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In general, we appreciate the proposed method as it is a pragmatic way to implement an indicator to 
assess the condition of all relevant biotopes in a uniform manner basing on the demands of the HD.  
However, there are quite a few concerns about the present document. Most likely due to limited 
time before the submission to the last S&C meeting, the document seems to be a rough draft both 
with regards to content and verbal skills. The English is full of mistakes and several passages remain 
unclear to the reader as the errors lead to difficulties to fully understand the document. A few (of 
many) examples are listed below.  

The presented concept is generally applicable to most biotopes and Baltic Sea areas, but before 
acceptance as core indicator by the responsible HELCOM groups, many details have to be clarified on 
a HELCOM-wide basis. We therefore strongly recommend to consult the IN “benthic habitats” more 
actively than it happened hitherto. Some of the major points are listed below: 

• The proposed indicator covers both main primary criteria given under D6. HELCOM should 
discuss whether the aggregation of the assessment within a single indicator is acceptable. 

• In the present document, biotopes are lumped together ignoring the MSFD broad habitat 
types. While this is fully understandable from a scientific viewpoint, it has to be checked 
whether this is in accordance with other HELCOM assessment tools and the EU reporting 
guidelines. If it is not, I should be checked if biotopes of special interest (e.g. seagrass 
meadows) might be considered to be “other habitats”. 

• Please note that “mixed sediment” under EUNIS/MSFD is only a mixture of different soft 
substrates (mud, sand, gravel) and not a mixture between soft and hard substrates as in 
HUB.  

• Area and extent may be assessed using grids (though shapes are preferred): it should be put 
more emphasis on the demand to quite soon get these shapes and that the grid approach 
can be meant only as transient phase of data deficits. 

• The habitat quality is mainly assessed by data that are available anyway and that focus on 
the environment/pressures rather than on the benthic communities themselves. Although 
this is stated somewhere hidden in the text, a lot more emphasis should be put on a demand 
to sample and assess the benthic community itself. We all are aware that eutrophication is 
the main pressure for most biotopes. But using proxies which are strongly linked to 
eutrophication will not lead to additional information in comparison to the assessment 
provided under D5, but will rather lead to wrong assessment of the condition as the effect of 
all the other known and unknown pressures is not considered. In our understanding, the 
state of the biotopes has to be assessed using biotic field data which can secondarily be 
linked to pressure data.    

• In the example “Infaunal bivalves habitat () in nat. water body Gulf of Riga” the extent of 
Fucus is used to assess “Extent”. This is astonishing (probably an error?). However, if also the 
quality is assessed by Fucus, the parameter O2 deficiency would be non-sense. And this is 
(would be) a good example that by including non-sense parameters and using the median of 



the few parameters this assessment could quickly change from 0% to over 90% (here from 
40% to 99%, but in other examples from 0 to 98%). This shows that the selection of 
parameters must be clear and well justified and that use of arithmetic mean instead of 
median could lead to better (more realistic) results. 

• What is the reference idea here? Please say more explicitly. E.g. in Table 3. If area (or extent) 
would be only (e.g.) 5% of pristine condition: would a positive trend (5% to 7%) be assessed 
as good status? 

 

Examples for mistakes and unclear passages: 

For the inexperienced reader it is quite astonishing how a pre-core indicator “Distribution, pattern 
and extent of benthic biotopes” can be renamed to become „Condition of benthic habitats“ (see 
1.1.), since these are totally different aspects of benthic habitats. In fact “condition” is only part of 
the proposed indicator. 

p 2 bottom „bladderwrack (Fucus spp.)“: only F. vesiculosus is bladderwrack! 

p 4 unclear if the statement that “every day a kilometer of coastline was developed” is related to the 
Baltic, to Europe (see paper title of Airoldi & Beck…) or meant globally. 

Many words missing, often the article, e.g. p 5 top: “Proposed methodology is, …”: Article “the” is 
missing at the start of the sentence. Also next paragraph “THE Use…” Next sentence: There should BE 
a rule…” These are just examples for many more missing articles/words. 

Many misspellings… Did Georg Martin write this? This would explain “Georg-raphical” at p 7 bottom. 
(haha!) 

p 9: pls explain what LC and CR means 

p 11: first paragraph unclear (“this particular indicator…”). Confusing sentence. Probably one “this 
indicator” should be erased to make it clearer? 

 


