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Background 

GEAR 23 noted the ongoing discussion on geographic scales of assessments and EU-reporting as well as 
discussions at OSPAR ICG-MSFD of “cookie-cutter” solution (means to clip regional level assessment results 
to national waters / marine reporting units) and “parallel” solution (regional assessments at national and 
regional/ecologically relevant scales) to allow Member States to report coherent results for their national 
waters within regional assessments and to use HOLAS III work for informing management of national waters.  

The meeting agreed to follow the OSPAR scoping approach and asked the Secretariat to adapt the scoping 
table, provided by the EU Commission, to the HELCOM context by 27 November 2020 and each Contracting 
Party to complete the information on intended scales of HOLAS III assessments (indicator and thematic 
assessment) in relation to MSFD features and Member State’s intended reporting approach (cookie-cutter 
or parallel approach) by 22 January 2021. The Meeting requested CG MSFD to review the results, identify 
implications for HELCOM assessment and presentation work and prepare a proposal by 23 April 2021 for 
conclusion at GEAR 24-2021 so that identified needs can still be implemented in the HELCOM context. The 
meeting requested CG MSFD to assess, in this context, proposals by the EU Commission for completion of EU 
reporting sheets for Art. 8 MSFD at regional level and prepare a proposal for conclusion by GEAR 24-2021.  

CG MSFD met online on 17 February and 19 April 2021 to prepare exchange in GEAR on MSFD 
implementation issues. This document provides information on ongoing discussions about how to link the 
scales of regional assessments to national EU-reporting as a basis for futher discussion. 

The document is submitted in parallel for information to S&C and is intended to inform the meeting of 
indicator leads in June. The aim is to raise awareness for the „back end“ (use of assessments) while 
developing the indicators.  

 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to:  

− take note of the information on the scoping exercise carried by CG MSFD to identify linking regional 
assessment results (HOLAS III) to national Article 8 MSFD reporting, and to use this information when 
to considering the results highlighted by CG MSFD and to identifying future steps as outlined in the 
Agenda. 
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Linking regional assessments to national EU reporting 
Trigger for discussion 
EU Member States report assessment results for Art. 8 MSFD to the EU in relation to “marine reporting units” 
(MRU). The last reporting round in 2018 showed that the MRU chosen by Member States are not necessarily 
identical with regional assessment units. Reasons for different choices of spatial reference include for 
example the wish of Member States to relate regional assessments to their national waters. In some cases, 
Member States to re-worked or re-packaged regional assessments to adapt them to national needs and 
nested national assessment units. Motivation and needs for those approaches arose for example from  

− the national definition of good status  
− local specifics  
− the need of a resolution of the assessments required to devise national measures and management 

actions  
− demonstration and communication of status of the waters within national boundaries as a basis for 

national programmes of measures.  
 
As a result, Member States reported in 2018 overlapping MRUs and re-assessed in some cases national areas 
based on HELCOM assessment tools by using national waters/units as scale for integrated assessments, 
adjusting HELCOM assessments to elements occurring in national waters and relevant for their good status, 
incorporating assessment results of other EU legislation (e.g. Habitats Directive), by using monitoring data 
within national boundaries for which they are fit for use while data situation is not sufficient for regional 
scales or by complementing the HELCOM assessment with national indicators.  

In response to this challenge, the EU Commission initiated discussions in OSPAR CoG / ICG MSFD and HELCOM 
GEAR / CG MSFD on how to link regional assessments to national reporting. The aim is that Member States 
within a region agree on a common reporting approach in order to make reported assessments fit together 
and be consistent. 

State of discussion 
Based on OSPAR proposals, the three options which CG MSFD considered, depending on the EU MSFD 
criterion concerned, are, in a nutshell, the following: 

1. Reporting of regional assessment results using the regional assessment units as MRU. 

2. Reporting of regional assessment results within the boundaries of national MRUs which are located 
within the regional assessment unit („cookie cutter approach“). The regional results are clipped to the 
national MRU. Relevant approach for transboundary topics. 

3. Reporting of regional scale and national scale assessments. For the national scale the data points are 
limited to those within a national MRU and aggregated in accordance with regional assessment methods 
(„parallel approach“). Relevant approach for topics with strong local differences. 

The implications of the options for HELCOM assessment work and national EU-reporting still need to be fully 
understood. An initial analysis of implications was undertaken in OSPAR ICG MSFD, also in relation to 
management (see embedded document below, in particular table 1 on page 11-12, for information). More 
questions remain to be fully thought through, for example at which level (HELCOM or national) the national 
scale assessment of indicators on one hand and integration on the other hand should take place, and how 
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the various assessment results link with EU reporting scheme. Clarity about the reporting system needs to 
be sought at EU WG DIKE. 

0202_qsr_assessme
nts_msfd_reporting. 

Messages from the discussion so far 
Discussion on linking regional assessments and national reporting is continuing. Whether any of the proposed 
options above will show the way forward or whether they may be dispanded in the end is open. Further 
discussion is required to take place in the EU MFSD CIS process (WG DIKE) and will depend on the detailed 
arrangements for reporting of Art. 8 MSFD in 2024.  

If the „cookie-cutter approach“ was to be applied, this would require an infrastructure (GIS layers) at HELCOM 
that enables EU Member States to clip the HELCOM assessment results to defined MRUs. In support of further 
discussions, the HELCOM Secretariat is exploring the resource requirements for implementing such an 
approach. 

CG MSFD’s attempt to scope potential approaches for EU MSFD criteria in relation to HELCOM indicators is 
captured in the Annex of this document. It shows that for example the choice and agreement of 

− the elements to be covered by an indicator 

− the (ecologically relevant) regional assessment unit for an indicator 

and, more generally, the design of an indicator, are important aspects for the way how assessment results 
can finally be linked to national reporting. 

The scoping exercise in the Annex resulted in the „cookie-cutter approach“ being potentially the 
predominant solution while regional MRU and parallel approach would appear limited in application. The 
exercise showed that finding an approach for requested national resolutions and links appears easier for 
„simple“ EU MSFD criteria / indicators, especially where data are georeferenced. The necessary resolution 
could be achieved through any approach. Other criteria / indicators which link to geographic distribution of 
elements and which build on integration and/or averaging of data may pose a challenge and may often direct 
towards „cookie-cutter“ or even „parallel“ approach. At the same time the parallel approach should be 
limited in favour of making best use of the regional assessments in national reporting and avoiding 
duplication of work. Direct use of regional results would enhance regional coherence.  

The discussion on scoping showed also that there are issues about sampling (e.g. national sampling strategy 
does not meet HELCOM minimum requirements) and data reporting (e.g. mismatch of data held in ICES and 
national databases) which may lead to national data not or not fully being included in HELCOM assessments 
and therefore to the wish of a Member State to do an additional national assessment. 

The discussion links with the indicator level. A separate discussion still needs to be led at EU CIS level (WG 
DIKE) on use of aggregated regional assessment results where the use of complementary national indicators 
– for reasons of national specifics, national description of good status or lack of regional assessments 
(indicator not yet regionally operational, data not fit for regional scale assessments) – in the context of 
regional assessment still needs resolving.  
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Annex 1: Intitial scoping of reporting approaches in relation to EU MSFD criteria / HELCOM indicators (summary table) 

Note: 
The reporting approach merely relates to how Member States link the regional assessments to EU-reporting. It does not interfere with the regional assessments for HOLAS III. The scoping results 
are „theoretic“ and need further consideration. The colour coding reflect the level of convergence of Member States‘ views (for legend see below) and are derived in comparison with the 
HELCOM assessment scales. The initial scoping is not agreed among Member States in HELCOM. Individual Member States views on use of parallel approach are indicated as ** 
 
The options provided are: 1 Regioal MRU; 2 cookie-cutter approach; 3 parallel approach 

The following provisional guidance was discussed by CG MSFD and has provided a basis for identifying possible approach for each indicator: 
• Option 1 is suitable for criteria/elements using assessment level 4 (and possibly 3) which are already largely aligned with national waters. 
• Option 2 would be useful where the ecologically meaningful areas for the element/criteria in question exceeds the delineation of the MRU/national waters of the CP. 
• Options 1 and 2 should be used for elements/criteria where management efforts are regional in nature (e.g. eutrophication and the input ceilings). 
• Option 3 should be limited to exceptional circumstances, e.g. where regional indicators are not yet in place or fully operational, or where local specificities are considered so predominant that a regional 

level assessment would not adequately represent the state. Where HELCOM scale 4 allows national assessments as requested by some Member States opting for approach 3, it appears that approach 
1 would cover the national assessment needs. 
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EU MSFD criteria 
(primary, secondary) HELCOM indicator HELCOM assessment scale 

Initial 
theoretic Initial considerations  
scoping  

D2
 

N
on

-
in

di
ge

no
us

 sp
ec

ie
s 

D2C1 Newly-
introduced NIS Trends in arrival of new Non-Indigenous Species  Whole Baltic - Scale 1 HELCOM Assessment Units 

(appropriate for current data quality/availability 3 
Parallel approach. National data are visible within the data sets for 
the whole Baltic Sea region and for bassins and can easily be 
extracted because date in AquaNIS is georeferenced.   

D2C2 Established NIS  Not available       
D2C3 Adverse 
effects of NIS  Not available       

D5
 E

ut
ro

ph
ic

at
io

n 

D5C1 Nutrient 
concentrations 

Dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 

1 or 2 1 proposed because Scale 4 uses national WFD water bodies and 
links with sea-basins for nutrient reduction schemes / management 

** 
2 proposed to allow division of open sea areas into national areas 
(possibly also relevant for C3 and C4 components) if required to 
provide proportion or spatial extent of national waters only. 

Dissolved inorganic phosphorous (DIP) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

as above 
** 

Total nitrogen Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

as above 
** 

Total phosphorus Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

as above 
** 

Inputs of nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) to the 
subbasins 

Aggregated Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units to 
7 PLC sub-basins 

1 or 2 
as above  

** 

D5C2 Chlorophyll-a 
concentration 

Chlorophyll-a Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

as above 
** 

Phytoplankton spring bloom intensity based on chl-a Not yet established     
D5C3 Harmful algal 
blooms Cyanobacterial Bloom Index (CyaBI) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 

1 or 2 
as above 

** 

D5C4 Photic limit 
Water clarity Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 

1 or 2 
as above 

** 
Phytoplankton spring bloom intensity based on chl-a Not yet established     

D5C5 Dissolved 
oxygen 
concentration 

Oxygen debt Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units (but only open 
sea component at this scale)  

1 or 2 
as above 

** 

Shallow-water bottom oxygen Not yet established (Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment 
Units in coastal areas possibly) 

1 or 2 hopefully progress by HOLAS III 
** as above 

Deep-water oxygen consumption Not yet established     
D5C6 Opportunistic 
macroalgae of 
benthic habitats 

Biomass ratio of opportunistic and perennial 
macroalgae Not yet established 
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D5C7 Macrophyte 
communities of 
benthic habitats 

Lower depth limit distribution of the macrophyte 
community Not yet established 

  
  

D5C8 Macrofaunal 
communities of 
benthic habitats 

State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community 
Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units - but only 
open sea component at this scale and within 
specific depth 

1 or 2 as above. Special case as indicator uses assesmet units but only 
covers certain depth/salinity. ** 

D7
 H

yd
ro

gr
ap

hi
ca

l c
ha

ng
es

 D7C1 Permanent 
alteration of 
hydrographical 
conditions 

    

  

  

D7C2 Adverse 
effects from 
permanent 
alteration of 
hydrographical 
conditions 

    

  

  

D8
 C

on
ta

m
in

an
ts

 

D8C1 Contaminant 
in environment 

Radioactive substances: Cesium-137 in fish and 
surface seawater Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 

2  If HELCOM CPs agree about threshold values for indicators and if 
these are in line with WFD or other relevant regulations, regional 
assessment could be used directly based on the HELCOM 
assessment units (1) or by way of clipping the results to national 
MRU. 

** 

Hexabromocyclododecane (HBCDD) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 

1 or 2  2 covers the national waters in which the substance is measures 
(WFD). A number of Member States voted however for 3, partly for 
reasons of data availablity in HELOM assessmsents. It would seem 
however that the HELCOM assessment scale covers the national 
water bodies to allow inclusion of national assessments. Hence 
option 1.  

** 

Perfluorooctane sulphonate (PFOS) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

 As above 
** 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxins and furans Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

 As above 
** 

Diclofenac Not yet established     

D8C1 Contaminant 
in environment 

Metals (lead, cadmium and mercury) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

As above 
** 

Polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs) Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

As above 
** 

Tributyltin (TBT) and imposex Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 
1 or 2 

 As above 
** 

Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their 
metabolites Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 

1 or 2 
As above 

** 
Tributyltin (TBT) and imposex Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units 1 or 2 As above 
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D8C2 Adverse 
effects of 
contaminants 

** 

White-tailed sea eagle productivity Scale 3 HELCOM Assessment Units - only coastal 
areas 

1 or 2 
  

** 
Reproductive disorders: malformed embryos of 
amphipods Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 2  Match with HELCOM scale 2. 

Estrogenic-like chemicals and effects Not yet established (possibly scale 2)     
Acetylcholines terase inhibition Not yet established     
Lysosomal membrane stability (LMS Not yet established     
Micronucleus test Not yet established     
EROD activity Not yet established     
Fish Disease Index Not yet established     

D8C3 Significant 
acute pollution 
events 

Operational oil spills from ships Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 
2 or 3 

  
** 

D8C4 Adverse 
effects of significant 
acute pollution 
events 

    

  

  

D9
 

Co
nt

a

 
 

 D9C1 Contaminants 
in seafood     3  Reporting is currently based on national data and assessments. 

D1
0 

M
ar

in
e 

lit
te

r 

D10C1 Litter 
(excluding micro-
litter) 

Beach litter Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units for all beach 
types 

2  
** 

Litter on the seafloor Not yet established (possibly scale 2) 

2 A proposal for a HELCOM method for estimating amount of liter on 
the seafloor in HOLAS III has been supported by S&C 14-2021. It is  
based on seafloor litter data nationally provided through DATRAS 
database, with the following categorisation of items: plastic, metal, 
glass/ceramics, rubber, natural products, single use plastic, fishing 
gear and other. 

** 

D10C2 Micro-litter Microlitter in the watercolumn Not yet established      
D10C3 Litter 
ingested         

D10C4 Adverse 
effects of litter         

D1
1 

En
er

gy
, 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
 

 

D11C1 
Anthropogenic 
impulsive sound 

Distribution in time and space of loud low- and mid- 
frequency impulsive sounds Whole Baltic - Scale 1 HELCOM Assessment Units  

2 The assessment should allow for a transparent evaluation of the 
pressure in terms of the spatial distribution, temporal extent, and 
levels of low- and mid-frequency anthropogenic impulsive noise, as 
well as pay special attention to the evaluation of biologically 
significant periods and relevant habitats. 

** 

Continuous low frequency anthropogenic sound Not yet established (possibly scale 1) 2 
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D11C2 
Anthropogenic 
continuous low-
frequency sound 

** 
 Subareas may be defined based on distribution of sensitive species 
and habitats, paying attention to the local acoustic conditions 
(acoustic basins). 

D1
 B

ird
s 

D1C1 Mortality rate 
from incidental by-
catch 

Number of drowned mammals and waterbirds in 
fishing gear Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 3 

Link to habitats directive should be discussed with countries in 
favour of parallel approach in order to understand why parallel 
approach is preferred.  

D1C2 Population 
abundance Abundance of waterbirds in the wintering season 

Scale 1 HELCOM Assessment Units - only coastal 
and aggregated Scale 2 to 7 divisions - only 
coastal 

2 Important to discuss choice of species for assessment and that the 
list and assesmsent areas are agreed within S&C before 
assessment. If a list is agreed upon, cookie cutting would be 
possible. 

** 

  Abundance of waterbirds in the breeding season 
Scale 1 HELCOM Assessment Units - only coastal 
and aggregated Scale 2 to 7 divisions - only 
coastal 

2 Important to discuss choice of species for assessment and that the 
list and assesmsent areas are agreed within S&C before 
assessment. If a list is agreed upon, cookie cutting would be 
possible. 

** 

D1C3 Population 
demographic 
characteristics 

Waterbird breeding success Not yet established  3 Would propose to aim for parallel approach (theoretically), no 
indicator established 

D1C4 Population 
distributional range 
and pattern 

Distribution of seabirds Not yet established  3 Would propose to aim for parallel approach (theoretically), no 
indicator established 

D1C5 Habitat for the 
species Waterbird habitat quality Not yet established  3 Possibility for pilot assessment should be discussed, in that case 2/1 

(not compulsary for countries to use). 

D1
 M

am
m

al
s 

D1C1 Mortality rate 
from incidental by-
catch 

Number of drowned mammals and waterbirds in 
fishing gear Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 

seals 2 
Link to habitats directive should be discussed with countries in 
favour of parallel approach in order to understand why parallel 
approach is preferred.  

  
porpoise 
3 

D1C2 Population 
abundance 

Population trends and abundance of seals Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 
2 Needs regional coordination of habitats directive in Helcom if 

option 1 or 2 should be used. Still not possible to define the 
national share of a population in a solid scientific way. ** 

Harbour porpoise abundance Not yet established  3 
Needs regional coordination of habitats directive in Helcom if 
option 1 or 2 should be used. Still not possible to define the 
national share of a population in a solid scientific way. 

D1C3 Population 
demographic 
characteristics 

Nutritional status of seals Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 
2 SE: Needs regional coordination of habitats directive in Helcom if 

option 1 or 2 should be used. Still not possible to define the 
national share of a population in a solid scientific way. ** 

Reproductive status of seals Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 
2 Needs regional coordination of habitats directive in Helcom if 

option 1 or 2 should be used. Still not possible to define the 
national share of a population in a solid scientific way. ** 

Distribution of Baltic seals Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 2 
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D1C4 Population 
distributional range 
and pattern 

** 
Needs regional coordination of habitats directive in Helcom if 
option 1 or 2 should be used. Still not possible to define the 
national share of a population in a solid scientific way. 

Harbour porpoise distribution Not yet established      
D1C5 Habitat for the 
species         

D1
 F

ish
 

D1C1 Mortality rate 
from incidental by-
catch 

    
1 

Aim for regional MRU 
** 

D1C2 Population 
abundance 

Abundance of key coastal fish species Scale 3 HELCOM Assessment Units - coastal areas 

1 Since MRU is coastal water types, there is no problem but aim 
should be do allign national assessment in the respective countires 
and integrate (calibrate) results so that GES in the coastal areas is 
coordinated within Helcom  area. 

** 

Abundance of salmon spawners and smolt Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 

2 Since MRU is coastal water types, there is no problem but aim 
should be do allign national assessment in the respective countires 
and integrate (calibrate) results so that GES in the coastal areas is 
coordinated within Helcom  area. 

** 

Abundance of sea trout spawners and parr Scale 3 HELCOM Assessment Units - coastal areas 

1 Since MRU is coastal water types, there is no problem but aim 
should be do allign national assessment in the respective countires 
and integrate (calibrate) results so that GES in the coastal areas is 
coordinated within Helcom  area. 

** 

D1C3 Population 
demographic 
characteristics 
[primary for 
commercial species] 

L90 Coastal fish Not yet established (likley as for coastal fish) 

1 Since MRU is coastal water types, there is no problem but aim 
should be do align national assessment in the respective countires 
and integrate (calibrate) results so that GES in the coastal areas is 
coordinated within Helcom  area. 

** 

D1C4 Population 
distributional range 
and pattern [primary 
for HD fish] 

    1   

D1C5 Habitat for the 
species  [primary for 
HD fish] 

    1   

D3
 

Co
m

m
er

ci
al

ly
 

ex
pl

oi
te

d 
fis

h 
an

d 
 

D3C1 Fishing 
mortality rate (F)   

at HOLAS II based on ICES stocks/subdivisions 
http://stateofthebalticsea.helcom.fi/pressures-
and-their-status/species-removal-by-fishing-
and-hunting/ 

1 or 2 
Note, no official indicatro currently. If ICES assessment used, 1 
should (from a theorethical approach) be the aim. ** 

D3C2 Spawning 
stock biomass (SSB)   

at HOLAS II based on ICES stocks/subdivisions 
http://stateofthebalticsea.helcom.fi/pressures-
and-their-status/species-removal-by-fishing-
and-hunting/ 

1 or 2 
Note, no official indicator currently; If ICES assessment used, 1 
should (from a theorethical approach)be the aim. ** 
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D3C3 Population 
age/size distribution     3   

D1
 P

el
ag

ic
 h

ab
ita

ts
 

D1C6 Pelagic habitat 
condition 

Zooplankton mean size and total stock (MSTS) Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 

2 cookie cutting should be the aim, only one country preffering 
parallel approach (could possibly be dealt with while developing 
the assessment). It is essential that national monitoring data is used 
if not accessible via Ices. 

** 

Seasonal succession of dominating phytoplankton 
groups Scale 3 HELCOM Assessment Units 

2 cookie cutting should be the aim, only one country preffering 
parallel approach (could possibly be dealt with while developing 
the assessment). It is essential that national monitoring data is used 
if not accessible via Ices. 

** 

Phytoplankton community composition as a food 
web indicator Not yet established      

Phytoplankton species assemblage clusters based on 
environmental factors Not yet established      

Phytoplankton taxonomic diversity Not yet established      
Phytoplankton spring bloom intensity based on chl-a Not yet established      

Diatom / Dinoflagellate index Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 
2 

Cookie cutting should be the aim?  
** 

Baltic Sea acidification  Not yet established      

D6
 S

ea
-fl

oo
r i

nt
eg

rit
y/

D1
 B

en
th

ic
 h

ab
ita

ts
 

D6C1 Physical loss of 
the seabed     

2 Note, no official indicator currently, but 2 placed based on data 
from MADS and reported to HELCOM 

**   
  SE: Indicator development should make sure that assessment can 

be done for MRU:s which are aligned with national borders, e.g. 
basins/ coastal water types. 

D6C2 Physical 
disturbance to the 
seabed 

    

2 Note, no official indicator currently, but 2 placed based on data 
from MADS and reported to HELCOM 

**   
  Indicator development should make sure that assessment can be 

done for MRU:s which are aligned with national borders, e.g. 
basins/ coastal water types. 

D6C3 Adverse 
effects from physical 
disturbance 

Cumulative impacts on benthic biotopes Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 2** 

There will be a small difference between cookie cutter and parallel, 
it is (in our understanding) more of a reportng issue (same for 
D6C1, D6C2). Indicator development should make sure that 
assessment can be done for MRU:s which are compatible with 
regional specificities,  and will be aligned with national borders, e.g. 
basins/ coastal water types. 

D6C4 Benthic 
habitat extent Condition of benthic habitats Not yet established  3   

Condition of benthic habitats Not yet established  3   
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D6C5 Benthic 
habitat condition 

State of the soft-bottom macrofauna community 
Scale 4 HELCOM Assessment Units - but only 
open sea component at this scale and within 
specific depth 

2** 

Need to resolve threshold before HOLAS III, expert engagment is 
necessary. Cookie cutter should be the aim (from a theorethical 
perspective, and given that we can reach agreement on thresholds 
and methods), easily done because assessed at bassin level.  

Population structure of longlived macrozoobenthic 
species Not yet established  3   

State of hard bottom communities Not yet established  3   

D4
/D

1 
Ec

os
ys

te
m

s,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

fo
od

 w
eb

s 

D4C1 Trophic guild 
species diversity 

Seasonal succession of dominating phytoplankton 
groups Scale 3 HELCOM Assessment Units 

2 Indicator development should (if possible?) make sure that 
assessment can be done for MRU:s which are aligned with national 
borders, e.g. basins/ coastal water types. ** 

D4C2 Abundance 
across trophic guilds Abundance of coastal fish key functional groups Scale 3 HELCOM Assessment Units - coastal areas 

1 asessed for coastal water types, national assessment could be 
integrated. Cookie cutting is the same as option 1 in this case. ** 

D4C3 Trophic guild 
size distribution 

Zooplankton mean size and total stock (MSTS) Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 

2 cookie cutting should be the aim, only one country preffering 
parallel approach could be dealt with while developing the 
assessment. IT is essential that national monitoring data is used if 
not accessible via Ices. 

** 

Proportion of large fish in the community   Not yet established      

D4C4 Trophic guild 
productivity 

Reproductive status of seals Scale 2 HELCOM Assessment Units 
2 

see under seals 
** 

Waterbird breeding success Not yet established      
Maximum length fish in the pelagic community Not yet established  3   
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