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The degree of development and operability of the indicators for the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) using
Descriptor 1 (D1) Biological Diversity was assessed. To this end, an overview of the relevance and degree of operability of
the underlying parameters across 20 European countries was compiled by analysing national directives, legislation, regula-
tions, and publicly available reports. Marked differences were found between countries in the degree of ecological relevance
as well as in the degree of implementation and operability of the parameters chosen to indicate biological diversity. The best
scoring EU countries were France, Germany, Greece and Spain, while the worst scoring countries were Italy and Slovenia. No
country achieved maximum scores for the implementation of MSFD D1. The non-EU countries Norway and Turkey score as
highly as the top-scoring EU countries. On the positive side, the chosen parameters for D1 indicators were generally identified
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