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Title 
Mandatory use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices or other effective mitigation measures to minimize bycatch 
of the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) 

Submitted by: 
CCB (observer) 

Description of measure 
Contracting parties should agree on mandatory use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices (ADDs), or 
correspondingly effective mitigation measures, in all gillnet and trammel net fisheries east of E13.5° and 
north to the Finnish Archipelago Sea at N 60.0°, to minimise and where possibly eliminate harbour 
porpoise bycatch in the entire range of the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise population. The use of ADD 
should not be linked to size of boat etc but to the gear type in use. Potentially, if in the relevant areas, 
also recreational gears should have ADDs. 

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 population 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. 

Effectiveness of measure 
Acoustic deterrent devices, also known as pingers, have been proven to significantly reduce the bycatch 
rate of harbour porpoises (see for example 
Friis, 2017; 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 these ADDs to work as intended, and the first tests in the Baltic seem to show the same thing.  
 
Given the concerns of ADDs excluding harbour porpoises from important areas, if other as effective 
bycatch mitigation methods become available, those should also be considered. 
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Cost, cost-effectiveness of measure: 
The effectiveness of ADDs in preventing harbour porpoise bycatch is high (see for example  
Friis, 2017; Kraus et al., 1997; Larsen and Eigaard, 2014), 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 seal-safe 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. 
ADDs cost approximately 60€ per unit, so can become quite costly for the individual fisherman, but 
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.  
 
If other mitigation methods become available there may be similar or completely new challenges. 

Follow-up of measure: 
It is essential, as highlighted by several instances including the European Commission and ASCOBANS, 
and as stated in the document compiled by the HELCOM FISHDATA group, 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. 
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Background material: 
The HELCOM Recommendation 17/2 on the protection of harbour porpoise states (exact wording is not 
yet decided on) that bycatch of harbour porpoises shall be significantly reduces aiming at entirely 
eliminating bycatch in the Baltic Proper. This means that mitigation measures have to be taken both 
within and outside Marine Protected areas (MPAs). 
 
Measures within MPAs are currently being discussed, and there is a process through Art 11 of the CFP to 
set joint recommendations on fisheries measures within MPAs where this is necessary to fulfil the 
conservation objectives of the area. However, there is currently no dialogue to set measures to protect 
the critically endangered Baltic Sea harbour porpoise outside MPAs. 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 Sea 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 Sea harbour porpoise population.  
 
It should be noted that ADDs have been shown to deter porpoises away from nets, at distances up to 
approximately 1 km but more often a few hundred meters. Therefore, in areas of high fishing effort and 
in areas that are important for the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise population, the use of ADDs should be 
carefully considered. However, strict fisheries regulations such as closures can be implemented in MPAs 
designated for harbour porpoise, but there is still a need to implement mitigation measures outside 
MPAs, and ADDs or similar mitigation methods is likely to be the best available solution at present. 
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