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Message clé 
La diversité des espèces était faible dans le sable infralittoral, - la vase et le sable circalittoral de la mer du 
Nord au sens large. Elle était modérée/élevée dans les zones offshore jusqu'en 2015, mais les impacts 
attendus de la pêche pourraient conduire à des diminutions dans un avenir (proche). D'autres pressions (par 
exemple, l'eutrophisation, la pollution diffuse) sont susceptibles d'empêcher la reconstitution des habitats 
touchés. 
 
Contexte 
Les habitats benthiques (du sol marin) sont essentiels pour la vie marine car les espèces marines dépendent 
directement ou indirectement du sol marin pour s’alimenter, se cacher, se reposer ou se reproduire. Les 
habitats benthiques se caractérisent par des communautés animales (et algues/végétaux) dont la mobilité 
est nulle ou limitée. Une grande partie de la communauté est donc est exposée lorsqu'une pression de fond 
se produit, car de nombreuses espèces ont peu de possibilités de s'échapper. Des espèces et/ou des 
communautés spécifiques sont toutefois plus ou moins sensibles à différents types de pressions. La 
condition (qualité écologique) des habitats benthiques reflète donc les effets conjugués de toutes les 
pressions qu’ils subissent. On peut utiliser le nombre d’espèces corrigé pour leur abondance (diversité 
Margalef), comme indicateur de l'impact des différentes pressions (telles que les perturbations physiques et 
extraction d’espèces par la pêche, l’enrichissement en nutriments et organique, la sédimentation et les 
contaminants) sur la condition des habitats benthiques et des communautés.  
 
L’indice de diversité Margalef (DM) est un indicateur plus robuste et relativement simple parmi les indicateurs 
actuels d'évaluation de la qualité de l'habitat (Van Loon et al., 2018). Par rapport à l’évaluation intermédiaire 
d’OSPAR (IA2017), l’application de l’indice de la diversité Margalef a été étendue à l’ensemble de la mer du 
Nord au sens large au cas où des données suffisamment représentatives sur la communauté benthique 
seraient disponibles. L'ajustement de la méthodologie comprend des évaluations au niveau des grands types 
d'habitats (BHT) au sein des unités d'évaluation, en utilisant des références réalistes connexes (Dref), estimées 
sur la base d'observations dans des zones à faible pression (de pêche). Les évaluations sont basées sur des 
données de surveillance de la communauté benthique obtenues à partir de carottes (environ 0,1 m2) et de 
petites carottes (0,0143 m2). 
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Figure 1: Région II (Mer du Nord au sens large). Positionnement des sites d'échantillonnage de la communauté 
benthique pour la période 1998-2021 (en haut à gauche). Les évaluations sont effectuées au niveau des grands types 
d'habitats (BHT ; d'après EUSeaMap, 2021) de la MSFD (en bas à gauche) au sein des unités d'évaluation OSPAR (AU) 
(en haut à droite), à l'exclusion des eaux intérieures. Le niveau de perturbation physique due aux pêcheries de contact 
avec les fonds marins, indiqué comme le ratio moyen de surface balayée (SAR) par an au niveau des carrés c au cours 
des années 2013-2018 (CIEM EUTRADE, 2021) (en bas à droite), est utilisé pour sélectionner des échantillons à faible 
pression afin d'estimer les valeurs de référence de Margalef. 
 
Contexte (version étendue) 
Relative Margalef diversity (DM’) is an indicator that can, in principle, be applied to each (sub)region and each 
type of habitat (besides BHTs also Other Habitat Types; OHTs). DM’ can be calculated for any type of 
community data where the sampling, laboratory procedures and specimen recordings including taxonomy 
are standardised as much as possible. If standardisation is incomplete this can lead to deviations in 
assessment results due to the methodology. Full standardisation is problematic at the moment as there is no 
standardised benthic monitoring protocol agreed and applied at subregional level (data according to national 
procedures are now combined as much as possible). Being too strict in standardisation might lead to a lot of 
different categories (with different procedures) which dilutes the data availability per case and might result 
in fewer reliable assessment results. In principle it is not that problematic to use some different categories 
for the assessments, as category specific reference values (Drefs) for Margalef diversity will be estimated. Dref 
is estimated by taking the 75, 95 or 99 percentile value for Margalef diversity index (DM), based on individual 
sample recordings, distinguishing the different monitoring technique (categories) and for each BHT within an 
Assessment Unit (AU) for each country and for different low-pressure categories. The indicated percentile 
values respectively relate to the average Swept Area Ratio (SAR) per year 0-0,1, 0,1-0,5 and 0,5-1 categories 
in case of expected good representativity of data. The relative representativity is indicated by a quality code 
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for the respective subset based on number of samples and monitoring years covered (see Table b). If the 
quality code is not optimal (not ‘1’), the highest percentile value is used to estimate the reference, in case 
the 99 percentile was not reached. The specific data set should at least consist of 20 samples (quality code 
=3) to allow for direct Dref estimation. Percentile values in relation to Quality Coding of data sets is used to 
cover the chance that the samples are nevertheless impacted by fisheries, and/or account for natural 
variability, possible effects of other disturbances, and the fact that reference conditions are more likely to be 
missed if the sampling effort is low. According to this procedure a maximum of three values for Dref per case 
are obtained (three low-pressure categories) of which the highest value will be used in the calculation of the 
case-specific DM’. With regards to estimation of Dref it might be problematic to obtain sufficient data from 
low-pressure areas. A second-best solution is not to obtain Dref directly through data from low-pressure areas 
of a particular case (Assessment Unit x Country x BTH) specific for a sampling method category, but to 
estimate a most likely value taking into account the median values for AUs, countries, depth/photonic strata 
and sediment types. By using case-specific Dref values to calculate the relative Margalef diversity DM’ the 
results are to a large extent comparable among different cases, compared to an approach where assessed 
Margalef diversity is used. Comparability will be reduced if monitoring techniques with different 
characteristics (including different surface areas, mesh sizes or taxonomy levels) are combined in the same 
category. Such methodological differences can be reflected in a variation of the focus of the samples for 
different aspects of diversity (e.g., specific size classes, taxonomic classes, species traits) that might vary in 
sensitivity to impact from different pressures. 
Crucial aspects that might lead to uncertainty with regards to the assessment results are;  
- Whether reference setting using pressure mapping is realistic in terms of completeness and spatial accuracy, 
whether it is representative for all benthic community data included in the analyses, and whether it addresses 
all dominant pressures. In this regard, it should be noted that the current assessment is solely based on the 
distribution of physical disturbance by fisheries for the period 2013-2018 and that small vessels are not 
included. Also, the representativity of the pressure map is likely to be lower for benthic community data of 
before 2013. Although physical disturbance by fisheries might generally be the dominant disturbance with 
regards to benthic habitats, several other disturbances might also be important. This is especially the case 
for those areas that are considered as low-pressure areas (absence of fisheries impact might increase the 
importance of other disturbances). In specific cases the narrative that explains the assessment result 
attempts to take certain additional disturbances into account even if they have not been fully included in the 
quantitative assessment. 
- Habitat mapping is not as accurate as suggested by detailed maps. Habitat mapping is largely based on 
modelling and does not include spatially detailed field validation. Misclassification of habitats might lead to 
deviating assessment results, as benthic community observations are then judged against incorrect 
references. In addition, it should be noted there are deviations between classifications used for EUNIS 
mapping at various (detail) levels and the EUSeaMap BHT map used in this assessment. Whereas EUNIS, at 
least in recent years, distinguishes between sandy sediments and muddy sediments at a mud content of 20% 
(Evans et al., 2016), for the EU Broad Habitat Types the mud content is 10% in the EUSeaMap BHT map 
(EUSeaMap, 2021). This BH2b common indicator assessment uses the 10% threshold values of mud content 
as standard to distinguish sandy and muddy sediments. Due to these issues, comparing the results with 
national assessments or with other OSPAR common indicator assessments that distinguish habitat types at a 
more detailed level of classification (and using EUNIS classifications at those levels), might result in deviating 
percentages and spatial patterns of habitat distribution. 
- Although the current methodology may be seen to suggest the existence of a spatially representative 
monitoring programme, this is not necessarily the case and in several instances appears to not be the case. 
Where monitoring effort (in numbers of samples) is sufficient, it is reflected in the reliability of the 
assessment results. However, in several cases monitoring effort is designed to focus on specific areas (often 
MPAs) with specific activities and pressures or management, etcetera. This might result entire gradients of 
pressure not being covered within BHTs. Moreover, those areas with specific activities and pressures or 
management are likely to not be representative for entire BHTs within AUs. In addition, the current 
assessment might not be entirely representative for entire BHTs x AUs (which is however the level of 
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assessment within OSPAR). There might also be variability in the representativity of monitoring between 
assessment periods (i.e., 1998-2008, 2009-2015 and 2016-2021) for which results are directly compared in 
this assessment, which may result in differences in quality status of BHTs over different assessment periods 
which might in fact be more related to changes in monitoring designs than a state change for the benthic 
habitat. The narrative indicates if the assessment result and patterns therein are likely to be the result of 
changing monitoring designs rather than an actual state change. This observation bias requires future efforts 
to adjust monitoring design so that the collected data become more representative for large-scale 
assessments. This might be realised more easily through (sub)regional joint monitoring efforts. 
 
Méthode d’évaluation 
 
Relative Margalef diversity 
 
Geographic Area and Period Assessed: 
The Benthic Habitat Quality of the Greater North Sea, subdivided into OSPAR Assessment Units (AU; i.e., 
Central North Sea, Southern North Sea, Channel, Kattegat and Norwegian Trench) and Broad Habitat Types 
(BHTs, as defined in EU MSFD) (Figure 1), is assessed using Relative Margalef diversity. In principle an 
assessment is proposed for each AU x BHT combination, excluding the intertidal and hard substrate habitat 
type (which are not specifically targeted by the monitoring techniques and thus benthic community data 
suitable for this assessment approach were not available). Grab and core samples reported as sampling hard 
substrate habitat types (as BHT characterisation of samples is based on the coordinates related to EU MSFD 
Broad Habitat mapping; EUSeaMap, 2021) are considered samples of mixed sediment, since the used 
sampling technique indicates that the exact sampled location must have had soft substrate present. Due to 
the presence of hard substrate in the vicinity, the presence of a mixed sediment type is the most likely BHT, 
in many cases consisting of deposited sediment (mud or sand dependent on the energy conditions near the 
seafloor) on or near hard substrate structures. It should be noted that the EUSeaMap is largely based on 
modelled data and therefore the estimation of habitat type can deviate from local small-scale observations. 
Broader-scale patterns in BHT distribution will generally be sufficiently accurate to extract a set of samples 
that will in reality be predominantly linked to the BHT of concern. Occasional ‘miss-classification’ due to 
modelling can result in variability that can also be expected in reality (borders between BHTs are transitions 
in reality and furthermore likely to change over time), however in certain areas the mismatch of modelled 
and actually present habitat types (for instance indicated by the benthic community observation data) is 
quite large. Strengthened efforts to improve habitat mapping and consistency are needed in the future, since 
habitat mapping forms the basis for all benthic habitat assessments. Current classification used in the Broad 
Habitat Type map (EUSeaMap, 2021) does however not match the finer-scale classifications from EUNIS 
(Evans et al., 2016). This is somewhat problematic in the comparison with other Benthic Habitat indicator 
results (such as BH3 and BH4 assessments) where, in addition to BHTs, fine-scale habitat classification is used. 
With the current methodology, assessments can be done, if sufficiently representative monitoring data are 
available, at the level of Broad Habitat Type within Assessment Unit per Country (AU x BHT x Country) for 
each of the monitoring technique categories (sampling techniques combined in a category with 
similar/comparable characteristics).  
 
Data Gathering: 
With an OSPAR data call, benthic community data were gathered for the years 1998-2021. For the QSR2023, 
the quality status of benthic habitats for most recent years (2016-2021) is assessed and compared with the 
period 2009-2015 (IA2017) and the period 1998-2008 (QSR2010). Where there is a lack of data for the years 
2016-2021, the results of 2009-2015 are presented as an estimation of the most recent situation, however 
with an indication as having lower confidence in accordance with Table b. 
 
Datasets: 
Initially three monitoring categories with sufficient data availability are considered: i.e., grabs and cores with 
approximately 0,1 m2 sampled (‘grab-core’ being broadly applied in most Greater North Sea countries), small 
cores of 0,0143 m2 sampled (‘small cores’ being the common approach in Denmark), both sieved over 1 mm 
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mesh, and dredge and trawl samples of at least 3 m2 aperture (but in practice up to several 1000s of m2 large) 
sieved over 0,5, 1 and 2,2 cm mesh size. It appeared that the last category showed too much internal variation 
reflected in the benthic community results (as for instance shown in the expected reference values for 
Margalef diversity). It was therefore decided not to consider the last category for the time being (further 
subdivision in different techniques might be an option for the future, but this would result in low data 
availability per monitoring technique and few or no countries with the same technique in the assessments, 
which in turn would impede comparison of assessment results). In principle the relative Margalef diversity 
(DM’) assessment methodology is suitable for any benthic community monitoring technique, at least when 
methods and data analyses are sufficiently standardised. Variability of assessment results are expected to be 
much smaller than variability related to different pressure levels. 
Benthos data are supplied by Belgium, Germany, Denmark, Sweden, the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom, and processed by the Netherlands. Table a indicates the BHTs per Assessment Unit (AU) for which 
benthic community data, categorised as being ‘grab-core’ (GC) or ‘small core’ (SC) data, are available to do 
benthic habitat quality status assessments at the level of AUs. 
 
Table a: Overview of quality status assessments for Broad Habitat Types (BHTs) per Assessment Unit (AU) for 
which recent benthic community data are available. In case no (or limited) data are available for the 2016-
2021 period, data from the 2009-2015 period are used to estimate the current quality status (although in 
that case no information on recent developments in the quality status are available). Benthic monitoring data 
are obtained with techniques either categorised as ‘Grab-Core’ sampling (GC) or as ‘Small Core’ sampling 
(SC); indicated between brackets in case less than 5 samples are available. Current assessments will lead to 
results for each of those categories, although representativity of data in terms of amount of data and spatial 
(and temporal) distribution should be considered as well. 
 
Broadscale habitat type Central 

North 
Sea 

Southern 
North 
Sea 

Channel Kattegat Norwegian 
Trench 

Infralittoral coarse sediment  GC GC SC  

Infralittoral mixed sediment GC GC/SC (GC) GC/SC GC 

Infralittoral sand GC GC/SC GC GC/SC  

Infralittoral mud  GC/SC GC GC/SC GC 

Circalittoral coarse sediment GC GC/SC GC GC/SC  

Circalittoral mixed sediment GC GC/SC GC GC/SC GC 

Circalittoral sand GC GC/SC GC GC/SC (GC) 

Circalittoral mud GC GC/SC GC GC/SC GC 

Offshore circalittoral coarse sediment GC/SC GC/SC GC  (GC) 

Offshore circalittoral mixed sediment GC GC GC GC/SC GC 

Offshore circalittoral sand GC/SC GC/SC GC (SC) GC 

Offshore circalittoral mud GC/SC GC/SC  GC/SC GC/SC 

Upper bathyal sediment     GC 

 
Quality status assessments at the level of AUs often include data from different countries. Due to data 
availability, the relative Margalef diversity is also calculated at the level of individual countries (i.e., for AU x 
BHT x country). Reducing the size of areas for which the quality status is estimated might reduce (natural) 
variability. However, the number of available samples is also likely to be reduced.  
 
Data standardisation: 
It is of utmost importance that methodologies (sampling, laboratory) are standardised as much as possible 
as deviations will affect index outcomes. The first step in standardisation is the categorisation of sampling 
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methodologies of the same kind (similar sample devices, sample surfaces, mesh sizes and preferably similar 
laboratory procedures) to allow suitable sample selection. In this case two categories were indicated with 
sufficiently comparable data for assessments. Those categories are ‘grab-core’ samples (sampled surface 
area around 0,1 m2 and mesh size of 0,1 cm) and ‘small core’ samples (sampled surface area around 
0,0143 m2 and mesh size of 0,1 cm). The second step is taxonomic standardisation. At the moment there is 
no OSPAR standard for benthic community monitoring in use by all countries providing data. Therefore, the 
standards used for benthic community data are largely determined by the relative lowest standards in use 
with regards to the community data provided (or certain ‘lower standard’ samples should be excluded from 
the assessments. ‘Lower standard’ is no qualification of the sampling or sorting procedure as such, but refers 
to the level of taxonomic identification of specific species or groups. As benthic monitoring data are often 
used or collected for various applications (and in the first place not necessarily for broad-scale application 
within OSPAR) there are often good reasons to not identify all specimens to species level. Each of the 
participating countries indicated the level of taxonomic identification (e.g., to what taxonomic level 
specimens are identified) for taxa included in the samples provided (for the specific monitoring technique 
category) and whether specimens are counted, only presence is recorded or whether specimens are 
identified at an alternative level or not recorded at all. For comparability, the lowest level of taxonomy and 
recording can be adapted, or certain subsets can be excluded (in case the used standard is substantially lower 
than for the majority of the data). The resulting taxonomic standardisation - as accepted for the samples 
used for the QSR2023 assessments - is provided by ‘Taxonomic standardisation for BH2b application Region 
II v220222’ where taxa are included in the analyses/assessments according to ‘Species_List_Grab-Core’ for 
both ‘grab-core’ samples and ‘small core’ samples. 
 
Parameter/metric: Margalef diversity: 
As a measure of benthic habitat quality, the Relative Margalef diversity index is used. The indicator is 
described in detail in Annex 3 of the CEMP guideline of BH2 (OSPAR 2022). BH2b makes use of the traditional 
Margalef diversity index (DM) in principle defined as species richness divided by the number of specimens, 
specifically as: 

𝐷𝐷𝑀𝑀 =  
𝑆𝑆 − 1
ln (𝑁𝑁)

 

with S = number of species (or defined taxa) and N = number of specimens, both per sample.  
 
With some datasets replicate samples (same station, same year/period) were provided. Treating them as 
separate samples would put the emphasis on the locations with replicates (entering similar observations 
several times as being representative for huge areas without data and artificially decreasing variability). Only 
selecting one replicate would mean potential loss of information in the assessments. Therefore, Margalef 
diversity was calculated for each of the replicates, but only the median value of related replicates was 
included in the assessments as the Margalef diversity as observed at the specific site. 
To achieve large-scale comparability, Margalef assessments are put in perspective by presenting Margalef 
diversity relative to the case specific reference value for Margalef diversity (Dref). As there are naturally 
occurring differences in diversity under good quality status related to habitat type (or spatial distribution of 
the variety of habitat types) and geographical positioning (relation with large-scale abiotic patterns in 
conditions), habitat and assessment unit specific reference values for Margalef are estimated. Estimated 
reference values are also monitoring category (in this case ‘grab-core’ or ‘small core’ category) specific. 
Taking reference values for DM into account results in increased comparability of the assessment results. 
After first applications it was clear that regardless of the efforts made to achieve maximum standardisation 
among datasets, this was not sufficient to overcome methodological differences among countries with 
effects on assessment results. Therefore, in current assessments specific Dref values at the level of countries 
(x AUs x BHTs) are defined. 
 
Reference values estimation: 
Relative Margalef diversity (DM’) equals the Margalef diversity compensated for the case-specific reference, 
i.e.,: 

https://odims.ospar.org/en/submissions/ospar_cond_ben_habs_margrii_dres_2023_06_001/
https://odims.ospar.org/en/submissions/ospar_cond_ben_habs_margrii_dres_2023_06_001/
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𝐷𝐷𝑀𝑀′ =  
𝐷𝐷𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎
𝐷𝐷𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟

 

where Dass = Margalef diversity as calculated (assessed). 
Dref is not necessarily a pristine reference for the Margalef diversity, but rather a realistic reference in the 
current situation taking current species pools into account and is estimated on the basis of low-pressure 
observations.  
As physical disturbance due to fishing pressure is largely the dominant pressure (ICES, 2021a,b), Dref is 
estimated taking a certain percentile value from the set of observations (samples) from low-pressure areas 
as indicated by the recorded average Swept Area Ratio (SAR) per c-square per year for the years 2013-2018 
(ICES EUTRADE, 2021); see Figure 1. The percentile value to be taken is determined by pressure class (which 
however always has to be low), and the expected representativity of the data, as indicated by the number of 
samples and the number of monitoring years involved (Table b). As (BHTs within) assessment units are 
generally large areas where variability within the area can be expected, the first concern is to have sufficient 
samples. As year-to-year variation can be expected, although natural variability in diversity is not expected 
to be very large when no changes in pressure level are at stake, compared to spatial variability, the inclusion 
of data from more years is a secondary concern. This is the first approach to set the reference Margalef 
diversity (Dref) value. 
 
Table b: Quality codes for data sets; taking account of sampling efforts and potential effects of year-to-year variation 
reflected in the potential to use data sets to define the reference D and reflected in the confidence of assessment 
results. The use of older data (former periods) for current status assessments and using data with reduced spatial 
representativity (indicated by the percentage of area covered by the benthic community samples) are reflected in 
reduced confidence level as indicated. SAR= Swept Area Ratio 
 

Quality code 5 4 3 2 1 
Samples (n) <10 ≥10 ≥20 ≥30 ≥50 
Covering n years       ≥2 ≥3 
Percentile value to derive Dref:   
     SAR 0 - 0,1     99% 95% 75% 
     SAR 0,1 - 0,5       99% 95% 
     SAR 0,5 - 1         99% 
Final Dref is the highest value as obtained from up to three estimations based on distinguished low SAR classes (here SAR 0-0,1, 
SAR 0,1-0,5 and SAR 0,5-1). 
Confidence of assessment of current status in case of representative spatial distribution of samples over area of concern: 
Based on 2016-2021 data Poor Low Sufficient Good High 
Based on 2009-2015 data Poor Poor Low Sufficient Good 
Based on 1998-2008 data Poor Poor Poor Low Sufficient 
Level of reduction of confidence in case of reduced representativity of spatial distribution. 
Sample sites cover (or are representative for) at least 75% of assessed area No reduction 
Sample sites cover between 25 and 75% of assessed area 1 level of reduction 
Sample sites cover less than 25% of assessed area 2 levels of reduction 

 
Using a percentile value (instead of a maximum value) takes into account (within BHT) natural variability in 
diversity at local scale. As physical pressure due to fishing activities is not evenly distributed but shows a 
pattern of impacted lines of a certain width in largely non-impacted areas, a high percentile value is likely to 
be a realistic value as a reference or diversity. The percentile value is however increased when expected 
pressure (although low) is slightly higher or data availability and/or representativity is lower (Table b) (in such 
cases the chance of missing the real reference with the monitoring programme is larger). In most of the cases 
this approach will achieve the aim, however it is recognised that in specific situations other pressures or even 
recurrent natural disturbances might be important in determining diversity as well. Although the focus here 
is on physical disturbance due to fisheries, in principle all disturbance levels should be low in the areas on 
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which data references are based. Some occasional local disturbance of another kind is not problematic as it 
will not influence the estimated reference by the selection of a high percentile value. Diffuse or large-scale 
disturbance might however affect the assessment results (not necessarily with regards to within case (BHT x 
AU x country) temporal or spatial patterns in DM’, but in comparability of results with other cases and/or with 
quality threshold values). 
On the other hand, there are also cases where countries are confident that presumed fishing activities based 
on VMS recordings reflected in calculated SAR values cannot be true (for instance in the case of fishing activity 
identified in harbour areas). In that case the SAR values that might have been misleading were corrected into 
the lowest fishing pressure category of SAR 0-0,1 which was done for a closed area for fisheries in Sweden. 
Herewith the data availability to extract a reliable reference was increased for certain BHTs in the Kattegat. 
It should be noted that this is not standard procedure in other parts of the Greater North Sea. This is because 
it is also known that in certain cases fishing in protected areas has indeed taken place implying that SAR 
patterns provided by ICES might be correct. This assessment method applies an approach of including only 
samples for which there is no doubt about SAR values might be due to misinterpretation of VMS data. As a 
consequence, data availability to extract reference values might be slightly lower than it could be. This is 
however preferred to artificially lowering the reference value by accidentally including samples from 
physically disturbed areas in the reference estimation. 
One to three potential Dref values are obtained (Table b) depending on whether there are sufficient low-
pressure samples related to the indicated classes, that are basically of about the same magnitude. The 
highest value is adopted as the reference value to calculate the case specific DM’. 
The second approach, when there is low data availability for low-pressure situations for certain cases (i.e., 
only quality code 4 or 5 which can be the result of low monitoring efforts or lack of low-pressure situations), 
is to estimate Dref  by taking the arithmetic average value from obtained Dref values for cases with sufficient 
data, taking 4 variable classes into account. The arithmetic average is taken over the Assessment Unit, 
country, depth/photonic zone and sediment type (e.g., averaging the Dref values average for the circalittoral 
zone, mud as sediment type, Southern North Sea (as AU) and Belgium, in case of the estimation of Dref for 
circalittoral mud in the Belgian part of the North Sea. If no Drefs are available for Belgium (lack of sufficient 
low-pressure data; i.e., at least 20 samples per case needed), the average Dref of all countries is used for 
Belgium in the calculation). 
 
To make quality assessments based on Margalef diversity independent of sampling and laboratory 
methodology, or type of area (e.g., habitat type or geographic positioning), case-specific references (Drefs) 
are defined. By dividing assessed diversity by the case-specific (i.e. combinations of sampling methodology 
category, AU, BHT and country) reference value, a relative value (Margalef diversity) is obtained on a 
comparable scale. Ideally all aspects are completely standardised so that each deviation delivers its own 
reference. In practice this cannot be achieved as it would lead to a huge number for specific references, it 
would not be possible to calculate these since for good reliability a number of observations for low-pressure 
situations for each case is essential to cover natural variability in diversity. The middle ground is to define 
categories (in sampling methodology or sample treatment) that are to a certain extent standardised but that 
have (in several cases) a sufficient amount of data. With an increased number of samples, the variability 
within case/category is likely to increase. If variability in Margalef diversity is expected to be much smaller 
than quality or pressure related variability in Margalef diversity, it can be a good strategy to merge data. It 
was observed that merging data from different countries in assessments with common reference values at 
the level of (BHT within) Assessment Units did lead to increased variability. To clear patterns in DM’ 
assessment results dictated by national borders instead of expected pressure levels for benthic habitats it 
was decided to not merge samples from different countries in the calculation of reference Margalef values 
at the level of BHTs within AUs, but to do that for each country separately. 
The use of percentile values to take account of natural variability and occasional minor pressures to extract 
reference values for Margalef diversity and to increase the percentile taken in case of (although low) slightly 
higher levels of the known dominant pressure seems to be a good way to come to realistic reference values. 
This is confirmed by the fact that reference values for the same case (a specific sampling category x BHT x 
country x AU combination), in cases where estimation is based on more than one of the low-pressure classes, 
were generally of the same magnitude, and not consistently higher for one of the pressure classes. 
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Depending on the fishing pressure for the potential reference data set (set of data related to average SAR 
between 0-0,1, 0,1-0,5 or 0,5-1) the 75, 95 or 99 percentile index value is selected in case the dataset is 
sufficiently large and consists of data from different years (defined as quality code 1 dataset; Table b) for the 
specific case (BHT x AU x country combination per sampling category), in line with Van Loon et al., (2015, 
2018). The use of the 99 or 95 percentile value as a potential reference value accounts for a certain amount 
of index degradation as suggested by Hering et al., (2006). For example, in a pristine assessment area the 50 
percentile Margalef diversity value would be the correct reference value (but pristine situations are not 
expected in Region II). 
This estimation of lower assessment area degradation is defined based on fishing pressure estimation at the 
c-square level (ICES EUTRADE, 2021). (It should be noted that this is not consistent with the identification of 
quality classes in Van Loon et al., (2018), where two different definitions are presented). There is no need to 
go into further detail with regard to pressure distributions, as physical disturbance distribution is only used 
to select low to no pressure areas (pressure mapping is not part of the diversity calculation). So, in this case 
a rather conservative methodology is used to select suitable areas for reference estimation. Using more 
detailed information on pressure distributions would suggest that all information used (e.g., positioning of 
vessels causing impacts and whether there is contact with the seafloor, area with impact around fish tracks, 
habitat characterisation, specificity of sample for larger area surrounding exact sample site) is very accurate. 
 
Table c: Case-specific Margalef diversity reference values (Dref) as used in the calculation of the Relative Margalef 
diversity (DM’= Dass/Dref. Dref values indicated in black are obtained based on sufficient monitoring data (i.e., datasets for 
the respective combination of Assessment Unit (AU) x Broad Habitat Type (BHT) x Country per monitoring category 
indicated with quality code 1-3 for at least one of the low fishing pressure classes ‘SAR 0-0,1’, ‘SAR 0,1-0,5’ and ‘SAR 0,5-
1’; see methodology for identification of reference value for DM). Dref values indicated in red are obtained by calculating 
the arithmetic average of average Dref values for class characteristics of concern (i.e., based on average value for AU, 
country, sediment type and depth/light stratum of concern for the respective monitoring technique). All results are 
related to ‘grab-core’ sampling, except for the results for DK* (Denmark with asterisk) which are specific for ‘small core’ 
samples. 
 

Central North Sea BE DE DK* NL SE UK DK 

circalittoral coarse sediment 
   8,3  8,8  

circalittoral mixed sediment 
     8  

circalittoral mud 
 7,6    7,8  

circalittoral sand 
 9,3  7,8  4,9  

infralittoral mixed sediment 
     7,6  

infralittoral sand 
     7,8  

offshore circalittoral coarse sediment 
  4,3   11,9  

offshore circalittoral mixed sediment 
     8,3  

offshore circalittoral mud 
 7,9 4,6   11,5  

offshore circalittoral sand 
 8,5 4,1   10  

Southern North Sea BE DE DK* NL SE UK DK 

circalittoral coarse sediment 7,6 6,7 2,7 7,7  8,7 7,1 
circalittoral mixed sediment 

 6,7 4,8   7,3 6,3 
circalittoral mud 7,1 1,3a 4,6 7,1  7,6 6,5 
circalittoral sand 7,1 8,7 4,2 7,5  7,6 6,5 
infralittoral coarse sediment 

   7,2  7,7  
infralittoral mixed sediment 

  4,7   6,9 5,9 
infralittoral mud 

 6,5 2,9   7,2 3,1 
infralittoral sand 

 3,5 4,4 6,7  7,2 3,6 
offshore circalittoral coarse sediment 8 7,8 4 8  10,3  
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offshore circalittoral mixed sediment 
 7    7,6  

offshore circalittoral mud 7,4 7 3,8 7,3  7,9  
offshore circalittoral sand 7,4 8,6 4,6 7,9  7,9  

Channel BE DE DK* NL SE UK DK 

circalittoral coarse sediment 
     8,8  

circalittoral mixed sediment 
     8,1  

circalittoral mud 
     8,3  

circalittoral sand 
     8,3  

infralittoral coarse sediment 
     8,4  

infralittoral mixed sediment 
     7,7  

infralittoral mud 
     10,7  

infralittoral sand 
     7,9  

offshore circalittoral coarse sediment 
     9,2  

offshore circalittoral mixed sediment 
     8,4  

offshore circalittoral sand 
     8,6  

Kattegat BE DE DK* NL SE UK DK 

circalittoral coarse sediment 
  4,7  7,7  7,2 

circalittoral mixed sediment 
  6,1  7,1  6,4 

circalittoral mud 
  4,8  8,6  6,7 

circalittoral sand 
  6,9  7,2  7,4 

infralittoral coarse sediment 
  4,5    6,8 

infralittoral mixed sediment 
  5,4  6,5  6 

infralittoral mud 
  6,3  6,8  6,3 

infralittoral sand 
  4,2  6,8  6,7 

offshore circalittoral coarse sediment 
  4,7     

offshore circalittoral mixed sediment 
  5,6  5,5   

offshore circalittoral mud 
  8,4  7,3  7 

offshore circalittoral sand 
  5,3    7 

Norwegian Trench BE DE DK* NL SE UK DK 

circalittoral mixed sediment 
    6,9   

circalittoral mud 
    7,2   

circalittoral sand 
    7,2   

infralittoral mixed sediment 
    6,5   

infralittoral mud 
    6,7   

offshore circalittoral coarse sediment 
    8   

offshore circalittoral mixed sediment 
    6,2   

offshore circalittoral mud 
  5  8   

offshore circalittoral sand 
    7,5   

upper bathyal sediment 
    7,3   

aIt has been indicated by Germany that the monitoring and therefore the reference for circalittoral 
mud in the Southern North Sea is not considered representative for the entire German part. The result 
should be handled with care and it is recommended to recalculate the reference value at least for this 
BHT in case additional data become available in the future. 

 
 
Table c provides an overview of the obtained (and used) reference values for Margalef diversity. Values 
estimated based on sufficient low-pressure data are indicated in black. Values derived from those estimated 
references by calculating arithmetic averages are indicated in red. Differences in reference values between 
cases (combinations of sampling category x BHT x country x AU) can be the result of patterns in natural 
diversity as a result of differences in species distributions and can have methodological reasons (sampling 
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characteristics and slight differences in identification and recording not covered by standardisation) typically 
with regards to differences between countries. As methodology (especially sampled surface and therefore 
chance of observing species in samples is different for the two Danish categories (grab-core compared to 
small core samples), the reference values are also very different. This indicates that one has to be careful 
with combining data from different techniques and different sampled surfaces in particular in the same index. 
Therefore, sampling method category specific reference values for Margalef diversity are estimated. 
However, resulting DM’ values and/or patterns with regards to BHTs are expected to be more in line, although 
it has to be noticed that with different techniques the focus of monitoring is also on different types of benthos 
(e.g., larger or smaller or mobile or sessile specimens), for which diversity patterns can deviate (even in case 
of sampling at the same sites). 
 
Index Calculation: 
Where Margalef diversity used to be calculated (for the IA2017) using the BENMMI tool (benthos multi-
metric data analysis software; Walvoort & Van Loon, 2016), the Relative Margalef diversity is an update of 
this methodology for which a specific script has been developed. The new script, presented in three parts 
(‘step-1-data-prep.html’, ‘step-2-eda.html’ and ‘step-3-assessment-nosar.html’) includes data selection and 
standardisation procedures, exploratory data analyses to identify (and visualise) potential sources of 
variability (and therefore options for selections of subsets of data and/or additional testing opportunities) 
and presenting assessment and testing results including estimation of case-specific reference values used to 
calculate relative values of Margalef diversity for comparability among cases (AUs, BHTs , countries and 
sampling methodologies) and potentially comparison with threshold values for good benthic habitat quality 
(once defined). At the moment results are presented as Relative Margalef values on a scale from 0-1 with 
indicative indication in colour (red, orange, green) of what might be respectively a relatively low, moderate 
and high diversity with transitions between classes at DM’ equalling 0,6 and 0,8. What the threshold value for 
good quality condition could look like is part of a broader process within OSPAR and, amongst others, the EU 
(MSFD CIS TG-Seabed) and ICES (WKBENTH2 & 3) where multi-indicator comparison (including Relative 
Margalef diversity) and adjustment to a common quality scale is part of the process (SEABED_9-2022-03). 
Values for DM’ can in practice transgress a value of 1 at the level of individual samples or in case of low data 
availability as even under reference conditions there is a certain variability in diversity. The reference 
diversity does not reflect the maximum value once observed on the scale of an individual sample, but a 
median value under reference conditions. In case DM’ transgresses a value of 1, this is considered to be equal 
to DM’=1. 
 
 
Assessment of the Greater North Sea (Region II) 
Benthic habitat quality status assessments are calculated as median Relative Margalef diversity values per 
BHT x AU x country per assessment period. At this level, testing was also undertaken for possible significant differences 
in time (quality developments as identified by comparing assessment results of the indicated period using 2-
sided independent t-tests (p<0,05) using average ± standard deviation (and sample size) results, where 
possible. Results at the level of countries (however distinguishing AUs and BHTs) might also be the preferred 
level for national EU MSFD reporting, although in the end (as is the case for OSPAR), ecologically relevant 
units should be the level of reporting for which the AUs have been defined. Therefore, median values at the 
level of BHTs within AUs of the median assessment results at the level of countries are presented as well to 
abstract the results and indicate quality status and developments at the ecologically relevant level (AUs 
regardless of country boundaries). Results for two sampling technique categories are presented as the 
combination provides a more complete overview of the status and developments therein for the Greater 
North Sea Region. Additionally, it shows that with the current indicator, in principle data from various 
techniques can be used for quality assessments although the focus of the assessments might be on specific 
aspects of the total benthic community diversity. In principle the median DM’ values based on grab-core 
samples are presented as the results for the current quality status.  In case of a lack of data for the most 
recent years the results of former periods are taken into consideration, however with indication of lower 

https://osparcsp.sharepoint.com/sites/QSR/BDC/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FQSR%2FBDC%2FOBHEG%2FBH2b%20%2D%20Benthic%20multimetric%20index%20quality%2F00%5FDrafting%2Fbenthos%2Ddata%2Fstep1%20data%2Dprep%2Ehtml&parent=%2Fsites%2FQSR%2FBDC%2FOBHEG%2FBH2b%20%2D%20Benthic%20multimetric%20index%20quality%2F00%5FDrafting%2Fbenthos%2Ddata
https://osparcsp.sharepoint.com/sites/QSR/BDC/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FQSR%2FBDC%2FOBHEG%2FBH2b%20%2D%20Benthic%20multimetric%20index%20quality%2F00%5FDrafting%2Fbenthos%2Ddata%2Fstep%202%20eda%2Ehtml&parent=%2Fsites%2FQSR%2FBDC%2FOBHEG%2FBH2b%20%2D%20Benthic%20multimetric%20index%20quality%2F00%5FDrafting%2Fbenthos%2Ddata
https://osparcsp.sharepoint.com/sites/QSR/BDC/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FQSR%2FBDC%2FOBHEG%2FBH2b%20%2D%20Benthic%20multimetric%20index%20quality%2F00%5FDrafting%2Fbenthos%2Ddata%2Fstep%203%20assessment%2Dnosar%2Ehtml&parent=%2Fsites%2FQSR%2FBDC%2FOBHEG%2FBH2b%20%2D%20Benthic%20multimetric%20index%20quality%2F00%5FDrafting%2Fbenthos%2Ddata
https://circabc.europa.eu/d/d/workspace/SpacesStore/af467d94-d037-466a-94d7-c0b18d503507/SEABED_9-2022-03_AssessingAdverseEffects_ICESrequest.docx


Condition des communautés d’habitats benthiques : Diversité Margalef dans la Région II (Mer du Nord au 
sens large) 
confidence. In a few cases (because of a lack of grab-core data) the results on the basis of small cores are 
presented as the current quality status. In case a large part of a certain AU x BHT combination was situated 
in Danish waters, also significant differences on the basis of ‘small core’ data were accepted as being 
indicative for quality developments at AU level. Results are only presented at the level of countries (BHT x 
AU x Country) in case quality code of the representative data set for the specific period is indicated as 
‘Sufficient’ (according to Table b). 
Although the abstracted results at the level of AUs are presented as the main findings, these should always 
be interpreted taking into account confidence levels as indicated (reflecting data density, number of years 
and spatial representativity of the data). Spatial representativity of the data is considered by estimating the 
percentage of area covered by the benthic monitoring programme (a sample considered representative for 
approximately an area of the size of one c-square) compared to the total surface of a certain BHT x AU to be 
assessed. Findings with regard to Relative Margalef diversity and implications with regard to the benthic 
habitat quality status are discussed taking other benthic habitat indicator assessment results (mainly BH3, 
BH2a and BH4) for Region II into account. 
 
Temporal trends: 
Results for DM’ are compared in time (test for possible differences between periods) using t-testing (2-sided 
independent t-testing at p<0,05). The essential number of (representative) samples to allow detection of 
possible significant differences depends on the (natural) variability within cases/selections. Significant 
differences in DM’ between the 2009-2015 and 2016-2021 period are interpreted and indicated as either a 
significant increase or decrease in the quality status of the benthic habitats. The number of data available is 
(automatically) taken into account in testing (as in all statistical testing). For reliability of current status quality 
assessments based on DM’ the quality coding as presented in Table b is used, where confidence of results 
depends on the number of samples and number of years included (in this case for the specific period). 
Confidence of assessment results for former periods follow the same guidance; when based on data sets with 
respectively quality codes 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, the confidence level is expected to be high, good, sufficient, low 
and poor. Assessment results at the level of countries (BHTs x AUs x Countries) will only be presented if 
quality of data according to coding is at least ‘sufficient’. When former period results are used to assess 
current quality status the confidence decreases one level in case of 2009-2015 data (i.e., respectively: good, 
sufficient, low, poor and poor related to the same quality codes) or two levels older data where older data 
are used. Similarly, the spatial representativity of the data is considered to lower the confidence by one level 
in cases where less than 75% of the specific BHT x AU to be assessed is covered by monitoring, or by two 
levels in cases where less than 25% is covered by monitoring (see Table b). 
 
 
Résultats 
La diversité des communautés benthiques est considérée comme un aspect important de l'état de l'habitat 
benthique. Outre les différences sous-régionales, les zones du large semblent conserver une diversité relative 
plus élevée que les zones côtières (Tableau 1). La qualité des habitats benthiques est particulièrement faible 
dans les habitats sableux et vaseux infralittoraux et circalittoraux. En général, les habitats infralittoraux en 
particulier et plusieurs habitats circalittoraux sont en moins bon état dans le Kattegat que dans la mer du 
Nord centrale et méridionale, mais l'état de qualité de ces habitats semble meilleur dans la fosse norvégienne 
et dans la Manche. Les habitats du large sont généralement de qualité moyenne à bonne, à l’exception du 
sable circalittoral du large dans la mer du Nord méridionale et du sable circalittoral du large dans la Manche. 
Bien que l'on s'attende à trouver une relation claire entre DM' et la pression de la pêche, ce n'est pas 
exactement le cas si l'on considère les résultats de BH3 (Ampleur des perturbations physiques causées aux 
habitats benthiques). Il se peut que la diversité relative ne soit pas l'indicateur le plus sensible à une 
augmentation de la pression (bien qu'une réponse soit attendue dans le cas d'une perturbation physique 
durable) ou que la variabilité à petite échelle du niveau de pression puisse masquer dans une certaine mesure 
l'effet sur la diversité à plus grande échelle. La sous-estimation de la pression de la pêche dans les zones 
côtières, en ne prenant pas en compte les petits navires, pourrait également être le cas, au moins le long des 
côtes françaises et britanniques. En outre, il se peut que l’on sous-estime l’effet durable des anciennes 
activités de pêche, car la pêche s'est progressivement déplacée vers le large. D’autres impacts, tels que 

https://osparcsp.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/QSR/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BFA0BB75C-C566-4C8E-9808-5792F3E1F1D4%7D&file=C20220624_BH3_Common_indicator_template_VMS.docx&action=default&mobileredirect=true
https://osparcsp.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/QSR/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BFA0BB75C-C566-4C8E-9808-5792F3E1F1D4%7D&file=C20220624_BH3_Common_indicator_template_VMS.docx&action=default&mobileredirect=true
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l’eutrophisation et la pollution diffuse, peuvent également jouer un rôle dans la détermination de la diversité 
relative du milieu benthique. Même si la pression exercée par la pêche diminue (comme cela a été observé 
dans certaines zones côtières), d'autres pressions peuvent encore empêcher les habitats de se reconstituer. 
Il convient de noter que, dans certaines parties de la Région II (par exemple la mer du Nord centrale et la 
Manche), la représentativité spatiale des échantillons de communautés benthiques disponibles pour les 
évaluations à grande échelle est loin d'être optimale et pourrait refléter l'état de la qualité locale dans des 
zones de gestion spécifiques. 
 
Tableau 1: Aperçu des résultats de l’évaluation BH2b. Valeurs médianes de la diversité Margalef relative (DM') par 
grand type d'habitat (BHT) par unité d'évaluation (AU) (valeurs médianes de la DM' médiane par pays) reflétant l'état 
actuel de la qualité. Lorsque les données disponibles sont suffisantes, les évaluations sont basées sur les données 
2016-2021 ; dans le cas contraire, les résultats reflètent la situation 2009-2015 et le niveau de confiance de 
l'évaluation (tel que présenté dans le tableau 2) est réduit d'un niveau. Les couleurs indiquent le niveau relatif de 
diversité (en tant qu'indicateur de l'état de qualité de l'habitat benthique) sur la base d'échantillons "grab-core" (à 
l'exception des cas où seules des données récentes d'échantillons "small core" étaient disponibles, comme indiqué 
dans le tableau a). Les développements récents sont indiqués si des différences significatives (test t à p<0,05) entre 
les périodes 2016-2021 et 2009-2015 sont détectées dans les échantillons "grab-core" ou "small core" (test de la 
moyenne DM' ± écart-type combinant tous les échantillons -transnationaux- par BHT x AU). 
 

Type d’habitat 
Mer du Nord 
centrale 

Mer du Nord 
méridionale Manche Kattegat Fosse norvégienne 

Sédiments grossiers infralittoraux NO 0,62 ? 0,75 ? 0,31 ↘ NO 

Sédiments mixte infralittoraux 0,46 ? 0,93 ? 0,67 ? 0,28 ↔ 0,70 ? 

Sable infralittoral  0,33 ? 0,45 ↔ 0,53 ? 0,48 ↗ NO 

Vase infralittorale  NO 0,24 ↔ 0,69 ? 0,18 ↔ 0,45 ? 

Sédiments grossier circalittoraux 0,71 ? 0,52 ↔ 0,63 ? 0,77 ? NO 

Sédiments mixtes circalittoraux 0,38 ? 0,84 ↔ 0,98 ? 0,55 ↔ 0,77 ? 

Sable circalittoral  0,74 ↔ 0,47 ↔ 0,45 ? 0,30 ↔ 0,95 ? 

Vase circalittorale  0,86 ? 0,87 ↔ 0,84 ? 0,54 ↘ 0,55 ↘ 
Sédiments grossiers circalittoraux du 
large 0,64 ↔ 0,58 ? 0,60 ? NO 0,94 ? 
Sédiments mixtes circalittoraux du 
large  

0,90 ? 
0,91 ? 0,79 ? 0,66 ↔ 0,84 ↔ 

Sable circalittoral du large 0,71 ↔ 0,61 ↗ 0,42 ? 1,41 ? 1,00 ↔ 

Vase circalittorale du large 0,65 ↔ 0,85 ↔ NO 0,78 ↔ 0,60 ↔ 

Sédiments du bathyal supérieur NO NO NO NO 0,70 ↔ 
* Diversité relative médiane de Margalef sur une échelle de 0 à 1 (de l'absence de diversité à une diversité de référence réaliste). Les valeurs peuvent 
en pratique transgresser une valeur de 1 au niveau des échantillons individuels ou en cas de faible disponibilité des données (ce qui est supérieur à 
DM'=1). 
La diversité benthique relativement élevée (DM' de 0,8 à 1) est indiquée en vert, la diversité modérée (DM' de 0,6 à 0,8) est indiquée en orange, la 
diversité relativement faible (DM' de 0 à 0,6) est indiquée en rouge. Les valeurs en gris sont très incertaines (basées sur moins de 4 échantillons). La 
mention "NO" indique qu'aucune donnée n'est disponible. Les différences significatives (évolutions) sont indiquées par (augmentation de la diversité), 
↘ (diminution de la diversité) ; ↔ pas de différence significative ; ? état de la diversité basé sur les données de (l'ancienne) période 2009-2015 ou sur 
l'absence de données antérieures à 2016, de sorte qu'il n'est pas possible d'effectuer des tests statistiques sur les évolutions récentes. 

 
Tableau 2 : Aperçu de la confiance estimée de l'évaluation de l'état actuel au niveau des grands types d'habitats (BHT) 
au sein des unités d'évaluation (AU). La confiance est basée sur la densité des données (nombre d'échantillons 
disponibles), la couverture temporelle (nombre d'années incluses) et la représentativité spatiale (pourcentage de la 
zone couverte par la surveillance), ce qui donne un code de qualité pour la série de données récente (période 2016-
2021) et se traduit par un niveau de confiance relatif distinguant 5 classes (élevé, bon, suffisant, faible, médiocre). Si 
l'état actuel de la qualité est évalué sur la base de données plus anciennes (seuls les résultats de la période 2009-
2015 sont pris en compte), le code de qualité observé se traduit par un niveau de confiance abaissé d'un niveau (c'est-
à-dire respectivement bon, suffisant, faible, médiocre, mauvais pour les classes d'origine indiquées ci-dessus). La 
représentativité spatiale est considérée comme telle que le niveau de confiance est réduit d'un niveau si moins de 
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75 % de la zone BHT x AU à évaluer est couverte par le suivi, et de deux niveaux si moins de 35 % est couvert par le 
suivi. 
  

Type d’habitat 

Mer du 
Nord 
central 

Mer du 
Nord 
méridionale Manche Kattegat 

Fosse 
norvégienne 

Sédiments grossiers infralittoraux NO Bon Médiocre Élevé NO 

Sédiments mixtes infralittoraux Médiocre Médiocre Médiocre Bon Médiocre 

Sable infralittoral  Médiocre Élevé Médiocre Élevé NO 

Vase infralittorale  NO Bon Médiocre Élevé Médiocre 

Sédiments grossier circalittoraux Médiocre Bon Médiocre Médiocre NO 

Sédiments mixtes circalittoraux Médiocre Faible Médiocre Élevé Médiocre 

Sable circalittoral  Suffisant Suffisant Médiocre Élevé Médiocre 

Vase circalittorale  Médiocre Bon Médiocre Élevé Bon 
Sédiments grossiers circalittoraux du 
large Faible Faible Faible NO Médiocre 
Sédiments mixtes circalittoraux du 
large 

Faible 
Faible Médiocre Suffisant Médiocre 

Sable circalittoral du large Faible Bon Médiocre Médiocre Médiocre 

Vase circalittorale du large Faible Bon NO Élevé Suffisant 

Sédiments du bathyal supérieur NO NO NO NO Médiocre 
*Les couleurs reflètent les niveaux relatifs de la diversité relative de Margalef (c'est-à-dire les résultats de l'évaluation, 
la fiabilité de ces résultats étant indiquée par 5 classes, comme le montre le tableau 1).  

 
Résultats (version étendue) 
 
Region II in general 

Table 1 provides an overview of the abstracted quality status assessment results based on Relative Margalef 
diversity, providing the current diversity as a value between 0-1 (occasional transgression should be 
considered equal to 1). Although there is no threshold value for good quality status of benthic habitats yet 
(and therefore also no specific threshold value for Relative Margalef diversity; DM’) it can be stated that a 
value of below 0,6 means rather low diversity, whereas a value above 0,8 means relatively high diversity and 
values in between could be indicated as moderate diversity. 
It can be concluded that in general there is room for improvement with regard to benthic diversity, as for 
most Broad Habitat Types (BHTs) current benthic diversity is not found to be relatively high, although there 
are subregional differences and some BHTs in general seem to be in a better quality state (Table 1). 
 
Offshore circalittoral habitats: 
An important observation is that, in general, offshore circalittoral habitat types seem to harbour higher levels 
of relative diversity suggesting that the current quality status might be better than for infralittoral and 
circalittoral habitat types. This does not mean that also the risk of arriving at poorer quality status in the near 
future is lower in the offshore areas. Moreover, as trends of increasing relative diversity are lacking and for 
large surface areas there are no data available for 2016-2021 (instead results based on 2009-2015 data are 
presented or specific territorial waters are not included in the most recent results), it is highly possible that 
the higher risks of benthic habitat quality reduction suggested by BH3 results can be reflected in future 
quality status assessments. Independent of the subregion, all offshore circalittoral habitat types for which 
data are available seem to harbour moderate to relatively high benthic diversity, with the exception of 
offshore circalittoral coarse sediment habitat of the Southern North Sea and offshore circalittoral sand in the 
Channel. At least where there are sufficient data for both periods 2016-2021 and 2009-2015 there is generally 
no evidence for large changes in Relative Margalef diversity, except for a significant increase in diversity for 
offshore circalittoral sand in the Southern North Sea. It should be noted that all Channel assessments are 
based on data from 2009-2015, so that if recent changes have occurred, these could not be detected. 
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Table 2 shows that with regard to data availability including information from several years, there is only 
sufficient to high confidence for the patterns with regard to the offshore circalittoral sandy habitat in the 
Southern North Sea, the muddy variant in the Southern North Sea, Kattegat and Norwegian Trench and the 
mixed sediment habitat of the Kattegat. As shown, benthic monitoring in many cases is not exactly 
representative for (BHTs within) entire Assessment Units (AU), as at least in certain cases spatial distribution 
of sample sites is aggregated in certain areas (e.g., Figure a), typically MPAs and (planned) wind parks. This 
uncertainty, which is due to spatial distribution, is especially notable in the assessments done in the Channel, 
Norwegian Trench and the Central North Sea subregions. Additionally, no (comparable) monitoring data were 
available for the respectively large French and Norwegian parts of these subregions. With regards to the 
Norwegian Trench only Relative Margalef diversity of the Swedish part (which is a relatively small part of the 
entire subregion) could be assessed, where spatial coverage for at least the common BHTs seemed to be 
sufficient to high. 
The fact that offshore circalittoral habitats generally seem to harbour higher relative diversity communities 
suggesting that they might be in a better quality status than circalittoral and infralittoral habitats cannot 
directly be explained by patterns in physical disturbance due to fisheries as indicated by the results for BH3. 
The results of BH3 indicate that several of the offshore circalittoral habitats are among the habitats with 
highest physical disturbance pressure and have the highest risk to arrive at decreased benthic habitat quality 
status. Partly an underestimation of fishing pressure in coastal areas might play a role (as small vessel impacts 
are not considered). Except for the Swedish waters, offshore circalittoral habitats are generally situated at a 
reasonable distance from the coast. By distinguishing offshore circalittoral habitats from circalittoral and 
infralittoral habitats, basically offshore areas are compared with coastal areas. The only real difference in 
pressure level between offshore and coastal areas might be the level of eutrophication and the role of diffuse 
pollutants. The relatively poor quality observed for benthic communities in coastal areas might be the result 
of impact from increased nutrient and diffuse pollution level, preventing benthic habitats from recovering, 
now that physical pressure levels in coastal areas are lower than offshore. It is however not the case that 
physical disturbance levels in coastal areas are particularly low at the moment. It might be that a further 
decrease in pressure is necessary for communities to recover (it might be more difficult for deteriorated 
communities to recover than for relatively highly diverse communities to withstand a certain level of 
pressure). Additionally, it should be noted that a large share of the areas assessed lack benthic community 
monitoring data from the most recent years. Based on the high risk of impact resulting from physical 
disturbance from fishing activities, it is very possible that a reduction in the quality of offshore circalittoral 
habitats (and muddy and sandy habitats in particular) can be expected in the near future, despite the 
relatively high diversity found from recent observations (from either 2016-2021 or 2009-2015). 
 
Infralittoral habitats: 
Indications for BHTs with benthic diversity levels that can be considered relatively high or even moderate are 
scarce for the infralittoral zone (Table 1). Those cases that might indicate moderate to high median DM’ values 
generally have poor data availability and therefore quality estimations come with poor confidence level. 
Other observations are that where significant trends were detected, these indicated decreasing Relative 
Margalef diversity as found for infralittoral coarse sediment in the Kattegat and infralittoral mud in the 
Southern North Sea subregion. In both cases it has been indicated by countries providing data (Sweden with 
regards to Kattegat and Germany with regards to the Southern North Sea) that monitoring designs are not 
comparable between the periods 2016-2021 and 2009-2015 especially for those shallow habitats, and in the 
case of the Kattegat also ‘natural’ disturbance by variation in low salinity water inflow from the Baltic might 
play a role. In general, infralittoral sand and mud might be in the poorest state. It should be noted that 
especially in the Southern North Sea and the Kattegat data availability (and therefore the confidence level of 
the assessments) is generally good or high (Table 2). Although physical disturbance due to fisheries must 
have played a role at least in the past by determining current relative low diversity in this zone and in these 
BHTs in particular, nowadays it might be eutrophication effects (increased nutrient levels, increased 
turbidity) and impacts from diffuse pollution, preventing benthic habitats in this zone from recovering. 
Additionally, it should be noted that even if physical disturbance pressure is low, recurrent disturbance at a 
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low rate can be enough to prevent recovery. The difference in impact between zero and occasional 
disturbance is probably larger than the difference in impact between occasional and more frequent 
disturbance for certain habitat types, as most sensitive species might be lost already at low frequency 
disturbance. 
 
Circalittoral habitats: 
General benthic diversity patterns in the circalittoral zone might indeed be somewhere in between the 
situation for the infralittoral and the offshore circalittoral zones. Here especially sandy sediment habitats are 
characterised by decreased (relatively low) diversity (Table 1), whereas for other BHTs (sub)regional 
differences are large. In general, no recent significant changes were observed, although data availability is 
considered high in many cases especially in the Southern North Sea and the Kattegat (Table 2). Only 
decreasing trends in relative diversity for circalittoral muddy habitat are observed in the Kattegat and 
Norwegian Trench (for which the variability in low salinity water inflow and poor comparability of monitoring 
designs for recent periods, at least for Swedish waters, might play a role. Figure b indeed shows that the 
decreasing trend is only observed in Swedish data and not in the Danish (small core) samples. As indicated 
by Sweden, changes in the monitoring design might have led to observed differences in relative diversity. 
Particularly in the Kattegat in infralittoral and circalittoral habitats, natural variability in low salinity water 
outflow from the Baltic Sea might result in natural disturbed communities and larger year-to-year variability 
also in local benthic diversity. In areas where salinity variability is a common process, communities are likely 
to be adapted to this phenomenon so that Relative Margalef diversity based on a community specific 
reference would give reliable results. At present the methodology works with specific references for BHTs at 
the level of the entire subregion, whereas further subdivision or working with gradients might be preferable. 
Additionally, naturally occurring anoxic circumstances will result in absence of benthic species and will lower 
Relative Margalef diversity when impacted samples are included in the analyses. This of course does not 
account for anoxia as a result of eutrophication. The possible extension of such an anoxic area is also a 
relevant development that needs to be monitored. In contrast with the observations in Kattegat and 
Norwegian Trench, the quality status of circalittoral muddy habitat in the Southern North Sea (and probably 
Central North Sea and Channel as well) is relatively good (as indicated by high Relative Margalef diversity 
levels). It is expected that this broad habitat type is relatively sensitive towards physical disturbance. The 
results of BH3 indicate that physical disturbance due to fisheries is not particularly low. However, muddy 
habitats of particularly the circalittoral zone, might be less susceptible to eutrophication effects and/or 
increased sedimentation. Again, these results might indicate that in coastal waters at present it is not solely 
current fishing pressure determining benthic habitat quality status, but that eutrophication and diffuse 
pollution levels can prevent recovery of formerly disturbed habitats, with differences in sensitivity of BHTs 
to eutrophication and diffuse pollution as well. However, we should be aware that in this case lower risks of 
disturbance due to fishing activities might in the long-term lead to recovery of the circalittoral habitats, 
whereas offshore circalittoral habitats seem to be at risk (according to BH3) of facing quality reduction in the 
near future. Moreover, as benthic community data for most recent years are lacking for certain (often quite 
extensive) areas, suggested high risk of impact of physical disturbance in offshore circalittoral muddy and 
sandy areas might already lead to quality reduction (however not detected yet, but potentially visible when 
more recent community data from ongoing monitoring become available). 
Explaining observations is less complicated in case of a representative monitoring design (e.g., random, 
random fixed, random stratified or according to a grid). With such design at least the representativity of 
observed diversity patterns is clear. As shown by this example, we should be aware that relative diversity 
(like several other indicators) is not solely the result of the dominant pressure of physical disturbance but 
can be influenced by various other pressures and ‘natural’ changes or variability. Therefore, quality status 
assessments on the basis, for instance, of Relative Margalef diversity should preferably be combined with 
pressure mapping for various pressures (e.g., BH3 and indicators related to other themes), quality 
assessment using alternative indicators (e.g., BH1) and indicators that can identify most probable 
disturbances at stake (e.g., proposed indicator BH6/BISI). 
Interestingly, Relative Margalef diversity seems to be relatively high in circalittoral mixed sediment habitat 
of at least the Southern North Sea (and possibly in some of the other subregions as well). It might be that 
circalittoral mixed sediment habitats are less susceptible, but it is more likely that the fishing pressure is 
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lower. This can be partly explained by hard substrate in the vicinity of several sample sites for this BHT with 
the result that fishery is difficult or even impossible at the sites. When the MSFD Broad Habitat Type map 
according to EUSeaMap (2021) indicated the presence of hard substrate at a sample site, it was known that 
in fact that could not be the case at the exact sample site as samples were all taken with grabs or cores. In 
that case the presence of mixed sediment habitat (but probably in the vicinity of hard substrate) was 
considered. In this case the results of BH3 confirm that fishing pressure is probably lower on circalittoral 
mixed sediment (and circalittoral rock and biogenic reef) compared to other circalittoral BHTs. 
 

  

  

  
Figure a: Relative Margalef diversity (DM’) at the level of sample sites as indicated for the periods 2016-2021 (upper 
maps), 2009-2015 (maps in the middle) and 1998-2008 (lower maps) as based on ‘grab-core’ samples (left) and ‘small 
core’ samples (right) 
 
Results in more detail: 
As monitoring efforts and specific designs are not equal between countries, further analysis at the level BHTs 
x AUs x countries might be valuable to extract specific patterns. Additionally it provides information that can 
be of interest for national MSFD reporting. Only cases (BHTs x AUs x countries) for which data availability is 
considered sufficient are taken into account. 
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Central North Sea 

The assessment of the Relative Margalef diversity for the Central North Sea for some BHTs is almost solely 
based on UK data (by far the largest share of the subregion is part of UK waters). For some BHTs, like 
circalittoral – and offshore circalittoral sand and offshore circalittoral mud and coarse sediment habitat a 
reasonable number of samples were available for other countries (like Germany and Denmark) as well. There 
the results are largely comparable with those from the UK. Relative diversity in the UK and German samples 
indicates a moderate to high relative diversity of the circalittoral sandy habitat. The offshore circalittoral 
mixed sediment habitat (only UK data) has even relative high diversity. Moderate diversity is also found for 
offshore circalittoral coarse sediment and – sandy habitat based on UK and German (offshore circalittoral 
sand only) samples, but diversity is lower in the Danish part (Figure b). Differences between UK and other 
country samples can be explained by the spatial distribution, as all other country territories are restricted to 
the most south-eastern part of the Central North Sea, where fishing pressure (at least compared to part of 
the remainder of the Central North Sea) is generally higher. The relative diversity is poor to moderate for the 
circalittoral muddy habitat (based on UK data) slightly lower than the offshore circalittoral muddy habitat 
(based on UK data). 
 
Southern North Sea 

In the Southern North Sea the relative diversity seems to be relatively high in the offshore circalittoral mixed 
sediment (UK data) and in the offshore circalittoral muddy habitat (based on Dutch data; moderate diversity 
based on Danish data). Germany indicated that the data for 2016-2021 are not representative for the national 
part of the BHT, results are however in line with findings based on Dutch samples. Strikingly, the offshore 
circalittoral muddy habitat is considered the most heavily fished and in combination with expected highest 
sensitivity the BHT most at risk of being impacted, based on BH3 (Extent of physical disturbance to benthic 
habitats) results. It has already been indicated for the results at assessment unit scale, that for a large part 
of the area (e.g., UK waters) benthic community observation data were lacking for the most recent (2016-
2021) years. Therefore, it is very well possible that current high risks of impact are not yet reflected in benthic 
relative diversity observations. In the circalittoral zone, relative diversity based on Dutch data was high in the 
1998-2008 period. This is however contrary to the very poor relative diversity observed for circalittoral 
muddy habitat in Danish waters. Where mixed sediments in the circalittoral zone in the UK maintain relative 
high diversity (comparable to the offshore variant), the relative diversity based on Danish data appears to be 
rather low for the same habitat type. It seems that conditions are very different at the Danish sample sites, 
which might indicate a central/west to east differentiation in the relative diversity and therefore quality of 
these benthic habitats. Relative diversity of sandy habitats seems to be slightly higher in the offshore 
circalittoral than in the circalittoral zone; especially based on Dutch and German observations. (The very low 
relative diversity during 1998-2008 for Germany is most likely determined by the fact that observations are 
exclusively from territorial waters, not comparable to subsequent time periods, as indicated by Germany). 
Rather low relative diversity is observed in the infralittoral zone of the Southern North Sea, where Danish 
data even indicate a significant decrease in diversity for infralittoral mud. Relative diversity for coarse 
sediment habitat in the infralittoral zone (UK data) is slightly lower than in circalittoral and offshore 
circalittoral zone. 
 
Kattegat 

In the Kattegat a significant decrease in relative diversity is observed for most (not significant for mixed 
sediment) of the infralittoral BHTs at least based on the Danish small core data only deviating in the timing 
of the decline. It should be noted that it is unlikely that small cores are frequently used on coarse - and mixed 
sediment types so there might be some uncertainty about whether broad scale habitat mapping (EUSeaMap, 
2021) in these areas reflects the habitat constitution sufficiently in detail (as indicated before). On infralittoral 
sand the Danish grab-core samples show the same relative level of diversity as the small core samples. A 
decline in the relative diversity in sandy habitats in the circalittoral zone was observed based on Danish data. 
For muddy habitats in the circalittoral zone, a decline in relative diversity was observed based Swedish data 
while the Danish data showed a significant improvement between 1998-2008 and 2009-2015. A decrease of 
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relative diversity in various infralittoral and circalittoral habitats in the Kattegat based on Danish data might 
suggest that patterns based on Swedish data as indicated before are not solely the effect of changes in the 
monitoring design. Besides increased fisheries pressures, changes in inflow from the Baltic could play a role. 
The question is whether such patterns are recurrent, and recovery of communities can be expected the 
coming years or whether salinity variability is increasing and extending over larger areas and might be related 
to climate change. In the offshore circalittoral zone of the Kattegat a significant decrease in relative diversity 
is observed in the Swedish part for mixed sediment habitat and for muddy habitat in the Danish part. 
Although the relative diversity based on small cores is generally somewhat smaller than based on grabs and 
cores, the difference in the case of offshore circalittoral mud is very large, suggesting that especially certain 
types of benthic fauna are in poor state. 
 
Channel and Norwegian Trench 

Results for the Channel are solely based on UK data and results for the Norwegian Trench are solely based 
on Swedish data, so patterns in and level of relative diversity for those countries in these subregions are the 
same as presented for the subregions. 
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Figure b: Overview of median Relative Margalef diversity (DM’) per Broad Habitat Type (BHT) per Assessment Unit (AU) 
distinguishing individual countries comparing developments in time. Possible differences within countries between 
assessment periods (2016-2021, 2009-2015 and 1998-2008) are tested (at p<0,05) using t-tests, where significant 
differences are indicated with different characters (in case of one of the characters equal there is no significant 
difference). All results are based on ‘grab-core’ sampling, except for the results for DK* (Denmark with asterisk) which 
are based on ‘small core’ samples. Results are shown where available for Belgium (red), Germany (light blue), Denmark 
(small cores*; blue), Netherlands (light green), Sweden (purple), United Kingdom (orange), Denmark (grab-cores; dark 
blue). Only results for which the confidence of the assessment is considered at least sufficient (according to quality code 
Table b) are presented (except a few cases where data availability was low, however differences with the former period 
appeared to be significant; indicated as dashed bar without fill). It should be noted that these results suggest a (spatially) 
representative monitoring for the respective BHT x AU x country combination, which in fact is not necessarily the case. 
 
Reliability of reference values: 
Absolute values of Relative Margalef diversity are to a certain extent determined by how accurately the 
reference value could be estimated. In case of presence of other pressures or ‘natural’ disturbances where 
low-pressure (solely based on physical disturbance by fisheries) situations were expected, the reference 
value can be underestimated (leading to overestimation of the Relative Margalef diversity). There might be 
some risk in cases where low-pressure situations are scarce and data availability for low-pressure situations 
is low. Where there is sufficient data, the use of percentiles will most likely filter out the potential effect of 
incorrectly including samples of disturbed communities to estimate the reference. In the case of low data 
availability (quality code 4 and 5 as indicated in Table b) the multivariate derivation of reference values is 
likely to result in increased uncertainty (but it seems to be the best approach). 
Most reliable are comparisons of cases of the same kind, i.e., comparing assessment results for different 
periods, for which results are independent of used reference values. However, in that case differences in 
representativity of monitoring data might lead to uncertainty. 
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Conclusion 
La diversité relative des communautés benthiques est plus élevée dans les habitats circalittoraux du large 
par rapport aux habitats circalittoraux et infralittoraux. La diversité relative semble toujours être modérée 
ou plutôt bonne dans les habitats circalittoraux du large, indépendamment de la pression de la pêche 
relativement élevée attendue. Il convient de noter que les données pour la période 2016-2021 manquent 
pour les zones étendues, de sorte que, sur la base des évaluations d'impact de BH3, on peut s'attendre à une 
baisse de la qualité dans un avenir proche. Il semble que la reconstitution des habitats benthiques dans les 
eaux côtières peu profondes, où la pression de la pêche est actuellement plus faible, soit entravée par 
d'autres pressions telles que l'eutrophisation et la pollution diffuse. Cette tendance est observée plus 
particulièrement dans la mer du Nord méridionale – et peut-être dans la mer du Nord centrale. Outre la 
‘diversité’, d’autres aspects définissent la qualité des habitats benthiques. Les habitats benthiques peu 
profonds du Kattegat semblent en mauvais état ; outre la pêche, on s'attend à ce que la variabilité accrue de 
l'afflux d'eau faiblement salée provenant de la Baltique joue un rôle. En général, l’état de qualité des habitats 
benthiques pourrait être meilleur dans la Manche (indépendamment de la forte pression de la pêche) et dans 
la fosse norvégienne. Dans ces zones, et dans la mer du Nord centrale, les efforts visant à améliorer la 
représentativité des programmes d’échantillonnage des communautés benthiques pourraient améliorer la 
fiabilité des évaluations.  
 
Conclusion (version étendue) 
It can be concluded that in general there is room for improvement with regard to benthic diversity, as for 
most Broad Habitat Types (BHTs) current benthic diversity is not found to be relatively high, although there 
are subregional differences and some BHTs in general seem to be in a better-quality state. 
An important observation is that in general offshore circalittoral habitat types seem to be in better condition 
as indicated by the Relative Margalef diversity than circalittoral and especially infralittoral habitat types. 
Overall infralittoral sand appears to be in the poorest quality state, but also infralittoral muddy and 
circalittoral sandy habitats are in poor quality state in most of the subregions.  Independent of the subregion 
all offshore circalittoral habitat types for which data are available seem to harbour moderate to relatively 
high benthic diversity, except for the coarse sediment habitat in the Southern North Sea and the sandy 
habitat in the Channel. 
The finding that offshore circalittoral habitats generally seem to be in better condition than circalittoral and 
infralittoral habitats as indicated by the Relative Margalef diversity levels is contrary to the expected impact 
of physical pressure due to fisheries as indicated by the results of BH3. It seems that regardless of the relative 
high fishing pressure, several BHTs at least still maintain relative high diversity, for the time being. It should, 
however, be noted that recent community observation data from the years 2016-2021 are lacking for 
extensive areas, so that benthic habitat quality reduction as a result of high fisheries impacts might indeed 
be expected in the near future.  Although diversity can give an indication of the quality status and 
developments it should be noted that there are more aspects defining quality of benthic habitats. In 
particular, infralittoral but also circalittoral habitats might be impacted by the presence of nutrients and 
diffuse pollutants in the coastal zone. Although fisheries pressure is currently expected to be lower (see 
results BH3), nutrients and pollutants and indirect effects of turbidity, light conditions, and oxygen 
conditions, might hamper recovery of the benthic habitats. Additionally, at least in terms of diversity it seems 
that relatively high diverse communities can withstand a certain level of pressure before diversity collapses, 
whereas low diversity communities might need some time and substantially lower pressure levels to recover. 
With regard to the Kattegat, where decreasing trends in relative diversity are observed that are not solely 
related to monitoring regimes, besides fisheries, increased variability in inflow of low salinity water from the 
Baltic might play a role particularly in shallow waters (infralittoral and circalittoral zone). This might be related 
to climate change. 
For certain regions, like part of the Kattegat, the current assessments might be too strict in the sense that 
there are more gradients and pressures having impact on community diversity that should be integrated in 
reference estimation. In other subregions (e.g., parts of Central North Sea, Channel and Norwegian Trench) 
the fact that large parts are not covered by current monitoring raises the question as to what extent Relative 
Margalef diversity assessment results can be representative for Broad Habitat Types within entire subregions. 
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More efforts should be put into large-scale representative monitoring. With further application and 
improvement of the assessment methodology it is foreseen that also other monitoring methodology results 
(e.g., from dredges, trawls or video recording) can be used in the future while maintaining comparability of 
assessment results. 
Relative diversity (like several other indicators) is not solely the result of the dominant pressure of physical 
disturbance but can be influenced by various other pressures and ‘natural’ changes or variability. Therefore, 
quality status assessments on the basis of (for instance) Relative Margalef diversity should preferably be 
combined with pressure mapping for various pressures (e.g., BH3 and indicators related to other themes), 
quality assessment using alternative indicators (e.g., BH1) and indicators that can identify most probable 
disturbances at stake (e.g., proposed indicator BH6/BISI). 
 
Lacunes dans les connaissances 

- Bien que l’échelle de la diversité relative soit définie, il n’est pas évident de déterminer la valeur 
seuil à partir de laquelle l’état de bonne qualité est atteint. 

- Il est difficile d’estimer la représentativité des données de surveillance pour les évaluations de la 
qualité à l'échelle des grandes unités d'évaluation. 

- Il est nécessaire de mieux identifier le rôle des impacts des pressions (autres que les perturbations 
physiques dues à la pêche) et des perturbations ‘naturelles’ ; car leur impact sur la qualité des 
habitats benthiques peut également être important et devrait être pris en compte dans les 
évaluations de la qualité telle que la diversité relative de Margalef. 

- Il conviendrait d’améliorer la cartographie à grande échelle des habitats actuellement utilisée afin 
de permettre une classification évolutive qui s’adapte aux cartes en fonction des différents niveaux 
de détail.  

 
Lacunes dans les connaissances (version étendue) 
Optimisation of standardisation to achieve comparability: 
Community diversity is a proven and commonly used indicator for benthic habitat quality status. Relative 
Margalef diversity equals diversity compared to the case specific reference diversity to put assessments in 
perspective. Basically, the indicator allows comparison of any case (specific methodology, habitat, area) as 
long as there is sufficient standardisation and limited variability in the case due to classification, i.e., the use 
of broad classes. However, with large-scale application, combining data from different origins (various 
sampling laboratory and identification procedures) for broad habitats and extended subregions, internal 
variability is large. As long as there is no large-scale joint monitoring the challenge is how much variability 
can be allowed to still achieve largely comparable assessment results for cases. Splitting up methodologies, 
habitats, areas in many categories so that within category standardisation is large, will result in many 
assessments with poor data availability. It should be analysed what variability is still reasonable and results 
in limited deviations in the assessment results. Examples are sampled surface areas that can be combined 
and/or ecological relevant assessment units (are current assessment units with different types of abiotic 
gradients not too large for comparable assessments). 
Related to this knowledge gap would be how to integrate known important environmental gradients with 
impact on diversity in the estimation of reference values; what does the use of reference value gradients 
determined on the basis of environmental gradients mean with regards to comparability of assessment 
results between different areas (BHTs and/or AUs). 
 
Threshold values: 
It is known that benthic community diversity to a certain extent is indicative for the benthic quality status. 
Moreover, as Relative Margalef diversity compared to reference diversity is used, a quality score on a relative 
common scale from 0-1 is achieved (occasional values above reference level are considered diversity equal 
to the reference). What exact value can be considered a threshold value for good quality status? How do 
Relative Margalef diversity results compare to other indicator assessment results in pressure gradients 
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where, in certain cases, they can be considered as indicating good quality status and other cases not, knowing 
that each indicator has its own specificities and can be more indicative of this status under certain conditions 
than under others? 
 
Role of other pressure impacts and natural disturbance: 
The current assessment is almost entirely focused on physical disturbance by fisheries as the dominant 
pressure. Estimating the reference is entirely based on physical pressure mapping from fisheries, largely 
neglecting any other type of pressure and/or ‘natural’ variability that might occur. Although we do not 
disagree with the fact that, in many cases, physical disturbance is the dominant pressure, it is expected that 
many other variables and pressures can have a substantial impact on benthic diversity. Part of the variability 
is covered by using percentile values for references. However, there are clear examples of pressures like 
anoxic region, impacts from nutrients and pollutants, increased turbidity, changes in salinity conditions 
and/or hydrodynamic conditions. The question is what type of pressures and variability should be considered. 
It is clear that for BH2b, but also for other BH indicators, there should be more efforts in pressure mapping 
or integrating potential impacts of other pressures in assessment results. 
Taking the variety of pressures into account, it should be investigated to what extent the Relative Margalef 
diversity responds to each of the pressures and whether one pressure impact might overrule the other. Some 
first indications of the response and sensitivity of the Relative Margalef diversity to different pressures is 
given by the ICES WKBENTH3 report (ICES, 2022) testing several indicators (amongst others the DM’) in 
pressure gradient. Although DM’ appeared to be sufficiently sensitive to fishing pressure gradients, it was not 
the most sensitive indicator. Indicator sensitivity might however also differ in different parts of the gradient. 
A large response could be expected in cases where there is some disturbance compared to cases where there 
is no disturbance. This is because indicators for typical species generally respond strongly in this part of the 
gradient or because they provide a better response in moderate to high disturbance settings, which is 
especially relevant in this current situation for a large part of the Greater North Sea Region. When analysing 
the pollution and eutrophication gradients, the Relative Margalef diversity index shows a consistent decline 
across all three gradients. This might indicate that the response to such gradients might be more consistent 
and/or overrule to a certain extent physical disturbance gradients in case of combi-pressure situations. It is 
a specific wish to include spatial distribution patterns with regards to other pressures in the future. Also 
including information about specific management of certain areas that might influence the representativity 
of benthic community samples for larger scale assessments is important as long as representative monitoring 
programmes covering the BHTs at the (country within) assessment unit scale are not present. 
In general, future work should focus on an indicator framework covering the entire range of potential 
pressures and pressure combinations and levels, with general quality indicators, specific pressure indicators, 
indicators distinguishing most important pressures, combined pressure mapping and risk-based assessments 
taking pressure distributions and (specific pressure) sensitivity into account in impact assessment and 
upscaling of quality assessment results.  
 
Broad Habitat Map 
At the moment different cut-off levels in mud content are used to distinguish the sandy from muddy habitat 
within EUNIS and the EUSeaMap. The EUSeaMap presenting EU MSFD broad habitat types distribution uses 
a cut-off level at 10% mud. This map has been used for current BH2b assessments (as recommended in 
OSPAR) as that enables the exchange of assessment results between OSPAR and EU MSFD reporting and is 
the suggested level of reporting within OSPAR. It appears however that the EUNIS classification uses a cut-
off level at 20% mud at the various levels of habitat classification for the Greater North Sea Region. This leads 
to large areas with different classifications comparing the two map-types, and impact quality status 
assessment as well as uncertainty as to what extent communities match with the indicated sandy – or muddy 
habitat. Additionally, there is a large need for ground-truthing of modelled habitat classifications in certain 
areas. 
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Notre vision est celle d’un océan Atlantique Nord-Est propre, sain et
biologiquement diversifié, qui soit productif, utilisé de manière durable

et résilient au changement climatique et à l’acidification des océans.
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