
 
Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 
Group for the Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach 

Berlin, Germany, 16-17 April 2018 
 

GEAR 18-2018 

 

 

 Page 1 of 36  
 

Document title OSPAR COBAM analysis of correspondence of relevant OSPAR indicators with the rev. 
Com.Dec. 

Code 3 – 2 
Category INF 
Agenda Item 3 – Coordination and information related to the implementation of the ecosystem 

approach and related policies 
Submission date 28.2.2018 
Submitted by Secretariat 
Reference  
 

Background 
This document shows the advice submitted by OSPAR ICG-COBAM to OSPAR ICG-MSFD in relation to ICG-
MSFD’s invitation to OSPAR Committees to analyse the correspondence of relevant OSPAR indicators with 
the Commission Decision on GES (2017/848) criteria and the revised Annex III of the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive. ICG-MSFD discussed the questions raised in this document and prepared a response to 
ICG-COBAM which is provided as Annex 2. The information was originally submitted to the OSPAR meeting 
of the Biodiversity Committee (BDC), Madeira, Portugal, 19–23 February 2018. The final overview of the 
process is presented in HELCOM GEAR 18-2018 document 3-3. 

 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information, together with the overview information provided in 
document 3-3, and use as needed to support the discussion on strategic guidance on future indicator work 
in HELCOM. 
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OSPAR COBAM analysis of correspondence of relevant OSPAR indicators 
with the revised Commission Decision 

This document shows the advice submitted by ICG-COBAM to ICG-MSFD in relation to ICG-MSFD’s 
invitation to Committees to analyse the correspondence of relevant OSPAR indicators with the 
Commission Decision on GES (2017/848) criteria and the revised Annex III of the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive. ICG-MSFD discussed the questions raised in this document and prepared a response 
to ICG-COBAM which is provided in Annex 2. 

Background to OSPAR document 
1. ICG-MSFD has asked the OSPAR thematic committees to consider the match between adopted 

OSPAR common indicators and the revised Commission Decision criteria, to propose new indicators 
where criteria are not fully covered and where possible, to give a first indication regarding the 
resources and procedures needed to address further work, especially on lists of elements, 
thresholds and aggregation rules. 

2. BDC 2017 asked ICG-COBAM to respond to this request for advice from ICG-MSFD (see SR BDC 2017 
§2.6).  

3. ICG-COBAM prepared the attached advice during and after its meeting in Marseille in May 2017. 
The current version of the advice has been finalised in correspondence and through a WebEx 
meeting on 11 September 2017.  

4. Following this the document has been forwarded to ICG-MSFD(2) 2017 and BDC Heads of 
Delegation. The advice includes some issues that may need to be brought to the attention of CoG(2) 
2017.  

5. ICG-MSFD was invited to note the general comments and the detailed analysis in Annex I, which 
are ICG-COBAM’s first response to ICG-MSFD’s invitation as described above under ‘Issue’ and that 
there may be another iteration of the information provided, based on ICG-MSFD’s further guidance. 

6. ICG-MSFD was requested to consider and agree with ICG-COBAM’s interpretation of the 
Commission Decision requirements on biodiversity, as below, in order to proceed: 

a. Descriptor 4 indicators will require some further development to be fit for the purposes of the new 
Commission Decision,  

b. the current common indicators for fish do not meet the new Commission Decision requirements 
under Descriptor 1. New indicators are needed to make species-specific assessments; 

c. indicators need to be developed on cephalopods (and its two species groups) and reptiles if OSPAR 
decides to address this gap in meeting the requirements of the Commission Decision; 

d. some secondary criteria may be considered of such strong ecological relevance that they should be 
included in future OSPAR assessments, and indicators should be developed for this purpose. 

7. ICG-MSFD was invited to: 

a. note there is no OSPAR work on integrating results per species group, which is required by the 
Commission Decision, and to provide guidance on integration rules; 

b. note and comment on the proposed first steps of developing threshold values based on existing 
assessment values (§7 and Annex 1); 
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c. note the need for resourcing further development work, and note ICG-COBAM’s intention to look 
for project funding to continue successful work of the EcApRHA project. 

8. ICG-COBAM will plan to develop the advice further responding as necessary to comments from ICG-
MSFD/BDC HoDs and CoG, so that a further version could be available in the spring of 2018.  
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ICG-COBAM response to questions posed by ICG-MSFD on Commission Decision 
2017/848/EU, related to work on indicators 
The original document was developed by the ICG-COBAM conveners with support of biodiversity indicator 
leads. 

Advice from ICG-COBAM 
1. ICG-COBAM has welcomed the opportunity to provide advice in relation to the revised 

Commission Decision. The group involves many experts who have been closely involved with the 
development of the OSPAR indicators and have provided technical advice into the revision of the 
COM Decision.  

2. ICG-COBAM’s advice consists of two parts. Firstly, a series of general comments summarise the 
key issues that result from the revised Commission Decision criteria and the decisions these now 
imply need to be taken as well as summarising a number of overriding issues on resources and 
organisation of work. Secondly, ICG-COBAM has prepared more detailed annotations to the table 
(Preliminary analysis of OSPAR biodiversity indicators against revised Commission Decision and 
revised Annex III of MSFD) originally prepared by ICG-MSFD. These are at Annex 1.  

3. ICG-COBAM will also inform the BDC-HODs by a written procedure on the advice of ICG-COBAM 
in relation to the revised Commission Decision. 

General comments  

Key issues resulting from the revised Commission Decision  
4. The revision of the Commission Decision requires that we review how the current set of OSPAR 
common indicators matches the revised criteria and consider how to respond to its requirements. Although 
the methods underpinning ICG-COBAM indicators are seeking to align as much as possible with the MSFD 
requirements, there could be slight differences or variations on the type and purpose of the indicators 
including that some OSPAR indicators are applicable areas of OSPAR maritime area outside MSFD assessment 
boundaries, e.g. Region I. It would provide helpful guidance for future indicator work for ICG-MSFD/CoG to 
confirm that OSPAR Common indicators should have relevance both to the OSPAR maritime area and 
Contracting Parties MSFD marine waters. 

5. It is important to highlight the issue of resources for work to respond to the Commission 
Decision at the start of this advice. While resource and commitment within ICG-COBAM and the expert 
groups continues to enable progress, some gaps have arisen recently and without attention this poses a risk 
that progress will stall for work on mammals, fish, food webs, and pelagic habitats and only limited progress 
will be possible towards improved and relevant future assessments. 

Match between adopted OSPAR common and candidate indicators and the revised Commission 
Decision criteria 
6. In Annex 1 we have examined and adjusted the mapping of existing OSPAR common and 
candidate indicators onto the revised Commission decision criteria. While, at this stage ICG-COBAM has not 
proposed new indicators to fill any gaps, possible routes for development work have been indicated. An 
overview of ICG-COBAM’s conclusions on the match between current indicators and COM Dec criteria is in 
Table 1. A number of mismatches were identified where guidance from CoG/ICG-MSFD would be helpful for 
the future development of ICG-COBAM’s work: 

a. there is a need for guidance on how to develop indicator work in response to the new Descriptor 
4 Food Web criteria (D4) which include two new priority criteria (D4C1 and D4C2) which are much 
more linked to ecosystem aspects than the previous criteria. Currently, OSPAR indicators do not 
directly fit these criteria although several existing indicators may contribute depending on how 
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the criteria are interpreted. It will be necessary to develop, test and assess new indicators or 
integration methods for these new criteria; 

b. there is a need for guidance on how to work in relation to the D1 criteria for fish. All revised D1 
criteria imply a need for redevelopment of the current OSPAR fish indicators, or the development 
of new indicators. Two aspects of the revised Commission Decision mean that existing OSPAR 
fish indicators (FC1, FC2, FC3) no longer fit under D1; 

• firstly, the revised Commission Decision D1 criteria put increased emphasis on population 
and species aspects and reduces emphasis on community and functional criteria. As a result 
two D1 fish indicators (FC2 and FC3) no longer fit under the D1 criteria as they are calculated 
at community level. But FC2 could be reported under D4C3 and FC3 under D4C1. Indicator 
FC1 provides a useful indicator of the impact of fishing on the abundance of the most 
sensitive commercial and non-commercial species, but does not fit the approach in the 
revised Commission Decision; 

• secondly, the revised Commission Decision also makes it clear that D1 fish indicators should 
include biomass/abundance and age/size metrics from D3 indicators for commercial fish 
species where available. OSPAR fish community indicators have previously provided an 
assessment including both commercial and non-commercial species using data from trawl 
surveys. Given the link between D1 and D3 expressed in the revised Commission Decision, 
close working with ICES stock assessment groups will be required. If OSPAR makes 
independent species level assessments for D1 there is a risk these will not be in line with 
current assessments for fisheries management; 

c. the revised Commission Decision recommends a species group approach to the assessment of 
criteria under D1 for birds, mammals, reptiles and fish. Under this approach, assessments of 
different criteria are integrated within individual species group, to assess its status. This is 
opposite to the existing OSPAR approach for fish, birds and mammals where assessments are of 
single criteria (e.g. population size) integrated across multiple species. COBAM requires guidance 
on whether such integration methods that do not fit with the revised Commission Decision 
should still be applied by OSPAR on account of their scientific validity or whether the approaches 
should be reworked to fit the Commission Decision requirements; 

d. guidance is needed on whether ICG-COBAM should identify options for developing indicators on 
cephalopods (and its two species groups) and reptiles. There are currently no indicators covering 
these groups. Development work would need resourcing to progress; 

e. we also recommend that OSPAR considers whether some secondary criteria are of so strong 
ecological relevance that they should be included in future OSPAR assessments. ICG-COBAM will 
begin to analyse this issue and develop advice accordingly; 

7. As requested, ICG-COBAM has also considered the request from ICG-MSFD to indicate possibilities for 
further work, especially on lists of elements and to support regional thresholds: 

a. for birds and mammals assessment values have been applied, or at least proposed, during the 
IA2017 process. These could be reviewed for use as regional thresholds as a learning exercise, 
being adjusted where necessary. It would also be possible for expert groups to define list of 
elements (regionally representative list of species within species groups), where they are 
needed, subject to confirmation of the need to adapt to the approach in the revised Commission 
Decision; 
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b. for NIS regional thresholds could be set for the relevant criteria. Consideration does need to be 
given when establishing thresholds of what is achievable in relation to management actions 
under the programme of measures. While reducing the rate of NIS being introduced is achievable 
through pathway management, the reduction of impact would require the control and/or 
eradication of NIS in the wild, which is much more difficult to achieve; 

c. in general, development of OSPAR indicators for food webs, pelagic habitats and benthic habitats 
has progressed quickly, especially through the support of the EcApRHA project. However further 
developments at a technical level are hampered by gaps in knowledge and insufficient 
monitoring especially offshore. To properly inform regional thresholds it is necessary to work 
further on monitoring strategies to improve data coverage and to develop analysis of reference 
conditions and pressure- state relationships. The EcApRHA project has delivered the EcApRHA 
Action Plan that specifies the work needed to progress indicators for food webs, benthic and 
pelagic habitats and describes the resources needed.  

Comments on organisation of regional indicator development  

Where we are 
8. The development of regionally-coordinated biodiversity indicators is still a relatively new field 
when compared with eutrophication and hazardous substances. Many of the OSPAR biodiversity indicators 
have been defined and developed only over the last six year period and were assessed only for the first time 
in the IA 2017. 

9. Much progress has been made but there is considerable further work needed to prepare for 
future assessments. It is critical that the momentum and expert capacity that has been built up between 
Contracting Parties is not lost. 

Resources, resources, resources 
10. Most of this progress was possible due to the collaboration between national experts in ICG-
COBAM and the technical expert groups. There are still well resourced and active expert groups on birds (run 
jointly with ICES and HELCOM), on benthic habitats and on non-indigenous species. It should be noted that 
fish indicator leads worked without the input of an OSPAR expert group during the IA2017. 

11. Since completion of the IA2017 assessments, there is no longer a functioning OSPAR group on 
marine mammals (no lead and no active members other than indicator leads), fish and foodwebs (no lead 
and few active members other than one, possibly two, indicator leads) and pelagic habitats (has a lead but 
few other active members). 

12. Without the re-establishment of these expert groups or an equivalent mechanism, there is a 
severe risk of little future progress being made on the development of the list elements and regional 
thresholds for fish, foodwebs, pelagic habitats and marine mammals and more generally towards improved 
future assessments. 

13. Expert group leads and indicator leads are the minimum resource needed to steer 
development of indicators. Additional support for analysis and development work is essential to address 
knowledge gaps and development needs. 

14. A number of Contracting Parties are not attending ICG-COBAM meetings and either do not 
participate in the work of the group or only become involved very late in the process. This is inhibits the 
possibilities for collaboration and consensus building. Some of these Contracting Parties send experts to ICES 
groups and are active in other contexts (e.g. MISTIC Seas). Joint working with other processes may be one 
way of streamlining the demands for expert resource and for fish this may be particularly important since D1 
and D3 (where OSPAR have no competency) have now been linked by the commission. Not all nominated 
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experts are identified, attend meetings or engage in the groups negating planning and frustrating progress. 
Liaison between expert group leads and relevant policy leads in the Contracting Parties may be necessary to 
ensure their experts are indeed doing the work they are being funded to do. 

15.  While recognising that the OSPAR Commission has overall responsibility for the contents of 
OSPAR publications, technical experts, especially those working in the academic sphere, need proper 
authorship citation. This is important for them to secure continued funding and to progress careers. The 
approach to acknowledge authorships for each of the IA2017 products separately from the products 
themselves is not currently fit for this purpose. Without addressing this, OSPAR risks a loss of engagement 
from the academic community and may find it increasingly hard to secure future engagement. It is suggested 
that OSPAR continue to review authorship citations, including how the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) approaches this issue, and that this is agreed at the start of the next assessment process.  

Policy – technical group communication 
16. To progress indicator development work, a clear, timely, dialogue and process is needed with 
OSPAR policy bodies to make sure ICG-COBAM’s outputs can be developed to match their needs. Clarity is 
needed on the following aspects among others: 

• how robust do assessments need to be to inform management measures?  

• roles and responsibilities (lead of technical work, resource availability) of  

o Expert group leads 

o Indicator leads 

o Members of expert groups 

• data management and data flow expectations, commitments and responsibilities 

Potential routes forward: 
17. In order to provide a longer-term perspective on the direction that work should be heading 
ICG-COBAM has initiated a process to develop multi-year ToR for expert groups to be presented as part of 
the ICG-COBAM terms of reference at BDC. Within these more tasks can be specified annually by BDC. 

18. ICG-COBAM suggests that a workshop between technical and policy specialists, as successfully 
experienced during EcApRHA, could help to build common understanding and establish priorities for 
developing work to respond to the revised Commission Decision and for the next assessment cycle. 

19. ICG-COBAM would welcome improved communication process between ICG-COBAM and ICG-
MSFD/CoG to provide greater clarity to improve the iterative development of indicators in partnership with 
policy leads. ICG-COBAM is also working to improve communication with parallel BDC ICG’s such as ICG-C 
and ICG-POSH. Cooperation with ICG-POSH should also take into account the need to align assessment 
between MSFD and Habitat directive for species and habitats assessed in both directives. 

20. ICG-COBAM recommends cooperating with HELCOM and BARCOM where the Regional Seas 
Commissions might overlap or close coordination of approaches is needed. An example can be more 
intensive cooperation with HELCOM in indicator development in order to align/harmonise assessments 
especially in the Kattegat and in order to use synergies in thematic overlaps, e.g. pelagic and benthic habitats 
as well as marine mammals. This is supported by positive experience form the Joint OSPAR/ICES/HELCOM 
WG BIRD. The cooperation between OSPAR and HELCOM could be initialised by a joint HELCOM/OSPAR 
workshop to define possible cooperation, as done in 2014 (COREBAM meeting). 

21.  Continued resourcing of the expert groups is vital to maintain progress. Alongside this ICG-
COBAM suggests that the roles and activities of the ICG-COBAM expert groups could be provided on the 
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OSPAR website to generate a better understand of the processes and organisational structure. Recognition 
of this organisation within the annual BDC work programme products concerned with ICG-COBAM would 
also assist this. This could also be one-way that acknowledgement could be made of the inputs of the 
technical expert leads, which is particularly important for academics. It is suggested that OSPAR continue to 
review authorship citations, including how the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
approaches this issue, and that this is agreed at the start of the next assessment process.  

22.  With a view to finding additional resources experts within ICG-COBAM and the expert groups 
will look carefully at participating in a tender to the new EMFF call (as well as other opportunities), if relevant 
for the field of biodiversity. Such projects can boost the work of ICG-COBAM, as has been proven by the 
successful EcApRHA project. Collaboration with policy layers in OSPAR will be welcomed. 
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Table 1: Summary of matching between adopted OSPAR common and candidate indicators and the revised 
Commission Decision criteria ( (-) - candidate indicator; AV – assessment value). This table is provided for 
overview purposes and may need further consolidation as ICG-COBAM’s advice is developed. More detail 
is provided in the ICG-COBAM advice section in Annex 1.  

Criterion Current Indicators Comments 

Non-indigenous species (COBAM expert group functioning well) 

D2C1 (p) Introductions NIS3 NIS3 can be split to cover D2C1 and D2C2 

D2C2 (s) Abundance NIS3 

D2C3 (s) Effects NIS3 (partial) Partial match - needs development. Further 
development to link to benthic indicators  

Birds (Joint ICES/HELCOM/OSPAR Working group on Birds functioning well) 

D1C1 (p) By-catch (B5)  (B5) - Not prioritised (no lead) 

D1C2 (p) Abundance B1 AVs for IA2017. Approach may need revision  

D1C3 (p*) Demograph. (B2), B3  (B2) – not prioritised; B3 (approach may need 
revision) 

D1C4 (p*) Distribut. (B6) (B6) - Not prioritised (no lead) 

D1C5 (p) Habitat for sp. (B4) (B4) - Not prioritised (no lead) 

Mammals (COBAM expert group not functioning) 

D1C1 (p) By-catch M6  Thresholds have been adopted in ASCOBANS 

D1C2 (p) Abundance M3, M4 M3 (Elements and AVs); M4 (AVs proposed) 

D1C3 (p) Demograph. M5 M5 (Grey seals) 

D1C4 (p) Distribut. M3, M4 M3 (Elements and AVs); M4 (AVs proposed) 

D1C5 (p) Habitat for sp. None  

Fish (No active COBAM expert group; coordination with ICES needed) 

D1C1 (p) By-catch (FC4) (FC4) - Not prioritised (no lead) 

D1C2 (p) Abundance FC1, (FC5)  FC1 (approach may need revision);  

D1C3 (p) Demograph. (FC6) FC2, FC3 no longer fit criteria; FC6 – no lead 

D1C4 (p) Distribut. (FC7)  (FC7) - Not prioritised (no lead) 

D1C5 (p) Habitat for sp. None Relevance to ICG-POSH work needs consideration 

Reptiles (no current indicators) 

Cephalopods (no current indicators) 

Pelagic habitats (COBAM expert group not functioning) 

D1C6 (p) Condition PH1/FW5, PH2, PH3 Further development work needed to inform 
thresholds and extend list of habitat types 

Food webs (COBAM expert group not functioning – overall approach needs further discussion) 

D4C1 (p) Diversity PH3 (partial), FW3 (?)  

D4C2 (p) Bal. abund. FW4, PH2, PH1/FW5, 
(FW6), (FW7), (FW8)  

(FW6), (FW7), (FW8) – not prioritised 
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D4C3 (s) Size dist. FW3, FC2, PH1/FW5 

(BH5)  

(BH5) – Not prioritised 

D4C4 (s) Productivit. FW1, (FW2), (FW9), (B2) (FW2), (FW9), (B2) 

Benthic habitats (COBAM expert group functioning well) 

D6C1 (p) Ph. loss (BH4)  Partial match– needs physical loss layer 

D6C2 (p) Ph. Disturb BH3  Partial match– needs additional fishing data 

D6C3 (p) Condition BH3, BH2, (BH1), (BH5) Integration can provide an assessment of change in 
biotic and abiotic structure 

D6C4 (p) Extent loss (BH4) Needs development 

D6C5 (p) Extent effect. (BH1), BH2, BH3, (BH5)  (BH5) – Not prioritised 
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Annex 1 ICG-COBAM’s annotations to ICG-MSFD’s Preliminary analysis of OSPAR biodiversity indicators against revised Commission Decision and 
revised Annex III of MSFD (based upon document BDC 17/2/2) 
 Table cells in the table originally provided by ICG-MSFD are shaded grey with revisions indicated where suggested 

Key 
Criteria as in the draft revised Commission Decision: (P); primary, (S); secondary. 
1 Columns marked in pink to be analysed by BDC and ICG-COBAM. 
2 Information on OSPAR indicators of relevance. OSPAR Regions for which the indicator will be operational for the Intermediate Assessment 2017 are listed in brackets. Where the 
indicator is still in development a region is not indicated and the following abbreviations are used: CI; candidate indicator, NP; not prioritised [this marking will need reconfirmation 
by Committees on current status]. Text in green for additional OSPAR work that can contribute, and red text for gaps. 
3 List of Elements from draft revised Commission Decision, analysis by France. 
4 Information on OSPAR assessment values of interest. Text in Black reflects the Commission Decision text on where thresholds should be developed/agreed (analysis provided by 
Germany also used for this text); or if not stated then ‘(not specified)’. Text in green sets out existing OSPAR work that may contribute, and red text has been used to set out gaps in 
OSPAR’s work. 
5Text from revised Commission Decision ‘Methodological standards’ in black; or if not stated then ‘(not specified/applicable)’. We have focused in commentary in this column on 
integration methodological standards rather than geographical aggregation guidance. Text in red has been used to set out gaps or queries related to OSPAR’s work. 

 

 

Part I – Criteria for monitoring and assessment of predominant pressures and impacts (MSFD Art. 8(1b)). (Non-indigenous species sections) 

 Com Dec 
Criteria1 OSPAR indicators2 List of elements3 Threshold values4 Integration rules5 

D2 

D2C1 (P) NIS3 – Trends in new records of non-indigenous species / 
Rate of new introductions of NIS (Regions II, III, IV)  

(Number per 6 year?) 

 Regional/subregional Number of indigenous spp. newly 
introduced via human activity in 6-
yr cycle 

ICG-COBAM Advice: 

COBAM suggests to split the current NIS3 indicator (currently covering introduction, changes in NIS community structure and dispersal) to cover DC21 (introduction) and D2C2 (changes in 
community structure and dispersal).  

COBAM can develop procedures to (1) understand current monitoring effort and data flow, (2) identification of gaps, (3) develop plan to fill gaps, (4) Implement plan.  

COBAM can do: Further co-ordination of dedicated monitoring to improve detection (temporal and spatial) of new NIS. Improve data flow.  

Up to 2018, COBAM can produce an overview of current efforts and identify gaps. 

Up to 2020, COBAM can develop a plan to fill the gaps with stepped implementation. 

Resources are needed to ensure that sufficient monitoring is undertaken and data management systems are in place. 

6 years is the longest reported period that is available.  
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 Com Dec 
Criteria1 OSPAR indicators2 List of elements3 Threshold values4 Integration rules5 

D2C2 (S) B4 – Non-native/invasive mammal presence on island 
seabird colonies (CI, NP) (OSPAR identifies this under D1 
Birds) 

List of established non-indigenous 
species, particularly invasive non-
indigenous species, which include 
relevant species from the list 
Reg1143/2014 and species relevant for 
D2C3 

 (not specified) Quantified per species assessed. 

Shall contribute to D2C3. 

ICG-COBAM advice: 

COBAM(1) 2017 recommend to remove B4 from here. It is on the wrong place and should be added D1C5.  

. 

D2C3 (S) Potential application of benthic habitat indicators (BH2, 
BH3 and BH4) via pressure/state relationship assessment 
(using D2C2 criteria as pressure layer) 

List of species groups and broad habitat 
types that are at risk from NIS, selected 
from those used for D1 and D6. 

Regional/subregional Provide the proportion per species/ 
group and extent per broad habitat 
type assessed, which is adversely 
altered. 

Shall contribute to D1 and D6. 

COBAM advice: 

There should be an indicator developed to link it to the benthic habitats indicators.  

Development of indicator or integration method to cover this criterion is required. Review other related indicators (such as BH2, BH3 and BH4) developed by others that may be relevant, 
and a plan for indicator development created. This plan will detail resources required for delivery and threshold value development. 

COBAM proposes to organise an integrated workshop to examine how current indicators (OSPAR and others as appropriate) can be integrated as part of the development of this indicator. 
An action plan can be developed for the indicator development. Part of this process is to examine monitoring and data flow requirements. 
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Part II – Criteria for monitoring and assessment of essential features and characteristics and current environmental status of marine waters (MSFD Art. 8(1a)) 
General remark from ICG-COBAM on birds, mammals, reptiles, fish and cephalopods:  

The revised Commission Decision recommends a species group approach to the assessment of criteria under D1 for birds, mammals, reptiles, fish and cephalopods. Under this 
approach, assessments of different criteria are integrated within individual species group, to assess its status. This is opposite to the existing OSPAR approach for fish, birds and 
mammals where assessments are of single criteria (e.g. population size) integrated across multiple species. COBAM requires guidance on whether such integration methods 
that do not fit with the revised Commission Decision should still be applied by OSPAR on account of their scientific validity or whether the approaches should be reworked to 
fit the Commission Decision requirements. 

General remark from ICG-COBAM on birds:  

The revised Commission Decision mentions several species groups for birds in its Table 1 (Grazing birds, Wading birds, Surface-feeding birds, Pelagic-feeding birds and Benthic-
feeding birds). These were recommended by the OSPAR-HELCOM-ICES Joint Working Group on Birds (JWGBird). The IA2017 contains assessments for each group, but it should 
be noted that some groups contain very few species due to limited availability, so the group-level may not be representative.  

Assessment values have been applied in the IA2017, which could be considered for use as regional thresholds, being adjusted where necessary.  

 

 Com Dec 
Criteria1 OSPAR indicators2  List of elements3 Threshold values 4 Integration rules5 

D1  

Birds 

D1C1 (P) B5 – Marine bird bycatch (CI, NP) List of species of birds, mammals, reptiles 
and non-commercially-exploited species 
of fish and cephalopods at risk from 
incidental bycatch (in relation to Reg 
1390/2013 and table 1D of Com Dec 
2016/1251)  

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

Agreement is needed on which 
species/fishing metiers are to be 
prioritised and how to collect the data 
under the DCF Multi Annual Programme 
to record incidental by-catch of birds, 
mammals, reptiles and non-commercial 
fish. 

Regional/Subregional 

No existing threshold. 

No ICES systematic assessment of bycatch of 
birds. 

For each area, the mortality rate per 
species and whether this has 
achieved the threshold value set.  

Contributes to D1C2. 

Gap: “Mortality rates are below 
levels which threaten species” 
requires assessment of bycatch in 
relation to the population status of 
each species. M6 has begun this for 
mammals and there is a need for 
assessment of the impact of bycatch 
on populations of mammals, 
reptiles, fish and birds. 

 COBAM advice: 
B5 is not a priority candidate indicator. No progress has been made. There is no lead country to do any further works. 
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 Com Dec 
Criteria1 OSPAR indicators2  List of elements3 Threshold values 4 Integration rules5 

OSPAR-HELCOM-ICES JWG-BIRD has reviewed progress towards meeting the EU NPoA on seabird bycatch. It is working with ICES WGBYC to determine what further work can be done to 
estimate bycatch rates in seabirds. 
 
Elements: This can be compiled from existing studies on the vulnerability of certain species to being bycaught. 
 
Thresholds: The development of thresholds is dependent on having seabird bycatch monitoring data that is sufficient to estimate bycatch rates at sub-regional scale.  
 
Integration: JWGBird could make recommendations for integration with other seabird indicators. 
The development of this indicator is dependent on CPs instigating or expanding monitoring of seabird bycatch. It also depends on how OSPAR works with ICES WGBYC (e.g formal request 
for advice or some sort of co-working agreement). 
 
Up to 2018, COBAM can scope out possible work when we know the extent of data on bycatch that is currently available 
It is currently unknown what COBAM can do up to 2020. This depends on the extent of data on bycatch that is available. 

D1C2 (P) B1 – Marine bird abundance (Regions II, III, IV, case 
study for I) 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

Assessment values available.  

Union level, taking into account 
regional/sub-regional specificities 

 COBAM advice: 
Elements: currently all species with available data are included in indicator. If selection criteria for 'representative species' are required, OSPAR-
HELCOM-ICES JWG-bird is functioning well, could make recommendations and can continue assessment of the indicator Thresholds: currently 
adopted. 
 
Integration: JWGBird could make recommendations on integration methods. 
 
Data flow into OSPAR seabird database should be maintained. 
Resources are needed for maintenance of the database. 
 
Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules and organise another data call. 
 
Up to 2020, COBAM can organise ongoing data calls and revision of assessment if required 
 
 

D1C3 (S) B3 – Breeding Success status of marine birds 
(Regions II, III, IV, case study for I) 

B2 Breeding success of kittiwake (CI, NP) 

FW1 – Reproductive success of marine birds in 
relation to food availability (CI, NP) (OSPAR 
identifies this against D4) 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently)  

Regional/Subregional 

B3 – assessment values available. 

B2 – a North Sea EcoQO was proposed prior to 
2010 but work was paused 

FW1 – gap  
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 COBAM advice: 
B2 is not a priority indicator. UK has the lead, as it is a national indicator for UK. There is potential for future regional application. 
 
Remove FW1 to FW4. 
 
Elements for B3: currently all species with available data are included in indicator. If selection criteria for 'representative species' are required, 
OSPAR-HELCOM-ICES JWG-bird is functioning well, could make recommendations and can continue assessment of the indicator Thresholds: 
currently adopted. 
 
Integration: JWGBird could make recommendations on integration methods. 
 
Data flow into OSPAR seabird database should be maintained. 
 
Resources are needed for maintenance of the database. 
 
Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules and organise another data call. 
 
Up to 2020, COBAM can organise ongoing data calls and revision of assessment if required 
It would be more helpful to CPs if the expert groups could work with policy leads to ensure their experts are indeed doing the work they are being 
funded to do.  

D1C4 (S) B6 – Distribution marine birds (CI, NP) Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

B6 is under development. Only relevant to 
certain species where changes in their 
distribution actually reflect anthropogenic 
impacts 

 COBAM advice: 
B6 is not priority candidate indicator. It was demoted from common to candidate by OSPAR 2014. No progress made. Currently there is no lead. 
 
Elements: JWG-Bird can investigate which species this indicator can be developed for to add value to existing assessments under D1C1 and D1C3. 
 
Thresholds: JWGBird could consider the UK approach to setting thresholds to changes in distribution. 
 
Integration: JWGBird could make recommendations on integration methods. 
 
Resources required may exist of possible analytical costs, but that is unclear at present. 
 
Up to 2018, COBAM can conduct initial scoping of UK approach to measuring and assessing changes in distribution and make recommendations 
for further development. 
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It is unclear what COBAM can do up to 2020. This dependents on the initial scoping. 
D1C5 (S) B4 – Non-native/invasive mammal presence on 

island seabird colonies (CI, NP)  

 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional 

 

 COBAM advice:  
 
B4 might be applicable under this criterion because it aims to maintain or restore island habitat availability for breeding seabirds 
 
B4 measures how well the risk from non-native or invasive mammals on breeding bird colonies on offshore islands is being managed through 
biosecurity. This is therefore an indicator of how well a potential impact to an ‘element’ is being managed. Mammals on an island effectively 
reduce the amount of habitat that is safe for a ground nesting bird to nest on.  
However, B4 is applicable to all species of ground-nesting marine birds that nest on offshore islands. It would be difficult to apply this indicator to 
assessments of the status of individual species. In this context it would not fit into the Commissions proposed species by species assessment 
approach. However it is a very useful indicator to inform management directed at measuring one of the few pressures on seabirds that we can 
reduce effectively through measures. 
 
B4 is not a priority candidate indicator. UK will submit it as a national indicator for the UK. There is potential for future regional application. 

 

D1  

Mammals 

 General comment from ICG-COBAM for mammals: 
The revised Commission Decision mentions several species groups for mammals in its Table 1 (Small toothed cetaceans, Deep-diving toothed cetaceans, Baleen whales and Seals). So far, 
ICG-COBAM has only developed an indicator and assessment for population abundance of different species of small toothed cetacean, on one species of Baleen whale (Minke whale) and 
seals. There are no data available to assess the population abundance of Deep-diving toothed cetaceans and other species of Baleen whales in OSPAR regions.  

D1C1 (P) M6 – Marine mammal bycatch (Region II) List of species of birds, mammals, reptiles 
and non-commercially-exploited species 
of fish and cephalopods at risk from 
incidental bycatch (in relation with Reg 
1390/2013 and table 1D of Com Dec 
2016/1251) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

Agreement is needed on which 
species/fishing metiers are to be 
prioritised and how to collect the data 
under the DCF Multi Annual Programme 
to record incidental by-catch of birds, 
mammals, reptiles and non-commercial 
fish. 

Regional/Subregional 

M6 – concepts for thresholds are unresolved. 

ASCOBANS thresholds are available but not 
adopted by ICES 

M6 – currently only able to cover one species 
of marine mammal. 

OSPAR uses estimates of by-catch published 
by ICES assess mammal bycatch.  

For each area, the mortality rate per 
species and whether this has 
achieved the threshold value set.  

Contributes to D1C2. 

Gap: “Mortality rates are below 
levels which threaten species” 
requires assessment of bycatch in 
relation to the population status of 
each species. M6 has begun this and 
there is a need for assessment of the 
impact of bycatch on populations for 
marine mammals, reptiles, fish and 
birds. 

  COBAM advice: 
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The OSPAR assessment of M6 used estimates of bycatch of harbour porpoise published by ICES. CPs expressed concerned over the accuracy and reliability of these estimates. Hence, no 
assessment against existing ASCOBANS threshold for bycatch were made in IA2017. Further consideration is required within OSPAR on how to progress this indicator in the future and to 
address CPs concerns. Closer collaboration may be needed between OSPAR, ICES and possibly, ASCOBANS, to ensure that future assessments of M6 better meet CPs requirements. COBAM 
can propose options for joint working if required. The CEMP guidelines should be updated to incorporate the new cetacean by-catch regulation. 
 
Elements: M6 potentially applies to all mammals in the OSPAR area, but the number of species included in the indicator is dependant on how many animals are actually killed and how 
accurately the number of animals bycaught is monitored and estimated. COBAM doesn’t need to review lists – there is currently only sufficient bycatch data to assess one species. Too 
few animals of other species are recorded dead – either because few are bycaught or because monitoring is ineffective at accurately measuring the number bycaught 
 
Thresholds have been adopted by ASCOBANS. To assess against thresholds population estimates (obtained under D1C2 Abundance) are also needed alongside estimate of bycatch 
mortality.  
 
It is difficult to say if extra resources are needed. This depends on the chosen option for further collaboration with ICES and ASCOBANS. E.g. request for advice from ICES. 

 

D1C2 (P) M3 – Seal abundance and distribution (Region II) 

M4 – Cetacean abundance and distribution 
(Regions II, III, IV) 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

M4 does not currently cover deep diving 
and baleen whales. 

Regional/Subregional 

M3 – assessment values available  

M4 – not agreed, but proposals exist. 

Directive 92/43/EEC criteria 
integration rules 

 COBAM advice: 
 
Completion of tasks for both seals and cetaceans are dependent on having technical input form a group of marine mammal experts - the OSPAR 
group does not currently function- there is no lead and only one active member. An alternative solution needs to be found (e.g. by working with 
ICES). 
 
 
Concerning M3 (Seals): 
Elements and thresholds: done (only 2 species of seals). COBAM could develop integration rules. 
Maintain data flow into OSPAR seal database.  
 
Additional resources are needed to maintain the database. 
Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules AND another data call (dependant on restoring expert input) 
 
Up to 2020, COBAM can organise ongoing data calls and revision of assessment, if required. (dependant on restoring expert input). 
 
Concerning M4 (Cetaceans): 
Elements: Unlikely to be able to increase list of species: currently all species are monitored but not enough data are generated for rarer species. 
Thresholds: nothing further. COBAM has already made proposals. These were not adopted. 
Integration rules: COBAM could develop integration rules 
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Another SCANS type survey would be needed to revise the assessment. 
CPs need to consider if assessment should revised for the next QSR 
Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules. (dependant on restoring expert input). 
Up to 2020, COBAM can proposals for monitoring if required (dependant on restoring expert input). 
 

D1C3 (P) M5 – Grey seal pup production (Regions II, III) Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

 

M5 - assessment values available  

 COBAM advice: 
Elements and thresholds: done (only grey seals are suitable for this indicators). Integration rules: COBAM could develop integration rules. 
Maintain data flow into OSPAR seal database. Completion of tasks are dependent on having technical input form a group of marine mammal 
experts - the OSPAR group does not currently function- there is no lead and only one active member. An alternative solution needs to be found 
(e.g. by working with ICES). 
Additional resources are needed to maintain the database.  
 
Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules another data call (dependant on restoring expert input) 
Up to 2018, COBAM can organise ongoing data calls and revision of assessment, if required. (dependent on restoring expert input). 

D1C4 (P) M3 – Seal abundance and distribution (Region II) 

M4 – Cetacean abundance and distribution 
(Regions II, III, IV) 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing these lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

M3 – changes in seal distribution are reported 
but no assessment values are set; difficult to 
discern which changes are due to 
anthropogenic impacts.  

M4 – changes in cetacean distribution are not 
currently measured. 

 COBAM advice: 
Completion of tasks for both seals and cetaceans are dependent on having technical input form a group of marine mammal experts - the OSPAR 
group does not currently function- there is no lead and only one active member. An alternative solution needs to be found (e.g. by working with 
ICES). 
 
Concerning M3 (Seals): 
Elements and thresholds: done (only 2 species of seals). COBAM could develop integration rules. 
 
Maintain data flow into OSPAR seal database.  
 
Additional resources are needed to maintain the database. 
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Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules another data call . (dependent on restoring expert input) 
Up to 2018, COBAM can organise ongoing data calls and revision of assessment, if required. (dependent on restoring expert input) 
 
Concerning M4 (Cetaceans): 
Elements: Unlikely to be able to increase list of species: currently all species are monitored but not enough data are generated for rarer species. 
 
Thresholds: nothing further. COBAM has already made proposals. These were not adopted. 
 
Integration rules: COBAM could develop integration rules 
 
Another SCANS type survey would be needed to revise the assessment. CPs need to consider if assessment should revised for the next QSR 
 
Up to 2018, COBAM can propose integration rules (dependent on restoring expert input) 
Up to 2020, COBAM can proposals for monitoring if required (dependent on restoring expert input) 

D1C5 (P) No indicator Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional 

D1  

Reptiles 

D1C1 (P) No indicator List of species of birds, mammals, reptiles 
and non-commercially-exploited species 
of fish and cephalopods at risk from 
incidental bycatch (in relation to Reg 
1390/2013 and table 1D of Com Dec 
2016/1251) 

Agreement is needed on which 
species/fishing metiers are to be 
prioritised and how to collect the data 
under the DCF Multi Annual Programme 
to record incidental by-catch of birds, 
mammals, reptiles and non-commercial 
fish. 

Regional/Subregional For each area, the mortality rate per 
species and whether this has 
achieved the threshold value set.  

Contributes to D1C2. 

D1C2 (P) No indicator Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional Directive 92/43/EEC criteria 
integration rules  

D1C3 (P) No indicator Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional 

D1C4 (P) No indicator Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional 
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D1C5 (P) No indicator Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional 

 

 COBAM advice on reptiles 
ICG-COBAM has no indicators on turtles (the only species group of reptiles mentioned in Table 1 of the revised Commission decision).  

COBAM can develop, test and assess an indicator on reptiles. But that means strong involvement of experts from regions IV and V. Possible results of the MISTIC Seas project (for Azores) 
might be useful. 

D1  

Fish 

 ICG-COBAM Advice – all D1 Fish criteria 

Current fish community indicators (FC1, FC2, FC3) are more relevant to the new food web criteria in the revised decision. OSPAR should communicate that they do however, provide a 
regional approach to fish biodiversity assessment. Clarification is required from the Commission on whether they will accept FC1 under D1C2. 

Several fish candidate indicators need to be developed to support the D1 fish species group criteria in the revised Commission Decision. 

There has not been an active fish expert group for some time. There are different models for progressing the work to develop the indicators, for example:  

- an expert group is one option but this may not be the best way to move forward given that it has been difficult to maintain a group so far  
- developing a multi-year outlook for work with ICES to encourage relevant work where WGs are addressing the issues concerned and make OSPAR assessments coherent with 

fisheries management advice. 
- increased cooperation with HELCOM etc to share cost of commissioning work from e.g. ICES on issue that we both want to address 
- OSPAR/HELCOM/ICES Study Group to progress regional fish biodiversity indicators D1C2, D2C3, D1C4. 

The revised Commission Decision mentions several species groups for fish in its Table 1 (Coastal fish, Pelagic shelf fish, Demersal shelf fish and Deep-sea fish). The indicator assessments 
are based on the DATRAS database, which contains data collected by the groundfish surveys in the Greater North Sea and Celtic Seas. The IA2017 found that Pelagic shelf fish and Demersal 
shelf fish were covered sufficiently by DATRAS to build indicators, data quality was better for Demersal shelf fish. Deep-sea fish (Region V) and Coastal fish are not covered sufficiently by 
DATRAS and remain a gap in data coverage. 

D1C1 (P) FC4 – By-catch rates of Chondrichthyes (CI, NP)  List of species of birds, mammals, reptiles 
and non-commercially-exploited species 
of fish and cephalopods at risk from 
incidental bycatch (in relation with Reg 
1390/2013 and table 1D of Com Dec 
2016/1251) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

Agreement is needed on which 
species/fishing metiers are to be 
prioritised and how to collect the data 
under the DCF Multi Annual Programme 
to record incidental by-catch of birds, 
mammals, reptiles and non-commercial 
fish. 

Regional/Subregional 

Not prioritised 

(Same comments as for other D1C1 species 
groups apply. ICES assess rare/scarce fish 
bycatch) 

For each area, the mortality rate per 
species and whether this has 
achieved the threshold value set. 

Contributes to D1C2. 
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ICG-COBAM Advice 

Comment: No one is leading the development of indicator FC4 at the moment. It has been identified as a candidate indicator and it fits criteria D1 C! (P)  

What work can COBAM do: The list of species to be covered by the indicator could be generated from the OSPAR List of TD species and habitats  

Procedure: Look at the OSPAR list and develop a concept and feasibility study for a by-catch indicator based 

Extra resources needed: Lead person and fish group OR a request to ICES 

By end 2018: Development is not currently possible. It would be possible with a fish group and a lead.  

By end 2020: UNCERTAIN 

D1C2 (P) FC1 – Fish abundance (Regions II, III) 

FC1 – currently contains commercial species and 
non-commercial species that are most sensitive to 
fishing pressure. Continued relevance to be 
checked by BDC 

FC5 – Conservation status of elasmobranch and 
demersal bony-fish species (IUCN) (CI, NP) 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

 

FC1 – an approach to setting thresholds has 
been proposed and is being implemented 
through the current assessment of the DATRAS 
data product. 

FC5 pilot not going ahead for the moment 

Directive 92/43/EEC or Union Level 
taking into account regional/sub-
regional specificities. 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

FC1 - Abundance of sensitive fish species(Regions II, III) 

Comment: FC1 currently assesses both those commercial species and non-commercial species that are most sensitive to fishing pressure. The key problem is that the Commission Decision 
now requires a species level assessment, which is not currently provided by the final FC1 assessment. There is an intermediate step in FC1 which does develop a species level assessment 
and could be developed to incorporate information from D3C2 assessments. It is not reasonable for GES to need to be achieved for each species rather it should be assessed at community 
level. An approach to setting community-level thresholds has been implemented through the current assessment of the MSFD DATRAS data product. 

What work can COBAM do:  

 

The continued relevance of FC1 to the COM Dec criteria needs to be considered by BDC. This needs to guide (i) development of an appropriate species list for FC1 and (ii) whether it is 
appropriate to have a community level threshold. WGECO 2017 have done some work to identify the species covered and look at individual results. It is currently planned to identify the 
commercially exploited species and remove the species, although that in itself will not deliver a list of species. ICG-COBAM could also re-evaluate a method for setting the threshold to 
evaluate whether current thresholds are appropriate 

Procedure:  

Based in guidance from BDC, a proposal needs to be developed by a lead party and discussed in a fish expert group. This should be informed by an examination of national management 
plans to identify sensitive species at risk of biodiversity loss. 
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Extra resources needed: A lead person and fish group OR a request to ICES. Joint work with HELCOM may be appropriate. 

By end 2018: UNCERTAIN 

BY end 2020: UNCERTAIN 

FC5 - Conservation status of elasmobranch and demersal bony-fish species (CI, NP) 

Comment: FC5 can be developed to provide a species population condition assessment and a community level assessment. 

What work can COBAM do: Uncertain 

Procedure: Uncertain 

Extra resources needed: Uncertain 

By end 2018: Uncertain 

BY end 2020: Uncertain 

D1C3 (P for 
commercially 
exploited spp.) 

FC2 – OSPAR EcoQO proportion of large fish (LFI) 
(Regions II, III) as for FC1  

FC3 – Mean maximum length of demersal fish and 
elasmobranchs (CI, case study for Regions II, III, IV) 

FW3 – Size composition in fish communities (LFI) 
(Regions II, III, IV, V) 

 

Proportion of mature fish (CI, NP) 

These indicators are only assessable for the whole 
fish community and are no longer suitable for D1. 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

An approach to setting thresholds has been 
proposed and is being implemented through 
the current assessment of DATRAS data 
product. 

Directive 92/43/EEC or Union Level 
taking into account regional/sub-
regional specificities. 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

FC2 – OSPAR EcoQO proportion of large fish (LFI) (Regions II, III) 
 
FC3 – Mean maximum length of demersal fish and elasmobranchs (CI, case study for Regions II, III, IV) 

Comment: FC2 and FC3 are not relevant at the population level, only at the community level so does not fit in D1C3. The relevance of FC2 and FC3 to D4 needs to be considered by BDC. 

FW3 – Size composition in fish communities (LFI) (Regions II, III, IV, V) 

Although FW3 is currently summarised as a community level indicator, the analyses can be rerun at the species level and produce relevant size metrics for D1C3. 

FC6- Proportion of mature fish (CI, NP) 
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Comment: Candidate Indicator FC6 would fit the D1C3 criteria. An initial proposal was made a long time ago, but the indicator has not had a lead and was not considered a priority. 

NB. The link between these indicators and D3C3 needs to better be elaborated. ICES workshops will take place. 

D1C4 (P for 
spp. in 
Directive 
92/43/EEC, S 
for other spp.) 

FC7 – Distributional range (CI, NP) 

FC8 – Fish distributional pattern (CI, NP) 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

Directive 92/43/EEC or Union Level taking into 
account regional/sub-regional specificities. 

In development depending on DATRAS. 

Directive 92/43/EEC or Union Level 
taking into account regional/sub-
regional specificities. 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

FC7 – Distributional range (CI, NP) 

Comment – FC7 was identified as a candidate indictor but has not been developed. It would fit the COMDEC criteria. ICES WGECO have distributional indictors in their 
ToR 

What work can COBAM do: Needs guidance from BDC . If required, ICG-COBAM might be able to develop an indicator for this criterion through collaboration with ICES. However, this 
requires additional resources and expertise.  

Procedure:  

Extra resources needed: A lead person and fish group OR a request to ICES. 

By end 2018: No progress. 

BY end 2020: Depending on the guidance from BDC. 

 

 

D1C5 (P for 
spp. in 
Directive 
92/43/EEC, S 
for other spp.) 

No indicator Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

  

ICG-COBAM Advice 

Comment: No COBAM indicator currently identified. There is a link to ICG-POSH work on threatened and/or declining species 

D1  

Cephalopo
ds 

D1C1 (P) No indicator for none of the both species groups as 
mentioned in Table 1 of the revised Commission 
Decision. 

List of species of birds, mammals, reptiles 
and non-commercially-exploited species 
of fish and cephalopods at risk from 
incidental bycatch (in relation to Reg 
1390/2013 and table 1D of Com Dec 
2016/1251) 

Regional/Subregional Directive 92/43/EEC or Union Level 
taking into account regional/sub-
regional specificities. 

For each area, the mortality rate per 
species and whether this has 
achieved the threshold value set. 
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Agreement is needed on which 
species/fishing metiers are to be 
prioritised and how to collect the data 
under the DCF Multi Annual Programme 
to record incidental by-catch of birds, 
mammals, reptiles and non-commercial 
fish. 

Contributes to D1C2. 

Union level, taking into account 
regional/sub-regional specificities. 

D1C2 (P) No indicator for none of the both species groups as 
mentioned in Table 1 of the revised Commission 
Decision. 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional  

D1C3 (P for 
commercially 
exploited spp.) 

No indicator for none of the both species groups as 
mentioned in Table 1 of the revised Commission 
Decision. 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional  

D1C4 (S) No indicator for none of the both species groups as 
mentioned in Table 1 of the revised Commission 
Decision. 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional (a) Proportion and extent of habitat 
achieving threshold 

(b) List of broad habitat types not 
assessed. 

D1C5 (S) No indicator for none of the both species groups as 
mentioned in Table 1 of the revised Commission 
Decision. 

Set of species representative of each 
species group (specifications given) 

Regional/Subregional (a) Proportion and extent of habitat 
achieving threshold 

(b) List of broad habitat types not 
assessed. 

D1 

Pelagic 
habitats  

 

D1C6 (P) PH1 – Changes of plankton functional types (life 
form) index ratio(Regions II, III, IV) 

PH2 – Plankton biomass and/or abundance 
(Regions II, III, IV) 

PH3 – Changes in biodiversity index(s) (Regions III) 

List of additional pelagic habitat types 
(specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

Regional/Subregional 

Take into account other Descriptors 2, 5 and 8  

None? 

(a) Proportion and extent of habitat 
achieving threshold 

(b) List of broad habitat types not 
assessed. 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

List of additional pelagic habitat types (PH1, PH2 and PH3) 

What work can COBAM do:  

Application for relevant regions of Ecohydrodanymic zones (gap is Bay Of Biscay) (links To EcApRHA AP Gap 4) 

Procedure: EcApRHA Gap4 
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Extra resources needed: Yes 

By end 2018: Partially (EcApRHA plan indicates 4 Action, work could start) 

BY end 2020: Yes (could be fully sorted, but resources needed) 

 

Regional/subregional thresholds (PH1, PH2, PH3) 

What work can COBAM do: Yes. EcApRHA AP Gap 5 (6 and 7) 

Procedure: EcApRHA AP Gap 5, (6, 7)  

Extra resources needed: YES (Currently expert group consists of 3 CP, but 1 person is active (5 experts in 2015) potential risk that even a last person not going to have any more funding).  

By end 2018: Possible to start parts of it (resource depending) 

By end 2020: Possible to start parts of it (Resource depending) 

 

Integration rules (PH1, PH2, PH3) 

What work can COBAM do: Filling Gaps of EcApRHA AP  

Procedure: EcApRHA AP Gap 28 (and preGaps 5, 6, 7) 

Extra resources needed: YES 

By end 2018: Work could start if resources available 

BY end 2020: Possible if resources would be available. 

 

      

D1&6  

Benthic 
habitats 

D6C4 (P) BH4 – Area of Habitat Loss (all pressure)  List of additional benthic habitat types 
(specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

At Union Level taking into account 
regional/sub-regional specificities. 

None 

Method agreed at Union Level 

OSPAR Method to integrate each 
assessment per pressure type still to 
be discussed and developed 

ICG-COBAM advice 

BH4 habitat loss needs further methodological and regional development.  

No integration at the moment. Seeking policy advice/alignment between processes 
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D6C5 (P) BH1 – Typical species composition 

BH2 – Condition of benthic habitat defining 
communities. (Multi-metric indices) (Regions II, III, 
IV) 

BH3 – Physical damage of predominant and special 
habitats (Regions II, III; IV) 

BH5 Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or other 
sensitive/indicator species 

List of additional benthic habitat types 
(specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

At Union Level taking into account 
regional/sub-regional specificities 

None 

Method agreed at Union Level 

Integration methodology per 
pressure type and across indicators 
still to be developed. 

ICG-COBAM advice 

BH2 – Condition of benthic habitat defining communities (Multi-metric indices) is partly addressing this criterion, in particular I other pressures (not just fisheries are included). BH4 is a 
candidate indicator only  

BH1 – Typical species composition. This is partly addressing this criterion as it is looking at the changes on the biotic characteristics of communities thought changes on the sensitive 
traits. Subject to approval by ICG-COBAM BH1 will be proposed to BDC 2018 to be promoted as a common indicator.  

BH5 – Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or other sensitive/indicator species. This indicator particularly aligns with this criterion. BH5 is in embryonic stages of development, mainly 
due to the lack of indicator lead. 

 

   

D4 

 ICG-COBAM Advice on all food web criteria 

Overall comment: Work required to progress fish and food web indicators has been described in the EcApRHA Action Plan. However, ICG-COBAM cannot currently progress work on food 
webs as we are losing resource support to both lead the coordination of the expert group and to work on most of the indicators with a considerable loss of expertise and experience as 
result of several contracts coming to an end. Only indicators leads for FW3 and FW? are currently assured.  

What work could COBAM do: It might be possible to agree on which trophic guilds to be used for each indicator, depending on the indicator and on the data available on each CP. The 
specifications in the ICES advice document need to be further discussed to define a list of trophic guilds to be assessed in each OSPAR Region/assessment area 

Procedure: Need to define the three guilds that CPs have, based on the data that CPs have available.  

Extra resources needed: A functioning expert food-web group. The current expert group is about to collapse. 

By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to continue the work. With resources at an equivalent level as for IA2017 it would be possible to deliver a minimum of three 
trophic guilds to be assessed per region. 

By end 2020: Without further resources it is not possible to continue the work. Further work depends on resources. 

D4C1 (P) 

Diversity 

PH3 – Changes in diversity indices (CI, NP) 

FW4 – Changes in average trophic level of marine 
predators (cf MTI) (Region IV)  

List of trophic guilds (specifications given) Regional/Subregional 

PH3; Possible approaches:(1) integrating 
existing assessments or (2) new indicators 
using data from other indicators /ecological 

(None specified) 
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(species 
composition 
and their 
relative 
abundance) 

FC3 – Mean maximum length components; (3) incorporate this criteria for 
each component at indicator level. 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

PH3 – Changes in diversity indices (CI, NP). However, this indicator is only common in OSPAR region III and is included in the IA2017 as a pilot assessment only. 

Comment: Although PH3 can fit D4C1 it is not sufficient alone. PH3 could be supplemented with (perhaps) another indicator (e.g. benthic or demersal).  

FC3 - Mean maximum length (CI, NP) can be considered to fit D3C1 since it provides a metric related to species composition within guilds (demersal fish and pelagic fish). Similarly, FW4 
Changes in average trophic level of marine predators (cf MTI) (Region IV) can be considered to fit D3C1 for fish and cephalopods since the metric related to species composition. 

What work can COBAM do: EcApRHA Action Plan Gaps 2 (additional data sets), 3 (additional plankton size classes), 4 ((spatial assessment scales), 5 (pressure-state relationships to define 
thresholds), 6 (reference period), 7 (analyse pressure data), and 28 Pelagic Integration (Defining reference period). EcApRHA began to develop thresholds for FW4. Work to continue this 
has been proposed under the EcApRHA Action Plan Action 20. 

Procedure: See EcApRHA Action Plan 

Extra resources needed: Functioning expert groups for food-webs and pelagic habitats. The current expert groups are about to collapse. Most actions will require indicator leads, 
functioning expert groups and additional analytical support (e.g. at post doc level). FR and ES are still co-leading FW4 indicator, at least as expert advice. However, additional resources 
are needed to inform the establishment of threshold values, integration rules (fishing pressure...). UK and NL are still leading candidate indicator FC3. 

By end 2018: Without further resources, it is not possible to go further. Most actions will require indicator leads, functioning expert groups and additional analytical support (e.g. at post 
doc level). Phasing of work is described in the EcApRHA Action Plan 

By end 2020: Depending on resources. 

D4C2 (P) 

Balance of 
abundance 
between guilds 

PH2 – Plankton biomass/abundance 

PH1 – Lifeform ratios/FW5 

FW6 – Biomass, species composition and spatial 
distribution of zooplankton(CI, NP) 

FW7 – Fish biomass and abundance of dietary 
functional groups (CI, NP) 

FW8 – Biomass trophic spectrum (CI, NP) 

 

List of trophic guilds (specifications given) Regional/Subregional 

None? 

(None specified) 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

Comment: See general advice above against D4C1 

FC3 and FW4 can also be relevant for D4C3: it could be useful to clarify whether duplication of an indicator between criteria presents a problem in terms of independence. 

 

FW8 – Biomass trophic spectrum (CI, NP) 
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Comment: FW4 and FW8 would merge in the future to embrace all groups that are now covered by a range of indicators for which work would need to be developed to integrate them. 

Comment2: the integration of fishing pressure at local scale (VMS data) in the FW4 indicator is something that should be taken into account for further work on pressure-state 
relationships. 

What work can COBAM do: To be agreed, on the base of the EcApRHA Action Plan. 

Procedure: See EcApRHA Action Plan.  

Extra resources needed: Functioning expert groups for food-webs.  

By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to go further.  

By end 2020: Depending on the resources. 

 

PH2 – Plankton biomass/abundance 

PH1 – Lifeform ratios/FW5 

FW6 – Biomass, species composition and spatial distribution of zooplankton (CI, NP) 

Comment: There may be redundancy between PH2 and FW6, but there is a plan to merge them following the HELCOM approach (mean size and total abundance), where they may fit 
better under D4C3.  

What work can COBAM do: EcApRHA Action Plan Pelagic Gaps 1 (trait and lifeform assignment), 2 (additional datasets), 3 (additional plankton size classes), 4 ((spatial assessment scales), 
5 (pressure-state relationships to define thresholds), 6 (reference period), 7 (analyse pressure data), and 28 Pelagic Integration (Defining reference period). Food Web gaps: 21 (improve 
data coverage FW6) and 22 (define reference conditions FW6 to inform thresholds) 

Procedure: See EcApRHA Action Plan 

Extra resources needed: Functioning expert groups for food-webs and indicator leads. Most actions will require indicator leads, functioning expert groups and additional analytical support 
(e.g. at post doc level) 

By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to go further. We need a functioning pelagic and food web expert groups to address these. 

By end 2020:" 

FW7 – Biomass and abundance of dietary functional groups (CI, NP) 

Comment - Note new FW7 title. Biomass and abundance of dietary functional groups. 

What work can COBAM do: EcApRHA Action Plan 23 (improve coverage of functional groups) and 22 (define reference conditions FW6 to inform thresholds) 

Procedure: See EcApRHA Action Plan 

Extra resources needed: Functioning expert groups for food-webs and indicator leads. Most actions will require indicator leads, functioning expert groups and additional analytical support 
(e.g. at post doc level). UK can work to develop FW7 following the EcApRHA Action Plan as outputs can be taken from an intermediate step of FW3 and FC3 analyses. 

By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to go further. We need a functioning pelagic and food web expert groups to address these. 
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By end 2020: Depending on resources 

D4C3 (S) 

Size distribution  

FW3 – Size composition in fish communities (LFI) 
(Regions II, III, IV, V) 

FC2 – OSPAR EcoQO proportion of large fish (LFI)  

PH1 – Lifeform ratios/FW5 (CI, NP) 

BH5 – Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or 
other sensitive/indicator species 

List of trophic guilds (specifications given) Regional/Subregional 

None? 

(None specified) 

ICG-COBAM Advice 

Comment: See general advice above against D4C1. 

As well as the identified indicators (FW3, PH1, FC2), FW6 can also be relevant under this criterion. 

 

FW3 – Size composition in fish communities (TL) (Regions II, III, IV) 

Comment: FW3 can be calculated by species and FW3 analyses can contribute to D1C3 assessments 

What work can COBAM do: ICES - WGECO have been considering the use developing multispecies fish community models to identify thresholds in relation to biodiversity loss/changing 
function. OSPAR would need to have indicator leads and a functioning fish group to engage and take up from this work. 

Procedure: to be defined 

Extra resources needed: Functioning expert groups for fish.  

By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to go further.  

By end 2020: Depending on resources 

 

FC2 – OSPAR EcoQO proportion of large fish (LFI)  

Comment - FC2 has been shown to be responsive to fishing pressure or demersal fish. Thresholds have been proposed and implemented through the IA2017 assessment of DATRAS data 
product. 

 
PH1/FW5 – Lifeform ratios (CI, NP) 

What work can COBAM do: EcApRHA Action Plan Pelagic Gaps 1 (trait and lifeform assignment), 2 (additional datasets), 3 (additional plankton size classes), 4 ((spatial assessment scales), 
5 (pressure-state relationships to define thresholds), 6 (reference period), 7 (analyse pressure data), and 28 Pelagic Integration (Defining reference period). 
 
Procedure: see EcApRHA Action Plan 

Extra resources needed: Functioning expert groups for fish.  
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By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to go further.  

By end 2020: 
 
BH5 – Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or other sensitive/indicator species 

Comment: Although BH5 was identified as a candidate indicator there has been no lead for this indicator. Therefore the relevance to the criterion needs to be further developed. Should 
probably be deleted or reconsidered. 

 

D4C4 (S) 

Productivity 

FW1 – Reproductive success of marine birds 
in relation to food availability (CI, NP); 

FW2 – Production of phytoplankton (CI, NP); 

FW9 – Ecological Network Analysis 
diversity) (CI, NP) 

List of trophic guilds (specifications given) Regional/Subregional 

None? 

(None specified) 

 

 ICG-COBAM Advice 
Comment: See general advice above against D4C1. 

FW1 – Reproductive success of marine birds in relation to food availability (CI, NP); 
Comment: There has been no lead for this indicator. It is at too early stage in development to think about thresholds 

 

FW2 – Production of phytoplankton (CI, NP); 

What work can COBAM do: There is work to build on under EcApRHA based on a limited number of studies. EcApRHA Action Plan 16 (Reference conditions to inform thresholds) also 
Gaps 14 (improve data coverage), 15 (define assessment scales). EMODnet-Biology and ICES are considering developing remote sensing products and co-working would be useful. 
 
Procedure: see EcApRHA Action Plan  

Extra resources needed: Functioning food web expert groups, indicator lead, plus expert support (1 year).  

By end 2018: Without further resources it is not possible to go further.  

By end 2020: Depending on resources 
 

FW9 – Ecological Network Analysis diversity) (CI, NP) 

Comment: EcApRHA Action Plan Gaps 25 and 26 (2018-2028). Further development needed to define an approach for thresholds 

 

B2 Breeding success of kittiwake (CI, NP) - under D4C4 as it is indicator of food web productivity. B2 is not a priority indicator. UK has the lead, as it is a national indicator for UK. There is 
potential for future regional application, but no data outside the UK are currently available. 
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Part I and Part II – Benthic Habitat Components (D1 and D6) 

 Com Dec 
Criteria OSPAR indicators1  List of elements2 Threshold values 3 Integration rules4 

D6 

 ICG-COBAM General Advice for Benthic Habitats 

* Work in progress on OSPAR indicators, including integration, is currently at a early stages of development, thus we are limited on fully addressing the content of this table. 

· Several national approaches to address these criteria, using OSPAR indicators, currently co-exist and should be further discussed and worked for common approaches (feasible based on 
2018 reporting of art. 8, 9, 10 and CE art.12). 

· · * Agreed boundaries between damaged and loss should be defined to distinguish how to address each specific new criteria (loss or damage). ICG-COBAM can propose suggestions. See 
also BH4 paragraph. 

 The OSPAR Benthic Habitat Expert group (OBHEG) is developing a work plan to describe how the current and planned work will address the new GES criteria from the revised Commission 
Decision. Also, at which (short/medium/longer) term, different knowledge gaps could be progressed. This will require strong Science-Policy interface and interactions to be able to prioritise 
and implement these future works. It is anticipated, even if assuming minimum expertise in the group is maintained (leads and expert dedicated times and resources), than additional 
resources (e.g. project funded will be required to progress on several technical aspects and enable testing (case studies) of developed methods). 

 

D6C1 (P) BH4 – Area of Habitat Loss (partially (physical pressure 
layer)) (CI, NPpartly addresses this criteria through the 
production of the physical loss layer (one of the indicator 
data products). Please note that further development of 
the methodology is required.  

BH4 habitat loss (not just physical loss) needs further 
methodological and regional development. Technical 
specification updated via the EcApRHA project.  

No integration at the moment. Seeking policy 
advice/alignment between processes. 

 (Not specified)  

Links to ICG-POSH. OSPAR work on T&D 
habitats implies a basis for a threshold (e.g. 
“no further loss of habitat”)? 

(Not specified) 

Outcome shall contribute to D6C4 
and D7C1 

ICG-COBAM Advice  

BH4 needs a physical loss layer to be developed in order to analyse the loss of habitat due to physical loss. Further development of the methodology is required 

What work can COBAM do: 

Methodological gap: Need better understanding of pressure-state relationships 

Data gaps: Coverage at (sub)regional scale; and different type of activities/pressure reponsible for loss. 

Procedure: See EcApRHA benthic deliverables and action plan for details (notably chapter 5 and table 2). Work to be linked with other working groups (e.g. EIHA, ICG-C); need to avoid 
duplication, enhance coherence. 
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 Com Dec 
Criteria OSPAR indicators1  List of elements2 Threshold values 3 Integration rules4 

Extra resources needed: Permanent members of COBAM alone, are not enough resource to deliver both OSPAR and MS assessments (most are also MS countries). It is therefore unlikely 
that significant progress will be made by 2018 without additional resources. Refer to EcApRHA and OBHEG action plans (doc and excel file for details) for a description of resources needed 

By end 2018: Very little. A clearer steer on priorities from policy (OSPAR) would be welcome. Time should be spent planning the work and the required resources, including links to other 
Committees and external organisations. 

BY end 2020: Priorities from policy (OSPAR) would be welcome. Levels of resourcing need to be maintained at current levels at a minimum but this will be insufficient to deliver the work 
identified in the EcApRHA Action Plan and now incorporated the OBHEG Action Plans by 2020 

D6C2 (P) 

 

 

(Spatial extent Physical Pressure)  

BH3 – Physical damage of predominant and special 
habitats (Regions II, III; IV) addresses this criteria through 
the production of the physical pressure layer (one of the 
indicator data products) 

 (Not specified) (Not specified) 

Outcome shall contribute to D6C3 

 ICG-COBAM advice:  

BH3 only partially addresses this criteria in relation to physical disturbance created by fisheries (>12m). To be able to meet this criteria, spatial data from small fisheries vessels and non-
fisheries activities are required 

What work can COBAM do: Methodological gap: integration approach 

Data gaps: Coverage at (sub)regional scale; different type of activities/pressure responsible for disturbance. 

Procedure: See EcApRHA benthic deliverables and action plans for details (notably chapter 5 and table 2). Work to be linked with other working groups (e.g. EIHA, ICG-C); need to avoid 
duplication, enhance coherence. 

Extra resources needed: Permanent members of COBAM alone, are not enough resource to deliver both OSPAR and MS assessments (most are also MS countries). It is therefore unlikely 
that significant progress will be made by 2018 without additional resources. Refer to EcApRHA (and now OBHEG) action plans (doc and excel file for details) for a description of resources 
needed. 

By end 2018: Very little but a clearer steer on priorities from policy (OSPAR) would be welcome. Time should be spent planning the work and the required resources, including links to other 
Committees and external organisations. 

BY end 2020: Priorities from policy (OSPAR) would be welcome. Levels of resourcing need to be maintained at current levels at a minimum but this would be insufficient to deliver the work 
identified in the EcApRHA Action Plan and now reflected in the OBHEG work programme by 2020. 

 

D6C3 (P) 

 

BH3 – Physical damage of predominant and special 
habitats (Regions II, III, IV) 

Integration of: BH2 – Condition of benthic habitat defining 
communities (Multi-metric indices)  

. Regional/subregional  (Not specified) 

Outcome shall contribute to D6C4/C5 
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 Com Dec 
Criteria OSPAR indicators1  List of elements2 Threshold values 3 Integration rules4 

BH1 – Typical species composition 

Integration (all pressures) of BH3 X BH2 x BH1 – Condition 
of benthic habitat defining communities (Multi-metric 
indices) 

Integration to be developed with:  

BH1 – Typical species composition 

BH5 – Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or other 
sensitive/indicator species 

Integration approaches have been 
trialled within the EcApRHA project of 
indicators BH2, BH3, BH1 and BH5. 

ICG-COBAM(1) 2017 advice 
 
The integration will provide an assessment on the extent of change, particularly on the biotic structure and the loss/reduction of sensitive species at regional/sub-regional level 
 
 Methodological gap: integration approach 

 
Data gaps: Coverage at (sub)regional scale; different type of activities/pressure responsible for disturbance. 
 
Work to be linked with other working groups (in particular ICG-POSH)); need to avoid duplication, enhance coherence 
 

D1&6  

Benthic 
habitats 

D6C4 (P) BH4 – Area of Habitat Loss (all pressure) 

BH4 habitat loss (not just physical loss) needs further 
methodological and regional development. Technical 
specification updated via the EcApRHA project.  

 

List of additional benthic habitat types 
(specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

At Union Level taking into account 
regional/sub-regional specificities. 

Links to ICG-POSH. OSPAR work on T&D 
habitats implies a basis for a threshold (e.g. 
“no further loss of habitat”)?None 

Method agreed at Union Level 

OSPAR Method to integrate each 
assessment per pressure type still to 
be discussed and developed 

ICG-COBAM advice 

BH4 habitat loss needs further methodological and regional development. . Technical specification updated via the EcApRHA project 

OSPAR work on T&D habitats implies a basis for a threshold (e.g. “no further loss of habitat”) 

No integration at the moment. Seeking policy advice/alignment between processes 
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 Com Dec 
Criteria OSPAR indicators1  List of elements2 Threshold values 3 Integration rules4 

D6C5 (P) BH1 – Typical species composition 

BH2 – Condition of benthic habitat defining 
communities. (Multi-metric indices) (Regions II, III, IV) 

BH3 – Physical damage of predominant and special 
habitats (Regions II, III; IV) 

BH5 Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or other 
sensitive/indicator species 

List of additional benthic habitat types 
(specifications given) 

(COBAM is reviewing the lists currently) 

At Union Level taking into account 
regional/sub-regional specificities 

None 

Method agreed at Union Level 

Integration methodology per 
pressure type and across indicators 
still to be developed. 

ICG-COBAM advice 

BH2 – Condition of benthic habitat defining communities (Multi-metric indices) is partly addressing this criterion, in particular I other pressures (not just fisheries are included). BH4 is a 
candidate indicator only  

BH1 – Typical species composition. This is partly addressing this criterion as it is looking at the changes on the biotic characteristics of communities thought changes on the sensitive traits. 
Subject to approval by ICG-COBAM BH1 will be proposed to BDC 2018 to be promoted as a common indicator.  

BH5 – Size-frequency distribution of bivalve or other sensitive/indicator species. This indicator particularly aligns with this criterion. BH5 is in embryonic stages of development, mainly 
due to the lack of indicator lead 

It should be noted that data from other presure indcators, such as those development under D5, are also relevnat for the Benthic D1 Criteria as data sources of pressures. In the same way 
OSPAR indicators maybe also relevant for other Criteria (e.g. D5, D4 ->BH2 
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Annex 2 ICG-MSFD response to ICG-COBAM1 
ICG-MSFD thanks ICG-COBAM for addressing the questions posed by ICG-MSFD on how to develop the OSPAR 
work on regionally coherent and coordinated determinations of Good Environmental Status (GES) (ICG-
MSFD(2) 17/5/1). ICG-MSFD recognised that ICG-COBAM had done a good job of addressing the questions 
asked and had submitted a very clear view. The communication from ICG-COBAM was considered an ideal 
communication, which ICG-MSFD appreciated. Issues and problems such as on resources were highlighted in 
a very helpful way.  

Contracting Parties at ICG-MSFD(2) 2017 discussed the document at length and concluded the responses to 
issues raised in the paper could be framed as a science-policy dialogue; as noted by ICG-COBAM (in ICG-
MSFD(2) 17/5/1, §16). After in-depth discussion, ICG-MSFD proposes a joint meeting with ICG-COBAM, 
ideally back-to-back with that group’s meeting in Gothenburg 5-7 December 2017, as follows. 

Proposal for a meeting with ICG-COBAM 

• Back-to-back with ICG-COBAM 5-7 December 2017 meeting. 

• two half days up to 1.5 days. Preferred is a meeting on 7 and 8 December in order to enable ICG-
COBAM to finalise any preparations beforehand. 

• Invite participants from ICG-COBAM (Co-convenors and Expert group leads), BDC chair and 
representatives, and representatives from ICG-MSFD2. 

Proposed ICG-COBAM preparation for meeting 

Further to the paper submitted to ICG-MSFD(2) 2017, 

1. ICG-COBAM is invited to elaborate which MSFD secondary criteria it sees as most important and why. 

2. ICG-COBAM is invited to provide options for addressing the main gaps and mismatches it has 
identified between OSPAR work and the regional requirements of Commission Decision on GES 
(2017/848/EU) and to set out the resources (e.g. funding, expertise, timescales) and arrangements 
for each of the options, to the extent possible. 

3. ICG-COBAM is invited to consider risk from anthropogenic pressures (to species, species groups and 
habitats) and which species are particularly endangered in order to help prioritise what further work 
is needed in relation to the different criteria 

4. ICG-COBAM is invited to consider how to use the assessment methods from the Habitats and Birds 
Directives for birds and mammals in MSFD assessments. 

5. ICG-COBAM is invited to consider the use of indicators that have been developed by Portugal and 
Spain on reptiles in Macaronesia that could be useful for OSPAR Region IV, from the MISTIC Seas 
project, and furthermore, to consider using fish indicators for cephalopods.  

Proposed agenda  

1. To recall the options for addressing the gaps and mismatches (in threshold values, lists of elements, 
aggregation rules, need for further development of indicators) identified by ICG-COBAM, on the basis 
of the analysis carried out by ICG-COBAM. 

                                                           
1 Denmark, European Commission, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom 
2 Subject to confirmation, Christina Nielsen (DK), David Connor (EC), Isabelle Terrier (FR), Wim van Urk (NL), 
Michael McLeod (UK) and Ingo Narberhaus (DE) will attend the meeting. 
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2. To discuss pragmatic approaches to address gaps and mismatches, based on the information 
provided by ICG-COBAM. 

3. To agree on the need for developing any MSFD Secondary criteria that ICG-COBAM proposes. 

4. To agree on prioritisation of work to be done on the further regional development of primary (and 
potentially secondary) criteria. 

5. To draft advice to BDC on next steps. 

 

The final overview of the process is presented in HELCOM GEAR 18-2018 document XX. 
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