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Background 
GEAR 8-2014 agreed that work on HELCOM hazardous substances indicators should be aligned with the 

implementation of the Environmental Quality Standards Directive. STATE 1-2014 was of the view that the 

request of GEAR to align core indicator GES-boundaries with EQSbiota from the EQSD is not straight forward 

and might not be feasible for some core indicators relating to environmental state (MSFD D8) because the 

approach to derive the EQSbiota sometimes leads to unrealistically low GES boundaries. In such cases it may 

be more appropriate to base the assessment on trend results or use GES boundaries developed in OSPAR 

(EAC, BAC). 

JRC leads an expert review of Descriptor 8 in the possible revision process on the Commission Decision 

2010/477/EU. The expert group presented a fourth version of the review report to the WG GES in October 

2014, containing some considerations on the issue of EQS of relevance. The OSPAR MIME group also 

considered the issue at their last meeting, 24-28 November 2014. The meeting was of the general opinion 

that the issue requires further consideration and that appropriate trophic levels have to be selected when 

developing the targets. 

 
 
This document outlines the issue, and summarizes considerations by various groups so far, with the aim to 
serve as a background document to discussions during the meeting. 
 
 
 

Action required 
The Meeting is invited to consider the summarized considerations on the issue of GES-EQS and use the 

information as appropriate in order to propose a way forward for indicator target development.  
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Background to aligning EQSD with HELCOM core indicator GES-boundaries 
In the coastal areas of the Baltic Sea status assessments for hazadous substances are carried out for the 

purposes of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP), the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) as well 

as the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD). For the purposes of the BSAP and the MSFD, status evaluation 

in the HELCOM community are carried out using status core indicators where a GES-boundary is defined. 

For the purposes of the WFD the Environmental Quality Standard Directive (EQSD) defines target values for 

a number of substances. Work is currently ongoing in this process to develop EQS’s for biota. To ensure 

coherent assessments of hazardous substances in the Baltic Sea, aligning the EQS- and GES-targets is to be 

considered. 

Through the first attempts at aligning the core indicator GES-boundaries with the EQSs’, a number of issues 

have been identified that have to be resloved to ensure comparable evaluations. GES-boundaries have so 

far mainly been developed from a secondary poisoning perspective based e.g. on samples of whole fish, 

while the EQS have been defined based on a human health perspective based e.g. on samples of fish fillets. 

There are also some substances for which the core indicator GES-boundary is developed for a different 

matrix than the one of the EQS. 

In CORESET I, it was agreed that HELCOM core indicators should primarily rely on measurements in biota, 

secondarily on measurements in sediment and lastly on measurements in water. Depending on the core 

indicators and the existing EQS, targets in different matrixes need to be aligned. 

 

Extracts of relevance from the Draft template for the review of Decision 2010/477/EU 

concerning MSFD criteria for assessing good environmental status according to the review 

technical manual - Descriptor 8 
Version 4.0 as presented at the WG GES meeting 20-21 October-2014 

In relation to Article 12 evaluation: 

...the establishment of a common contaminant assessment approach is essential for the harmonious 

implementation of the MSFD Descriptor 8 within the EU. The WFD EQS should be used as a starting point, 

but, conversely, they were not included in the definitions of GES of a significant proportion of MS. 

Moreover, in many cases, MS did not specify their evaluation criteria and, if mentioned, it was not clear for 

HELCOM HOD 35/2011 (BSEP136); Common principles for quantitative or qualitative targets of core indicators. The 

target here refers to the boundary of good environmental status (GES) 

1 Target needs to be developed for each indicator separately.  

2 Purpose of the status target:  

the target reflects the boundary between GES and sub-GES. The boundary can be based on a specific score that 

can be derived through the use of an ’Acceptable deviation’ from a ’Reference condition’ 

3 Purpose of the pressure target: 

the targets reflecting anthropogenic presures should guide the progress towards achieving GES 

4 Science-based: 

a target level should be based on best available scientific pressures shuold giide the progress towards achieving 

good environmentla status.  

5 Spatial variability:  

target levels can vary among sub-basins or among sites depending on natural conditions. 

6 Confidence of the targets must be evaluated by common criteria and included in the general confidence 

evaluation of the indicator report.  
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which matrix and substance they were to be utilized. Despite potential differences in priorities and/or 

pressures, all MS should ensure they use coherent and comparable standards and harmonize their actions 

with neighbouring countries in order to facilitate the achievement of GES in their particular marine region. 

Moreover, WFD EQS are mainly defined only for water and GES should also consider adequate 

environmental criteria for sediments and biota as RSC and MS have applied in the Initial Assessment. The 

application of OSPAR and HELCOM EAC has achieved a quite advanced level harmonization in the North 

East Atlantic Ocean and the Baltic Sea... 

It has been also questioned if inland species toxicological data and the biota-EQS derived from them can be 

applied for the protection of marine species. Marine species do have different characteristics and might 

require a different level of protection. For the water-EQS values, the vulnerability of the marine 

environment is accounted for by increasing of the safety factor, e.g. tenfold. For the biota-EQS, assessment 

factors have been applied where there was doubt, e.g. due to limited datasets. However, the biota-based 

EQSs do not take the length of the food chain (longer in the marine environment) and the risks of 

biomagnification into account.  

Another factor identified as a major source of uncertainty was the existence of different evaluation criteria 

for the same matrix and substance. None of the MS that are parties to the OSPAR Convention and which 

used in their GES definition both the WFD EQS and the OSPAR’s EAC, defined a priority order between 

these two standards.  

4. Relevant matrix in which measurements should be conducted 

Issue: The selection of the relevant matrix and the possibility of being prescriptive on this issue, that is, of 

specifying the matrix where a particular substance should be monitored. 

Recommendation: There is no reason to exclude a priori any applicable matrix to assess the concentration 

of contaminants: biota, water, sediment. Water is not the most appropriate matrix for trend monitoring 

due to the large spatial and temporal variability (although this is not the case for certain large uniform 

water masses) and the very low concentrations of many contaminants. Sediment or biota display less 

temporal variability and seem to be more relevant, although they also present difficulties and some 

limitations. The Commission Decision should provide technical details as far as possible in order to improve 

harmonisation.  

Comments: Coherence with WFD is desirable. When adequate sampling and analysis techniques are 

present, water is a relevant matrix. For biota and sediment similar arguments are valid. In the WFD (as well 

as in OSPAR), sediments are only used for trend assessment. To ensure coherence with WFD and OSPAR, 

sediments in the MSFD might only be used for trend assessment. For biota, both trend assessment and the 

assessment of GES can be performed, this is coherent with WFD and OSPAR. 

The recent Priority Substances directive amendment places more emphasis on biota standards. The draft 

“Biota Guidance for the Implementation of EQSbiota” gives the possibility to choose relevant species and 

tissues for monitoring purposes, and means to recalculate the obtained values to a value that can be 

compared to the biota EQS of the new daughter directive. 

Recommendation: The sampling strategy must take into account not only the species but also the 

organ/tissue analysed and the frequency and seasonality of when biota should be sampled in order to 

minimize natural variability.  

Comments:  Guidelines for sampling biota (size, sex, maturation state, sampling period etc.) and sediments 

(fraction, etc.) are already available in RSCs, such as OSPAR, and there are also integrated guidelines (Davies 
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and Vethaak, 2012, ICES advice, 2013, WFD Guidance document No. 25). Moreover, the draft biota 

guidance covers sampling of biota for assessing compliance with new WFD biota EQSs. It does not specify 

species/age etc., but gives guidance on how to allow for differences. The guidance is supposed to cover 

both fresh water and marine biota. 

Issue: There are uncertainties regarding the species that have to be considered under D8. 

Comments: There are uncertainties, for example, in the consideration or not of migratory species, for which 

interpretation of results requires the knowledge of seasonal migratory patterns, or the use of alternate 

biota matrices (e.g. mammals) as integrative matrices to provide a broader picture of the contaminant 

status in a region or seabird eggs for trend assessments.  

In the WFD context, biota refers to fish or lower trophic levels (not mammals, birds). Therefore, the EQSs in 

the amended priority substance directive might not be directly applicable to them, but perhaps will be after 

recalculation and adjustment of monitoring data to account for differences in trophic status and lipid 

content of the sampled species.  

5. Methodological standards 

Issue: The appropriate thresholds for the assessment of GES should be clarified. 

Comments: It is not clear whether it is appropriate to introduce WFD EQS in the text, and leave open for 

using others (e.g. OSPAR EAC, national standards) when no EQS are available or when EQS were not derived 

from environmental toxicity data, or whether to define a coherent, ideally single, chemical assessment 

regime across waters under RSC, WFD and MSFD. This latter option has been suggested to be neither 

possible nor desirable (due to species specificity, regional differences…).   

Sediments are the last recipient of many pollutants but there are no assessment standards with legal status 

available in Europe. There are similarities in the way OSPAR EACs and WFD EQSs are derived, though they 

are not exchangeable. EAC developed by RCs can be environmentally representative reference data, and 

consequently they might fill the current gaps. However, there are only very limited number of EACs 

available, so they should be proposed for more pollutants.  

On the other hand, there are also other environmental criteria (ERL/ERM) which are applied in other 

countries (USA, Canada, etc). ERL values might be suitable to be applied across various marine regions in 

order to have a common assessment criteria, since they are derived from a huge database that correlate 

concentrations of contaminants in sediments with various biological effects.  

Moreover, the quality standards to assess GES should not be below natural background concentrations 

(BCs), although it needs to be better clarified, e.g. the year natural BCs refer to. The reasons because of 

which sometimes EQS are lower than BCs need also to be further understood (because no environmental 

toxicology criteria were used for the EQS establishment and/or because of the security factors applied 

when few data are available?). BCs have been estimated in biota by RSCs as levels in remote “unimpacted” 

areas.  But it is not clear whether this is valid if we are looking at open sea areas given the global transport 

of pollution. It should be noted that natural BCs, in principle, only refers to naturally occurring compounds. 

However, it is recognized that some compounds, such as PAHs and dioxins, are unintentionally produced as 

a result of combustion processes. Other compounds, such as mercury, occur in elevated levels in biota all 

over the world. If that is the case, and observed levels are higher than the biota based EQS, it might be 
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needed to re-evaluate the input data and/or evaluate the relevance of assumptions, on e.g. daily fish 

consumption used to derive the EQS. 

Issue: The relevance of the WFD EQSs for the MSFD. 

Comments: The most relevant addition would be to include more marine taxa, but only for those EQSs 

which are now derived with an additional assessment factor because of a lack of data for marine species. It 

should be noticed that for taxa that include marine and freshwater species, there is no clear evidence that 

marine representatives are more sensitive than their freshwater relatives. The taxonomic position rather 

than the habitat seems to be important. For the marine environment, testing species from exclusively 

marine taxa such as sea urchins or sea starts may have added value. 

The generation of new toxicological data should be a priority as a way to get useful criteria for the 

assessment of marine environment.  

Issue: The meaning of “comparability with WFD” should be clarified. 

Recommendation: To define what needs to be comparable (matrix, substances, analytical methods, quality 

control…) and where (territorial waters, open sea…). This “comparability” is incongruent for sediments 

and/or biota when there is no EQS. 

Comments: For sediment, there is no EQS, but there might be QSsed (some are more preliminary than others 

though). QSsed should be based only on predicting risks to benthic organisms, whereas EQSbiota were 

developed when the highest risk has been considered to be related to secondary poisoning or human risk 

from consumption. So where there is a biota EQS, biota might be more appropriate than sediment. 

Sediments would be more relevant for trend assessment. 

If sediment (or biota) matrix is used for assessing risk to whole marine environment, then the standard 

should be protective of the most vulnerable species in that environment, and could (should?) be derived by 

calculation from the EQS for water.  

Seven out of eleven EQSbiota laid down in Directive 2013/39/EU have been set to protect humans from 

adverse health effects via consumption of fishery products. Moreover, the monitoring in the “Biota 

Guidance for the Implementation of EQSbiota” is designed according to how these EQS biota values have 

been derived, i.e. to protect the top predator and/or human health, focusing on a high trophic level, and so 

analysing the whole fish (as eaten by a top predator) or the fillet (as predominantly eaten by humans). 

Therefore, these EQS might be not relevant for contaminant monitoring under D8. Furthermore, EC Food 

Regulation limits for protecting humans are derived using an assessment of the risk based upon dietary 

intakes – it is not clear that this is the case for EQSs intended to protect human health (e.g. for PBDEs). 

There are some recommendations in the draft biota guidance about converting between fillet and whole 

body concentrations that can be used to perform a valid assessment. 

As some of these substances (such as PBDEs and PFOS) are indicators in OSPAR and HELCOM, and don’t 

have EAC or BAC in fish defined, the QSbiota secondary poisoning derived under the WFD could be useful for 

compliance checking under MSFD D8 as well.  

 



CORESET II 2015 HZBF, 4-1 
 

 

Page 6 of 9 
 

Extracts of relevance from the summary record of Working Group on Monitoring and on 

Trends and Effects of Substances in the Marine Environment (MIME) 
3.2. In discussion a number of issues were identified that needed to be addressed in the current meeting, 

resulting in a revision of the online roll-over assessment as appropriate: 

d. Ireland and the United Kingdom worked on a comparison of EAC and EQS and presented an 

overview of discussions to MIME (Annex 5). A comparison was made of the percentage classified 

‘red’ when both the EAC and available EQS were applied to available data. In Annex 5 Ireland and 

the United Kingdom had made comments on the individual parameters and on the applicability of 

the assessment criteria. Additional comments were made on the wider issue of the proposed EQS 

guidelines on assessing biota compliance relative to the EQS and some issues that need 

consideration in plenary were identified to help focus future assessment outputs; 

e. Ireland led a discussion on the trophic levels. There was now a draft guidance document1 as to how 

to implement biota EQS (not yet finalised). A major feature of this guidance was that EQS 

comparisons relate to an appropriate trophic level (i.e. either TL=2 for mussels of TL= 4 for fish). No 

specific trophic level information was recorded with contaminant data, however it was expected 

that there were few data in the database at TL= 4. In addition the proposals incorporate 

normalising factors for lipids and dry weights, the implications of which need to be considered in 

order to evaluate whether OSPAR could directly compare current datasets to the WFD EQS.  

Questions needed to be addressed, such as whether the same data could be used for MSFD and 

OSPAR, and if a programme of work should be commissioned to carry out a formal comparison.  

WFD uses EQS in biota and with the move towards harmonising WFD and MSFD there could be a 

drive towards EQS. MIME welcomed the kind offer from Ireland to draft a document providing an 

overview of the comparison and some recommendations for the MIME/MIG forum, for 

consideration by the United Kingdom in the assessment web-application and by MIME 2015; 

3.7. (iii.) Assessment criteria: some Contracting Parties indicated that distance to target was not relevant or 

not calculable for all common indicators, including the question of whether distance to target related to 

standards or power of individual time trends. One Contracting Party suggested calculating distance to 

target for EACs or EQs across all monitoring stations and this proposal was supported by MIME.  

4.12. In discussion the following points were made: 

a. MIME noted the background assessment criteria on passive samplers and developing such 

criteria should be kept up to date. The EU’s EQSs were in the process of being considered for 

passive samplers. The issue of how to make passive sampling monitoring programmes comply 

with WFD and other legislation was also discussed, noting that EU legislation currently focuses 

on biota.  

7.2. The Netherlands made MIME aware of a meeting of appointed national experts and stakeholders at 
the JRC, Ispra on 21-22 January 2015. It would be on the next round of selection of priority substances and 
would also discuss a possible revision of the guidance for deriving EQSs. 

Annex 5 (Ref. §3.2d) - EAC EQS Comparison 
The data available from the assessment maps (for contaminants with an EQS) was extracted into an Excel 

file and the % occurrence of red (>EQS and >EAC) were calculated. Only four parameters had both an 

OSPAR EAC (or EAC equivalent) and an EQS (n = 13) (benzo[a]pyrene, fluoranthene, benzo[ghi]perylene and 

mercury), 5 have an EQS only (HCB, PFOS, dioxins (as a sum), HBCD, PBDEs (as a sum)). Others were not 

considered as they were not part of the assessment. 

The effect of using the EQS as against the EAC in the assessment was investigated.  

                                                           
1
 EQSBiota Monitoring Drafting Group “Draft supplementary guidance for the implementation of EQSbiota” 
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 For benzo[a]pyrene, the EAC is 600 µg/kg dw and EQS is 5 µg/kg ww (~25 µg/kg dw). Relative to the 

OSPAR EAC 100% of data (n =270) were found to be below the EAC, whilst 91.4% of the data were below 

the EQS equivalent.  
Note:  The EAC for benzo[a]pyrene seems too high, higher than for other less toxic PAHs, and therefore it 

may be better to use the EQS (though this is based on the food safety level).  

 There is also an EQS requirement to monitor for the sum of 4 PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene, 

benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzo[k]fluoranthene, indenopyrene and benzoperylene). This is done by 

measuring benzo[a]pyrene as a marker.   
Note: Would be useful to calculate this sum for comparison with EQS, however, will need to consider how 

to handle data if benzofluoranthenes are reported as a sum. 

 For fluoranthene the EQS is 30 µg/kg ww (approximately 150 µg/kg dw) and the OSPAR EAC is 110 µg/kg 

dw, so using the EQS does not have a big effect on the assessment (n = 131), for both those with a red 

assessment were <11%.  

 The EQS for PAHs is for human health, and all data is for shellfish, therefore no issue with the matrix.   

 For mercury in biota the EC food safety level was used as the EAC equivalent in the QSR (500 µg/kg ww), 

whilst the EQS is 20 µg/kg ww, therefore using the EQS had a major effect on assessment.  The EQS is for 

secondary poisoning therefore whole fish should be used, data is for fish muscle so shouldn’t be much 

difference, as mercury binds to the muscle tissue. Almost all sites exceeded the EQS (red assessment), 

whilst less than 5% exceed using the food safety level.  
Note: Neither suitable, therefore there is a general need for EACs for metals in biota 

Note: Consensus required from MIME on which assessment criteria are to be used for future assessment 

products. The final consensus can be supported once the implications of adding other trophic level, BMF 

and normalising factors have been fully evaluated (post MIME meeting)  

 For both dioxins/furans there is an EQS but no EAC, both are for the sum of congeners.  For dioxins the 

EQS is based on the toxic equivalence (TEQ) approach and therefore the toxic equivalency factor has to 

be applied and a sum calculated. The EQS incorporates dioxin-like PCBs as well as the dioxins and furans.  

There was limited data available for dioxins in fish (n =9). As sums are not currently calculated in the 

assessment maps individual concentrations (rather than sums) were converted to their individual TEQ 

equivalent and compared to the EQS.  Furthermore the EQS is for human health and therefore should be 

for fish muscle, available data will be for liver (worst case scenario?) but all are below the EQS.  

 For PBDEs the secondary poisoning EQS was used in the assessment rather than the lower human health 

EQS, as recommended by the ICES MCWG in 2014. The EQS is for the sum of 6 PBDEs (sum of BDE28, 47, 

99, 100 153, 154), but as sums cannot be currently calculated for the assessment maps individual 

concentrations were compared to the EQS, nearly all would be < EQS.  
Note: Using the MCWG suggestion is less precautionary than using the recommended EQS (human 

health) 

 For PFOS, HBCD and HCB there are only EQSs available, all are for secondary poisoning, and therefore 

should be applied to whole fish. There is limited data for all three and data is for fish liver.  The % red for 

HCB and HBCD is low, however n = 33 and 2, respectively.  The failure rate for PFOS is high (58.3%) but 

there is very little data available (n = 12). 

  

Parameter 

EQS OSPAR  
EAC 

n= 

 

  

Comments 

  

Recommendation 
%Red %Red 

BAP 9.63 0 270 HH EQS.  Data all for shellfish, OK. EAC seems 
too high, higher than other PAHs, 600 

EQS probably better 
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BBF 26.72 NA 131 HH EQS for BaP, should be included in total 
for comparison to EQS 

 

BD100  

Sum to be 
calculated 
for 
assessment 
maps 

NA 70 Secondary poisoning EQS used rather than 
lower HH EQS as recommended at MCWG 
2014. For sum of 5 congeners but applied to 
all individually at the moment 

use secondary 
poisoning EQS but 
apply to sum of 5 BD153 NA 69 

BD154 NA 63 

BDE28 NA 66 

BDE47 NA 70 

BDE99 NA 70 

BGHIP 15.0 1.5 273 Using EQS for BaP.  Not included as one of the 
4 in EQS for total 

 

BKF 7.3 NA 150 Using EQS for BaP.  Not included as one of the 
4 in EQS for total 

 

CDF2T 0.0 NA 9 Little data, EQS for HH, should be in fish 
muscle, data for liver?  Also EQS is for TEQ for 
sum of dioxin, applied individually here 

 

FLU 6.3 10.7 271 HH EQS, data all for shellfish, OK ` 

HBCD 0.00 NA 2 Secondary poisoning EQS, should be whole 
fish. Data for liver 

Only EQS (Low 
failure rate) 

HCB 15.15  33 Secondary poisoning EQS, should be whole 
fish. Data for muscle, should be OK 

Only EQS (Low 
failure rate) 

HG 98.10 4.8 105 Secondary poisoning EQS , data in muscle so 
OK 

Use OSPAR (EC food 
safety level 
though?) 

ICDP 8.18  269 As for BKF etc.  

PFOS 58.33 NA 12 No EAC but high % failure (low n).  Secondary 
poisoning EQS should be applied to whole 
fish, data is for liver 

 

TCDD TBC NA 9 Little data, EQS for HH, should be in fish 
muscle, data for liver?  Also EQS is for TEQ for 
sum of dioxin, applied individually here 

Need to do sums 

 

Notes relevant to the EQS weblink assessment 

The current draft of the guidelines, “SUPPLEMENTARY GUIDANCE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF EQSBIOTA” 

dictate a number of conditions that biota data should comply with in order for it to meet biota compliance 

requirements of the WFD directive.  

The guidance recommends that the biota standard should be applied to the most ‘important’ link in the 

food chain. In this context, ‘important’ means the trophic level where concentrations peak, such that the 

predator of species of that level is exposed to the highest food concentrations. In general, for substances 

subject to biomagnification, the critical concentrations are attained at trophic levels (TL) 3 to 4 in 

freshwater food webs, and TL=5 for marine food webs.  

Because of the different bioaccumulation potential of substances across different species classes, the biota 

standards for brominated diphenyl ethers, hexachlorobenzene, hexachlorobutadiene, mercury, dicofol, 

perfluorooctane sulfonic acid, dioxin and dioxin-like compounds, hexabromocyclododecane, and 
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heptachlor and heptachlorepoxide refer to fish (and for dioxins and dioxin-like compounds fish, crustaceans 

and bivalves), and the biota standards for fluoranthene and the PAHs refer to crustaceans and molluscs 

It is proposed that hydrophobic contaminant concentrations should be normalised to lipid contents of 5% 

in fish and 1% in bivalves, or to dry weight contents of 26% in fish and 8.3% in bivalves, on the basis of the 

measured lipid content or dry weight, or on the basis of generic values for lipid content or dry weight for 

the relevant species obtained from FishBase.  

For a substance that does not accumulate by hydrophobic partitioning into lipids, but via another 

mechanism of accumulation, normalisation against another parameter, such as dry weight (e.g. for 

mercury), may be appropriate. 

There is a stipulation that monitoring data be converted to a TL=4 (biodilution of e.g. PAH will take place for 

substances that are metabolized in fish) therefore the exception to the TL=4 argument is the measurement 

of PAH in mussels (TL=2).  

Trophic magnification factors (TMF) are required to be used for this process to account for the extra 

magnification step in the marine environment, to cover for accumulation in birds and mammals that serve 

as food for the marine top predators, should be incorporated in the biota quality standard for the marine 

environment (EC 2011b). Establishing an equivalently protective EQS for another biota taxon in this way 

necessarily involves taking account of trophic level.  Preferably, the trophic position is determined by 

measuring stable isotopes in the biota samples, of which the enrichment in nitrogen isotope ratio (δ15N) is a 

measure of trophic position, this is sample specific information that will not be available to MIME.  

This TL adjustment necessitates that biota monitoring data be adjusted at different trophic levels for 

comparison with the established EQSbiota. Instead of establishing an alternative EQS, it may be (more) 

appropriate, in comparing monitoring data for certain biota such as certain types of fish with the 

established biota EQS, to adjust the monitoring data to correspond to a more appropriate trophic level. 

Considerations for MIME 

 In some cases the (upward) adjustment of concentration data (or the decrease of a taxon specific EQS) 
may result in significant differences in the “compliance” assessment maps. 

 Differences in compliance maps for compounds such as HCB (or HCBD) will be minimal but for 
compounds where there is a low EQS the adjustment may result in “non-compliance”. 

 Careful consideration needs to be given to which OSPAR monitoring data is appropriate for use in any 
EQS related comparisons. Consideration needs to be given to assessing whether the available data are 
suitable for assessment against the standards we propose to use for assessments.  

 These proposals relate to implementation of WFD EQS, how these will relate to MSFD monitoring in the 
future is unclear.   

 “Standard” factors (e.g. moisture contents, liver lipid levels) when coupled with literature TL information 
and available contaminant data  may be of use to evaluate potential influences (for some assessments) 
with currently available OSPAR data. A trial evaluation of the potential impact of these proposals for a 
number of key compounds (e.g. mercury) will be completed to support the final selection of assessment 
products. 


