
Title 
Mandatory use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices and closures of static net fisheries in MPAs and areas of 
high bycatch risk, to minimize bycatch of the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) 
Submitted by: 
CCB (observer) 

Description of measure 
To minimise and where possibly eliminate harbour porpoise bycatch in the entire range of the Baltic Sea 
harbour porpoise population, contracting parties should agree on mandatory use of Acoustic Deterrent 
Devices (ADDs) in all static net (trammelnets, gillnets and semi-driftnets) fisheries, or correspondingly 
effective mitigation measures such as closures or alternative gear, in the following area: 

During May–October between the southwestern management border, proposed by Carlén et al. (2018) (a 
line drawn between the island of Hanö, Sweden, and Jarosławiec near Słupsk, Poland) and a line drawn 
between 60.5°N at the Swedish coast and 61°N at the Finnish coast; and during November–April between 
a line drawn along east of longitude 13°E between the Swedish and German coasts, and a line drawn 
between 60.5°N at the Swedish coast and 61°N at the Finnish coast.  

In Natura 2000 sites and other MPAs (such as HELCOM MPAs) designated for the harbour porpoise, and in 
areas of high bycatch risk, static net fisheries should be closed. East of the southwestern management 
border static net fisheries in MPAs should be closed year-round, west of this border static net fisheries in 
harbour porpoise MPAs should be closed from November–April. Within MPAs, gear types proven to not 
bycatch porpoises (or other PETS), such as pots and traps, could be allowed. 

The use of ADDs should not be linked to the size of the ship etc, but should apply to all static net fisheries. 
Potentially, also recreational static nets should have ADDs. 

The measures proposed here corresponds to those listed in the ICES special advice on emergency 
measures to prevent bycatch of common dolphin (Delphinus delphis) and Baltic Proper harbour porpoise 
(Phocoena phocoena) in the Northeast Atlantic (ICES, 2020), and as pointed out in the advice, these 
measures should be applied for a longer period of time, not only the six plus six months possible as 
emergency measures under the CFP. However, ADDs should be considered an interim measure to be 
used until other as effective bycatch mitigation methods, such as commercially viable alternative gear 
with no bycatch of harbour porpoises or other PET species, become available. 
 
Activity:  
Fish and shellfish harvesting (pelagic towed gears, stationary gears, professional, recreational) Fish and 
shellfish harvesting (bottom-touching towed gears, professional, recreational)  
Pressure: 
Extraction of bird and mammal species 
Incidental catches of  birds and mammals 
 
State: 
The measure will contribute to the status of a species (harbour porpoise) and mainly to the abundance 
and condition of the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise population. 
Mammals 
Red listed species and habitats 
 



Extent of impact: 
This measure could potentially be crucial in saving the Baltic Sea population of harbour porpoise. 
Although bycatch of harbour porpoises is rare in the Baltic today, given the very small population, the 
impact at the population level of catching and killing even one fertile female would be devastating. If this 
measure is applied as suggested in the entire range of the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise population, it has 
the potential to tip the scales for the population. This is supported by the ICES special advice published in 
May 2020. 

Effectiveness of measure 
Acoustic deterrent devices, also known as pingers, have been shown to reduce bycatch of harbour 
porpoises in static nets by 50-80% in operational fisheries (Orphanides and Palka, 2013) (see also 
examples in Kraus et al., 1997; Larsen and Eigaard, 2014). It has previously been a problem to use ADDs 
in the Baltic Sea since they have attracted seals who learned that the sound of the ADD meant easy 
access to prey caught in the nets. However, in recent years ADDs have been developed that only emits 
sound above the hearing frequency of seals, while still being audible to the harbour porpoise which uses 
high frequency sounds for its echolocation and hence has its main hearing around 120 kHz.  
 
Trials in the UK has shown that the displacement effect on porpoises of these high frequency ADDs is 
very localized (Omeyer et al., 2020). However, given the concerns of ADDs potentially excluding harbour 
porpoises from important areas, other available mitigation methods such as alternative gear (for 
example pots and traps) or closures should be used in MPAs designated for harbour porpoises and in 
areas of high bycatch risk. Additionally, ADDs should be considered an interim measure until other as 
effective bycatch mitigation methods, such as commercially viable alternative gear with no bycatch of 
harbour porpoises or other PET species, become available. 
Cost, cost-effectiveness of measure: 
The effectiveness of ADDs in preventing harbour porpoise bycatch is high (Kraus et al., 1997; Larsen and 
Eigaard, 2014; Orphanides and Palka, 2013), and given the critically endangered state of the Baltic Sea 
harbour porpoise population cost-effectiveness should be considered high.  
 
Costs related to this measure would be: 

- Costs for ADDs 
- Costs to replace batteries regularly 
- Working time for fishermen dealing with devices, putting them on the nets, checking that they 

are working, changing batteries etc. 
 



Feasibility: 
There are ready technical solutions on the market, and high-frequency ADDs that are not audible to seals 
and hence do not induce the so-called dinner-bell effect, are readily available from at least two 
companies. Depending on the exact type of pinger, the two main manufacturers specify their seal safe 
pingers to be placed 100 or 200 m apart on nets. High frequency pingers were mandated for use under 
Set 1 of the European regulation 812/2004, and will very likely be mandated under an implementing 
regulation under  European regulation 2019/1241. They have also been shown to mitigate harbour 
porpoise bycatch to the same degree as lower frequency devices (Øien and Haug, 2017). 
 
ADDs cost approximately 60€ per unit, so can become quite costly for the individual fisherman, but it 
should be feasible to find funding through for example EMFF. Socially, there might be some resistance to 
use of ADDs in some groups of fishermen, but trials in active fisheries show that devices are relatively 
easy to work with and fishermen are not hindered in their work on board (Bjørge and Moan, 2019) and 
that catch of the target species is not affected negatively (Øien and Haug, 2017). Fishermen in Sweden 
are currently using high frequency pingers from both brands and have not reported any issues with 
handling. 
 
It should be clear that only ADDs which have been unanimously proven in scientific studies to 
significantly decrease bycatch of harbour porpoises should be used. We would recommend ADDs to emit 
sound at frequencies between 50-140 kHz, since this inverval is above seal hearing, and with the source 
level at 40 kHz below 100dB re 1uPa @ 1m. Pulse duration should be 300 ms (±30 ms) and interpulse 
intervals between 4-12 seconds (based on harbour porpoise swim speed and the recommended spacing 
between ADDs of max 200 m). The battery lifetime should be at least >4000 hours. There is a document 
on more detailed ADD specifications that could be used if needed. 
 
Anti-depredation devices should not be allowed in the Baltic Sea, given their high source level and hence 
risk for serious disturbance of harbour porpoises.  
Follow-up of measure: 
It is essential, as highlighted by several instances including the European Commission and ASCOBANS, 
and as stated in the HELCOM roadmap on fisheries data in order to assess incidental bycatch and 
fisheries impact on benthic biotopes in the Baltic Sea, that data on fishing effort and bycatch is collected 
at a much higher level than what is currently done. Such bycatch monitoring should include information 
on whether or not nets had ADDs or other mitigation measures, and would be essential as monitoring 
and follow-up for this measure.  
 



Background material: 
The HELCOM Recommendation 17/2 on the protection of harbour porpoise states that by-catch of 
harbour porpoise shall be significantly reduced with the aim to reach by-catch rates close to zero. This 
means that mitigation measures have to be taken both within and outside Marine Protected areas 
(MPAs). 
 
Following a proposal from a number of NGOs on emergency measures for the Baltic Proper harbour 
porpoise, the European Commission during autumn 2019 asked ICES to produce scientific advice on this 
matter. This advice was published on 26 May 2020 (ICES, 2020), and is essentially mirrored in this 
synopsis, with measures within and outside Natura 2000 areas. In addition to this, the European 
Commission are reviewing Member States’ compliance with especially Article 6.2 and 12.4 of the 
Habitats directive (92/43/EEG) in relation to protection of the harbour porpoise from bycatch. Overall, 
the issue of bycatch and the Baltic Proper harbour porpoise, has risen on the EU agenda in later years. 
 
Given the small and declining (North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission and the Norwegian Institute 
of Marine Research, 2019) size of the population and the effects that the loss of a fertile female could 
have on population survival, measures have to be taken in its entire range.  
 
Threats to the Baltic Proper harbour porpoise include, besides bycatch in fishing nets, underwater noise, 
environmental contaminants and ecosystem changes. Bycatch is an acute threat where interaction 
between a harbour porpoise and a fishing net often leads to the death of the animal. Bycatch is also the 
one threat where there are ready solutions. In the long-term, nets should be changed to other types of 
gear, however, before those alternative fishing methods can show commercial viability, nets will 
continue to be a direct threat to the Baltic Proper harbour porpoise population. ADDs have been shown 
to reduce bycatch of harbour porpoises in static nets by 50-80% in operational fisheries (Øien and Haug, 
2017; Orphanides and Palka, 2013), and play a role in mitigating that threat.  
 
ADDs work partly by deterring porpoises away from nets, which does raise concerns that displacing 
animals from important areas may have detrimental effects at individual and/or population levels. A 
recent study (Omeyer et al., 2020) show that the Fishtek Banana pinger decreased harbour porpoise 
detections at the device itself by 37% , but only by 9% at 100 m from the active pinger. However, in areas 
of high fishing effort and in areas that are important for the Baltic Proper harbour porpoise population, 
for example in MPAs designated for the harbour porpoise, the use of ADDs should be replaced with 
alternative gears such as pots or traps, or strict fisheries regulations such as closures should be 
implemented, to avoid displacement in important harbour porpoise areas. 
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