this study

3.3.3.4

Agenda for sustainable and competitive European Tourism (COM
(2007) 621 final)

No further steps have been identified for the purpose of this study

3.3.3.5

EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUBSR) (COM (2009)248) is an integrated framework to
identify needs and available resources by coordinating of appropriate policies. Of particular
relevance here is the BLASTIC (Plastic waste pathways into the sea) project, which is a flagship
initiative of EUBSRS. The BLASTIC project aims at reducing plastic waste and thereby hazardous
substances inflow into the Baltic Sea by mapping potential litter sources in urban areas and
monitoring litter levels in the aquatic environment. Institutions from Estonia, Finland, Latvia and
Sweden are participating in the BLASTIC project; Finland and Sweden are contracting parties to
both OSPAR and HELCOM. The project runs for the period 2016-2018.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
This project is ideally placed to contribute to Action 39, identifying
loopholes where (macro)litter emission to aquatic pathways occurs.

Land based

The outcomes would also be useful to input to Action 41, to check that
significant sources had not been neglected.

39, 41

Contribution to wider process
Action 41 could contribute its progress report to the BLASTIC knowledge
bank.

4.0

Linkages between HELCOM and Wider Processes

4.1

Progress of actions

This section maps the progress of HELCOM Regional Action Plan on Marine Litter (RAP ML), broken
down by each collective action. Progress is mapped by taking into account any relevant
information in the follow-up table for the implementation of the HELCOM RAP ML (approved by
PRESSURE 6-2017). This is supplemented by considering relevant information from the latest two
HELCOM RAP ML action development sheets on ‘Micro particles’ and ‘Waste related to fishing and
aquaculture’.
Additionally, where lead and contributing country contacts have been allocated and identified for
taking the action forward for an update, these contacts have been approached for information as
to the latest status of the action.
Table 3.3.3-1 below provides a brief summary on the progress of collective actions of HELCOM
RAP ML from data gathered using the three-means described above. This includes a brief summary
of what has been done and what still remains to be done, together with the estimated time to
completion. This enables a qualitative assessment of progress such as ‘Little/moderate/good’ to
be made. ‘Little’ is assigned where no substantive action has been taken or no outputs have been
drafted. Moderate is where some steps have been completed but a significant number remain,
especially if they are behind schedule or of uncertain schedule. Good is where a number of steps
have been completed, possibly a majority, and the remainder are on schedule or have been
scheduled. This is so that the synergies between OSPAR and HELCOM collective actions and the
contributions they can make to each other can be evaluated in Section 6.0.
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Table 3.3.3-1: Progress of Collective Actions of HELCOM RAP ML
Action
Code

RL1

RL2

Action Description

Action Taken

Prepare and agree on HELCOM
guidelines on marine litter references
to be included in national and local
waste prevention and waste
management plans, inter alia. an
element highlighting the impacts of
marine litter.

Provide HELCOM guidelines on best
practice
routines with regard to cleaning and
collection systems to prevent litter
from land entering the aquatic
environment.
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No reports have been delivered yet, however
parts are under progress.

Planned Action and timeline

To be produced by the Blastic project: A guidance
for municipalities on: 1) how to identify marine
litter sources in urban areas; 2) how to measure
marine litter in the aquatic environment; and 3)
suggestions on measures according to the results
from the previous steps and how the
municipalities can integrate marine litter in their
local waste management plans.
The BLASTIC Project general guidance has to be
presented at latest in October 2018.

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Good

DE to provide updated information on their
national PoMs. Propose to change final deadline
to 2019 in order to benefit from the guidelines
produced by the Blastic project. CPs are invited
to consider leadership.
No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. Progress
based on the information available from the
follow-up table of the implementation of the
HELCOM RAP MP -(approved by PRESSURE 62017):
No contact for this action, although potential
contribution from Blastic project (see RL1).

Development plan based on the information
available from the HELCOM RAP ML
Implementation plan -(approved by PRESSURE 62017):
•

Guidelines by 2017. Propose to change
deadline to 2019 in order to benefit from the
guidelines produced by the Blastic project
and also in the view of the HOLAS II
assessment.

•

To consider ongoing work on Nordic Council
of Ministries, the European Litter Prevention

Limited*

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Association (DE to provide contact details),
and the Baltic Sea accelerator.
CPs are invited to consider leadership.

•

RL3

RL4

Improvement of stormwater
management in order to prevent litter,
including microlitter, to enter the
marine environment from heavy
weather events.
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• Germany have established close cooperation
with the International Waste Working
Group (IWWG), which agreed to support
the further implementation of the waste
management actions within both, the
HELCOM and the OSPAR RAP MLs.
•

As a next step, Germany plan to send out a
questionnaire addressing loopholes that
makes waste turn into waste for land-based
macro- and microplastics and best practise
of primary actions in waste management.

•

The German best practice study planned for
2017-19.

•

Report on sources published by TG ML in Dec
2016 (WG GES) addresses pathways that
makes waste turn into marine litter. EPA‐
Network: new IG Plastics established, one
potential focus on littering and link to
Circular Economy Package.

Germany informed (e-mail 18.4.2017) that:
-

Share best practice on waste
management in order to identify and
address loopholes that makes waste
turn into marine litter, including the
issue of landfills, regulations and
enforcement.

•

Potential contribution from Blastic project
(see RL2).

No reports have been delivered yet.

•

Limited

A joined workshop with the experts from the
waste management sector is foreseen taking
place at the conference Sardinia 2017 to
have an in‐ depth discussion on which next
steps need to be taken based out the results
achieved by the questionnaire.

The BLASTIC project may suggest measures how
to prevent litter on public places, streets, and
other impervious surfaces to reach the sea
through the urban drainage system. Measures
will be developed in the last part of the project,
before October 2018.

Limited*

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

To be included in the Work Plan of PRESSURE
WG. PRESSURE to provide feedback on this
action. DE to contribute with information. CPs
are invited to consider leadership.
Potential contribution from the FP7 ‘Baltic Flows’
(finished project, http://www.balticflows.eu/)
and ‘IWater’
(http://www.integratedstormwater.eu/), a
project which has just started and is run by Union
of Baltic Cities. CCB (Coalition Clean Baltic) made
a proposal on concrete ways to reduce
microplastics in stormwater and sewage which
would contribute to Actions RL4, RL7 and RL8
(WS RAP ML 1‐2016).
•

RL5

Establish a dialogue and negotiate on
solutions with business and industry to
(i) develop design improvements that
reduce the negative impacts of
products entering the marine
environment, and (ii) reduce
overpackaging and promote wise
packaging
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•

The UBA is co-chairing the EU MSFD
Technical Group on Marine Litter and was in
this context also driving the process of
producing a report assessing the biological
and socioeconomic harm caused by marine
litter which is now publicly available.
Therefore, a good overview is now provided
on which products need to be targeted and
what impacts need to be taken into account.
o

Germany has also set up a national
Round Table on Marine Litter which
is addressing the issue of
overpackaging/wide packaging by
looking into how existing

The national process needs to be transferred to a
regional level by setting up a dialogue together
with other HELCOM CPs and head organizations
of relevant industrial sectors such as the
packaging industry. Germany is currently
considering this issue. The anticipated timeline
for this is 2017-19.

Moderate.

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

regulations and praxis can be
modified/adapted.
o

RL6

Establish an overview of the
importance of the different sources of
primary and secondary microplastics.
Evaluate products and processes that
include both primary and secondary
micro plastics, such as fibres from
clothing, assess if they are covered or
not by legislation, and act, if
appropriate, to influence the legal
framework, or identify other necessary
measures.

No response from the leading country (only
Germany who are contributing to this action) or
Action Development Sheet present. Progress
based on the information available from the
follow-up table of the implementation of the
HELCOM RAP MP -(approved by PRESSURE 62017):
•

•
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In this context a lot of stakeholder
from business and industry are
already involved.

Denmark has carried out two national
investigations on microplastics,
“Microplastics, Occurrence, effects and
sources of releases to the environment in
Denmark” (Environmental project No. 1793,
2015)
(http://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publications/20
15/10/978-87-93352-80-3.pdf) and
“Microplastic in Danish wastewater. Sources,
occurrences and fate (Environmental Project
No. 1906. Marts 2017)
(http://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publications/20
17/03/978-87-93529-44-1.pdf).
Potential contribution from Blastic project
(see RL1).

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017) and response
from contributing country - Germany:
•

By 2017 an overview on what products and
processes contribute to the input of micro
plastics to the Baltic Sea, taking into account
similar action within OSPAR.

•

By 2018 existing legislation is assessed and
necessary measures identified together with
relevant stakeholders.

•

To set up a working group to compile
information on national activities.
o

•

Germany has also targeted this
action via a national roundtable on
Marine Litter, which can be brought
into the process once it gets
started.

An open call will be made for all countries to
provide summaries of these activities, aiming
at the elaboration of an assessment report.

Moderate*

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

•

•
•

•
•

•

•
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The SE EPA has a commission to identify
significant sources to micro plastics in
Sweden and to act to reduce the origination
and release of microplastics from these
sources to the marine environment.
The commission shall be reported on or
before the 15 June 2017.
As part of this commission a national
investigation on sources to micro plastics has
been carried out and reported.
Norway has released a report on measures
to reduce microplastics that maybe can feed
in to this action.
The SE Chemicals Agency have had an
assignment from the Government to
propose national measures for restricting
the occurrence of microplastics in cosmetic
products, and they presented it 15.1.2016.
DE informed at PRESSURE 4‐2016 that the
national report on sources of microplastics is
already available.
o Germany is involved in the
implementation of the respective
measures of the OSPAR RAP ML
including ongoing dialogues with
the cosmetic and other relevant
industries and has also targeted this
action via a national roundtable on
Marine Litter.
The EU has finalised a study on microplastics
in cosmetics.

Planned Action and timeline

Secretariat to investigate opportunities to
conduct the work.

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

•

•

Finland informed on a Bachelor's Thesis on
microplastics and harmful substances in
urban runoffs and landfill leachates ‐
Possible Emission Sources to Marine
Environment (2016). Finland aims to launch
a case/pilot study on microplastics in storm
waters in years 2018‐2019, as a part of a
national research project (MIF).
Germany informed on a national study,
prioritization exercise national round, OSPAR
assessment, planned study on substitutes

There is at present research ongoing in many
countries. Especially in Finland and Sweden.
Currently, almost 99% of MPs are removed in
good quality treatment plants.

RL7

Compilation of available techniques as
well as research and develop
additional techniques in waste water
treatment plants to prevent micro
particles entering the marine
environment.
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Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Sweden is prioritising the work within OSPAR
action 42, in order to make use of the OSPAR
work and draw upon experiences to feed it into a
HELCOM setting.
Finland informed that the removal of microlitter
from wastewater during different treatment
steps of mechanical, chemical and biological
treatment (activated sludge) and biologically
active filter (BAF) in a large (population
equivalent 800000) advanced WWTP has been
examined and the results have been published
(Talvitie et al 2017). One part of this study
evaluated the effectiveness of different tertiary
treatments in the purification process. The

Research is still ongoing with tertiary treatment
methods, for example. Results from research are
will most likely be available in 2017, no BAT is
being compiled yet
Turning the OSPAR work on action 42 and
drawing on experiences into the relevance for
the HELCOM area.
By 2018 HELCOM has compiled information, and
prepared a report on micro particles removal in
waste water treatment plants taking into account
similar action within OSPAR.
If appropriate according to findings of the search
and other relevant information, amend HELCOM
Recommendation 28E/5 on municipal
wastewater treatment.

Limited.

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

By the end of 2017, Poland will aim to prepare a
report on the assessment of the importance of
sewage related waste coming from the upstream
waste flow based on the questionnaire and some
studies.

Moderate.

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP -May
2016:

Limited.*

manuscript will be submitted in short time and
data will be published during in 2017.
Information from this study will feed into RL7
giving information on the methods that have
been tested and evaluated.
Sweden reported that work on RL7 is ongoing:
The Environment and Energy Ministry has
requested the SEPA to identify important sources
of microplastic loads to the sea, to reduce the
occurrence and release of microplastics from
these sources and where appropriate to propose
regulatory changes to reduce these emissions.
The work includes a review of Best Available
Techniques. This work will be reported to the
ministry before midsummer

RL8

RL9

Assess the importance of the
contribution of upstream waste flows
to the marine environment and, if
needed, identify suitable actions.

Compile information on the
prevalence and sources of expanded
polystyrene (EPS) in the marine
environment, and engage with
industry to make proposals for
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Poland sent a questionnaire to all Member States
in HELCOM and received 11 responses.
Additionally, Poland organised expertise related
to this action, situated in Poland.
CCB made a proposal on concrete ways to reduce
microplastics in stormwater and sewage which
would contribute to Actions RL4, RL7 and RL8
(WS RAP ML 1‐2016).
No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

alternative solutions (e.g. use of other
materials, establishment of deposits,
return and restoration systems,
overpackaging reduction).

Planned Action and timeline

•

By 2017 an overview of the most significant
sources of EPS ending up in the marine
environment is produced, in cooperation
with OSPAR.

•

Make recommendations to the Contracting
Parties on voluntary agreements with the
industry on changes in product design and
applying best practices when handling EPS
by 2019.

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

The Secretariat to investigate available
information.

RL10

Define and implement appropriate
instruments and incentives to reduce
the use of plastic bags, including the
illustration of the associated costs and
environmental impacts (e.g.
establishment of levies, deposit fees,
taxes or bans on plastic bags). Support
regional coordination in the Baltic Sea
of the implementation of the future
revised Directive 94/62/EC on
packaging and packaging waste to
reduce the consumption of lightweight
plastic carrier bags, for HELCOM
Contracting Parties being EU members.
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No leading country identified for this action
(although CCB is willing to contribute) or Action
Development Sheet present. Progress based on
the information available from the follow-up
table of the implementation of the HELCOM RAP
MP -(approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).
Finland informed (e‐mail 18.4.2017) of a
framework agreement to reduce the
consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags
(Plastic Carrier Bag Agreement).The programme
of measures of the Finnish Marine Strategy
2016–2021 adopted by the Government
proposes that, with the aim to reduce the
littering of the Baltic Sea, proposals for measures
are to be prepared to reduce the amount of
plastic litter, in particular. As means to reduce
littering the focus of the measures should include
the use of plastic containers and bags.Green Deal

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

By 2018 HELCOM Contracting Parties start to
coordinate and inform each other about
consumption of plastic bags on an annual
basis.

•

By 2019 establish a reduction target of
plastic bags, taking into account the
measures which are implemented nationally.

To gather information on national
proposals/instruments to implement the EU
Directive, as well as develop guidance for those
countries who have not initiated the process.

Limited.*

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

agreement of the Ministry of the Environment
and Federation of Finnish Commerce on the
measures to reduce the consumption of plastic
carrier bags was signed in 2016. The agreement
implements the measures the Member States are
required to take to reduce the consumption of
plastic carrier bags under the EU Packaging
Waste Directive (94/62/EC), as amended by
Directive (EU) 2015/720.The purpose of the
agreement is to agree on voluntary measures of
the retail sector to ensure that the minimum
objectives concerning the consumption of
lightweight plastic carrier bags in the Packaging
Waste Directive are reached in Finland. As a rule
all companies in the retail sector with one or
several branches in Finland may join the plastic
bag agreement for the trade sector via the
Society’s Commitment. The Ministry of the
Environment undertakes to evaluate after three
years from the date when the agreement was
concluded (31 October 2016) the effectiveness of
the agreed measures in terms of reducing the
consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags
and preventing littering. Should the evaluation
show that the measures taken have not been
effective, the Ministry of the Environment will
consider other potential means to reduce the
consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags.
More information can be found here:
http://www.ym.fi/en-
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Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

us/The_environment/Waste/Green_Deal_agree
ments

RL11

RL12

Cooperate on the establishment
and/or further development of deposit
refund systems (DRS) for bottles,
containers and cans (e.g. glass, plastics
and aluminium) in the HELCOM
Contracting Parties in accordance with
national law as appropriate.
Investigate and strive for bilateral and
multilateral solutions between the
countries for establishment of such
systems in relation to passenger ships.

Encourage, based on existing labels
such as the EU Ecolabel and the Nordic
Ecolabel, exchange with international
environmental certification schemes
for information and inclusion of the
management and prevention of
marine litter in their lists of criteria.

Survey circulated 26.02.2016 by Estonia, which
found that currently functioning deposit refund
systems for bottles, containers and cans (e.g.
glass, plastics and aluminium) are in place in DE,
DK, SE, FI, EE and LT.

No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

In PL, LV and RU the system is not in place at the
moment.
There is no action regarding bilateral and
multilateral solutions between the countries for
establishment of such systems in relation to
passenger ships (WS RAP ML 1‐2016).

Good.*

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

By 2016 initiate an activity on what
certification schemes could be addressed,
which existing criteria could be promoted for
potential inclusion in international
certification systems together with ways and
means how to help approving those.

Limited.*

Germany to share national experiences.
RL13

HELCOM Contracting Parties to seek
cooperation with the River and River
Basin Commissions, as appropriate, in
order to include impacts of litter on
the marine environment from riverine
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Poland offered to lead this action at the end of
2016. CCB to contribute. Currently, Poland is
planning how to get the information from River
and River Basin Commissions.

It is most likely that Poland will send an official
letter to the River and River Basins Commissions.

Limited.*

Action
Code

RL14

RL15

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

inputs, taking into account activities in
the context of the implementation of
the Water Framework Directive (WFD)
and the Bathing Water Directive, and
beyond, when applicable. This
cooperation should include the
exchange of experience on best
practice to prevent litter entering into
water systems, in line with action RL8.

Finland informed that BLASTIC –project will
explore different methods for monitoring
macrolitter in rivers. The work will be carried out
in collaboration with local municipalities. The
project will carry out pilot monitoring on riverine
litter in one case study area in Estonia Finland,
Latvia and Sweden in 2017.

To consider the ongoing project Riverine and
Marine floating macro litter Monitoring and
Modelling of Environmental Loading (RIMMEL).

Address landfills or dumpsites
including historic ones which may
eventually pose a risk to the marine
environment due to factors such as
coastal erosion and vicinity to rivers.

Establish an exchange platform for
spreading experiences on good
cleaning practices in beaches,
including cleaning beaches actions by
local communities, riverbanks, pelagic
and surface sea areas, ports, marinas
and inland waterways, in cooperation
with relevant
fora. Develop best practice on
environmental friendly technologies
and methods for cleaning.
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A questionnaire was administered by Estonia in
spring 2016, and the feedback received on
landfills was circulated by e-mail: information
was provided by all HELCOM members except
Russia. The feedback received indicated that all
the landfills are under control in the region and
cannot be considered as sources of marine litter
(Outcome of PRESSURE 4‐2016, para. 3.9).
No leading country identified for this action
(however, Russia is considering leading it) or
Action Development Sheet present. Progress
based on information available from the followup table of the implementation of the HELCOM
RAP MP -(approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).
Russia: an exhibition “Ecology of big city” which
annually takes place in St Petersburg can serve as
the platform to exchange good practices and
techniques for cleaning beaches, riverbanks,
ports, marinas and inland waterway.

By 2020 a regional‐wide map on landfills and
dumpsites including historic ones which may
eventually pose a risk to the marine environment
is produced.

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Moderate.*

Development plan based on the information
available from follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

Coordinate with other RSCs in order to set
up an exchange platform for spreading
experiences on good cleaning practices in
the different marine compartments and
rivers.

The Secretariat to communicate with Russia to
provide information.

Limited.*

Action
Code

RS1

RS2

Action Description

Action Taken

Development of best practice on the
disposal of old pleasure boats (i.e.
intentional disposal of the boats at the
ending of their lifetime in the sea and
on shore)

Develop best practice in relation to
inspections for MARPOL Annex V,
including harmonized management of
data. Support regional coordination of
IMO regulations in accordance with EU
requirements for those HELCOM
countries which are EU members
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No response from the leading country (however,
Finland is considering leading it and will come
back on this issue by June) or Action Development
Sheet present. Progress based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

Swedish national project on recycling of
pleasure boats by Sweboat, Båtskroten
Sverige AB and Stena Recycling AB
(PRESSURE 3‐2015, doc. 5‐7).

•

Finland informed (e‐mail 18.4.2017) that
planning of the action is in process and
Finland will provide more information later.

•

German Federal Environment Agency
commissioned a study project on the issue at
stake in the second half of 2015. A detailed
questionnaire was designed and sent out to
both OSPAR and HELCOM via the
Secretariats as well as the North Sea
Network of Investigators and Prosecutors’
Heads of Delegation (NSN), covering the
topics treated by the study that are difficult
to research from abroad or desktop-based:
Number of controls, level of fines, structure
of prosecuting and control authorities etc.
Responses were received from 11 OSPAR
and HELCOM members, namely Finland,
Germany, Sweden, Denmark, Ireland,

Planned Action and timeline

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

Best practice developed by 2018.

•

Comments that are delivered by
Contributing Countries will be taken into
account on the report on penalties.

•

An expert workshop is foreseen for the
second half of 2017 involving relevant
sectors.

Best practice developed in cooperation with Paris
MoU by 2017/18.

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Limited.*

Moderate.

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Norway, The Netherlands, UK, Latvia,
Lithuania and Estonia.
•

RS3

RS4

Further work on implementation and
harmonization of the no‐special‐fee
system in ports of the Baltic Sea
countries, addressing: * gaps in
existing regulations, * enforcement
and practices concerning shipping, *
port reception facilities auditing to
assess adequacy of garbage collection,
* fair waste burden sharing between
ports.

Implementation of the ISO standard
(ISO 201070:2013) in relation to port
reception facilities. Differentiate
according to the size of the port.
Promote the development of regional
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A supporting report ‘Analysis of penalties
and fines issued by OSPAR and HELCOM
Contracting Parties for waste disposal
offences at sea’ has been delivered to the
last HELCOM RAP ML workshop and also to
OSPAR EIHA 2017

No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. Progress
based on information available from the followup table of the implementation of the HELCOM
RAP MP -(approved by PRESSURE 6-2017)
Germany is contributing to this action, however
since there is no lead to this action no
contribution has been made so far.
•

The EU has finalised a study on measures to
reduce litter under MSFD, its first part
relevant for this action (e‐mail
communication after PRESSURE 4‐2016).

No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP -May
2016:

Moderate.*

Evaluate the implementation of HELCOM
Recommendation (28E‐10), starting 2016.

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):

Limited.*

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

statistics on waste collected in ports
based on existing information as far as
possible.

Planned Action and timeline

•

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Assess how many ports are operating
according to ISO standards and to propose
action as appropriate by 2017.

To be addressed by MARITIME.

RS5

RS6

Promote and disseminate best practice
in relation to all relevant aspects of
waste management within the fishing
sector (including e.g. waste
management on board, waste
management at harbours and
operational losses/net cuttings).

Through a multinational project, such
as the MARELITT Baltic project,
together with the fishing industry and
other stakeholders, develop and
promote best practice in relation to
ALDFG and derelict fishing gear and
their removal.
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Sweden is prioritising the work within OSPAR
action 36, in order to make use of the OSPAR
work and draw upon experiences to feed it into a
HELCOM setting.
Germany is contributing to this action and is
aware of ongoing related activities within the
implementation process of the OSPAR RAP ML.
This includes the application of Green Deals with
the fishing sector, a concept Germany tries to
follow up on now via a round table on marine
litter with relevant stakeholders.
All existing methodologies of DFG search and
retrieval in different countries of the Baltic Sea
Region have been compared. To carry this out a
group of experts in scope of Marelitt Baltic
project from different thematic fields was
established. The group is currently working on a
Baltic map of DFG host areas. The map will show
data on fishing effort in EE, DE, PL and SE divided
into fishing gear type (trawls/gillnets) as well as
the data collected via surveys among fishermen
lead in 4 countries about the possible DFG
locations.

By 2018, based on the OSPAR outcome, select
best practices to be disseminated in the Baltic
Sea.
One Swedish and one OSPAR reports on best
practices for waste management within the
fishing sector to be ready during 2017 which
could then be considered regarding the
applicability in the Baltic Sea (PRESSURE 3‐2015).
The MARELITT Baltic project will most likely
come up with results that are relevant for this
action.
After the DFG host areas map is compiled within
Marelitt Baltic project, the plan for actions at sea
of the search and retrieval of ghost nets will be
prepared. The actions will be led in summer
period of 2017 and 2018. The results will be
formulated in the report and will form the base
for the future guidelines for fishermen, fisheries
inspectors as well as for divers regarding best
retrieval techniques.
The first results of actions and conclusions will be
in Autumn 2017, and final policy
recommendations will be in early 2019.

Limited.

Moderate

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

Additionally, there has been lead surveys in
fisheries ports in 4 countries with the aim to
obtain an overview of the existing reception
facilities, waste management and pre-conditions
for DFG treatment. Results will be ready in spring
2017.

Germany is part of the MARELITT project and
especially involved in carrying out environmental
impact assessments for retrieving operations of
ALDFG. Furthermore in the framework of
scientific diving operations Germany is compiling
information on benthic hotspots of ghost gear in
German Baltic waters and the ecological
soundness of manual retrieval operations.

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Best Practice developed, the issue is promoted
within HELCOM-EUSBSR cooperation.

RS7

RS8

Compile information and elaborate
guidelines on best practices to reduce
the input of ALDFG from commercial
and recreational fishing to the Baltic
Sea taking into account geographical
particularities; utilize UNEP RSC report
and FAO on ALDFG as a starting point
and focus on regional specifics

Identify the options to address key
waste items from the fishing and
aquaculture industry, which could
contribute to marine litter, including
deposit schemes and extended
producer responsibility.
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As described in RS6 above, these actions will lead
to creation of recommendations from the
MARELIT project for policy makers for preventing
DFG as well as the concrete guidelines for
fishermen, fisheries inspectors and divers
regarding search and environmentally-friendly
retrieval techniques taking into account local
specifics
No leading country identified for this action.
Progress based on Action Development Sheet
(‘Waste related to fishing and aquaculture’) and
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
The EU has finalised a study on measures to
reduce litter under MSFD, its second part is
relevant for this action.

As above in RS6.
Final policy recommendations from the MARELIT
project as well as the guidelines for target groups
(fishermen, fisheries inspectors, divers, public
administration) will be made in early 2019

Development plan based on the information
available from the Action Development Sheet
(‘Waste related to fishing and aquaculture’) and
follow-up table of the implementation of the
HELCOM RAP MP -(approved by PRESSURE 62017):
Late 2016 assess the use of OSPAR document and
in consultation with the Baltic Sea Advisory
Council consider and agree on the way forward
to address key waste items from the fishing and
aquaculture industries.

Moderate

Limited.*

Action
Code

RS9

RS10

Action Description

Action Taken

Investigate the use and prevalence of
dolly ropes (bunches of polyethylene
threads used to protect the cod end of
demersal trawl nets from abrasions;
synthetic fibre) in the areas of the
Baltic Sea where they are used and
consider the need to act.

Mapping of snagging sites or historic
dumping grounds and a risk
assessment for identifying where
accumulation of ghost nets pose a
threat to the environment and should
be removed.

No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

Based on the risk assessment
conducted in RS10 and identification
of accumulation areas, initiate removal
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Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

Consider the outcome of the study on the
impact of dolly ropes currently under
development by the Netherlands.

Limited.*

Baltic Sea Advisory Council is to be invited to be
involved in this activity.
No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. Progress
based on the information available from the
follow-up table of the implementation of the
HELCOM RAP MP -(approved by PRESSURE 62017):
•

•

RS11

Planned Action and timeline

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

There is a Swedish project conducted by one
municipality, Trelleborgs kommun, working
with this measure on a local scale. Marelitt
Baltic 2016‐2018 can feed knowledge into
this action; see action RS6.
Denmark is planning a small pilot project
based on knowledge gathering for the extent
of ghost nets in Danish waters, which might
contribute to this action. Report is
anticipated in summer 2017.

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

As part of the assessment to be developed
by HELCOM SUBMERGED by 2016. Mapping
by 2017. Risk assessment by 2018.

Limited*

Denmark and WWF Poland to contribute on the
identification of the hot spots.

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the

Limited*

Action
Code

Action Description

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

of ghost nets and their safe
management on land.

implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):

implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):

Marelitt Baltic 2016‐2018 can feed knowledge
into this action; see action RS6.

The aim is to increase the removal and disposal
of the nets, and that statistics are available to
confirm the increasing trend.

•

RS12

Enter into the partnership with
international and regional
organizations (e.g. KIMO, NABU,
OSPAR Commission) as well as port
authorities, to encourage
implementation of passive Fishing for
Litter schemes, to collect litter caught
in fishing nets during normal fishing
activities.
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In the scope of Marelitt Baltic project
cooperation has been established with
fisheries ports in 4 countries (EE,DE,PL,SE) in
order to get an overview of the existing
reception facilities and waste management.
The contacts were established with port
masters, municipality representatives as well
as waste managers at ports. This will form
the base for the future cooperation on
implementing Fishing for litter schemes.
Also, there has been a set of meetings with
fishermen in coastal municipalities in Poland,
presenting the marine litter environmental
problem. Around 100 fishermen participated
in these site visits.
o

Germany is widely applying the FFLscheme coordinated by
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and the
NABU. The litter generated here is
assessed not only in terms of
weight/amounts but also
composition. Data is delivered to
both RSCs pf relevance to German
marine waters (HELCOM and
OSPAR).

•

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

In the scope of Marelitt project, site visits
are planned to present guidelines regarding
DFG search and retrieval also promoting the
Fishing for Litter initiatives among fishermen
and divers.
o

Site visits will be led in 2018 and
early 2019.

•

Ongoing cooperation to encourage other
parties to establish the FFL scheme as well.

•

In OSPAR, Germany has developed
guidelines and used a joined logo (developed
by KIMO), which could be used and/or
developed/modified in HELCOM as well.

Good

Action
Code

RE1

RE2

Action Description

To prepare information sheets to assist
Contracting Parties in developing
material for education programs,
especially for professional seafarers
including fishermen, highlighting the
marine litter problem and including
codes of practice in cooperation with
relevant organisations including IMO.

HELCOM website to be updated
periodically based on the input from
Contracting Parties on marine litter
management activities.

Action Taken

Planned Action and timeline

No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

Progress
Assessment
(*indicates
researcher’s
assessment)

Limited.*

Information sheets to be prepared by 2016.

To be addressed by FISH & MARITIME

No leading country identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

Development plan based on the information
available from the follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
•

2015 initial information uploaded (simplified
BSAP follow up system).

Limited.*

The Secretariat to investigate the
implementation of this action.

RE3

Develop a communication strategy for
this Regional Action Plan linked in a
coherent way with national
initiatives/actions. This will include
linking the HELCOM website to
relevant projects and initiatives.

SCOPING STUDY

114

No leading party identified for this action or
Action Development Sheet present. No
information available from the follow-up table of
the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017).

Development plan based on the information
available from follow-up table of the
implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP (approved by PRESSURE 6-2017):
The Secretariat to investigate the
implementation of this action

Limited.*

4.2

Barriers to progress

Table 4-2 lists all the barriers experienced by the leading countries and comments from HELCOM
Observers with regard to each action, along with anticipated barriers for the future.
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Table 4-2: Experienced and Anticipated Barriers on Collective Actions of HELCOM RAP ML
Action
Code

RL1

RL2

RL3

RL4

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Prepare and agree on HELCOM guidelines on
marine litter references to be included in national
and local waste prevention and waste
management plans, inter alia, an element
highlighting the impacts of marine litter.

Provide HELCOM guidelines on best practice
routines with regard to cleaning and collection
systems to prevent litter from land entering the
aquatic environment.
Share best practice on waste management in order
to identify and address loopholes that makes
waste turn into marine litter, including the issue of
landfills, regulations and enforcement.

Improvement of stormwater management in
order to prevent litter, including microlitter, to
enter the marine environment from heavy
weather events.
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•
•

•

There are difficulties with the BLASTIC project
partners not being located at the same place.
Internal communication could be improved;
however, this is something that is being
worked on.
Since all the BLASTIC project partners have
other duties, it is difficult to get engagement
and responses when needed; however, when
partners do engage, they do so very well.

Anticipated Future Barriers
•

There is a risk that those municipalities that
are not financed by the BLASTIC project, will
decide to leave the BLASTIC project.
o This will not stop the BLASTIC
project; however, it will reduce the
input from municipalities needed to
make the guidance user-friendly.
o There are however, members in the
Steering group, which reduces the
risk.

•

Even if the loopholes can be identified and
best practises are promoted, it will be
difficult to ensure that this will lead to
significant operational changes in waste
management.
o This can only be achieved if the
according political will and a
changing attitude in the waste
sector takes place in parallel.

•

The project cannot guarantee that there will
be suggested measures for stormwater, as
this depends on the outcome from other
parts of the BLASTIC project.

Lack of leading country.

•

•

Provisions for waste management so far do
not include considerations of the seas as the
ultimate sink for plastics.
It is a significant challenge to widen the scope
and connect the marine litter with the waste
management world.

Action
Code

RL5

RL6

RL7

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Establish a dialogue and negotiate on solutions
with business and industry to (i) develop design
improvements that reduce the negative impacts of
products entering the marine environment, and (ii)
reduce overpackaging and promote wise
packaging

•

There are barriers in overcoming existing
hygiene law.

•

Sewage treatment plants have to optimize, as
such, taking new actions needs to have a
scientifically solid basis.
The actions also need to be cost effective.
There are many other unresolved issues
regarding the routes and sources of
microplastics, and they should also be
investigated, and not concentrate on sewage
treatment plants.

Anticipated Future Barriers
•

Additionally, the BLASTIC project will not deal
with microparticles, however it will gather
knowledge about microplastics and will be
provided on the BLASTIC project website www.blastic.eu.

•

The Life-cycle analyses of products and
packaging need to include marine litter as a
possible end-of-life stage.

•

The differences between countries regarding
their state of research on STTPs and MPs.
Coming to an agreement on the solution(s)
for this action between the HELCOM
contracting parties.

Establish an overview of the importance of the
different sources of primary and secondary
microplastics. Evaluate products and processes
that include both primary and secondary micro
plastics, such as fibres from clothing, assess if they
are covered or not by legislation, and act, if
appropriate, to influence the legal framework, or
identify other necessary measures.
Compilation of available techniques as well as
research and develop additional techniques in
waste water treatment plants to prevent micro
particles entering the marine environment.
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•
•

•

Action
Code
RL8

RL9

RL10

RL11

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

Assess the importance of the contribution of
upstream waste flows to the marine environment
and, if needed, identify suitable actions.
Compile information on the prevalence and
sources of expanded polystyrene (EPS) in the
marine environment, and engage with industry to
make proposals for alternative solutions (e.g. use
of other materials, establishment of deposits,
return and restoration systems, overpackaging
reduction).

Lack of leading country.

Define and implement appropriate instruments
and incentives to reduce the use of plastic bags,
including the illustration of the associated costs
and environmental impacts (e.g. establishment of
levies, deposit fees, taxes or bans on plastic bags).
[]. Support regional coordination in the Baltic Sea
of the implementation of the future revised
Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging
waste to reduce the consumption of lightweight
plastic carrier bags, for HELCOM Contracting
Parties being EU members.
Cooperate on the establishment and/or further
development of deposit refund systems for
bottles, containers and cans (e.g. glass, plastics
and aluminium) in the HELCOM Contracting Parties
in accordance with national law as appropriate.
Investigate and strive for bilateral and multilateral
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Making the decision to have a deposit refund
system isn’t easy. There are many political and
economic obstacles. In Latvia, there has been
several discussions on having a deposit system, but

HELCOM does not have the power to influence the
decisions taken regarding implementation of
deposit systems. Decisions for the future depend
on the actions of EU.

Action
Code

RL12

RL13

RL14

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

solutions between the countries for establishment
of such systems in relation to passenger ships.

the decision has been made not to implement the
deposit system.

The European Commission adopted an ambitious
Circular Economy Package, which includes revised
legislative proposals on waste. The revised
legislative proposal on waste sets clear targets for
reduction of waste and establishes an ambitious
and credible long-term path for waste
management and recycling. It promotes also reuse
and recycling of packages.

Encourage, based on existing labels such as the EU
Ecolabel and the Nordic Ecolabel, exchange with
international environmental certification schemes
for information and inclusion of the management
and prevention of marine litter in their lists of
criteria.

Lack of leading country.

HELCOM Contracting Parties to seek cooperation
with the River and River Basin Commissions, as
appropriate, in order to include impacts of litter on
the marine environment from riverine inputs,
taking into account activities in the context of the
implementation of the Water Framework Directive
(WFD) and the Bathing Water Directive, and
beyond, when applicable. This cooperation should
include the exchange of experience on best
practice to prevent litter entering into water
systems, in line with action RL8.
Address landfills or dumpsites including historic
ones which may eventually pose a risk to the
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Obtaining any new information will be very
difficult, beyond information passed within
HELCOM.

Information was provided by all HELCOM
members except Russia. The feedback received

Action
Code

RL15

RS1

RS2

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

marine environment due to factors such as coastal
erosion and vicinity to rivers.

indicated that all the landfills in the region are
under control and cannot be considered as sources
of marine litter. EU member countries follow the
rules provided by the landfill directive
1999/33/EU, which eliminate the risks to
environment. Eventually there will be no need for
a regional-wide map.

Establish an exchange platform for spreading
experiences on good cleaning practices in beaches,
including cleaning beaches actions by local
communities, riverbanks, pelagic and surface sea
areas, ports, marinas and inland waterways, in
cooperation
with
relevant
fora. Develop best practice on environmental
friendly technologies and methods for cleaning.

Lack of leading country.

Anticipated Future Barriers

Development of best practice on the disposal of
old pleasure boats (i.e. intentional disposal of the
boats at the ending of their lifetime in the sea and
on shore)
Develop best practice in relation to inspections for
MARPOL Annex V, including harmonized
management of data. Support regional
coordination of IMO regulations in accordance
with EU requirements for those HELCOM countries
which are EU members
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•

HELCOM can only make recommendations,
the responsibilities for inspections at sea lie
with the transport sector.

•

•

This action will require a lot of dialogue with
the shipping sector to ensure that
environmental needs get a stronger weight in
comparison to cost-efficiency considerations.
Marine protection expertise so far is
underrepresented in relevant groups such as
the PRF/ESSF-subgroup.

Action
Code

RS3

RS4

RS5

RS6

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Anticipated Future Barriers

Further
work
on
implementation
and
harmonization of the no‐special‐fee system in
ports of the Baltic Sea countries, addressing: * gaps
in existing regulations, * enforcement and
practices concerning shipping, * port reception
facilities auditing to assess adequacy of garbage
collection, * fair waste burden sharing between
ports.
Implementation of the ISO standard (ISO
201070:2013) in relation to port reception
facilities. Differentiate according to the size of the
port. Promote the development of regional
statistics on waste collected in ports based on
existing information as far as possible.
Promote and disseminate best practice in relation
to all relevant aspects of waste management
within the fishing sector (including e.g. waste
management on board, waste management at
harbours and operational losses/net cuttings).
Through a multinational project, such as the
MARELITT Baltic project, together with the fishing
industry and other stakeholders, develop and
promote best practice in relation to ALDFG and
derelict fishing gear and their removal.
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Lack of leading country.

•
•

Limited resources (time and money).
Difficulties engaging the right and relevant
people.

•

There are big differences in countries'
specifics i.e. different fisheries type and
practices.
It has therefore been extremely difficult to
establish only one joint methodology for DFG
search and retrieval.
o However, this challenge was faced
by a team including specialists from

•

To come to an agreement on the solution(s) for
this action between the HELCOM contracting
parties.

The potential lack of political will to include
Marelitt Baltic recommendations into EU and
national legislation. In order to address it Marelitt
Baltic partners have planned a set of outreach
activities including the participation of the highlevel policy makers, as well as a wide target groups
approach.

Action
Code

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

o

RS7

RS8

RS9

RS10

all 4 countries (fishermen, divers,
inspectors) in an elaboration of
different methodologies adjusted to
each country specific.
Actions at sea 2017-2018 will show if
this approach was effective, in the
frame of MARELITT.

Compile information and elaborate guidelines on
best practices to reduce the input of ALDFG from
commercial and recreational fishing to the Baltic
account
geographical
Sea
taking
into
particularities; utilize UNEP RSC report and FAO on
ALDFG as a starting point and focus on regional
specifics

Same as above for RS6.

Identify the options to address key waste items
from the fishing and aquaculture industry, which
could contribute to marine litter, including deposit
schemes and extended producer responsibility.

Lack of leading country.

Investigate the use and prevalence of dolly ropes
(bunches of polyethylene threads used to protect
the cod end of demersal trawl nets from abrasions;
synthetic fibre) in the areas of the Baltic Sea where
they are used and consider the need to act.

Lack of leading country.

Mapping of snagging sites or historic dumping
grounds and a risk assessment for identifying
where accumulation of ghost nets pose a threat to
the environment and should be removed.

Lack of leading country.
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Anticipated Future Barriers

Same as above for RS6.

Action
Code
RS11

RS12

RE1

RE2

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Based on the risk assessment conducted in RS10
and identification of accumulation areas, initiate
removal of ghost nets and their safe management
on land.

Lack of leading country.

Enter into the partnership with international and
regional organizations (e.g. KIMO, NABU, OSPAR
Commission) as well as port authorities, to
encourage implementation of passive Fishing for
Litter schemes, to collect litter caught in fishing
nets during normal fishing activities.

None so far.

To prepare information sheets to assist
Contracting Parties in developing material for
education programs, especially for professional
seafarers including fishermen, highlighting the
marine litter problem and including codes of
practice
in
cooperation
with
relevant
organisations including IMO.

Lack of leading country.

HELCOM website to be updated periodically based
on the input from Contracting Parties on marine
litter management activities.

Lack of leading country.
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Anticipated Future Barriers

•

•

One possible challenge is the lack of initiative
from the fishermen’s side. They can be
encouraged, but this will not ensure that they
will take up recommendations and
guidelines.
Weighting fished litter should be mandatory
to have a basis for assessment. Provisions for
harbours to accept litter generated by FFLactivities should become mandatory in order
not to create any hindrances if bigger
amounts are landed (to be addressed by the
PRF/ESSF-Subgroup).

Action
Code

RE3

Action Description

Barriers Experienced

Develop a communication strategy for this
Regional Action Plan linked in a coherent way with
national initiatives/actions. This will include linking
the HELCOM website to relevant projects and
initiatives.

Lack of leading country.
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Anticipated Future Barriers

4.3

Contributions to and from other processes

In the following sections, each wider process has been assessed for current progress in more
detail. The links between the process and RAP ML collective actions have then been elaborated in
terms of how one can contribute to the other or vice versa. This has taken into account the
achievements to date and future plans for each collective action and the current status and future
plans for the wider processes. The most promising actions in terms of feasibility or impact have
been highlighted in bold throughout. The dates for the next major events for the different
processes are summarised in Section 5.0.
4.3.1

Global Processes

4.3.1.1

G7 Marine Litter Action Plan

The OSPAR action plan was used as a source document for the G7 action plan, therefore many
OSPAR actions, and in turn, HELCOM actions, are closely aligned with specific actions from the G7
action plan. 51 . In 2015 three workshops were organised to develop the 15 G7 actions into 65
measures; five were selected as a starting point: 52
•
•
•
•
•

Share best practice with regard to waste management – and extend to G20 and APEC 53
Sustainable financing/financing strategies (in co-operation with International Financial
Institutions)
Integrated projects
IMP workshop addressing sea-based sources (NB - the G7 actions in this regard are on
PRFs and key waste items from fishing)
Marine litter monitoring workshop

Japan had the presidency of the G7 in 2016 and organised two workshops on marine litter
monitoring, "Standardisation and Harmonisation of Marine Litter Monitoring", including
monitoring of microplastics. It was attended by TGML members representing different G7
countries, who contributed to the outcome.
Italy has prioritised marine litter under its 2017 presidency and conducted a workshop on marine
litter 20-21st April, 2017. 54
One of the G7 ‘overarching principles’ is:
“The G7 countries “Recognize that, where available, the use of existing platforms and tools for
cooperation will reduce duplication and take advantage of progress made (e.g. the Global
Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-based Activities

51

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/g7_abschluss_annex_eng_en.pdf

52

https://circabc.europa.eu/webdav/CircaBC/env/Marine%20Strategy/Library/MSCG/WG-GES/TechnicalGroups/TGLitter/Meetings/10th%20meeting%20of%20the%20MSFD%20Technical%20Group%20on%20Marine%20Litter%20(TG%2
0ML)%2067%20April%202016,%20Palermo%20(Italy)/MSFD%20TG%20Marine%20Litter%20meeting%20minutes%20Palermo.pdf

53

APEC – Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation Countries – 21 Countries.

54

http://www.minambiente.it/pagina/g7-workshop-marine-litter
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(GPA) , the Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) and the Regional Seas Conventions
and Action Plans) and therefore support their use.”
The background document 55 identified 6 focal areas where the regional seas action plans and the
G7 actions converge, as well as individual links between G7 and RAP ML actions. The outcome
document 56 stressed the need to align goals and priorities, covering a wide range of actions going
forward. The question of how G7 countries could support the activities of the regional seas
programmes (“mainstreaming”) as a way of furthering G7 actions was not addressed in the
outcome document.
Italy stated that its activities related to the implementation of G7 actions would be carried out via
the UNEP-MAP (Mediterranean Action Plan) RAP ML, which it is supporting via a bilateral
agreement and €4.2m of funding. 57 The marine litter aspect of the work will be focussed on FFL
and PRFs; implementation of MARPOL Annex V and identifying marine litter hotspots.There is also
an upcoming meeting – June 2017 – of the G7 environment ministers.

55

http://www.minambiente.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/sviluppo_sostenibile/Background_Document_ML_FINAL.pdf

56

http://www.minambiente.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/sviluppo_sostenibile/g7_ml_the_way_forward.pdf

57

http://www.minambiente.it/sites/default/files/archivio/allegati/sviluppo_sostenibile/g7_ml_presentation_Italy.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
None at present
Contribution to wider process
HELCOM could involve Italy or other non-convention G7 countries in its
future workshop for Action RS2 on enforcement (second half of 2017)

Sea-Based –
Shipping Waste: RS2,
RS3, RS4
Fishing Waste: RS8, RS6

SCOPING STUDY

If the report produced for Action RS2 has helped identified best practice
for ship inspection and its reporting, this could contribute to the G7 action
to maximise delivery of waste to PRFs – the report could be shared.
None for actions RS3, RS4, not progressed. RS8 – not progressed, waiting
on OSPAR output.

128

Contribution from wider process
Italy could share its experiences with its national ban of lightweight plastic
bags entering to force in 2012 for RL10. Other non-convention G7
countries could also contribute relevant experiences.
All Italy’s other work on land-based sources is under the remit of its
general waste and resources management programmes, therefore there
are no specific programmes targeted at land-based sources of marine
litter.
Land-Based –
Waste management: RL1,
RL2, RL3, RL11 Sewage:
RL4, RL7 Sources: RL8,
RL9
Specific items: RL5, RL10
Microplastics: RL6

Contribution to wider process
To help indicate to G7 countries how marine litter specific measures can be
integrated into wider programmes on waste management on land, the
following contributions could be made:
RL11 could contribute knowledge on DRS in those countries where it was
implemented as a best practice measure
RL3 and RL8 could contribute knowledge to be gathered (2017-2019) on
best practice on waste management and on loopholes
None for action RL2, not progressed, though RL2 and RL4 might have some
information to contribute via BLASTIC project in 2019
None for action RL7, though will have compiled report by 2018 which may
then be useful.

Contributions to wider process:
Italy could contribute knowledge on hotspot mapping to RS10. and vice
versa.
Removal –
RS10, RS11, RS12, RS15

Contributions from wider process:
HELCOM could contribute knowledge on hotspot mapping from RS10 to
Italy, as well as removal best practice from RS11

Education and Outreach –
RE1
Impacts: RL1, RL10

4.3.1.2

Action RS12 – contribute experiences supporting FFL to Italy, who is also
l
i t
thi
Area unlikely to be taken forward independently by G7 this year.

UN Sustainable Development Goal 14.1

The Sustainable Development Goal

“By 2025, prevent and significantly reduce marine pollution of all kinds, in
particular from land-based activities, including marine debris”
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gives this wider process a relevance to all HELCOM actions, and Regional Seas Programmes are
seen as a key delivery mechanism. Here a focus is put on the known concrete action of relevance
undertaken – the setting up of the online register for voluntary commitments made by
stakeholders, for the achievement of SDG 14. 58
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Education and Outreach
RE2 and RE3

Monitor the Ocean Conference Registry of Voluntary Commitments (V1.0
launched at Conference June 2017) for marine litter management activities
by HELCOM contracting parties to include on HELCOM website for Action
RE2
Contribution to wider process
RE2 – contribute contracting party actions to the Ocean Conference
Registry of Voluntary Commitments,

4.3.1.3

The Global Programme of Action (GPA) – UNEP

The GPA-Marine programme on litter is very active in co-ordinating the delivery of UNEA’s
resolutions on marine litter (1/6 and 2/11); their present contributions of relevance to HELCOM
collective actions are dispensed via other entities and initiatives that they have created or are
helping to co-ordinate; such as organising the SDG Ocean Conference, commissioning reports into,
inter alia, microplastics (GESAMP WG40, co-sponsored by IOC-UNESCO), co-ordinating the GPML,
launching the CleanSeas campaign, and in 2018, organising the 6th International Marine Debris
Conference. Therefore contributions have been assessed under those specific headings where
further assessment has been deemed useful.
They do also help produce regional, national and municipal marine litter action plans worldwide.
This may be of relevance to HELCOM action RL1, which needs to draft content on marine litter to
include in waste management plans.
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Land-based
RL1

Could help to provide useful content on marine litter for national waste
management plans in the region (Action RL1).
Contribution to wider process
None at present.

58

https://oceanconference.un.org/commitments
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4.3.1.4

Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) – UNEP

The Global Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) – UNEP seeks to protect human health and the
global environment by the reduction and management of marine litter as its main goal, through
several specific objectives. The main path for doing this is by promoting and implementing the
Honolulu Strategy. As covered under ‘Global Processes’, the Regional Seas Programmes and RAP
MLs are viewed as key delivery mechanisms of the Honolulu Strategy; and are therefore more in
the position to contribute to the GPML than vice versa on this point.
However, GPML has a direct link to HELCOM actions RE2 and RE3 through the Marine Litter
Network, an online information portal created by GPML to:
•
•
•
•
•

Monitor progress on implementing the Honolulu Strategy
Allow parties to sign up to the Honolulu Commitment
Act as a knowledge hub for sharing information, lessons learned, and tools.
Facilitate networking
Enhance co-ordination

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Education and Outreach

Monitor the Marine Litter Network database for marine litter management
activities by HELCOM contracting parties to include on HELCOM website
for Action RE2

RE2 and RE3

Contribution to wider process
RE2 – contribute contracting party actions to the MLN database
RE3 – report this online as part of communication strategy

4.3.1.5

IMO – MARPOL Annex V

The IMO developed a training package on MARPOL Annex V and port reception facilities as part of
its membership of the GPML; this is related to RAP ML actions on shipping and fishing waste and
port reception facilities; however HELCOM actions are more specific to the European context, and
to ISO standards where referenced; while the IMO’s materials are likely to be more generic. This
limits the contribution that HELCOM actions can make to those of the IMO.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
IMO training materials could facilitate regional coordination of IMO
regulations for Action RS2.

Sea-based
Shipping Waste: RS2,
RS3, RS4, Fishing Waste:
RS5

IMO training materials could be used to help promote compliant waste
management of fishing industry waste for Action RS5.
Contribution to wider process.
Other actions not as relevant because specific to European context.

4.3.1.6

The London Convention and Protocol

In 2014, the Scientific Groups of the LC/LP, having been informed of ongoing efforts under the
GPML, agreed to perform an initial review of marine litter in relation to the various waste streams
under LC/LP, in particular dredged material and sewage sludge, and as such is relevant to HELCOM
land based actions on sewage. As a first step, the Secretariat commissioned a study on the topic,
which was submitted to the Scientific Groups for review.
Following this, the governing bodies welcomed the report, titled, "Review of marine litter in
relation to the various waste streams under the London Convention and Protocol" and instructed
the Secretariat to publish the report as soon as possible following inclusion of any further
comments and corrections suggested by Parties, as well as a final editorial review, and to forward
the final report to the Scientific Groups. The report has now been published. 59
The governing bodies, in 2015, requested the Scientific Groups to formulate advice to the
governing bodies concerning the conclusions and recommendations in the report, in particular
with a view to initiating a policy decision on the continuation of sewage sludge as an acceptable
waste stream under the instruments. In 2016, the Convention issued a recommendation to
encourage action to combat marine litter. 60 It states that
“The Contracting Parties to the London Protocol and the London Convention express concern
around the issue of plastic litter and microplastics in the marine environment; and encourage
Member States to make every effort to combat marine litter, including through the identification
and control of marine litter at source and to encourage monitoring, additional study and
knowledge-sharing on this issue.

59

http://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Environment/LCLP/newandemergingissues/Documents/Marine%20litter%20review%20for%20pu
blication%20April%202016_final_ebook_version.pdf
60
http://www.iadc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/LC-38-16-Draft-Report-of-the-Thirty-Eighth-LondonConventionSecretariat-1.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Assess whether LC/LP report has any useful new information to
contribute to Action RL7 report on sewage sludge (due 2018)

Land based
RL7

Contribution to wider process

Sea-based

None for action RL7 as not progressed. But when report issued (expected
2018), could input report being developed on plastics reduction in sewage
to policy decision on whether LC/LP should continue to allow sewage
sludge to be an acceptable waste stream to dump at sea.

RS1

RS1 – eventual output (planned 2018) could help inform alternatives to
loophole allowing dumping vessels and vehicles at sea for use as artificial
reefs, although do not know any plans for revision.

4.3.1.7

IOC-UNESCO

In 2009, IOC-UNESCO published guidelines on marine litter monitoring 61 that synthesised all the
established monitoring methods and their category lists. It established a Dewey decimal type
coding system that would allow the tallying of data collected by any method with another. It had
77 main item type categories however, which is not as many as for example the TGML guidelines;
so some categories were merged, although the decimal system is flexible and allows custom
expansion. Monitoring is not generally covered by HELCOM list of collective actions in the RAP ML,
although determining sources and pathways and impacts is, for select item types; but this is not
limited by the category lists of currently developed monitoring methods, so there is no need for
input from these particular guidelines in that regards.
With respect to the work of Working Group 40, which we address here because IOC-UNESCO is a
sponsor, two microplastics reports 62 have been produced in recent years (2015 and 2016) to
satisfy particular calls derived from the two UNEA marine debris resolutions for research into
microplastics. These are of relevance to the HELCOM actions on microplastics.

UNEP (2009) UNEP/IOC Guidelines on Survey and Monitoring of Marine Litter, 2009,
http://www.unep.org/regionalseas/marinelitter/publications/docs/Marine_Litter_Survey_and_Monitoring_Guidelines.pdf

61

http://www.gesamp.org/publications/publicationdisplaypages/reports-and-studies-no.-90;
http://www.gesamp.org/data/gesamp/files/file_element/0c50c023936f7ffd16506be330b43c56/rs93e.pdf

62
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Check GESAMP WG40 reports for useful input to Actions RL4, RL6 and RL7
-

Land based
Microplastics: RL4, RL6,
RL7

information relevant to RL4 (methods for reducing discharges of
microplastics into the environment from sewage/drainage)
input to action RL6 – for information on input and potential
measures to tackle microplastics
information relevant to RL7 on techniques for removing
microplastics in WWT

-

Contribution to wider process
None

4.3.1.8

FAO

The FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations) Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries is a guidance document that establishes this key message:
“The right to fish carries with it the obligation to do so in a responsible manner so as to
ensure effective conservation and management of the living aquatic resources.”
Article 8.7 of the Code (Protection of the aquatic environment) provides detail on the
requirements with regards to the management and disposal of garbage at sea:

“Article 8.7.1: States should introduce and enforce laws and regulations based on
the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as
modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto (MARPOL 73/78).
Article 8.7.2: Owners, charterers and managers of fishing vessels should ensure
that their vessels are fitted with appropriate equipment as required by MARPOL
73/78 and should consider fitting a shipboard compactor or incinerator to
relevant classes of vessels in order to treat garbage and other shipboard wastes
generated during the vessel's normal service.
Article 8.7.3: Owners, charterers and managers of fishing vessels should minimize
the taking aboard of potential garbage through proper provisioning practices.
Article 8.7.4: The crew of fishing vessels should be conversant with proper
shipboard procedures in order to ensure discharges do not exceed the levels set by
MARPOL 73/78. Such procedures should, as a minimum, include the disposal of
oily waste and the handling and storage of shipboard garbage.” 63
Article 7.2 (Fisheries Management Objectives) states that measures taken should provide that,
inter alia:

63

FAO (1995) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, 1995
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“7.2.2 g) pollution, waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear, catch of
non- target species, both fish and non-fish species, and impacts on associated or
dependent species are minimized, through measures including, to the extent
practicable, the development and use of selective, environmentally safe and costeffective fishing gear and techniques.”
Article 7.6 (Fisheries Management Measures) states that:

“Article 7.6.9: States should take appropriate measures to minimize waste,
discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear”
Article 8.4 (Fishing operations) states that:

“Article 8.4.6: States should cooperate to develop and apply technologies,
materials and operational methods that minimize the loss of fishing gear and the
ghost fishing effects of lost or abandoned fishing gear”
The guidance was adopted in 1995; in 2008 a report by WWF stated that compliance was however
very poor. 64
The FAO code provides a tool for promoting good management of ship generated waste, including
old fishing gear which does fall under MARPOL Annex V. As such it could be included RS5 and RS8’s
review and dissemination of options to address waste items from the fishing industry; galley waste
also, arguably, produces key waste items;. It is to be noted that in the Articles of the code quoted,
the actors referred to are often the state, rather than individuals.
FAO also published two prominent reports (2009 and 2016) on abandoned, lost or otherwise
discarded fishing gear (ALDFG) from marine gillnet and trammel net fisheries. 65,66 The 2016 study
describes methods to estimate ghost fishing mortality rates and levels, and synthesizes estimates
of loss rates, density, duration of fishing efficiency and ghost fishing mortality rates. It also assesses
related measures of regional bodies and arrangements for monitoring and managing ALDFG and
ghost fishing. Information for the study was obtained through a review of published and grey
literature, and consultations with relevant intergovernmental organisations.
The Committee on Fisheries (COFI) is at present working on the finalization of guidelines on the
application of a system for the marking of fishing gear, which are in technical consultation. 67,68
Marking fishing gear allows identification of ownership; this facilitates management of ADFLG by
deterring abandonment, encouraging retrieval, and enabling monitoring and enforcement.
The responsible fisheries Code (8.2 – Flag State Duties) states that:

WWF (2008) Safe Conduct? Twelve years fishing under the UN Code, accessed 27 November 2013,
http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/un_code.pdf

64

65

UNEP, and FAO (2009) Abandoned, Lost or Otherwise Discarded Fishing Gear, 2009

66

http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5051e.pdf

67

ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/DOCUMENT/ec-marking/Inf1.pdf, http://www.fao.org/3/a-mq771e.pdf

68

http://www.fao.org/3/a-mr484e.pdf

SCOPING STUDY

135

“8.2.4 Fishing gear should be marked in accordance with national legislation in order that the
owner of the gear can be identifies. Gear marking requirements should take into account
uniform and internationally recognizable gear marking systems”
Although advocated or mandated in several fora and processes, globally, gear marking is not at
present generally mandated by countries. In the EU, EU Regulation (EC) No 356/2005 is not
applicable to much inshore fishing activity and provides more coverage of activities and gear used
outside territorial water; national transposition reflects this.The FAO Regional Fisheries
Management Organisation (RFMO) that overlaps the geographical region covered by OSPAR (the
NEAFC – North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission) collaborates with OSPAR through a MoU and
a Collective Arrangement for specific areas in the high seas. They have been supporting the
identification of hotspots for ADFLG by circulating questionnaires amongst their members. 69 They
could have a role in commnunications between the fishing sector and HELCOM to help deliver a
number of different actions.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
FAO 2016 report could contribute information to Action RS5 and RS7 on
assessing related measures taken in different regions for monitoring and
managing ALDFG and ghost fishing;

Sea based
RS5, RS6, RS7, RS8, RS9,
RS10, RS11, RS12

FAO 2016 report might have contributed to RS10 and RS6 but these are
well advanced in terms of review and producing own best practice
guidelines respectively, for ADFLG monitoring and removal and there may
not be much to add.
The FAO code could be included in Action RS5 and RS8 review and
dissemination of options to address waste items from the fishing industry.
The forthcoming guidelines on gear marking should be included in RS5, RS6
and RS7 as best practice on prevention and management of ADFLG.
RFMOs to support communications between fishing sector and HECLOM,
useful for Actions RS5, RS6, RS7, RS8, RS9, RS10, RS11 and RS12

Contribution to wider process
None at present but information collected for Actions RS5 RS6 RS7 and

69

ICGML 13 – 6th Nov 2015 - https://www.ospar.org/documents?v=34255
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4.3.1.9

Convention on Migratory Species (CMS)

The CMS has issued two resolutions on marine debris. The latest, 11.30, covered
recommendations with respect to commercial marine vessel best practice and public awareness
and education campaigns regarding the management of marine debris. 70 A series of reports,
mandated by Resolution 10.4, provided background research for Resolution 11.30. 71
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Sea based

Supporting report I contains review of impacts that could support RE1.

RS3

RS3

Education and Outreach
RE1

Contribution to wider process
Monitor agenda for COP12 to see if there are areas of relevance which
could contribute to

4.3.2

European Processes

4.3.2.1

PRF Directive (2000/59/EC)

The PRF Directive is one of the key instruments to prevent marine litter from sea based sources.
The latest Evaluation of the functioning of the PRF Directive (2000/59/EC) looked at the issue of
adequacy and availability of PRF in EU ports more broadly, i.e. in relation to ship generated waste
falling under Annex I, IV and V MARPOL, the latter category also including old fishing gear.
The European Commission is currently looking into the issue of waste from fishing vessels and
their delivery to PRF in the context of an ongoing Impact Assessment for the revision of the PRF
Directive, in particular as regards the options for reducing discharges of marine litter at sea.

70

http://www.ascobans.org/sites/default/files/document/AC22_Inf_4.5.a_CMSres11.30_MarineDebris.pdf

http://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/COP11_Inf_28_Report_II_Marine_Debris_best%20practice_Eonly.pdf,
http://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/COP11_Inf_29_Report_III_Marine_Debris_public%20awareness_Eonly.pdf

71
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Concerning Actions RS2, RS3, RS4, RS5, RS7, RS8, RS12 seek to obtain any
guideline, technical recommendation on the level of implementation (per
Contracting Party) of the PRFD during its revision, prepared by DG MOVE
and stakeholders. This could be done via the (upcoming) results of the
online public consultation or directly via Anna Bobo Remijn, DG MOVE, in
the form of a cross check exercise that could feed into the:
-

Sea-based:
RS2, RS3, RS4, RS5, RS7,
RS8, RS12
Sewage: RL7

-

Expert workshop, foreseen for the second half of 2017 (RS2).
Best practice developed in cooperation with Paris MoU by
2017/18 (RS2).
Development plan, based on the information available from the
follow-up table of the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP approved by PRESSURE 6-2017 (RS3, RS4).
Baltic Sea Advisory Council that will agree on the way forward to
address key waste items from the fishing and aquaculture
industries (RS8).
best practices to be disseminated in the Baltic Sea (taking into
consideration the Swedish and OSPAR reports on best practices
for waste management within the fishing sector, ready during
2017), (RS5).

Contribution to wider process
Anna Bobo Remijn, Policy Officer at DG MOVE, European Commission
(Anna.Bobo-Remijn@ec.europa.eu), is responsible for the coordination
of the review of the PRF Directive. It is proposed to contact Ms Remijn to
further monitor and engage on the latest developments of the review of
the PRF Directive linked to the listed, on the left column, HELCOM
ti
Al
h th k i f
ti
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t

4.3.2.2

Ship Source Pollution Directive (2009/123/EC)

The Ship-source Pollution Directive creates rules that are applicable EU-wide on the imposition of
penalties in the event of discharges of oil or other polluting substances from ships sailing in its
waters.
Article 1 stipulates that ‘the purpose of this Directive is to incorporate international standards for
ship-source pollution into Community law and to ensure that persons responsible for discharges
of polluting substances are subject to adequate penalties, including criminal penalties, in order to
improve maritime safety and to enhance protection of the marine environment from pollution by
ships.’
The following table should be considered only if the 'discharge' is classified as marine litter.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
To assess the types and level of polluting discharges, and review whether
any sanctions have been imposed to HELCOM’s Contracting Parties which
could relate to marine pollution, specifically from marine litter. This could
contribute towards:
- Expert workshop, foreseen for the second half of 2017 (RS2)

Sea-based:
RS1, RS2, RS3

Development plan, based on the information available from the
follow-up table of the implementation of the HELCOM RAP MP- approved
by PRESSURE 6-2017 (RS3).
Also, HELCOM can review the study “Evaluation Study on the
Implementation of Directive 2009/123/EC on
amending Directive 2005/35/EC on ship-source pollution and on the
introduction of penalties for infringement.” (Milieu, 2011)

4.3.2.3

Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC)

The current revision of the Waste Framework Directive (WFD) demonstrates the collective efforts
to set up measures to meet the 50% recycling target of municipal solid waste by 2020, combat all
forms of littering and prohibit the abandonment, dumping or uncontrolled management of litter;
through mandatory separate waste collection at source, EPR schemes and waste prevention
programmes.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
For all land based identified Actions (RL1, RL2,RL3,RL5,RL11,RL15) it is
suggested to review the EEA report ‘Municipal waste management across
European countries’ to gather key data on best practice on waste
management, also the Member State Waste Data Quality reports on the
Commission’s website.
Assess the National Waste Management Strategies and National Waste
Prevention Plans of HELCOM’s Contracting Parties (CPs).
Based on the review of existing country reports on waste management
(EEA, EC) and the outcomes of the review of the WFD:

Land based:
RL1, RL2, RL3, RL5, RL11,

Feed into HELCOM’s development plan and Guidelines set for 2017, Nordic
Council of Ministries, the European Litter Prevention Association, and the
Baltic Sea accelerator (RL2)
Engage with industry representatives that produce packaging (i.e.
EUROPEN, Food Drink Europe, Plastics Europe, Fefco members) to ensure
they develop design improvements that reduce the negative impacts of
products entering the marine environment, and (ii) reduce overpackaging
and promote wise packaging (RL5).

Removal:
RL15,
Sea-based:
RS8

Engage with “Let’s Do it” and “European Week for Waste Reduction”
campaigns supporting coordinators and volunteers in the contracting party
countries to gather good cleaning practices in beaches, including cleaning
beaches actions by local communities, riverbanks, pelagic and surface sea
areas, ports, marinas and inland waterways.(RL15)
Contribution to wider process
Approach Julius Langendorff, Deputy Head of Unit Waste Management &
Recycling, DG Environment, European Commission and Simona Bonafe
(MEP, Main rapporteur of the CEP) for further developments of the WFD
to ensure HELCOM’s Actions are reflected in the amendments. Other key

4.3.2.4

Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC)

The current proposed amendments to the Landfill Directive stipulate a binding landfill target to
reduce landfill to maximum of 10% of municipal waste by 2030; 72 EU Council (Member states) may
negotiate a lower landfill target. Regardless of the final result, these waste management practices
will impact significantly on marine litter. There is a mechanism for improving quality of landfill and
checking reducing loss to water courses and this should be monitored closely:

72

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52015PC0594
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•

Article 2 - Inert waste definition: "The total leachability and pollutant content of the
waste and the ecotoxicity of the leachate must be insignificant, and in particular not
endanger the quality of surface water and/or groundwater;"

•

Article 12 - Control and monitoring procedures in the operational phase.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Assess whether a landfill diversion target is set in the National Waste
Management Strategies and all Contracting Parties comply with the target
set. Review of Eurostat data, EEA report ‘Municipal waste management
across European countries’ as well as Member State Waste Data Quality
reports to check for data that will help to develop best environmental
practice. Thus, provide HELCOM guidelines and share best practices that
could contribute to Actions RL2 and RL3.

Land-based:
RL2, RL3, RL14

Cross check above literature review with responses from Questionnaire
sent to all HELCOM CPs (2016) that all dumpsites are under control. Also,
contribute to regional‐wide map on landfills and dumpsites including
historic ones which may eventually pose a risk to the marine
environment (by 2020). This will contribute to Action RL14.
Contribution to wider process
As part of the revision of the Landfill Directive, assess whether Contracting
Parties have or will report specific information to HELCOM that may be
relevant and appropriate to be shared with Julius Langendorff (Deputy
Head of Unit Waste Management & Recycling, DG Environment, European
Commission and Simona Bonafe (MEP, Main rapporteur of the CEP).
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4.3.2.5

Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (PPWD) (94/62/EC))

The current revision of the Packaging Directive stipulates a common EU target for recycling 75%
of packaging waste by 2030; 73 it also requires Member States to ensure that preventive measures
are implemented by, national programmes, extended producer responsibility programmes, and to
develop packaging reuse systems for the reduction of the impact of packaging and packaging
waste on the environment. In addition, the Member States must introduce systems for the return
and/or collection of used packaging to attain a set of targets. These waste management practices
will impact significantly on marine litter.
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Gather best practice examples, guidelines for the Contracting Parties on
deposit schemes, voluntary agreements and extended producer
responsibility schemes.

Land-based:

For Action RL2: Ensure a packaging target (paper, glass, metal, plastic) is
set in the National Waste Management Strategies and all Contracting
Parties comply with the target set. Review of Eurostat data, EEA report
‘Municipal waste management across European countries’ as well as
Member State Waste Data Quality reports to check for data that will help
to develop best practice.

RL2, RL5, RL9, RL11

For Action RL5, RL9: Identify which Contracting Parties have taken
measures in order to ensure that packaging placed on the market complies
with the essential requirements of Annex II of the PPWD.

Sea-based:

Make recommendations to the Contracting Parties on voluntary
agreements with the industry on changes in product design and applying
best practices when handling EPS by 2019. (RL9)

RS5, RS8

The literature review (listed above) could contribute to Actions RS5 and
RS8.
Contribution to wider process
As part of the revision of the PPWD Directive, assess whether Contracting
Parties report specific information to HELCOM (i.e. deposit schemes,
voluntary agreements, EPR) that may be relevant and appropriate to be
shared with Julius Langendorff (Deputy Head of Unit Waste Management &
Recycling, DG Environment, European Commission and Simona Bonafe
(MEP, Main rapporteur of the CEP).
Al
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4.3.2.6

Directive on consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags
(2015/720)

The Directive on consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags is key to reduce marine litter. The
adoption of measures and instruments by all EU Member States will have a significant impact to
marine litter. It will be key that implementation is carried out effectively by all EU Member States
by 2019.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Implementation ongoing
Contribution to wider process

Land-based:

Assess which Contracting Parties have adopted the Directive and
transposed it to national legislation. Also, assess the level of
implementation in the Contracting Parties and highlight those where
further attention needs to be drawn for better implementation, in order
to contribute to Action RL10.

RL10

4.3.2.7

IPPC Directive (2008/1/EC)

The IPPC Directive (IPPCD) could be relevant to several actions of the RAP ML. It is recommended
to review which 'Best available technique’ (BAT) conclusions (BATC) or reference documents
(BREFs) could potentially have an impact on marine litter amongst the BREFs developed under the
IPPC Directive and the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED). Any ongoing work on BREFs should be
monitored via the IPPC Bureau website. 74

74

http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Under the Commission’s BREF website the following processes are selected that
could contribute to Actions RL2, RL3, RL4 and RL7. Specifically,
1. Common Waste Water and Waste Gas Treatment/ Management Systems in
the Chemical Sector
Adopted BATC (06.2016) BREF:
http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/BREF/CWW_Bref_2016_published.pdf
2. Production of Pulp, Paper and Board
BATC (09.2014) BREF:
http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/BREF/PP_revised_BREF_2015.pdf
3. Textiles Industry

Land-based:

Estimate review start: 2017: http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/

RL2, RL3, RL4, RL7

Also of relevance:
4. Production of polymers
Estimate review start: 2017 http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/pol.html deals with management of waste streams.
5. Waste treatment (doesn't cover landfill). Formal draft from review process
published 12/2016 http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/wt.html)
6. Food, drink and milk industries. Includes a section on packaging. Formal draft
from review process published 01/2017
http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/fdm.html
Contribution to wider process
Assess whether the BLASTIC project (RL4), HELCOM’s Development plan (RL2),
and compilation of available techniques in wastewater treatment (RL7) could
contribute to the Technical Working Groups (TWG) of any of the above BREFs.

4.3.2.8

EU Cosmetics Regulation (EC 1223/2009)

The EU Cosmetics Regulation is directly relevant to the collective actions in the HELCOM RAP ML.
It is estimated that up to 40 tonnes of micro-plastic beads originating from cosmetic products are
emitted annually into the Baltic Sea catchment. 75

75

http://www.su.se/polopoly_fs/1.232459.1433317204!/menu/standard/file/PBmicroplastENGwebb.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Article 17 - Traces of prohibited substances: “The non-intended presence
of a small quantity of a prohibited substance, stemming from impurities of
natural or synthetic ingredients, the manufacturing process, storage,
migration from packaging, which is technically unavoidable in good
manufacturing practice, shall be permitted provided that such presence is
in conformity with Article 3.”
Article 23 - Communication of serious undesirable effects.
Contribute into HELCOM’s Action RL6, specifically through:

Land-based:

-

RL6

-

An overview on what products and processes contribute to the
input of micro plastics to the Baltic Sea, taking into account similar
action within OSPAR.
An Assessment of existing legislation and necessary measures
identified together with relevant stakeholders.

-The set-up of a working group to compile information on national
activities.
Contribution to wider process
Eunomia finalising an assessment paper for the Commission on sources,
pathways and impacts of Microplastics which can provide HELCOM an
evidence base for this and additional industry dialogues as needed.
HELCOM waits for the publication of the European Commission Plastics

4.3.2.9

Regulation on classification, labelling and packaging of
substances and mixtures (EC 1272/2008)

This Regulation (the CLP Regulation) constitutes an obligation for manufacturers, importers and
suppliers to classify, label and package hazardous (‘classified’) substances. Under this regulation,
plastics could be regulated from a life cycle perspective and regulatory gaps be addressed in order
to limit and prevent environmental exposure and hazards of macro and microplastics.
As stipulated in the regulation by Article 1, the Directive aims to fulfil its purpose by:
“Providing an obligation for:
(iii) manufacturers, importers and downstream users to classify substances and mixtures
placed on the market;
(iv) suppliers to label and package substances and mixtures placed on the market"
Article 25 stipulates that
“Statements such as‘ non-toxic’, ‘non-harmful’, ‘non-polluting ’, ‘ecological’ or any other
statements indicating that the substance or mixture is not hazardous or any other statements that
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are inconsistent with the classification of that substance or mixture shall not appear on the label
or packaging of any substance or mixture.If plastics become classified substances, labelling and
packaging requirements could be a tool to
•
•

increase awareness amongst consumers of the contents of cosmetics, cleaning and paint
products that contain plastics
drive better supply chain management for plastic raw materials (fibres, pellets and flakes)
in transit.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
None at present

Land-based:
RL6, RL9

Contribution to wider process
Decide whether to pressure for polymers to be classified as hazardous
substances under the CLP Directive and act accordingly.

4.3.2.10

REACH Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006

The EU REACH Regulation (Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemical
substances) aims to improve the protection of human health and the environment through the
better and earlier identification of the intrinsic properties of chemical substances, like the
environmental risk they pose. Although polymers, as a generic term for plastics, are not currently
included within the remit of REACH – each substance having to be listed separately – and there
have been some calls for plastics to be regulated as hazardous substances, 76,77 the Regulation is of
relevance to marine litter. Some of its provisions with respect to permitted plastic additives
improve the prospects for plastics recycling, resource efficiency, and hence marine litter. It also
attempts to reduce the risks associated with plastic in the environment by regulating these
additives. For example, the Regulation contains specific provisions that facilitate the placing on
the market of recycled materials. However, in some cases, the use of additives in plastics may
hinder compliance within REACH if the additives are not allowed in new products.
Through the study ‘Intentionally added microplastics in products’, 78 the Commission is currently
assessing the use of microplastics in products, with particular emphasis on microbeads, which
consist of man-made conventional plastics. The study aims to carry out an environmental and
human health risk assessment, as well as gathering information for a socio-economic analysis of
76

Rochman, C.M., Browne, M.A., Halpern, B.S., et al. (2013) Policy: Classify plastic waste as hazardous, Nature, Vol.494, pp.169–171

Steensgaard, I.M., Syberg, K., Rist, S., Hartmann, N.B., Boldrin, A., and Hansen, S.F. (2017) From macro- to microplastics - Analysis
of EU regulation along the life cycle of plastic bags, Environmental Pollution, Vol.224, pp.289–299

77

78

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/amec_tors.pdf
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the impacts of any possible risk management action relating to placing on the market and use of
microplastics intentionally added in products. As part of these activities, research into the types
and quantities of microplastics used in cosmetic products in the EU, plus alternative substances or
techniques, and their risks and costs, will be identified. The assessments shall be prepared in the
format of a dossier in conformity with Annex XV restriction dossiers to REACH, which can, if a risk
to the environment or human health can be demonstrated, be used by the Commission as the
basis for regulatory action. The report is due from mid-2017.
The process for inclusion of a substance in REACH can take around two years. The process can be
initiated by any member state which has concerns about a substance. The substance is assessed
for its risk and for the socio-economic impacts of restricting it. The results of the process are
subsequently sent for public consultation before being written into a draft amendment to the
Directive by the Commission. Some national actors have felt that REACH would not provide a good
mechanism to ban microplastics used in personal care products as it does not allow for broad
terms such as plastic. It would be too easy to miss out materials or chemicals and creating a
scientific basis for all possibilities would be time consuming and expensive in the long run.
However the nature of the DG Env study implies that it feels that exploring the possibility of using
REACH is worthwhile, and a recent academic study reviews mechanisms under REACH for
regulating plastics, for which several have been proposed. 79

Steensgaard, I.M., Syberg, K., Rist, S., Hartmann, N.B., Boldrin, A., and Hansen, S.F. (2017) From macro- to microplastics - Analysis
of EU regulation along the life cycle of plastic bags, Environmental Pollution, Vol.224, pp.289–299

79
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Use the results of the DG Env study to update information collected for
Action RL6 on sources, amounts and impacts of microplastics in products
(i.e. primary) due 2017; and to contribute to assessment of existing and
necessary measures due 2018.
The results of the DG Env study will provide information on alternatives
to microplastics in products that can be used in dialogue with industry for
Action RL5

Land-based:
Microplastics:
RL6
Specific items:
RL9
Design:
RL5

Action RL9 – the results of the DG Env study could be informative about
possibilities for regulating items made of EPS; this could be used as a
motivating factor for industry to engage in dialogue about alternative
measures to reduce the impact of EPS.
Contribution to wider process
DG Env activity in this area is considered to be advancing further than
HELCOM action, whose contracting parties’ studies have already been/are
being inputted to DG Env studies; hence no contribution at present.
However HELCOM should have the information it needs to start calling for
appropriate regulatory action or alternatives by the end of 2017/2018.

4.3.2.11

Eco-Design Directive (2009/125/EC)

The Eco-design Directive, which at present relates only to products that use energy or impact on
energy consumption, aims to reduce the environmental impact caused during the manufacture,
use and disposal of a very wide range of products. The revision of the Eco-design Directive has the
potential to reduce waste and hence also marine litter.
It came into force in 2010. The Directive does not seek to create binding targets but to create a
framework for these to be achieved through implementing measures.
There are three main criteria that products must have for inclusion under the Directive:
•
•
•

A significant volume of sales (>200,000 units);
A significant environmental impact; and
A significant potential for environmental improvement.

If a product achieves these three criteria it can be considered for either the introduction of an
implementing measure as an amendment to the Directive or self-regulation, the latter usually in
the form of voluntary agreements which are expected to achieve the policy objectives more
quickly or at lesser expense than mandatory requirements. Annex VIII of the Directive sets out the
criteria for self-regulation: most notably the action must represent a large proportion of the
overall market, and it must also be publicised, monitored and reported upon on a regular basis
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with transparency being key to its success. It is also important that there are no market and
legislative drivers that may prevent this from working.
During the drafting of an implementing measure the whole life cycle of the product must be taken
into account to include the following life-cycle stages:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Raw material selection and use.
Manufacturing.
Packaging, transport, and distribution.
Installation and maintenance.
Use.
End-of-life.

An assessment of the impact on consumers and manufacturers in terms of costs and benefits
should be carried out through stakeholder engagement. There are also several criteria that must
be met by the final implementing measure. In particular:
•
•
•

There shall be no significant negative impact on the functionality of the product from the
perspective of the user.
Health, safety and the environment shall not be adversely affected; and
There shall be no significant negative impact on consumers, in particular as regards the
affordability and the life cycle cost of the product.

The Commission aims to include appropriate measures to improve the durability, reparability,
reusability, possibilities to use recycled materials, upgradability and recyclability of products in the
EU Eco-design regulations before 2020. The Commission will also evaluate for which product
groups, other than energy related, it would be possible to take better into account resource
efficiency and impact on the environment and human health before the end of 2018.
Under the Directive (article 16) the Commission is obliged to release a working plan on a periodic
basis with an indicative list of energy-related product groups which will be considered priorities
for the undertaking of preparatory studies and the eventual adoption of implementing measures.
The working plan is now in its third iteration—spanning the years 2016–2019 80—with the focus
still on energy using and energy related products. It identifies 10 priority product groups based on
the magnitude of the environmental impacts, for which preparatory studies will be undertaken for
their inclusion as new product groups.
Although the Directive currently focuses on energy there is scope to include products based on
other environmental factors. Energy has been the primary focus due to the assertion that high
energy using products should be an initial priority. It is unclear whether, under the current weight
of evidence, plastic-utilizing products, packaging or microplastics would be included in the next
working plan unless they are specifically requested to be assessed by a Member State. The fact
that the whole life cycle is considered means that the Directive is potentially much more suitable
for addressing marine litter than other legislation that focuses on one particular part of the
product life. Also, as it deals with products as a whole rather than their constituent chemicals (in
the way REACH does) it would be easier to define the parameters of a ban in a way in which all

80

http://ec.europa.eu/DocsRoom/documents/20375
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types of plastic (and possibly polymers) could be included without the need to create an
exhaustive list.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
None as yet.
Contribution to wider process
Encouraging the inclusion of elements that are of relevance to an item’s
propensity to cause marine litter in the Eco-design evaluation criteria
helps to deliver Action RL12.
Likewise, any good design practice established by the dialogue of Action
RL5 could be scaled up by getting contracting parties to request its
inclusion in an appropriate new product group.

Land based:
RL5,

RL6,

RL9,

Sea
RS7, RS8, RS9

RL12
based:

With respect to Action RL6, information gained on alternatives to primary
microplastics in products, could be used by contracting parties to support
the request for the creation of an appropriate new product group.
With respect to Action RL9, contracting parties could support requests for
the creation of appropriate new product groups to cover the items within
scope – i.e. those made of EPS; often this relates to packaging. An
alternative approach would be to request good practice in packaging as a
requirement for satisfying Eco-design criteria in any product group
(including current product groups), while the focus on energy-efficiency
related criteria is being revised and potentially broadened.
With respect to RS7, RS8 and RS9, efforts to establish what constitutes
good design for key items from the fishing industry that become waste,
including dolly rope, that reduces their potential to become marine litter,

4.3.2.12

EU Ecolabel Regulation (EC) 66/2010

The EU Ecolabel may be awarded to products and services which have a lower environmental
impact than other products in the same group, where the labelling criteria are devised using data
regarding the entire life cycle of a product (significant because this includes waste generation and
disposal rather than just use).
The EU Ecolabel on rinse-off cosmetics, such as shampoos and shower gels, already excludes
products containing microplastics. On the other hand, detergents and cleaning products are
currently under investigation in this respect.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Monitor the progress and outcome of the legislative revisions of the EU
Ecolabel Regulations for detergent and cleaning products. If successful, add
to list of existing measures for Action RL6.

Land-based:
RL6, RL12

Contribution to wider process
Towards achieving Action RL6, contracting parties to request the
exclusion of micro-beads as a criterion for Eco-label Regulations for
detergent and cleaning products.
Use outcome of action RL12 to assess other existing Eco-label product
groups for potential marine litter related inclusions, for example with
regards to design and packaging.

4.3.2.13

Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (2008/56/EC22)

The MSFD Directive is the dedicated binding legal instrument for assessing, monitoring, setting
targets and reaching good environmental status with regard to threats to the marine environment.
Descriptor 10 for ‘good environmental status’ relates directly to marine litter: "Properties and
quantities of marine litter do not cause harm to the coastal and marine environment". The
Directive calls for the development and implementation of strategies by Member States so that all
of the EU’s marine regions and sub-regions attain ‘Good Environmental Status’ (GES) by 2020.
The Technical Group on Marine Litter, (TG ML) was created under the Common Implementation
Strategy for the MSFD, to support MS in reaching GES for marine litter, and it is chaired by the JRC.
It has produced several prominent reports on marine litter from the implementation of the MSFD
for Descriptor 10, to monitoring, sources and impacts.
These are:
•
•
•
•
•

2011 - ‘Marine Litter - Technical Recommendations for the Implementation of MSFD
Requirements’ 81
2013 - ‘Guidance on Monitoring of Marine Litter in European Seas’ 82
2016 - ‘Riverine Litter Monitoring - Options and Recommendations’ 83
2016 - ‘Harm caused by Marine Litter: MSFD GES TG Marine Litter - thematic report’ 84
2017 - ‘Identifying Sources of Marine Litter’ 85

81

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/111111111/22826/2/msfd_ges_tsg_marine_li
tter_report_eur_25009_en_online_version.pdf
82

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC83985/lb-na-26113-en-n.pdf

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor10/pdf/MSFD_riverine_litter_monitoring.pdf
83

84

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC104308/lbna28317enn.pdf

85

http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC104038/lb-na-28309-en-n.pdf
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The JRC produced a summary report in 2016 on the top ten items found on EU beaches. 86 The
report states:

“Now only an initial overview can be provided, further in-depth analysis will be
done, as planned for the Marine Litter baseline development, within the MSFD
Technical Group on Marine Litter”
The TGML annual meeting, the 11th meeting, is to be held in June 2017. The 2016-18 mandate for
the group87 states the Group will be chaired by France, and co-chaired by JRC and Germany.

"The Group will continue to support Member States in implementing the MSFD
with particular focus placed on identifying and collaboratively addressing
common evidence gaps, developing and promoting common monitoring and
assessment protocols, and the sharing of best practice."
"Communication exchange platform for regional sea action plans. (…) With the
active contributions of RSCs, the TG Marine Litter can act as a platform to
exchange knowledge and experiences for these regional seas action plans and to
support their implementation across the EU. The group could also identify
measures from Regional Actions Plans that are suitable for implementation across
EU, and trigger process that enable their adoption at EU-level"
DG Environment has also commissioned several reports to support the implementation of the
MSFD:
•
•
•
•
•
•

86

Arcadis (2012) Economic assessment of policy measures for the implementation of the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive 88 with respect to marine litter, the measures
assessed are mostly regarding at-sea sources.
Arcadis (2012) Case studies on the plastic cycle and its loopholes in the four European
regional seas areas 89
BIPRO (2013) Study of the largest loopholes within the flow of packaging material, Report
for DG Environment 90
RPA (2013) Feasibility Study of Introducing Instruments to Prevent Littering, Report for
DG Environment 91
Arcadis (2014) Marine Litter Study to Support the Establishment of an Initial Quantitative
Headline Reduction Target 92
Eunomia (2016) Study to support the development of measures to combat a range of
marine litter sources 93

European Commission JRC (2016) Marine Beach Litter in Europe - Top Items

https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/5f886bd1-9b14-4d92-8ceb-ab797f18d5ab/Link%20to%20MD2016-1-3draft%20CIS%20WP%202016-18.pdf.url
87

88

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/water/pdf/report.pdf

89

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/pdf/Arcadis/Arcadis.zip

90

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/pdf/Bipro/Bipro.zip

91

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/pdf/RPA_study.zip

92

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/final_report.pdf

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor10/pdf/MSFD%20Measures%20to%20Combat%20Marine%20Litter.pdf
93
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•

•

o Cost recovery systems for Port Reception Facilities (shipping and fishing waste)
o Measures to reduce marine litter from fishing and aquaculture
o Microplastics – assessment of sources and quantities and measures
Currently underway: DG Env study on ‘Investigating options for reducing releases in the
aquatic environment of microplastics emitted by (but not intentionally added in) products’
– covering sources, pathways, and options for reducing the loss of microplastics emitted
from, but not intentionally added into products. This includes products such as textiles,
vehicle tyres, and artificial sports pitches. 94
Currently underway: DG Env study on ‘Intentionally added microplastics in products’,
[addressed in more detail under REACH Directive section] 95

The implementation of the MSFD with respect to Descriptor 10 on marine litter has implications
for every collective action, as potentially, anything could be included within the remit of different
Member State’s programmes of measures (PoMs), depending on what the outcomes of their
evaluation of the Descriptor were. Only a proportion of Member States have submitted their
PoMs. In the following table, we only summarise potential contributions to or from specific
outcomes prompted by MSFD implementation by the Commission and TGML.

94

http://www.eumicroplastics.com/

95

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/amec_tors.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Check the TGML report “Harm caused by Marine Litter” report, JRC report on top ten litter items, plus further TGML baseline development, for
contributions regarding information on sources and impacts for Actions RL1, RL3, RL5, RL8, RL10.
For Actions RL3, and RL8, the TGML reports “Identifying sources of Marine Litter” and “Marine Litter Monitoring” provide useful information for the
assessment of sources, particularly upstream sources, should further characterisation be necessary. The contracting parties can distribute these widely to
appropriate stakeholders.

Land based:
RL1, RL2,
RL5, RL6,
RL9, RL10

RL3,
RL8,

TGML, given their mandate to support MS by sharing best practice and acting as a communication exchange platform for RAP MLs, could support the
delivery of RE2 and RE3
The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions RS2 and RS3 on PRFs:
-

Microplastics:
RL6, RL7

Section 1 of the DG Env report on ‘Measures to Reduce…’ considered optimal cost recovery systems for PRFs (Also of relevance to RS12 – disposal of FFL waste)
DG Env report “Economic assessment of policy measures…”

The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions RS5, RS7, RS8 and RS9 on fishing waste:
-

Sea based:
RS2, RS3,
RS7, RS8,
RS12

RS5,
RS9,

Education
outreach:

and

RE2, RE3

Section 2 of the DG Env report on ‘Measures to Reduce…’; different measures to address key waste items are assessed and could be taken into account.
DG Env report “Economic assessment of policy measures…”

The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions RL2, RL3 and RL8 on land-based sources of waste:
-

DG Env report “Case studies on the plastic cycle and its loopholes..”
DG Env report “Study of the largest loopholes within the flow of packaging…”
DG Env report “Feasibility Study of Introducing Instruments”…
DG Env report “Economic assessment of policy measures…”
DG Env report “Marine Litter Study to support…”

The following reports should be checked for their potential contributions to Actions RL6 and RL7 on microplastics:
-

Section 3 of the DG Env report on ‘Measures to Reduce…’
The ongoing DG Env study ‘Investigating options for reducing releases ….[of unintentionally added]…microplastics’ (due mid/late 2017)
The ongoing DG Env study ‘Intentionally added microplastics’ (due mid/late 2017)

Contribution to wider process
The RAP MLs have an enormous amount to contribute to national PoMs but should beware recursive referencing; i.e. the leading party should make
contracting parties aware of the importance of making commitments to delivering the actions rather than just referencing the RAP MLs by way of
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4.3.2.14

Water Framework Directive (Directive 2000/60/EC)

The Water Framework Directive, adopted in 2000, calls for surface water bodies (including coastal
waters) to be ecologically sound by 2015 and thus contributes to the goal of the MSFD. The
Directive requires that the Member States establish river basin districts together with a river basin
management plan for each of them which are to be implemented and then reviewed every six
years. There are four distinct elements to the river basin planning cycle: characterisation and
assessment of impacts on river basin districts; environmental monitoring; the setting of
environmental objectives, and; the design and implementation of the programme of measures
needed to achieve them.
Litter is not counted as a criteria of good ecological status in the current WaterFD. If litter affects
biological criteria it would have to be addressed in the Programme of Measures. However,
Member States have no obligation to monitor or report litter quantities and only report this if they
have chosen to include litter in their Programme of Measures. If litter can be included as a criteria
of good ecological status, all actions to address land-based sources would become directly related
to this process. Below the few most directly and currently relevant actions have been selected.
The Directive is up for review in 2019; the preliminary processes have already been set in motion.
Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
None at present

All actions to address
land- based sources
RL3, RL8, RL13

Contribution to wider process
Once best practice for prevention of litter reaching aquatic pathways has
been gathered (RL3 and RL8), this knowledge could help inform
Programmes of Measures.
RL13 directly references the Water Framework Directive in that it aims to
get litter included in its scope. The leading country should look to
become involved in the WaterFD revision process upcoming (2019 and

4.3.2.15

Bathing Water Directive (2006/7/EC)

The Bathing Water Directive aims to guarantee bathing water quality, which may be threatened
by pollution. It applies to surface waters that can be used for bathing except for swimming pools
and spa pools, confined waters subject to treatment or used for therapeutic purposes and
confined waters artificially separated from surface water and groundwater.
The Directive’s stipulations of relevance to marine litter are as follows:
•

Bathing waters must be inspected visually for pollution such as tarry residues, glass,
plastic, rubber or any other waste as part of the beach profile.
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•
•

In case such pollution is identified, adequate management measures must be taken by
Member States, and bathers must be informed and protected.
All bathing waters in the EU must be at least of sufficient quality by the end of the 2015
bathing season.

The Directive therefore has a broad relevance for achieving many RAP ML actions and the RAP ML
actions are all relevant for the achievement of sufficient quality of bathing water. Every year the
Commission and the European Environment Agency publish a summary report on the quality of
bathing water, based on the information provided by Member States. Limitations include that the
Directive does not actually require monitoring of litter in bathing waters, or any targets for
reduction.

Action code

Further detail on next step

Land
based:
RL2, RL3, RL4, RL8, RL13,
RL14, RL15

Contribution from wider process

Sea
RS6, RS7, RS8
Removal:
RL15

4.3.2.16

based:

Of general relevance to many actions
Contribution to wider process
RL13 directly references the Bathing Water Directive; in that it aims to
support the sufficient inclusion of marine litter, its measurement and
management in its implementation. An action could be to assess the level
and nature of implementation in the contracting parties
If HELCOM countries that are EU Member States do not meet their quality
targets with respect to bathing waters, contributions could be made from
Actions RL3 and RL 8 on best practice to help the management of the

Fertiliser Regulation (under the Circular Economy Package)

The proposal to amend the Fertiliser Regulation sets out common rules on converting bio-waste
into raw materials that can be used to manufacture fertilising products. 96 Microplastics end up in
sludge from waste water treatment plants used as fertiliser in agriculture, which transfers them
into the soil. Regulation of physical impurities in fertiliser is a mechanism for driving their control.
Producers will have to demonstrate that their products meet those requirements, as well as limits
for organic contaminants, microbial contaminants and physical impurities before affixing the CEmark.

96

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/procedure/EN/2016_84
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Include the Fertilizer Regulation in discussions of a mechanism for driving
achievement of Action RL7; put conclusions in report (due 2018)

Land
RL7

based:
Contribution to wider process
The report to be prepared for Action RL7 may have some techniques of
relevance to the reduction of microplastics in fertilizer, and could be
distributed to stakeholders who need to meet the Directive’s
requirements.

4.3.2.17

Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC)

The Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD) concerns the collection, treatment and
discharge of urban waste water and the treatment and discharge of waste water from certain
industrial sectors. This Directive is relevant to the listed waste and sewerage related actions
because discharge of urban waste water is one of the main sources of marine litter, both macro
and micro. The Directive requires that all sewerage discharges serving populations over 10,000
inhabitants in coastal areas and 2,000 in estuarine areas, must receive secondary (biological)
treatment prior to discharge.
Two main barriers to this being used to reduce plastics entering the marine environment have
been identified:
1) Studies suggest that WWT plants cannot currently capture all of the microplastics that
enter their systems. The best estimates suggest that the capture rate could be around
90%, 97 although it may not be as high for more buoyant plastics. This is using the best
available technology with tertiary filtration. A large proportion of Europe does not have
access to this kind of treatment and those that do cannot currently guarantee that
microplastics will be filtered out. There is also high potential for any captured microplastics
to become part of sewage sludge, which is often placed on land giving the plastic
opportunity to leach into water courses.
2) The cost of upgrading all WWT facilities in Europe in order to guarantee the capture of
microplastics would be prohibitive, and though specific costs are not available (and the
technology needed to achieve this may not even be available).

These barriers make the use of ‘end of pipe’ solutions such as the Urban Waste Water Treatment
Directive difficult and costly to implement, and certainly against the ‘polluter pays’ principal
(because it moves the onus away from the supply and manufacture of macro and microplastics

Leslie, H., and et al. (2012) Verkennende studie naar lozing van microplastics door rwzi’s (Pilot study on emissions of microplastics
from wastewater treatment plants), H2O, pp.45–47,Leslie, H. (2013) Microplastic survey of the Dutch environment Novel data set of
microplastics in North Sea sediments, treated wastewater effluents and marine biota, Report for RWS Noordzee, September
2013,Magnusson, K., and Wahlberg, C. (2014) Mikroskopiska skräppartiklar i vatten från avloppsreningsverk (Microscopic particles of
debris in the water from sewage treatment), Report for IVL Svenska Miljöinstitutet, August 2014,Magnusson, K. (2014) Mikroskräp i
avloppsvatten från tre norska avloppsreningsverk (Micro Debris in wastewater from three Norwegian sewage treatment), Report for
IVL Svenska Miljöinstitutet, December 2014

97
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onto the waste water treatment (WWT) industry.) It is also not guaranteed that all microplastics
would be captured and therefore it is difficult to justify the cost of implementation.

Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Include the UWWTD in discussions of a mechanism for driving
achievement of Actions RL4 and RL7; put conclusions in report (due
2018).

Land
RL4, RL7

based:

Contribution to wider process
The report to be prepared for Action RL7 may have some techniques of
relevance to the reduction of plastic emissions from sewage and
stormwater, and could be distributed to stakeholders who need to meet
the Directive’s requirements as a way of providing support and
motivation for them to improve the standard of WWT.

4.3.3

Other European Processes

4.3.3.1

Strategy on Plastics in a Circular Economy

The Roadmap for the strategy states that the strategy is intended to address the challenges posed
by plastics throughout the value chain and taking into account their entire life-cycle, such as reuse,
recyclability, biodegradability, the presence of hazardous substances of concerns in certain plastics
and marine litter. 98
The plastics strategy is intended to support and complement these measures (WFD, PPWD etc.)
by providing a systemic perspective and creating synergies with other actions, such as on
prevention, eco-design, work on the interface between waste, chemicals and product policies,
measures to boost markets for secondary raw materials, use of economic instruments, etc.
Therefore this process plays a significant role in preventing marine litter in the environment. The
Strategy on Plastics in a Circular Economy is expected to be published in Q4 of 2017.

98

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/roadmaps/docs/plan_2016_39_plastic_strategy_en.pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process

Land-based:
RL2, RL3, RL4, RL5, RL6,
RL7, RL8, RL9, RL10, RL11,
RL12,
Sea-based:
RS7, RS8

Concerning all identified HELCOM Actions: Assess the Plastics Strategy
Roadmap, which aims to inform stakeholders about the Commission's
work in order to allow them to provide feedback and to participate
effectively in future consultation activities: http://ec.europa.eu/smartregulation/roadmaps/docs/plan_2016_39_plastic_strategy_en.pdf
Under the Framework Contract (ENV.C.2/FRA/2016/0017), contractors
have been invited to submit the following tender: “Plastics: reuse,
recycling and marine litter.” This is a contribution to the Commissions’
existing work on developing and assessing options on the reuse and
recycling of plastics, and its links to marine litter. This could contribute to
both identified land-based and sea-based actions.
Contribution to wider process
The Strategy is currently being coordinated by: Werner Bosman, DG
Environment) HELCOM to approach if this action has not yet been

4.3.3.2

Port State Control – Paris MoU

The Port State Control Directive brings Paris MoU principles into EU legislation and mandates an
inspection regime. This is directly relevant to HELCOM's action category 'enforcement of
international legislation/regulation regarding all sectors'. It is noted that the strategic plan for the
Paris MoU is for the period 2012-2017 and must be due for revision. 99

99

https://www.parismou.org/system/files/Strategic%20Plan%202012-2017%20REV%20(final).pdf
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
Links to Action RS2 which stipulates to “Develop best practice in relation to
inspections for MARPOL Annex V, including harmonized management of
data. Support regional coordination of IMO regulations in accordance with
EU requirements for those HELCOM countries which are EU members.”
Assess to which extent the Port State Control Directive, has an impact on
HELCOM’s Contracting Parties. Specifically for Action RS3.” Further work
on implementation and harmonization of the no‐special‐fee system in
ports of the Baltic Sea countries, addressing: gaps in existing regulations,
enforcement and practices concerning shipping, port reception facilities
auditing to assess adequacy of garbage collection, fair waste burden
sharing between ports.

Sea-based
RS2, RS3

Contribution to wider process
Check the progress of the strategic plan for the period 2018-2023 and
ascertain if the outcomes of action RS2 and RS3 can contribute

4.3.3.3

Green Public Procurement (COM (2008)400)

No further steps have been identified for the purpose of this study

4.3.3.4

Agenda for sustainable and competitive European Tourism (COM
(2007) 621 final)

No further steps have been identified for the purpose of this study

4.3.3.5

EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUBSR) (COM (2009)248) is an integrated framework to
identify needs and available resources by coordination of appropriate policies. Of particular
relevance here is the BLASTIC (Plastic waste pathways into the sea) project, which is a flagship
initiative of EUBSRS. The BLASTIC project aims at reducing plastic waste and thereby hazardous
substances inflow into the Baltic Sea by mapping potential litter sources in urban areas and
monitoring litter levels in the aquatic environment. Institutions from Estonia, Finland, Latvia and
Sweden are participating in the BLASTIC project; Finland and Sweden are contracting parties to
both OSPAR and HELCOM. The project runs for the period 2016-2018.
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Action code

Further detail on next step
Contribution from wider process
This project is ideally placed to contribute to Actions RL3 and RL8,
identifying loopholes where (macro)litter emission to aquatic pathways
occurs.

Land based

The outcomes would also be useful to input to Action RL13, as important
background information for dialogue with the River and River Basin
Commissions.

RL3, RL8, RL13

Contribution to wider process
Action RL8 could contribute its findings from Poland’s research on the
assessment of the importance of sewage related waste coming from the
upstream waste flow to the BLASTIC knowledge bank.

5.0

Timeline of opportunities for action

Wider Process

Timeline

G7 Marine Litter Action Plan

UN Sustainable
Goal 14.1

Development

The Global Programme of Action
(GPA) – UNEP

Global Partnership on Marine
Litter (GPML) – UNEP

Undefined timelines for action. Upcoming meetings:
June 11-12, 2017, Meeting of G7 Environment Ministers, Bologna
Ocean Conference June 5-9 2017, New York.
Collection of commitments ongoing; due to be presented at
conference.
CleanSeas campaign launched February 2017
UNEA-3 - Nairobi, 4-6 December 2017
6th IMDC March 12-16, 2018, San Diego
The development of the Marine Litter Network website is
ongoing.
The next MOOC on Marine Litter is due to start in May 2017
(running for 8 weeks).

CMS

COP12 – Manila, the Philippines 23-28 October 2017

PRF Directive (2000/59/EC)

The revised PRFD is expected by the end of 2018.

WFD (2008/98/EC)

Next European Council meeting: Week 1 (May 2017)

Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC)

Adoption of the revised WFD envisaged: December 2017

PPWD (94/62/EC)
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Directive on consumption of
lightweight plastic carrier bags
(2015/720)

REACH Regulation
1907/2006

Eco-Design
(2009/125/EC)

EU Ecolabel
66/2010

(EC)

No

Directive

Regulation

(EC)

Assess implementation in all Contracting Parties by 2019.

The Commission is currently undertaking the study ‘Intentionally
added microplastics in products’ to assess the use of microplastics
in products, with particular emphasis on microbeads, and may
provide a foundation for an amendment to REACH. This is
expected to be completed late 2017.
The EC will evaluate for which product groups, other than energy
related, it would be possible to take better into account resource
efficiency and impact on the environment and human health
before the end of 2018.
EU Ecolabel criteria for detergents and cleaning products are
currently under development, but no exact timeline is given for
finalising either criteria.

Marine Strategy Framework
Directive (MSFD) (2008/56/EC22)

11th Annual meeting of TGML expected to be held 8-9 June 2017

Water Framework Directive

Revision due 2019; preliminary work already underway

Strategy on Plastics in a Circular
Economy

The Strategy on Plastics in a Circular Economy is expected to be
published on Q4 of 2017.

UNEP-MAP

2nd Meeting of the Marine Litter Regional Plan Coordination Group
– Tunisia (tbc) 10-11 Oct 2017

6.0

OSPAR and HELCOM Synergies

A number of synergies between OSPAR and HELCOM actions have been identified. To assist in the
progress of OSPAR and HELCOM actions, these synergies provide opportunities for joined-up
action. The HELCOM RAP ML already indicates which actions it considers correspond in some way
to OSPAR RAP ML action items. In Table 4.3.3-1 below, using information from leading countries,
Action Development Sheets and Implementation Plans, further interlinkages have been
summarised, with an indication of which RAP ML may support the other, based on which is more
advanced in the implementation of related actions. As a general point, perhaps similar OSPAR and
HELCOM actions could have the same country as the leading one, to improve co-ordination and
efficiency, as long as countries common to OSPAR and HELCOM (Denmark, Finland, Germany and
Sweden) do not become overloaded.
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Table 4.3.3-1: OSPAR and HELCOM synergies – summary
OSPAR
Action
Code

Action Description

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Type of opportunity for support

RL2

Provide HELCOM guidelines on best practice
routines with regard to cleaning and collection
systems to prevent litter from land entering the
aquatic environment.

No progress has been made by
either organisation, both can work
together to take the action forward.

RL2

“”

If any of the information submitted to
OSPAR includes information on
clean-ups, could be useful for
HELCOM action

RL3

Share best practice on waste management in
order to identify and address loopholes that
makes waste turn into marine litter, including
the issue of landfills, regulations and
enforcement.

No progress has been made by
either organisation, both can work
together to take the action forward.

Land-Based

39

Highlight those waste management practices that
impact significantly on marine litter. Engage with
the industry and other authorities, at the
appropriate level, in order for them to be able to
develop best environmental practice, including
identification of circumstances on where litter
“escapes” into the marine environment and
investigating how to close loops focusing on nontoxic material cycles.

41

Exchange experience on best practice to prevent
litter entering into water systems and highlight
these to River or River basin Commissions.

39

Highlight those waste management practices that
impact significantly on marine litter. Engage with
the industry and other authorities, at the
appropriate level, in order for them to be able to
develop best environmental practice, including
identification of circumstances on where litter
“escapes” into the marine environment and
investigating how to close loops focusing on nontoxic material cycles.

40

Share best practice on waste management, e.g. on
landfill bans of high caloric wastes (esp. for plastics).
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OSPAR
Action
Code

Action Description

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Type of opportunity for support

41

Exchange experience on best practice to prevent
litter entering into water systems and highlight
these to River or River basin Commissions.

RL3

“”

Information submitted to OSPAR
could be useful for HELCOM action

RL 11

Cooperate on the establishment and/or further
development of deposit refund systems for
bottles, containers and cans (e.g. glass, plastics
and aluminium) in the HELCOM Contracting
Parties in accordance with national law as
appropriate. Investigate and strive for bilateral
and multilateral solutions between the
countries for establishment of such systems in
relation to passenger ships.

HELCOM can contribute experiences
with DRS to OSPAR reviews of best
practice

RL4

Improvement of stormwater management in
order to prevent litter, including microlitter, to
enter the marine environment from heavy
weather events.

RL7

Compilation of available techniques as well as
research and develop additional techniques in
waste water treatment plants to prevent micro
particles entering the marine environment.

RL5

Establish a dialogue and negotiate on solutions
with business and industry to (i) develop design
improvements that reduce the negative
impacts of products entering the marine
environment, and (ii) reduce over-packaging
and promote wise packaging

39, 40

41

“”

Exchange experience on best practice to prevent
litter entering into water systems and highlight
these to River or River basin Commissions.

42

Investigate and promote with appropriate
industries the use of Best Available Techniques
(BAT) and Best Environmental Practice (BEP) to
develop sustainable and cost effective solutions to
reducing and preventing sewage and storm water
related waste entering the marine environment,
including micro particles.

43

Assess relevant instruments and incentives to
reduce the use of single-use and other items, which
impact the marine environment, including the
illustration of the associated costs and
environmental impacts.
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HELCOM can use the IVL (Swedish
Environmental Research institute)
report commissioned by OSPAR on
techniques to reduce litter in waste
water and storm water. OSPAR and
HELCOM can also organise common
workshop on riverine inputs.

HELCOM can use the OSPAR
commissioned report (when finished)
on legal and economic instruments to
reduce the use of single-use items
likely to become marine litter.

OSPAR
Action
Code

51

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Explore with industry the development of design
improvements to assist in the reduction of negative
impacts of products entering the marine
environment in order to better inform industry on
alternative solutions.

RL5

Action Description

Type of opportunity for support

“”

Limited progress has been made by
both organisations, both can work
together to take the action forward.
Germany’s national round table on
Marine Litter could contribute to
discussion on overpackaging for both
conventions.
OSPAR to support HELCOM.

46

47

Evaluate all products and processes that include
primary micro plastics and act, if appropriate, to
reduce their impact on the marine environment.

Engage with all appropriate sectors (manufacturing,
retail etc.) to explore the possibility of a voluntary
agreement to phase out the use of micro plastics as
a component in personal care and cosmetic
products. Should a voluntary agreement prove not
to be sufficient, prepare a proposal for OSPAR to

RL6

RL6

Establish an overview of the importance of the
different sources of primary and secondary
microplastics. Evaluate products and processes
that include both primary and secondary micro
plastics, such as fibres from clothing, assess if
they are covered or not by legislation, and act,
if appropriate, to influence the legal
framework, or identify other necessary
measures.

“”

HELCOM can use OSPAR’s
background document on impacts,
sources and pathways, as well as the
information from the conference
potential measures to phase-out
primary micro-plastics.
Also OSPAR can benefit from
Norway’s report on measures to
reduce micro-plastics. 100
OSPAR to support HELCOM with
synthesis paper on sources, impacts
and pathways of microplastics;
HELCOM countries have much

http://www.miljodirektoratet.no/no/Publikasjoner/2016/April%E2%80%902016/Primary%E2%80%90microplastic%E2%80%90%E2%80%90pollution%E2%80%90Measures%E2%80%90and%E2%80%90reduction%
E2%80%90potentials%E2%80%90in%E2%80%90Norway/
100
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OSPAR
Action
Code

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Action Description

call on the EU to introduce appropriate measures to
achieve a 100% phasing out of micro plastics in
personal care and cosmetic products.

Type of opportunity for support
information forthcoming which could
be of use to OSPAR.

Develop joint position with respect to
ban/other measures.

41

49

RL8

Assess the importance of the contribution of
upstream waste flows to the marine
environment and, if needed, identify suitable
actions.

RL13

HELCOM Contracting Parties to seek
cooperation with the River and River Basin
Commissions, as appropriate, in order to
include impacts of litter on the marine
environment from riverine inputs, taking into
account activities in the context of the
implementation of the Water Framework
Directive (WFD) and the Bathing Water
Directive, and beyond, when applicable. This
cooperation should include the exchange of
experience on best practice to prevent litter
entering into water systems, in line with action
RL8.

RL9

Compile information on the prevalence and
sources of expanded polystyrene (EPS) in the
marine environment, and engage with industry
to make proposals for alternative solutions (e.g.
use of other materials, establishment of
deposits, return and restoration systems,
overpackaging reduction).

Exchange experience on best practice to prevent
litter entering into water systems and highlight
these to River or River basin Commissions.

Investigate the prevalence and impact of expanded
polystyrene (EPS) in the marine environment, and
engage with industry to make proposals for
alternative materials and/or how to reduce its
impacts.
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OSPAR to support HELCOM with
information gathered from OSPAR
Contracting Parties, and River and
River Basin Commission on lessons
learned and best practices.

HELCOM to use results from OSPAR
INTERREG funded project applicable to
the Baltic Sea and decide on specific
collaborative actions.

OSPAR
Action
Code

44

45

54

Action Description

Reduce the consumption of single use plastic bags
and their presence in the marine environment,
supported by the development of quantifiable (sub)
regional targets, where appropriate, and assist in
the development of relevant EU initiatives.

Encourage international environmental certification
schemes to include the management and
prevention of marine litter in their lists of criteria.

Establish an exchange platform on experiences on
good cleaning practices in beaches, riverbanks,
pelagic and surface sea areas, ports and inland
waterways. Develop best practice on environmental
friendly technologies and methods for cleaning.

Sea-based
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HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Type of opportunity for support

RL10

Define and implement appropriate instruments
and incentives to reduce the use of plastic bags,
including the illustration of the associated costs
and environmental impacts (e.g. establishment
of levies, deposit fees, taxes or bans on plastic
bags). []. Support regional coordination in the
Baltic Sea of the implementation of the future
revised Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and
packaging waste to reduce the consumption of
lightweight plastic carrier bags, for HELCOM
Contracting Parties being EU members.

France is leading OSPAR Action 44
and will be sharing its experience on
the banning of plastic bags at the
Regional Meeting on the Med
Regional Plan (10-11 Oct 2017).
HELCOM to look at the OSPAR
study for possibilities related to work
in the Baltic and decide on specific
collaborative actions where
appropriate.

RL12

Encourage, based on existing labels such as the
EU Ecolabel and the Nordic Ecolabel, exchange
with international environmental certification
schemes for information and inclusion of the
management and prevention of marine litter in
their lists of criteria.

OSPAR, which is to launch a factfinding question on certification
schemes, to support HELCOM,
which has no leading country for this
action.

RL15

Establish an exchange platform for spreading
experiences on good cleaning practices in
beaches, including cleaning beaches actions by
local communities, riverbanks, pelagic and
surface sea areas, ports, marinas and inland
waterways, in cooperation with relevant fora.
Develop best practice on environmental
friendly technologies and methods for cleaning.

No progress has been made by
either organisation, both can work
together to take the action forward.

OSPAR
Action
Code

Action Description

30

Ensure regional coordination on the
implementation of EU Directive 2000/59/EC in
relation to MARPOL Annex V ship generated waste.

32

Identify best practice in relation to inspections for
MARPOL Annex V ship generated waste, including
better management of reporting data, taking into
consideration the Paris MOU on port state control.

32

“”

33

Seek dialogue with the Paris MOU to take the risk of
illegal waste discharges into consideration for the
prioritisation of port state control inspections.

38

Analyse penalties and fines issued by Contracting
Parties for waste disposal offences at sea to
highlight the differences, trends, problem areas and
issues to relevant organisations, such as the North
Sea Network of Investigators and Prosecutors.

34

Improve implementation of the ISO standard
201070:2013 in relation to port reception facilities.

36

Through a multinational project, together with the
fishing industry and competent authorities develop
and promote best practice in relation to marine
litter. All relevant aspects (including e.g. dolly rope,
waste management on board, waste management
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HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Type of opportunity for support

RS2

Develop best practice in relation to inspections
for MARPOL Annex V, including harmonized
management of data. Support regional
coordination of IMO regulations in accordance
with EU requirements for those HELCOM
countries which are EU members.

Study commissioned by Germany
applies to both HELCOM and
OSPAR – no further opportunities for
support at present.

RS3

Further work on implementation and
harmonization of the no‐special‐fee system in
ports of the Baltic Sea countries, addressing: *
gaps in existing regulations, * enforcement and
practices concerning shipping, * port reception
facilities auditing to assess adequacy of garbage
collection, * fair waste burden sharing between
ports.

RS4

Implementation of the ISO standard (ISO
201070:2013) in relation to port reception
facilities. Differentiate according to the size of
the port. Promote the development of regional
statistics on waste collected in ports based on
existing information as far as possible.

HELCOM can use the draft
guidelines prepared by OSPAR on
implementation of ISO standards.

RS5

Promote and disseminate best practice in
relation to all relevant aspects of waste
management within the fishing sector
(including e.g. waste management on board,
waste management at harbours and
operational losses/net cuttings).

HELCOM can use the OSPAR
commissioned report on fishing
industry related marine litter
measures implemented in OSPAR
countries.

OSPAR and HELCOM will share
already existing related
materials, and consider possible
joint document and common
stakeholder workshop on nospecial fee systems.

OSPAR
Action
Code

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Action Description

at harbours and operational losses/net cuttings)
should be included.

35

Identify the options to address key waste items
from the fishing industry and aquaculture, which
could contribute to marine litter, including deposit
schemes, voluntary agreements and extended
producer responsibility.

37

Investigate the prevalence and impact of dolly rope
(synthetic fibre). Engage with competent authorities
(such as National Authorities, EU, NEAFC etc.) and
the fishing industry in order to work together to
reduce the waste generated by dolly rope on a (sub)
regional basis.

55

Develop sub regional or regional maps of hotspots
of floating litter, based on mapping of circulation of
floating masses of marine litter, and identification
of hotspots of accumulation on coastal areas and
the role of prevailing currents and winds.

56

Identify hot spot areas through mapping of
snagging sites or historic dumping grounds working
with other initiatives, research programmes and
with fishing organisations.

57

Develop a risk assessment for identifying where
accumulations of ghost nets pose a threat to the
environment and should be removed.
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Type of opportunity for support
OSPAR can make use of the
upcoming guidelines from the
MARELITT Baltic project on ADFLG
management.

RS8

Identify the options to address key waste items
from the fishing and aquaculture industry,
which could contribute to marine litter,
including deposit schemes and extended
producer responsibility.

No progress has been made by
either organisation, both can work
together to take the action forward.

RS9

Investigate the use and prevalence of dolly
ropes (bunches of polyethylene threads used to
protect the cod end of demersal trawl nets
from abrasions; synthetic fibre) in the areas of
the Baltic Sea where they are used and
consider the need to act.

HELCOM can use OSPAR’s draft
progress report Dolly Rope waste.

RS10

Mapping of snagging sites or historic dumping
grounds and a risk assessment for identifying
where accumulation of ghost nets pose a threat
to the environment and should be removed.

HELCOM can use the information
provided to OSPAR by Norway on
snagging sites and measures to
retrieve ALDFG. Also a common
approach could be established on
accumulation areas (methodology for
mapping accumulations, risk
assessment tool, etc.) in
collaboration with stakeholders (e.g.
fisheries organizations).
OSPAR can make use of the
upcoming guidelines from the

OSPAR
Action
Code

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description

Action Description

Type of opportunity for support
MARELITT Baltic project on ADFLG
management.

53

Strengthen the existing OSPAR recommendation
2010/19 on the reduction of marine litter through
implementation of fishing for litter initiatives,
including by reviewing the option that any vessel
involved in the scheme can land non-operational
waste at participating harbours in OSPAR countries.

RS12

Enter into the partnership with international
and regional organizations (e.g. KIMO, NABU,
OSPAR Commission) as well as port authorities,
to encourage implementation of passive Fishing
for Litter schemes, to collect litter caught in
fishing nets during normal fishing activities.

RE1

To prepare information sheets to assist
Contracting Parties in developing material for
education programs, especially for professional
seafarers including fishermen, highlighting the
marine litter problem and including codes of
practice in cooperation with relevant
organisations including IMO.

OSPAR can contribute its best
practice guidelines on landing FFL
waste to HELCOM, as provision for
landing FFL waste has been
identified by the leading country as a
key barrier, but has not yet
progressed their action.

Education

58

59

60

Develop marine litter assessment sheets to assist
Contracting Parties in developing material for
education programmes, including those for
professional seafarers and fishermen.

Establish a database on good practice
examples of marine litter measures and
initiatives and share this database with other
Regional Seas Conventions in order to make
action more visible to the public.
Develop a communication strategy on the Regional
Action Plan (RAP) linked in a coherent way with
national initiatives/measures. This will include
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HELCOM can also use OSPAR’s draft fact
sheet/litter assessment sheets for
developing educational materials.
Both Conventions should inventory and
share educational material available or
developed.

RE2

HELCOM website to be updated periodically
based on the input from Contracting Parties on
marine litter management activities.

OSPAR to share database, which is in
progress, with HELCOM; HELCOM can
contribute their actions progressed so
far to to the database; especially in
absence of leading party for HELCOM’s
action.

RE3

Develop a communication strategy for this
Regional Action Plan linked in a coherent way
with national initiatives/actions. This will

OSPAR can support HELCOM by
providing information on the adopted

OSPAR
Action
Code

HELCOM
Action
Code

Action Description
linking the OSPAR website to relevant projects and
initiatives.
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Action Description

Type of opportunity for support

include linking the HELCOM website to relevant
projects and initiatives.

communication plan and actions
undertaken.

7.0

Conclusions

This study has assessed progress with respect to the OSPAR and HELCOM Regional Action Plans on Marine
Litter (RAP ML), the status of wider global and European processes and how they are relevant to a) marine
litter and b) the collective RAP ML actions in particular, and highlighted ways in which the advancement of
wider processes and RAP ML actions can contribute to each other.
General observations
Global processes have much to contribute in terms of supporting legislative frameworks, providing
supporting research, knowledge sharing, and co-ordination between stakeholders. It is important for
contracting parties to make the most of these resources and to contribute to them where relevant.
Opportunities are found with greater leverage however at the EU level. In part this is because of the nature
and strength of the governance mechanism at this level; in part it is because of the increased specificity and
depth of the scope of these processes. Examples of processes that could achieve great impact are the Waste
Framework Directive, the PRF Directive, the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive and amendment to it
(like the ‘Plastic Bag’ Directive), the PRF Directive, the Water Framework Directive and the Bathing Water
Directive, if properly enforced.
There is a general issue around the lack of additionality for some of the processes that are wide in scope,
often where the intention to co-operate with existing processes (so that resources are used efficiently).
Although the aim is valid, in practice is can mean that very little or no new action is taken or support given.
For example, the G7 has not established a general mechanism for supporting Regional Seas Programmes so
that RAP ML actions can be ‘mainstreamed’ to help with implementation of the G7 goals, despite stating their
intention to use existing networks and actions as a principle means of delivering the G7 action plan. Similarly,
the MSFD (Marine Strategy Framework Directive) Programme of Measures for the reduction of marine litter
for some countries have been found to defer to the RAP ML for their region, without undertaking any further
commitment to actually deliver the actions. The impact that these processes can make depends on the extent
they are willing to commit to support delivery by financial or other means.
There are some specific examples of progress stalled or opportunities lost because of different processes
waiting on each other
For example, the G7 has chosen to act on port reception facilities as part of its action plan – however it
initially planned to dispense this action by deferring to a workshop on at-sea sources undertaken in the
context of the IMP (EU integrated maritime policy); now it is looking to assess how the Regional Seas
Programmes can help deliver this goal, in accordance with one of the overarching principles of the G7 Action
plan - to use existing platforms and tools. OSPAR also has an action to input into the revision process of the
PRF Directive – however it is waiting on the outcome of the revision process within the forum of the ESSF.
The current holder of the G7 presidency, Italy, has also cited that they are waiting on the outcome of the
revision process. Closer involvement would allow more influence on implementation and revision of the
Directive and its provisions.
This study itself can be used to help achieve a RAP ML action (OSPAR Action 60 and HELCOM Action RE3) –
to help communicate links with other initiatives; either in terms of the report itself or the mapping process
undertaken within it.
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Generally speaking, OSPAR has made progress on a larger number of its collective actions than HELCOM, with
especially strong contributions to make on collating best practice in waste management, sewage treatment,
and databasing good practice on marine litter. This means that in terms of what contributions the RSPs can
make to the delivery of each other’s action plans, it is more likely that OSPAR is in the position to make a
contribution. However, HELCOM has made very good progress on some actions (for example, on mapping
abandoned, lost or otherwise discarded fishing gear (ALDFG)), and can certainly provide input to several
OSPAR collective actions. Each Convention’s contracting parties have valuable experience to share between
them in terms of plastic bag bans and deposit return systems. They have both conducted a considerable
amount of work on port reception facilities and microplastics. In general terms, the Conventions can support
each other by sharing information and developing joint positions on actions.
With respect to barriers to progress, the most commonly cited issue for both Conventions was lack of
financial resources; as well as lack of time. Both Conventions cited issues with difficulty engaging the right
stakeholders or getting the stakeholders to engage with each other, lack of political will, lack of liability for
certain responsibilities amongst most relevant stakeholders, and lack of technical or practical solutions to
certain issues.
For OSPAR collective actions, there were also issues around differing approaches between contracting parties
and resistance to guidelines and regulation – specifically with regards to PRFs and enforcement of the PRF
Directive.
For the HELCOM collective actions, the lack of lead countries for some actions and lack of clarity about the
identity of the lead contact made attempts to get updates more difficult, which is something that could be
resolved and is likely to be hindering delivery of actions. If it would be possible to share responsibility for
similar actions between the countries that OSPAR and HELCOM have in common, to the extent possible and
the extent fair – this could provide some efficiency savings. Additionally, some legislative barriers were cited
as having been hindering progress – for example, with regards to packaging design and use.
Conclusion
There are many opportunities for RAP ML collective actions to benefit from wider processes and, also, to
make a wider impact and contribute to other initiatives and legislative processes. There are also many
opportunities to take advantage of progress in the RAP ML collective actions of the neighbouring regional
sea area. Each action plan has areas in which they are more advanced, and there are contributions to be
made both ways.
These opportunities should be proactively pursued in order to make the most efficient and effective use of
the time and resources available to those implementing the RAP ML collective actions.
Care should be taken, especially with regard to wider processes, not to wait indefinitely on the outcome of
these other processes however. To avoid stalling action or missing opportunities to have useful input,
opportunities to have influence should be taken up as a priority.
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