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OUTCOME OF THE SECOND WORKSHOP OF 
THE PROJECT ON OPERALIZATION OF HELCOM CORE INDICATORS 

(CORESET II2-2014) 

 
Introduction   

0.1 In accordance with the Outcome of GEAR 7-2014 (para 2.1), the Second Workshop of 
the project on Operationalization of HELCOM core indicators (CORESET II 2-2014) was held on 29-30 
September 2014. The Meeting was held in Gothenburg, Sweden, hosted by The Swedish Agency for 
Marine and Water Management and the Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological Institute. The 
Meeting started, at 9:30 on Monday 29 September and ended by 18:00 on Tuesday, 30 September 
2014.  

0.2  The Professional Secretary Ms Ulla Li Zweifel asked the meeting to elect a chair for 
CORESET II. Mr Tobias Porsbring, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management was elected 
for the present meeting.  

0.3   The Meeting was attended by delegations from Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden and Observers from the OSPAR Secretariat and ICES.  The List of 
Participants is attached as Annex 1.  

0.4  The Meeting was chaired by Mr. Tobias Porsbring, Sweden and Ms. Ulla Li Zweifel, 
Professional Secretary, acted as secretary of the Meeting.  
 

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the Agenda 

Documents: 1-1 

1.1 The Meeting adopted the Agenda as contained in document 1-1. 

Agenda Item 2  Information by the Secretariat, Contracting Parties and 
Observers 

Documents: 2-1 

2.1 The Meeting took note of the information provided by the Secretariat on the outcome of 
recent HELCOM meetings of relevance for CORESET II (document 2-1), including the new HELCOM 
working structure as an outcome of the HELCOM Streamlining process and agreed at HOD 46-2014. 

2.2 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 1) by Project Manager Lena Avellan 
introducing the CORESET II project, highlighting the priorities for the CORESET II project and the 
structure and definition on HELCOM indicators. 

2.3 The Meeting took note that one of the tasks of the CORESET II 2-2014 meeting is to provide 
recommendations the GEAR 8-2014 and STATE 1-2014 on which indicators to be further developed 
during the remainder of the CORESET II project and which ones to discard or put on hold for future 
development.  

2.4 The Meeting further noted that HOD 47-2014 will be informed on the outcome of the 
mentioned meetings while the list of HELCOM core indicators resulting from the CORESET II project 
will considered for adoption by HELCOM HOD at the end of the CORESET II project, i.e. in June 2015. 

2.5 The Meeting delegates were asked on their participation in the review of the Commission 
Decision on criteria and methodological standards on good environmental status for marine waters 
(2010/477/EU) and it was noted that of the workshop participants, five had participated in the 
process.  
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Agenda Item 3  Progress on operationalization of the indicators 

Documents: 3-1, Att1., Att2,. Att3., Att4., 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 2) by the Project Manager on the 
HELCOM Assessment Units and that their main purpose is to facilitate future aggregation of 
indicators in HELCOM assessments. The Meeting further noted that each indicator should be 
assigned to one of the four levels of HELCOM Assessment units according to the HELCOM Monitoring 
and Assessment Strategy (Attachment 4), and that for each indicator it should be further specified in 
which specific assessment unit that the indicator is applicable or not applicable. 

3.2 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 3) by the Project Manager on 
the candidate indicators and agreed on the following:  

- the indicators  ‘Low and mid frequency impulsive sounds’, ‘Ambient noise’, should be 
further developed in CORESET II. 

- that the indicator on ‘Dredging and dumping of dredge materials’ should be developed in 
close connection to other relevant benthic indicators, such as  ‘cumulative impact’, to ensure 
that there is no overlap. The most relevant outcome of management measures on dredging 
is considered to be a decreasing trend, so it was proposed to develop the concept further as 
a supporting parameter with focus on hazardous substances   

- the indicators ‘Distribution of seabirds’,  ‘Phytoplankton taxonomic diversity’ and ‘State of 
hard-bottom communities’ were identified as useful and should be considered for further 
development in the future but should not be further developed in CORESET II.  

- to discard candidate indicators on ‘Concentration of silica and chlorophyll a’, ‘Zooplankton 

species diversity’, ‘Biomass of copepods (absolute and relative)’, ‘Biomass of microphagous 

mesozooplankton’, ‘Zooplankton-phytoplankton biomass ratio’, ‘Fishing effort by specific 

gears’, ‘Integrated status of contaminants in fish species’, ‘Fishing mortality in the fish 

stocks’, ‘Occurrence, origin and extent of significant acute pollution events’, ‘Distribution of 

offshore fish populations and communities’ and ‘Waterborne inputs of organic matter’. 

- to discard the candidate indicators on ’Proportion of cyanobacteria in summer 

phytoplankton biomass’, ‘Cyanobacteria biomass index’, but that PEG can still come back to 

the indicators and consider if biodiversity indicators are needed for cyanobacteria. 

3.3 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 4) by Mr Andres Jaanus on 
candidate indicator ‘Seasonal succession of functional phytoplankton groups’ and noted that so far 
it has only been tested with data from Gulf of Finland, Gulf of Riga and Gulf of Gdansk but that 
detailed instruction for testing is available. The Meeting agreed to further develop the indicator in 
CORESET II and noted that DE, FI, LT, SE will look into the possibility to test the indicator with data 
from other sub-basins.  

3.4 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 5) by Ms Iveta Jurgenson (via 
video link) on candidate indicator ‘Phytoplankton species assemblage clusters based on 
environmental factors´ and noted that so far it has only been tested with data from Gulf of Riga but 
that detailed instructions for cluster building and testing is available. The Meeting agreed to further 
develop the indicator in CORESET II and that phytoplankton experts will explore possibilities to test 
the indicator with data from other sub-basins. 

3.5  The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 6) by Ms Marina Carstens on 
candidate indicator ‘Ratio of diatoms and dinoflagellates’ and welcomed the offer from Mr. Norbert 
Wasmund, Germany, to take on the role as Task Manager in Lead (TML) for further development of 
the indicator. The indicator is reflecting effect of eutrophication but also providing information of 
relevance for food webs. The Meeting agreed to further develop the indicator in CORESET II. 

3.6 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 7) by Mr Michele Casini on the 
core indicator ‘Proportion of large fish in the community’ and the candidate indicator ‘Mean 

http://www.helcom.fi/action-areas/monitoring-and-assessment/monitoring-and-assessment-strategy/
http://www.helcom.fi/action-areas/monitoring-and-assessment/monitoring-and-assessment-strategy/
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maximum length (MML) of the fish community’ as regards pelagic fish species, agreed to further 
develop the indicators in CORESET II, and noted that the indicators mainly reflect effect of fishing 
pressures. Further work to define GES-boundaries is needed and GES will initially possibly be based 
temporal trends. So far the indicators have only been tested with data from Swedish pelagic fish 
surveys and data from other countries is welcomed by the TML. LFI on demersal fish species will be 
taken forward by the assigned TMLs. 

3.7 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 8) by Mr Niklas Hansson on the 
candidate indicators ‘Vitellogenin induction’ and ‘EROD/CYP1A (Ethoxyresorufin-O-deethylase) 
induction’ noting that:  

- that the indicator on EROD-activity reflect response to hazardous substances. The indicator 
has been tested with data from Swedish monitoring sites and that a GES-boundary for EROD-
activity has been tested and proposed based on the link to physiological effects on fish.  

- that the indicator on Vitellogenin induction reflect exposure to estrogenic chemicals and that 
a GES-boundary has been proposed based on statistical distribution at Swedish monitoring 
reference sites. 

3.8 The Meeting agreed that both indicators should be further developed in CORESETII 
noting that at present they Vitellogenin is only monitored in SE and EROD-activity in SE and DK (to 
the knowledge of the Meeting) and that the EROD-activity indicator is also proposed as an indicator 
in OSPAR. 

3.9 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 9) by Mr Georg Martin on the 
candidate indicator ‘Biomass ratio of opportunistic and perennial macroalgae’, noting that the 
indicator is mainly reflecting indirect effects of nutrient enrichment. Monitoring is in place for many 
countries although biomass is not necessarily estimated in all samplings of macroalgae (e.g. not in 
Sweden). The indicator is currently applied in Estonia, Latvia and Poland. Data from other countries is 
needed to test the applicability of the indicator. The Meeting agreed the indicator should be further 
developed in CORESET II. 

3.10 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 10) by Mr Lars Svendsen on the 
candidate indicator ‘Actual inputs of nitrogen and phosphorous to the basins’, noting that it is a 
pressure indicator linked to the HELCOM nutrient reduction scheme where the Maximum Allowable 
Input (MAI) represents the environmental target to obtain GES as regards eutrophication parameters 
(i.e. for nitrogen and phosphorus concentration, secchi depth, oxygen concentration). The indicator 
includes air and waterborne inputs of total nitrogen and total phosphorus distributed to seven sub-
basins and the Baltic Sea as a whole. A full draft indicator report is ready and available at the 
CORESET II workspace.  

3.11 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 11) by Ms Stefanie Werner (via 
video link) on the candidate indicators ‘Beach litter’, ‘Litter on the seafloor’ and ‘Microplastics in the 
watercolumn’ and agreed to further develop the indicators in CORESET II noting that: 

- for beach litter there is need to harmonize different monitoring methodologies, that the 
European Commission has proposed a 30% reduction target of marine litter, that the 
establishment of long-term monitoring programmes is needed in the Baltic Sea, that GES has 
not yet been established and may possibly be expressed as trends, and that the indicator can 
be applied in all coastal areas of the Baltic Sea. 

- for microplastics in the water column and in sediment the work is still taken forward in pilot 
projects, that there are no agreed methods for sampling and analysis and which 
microparticles to include, and that the indicator can be applied in the whole Baltic Sea. 

- for sea floor litter, pilot projects are running, a protocol for sampling and analysis is already 
available, and that the indicator can be applied in marine waters covered by BITS and other 
national surveys. 
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3.12 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 12) by Mr Volker Dierschke on 
core indicators 'Abundance of waterbirds in the breeding season' including breeding success, and 
'Abundance of waterbirds in the wintering season', noting that data for the indicators is available 
although the monitoring programme for offshore abundance need to be developed for the indicator 
on wintering season and that data flow arrangements are missing for both indicators. The meeting 
noted further that monitoring on the breeding success parameter is lacking and that more species 
should be included in the indicator. GES-boundaries have been developed and proposed and uses a 
similar concept as OSPAR ECoQO for seabirds.  

3.13 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 13) by Mr Volker Dierschke on 
core indicator 'Number of drowned mammals and waterbirds in fishing gears' noting that such 
indicator would be based on individuals being by-caught in relation to population estimate for each 
population range, management unit or acceptable loss of individuals. At present monitoring is not 
appropriate to support the indicator e.g. observers or on-board CCTV is needed.  The indicator is 
applicable for both birds and mammals in all coastal and offshore areas.  

3.14 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 14) by Mr Tero Härkönen on 
core indicator ‘Population growth rate, abundance and distribution of marine mammals’ noting 
that the difference compared to the OSPAR EcoQO on seal abundance is due to higher monitoring 
frequency in the Baltic Sea allowing for an indicator that is more specific and based on more 
information. The indicator is expected to be fully operational for seals by end of the CORESET II; 
GES- boundaries have been proposed, and technical guidelines for monitoring has been developed. 
Assessment units differ between species. Ringed seal in Gulf of Finland and Riga is difficult to monitor 
since the ice situation has changed and other methods to e.g. count ringed seal on land need to be 
consider. 

3.15 The Meeting furthermore noted that for harbor porpoise the indicator is less developed 
due to lack of data and it is not likely to be operational for harbor porpoise within the CORESET II 
project and considered developing a separate indictor for harbor porpoise.  

3.16 The Meeting agreed to separate the growth rate, abundance and distribution for seals 
into three separate indicators, and this will be further discussed the upcoming SEAL meeting (21-23 
October). 

3.17 The Meeting discussed the comment from LV and LT (document 4.3) proposing to 
remove the indicator from the list of core indicator since the there is no population to monitor in the 
waters for these countries. The Meeting noted the clarification from the TML that the existing 
HELCOM coordinated monitoring of seals is considered as sufficient to assess the state of the seal 
populations in the Baltic Sea. Monitoring for the indicator is based on surveys of haul out sites, and 
since seals do not haul out in the waters of Latvia and Lithuania, monitoring in these waters is not 
needed at this time. The seals move into these CPs waters to feed. 

3.18 Ms Charlotta Moreaus on core indicators ‘Reproductive status of marine mammals’ and 
‘Nutritional status of seals’ (Presentation 15) noting that  

- the indicator on nutritional status is based on using body condition of seals as an indicator 
for their status. At this time FI and SE is holding most of the data that is primarily based on 
necroscopy of hunted seals and by-catches, and are currently discussing further 
development of the method. GES for blubber thickness for grey seal has been proposed 
while additional work is needed to develop the indicator for ringed seal and harbour seals. 
The indicator is expected to be operational for juvenile grey, ringed and harbor seals by end 
of CORESET II. Data on harbor porpoise is insufficient at this time.  

- that female reproductive status is sensitive for hazardous substances. GES has been 
proposed for grey seals while for the other seal species data analyses are still ongoing.  At 
present sufficient data is available from the Gulf of Bothnia and the Swedish west coast while 
there is a lack of data from Baltic Proper and Gulf of Riga. Data on harbor porpoise is 
insufficient at this time.  
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3.19 The Meeting discussed the comment from LV and LT (document 4.3) proposing to 
remove the two health related indicators from the list of core indicator since the there is no 
population to monitor in the waters of these countries. The sufficiency of Finnish and Swedish 
monitoring data to support a Baltic wide assessment will be analyzed.  

3.20 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 16) by Mr Björn Helander on 
core indicator ‘White-tailed eagle productivity’, noting that the indicator reflect impact of hazardous 
substances. The indicator is close to operational; GES boundaries and technical guidelines are in 
place and monitoring exists in relevant countries. The indicator is applicable in all Baltic coastal areas 
where the species occurs in adequate minimum abundance. The boundaries for the coastal zone 
need to be defined to determine in which areas monitoring is relevant for the assessing the state of 
the marine environment. 

3.21 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 17) by Mr Jens Olsson on core 
indicators ‘Abundance of key fish species’ and ‘Abundance of fish key functional groups’, noting 
that key species are influenced by wide range of factors and reflect the ecosystem status and that 
the word “coastal” will be included in the name of the indicator for clarity. The Meeting further 
noted that while there are some spatial gaps in monitoring and only short time-series in some 
countries, the indicators are well developed with technical guidelines on monitoring in place, 
proposal for assessment units and proposed quantitative GES-boundaries that are expressed as 
deviation from reference state or temporal trends in case of short time-series. Data is currently 
collected through FISH-PRO II while no formal data arrangement is in place. The indicator can be 
updated annually or biannually by FISH-PRO II. A hindrance is that in some countries there are no 
resources to carry out the assessment on a national level although monitoring data is available. 

3.22 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 18) by Mr Tapani Pakarinen on 
core indicators ‘Abundance of sea trout spawners and parr’ and ‘Abundance of salmon spawners 
and smolt’, and noted that both indicators are linked to the number of adult spawners ascending the 
river and hence indirectly reflect fishing pressure in the sea. Both indicators are well developed. For 
trout however, criteria for selecting the appropriate streams for monitoring need to be defined. 
Monitoring is based on established practice in relevant countries and data is reported to and 
analyzed at the annual work of the ICES working Group on Baltic Salmon and Sea Trout (WGBAST). 
Technical guidelines for monitoring are in place, and assessment methodology has been proposed. 

3.23 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 19) by Ms Maiju Lehtiniemi on 
the core indicator ‘Trends in arrival of new non-indigenous species’, noting that it follows the 
number of NIS found in Baltic Sea sub-basins within an assessment period. The indicator is well 
developed and a definition of GES has been proposed. The indicator is applicable in the whole Baltic 
Sea area. However, there are critical gaps in monitoring e.g. port monitoring is missing as well as 
monitoring of some habitat types and taxonomic groups. The Meeting took note that there is no 
proposal on HELCOM indicator for the MSFD criteria 2.2 but that development work is ongoing in LT 
and SE. 

3.24 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 20) by Ms Sara Danielsson on 
core indicators ‘Hexabromocyclodocecane (HBCDD)’ and ‘Perfluorooctane sulphonate (PFOS)’, 
noting that the development in CORESET II has so far focused on these substance in fish and that the 
concentration in fish gives information on bioavailability of the hazardous substances in the 
environment. For both indicators guidelines for monitoring exist, and GES is proposed to be based on 
EQS for fish established under the WFD. A discussion is needed to agree on species and matrixes (or 
to agree on conversion factors when different approaches are used), and also to agree on 
assessment units.  Data is reported to ICES but it is necessary to consider data quality assurance and 
arrangement for how the assessments should be carried out. The indicators are expected to the 
operational by end of CORESET II.  

3.25 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 21) by Mr Martin M Larsen on 
the core indicator ‘Metals (lead, cadmium and mercury)’, noting that technical guidelines are in 
place and the parameters are monitored in the whole Baltic Sea. GES is proposed to be based on 
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OSPAR BAC, EQS established under the WFD, EU food criteria or national criteria. A discussion on if 
background values should be included in GES is needed well as to agree on species and matrixes (or 
to agree conversion factors when different approaches are used). The Meeting welcomed that 
Martin M Larsen will take on the role as TML for the further development of the indicator. The 
indicator is expected to be close to operational within the timeframe of CORESET II.  

3.26 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 22) by Mr Jakob Strand on the 
core indicator ‘Tributyltin (TBT) and imposex” noting that the indicator has an umbrella-
characteristic integrating several TBT concentration and effect parameters. Technical guidelines and 
assessment methodology exists. The monitoring of in particular imposex is only carried out in DK and 
SE. The Meeting welcomed that Jakob Strand will take on the role as TML for the further 
development of the indicator. 

3.27 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 23) by Ms Tamara Zalewska on 
the core indicator ‘Radioactive substances: Caesium-137 in fish and surface waters’, noting that it is 
developed by the HELCOM Expert group on monitoring of radioactive substances in the Baltic Sea 
(MORS). The indicator is in principle operational: monitoring exists and technical guidelines are 
described in HELCOM Recommendation 26-3 and an assessment methodology has been proposed. 
The GES/environmental target is primarily based on pre-Chernobyl levels. Data is annually submitted 
to HELCOM MORS database. 

3.28 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 24) by Mr Kari Lehtonen on the 
pre-core indicator ‘Lysosomal Membrane Stability - a toxic stress indicator’, noting that the method 
evaluates the health of the cells, that the indicator is not contaminant specific, and that it can be 
measured in any species. The response time is rapid and the indicator serves as an early warning 
indicator. The concept is well established; the method is e.g. recommended as biological effect 
methods by ICES. Monitoring is established in DK and will be included in monitoring in FI. GES-
boundaries have been developed for number of species in OSPAR and MED POL areas; these are 
likely applicable for the Baltic Sea but this needs to be tested. The Meeting proposed to further 
develop the pre-core indicator in CORESET II. 

3.29 The Meeting took note that Mr Kari Lehtonen will be able to further develop the 
candidate indicator on acetylcholin-estrase inhibition. 

3.30 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 26) by Ms Brita Sundelin on the 
pre-core indicator ‘Reproductive disorders: Malformed eelpout and amphipod embryos’ noting that 
the indicator is unspecific and reflects the effect of all types of contaminants. The indicator is used 
and monitored nationally in DK and SE. Technical guidelines for monitoring and assessment 
methodology is available for both species. Data is submitted to ICES. The Meeting proposed to 
further develop the pre-core indicator in CORESET II. 

3.31 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 27) by Ms Elena Gorokhova on 
core indicator ‘Zooplankton mean size and total stock’, noting that several zooplankton indicators 
were tested before deciding on the present core indicator. The indicator is close to operational. The 
indicator is applicable in all areas where HELCOM COMBINE monitoring is implemented. In ICES 
workshop on food webs held in 2014 the indicator was proposed to be categorized as a food web 
indicator.  

3.32 The Meeting took note of the presentation (Presentation 28) by Ms Karin Fürhaupter on 
pre-core indicator ‘Lower depth distribution limit of macrophyte species’, noting that monitoring 
exists in all countries, but guidelines for defining the depth limits differs between countries. GES-
boundary needs to be species and water type specific and is proposed to be considered as the good-
moderate boundary established under WFD (in the countries where the indicator already exists). 
Intercalibration between countries is still needed. The Meeting proposed to further develop the pre-
core indicator in CORESET II. 

3.33 The benthic experts met in a break-out session and reported the following to the 
Meeting:  
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- the break out group took note of the presentation (Presentation 29) by Ms Kerstin Schiele on 
core indicators ‘State of the  soft-bottom macrofauna communities’ and ‘Population 
structure of long-lived macrozoobenthic species’, noting that: 

o for the indicator on population size structure, FI will develop it as a national indicator 
which might be considered by other CPs. The indicator is however not expected to be 
operational by the end of CORESET II since conceptual work still remains and GES 
must be set for different regions based on different species. The meeting also noted 
that in the MFSD population demographics are mainly required for highly mobile 
species. The indicator is proposed to be changed to pre-core. 

o and for the indicator on soft-bottom macrofauna communities,  that data has been 
received from DK, DE, PL, LT, LV, EE, FI and SE to allow for testing and harmonization 
of sensitivity scores. Sensitivity scores have also been calculated for the whole Baltic 
Sea, but are currently only validated for DE. Problems have been identified in 
adapting the index for low species diversity areas in the north, and more work is 
needed to decide on the most relevant spatial scale. Assessments are suggested to 
be carried out differently for coastal and off-shore areas; coastal areas need to be 
compared to previous coastal assessments and also neighboring coastal areas. Off-
shore areas in the south seem to have relevant BQI assessments, in the northern 
areas adjustments of the sensitivity score might be needed. 

- the break out group took note of the presentation (Presentation 30) by Mr Samuli Korpinen 
on core indicator ‘Red-listed benthic biotopes’. The meeting noted that the HELCOM red-list 
assessment is strongly based on expert judgment and that the suggested concept is very 
different from other core indicators. Setting a GES-boundary is problematic and making an 
assessment for any unit smaller than the entire Baltic Sea will be difficult. Lack of benthic 
biotope monitoring is another issue. The indicator is proposed to be developed as a 
supporting parameter, possibly separate for biotopes and biotope complexes. The meeting 
stressed that the information from the Red List assessment is highly relevant for e.g. HOLAS II 
even though it's not a core indicator.  

- the break out group took note of the presentation (Presentation 31) by Mr Torsten Berg on 
pre-core indicator ‘Cumulative impact on benthic habitats’, and noted that the indicator is 
to be renamed to 'Cumulative impact on benthic biotopes' to clearly reflect that the indicator 
relates to pressures potentially having an impact on the biology where the sensitivities are 
relevant. The concept is still under development and monitoring and assessment will only be 
completed once the concept is in place. It is expected that the concept and pressure data-
streams (VMS unclear) will be in place by the end of CORESET II. Having sensitivity-values for 
habitats in place for this indicator is important to complete within CORESET II keeping in 
mind the needs of HOLAS II. 

- the breakout group took note of the presentation by Lena Avellan on the pre-core indicator 

'Distribution, pattern and extent of benthic biotopes' (Presentation 32),and noted that 

preliminary GES-concepts have been discussed and that they are somewhat similar to 

Favourable conservation status (HD). The concept of the indicator is still to be developed, 

and discussions on whether to include threatened key biotopes or well monitored 

predominant biotopes is still on-going. The breakout group further took note of a 

presentation by Antonia Nyström-Sandman (Presentation 33) on an umbrella-concept for the 

indicator, and SE will as a next step provide an example of this approach to the other experts 

for consideration. 

 

3.34 The Meeting took note of the brief introduction by Lena Avellan on indicators where no 
TML was able to present: 
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- pre-core indicator ‘Pharmaceuticals’, and proposed to further develop the indicators in 
CORESET II. Hazardous substance experts will further investigate if the indicators for 
estrogenic like compounds like alkyl-phenols and synthetic estrogens can be included as a 
group under a renamed indicator called Estrogenic like chemicals and effects which also can 
include the candidate indicator Vitellogenin induction in fish.  

- pre-core indicators ‘Fish Disease Index- a fish stress indicator’, and ‘Micronucleus test - a 
genotoxicity indicator’, noting that the indicators will be put on hold due to lack of TML but 
that experts previous involved in the development of these indicators will be approached.  

- pre-core indicator ‘Number of waterbirds being oiled annually’ noting that the indicator is 
proposed to be discarded from the list of indicators. The possibility to develop a pressure 
indicator based on oil-spills will be explored together with HELCOM RESPONSE. 

- core indicators ‘Polybrominated biphenyl ethers (PBDE)’, ‘Polyaromatic hydrocarbons and 
their metabolites’, and ‘Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and dioxins and furans’ noting that 
the indicators will be developed and the project manager will discuss with hazardous 
substances experts on how to take forward the work. 

- candidate indicator ‘PCB and dioxins for safe fish to eat’. The Meeting took note on the lack 
of indicator development for dioxin and dioxin-like PCBs and non-dioxin like PCBs for fish 
safe to eat, although there are food limit values and monitoring of these compounds in the 
Baltic Sea. The Meeting encouraged engaging food authorities in this work. 

 

Agenda Item 4  Preparation of background material for agreement on final list of 
core indicators 

Documents: 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4 

4.1 The Meeting took note of document 4-2, on the updating frequency of HELCOM Baltic 
Sea Environment Fact Sheets (BSEFS), and the proposal to make use of these facts sheets as 
appropriate when developing the core indicator reports. 

4.2 The Meeting took note of document 4-1, including suggestions from the Project Manager 
on the proposed rejection or further development of HELCOM core, pre-core and candidate 
indicators.   

4.3 The Meeting took note of document 4-3, and the view of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania to 
reconsider a number of core indicators agreed at HOD 41-2013 and document 4-4, Danish scientific 
appraisal of HELCOM’s and OSPAR’s indicators. The Meeting recalled that CORESET II 2-2014 is 
invited to consider the information, propose ways forward on indicators with differing views, and 
recommend to GEAR and STATE which indicators should be further developed in the project. 

4.4 The Meeting agreed on recommendations for all core-, pre-core- and candidate indicators 
(Annex 3) also contained together with the comments from EE, LV, LT in the revised version of 
document 4-3 available in the Meeting Portal.  

Agenda Item 5 Any other business 

5.1  The Meeting discussed the possibility to convene a final joint meeting of CORESET II in 
the beginning of 2015, underlining that such meeting should also provide options for discussion in 
smaller groups. It was noted that such a meeting could be useful to hold back-to-back to the 
upcoming meeting of EUTRO-OPER in week 7, 2015. The option of convening a final meeting was not 
decided at the Meeting. 

5.2  The Meeting expressed the wish that the work among experts and established network 
of CORESET II should be kept in some operational also after the project has ended. 
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Agenda Item 6 Outcome of the Meeting 

Documents: 6-1 

6.1 The Meeting adopted the draft minutes of the Meeting as contained in document 6/1. 
The Minutes of the Meeting, together with the documents and presentations of the Meeting will be 
made available in the HELCOM Meeting Portal once finalised by the Secretariat and the Chair. 
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ANNEX 2. FULL DEFINITIONS ON CORE-, PRE-CORE AND CANDIDATE INDICATORS  

 
Core indicator  
Core indicators are commonly agreed indicators among the HELCOM Contracting Parties. A core indicator 
measures the progress towards a BSAP objective and/or an MSFD criteria. A core indicator describes a 
scientifically sound phenomenon and is based on measurements, observations or validated models. Core 
indicators are Baltic wide whenever ecologically relevant, and the area of applicability is expressed through 
HELCOM assessment units. 
Core indicators are either state- or pressure indicators. Pressure core indicators measure an anthropogenic 
pressure directly, and measure the progress towards an environmental target. State core indicators measure the 
progress towards a GES-boundary. The environmental target and/or the GES-boundary are described in detail in 
an operational core indicator, as well as the assessment methods and rationale. State core indicators are 
indirectly linked to anthropogenic pressures, and the link is described either qualitatively or quantitatively as 
appropriate. 
Operational core indicators are to be regularly updated by CP's through agreed long-term data handling 
arrangements and the updated result is published on the HELCOM web-page. The aim is that the parameters 
required for the core indicators are monitored by all Contracting Parties when ecologically relevant, through 
HELCOM coordinated monitoring that will be described through the HELCOM Monitoring Manual. 
 
Pre-core indicator 
Pre-core indicators have been identified as necessary by the HELCOM Contracting Parties for BSAP and MSFD 
purposes. The indicator has not been adopted as a core indicator e.g. because some aspects of the indicator may 
be under-developed and/or agreement on the indicator among the CP's may be intermediate.  Contracting 
Parties should aim to monitor the parameters relevant for the pre-core indicator, with the understanding that 
the pre-core indicators can be based on compilations of data from sources other than coordinated HELCOM 
monitoring data 
 
Candidate indicator 
Candidate indicators include indicators on which there is not yet a common understanding on the concept but a 
need for the indicator has been identified to cover gaps in the requirements of the BSAP or the MSFD. The stage 
of development of the content of the indicator is completely or severely lacking and/or there is no common 
agreement on the indicator among the CP’s. The candidate indicator list is a living document.  
 
Supplementary indicator 
Supplementary indicators are applied in a limited area, such as a sub-basin, and are commonly agreed among the 
countries in that area. A supplementary indicator measures the progress towards GES or an environmental 
target. An indicator can be defined as a supplementary indicator and not a core indicator, for reasons such as 
resource limitation and not due to ecological reasons. Calibration of GES boundaries between the countries 
should ensure the applicability of these supplementary indicators also in common HELCOM integrated 
assessments. 
For reasons of competence and/or resources not all Contracting Parties will be required to carry out all 
measurements but all measurements will need to be covered on a work-sharing basis 
 
Supporting parameters 
Supporting parameters are commonly agreed complementing parameters to core indicator information, but do 
not measure the progress towards a BSAP objective and/or a MSFD descriptor. Supporting parameters are 
included in the coordinated monitoring programme and updated regularly. The structure of a supporting 
parameter is not as strictly defined as that of a core indicator and a supporting parameter does not measure 
progress towards GES or an environmental target. The commonly agreed HELCOM Baltic Sea Environment Fact 
Sheets are supporting parameters. 
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ANNEX 3. RECOMMENDATIONS ON CORE-, PRE-CORE AND CANDIDATE INDICATORS  

44 indicators to be developed towards operationalization in CORESET II, Recommendation by CORESET II 2-2014 

Core indicators to be operationalized in CORESET II 

Population growth rate, 
abundance and 
distribution of marine 
mammals 

Develop further. Close to operation indicator for seals; however suggested to split the indicator in the three 
respective parameters. For harbour porpoise the indicator is not expected to be ready within the timeframe of 
CORESET II project, and it is suggested to develop a separate indicator for harbour porpoise in cooperation 
with ASCOBANS.  
The existing HELCOM coordinated monitoring is considered as sufficient to assess the state of the grey seal 
populations in the Baltic Sea, for harbour seals in the southern areas and for ringed seals in the northern areas. 
Since seals do not haul out in the waters of Latvia and Lithuania monitoring in these waters is not needed at 
this time.  

Reproductive status of 
marine mammals 

Develop further. Renamed from ‘Pregnancy rate’. GES is proposed for grey seals while for the other seal species 
data analyses are still ongoing. At present sufficient data on seals is available from the Gulf of Bothnia while 
there is a lack of data from Baltic Proper and Gulf of Riga. Data on harbour porpoise is insufficient at this time. 
Since the data is based on existing hunting, data will aggregate over time and there is no intent to increase the 
numbers of hunted seals for assessment purposes. Work will be done to evaluate the extent of areas that can 
be assessed based on the available data. 

Nutritional status of seals Develop further. The indicator is expected to be operational for grey seal, ringed seal and probably harbour 
seals by end of CORESET II. Data on harbour porpoise is insufficient at this time. The sufficiency of FI and SE 
monitoring data to support a Baltic wide assessment will be analysed. Data for this indicator will aggregate over 
time, data stems from seals of all ages, both sexes, hunted, stranded and by-caught. 

White-tailed eagle 
productivity 

Develop further. The indicator is close to operational. To resolve the comments made by LV and LT it is 
proposed to define the relevant coastal zone for hatching as well as adequate minimum abundance for 
monitoring. The relevant borders of assessment units will be considered. 

Abundance of waterbirds 
in the wintering season 

Develop further. Already advanced development of the indicator with proposed GES-boundaries. Based on 
similar principles as OSPAR indicator. 

Abundance of waterbirds 
in the breeding season 

Develop further. Already advanced development of the indicator with proposed GES-boundaries. Attempts will 
be made to include more species in the indicator, pending availability of data and potential development of 
new databases. The breeding success parameter will be kept in the indicator, noting that monitoring data for 
the HELCOM area is not sufficient. Based on similar principles as OSPAR indicator. 

Abundance of key costal 
fish species 

Develop further. Indicator re-named to include ‘coastal’ to clarify the scope of the indicator. Close to 
operational indicator developed through FISH-PRO II. Monitoring guidelines and assessment methodology in 
place. Data arrangement is missing. Lack of resources to carry out assessment in some countries and gaps in 
monitoring in some areas. 

Abundance of coastal fish 
key functional groups 

As above for key fish species. 
Indicator re-named to include ‘coastal’ to clarify the scope of the indicator 

Proportion of large fish in 
the community 

Develop further. As regards pelagic fish species, the indicator has been tested with SE fish survey data. Data 
input from other countries is welcomed by the TML. The current frequency of demersal trawls needs to be 
clarified. Demersal data is reported to ICES, currently pelagic data is not reported to a common database.  

Abundance of sea trout 
spawners and parr 

Develop further. TML assigned. Close to operational. Monitoring and technical guidelines in place, assessment 
methodology proposed. Carrying out of the annual assessment can be done as work of ICES WGBAST. An 
attempt will be made to establish link between WFD indicators.  

Abundance of salmon 
spawners and smolt 

Develop further. TML assigned. Nearly operational, assessment units still to be considered. Data reported and 
processed annually in ICES WGBAST.  

Zooplankton mean size 
and total stock 

Develop further. Re-named, from ‘abundance’ to ‘stock’. TMs are available. The indicator is close to 
operational.  

State of the soft-bottom 
macrofauna communities 

Develop further. TMs are available. Data has been recieved from DK, DE, PL, LT, LV, EE, FI and SE but no yet 
tested. Currently the calculated values are only validated for DE, and other countries are willing to test and 
develop. The conceptual development of the indicator has to concentrate on harmonization of sensitivity 
values. There might be a need for different assessments in coastal and offshore areas, and there is a need for 
comparisons of assessments in different neighbouring coastal areas.  

Trends in arrival of new 
non-indigenous species 

Develop further. The indicator is conceptually ready. Resources for long-term monitoring is lacking. 

Polybrominated biphenyl 
ethers (PBDE) 

Develop further as the indicator has strong support among CPs. No TML has been assigned and thus no 
significant progress in CORESET II so far. 

Hexabromocyclodocecane 
(HBCDD) 

Develop further. TML has been assigned. There is still need to agree on the species and matrix for monitoring. 
Data arrangement need to be strengthened. The indicator is expected to the operational by end of CORESET II. 

Perfluorooctane 
sulphonate (PFOS) 

As above for HBCDD. 

Polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCB) and dioxins and 
furans 

Develop further as the indicator has strong support among CPs. No TML has been assigned and thus no 
significant progress in CORESET II so far. 

Polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons and their 
metabolites 

Develop further. TML assigned and currently no great conceptual obstacles are seen. 

Metals (lead, cadmium 
and mercury) 

Develop further. TML assigned. Harmonization of species and matrixes for sampling is needed. The indicator is 
expected to be close to operational within CORESET II. Explore how national background values should be 
considered.  

Radioactive substances: 
Caesium-137 in fish and 

Develop further. The indicator is in principle operational and the work is taken forward by HELCOM MORS. 
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surface waters 

Tributyltin (TBT) and 
imposex 

Develop further. TML assigned. TMa to organize the remaining work. Testing on data from several CPs needed. 
If a CP is not monitoring all parameters, e.g. only TBT and not imposex, the indicator will still be considered to 
be relevant for that CP. The indicator is an umbrella for different relevant parameters. Details on how to 
compile measurements from different matrixes to be discussed further within the project. 

Pre-core indicators to be developed for CORESET II 
Number of drowned 
mammals and waterbirds 
in fishing gears 

Develop further, however noting that the survey circulated by the TML indicated severe gaps in monitoring. 
The aim is to estimated acceptable mortality for the species in question.  

Lower depth distribution 
limit of macrophyte 
species 

Develop further, TMs actively developing and discussing solutions remaining conceptual and practical 
problems; e.g.  guidelines for monitroing,  selecting species, intercalibration of GES. The indicator is being 
developed as a biodiversity indicator in HELCOM but D5 indicator by CPs. 

Extent, pattern and 
distribution of benthic 
biotopes 

Suggestion to combine ’Extent and pattern’ with ’distribution’ in the current naming of the indicator. Develop 
further. Supported by several CPs, coordinating TML needed. GES-concept is in a very early phase and needs to 
be further developed in parallell with the general concept of the indicator. SE will as a next step provide an 
example of how the ”umbrella” concept could be applied, based on HELOM HUB, biotope complexes (=HB 
habitats) will not be included in the example as they are reported else where. 

Pharmaceuticals: 
Diclofenac, EEA2 (+E1, E2, 
E3 + in vitro yeast essay) 

Develop further. TML available, who considers diclofenac suitable, noting that the indicator requires a lot of 
development work in order to become operational. Hazardous substance experts will look into the option to 
develop the newly suggested indicator ‘Estrogenic like chemicals and effects’ and the estrogen parameter of 
this indicator could be included in the newly suggested indicator. 

Lysosomal Membrane 
Stability – a toxic stress 
indicator 

Develop further. TML presented the concept which has a strong scientific support in several sea areas. The 
indicator is an early warning indicator that mainly responds to hazardous substances. Appropriate monitoring 
needs to be considered when the indicator is taken forward in CORESET II. FI initiates pilot monitoring 
programme this year. 

Reproductive disorders: 
Malformed eelpout and 
amphipod embryos 

Develop further by assigned TML. Currently monitoring in DK and SE. 

Cumulative impact on 
benthic biotopes 

Develop further. Indicator renamed to ”Cumulative impacts on benthic biotopes” from the previous ”habitat” 
to better reflect the fact that most of the pressures relevant in the indicator affect the sensitive biotic 
component.  
TMs assigned and supported by several CPs. Expected that by the end of CORESET II the conceptual issues will 
be completed, data-streams will be in place, VMS data might not quite reach this stage but an attempt will be 
made. The concept is still under development and monitoring and assessment will only be completed once the 
concept is in place, such as GES-boundaries. 
Close communication with OSPAR in place. 

Candidate indicators to be developed within CORESET II 
Ratio of diatoms and 
dinoflagellates 

Develop further. TML clarified as of CORESET II 2-2014. Still to be clarified if the candidate is to be taken 
forward as mainly a biodiversity or food-web indicator. Spring time monitoring data needed; currently 
insufficient data coverage may cause problems. DE national indicator under development and about to be 
tested. Testing with other CPs data is needed. Not clear how far the candidate can come within CORESET II. 
Depending on the success of the testing phase might be fully developed. OSPAR developing the same aspect as 
a part of one of their indicators. 

Seasonal succession of 
functional phytoplankton 
groups 

Develop further. TML assigned. Building on lately published results from the MARMONI project. DE, LT, and SE 
to test the indicator with national data. The needed frequency of sampling to be further considered and if 
current monitoring is sufficient.  

Phytoplankton species 
assemblage clusters based 
on environmental factors 

Develop further. TML assigned. Building on lately published results from the MARMONI project. Need for 
testing applicability in all Baltic Sea regions; will be discussed by phytoplankton experts. The instruction for 
creating new clusters will be shared with other experts to see if suitable clusters can be created in the other 
regions. The indicator also needs to be tested against fluctuations in absolute annual production as the clusters 
are ratio-based. 

Mean maximum length 
(MML) of the fish 
community 

Develop further. To be developed in parallell with the LFI indicator as they are based on the same data, but 
provide different information. MML tracks the composition of the community and when considered together 
with LFI it becomes clear if the changes are due to a decrease in numbers of big fish or a decrease in size of the 
big fish compared to small fish. 
Might currently be falsely linked to D3, could be more relevantly linked to D4. Currently tested only with SE 
data; TML asking for data from other countries. Demersal data is being reported to ICES but pelagic data is not 
reported to common database and thus required directly from CPs. 

Vitellogenin induction Develop further. TML assigned. The indicator and GES values are well developed based on SE data. Currently 
only SE monitoring (as known to the CORESET II meeting). The indicator should also be tested in hot-spots, 
currently only tested in reference areas which are in GES. Hazardous substance experts will look into the option 
to develop this candidate as a part of the newly suggested indicator ‘Estrogenic like chemicals and effects’. 

Ethoxyresorufin-O-
deethylase (EROD) activity 

Develop further. TML assigned. The indicator and GES values are well developed based on SE data; but at this 
time only SE and DK is monitoring (as known to the CORESET II meeting). EROD is also proposed to be used in 
OSPAR. Responds to pressures within approximately a week and is based on the selected relatively stationary 
fish (eelpout and perch). 

Acetylcholin-esterase 
inhibition 

Develop further. As of CORESET II 2-2014 a TML is available. Candidate is seen as relevant for neurotoxicity. 

Biomass ratio of 
opportunistic and 
perennial macroalgae 

Develop further, TML assigned who will in any case develop the indicator further nationally. The indicator has 
been intercalibrated and tested in EE, (LV, LT), PL. Requires testing in other countries. SE and DK do not monitor 
biomass due to costs. 
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Actual inputs of nitrogen 
and phosphorous to the 
basins 

Develop further. TML assigned and LOAD core group have considered the indicator. The indicator is built 
around the MAI that are adopted at HELCOM-level. Some considerations on assessment units still to be 
resolved as well as minor details of the indicator report.  

Beach litter Develop further. Progress being made in HELCOM marine litter workshops and the indicator is supported by 
several CPs. 

Litter on the seafloor Develop further. Progress being made in HELCOM marine litter workshops and the indicator is supported by 
several CPs. 

Microplastics in the 
watercolumn 

Develop further. Progress being made in HELCOM marine litter workshops and the indicator is supported by 
several CPs. Currently data is supplied from pilot projects and it is unclear what monitoring methodology 
should be used. The topic is still new, and it has not been decided if the indicator should focus on microplastics/ 
microparticles/ combusion particles. The conceptual work might not be completed within CORESET II 
framework. 

Low and mid frequency 
impulsive sounds 

Develop further. Progress being made in noise workshops through the BIAS project, the indicator is supported 
by several CPs and covers a clear gap. 

Ambient noise Develop further. Progress being made in noise workshops through the BIAS project, the indicator is supported 
by several CPs and covers a clear gap. 

 
11 indicators that will be taken forward in CORESET II but where experts are uncertain if the indicator if the indicator will be 
operational by the end of the project. Recommendation by CORESET II 2-2014 

Core indicator under development but unlikely to be operational within CORESET II 

Population structure of 
long-lived 
macrozoobenthic species 

Develop further. TML assigned. TML suggesting that it is premature to expect the scientific knowledge to 
support the indicator at a HELCOM scale by the end of CORESET II. FI will develop this as a national indicator, 
which might be of use for other CP. There has been some progress made on linking Macoma baltica and Arctica 
islandica in studies in FI, LV, DE but there still remains a lot of conceptual work to be done, also GES must be 
set for different regions based on different species and it has not progressed sufficiently. The meeting also 
noted that in the MFSD population demographics are mainly required for highly mobile species. 

Pre-core indicator under development but unlikely to be operational within CORESET II 
Number of waterbirds 
being oiled annually 
proposed to be renamed 
and –focussed 
-> Oil-spills affecting the 
marine environment 

Not to be developed as a bird state-indicator. The concept of using birds is not scientifically accurate.  
To be clarified if the indicator could be developed as a pressure-indicator in cooperation with HELCOM 
RESPONSE. The indicator would be supported by the aerial surveillance data together with potential chemical 
monitoring methods. The aerial surveillance data is very valuable and oil-spills are an important pressure to 
include in the assessment system.  

Fish Disease Index– a fish 
stress indicator 

Put on hold. Currently no TML; explore if experts from CORESET I can be activated. 

Micronucleus test – a 
genotoxicity indicator 

Put on hold. Currently no TML; explore if experts from CORESET I can be activated. 

Candidate indicators not to developed further within CORESET II, but highlighted as important to consider in the future 

Phytoplankton taxonomic 
diversity 

Relevant indicator but not to be developed further within CORESET II. 
The indicator might cover a relevant biodiversity aspect of phytoplankton. Expertise on taxonomy and statistics 
needed for further development, and considering phylogenetic diversity data from sequencing could in the 
future provide this basis as the available data are increasing fast. This taxonomy indicator might not be a 
functional indicator in the higher salinity areas of the southern Baltic Sea. 

Distribution of seabirds Relevant indicator. Possible to develop for wintering birds based on existing data, but due to resource 
restrictions it doesn’t seem likely to be developed within CORESET II. Should be reconsidered in the future.  

PCB and dioxins for safe 
fish to eat 

Possibly to be developed further. There are food limit values and monitoring of these compounds in the Baltic 
Sea, this D9 indicator could be developed in parallel with the core indicator on concentration. However, food 
authorities need to be engaged in this work. PL will attempt to draft the candidate, once the draft is available it 
will be more clear if the candidate can be operationalized within CORESET II. 

Alkylphenols (nonylphenol 
and octylphenol) 

Of interest and possibly to be developed further, the candidate is a key bio-effect parameter. Hazardous 
substance experts will look into the option to develop this candidate as a part of the newly suggested indicator 
‘Estrogenic like chemicals and effects’. 

State of hard-bottom 
communities 

Relevant indicator but not to be developed further developed within CORESET II. Covers an aspect that is 
currently not included. FI to initiate monitoring of blue mussels that would be relevant and could provide a 
foundation in the future. 

Cumulative coverage of 
macrophytes 

The indicator is relevant, but currently not seen as feasible to operationalize on its own within CORESET II. SE 
has tested the metric, the indicator is expected to be available in 2016, same situation in DK. SE and DK have 
long time-series of relevant monitoring data. 

Dredging and dumping of 
dredge materials 

To be taken forward in close discussion with other benthic indicators such as ’cumulative impact’ to avoid 
double counting in assessments but to pick up on the relevant efffects. Under consideration to develop as an 
independent supporting parameter with a focus on impact of hazardous substances of dredged material rather 
than physical damage. A decreasing trend would be of more interest than following development towards a 
target. OSPAR is doing work on dredging, however it is not done in the MSFD framework. 
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14 indicators that will not be developed towards operationalization in CORESET II 
Recommendation by CORESET II 2-2014 

Core indicator that will not be developed as an indicator but as supporting parameters in CORESET II 
Red-listed benthic 
biotopes 

TML proposes not to develop forward as an indicator but instead as one or two supporting parameters. TML 
available to do this work. One supporting parameter suggested to be developed for biotopes, and possibly a 
separate one for biotope complexes that would clarify the link reporting on HD Art17. 
The supporting parameter on biotopes could highlight the causes of declining biotope biodiversity as SE and FI 
have already taken up messages from the Red List to their measures, and this could be relevant for the future 
and other CPs. 
Reasoning for suggesting this change: the HELCOM red-listing is strongly based on expert judgement, and the 
suggested index-concept is very different from other suggested indicators, setting a GES-boundary is 
problematic, biotope-monitoring is lacking, making any assessment for any unit smaller than the entire Baltic 
Sea would be very difficult. Furthermore SE has attempted a national index (similar to the original concept for 
the indicator) based on consecutive Red Lists, as new knowledge has been found to be the most common 
reason for changing the threat category, not a change in state of the environment.  

Candidate indicators that are discarded due redundancy or non-functional concept, included in this list for documentation 
purposes. These candidate indicators will not be included in future indicator lists in CORESET II 

Concentration of silica and 
chlorophyll a 

Discard. The indicator was proposed at CORESET II 1-2014 but subsequent discussions with the phytoplankton 
experts showed that it would not be relevant as a core indicator in its own right. 

Proportion of 
cyanobacteria in summer 
phytoplankton biomass 

Likely to be discarded. Cyanobacteria indicators with a eutrohipcation aspect to be developed in EUTRO-OPER. 
PEG-group still to consider if a BD-cyanobacteria indicator would be useful. 

Cyanobacteria biomass 
index 

Likely to be discarded. Cyanobacteria indicators with an eutrohipcation aspect to be developed in EUTRO-
OPER. PEG-group still to consider if a BD-cyanobacteria indicator would be usefull. Possibly build on the BSEFS 
on biomass index (latest updated in 2008).  

Biomass of copepods 
(absolute and relative) 

Discard. The indicator has been tested and evaluated and found less effective than the core indicator on mean 
size and total abundance. 

Biomass of microphagous 
mesozooplankton 
(absolute and relative) 

Discard. The indicator has been tested and evaluated and found less effective than the core indicator on mean 
size and total abundance. 

Zooplankton-
phytoplankton biomass 
ratio 

Discard. The indicator has been tested and evaluated and found less effective than the core indicator on mean 
size and total abundance. 

Distribution of offshore 
fish populations and 
communities 

Discard. TML stated that work has not progressed. The link to pressures is unclear and thus the purpose of the 
indicator is questionable. Due to this, TML chose to focus on other fish-indicators instead. 

Follow-up report on 
inputs reduction 
requirements for  
countries 

Discard. CART is not relevant as a core indicator, in the future it will be followed up thorugh a separate 
assessment system. 

Waterborne inputs 
organic matter (Pollution 
Load Compilations) 

Discard. Countries have lately focussed on input of hazardous substances and similar, a political decision to 
focus on organic matter would be needed to make this useful. 

Fishing effort by specific 
gears 

Discard. Some aspects of this pressure can be incoorporated into the 'cumulative impact on benthic habitats' 
indicator. Redundant as a sepatate indicator at the moment. 

Integrated status of 
contaminants in fish 
species 

Discard. No experts available, and unclear how this pressure candidate could be applied. 

Fishing mortality in the 
fish stocks 

Discard. The information is reported by CPs to ICES, proposed that it could be followed up if ICES has developed 
complete indicators and assessments based on them that would be of interest for the HELCOM community. 
Not to be developed within CORESET II, but possibly to be considered by HELCOM community if ICES produces 
the result. 

Occurrence, origin and 
extent of significant acute 
pollution events 

Discard. The suggested oil-spill indicator could take up some aspects of this indicator and the work should be 
done in communication with RESPONSE. 

 


