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Background 

This document contains the outcome of the HELCOM/FAO/IUCN WCPA Regional Workshop on Other Effective 

Area Based Conservation Measures (OECMs).  

The inclusion in Aichi Target 11’s (under the CBD Strategic Plan for Biodiversity) of “other effective area-based 

conservation measures” (OECMs) explicitly recognizes that other types of spatial conservation measures may 

also achieve important conservation gains. Specifically, this wording allows for the inclusion of other spatial 

management measures or regimes that may not meet the definition of a protected area mostly because their 

primary objective is not the conservation of biodiversity. The Parties to the Convention of Biological Diversity 

adopted the definitions and criteria of OECMs at their 14th Conference in 2018, opening new opportunities to 

assess the extent of potential OECMs and to begin to recognize and report them. This is particularly relevant 

and pressing as the current draft of the potential successor to the Aichi Target 11 under the Post-2020 Global 

Biodiversity Framework is aiming toward 30% coverage, comprising both protected areas and OECMs.  

Early experiences have shown that OECMs not only contribute to filling the gap in terms of coverage but that, 

alongside MPAs, they can result in more effective conservation overall by enhancing the connectivity and 

representativity of area-based management and increasing the diversity of governance arrangements.  

The Workshop is a concrete step in the process of implementing action B2 in the 2021 Baltic Sea Action Plan: 

By 2022 come to a common understanding of the Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (OECMs) 

criteria and their use in HELCOM, based on definitions agreed in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 

and the EU, and define how OECMs can support the coherence of the Baltic Sea marine protected area (MPA) 

network. By 2025 identification of OECMs in the Baltic Sea region. 

The Workshop was convened on 1-3 February 2022 as an online meeting. The Workshop was Chaired by Ms. 

Marie-Louise Krawack (Denmark) and targeted CBD and HELCOM focal points, marine protected areas 

agencies, representatives of ministries in charge of fisheries, culture, defence, energy production, shipping, 

and navigation in all HELCOM Contracting Parties. In addition, participants also included HELCOM observers 

active in area-based management in the Baltic Sea region, as well as representatives from the private sectors 

and research institutions active in area-based management.   
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The objectives of the Workshop were to: 

1. Learn about existing tools to support the identification and recognition of OECMs;  

2. Analyze case studies of potential OECMs covering various sectors – evaluate challenges in applying the 

CBD criteria and, where available, sectoral draft guidance, and test if the initial regional common 

understanding applies; 

3. Examine and recommend categories of OECMs available in the region, including identifying an initial 

list of potential OECMs by sector; 

4. Come to a common understanding of the Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (OECMs) 

criteria and their use in HELCOM, based on definitions agreed in Convention on Biological Diversity 

(CBD) and the EU;  

5. Identify potential next steps and opportunities for advancing OECMs in the Baltic Sea including scoping 

needs for additional guidance on OECMs in the Baltic Sea region; 

6. Consider if and how the proposed types of OECMs can support the coherence of the MPA network. 

This report presents the main outputs and deliverables of the Workshop, including the initial regional common 

understanding on how to approach OECM in the marine environment in the Baltic Sea region, open questions 

and concerns, and proposed next steps. 

The workshop contained a breakout group on fisheries which considered strengths, challenges and potential 

OECMs under the fisheries sector, as contained on page 14. 

The report has been submitted to HELCOM 43-2022, which has been invited to note of the initial regional 

common understanding on how to approach OECM in the marine environment in the Baltic Sea region and to 

approve the recommended next steps and further work, as outlined in section 5 of the report, to ensure 

progress towards implementation of action B2 in the 2021 BSAP. 

 

Action requested 

The Meeting is invited to take note of the information.  
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Workshop setup 
The Workshop was convened on 1-3 February 2022 as an online meeting (see Annex 3 for the programme). 

The Workshop was Chaired by Ms. Marie-Louise Krawack and targeted CBD and HELCOM focal points, marine 

protected areas agencies, representatives of ministries in charge of fisheries, culture, defence, energy 

production, shipping, and navigation in all HELCOM Contracting Parties. In addition, participants also included 

HELCOM observers active in area-based management in the Baltic Sea region, as well as representatives from 

the private sectors and research institutions active in area-based management.  

The objectives of the Workshop were to: 

1. Learn about existing tools to support the identification and recognition of OECM;  

2. Analyze case studies of potential OECMs covering various sectors  – evaluate challenges in applying 

the CBD criteria and, where available, sectoral draft guidance, and test if the initial regional common 

understanding applies; 

3. Examine and recommend categories of OECMs available in the region, including identifying an initial 

list of potential OECMs by sector; 

4. Come to a common understanding of the Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (OECMs) 

criteria and their use in HELCOM, based on definitions agreed in Convention on Biological Diversity 

(CBD) and the EU,  

5. Identify potential next steps and opportunities for advancing OECMs in the Baltic Sea including scoping 

needs for additional guidance on OECMs in the Baltic Sea region 

6. Consider if and how the proposed types of OECMs can support the coherence of the MPA network; 

and  

This report presents the main outputs and deliverables of the Workshop, including open questions and 

concerns, and proposed next steps. 

The Workshop utilized an interactive dashboard (MIRO), allowing the participants to follow notetaking and 

input in real time, as well as directly contribute with input to the board. The bulk of the outcomes from the 

Workshop is available as interactive whiteboards. These have been ‘frozen’ to preserve the Workshop outcome 

and are available at https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVOTNxs2A=/. 

The Workshop was set up to allow participants to revisit and further develop input and conclusions from 

previous days/sessions and thus refine the Workshop output based on increased knowledge and improved 

understanding of both opportunities and challenges associated with the OECM concept. 

Day 1 focused on establishing key concepts relating to OECMs, scoping and addressing questions and concerns 

regarding the OECMs, their identification, recognition and reporting, as well as drafting initial proposals for a 

common regional understanding of the OECM guidance and criteria. All work in day 1 was done in plenary, 

allowing participants to consider and discuss the views and concerns across sectors. 

Day 2 focused on looking at the sectoral aspects of OECMs, with participants divided across sectoral breakout 

groups. The choice of sectors for the Workshop was based on experiences with marine OECMs in other regions 

and on the discussions at the OECM webinar which preceded the Workshop (23 November 2021). Each 

breakout group approached the OECMs through the same set of questions, using sector specific MIRO boards. 

They were asked to test possible measures/areas under the sector against the criteria (test cases presentations 

available here), consider and list potential OECMs under a given sector as well as consider if there are any 

sector-specific strengths and challenges/barriers which should be taken into account when exploring the 

sectors potential for OECMs. Lastly each breakout group was asked to revisit the initial draft of the regional 

https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVOTNxs2A=/
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/default.aspx
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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common understanding and minimum requirements, review them, list open questions or concerns as well as 

provide concrete amendment proposals. 

Day 3 focused on reviewing and identifying key points from the breakout group sessions, jointly revisiting and 

amending the initial regional common understanding and minimum requirements (see section 4 of this report), 

as well as considering how to progress on the recognition, monitoring and reporting of OECMs once potential 

measures/areas have been identified. 

Summary of the Workshop by objective 

1. Existing tools to support the identification and recognition of OECM 

1.1 CBD and IUCN guidance 

The Workshop took note of the presentation by Imen Meliane (IUCN WCPA), summarizing the CBD definition, 

criteria and guiding principles on OECMs (presentation 1). Ms. Meliane highlighted the need to be flexible in 

applying the criteria and to apply them on a case-by-case basis. She noted that the primary difference between 

a protected area (PA) and an OECM was that a protected area has biodiversity conservation as a primary 

objective, whereas an OECM does not. She addressed a question asked earlier regarding the difference 

between OECMs and EBSAs. The key difference is that EBSAs do not have management measures associated 

with them. The guiding principles and common characteristics of OECMs is that they have to have a significant 

biodiversity value. This raised the question as to what this meant specifically for HELCOM. 

OECMs also have an important role in the conservation of biodiversity ecosystem functions and services, 
complementary to PAs and contributing to the coherence and connectivity of PA networks. Also, OECMs offer 
an opportunity to provide in situ long term biodiversity conservation. They have the potential to demonstrate 
positive biodiversity outcomes, consistent with the EAF and the precautionary approach. Ms. Meliane then 
focused on the criteria. She pointed out that the objective when the criteria were decided had been to avoid 
paper parks and that the criteria were inspired by the IUCN Green List Standard. She went through the Criteria 
of the Decision 14/8. With regard to the criteria she highlighted the following, in response to questions raised 
at the Workshop: 

- Criterion A: area is not currently recognized as a protected area, Ms. Meliane pointed out that an 
OECM can contain a PA but a PA cannot contain an OECM;  

- Criterion B: Area is governed and managed. Referring to this criterion and the question as to whether 
the area needs to include the water column, she noted that it might not be necessary, as in the case 
of some MPAs which do not consider the water column either. The positive and sustained outcomes 
of management are some of the elements that need to be discussed;  

- Criterion C: achieves sustained and effective contribution to in situ conservation of biodiversity. 
Regarding the long-term criterion, she cited an example of a fisheries measure that has been 
implemented for 20 years, and would likely meet that criterion if it remained in place in the future.  

- Criterion D is likely one that some sectors will struggle with. Ms. Meliane addressed the question as to 
whether an OECM needs to fulfil every criterion and concluded that while it is not possible for an OECM 
to address all requirements it would be good if it met the sub-criteria. 

 

1.2. FAO guidance 

Amber Himes-Cornell presented a summary of the draft FAO guidance on fisheries-related OECMs 
(presentation 2). 
 
Ms. Himes-Cornell highlighted that the drafting of the guidance is a work in progress and thus the presentation 
at the Workshop focuses on the content of the primer so far. The main aim of developing the guidance is to 
produce a simple document that can be used by a broad audience, divided into three sections. She emphasized 
that the implementation of the criteria needs to be done in a flexible manner. The guidance document strives 
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to pose questions regarding the criteria with a clear and simple language and will focus on recognizing non-
MPA area-based management tools (ABMT) to avoid double counting.  
Ms. Himes Cornell pointed out that the document will function as a living document which, for the foreseeable 
future, will be updated based on the discussions and conclusions from Workshops such as the HELCOM 
Workshop.  
 
She clarified that section I will focus on illustrating opportunities regarding OECMs as well as their history, 
possibly with some regional focus, and will contain illustrative case studies. The guidance will strive to align 
with other documents on OECMs already published (e.g., the IUCN on recognising and reporting OECMs).  
 
Section II will explain the criteria with fisheries measures in mind. One of the key questions regards 
management effectiveness. This is a topic which has not been well addressed and the CBD itself in its decision 
does not mention this. The same applies to the question of which threats have to be addressed and how. To 
demonstrate in situ biodiversity outcomes, measures must prevent loss and degradation and that will be 
tackled in the guidance. Section II will also contain a screening tool, links to generic process guidance, decision 
trees and special attributes. The intention behind the decision tree is to guide the decision-making process. 
FAO will further use case studies to illustrate points all through the guidance with different area-based fisheries 
measures (ABFM) from different geographical locations and also include examples of terrestrial measures and 
cases where the ABFM does NOT achieve the criteria.  
 
The last part of the document will be forward-looking and focus on proposing areas that could be considered 
to expand OECMs. Also, it will propose ways of strengthening ABFM that do not meet the criteria. Finally, it 
will tackle the effective sustainable management of 100% of the ocean. Ms. Himes Cornell emphasised that 
one of the key aims of OECMs is the achievement of sustained biodiversity outcomes. OECMs can help to 
recover depleted fisheries populations and the key point is that the population should remain available to the 
ecosystem. Area interventions can also protect vulnerable species and area- based measures can incidentally 
protect habitat/ecological communities.  
 
Ms. Himes-Cornell raised a number of partially or fully open questions which still remain in relation to OECMs. 
These included how to consider measures which address only part of the three dimensional space, e.g. only 
the seabed or only part of the water column. Another question is how to consider and account for threats 
which are outside of what can be managed on an area level (e.g. climate change). FAO is currently working on 
the V0 draft of the guidance and a draft decision tree.  
 

1.3 EU processes associated with OECM identification 

Ms. Sophie Ouzet gave a presentation summarizing the EU experience in advancing OECMs within the 

framework of the EU biodiversity strategy for 2030 (presentation 3). The EU biodiversity strategy includes a 

protected area target where there is legal protection for at least 30% of EU land and 30% of EU sea area, 10% 

of which should be strictly protected. There is guidance on identifying and designating protected areas for 

strict protection and management planning with indications as to how OECMs can contribute to the target. At 

the end of January 2022, the EU released a staff document summarizing the consideration of OECMs in the 

network. Ms. Ouzet noted that in order to achieve the 30% target there is a clear need to identify and designate 

additional protected areas, however that this can be achieved only with appropriate conservation objectives 

and measures (e.g., no deterioration, clearly defined and quantified conservation objectives and measures to 

achieve them, monitoring). There is also a focus on OECMs using the CBD definition and criteria. Under the EU 

Biodiversity Strategy OECMs will be taken account if they provide some form of legal protection that indirectly 

promotes conservation (e.g., fisheries restriction measures, underwater cable sites). OECMs will thus be 

counted towards the target if the area is covered under a national or international legislative or administrative 

act or contractual arrangement aiming to achieve long-term conservation outcomes, conservation objectives 

and measures are in place, and effective management and monitoring of the biodiversity in the area is in place. 
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 The EU Biodiversity Strategy outlines a process by which each country in the region is required to submit initial 

pledges to the European Commission with the list of new areas (both protected areas and OECMs) to be 

designated as well as the criteria used to identify them. The biodiversity conservation objectives of each area 

must be clear. There will be a review process  to evaluate the pledges with regard to the natural value of the 

sites and the global coherence and completeness of the area. The EU has established timelines for achieving 

this target. The European Commission  and the European environment agency (EEA) are working on developing 

an electronic reporting format and dashboards by the end of 2022. National authorities are meant to submit 

their initial pledges by the end of 2022. The pledges will be reviewed in 2023 and the progress will be assessed 

by 2024. States can report areas with already known locations or areas that are not yet geographically defined.  

1.4 Options and procedures for recognizing and reporting OECMs 

Ms. Imen Meliane presented a summary of options and procedures for recognizing and reporting OECMs 

(presentation 4). 

She highlighted that OECMs are recognized rather than designated and presented the practical details and 

procedural issues associated with the recognition process in relation to the CBD and the IUCN WCPA.  

The initial step of the process is the identification of potential OECMs, after which those OECMs which show 

potential go through a proper assessment. If the area qualifies as an OECM, following the assessment, the area 

is to be reported to the World Database on Marine Protected Areas. If the potential OECM meets a majority 

of the criteria but not all, the next step is to consider whether minor modifications and improvements to the 

measure(s) can be made to secure OECM status. 

National coordination is an integral part in the recognition of OECMs as the process is cross-sectorial. Each 

OECM needs to be nominated by the respective governance authority to a central responsible authority. 

External evaluators can be used to support the evaluation of the nominated OECM. If the evaluation is 

favourable the central responsible authority then reports the OECM to the global systems. 

Regional Seas conventions (RSCs) can serve to ensure regional coherence, and data submission to IUCN WCMC 

can be delegated by Contracting Parties to the RSCs.  

1.5 Concerns, possibilities and open questions lifted by the Workshop 

1.5.1 Concerns and possible obstacles 

The Workshop was invited to collate questions and concerns in relation to possible obstacles associated with 

OECMs in the Baltic Sea region throughout the presentations and discussions on Day 1. Participants were then 

asked to group these (Figure 1) and discuss them in more detail, as well as to consider which of these should 

be reflected in the discussion on common understanding. These were then considered in more detail on both 

day 2 and day 3 and wherever possible the common understanding was amended and modified to better 

address the concerns and unclarities. 
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Figure 1. Possible obstacles to progressing on OECMs in the Baltic Sea region, divided across what stage of the OECM process they 

most closely relate to.  

The following obstacles where highlighted: 

Identification of OECMs 

Spatial aspects 

- There is a potential cost-benefit issue in reporting OECMs insofar as very small OECMs may not 

contribute significantly to the targets and may therefore not be worth reporting. So rather than 

absolute size limits, it might be better to focus on the extent of the biodiversity outcome, which could 

help to assess whether the investment of time in assessing and reporting a given OECM is worthwhile; 

- In the case of protected shipwrecks, the size of the areas is quite small. This might be a problem. 

Focusing on clusters of shipwrecks might be helpful in overcoming this; 

- The question was raised as to whether it is possible for a large scale OECM to incorporate existing 

MPAs within its borders; 

- Another question raised was whether an OECM can be delimited vertically, referring, for example, only 

to the bottom and not the water column. 

Temporal aspects 

- The need to account for the fact that the timelines for securing biodiversity benefits differ depending 

on the attributes and the type of measure in question; 

- Question of whether seasonal closures to support biodiversity elements can be considered an OECMs; 
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- The need to further define “long-term” (i.e. what duration is needed to ensure positive biodiversity 

outcome); 

- Question of long-term LEGAL protection of OECMs; 

- More clear definition of the term ”impact” is needed to guide the identification process. 

Biodiversity outcomes 

- Does an area have to prove the biodiversity benefit to be recognized or is the potential for biodiversity 

benefits sufficient? 

- How to deal with the need to quantify the biodiversity benefits of a measure, as well as its extent? 

- Need to establish a common definition or threshold of biodiversity for OECM recognition to secure 

positive biodiversity outcomes 

- How to establish causal links between the benefits for biodiversity and a given measure? 

- How do we make sure that a given OECM is viewed in relation to other conservation measures (e.g. 

increasing coherence)? 

- Can an area be designated as an OECM if an area-based regulation gives positive effects for some 

important ecosystem components but the area is otherwise very much affected by human activities? 

- How to consider measures which might be useful for some species or habitats but detrimental to 

others? 

- How much of the environment needs to be conserved for an area to qualify as an OECM and what is 

the level of biodiversity outcome required for an area to be recognized as an OECM? 

- It would be good if OECMs could be seen as an additional conservation tool aiming at contributing to 

shared conservation targets in a holistic marine management context 

- How and to what extend should ecosystem services values and outcomes be included in the 

identification process. 

- Biodiversity attributes - common understanding of set of values that the area should contain 

(equivalent to the HELCOM MPA criteria) 

- How to handle effects of the OECM which may be negative for the OECM objective as such, such as 

being beneficial to recreation in the area (disturbance caused by tourists to animals or similar) 

- How can an OECM account for conservation of endangered habitats/species that require specific 

conservation measures, but which are not included under the measure for which the area is identified? 

Data 

- Data are needed to justify the recognition of an area as an OECM area, but obtaining those data can 

be challenging for e.g., restricted areas. 

- How to handle lack of information needed to properly evaluate an area (e.g. biodiversity data)? 

Recognising OECMs 

Actors 

- Identifying incentives that OECMs could provide to different sectors 

- How to communicate the OECM concept and the potential of OECMs to actors outside of the 

conservation community? 

- How to attract the attention of sector representatives and actors outside of the conservation 

community 

- how to design co-management if several authorities have overlapping competencies within one 

OECM? 

OECMs vs MPAs 

- Can an OECMs overlap with an MPA at all? Or if a potential OECM has smaller MPAs within it, can the 

OECM be established around the MPAs? 

- How will OECMs coexist with MPA frameworks? 
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- How to avoid OECMs being used by political actors to divert from the need for legally protected 

MPAs that manage many activities and protect many habitats / species? 

- How to address areas of importance for ecosystem services 

- Selection criteria for HELCOM MPAs: define clear criteria that could serve as a basis for OECM 

recognition 

Other 

- How to deal with the overlap in definition, e.g. double labelling of technical fisheries measures as 

possible OECMs? 

- How will OECMs contribute to reaching the targets of e.g., the Common Fisheries Policy? 

- How to avoid the risk of greenwashing? 

Tracking and reporting on OECMs 

Effect of measures 

- How should OECMs be recognised, monitored, and enforced? Minimum standards? 

- How to ensure and achieve good management in OECMs? 

- Need to establish some minimum guidance for the type, amount and intensity of activities that could 

be allowed in an OECM 

- How could regulations be added to an OECM to strengthen the achievements of in-situ conservation 

of biodiversity? 

- How to secure long-term protection without a "legal basis" like that of MPAs? 

- Can profit-driven sectors be compatible with biodiversity benefits? 

- Are there any mechanisms for withdrawing the OECM classification of an area if it a) does not deliver 

the biodiversity protection it was set out to deliver b) is a time-restricted OECM which will stop 

delivering after a given number of years. Should the area cease to be counted against the 30 % 

reduction target if the OECM area management/monitoring is time-bound once the specified time 

has elapsed and management and monitoring ends? 

1.5.2 Possibilities and best practices 

In addition to possible obstacles the Workshop was invited to also consider and list opportunities and best 

practices associated with OECM processes as these were identified during the discussions in Day 1. The 

Workshop recognised the following opportunities: 

- The potential of OECMs as a tool to provide protection for species and areas which are important for 

the ecosystem but which are not rare or threatened; 

- The potential of OECMS to promote not only in situ conservation but also bigger picture ecosystem-

based management - in this OECMs may be invaluable; 

- OECMs as a concrete way of engaging in ecosystem-based management; 

- The function of OECMs as a bridge between conservation and maritime spatial planning (MSP); 

- OECMs as tools to protect transitional areas (e.g. estuaries, river valleys etc.), which currently fall 

through the gap in policy and are often privately owned. 

In relation to best practices the Workshop emphasised the following as practices which should be considered 

in national and regional processes: 

- Strive to align national and regional work with EU and CBD timelines; 

- Focus on supporting and implementing a regionally coherent approach to using the OECM criteria; 

- Focus on maintaining a coherent approach to thresholds on biodiversity outcomes; 

- Work to define key terms and ensure there is an easily accessible common understanding of how to 

interpret the criteria and guidance; 

- Start involving all relevant actors early on in the process to ensure ownership; 
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- Use a strategic approach when looking at what and where to recognise OECM to ensure coherence 

of conservation measures and account for their interaction with sectoral activities (i.e. including ”low 

human use“ in site selection will help to achieve acceptance which ultimately improves the 

successful management of the area); 

- Start by identifying measures and areas with potential and, should they not fulfil the criteria, identify 

what changes might need to be made for them to fulfil OECM criteria (i.e. focus on how to modify 

existing measures); 

- Use alternative policies to ensure that species not included in the Nature Directives are considered 

for conservation. 

2. Analyze case studies of potential OECMs covering various sectors  

2.1 General 

The Workshop objective to “Analyze case studies of potential OECMs covering various sectors – evaluate 

challenges in applying the CBD criteria, sectoral draft guidance when available, and test if the initial regional 

common understanding apply” was primarily considered during day 2. Participants were divided into breakout 

groups by sector (see Annex 2). The division was done based on the preference expressed by the participants 

prior to , or at, the Workshop. Each breakout group progressed to analyze case studies of potential OECMs and 

evaluate challenges in applying the CBD criteria and, where available, sectoral guidance. Each group utilized 

the same four steps and used sector-specific MIRO boards to work collaboratively and collate input. These 

boards then represent the results of the group discussions. The breakout groups and case studies were as 

follows: 

• Fisheries: River mouth restrictions in Finland and the Öresund area in Sweden 

• Maritime and shipping: Traffic separation schemes in the Baltic PSSA 

• Energy: Wind farms in the North Sea 

• Culture and archaeology: Shipwrecks in the Baltic 

The results and output from the breakout groups was collated and key points and conclusions were made 

based on the discussions (presented here and in the Day 3 section of the MIRO board). 

The breakout groups were asked to make a note of any issues regarding unclear terminology and/or challenges 

in interpreting the criteria which arose during the discussion. This was done in order to help guide discussion 

on the common understanding later in the Workshop, as well as to indicate where further work might be 

needed. During the sectoral discussions, the following issues relating to unclear terminology and challenges to 

interpreting the criteria came up: 

Unclarities with regards to terminology: 

- Significant Biodiversity values; 

- Anticipated threats - how far into the future should this be considered? The furhter into the future the 

forecasting the more uncertainties are associated with it (e.g., climate change); 

- Management does not impact biodiversity negatively (does this mean that it is the activities occurring in 

the area which should not impact negatively or the management measure itself that should not impact?); 

- Long-term (respective to what); 

- Add further guidance in the common understanding with regard to what is implied by long term; 

- Further definition of what can be considered environmentally damaging is needed and needs to be 

considered in relation to the attribute being protected. 

https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVOTNxs2A=/
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Challenges in interpretations: 

- Overlap with MPAs (case-by-case basis); 

- Can a network of sites be considered an OECM? 

- Should management cover all threats/activities within the area (including from other sectors)? 

- What activities should be allowed/prohibited (disqualifying activities?) 

- Governance issues unclear; 

- Evaluating net impacts and cumulative impacts; 

- Potential for achieving biodiversity outcomes- best if we limit to demonstrated impacts; 

- How to apply the criteria for future OECMs? 

- Consider broadening the list of ecological values to be more in line with the attributes covered by the 

HELCOM MPA designation guidelines. 

While it was not possible to address all of these points as part of the drafting of the initial regional common 

understanding, the Workshop considered several of the points in more detail on day 3 and, subsequently, 

amended or expanded the regional understanding to better clarify how these should be understood from a 

regional perspective. 

When the outputs from the breakout sessions were combined and analyzed it became clear that some aspects 

of the identification process were discussed under two or more groups. The Workshop came up with the 

following commonalities among the sector discussions on OECM criteria: 

2.1.1. Delineated Areas 

The sectorial groups generally felt that very large areas (PSSAs, large areas encompassing both small MPAs as 
well as intensively used areas) may be too complex to qualify as OECMs. On the other hand, however, there 
was concern that small areas that might qualify as OECMs would have limited ability to contribute to 
biodiversity conservation. The sectorial groups seemed more comfortable with measures that are established 
in perpetuity, rather than closures or restrictions that are renewed. Nonetheless, seasonal restrictions were 
deemed sensible given the dynamic nature of Baltic marine species and have been shown to yield significant 
benefits to biodiversity. 

2.1.2. Governed and managed 

The governance and management of areas discussed as case studies was clear; what seemed less clear was 
who would manage OECMs if additional measures were instituted to protect biodiversity, and, moreover, it is 
not clear if HELCOM would do the reporting for the Baltic countries, or whether individual countries would 
report (and in this case, it was not clear which agency/ministry would report OECMs). 

Governance and management were considered to be clearer in unilaterally managed areas, as opposed to 
transboundary areas. Management measures rarely extended throughout the 3-D (or 3-D plus, as the fisheries 
group refers to benthos, water column, and atmosphere). Whether the measure is needed to protect 
biodiversity in the three dimensions, is a pertinent question. 

In some sectors, good compliance already exists; in others, strong enforcement exists, however, addressing 
cumulative impacts from multiple pressures stemming from several sectors at once are not always well 
addressed (though considered in permitting some sector development, such as offshore renewable energy). 
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2.1.3. Protection of biodiversity and ecosystem services 

Each sectoral breakout group came up with examples of how non-MPA areas could confer biodiversity 
benefits. Often this was a by-product of sectoral space allocation - for instance, the exclusion of trawling from 
wind farm areas or shipwrecks/cultural areas. However, where the biodiversity benefits extend only to certain 
species, it can be difficult to know how to evaluate the net benefit. No sectoral approach addressed all the 
threats to biodiversity in an area. 

Assessing the in situ benefits to biodiversity from the existing management measures can be done, but it might 
also be good to assess the benefits of an area to the greater network (connectivity and representativity 
considerations). Multiple groups discussed disqualifying activities - destructive fisheries, disturbance in areas 
with rare or highly sensitive species, etc. 

2.1.4. Monitoring 

Noise monitoring was mentioned by multiple groups - this is important as noise negatively affects biodiversity, 
but also important as noise is a proxy for level of maritime use / disturbance. 

State/pressure relationships or causal links between use and biodiversity are often not known and monitoring 
is undertaken according to national laws, as well as the Marine Strategy Framework Directive of the EU (MSFD) 
and the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). Monitoring aimed at assessing the ecosystem services that 
management aims to maintain, whether that is fisheries (provisioning), carbon sequestration, water quality 
maintenance, is necessary but not always sufficient. 

3. Potential OECMs in the Baltic Sea 
3.1 General  

The Workshop objective to “examine and recommend categories of OECMs available in the region, including 

identifying an initial list of potential OECMs by sector” was considered during day 2 within the four sectoral 

breakout groups. The participants concluded on strengths and challenges, as well as a list of potential OECMs 

related to each sector, which can be found below under each specific sector. 

The following strengths were considered as common to various sectors: 

- Restrictions and regulations of various kinds already in place and potential for extending those 
restrictions (shipping, energy, culture); 

- Adaptability (shipping, energy); 
- Receptiveness to biodiversity concerns and willingness to cooperate with biodiversity sector (energy, 

culture); 
- Increasing coverage or already broad coverage (energy, culture); 
- Link to and interaction with MSP (energy, culture). 

 
The question of responsibility for continuous management was considered a common challenge across 
several sectors. 
 

3.2 Fisheries 

3.2.1 Strengths  

OECMs as potential instrument for strengthening/supporting the 30 by 30 process, but only as a 

complementary element. 

3.2.2 Challenges 

a) Limits in terms of time scale, spectrum of threats managed, size of no-take areas; 
b) Legal framework and fragmentation of competence; 



FISH 14-2022, 5-1 
 

 

Page 15 of 39 
 

c) Risk of greenwashing and “false labelling”; 
d) Need to comprehensively analyze possible benefits of “fisheries OECMS” and lack of related data; 
e) Question of costs and benefits and who will cover the costs;  
f) Challenge of interpreting biodiversity benefit in a broader sense. 

 
3.2.3 Potential OECMs under the sector 

− Seasonal restrictions and permanent fishing restrictions to protect spawning fish sites (e.g., Bornholm 
deep);  

− Passive restoration measures. 

3.3 Shipping 

3.3.1 Strengths  

a) Shipping areas exclude other, more damaging uses;  

b) PSSAs internationally adopted;  

c) Availability of information for mariners;  

d) Easier to influence as the sector is still developing. 

 

3.3.2 Challenges 

a) Continual evolution of industry (types of ships, fuels, no. of vessels) ; 

b) Time-consuming IMO processes;  

c) Implementation of global regulations (non-compliance);  

d) Focus mostly on reducing risk of adverse effects, not reducing actual impact. 

 

3.3.3 Potential OECMs under the sector 

− Associated Protected Measures (APM) related to Traffic Separation Schemes (TSS);  

− Special areas and PSSAs; 

− Areas to be avoided (ATBA) have potential, however at the moment all such areas in the Baltic are 
designated as MPAs. ATBAs can also be designated in areas where navigation is particularly hazardous. 

3.4 Energy 

3.4.1 Strengths  

a) Number of demonstrated biodiversity benefits with potential for others. 

 

3.4.2 Challenges 

a) Value of offshore windfarms should not be evaluated in planning stage but only after several years in 
operation;  

b) Question as to sufficiently long duration;  
c) Issue of decommissioning.  
d) Creation of “artificial nature”, substrate, risk of promoting invasive species;  
e) Need to reduce impact on birds and bats;  
f) Need to develop eco conception and biodiversity enhancement;  
g) Need to strengthen monitoring;  
h) Rapid development, potential for expansion and increased size of wind turbines with resultant 

increase of distance between turbines and therefore of trawling. 
 

3.4.3 Potential OECMs under the sector 

− Energy wave power plants; 

− Cable protection zones; 

− Trawling ban (clarification is needed to see if it should be part of potential fisheries OECMs). 
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3.5 Cultural and archaeological sites 

3.5.1 Strengths  

a) Synergy for communication; 

b) Ongoing monitoring,  

c) Possibility to combine and connect sites and establish corridors for species;  

d) Long-term conservation;  

e) Potential to attract tourism and generate income;  

f) Potential as buffer zones to MPAs/NATURA 2000 sites;  

g) Oases of biodiversity. 

 

3.5.2 Weaknesses/barriers  

a) Question as to who collects baseline data and defines them as significant;  

b) Possible negative impact of protective measures on biodiversity;  

c) Possible destructive effects of archaeological research and hobby diving;  

d) Question of quality control of monitoring. 

 

3.5.3 Potential OECMs under the sector 

− Sea battle areas; 

− Flood barriers; 

− Settlements 

− Cultural landscapes; 

− Wrecks 

3.6 Other 

In addition to the sector-specific potential OECMs new area-based management measures were discussed 
and proposed as possible OECM.s 
 
Areas relevant for biodiversity were proposed as potential for identifying OECMs: 

- EBSAs/IBAs; 
- Biodiversity hotspots; 
- Areas partially covered by Natura 2000 MPAs; 
- Areas with biodiversity value but that cannot be recognized as protected areas. 

 

3.6.1 Net benefit for biodiversity 

The Workshop discussed the concept of net benefit for biodiversity, i.e. that some detriment or impact is 

acceptable within the OECM as long as the measure(s) overall result in benefit for biodiversity in the area 

covered. The Workshop discussions emphasized the need to ensure that the identification and recognition of 

OECMs is not used for the purpose of greenwashing measures with limited net benefit.  

It was also highlighted that for OECMs which have infrastructure components associated with the measures 

impact across the whole lifespan of the installation needs to be considered when looking at net benefit for 

biodiversity, i.e., account for potential impact from building, running, maintaining and decommissioning.  

The Workshop further concluded that when looking at net benefit for biodiversity, conservation measures 

should target only existing biodiversity (i.e., changing one ecosystem to another as a consequence of human 

activity and thus possibly increasing e.g. number of species should not positively influence net benefit). 

The Workshop also emphasized the need to be consistent in the language across legislative drivers and that 

clear communication of what OECMs are (and what they are not) is imperative for OECMs to be successful. 
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4. Initial common understanding of OECMs in the Baltic Sea region 
Come to a common understanding of the Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measures (OECMs) criteria 

and their use in HELCOM, based on definitions agreed in Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the EU,  

Participants reviewed each of the criteria and sub criteria in the OECM Decision and developed proposals for 

the minimum requirements to meet those criteria in the Baltic. A draft proposal was developed on the first 

day of the Workshop. The draft was analysed in the sectoral breakout groups on Day 2, and then the proposal 

was refined on Day 3. The final proposals developed during the Workshop include the following: 

4.1 Initial regional common understanding of the OECM identification process 

The Workshop discussed the need to define whether the starting point when identifying potential OECMs 

should be an area or a measure. The Workshop concluded that the starting point when identifying potential 

OECMs should be a measure. The Workshop acknowledged that for a measure to be eligible as an OECM it has 

to be area based, i.e., have a clear spatial component. It also needs to bring with it positive biodiversity 

outcomes. Consequently, the spatial extent of the measure needs to be established, the area's biodiversity 

needs to be evaluated and the effect of the measure needs to ascertained. However, in many areas of the 

Baltic Sea more than one type of human activity occurs at any given time. For an area to be suitable for 

recognition as an OECM it may need a combination of measures, sometimes under the governance and 

management of several sector, which in combination results in controlling activities which would otherwise 

risk causing significant negative impact on the status of biodiversity, thus undermining the effect the original 

measure for which the area was identified. The Workshop recalled that identification of OECMs needs to be 

done on a case-by-case basis and recognized that the result of identifying an OECM can thus range from a 

single measure to a combination of measures for a defined area. The Workshop concluded that as a 

consequence potential OECMs can be divided into single sector governance and multi sector governance.  

To illustrate and conceptualize the common understanding on the OECM identification process for the Baltic 

Sea as discussed in the Workshop, the HELCOM Secretariat drew up a decision tree which was reviewed by the 

participants. The Workshop invited the Secretariat to implement any proposed amendments to the decision 

tree prior to it being included in this report. The updated decision tree, including links between the various 

steps and the CBD criteria and key concept, can be found in Figure 2.  

The Workshop recognized the more actors which are active in a given area the more complex the potential 

OECM is and that, consequently, multisectoral OECMs will need to be approached differently than OECMs 

under the governance and management of a single sector.  

The Workshop further concluded that not all spatial measures with a net biodiversity benefit should be 

considered as possible OECMs and they should be viewed in relation to their contribution to 

biodiversity/conservation targets.  
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Figure 2. The conceptual decision tree representing the initial regional common understanding of the process to identify OECMs in the Baltic Sea, prepared by the HELCOM Secretariat based the input and 

discussions at the Workshop 
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4.2 Initial regional common understanding of the OECM criterial 

In addition to working on coming to a common understanding on the process of identifying OECMs in the Baltic 

Sea marine region the Workshop also dedicated time to discussing how to interpret the OECM criteria and the 

guidance provided by the CBD and IUCN.  

On day 1 the participants reviewed each of the criteria and sub-criteria in the OECM Decision and developed 

proposals for an initial common understanding of, and in some cases minimum requirements for meeting, the 

criteria for the Baltic Sea region. A draft proposal was developed on the first day of the Workshop. The draft 

was subsequently analyzed in sectoral breakout groups on Day 2, the resulting comments and proposed 

amendments stemming from the breakout groups were brought into plenary on Day 3 and the draft common 

understanding was further refined on Day 3. Where amendments were proposed in the Workshop but there 

was no time for implementing the actual revisions, the Workshop invited the HELCOM Secretariat to  amend 

the regional common understanding accordingly prior to the publication of this report. The Workshop 

emphasized that the initial regional common understanding developed during the Workshop be presented in 

relation to the sub -criteria guidance prepared by CBD and IUCN to facilitate cross-referencing and ensure that 

the regional guidance does not contradict or misrepresent the CBD guidance. The initial regional common 

understanding is presented, side by side with the guidance stemming from CBD and IUCN, in Table 1. 

While significant progress on coming to a common understanding of the criteria was made during the 

Workshop some clear challenges and points for further work remain. These include: 

- Division of responsibilities, as well as governance, associated with OECMs is unclear; 

- The acceptable magnitude of impact of activities associated with an OECM need to be defined to support the 

process of recognizing OECMs; 

- The scope of positive biodiversity outcomes required for an area to be recognized as an OECM needs to be 

established in order ensure a coherent approach to recognizing OECMs. 
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Table 1. The initial regional common understanding for how to interpret the OECM criteria and guidance for the Baltic Sea, presented side by side with the guidance stemming from CBD and IUCN. 

Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  
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Not an MPA The area is not currently recognised as 
a protected area or part of a protected 
area; it may have been established for 
another function 

OECMs can contribute in their own right to area-based targets for 
terrestrial, freshwater and marine conservation. This means that 
areas that are already designated as protected areas or lie within 
protected areas should not also be recognised or reported as 
OECMs. While protected areas and OECMs are mutually exclusive 
at any point in time, both protected areas and OECMs have value 
for biodiversity conservation. Some OECMs may become 
recognised as protected areas if, for example, nature conservation 
becomes the primary management objective, or where the area 
already meets the definition of a protected area and the governing 
authority now requests its recognition.  

considered clear NA 
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“geographically 
defined area”  

Size and area are described, including 
in three dimensions where necessary. 
 
Boundaries are geographically 
delineated. 

Geographically defined area implies a spatially delineated area with 
agreed and demarcated boundaries, which can include land, inland 
waters, marine and coastal areas or any combination of these. In 
exceptional circumstances, boundaries may be defined by physical 
features that move over time, such as river banks, the high water 
mark or extent of sea ice. While the size of OECMs may vary, they 
should be of sufficient size to achieve the long-term in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity, including all ecosystems, habitats and 
species communities for which the site is important. “Sufficient 
size” is highly contextual and is dependent on the ecological 
requirements for the persistence of the relevant species and 
ecosystems. 
 
Geographical space has three dimensions; this requires any 
governance or management regime for a twodimensional area also 
to account for the third (vertical) dimension if all the biodiversity of 
the area is to be effectively conserved in-situ. Designations of 
protected areas or OECMs will often have limits in the third 
dimension (e.g. only apply to a certain depth underground or below 
the water surface, or have an altitude limit to allow passage of 
commercial aircraft). This has become particularly controversial in 
marine protected areas, where vertical zoning for commercial 
purposes undermines conservation outcomes, disrupts ecological 
connectivity, and creates monitoring and enforcement challenges. 
For both protected areas and OECMs, the height and depth 
dimensions need to be consistent with effective conservation 
management to protect the full range of native biodiversity. In 
consequence, IUCN has a strong presumption against vertical 
zoning of OECMs. 

The size of OECMs may vary, but should be sufficient to achieve 
the long-term in-situ conservation of biodiversity, including all 
ecosystems, habitats and species communities for which the site 
is important. 
 
The geographical definition of the area should clearly state how 
the area is delineated in three dimensional space. 
 
“Sufficient size” is highly contextual and is dependent on the 
ecological requirements for the persistence of the relevant 
species and ecosystems. The proximity/level of connectivity of 
the OECM area to other areas of value for the biodiversity 
attributes identified in the OECM can be included in the 
considerations on sufficiency, i.e. areas which increase 
connectivity or function as a stepping stones or buffer zones 
should be considered even if they are limited in size. 
 
OECMs identification should primarily focus on areas where the 
measure and the immediate area of effect overlap. 

Terms will need further 
definition 

“governed”  Governance has legitimate authority 
and is appropriate for achieving in situ 

Governed implies that the area is under the authority of a specified 
entity, or an agreed upon combination of entities. OECMs can be 

Governance mechanisms should be effective in maintaining the 
biodiversity i.e. the conservation of ecosystems and natural 

Guidance on possible 
governance structure 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

conservation of biodiversity within the 
area;  
 
Governance by indigenous peoples 
and local communities is self-
identified in accordance with national 
legislation; 
 
Governance reflects the equity 
considerations adopted in the 
Convention.  
 
Governance may be by a single 
authority and/or organization or 
through collaboration among relevant 
authorities and provides the ability to 
address threats collectively 

governed under the same range of governance types as protected 
areas, namely:  
1. Governance by governments (at various levels); 
2. Governance by private individuals, organisations or companies; 
3. Governance by indigenous peoples and/or local communities; 
and 
4. Shared governance (i.e., governance by various rights holders 
and stakeholders together). 
 
As with protected areas, the governance of OECMs should be 
equitable and reflect human rights principles recognised in 
international and regional human rights instruments and in 
national legislation, including relating to gender equity and 
indigenous peoples. Governance mechanisms should be effective 
in maintaining biodiversity. Any recognition or reporting of OECMs 
governed by indigenous peoples and/ or local communities should 
be based on self-identification and requires the free, prior and 
informed consent of those traditional governance authority(ies) 
(United Nations, 2007). 

habitats and the maintenance and recovery of viable 
populations of species in their natural surroundings and which 
would naturally occur in the area. 
 
For OECMs, both national and transboundary, to be considered 
as under adequate governance the governance structure is to be 
clearly established as part of the recognition process. Such 
governance structures should include the clear division of 
responsibilities, incorporate the relevant competent authorities 
and outline resourcing. 
 
Potential OECMs should go through a review process conducted 
by an external expert panel, consisting of more than one 
reviewer, to ensure they fulfil the criteria. Only after positive 
evaluation results should they be considered eligible for 
recognition. 
 
Governance structure should include the possibility for 
stakeholders, i.e. those entities which have an interest in the 
OECM, to be party to the governance processes. 

could be developed, 
based on examples 
from other regions. 
 
The possibility to 
develop a decision tree 
for recognising OECMs 
should be explored. 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

“managed”  Managed in ways that achieve positive 
and sustained outcomes for 
biodiversity conservation. 
 
Relevant authorities and stakeholders 
are identified and involved in 
management. 
 
A management system is in place that 
contributes to sustaining the in situ 
conservation of biodiversity. 
 
Management is consistent with the 
ecosystem approach with the ability 
to adapt to achieve expected 
biodiversity conservation outcomes, 
including long-term outcomes, and 
including the ability to manage a new 
threat. 

Managed specifies that the area is being managed in a way that 
achieves positive and sustained long-term biodiversity 
conservation outcomes. Relevant authorities, rightsholders and 
stakeholder should be identified and involved in management. 
Unlike protected areas, OECMs do not require a primary objective 
of conservation, but there must be a direct causal link between the 
area’s overall objective and management and the in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity over the long-term. “Managed” can 
include a deliberate decision to leave the area untouched.  
 
Management of OECMs should be consistent with the ecosystem 
approach, with the ability to adapt to achieve expected long-term 
biodiversity conservation outcomes and to manage emerging new 
threats (https://www.cbd. int/ecosystem/). Accordingly, the 
management of OECMs should include “effective means” of 
control of activities that could impact biodiversity, whether 
through legal measures or other effective means (such as 
customary laws or binding agreements with the landowners). To 
the extent relevant and possible, management should be 
integrated across OECMs and integrated with surrounding areas.  
 
An area where there is no management regime is not an OECM, 
even though its biodiversity may remain intact. For example, 
unmanaged areas of the high seas, areas under military conflict, 
and other areas currently in a natural or near-natural state should 
not be considered as OECMs in the absence of a management 
regime that provides effective and enduring in-situ biodiversity 
conservation. Management regimes can include deliberate 
decisions to leave the area untouched. 

An area must be under a management scheme to count as an 
OECM. If a previously recognised OECM is no longer under 
management it can no longer be recognised as an OECM. 
 
Management should support the long term positive biodiversity 
conservation outcomes, i.e. there must be a direct causal link, 
quantitative or qualitative, between the area’s management 
and the in-situ conservation of biodiversity over the long-term. 
Such links need to be presented for review by national 
authorities competent in conservation prior to the OECM being 
officially recognised. 
 
Management of OECMs should ensure positive effects are 
maintained. The type, amount and intensity of activities in an 
area should secure positive biodiversity outcomes for the OECM 
in the short and long term. 
 
“Managed” can include a deliberate decision to leave the area 
untouched. 
 
Management should include established stakeholder 
involvement. 

The magnitude of 
impact needs further 
definition. 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  
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e. “positive 
outcomes”  

 
for biodiversity conservation (termed “effective” in the criteria of 
CBD decision 14/8) OECMs should be effective at delivering 
positive and sustained outcomes for the in-situ conservation of 
biodiversity. Specifically, there should be a clear association 
between the management and biodiversity outcomes, with 
mechanisms in place to address existing or anticipated threats. 
 
Environmentally-damaging industrial activities and infrastructure 
development should not occur in OECMs. This is consistent with 
IUCN Recommendation 102 (WCC-2016Rec-102-EN), adopted at 
the World Conservation Congress 2016 in Hawai’i. This 
recommendation calls on governments and relevant authorities “to 
adopt and implement policies that restrict environmentally-
damaging industrial activities and infrastructure development that 
may have negative impacts on any areas of particular importance 
for biodiversity and ecosystem services that are identified by 
governments as essential to achieving the Aichi Biodiversity 
Targets”. Environmentally-damaging industrial activities include, 
for example, industrial fishing and forestry, mining, oil and gas 
extraction, industrial agriculture, and environmentally damaging 
infrastructure, such as dams, roads and pipelines. These threats 
should be avoided. This applies both to environmentally-damaging 
activities inside OECMs and also to those outside the area but 
impacting on the OECMs. 

For an outcome to be considered positive it needs to be 
sustained long term, e.g. through overall positive (or, where 
status is good, stable) trends for biodiversity attributes over the 
duration of the measure. 
 
Positive outcomes should be measurable (i.e. improved status 
of species, lower levels of pressures) and should contribute to 
securing good status for the marine environment 
 
There must be a direct causal link between the measure(s) and 
the in-situ conservation of biodiversity. 
 
Activities cannot occur in or around OECMs if they have a 
significant adverse impact on the site's integrity (as defined by 
CBD). 
 
All aspects of a regulated activity, from supporting infrastructure 
to maintenance and decommissioning, need to be considered 
when evaluating possible adverse impact to a sites biodiversity. 
 
Management to enhance one particular biodiversity attribute 
should not impact negatively on the site’s overall biodiversity 
conservation values. 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

f. “sustained 
long-term”  

The other effective area-based 
conservation measure is in place for 
the long term or is likely to be. 
 
“Sustained” pertains to the continuity 
of governance and management and 
“long term” pertains to the 
biodiversity outcome. 

The governance and management of OECMs is expected to be 
sustained and deliver the long-term effective insitu conservation of 
biodiversity. Short-term or temporary management strategies do 
not constitute an OECM. For example, a commercial fishing closure 
that stays in place only until an overfished area recovers, is not an 
OECM. IUCN’s guidance is that the factors that govern and manage 
an OECM should be expected to be ongoing and for the long-term. 
Effective conservation outcomes may arise from strict protection 
or certain forms of sustainable management consistent with the 
CBD definitions of “in-situ conservation” and “biodiversity”. 
However, most areas managed for industrial production, even if 
they have some biodiversity benefits, should not be considered as 
OECMs. Sustainably managed commercial fisheries and 
commercial forests, for instance, should be reported under Aichi 
Targets 6 and 7, respectively, or other appropriate targets. 
 
On the other hand, sites with a range of management approaches, 
including seasonal arrangements (e.g. sites managed for migratory 
bird species) may qualify as OECMs if the seasonal measures are 
part of a long-term overall management regime that results in the 
year-round in-situ conservation of biodiversity for which the site is 
important. In some cases short-term regulatory instruments, 
renewed continuously, may provide de facto long-term measures. 
Management of OECMs should be consistent with an ecosystem 
and precautionary approach, with the ability to adapt to maintain 
biodiversity outcomes in the long-term and to address potential 
new threats. Practical steps should be in place for monitoring and 
reporting on the effectiveness of OECMs. 

 
The governance and management of OECMs is to be sustained 
and deliver the long-term effective in-situ conservation of 
biodiversity. 
 
Consider the temporal aspects such as generational length and 
the rate of recovery for the relevant biodiversity values. 
 
The duration should account for both the measure to have time 
to take effect and for follow up to assess said effect. 
 
Short-term regulatory instruments are expected to be renewed 
regularly, thus providing continuous conservation, and must be 
shown to provide de facto long-term positive biodiversity 
outcomes. 
 
Seasonal measures can be considered where they  are part of a 
long-term overall management regime that results in the year-
round in-situ conservation of biodiversity for which the site is 
important. 
 
For time-bound measures it is recommended that a plan for how 
positive outcomes can be sustained beyond the life-span of the 
measures be prepared as part of the identification and 
recognition process. 

significance and 
magnitude of impact 
needs further 
definition 

g. “in-situ 
conservation of 
biodiversity”  

Recognition of other effective 
conservation area measures is 
expected to include the identification 
of the range of biodiversity attributes 
for which the site is considered 
important (e.g. communities of rare, 
threatened or endangered species, 
representative natural ecosystems, 
range restricted species, key 
biodiversity areas, areas providing 
critical ecosystem functions and 
services, areas for ecological 
connectivity). 

The CBD defines in-situ conservation, with respect to biodiversity, 
as: The conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the 
maintenance and recovery of viable populations of species in their 
natural surroundings and, in the case of domesticated or cultivated 
species, in the surroundings where they have developed their 
distinctive properties. (CBD Article 2). 
 
Other effective area-based conservation measures should deliver 
biodiversity outcomes of comparable importance to, and 
complementary with, those of protected areas. This includes their 
contribution to ecological representation, coverage of areas 
important for biodiversity and associated ecosystem functions and 
services, connectivity and integration in wider landscapes and 
seascapes, as well as management effectiveness and equity 
requirements. 

An area needs to contribute to at least two of the following; 
1. ecological representation, 
2. coverage of areas important for biodiversity and associated 
ecosystem functions (see below), 
3. connectivity and integration in wider seascapes 
 
OECMs should effectively protect one or more of the following 
elements of native biodiversity: 
• Rare, threatened or endangered species and habitats, and the 
ecosystems that support them, including species and sites 
identified on the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, Red List 
of Ecosystems, or national equivalents. 
• Representative natural ecosystems.  
• Areas with a high level of ecological integrity or ecological 
intactness, which is characterised by the occurrence of the full 
range of native species and supporting ecological processes. 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

 
OECMs are expected to achieve the conservation of nature as a 
whole, rather than only selected elements of biodiversity. The CBD 
definitions of “biodiversity” and “in-situ conservation” clearly 
recognise that a single species can only exist in-situ as part of an 
interconnected web with other species and the abiotic 
environment. Therefore conservation measures targeting single 
species or subsets of biodiversity should not allow the broader 
ecosystem to be compromised. Recognising the linkage between 
biological and geological diversity, “geodiversity” may also be an 
important management focus in OECMs. 

These areas will be intact or being restored under the proposed 
management regime.  
• Range-restricted species and ecosystems in natural settings. 
• Important species aggregations, including during migration or 
spawning.  
• Ecosystems especially important for species life stages, 
feeding, resting, moulting and breeding.  
• Areas of importance for ecological connectivity or that are 
important to complete a conservation network within a 
landscape or seascape. 
• Areas that provide critical ecosystem services, such as clean 
water and carbon storage, in addition to in-situ biodiversity 
conservation.  
• Species and habitats that are important for traditional human 
uses, such as native medicinal plants, in addition to in-situ 
biodiversity conservation. 
 
OECMs can target single species or a subset of biodiversity 
attributes but preferably achieve positive conservation 
outcomes for a range of biodiversity attributes in the area. 
 
Measures affecting single species or subsets of biodiversity 
should not allow the broader ecosystem to be compromised. 
 
The range of biodiversity attributes for which the site is 
considered important need to be identify and document. 
 
The biodiversity attributes, as well as identified threats, should 
be tracked over time through recurring monitoring aimed at 
establishing the effect of the measure(s), as well a of the status 
of biodiversity in the area. The frequency of monitoring should 
be appropriate to the biodiversity attributes of the area. 
 
The monitoring data, or relevant data products, need to be 
reported to central data repositories to support the evaluation 
of the effectives of the measure. 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

h. “biodiversity”    Given the explicit link between OECMs and biodiversity 
conservation outcomes, it is a clear requirement that OECMs must 
achieve the effective and sustained in-situ conservation of 
biodiversity. While approaches for identifying the important 
biodiversity elements of such areas vary according to national, 
subnational, and local circumstances, global guidance now exists 
for identifying Key Biodiversity Areas and for describing areas such 
as Ramsar Sites and Ecologically and Biologically Significant Marine 
Areas. The biodiversity conserved by an OECM can occur in areas 
within and beyond national jurisdiction. 
 
Recognition of an OECM should include the identification of the 
range of biodiversity attributes for which the site is considered 
important and be based upon the best available knowledge. These 
key biodiversity values, as well as the broader conservation values 
of OECMs, should be described and tracked over time. 
 
OECMs should effectively protect one or more of the following 
elements of native biodiversity: 
• Rare, threatened or endangered species and habitats, and the 
ecosystems that support them, including species and sites 
identified on the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, Red List of 
Ecosystems, or national equivalents. 
• Representative natural ecosystems.  
• Areas with a high level of ecological integrity or ecological 
intactness, which is characterised by the occurrence of the full 
range of native species and supporting ecological processes. These 
areas will be intact or being restored under the proposed 
management regime.  
• Range-restricted species and ecosystems in natural settings. 
• Important species aggregations, including during migration or 
spawning.  
• Ecosystems especially important for species life stages, feeding, 
resting, moulting and breeding.  
• Areas of importance for ecological connectivity or that are 
important to complete a conservation network within a landscape 
or seascape. 
• Areas that provide critical ecosystem services, such as clean 
water and carbon storage, in addition to in-situ biodiversity 
conservation.  
• Species and habitats that are important for traditional human 
uses, such as native medicinal plants, in addition to in-situ 
biodiversity conservation.  

 Included under g. “in-situ conservation of biodiversity”   
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

Information and 
Monitoring 

Identification of an OECM should, to 
the extent possible, document the 
known biodiversity attributes, as well 
as, where relevant, cultural and/or 
spiritual values, of the area and the 
governance and management in place 
as a baseline for assessing 
effectiveness.  
 
A monitoring system informs 
management on the effectiveness of 
measures with respect to biodiversity, 
including the health of ecosystems. 
 
Processes should be in place to 
evaluate the effectiveness of 
governance and management, 
including with respect to equity. 
 
General data of the area such as 
boundaries, aim and governance are 
available information. 
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i. “ecosystem 
functions and 
services”  

Ecosystem functions and services are 
supported, including those of 
importance to indigenous peoples and 
local communities.  
 
Management to enhance one 
particular ecosystem function and 
service should not impact negatively 
on the sites overall biological diversity. 

Healthy and functioning ecosystems provide a range of services. 
Ecosystem functions are an integral part of biodiversity, and are 
defined as the biological, geochemical and physical processes that 
take place or occur within an ecosystem. Ecosystem services 
include provisioning services such as food and water; regulating 
services such as regulation of floods, drought, land degradation and 
disease; and supporting services such as soil formation and 
nutrient recycling. Protection of these ecosystem functions and 
services may be a frequent rationale for the recognition of OECMs. 
However, management to enhance one particular ecosystem 
service should not impact negatively on the site’s overall 
biodiversity conservation values. 

Management to enhance one particular ecosystem service 
should not impact negatively on the site’s overall biodiversity 
conservation values. 
 
Should, where relevant, identify and document the range of 
ecosystem services provided by the site.  
 
The ecosystem services should, where relevant, be tracked over 
time through recurring monitoring aimed at establishing the 
effect of the measure(s). 
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Criteria Interpretation CBD guidance IUCN guidance HELCOM initial common understanding Recognized furhter 
work  

j.“cultural, 
spiritual, socio-
economic, and 
other locally 
relevant values”  

  OECMs include areas where the protection of key species and 
habitats and management of biodiversity may be achieved as part 
of cultural, spiritual socio-economic and other locally relevant 
values and practices. In such cases, it will be essential to ensure the 
recognition and protection of the linkages between biological and 
cultural diversity and associated governance and management 
practices that lead to positive biodiversity outcomes, such as 
customary sustainable uses of biodiversity (CBD Article 10(c)). 
Conversely, management for cultural, spiritual socio-economic or 
other locally relevant values within an OECM should not impact 
negatively on biodiversity conservation values. 
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4.4 Combining the decision tree and the initial regional common understanding 

To illustrate how, and at what point, the interpretation of the guidance can be used to support the OECM 

identification process the two separate strands on establishing a common understanding (process and 

criteria/guidelines) were combined. The overview can be found in Figure 3. 

 

 



HELCOM 43-2022, 4-2 

 

 

 Page 30 of 39  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Conceptual overview of how, and at what point, the common understanding of the guidance can be used to support the OECM identification process. 

 

Conceptual decision tree for identifying OECMs Initial regional common understanding of the criteria for identifying OECMs 
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Figure 3 cont. Conceptual overview of how, and at what point, the common understanding of the guidance can be used to support the OECM identification process. 

 

 

 

 

Conceptual decision tree for identifying OECMs, cont. Initial regional common understanding of the criteria for identifying OECMs, cont. 
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5. Further work on OECMS 

5.1 Common understanding 

The Workshop considered potential next steps and opportunities for advancing OECMs in the Baltic Sea 

including scope needs for additional guidance on OECMs in the Baltic Sea region. The Workshop recalled action 

B2 in the 2021 BSAP which states: “By 2022 come to a common understanding of the Other Effective Area-

based Conservation Measures (OECMs) criteria and their use in HELCOM, based on definitions agreed in the 

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the EU, and define how OECMs can support the coherence of the 

Baltic Sea marine protected area (MPA) network. By 2025 identification of OECMs in the Baltic Sea region”. 

While significant progress was made during the Workshop the participants recognized that further work is 

needed to establish a fully functional common understanding of how to approach the identification, 

recognition and reporting of OECMs in the Baltic Sea region. The Workshop concluded that the current 

common understanding should be considered as initial and recommended that it be submitted to HELCOM 43-

2022 for information and invite the meeting to approve the proposed steps for further work. 

Picking up on the open issues and need for additional guidance and support highlighted by the Workshop the 

following concrete steps to progress the work are recommended: 

- The initial common understanding should be submitted for further consideration and development by 

the HELCOM State&Conservation Working Group. Specific focus should be placed on refining the 

regional common understanding of the criteria where concrete gaps were highlighted in the Workshop 

and on addressing remaining open questions and concerns as collated in section 1. The Working Group 

is invited to consider the most appropriate and constructive way to approach finalizing the work on 

the common understanding by the end of 2022; 

- The Secretariat is invited to prepare draft regional guidance, possibly including a decision tree, on the 

process of recognizing OECMs, utilizing approaches and experiences in other regions/countries where 

the OECM process is further progressed;  

- Once prepared and approved, the common understanding and the regional guidance should be made 

publicly available on the HELCOM website to facilitate access to the documents for sector 

representatives outside of the immediate HELCOM sphere. 

 

5.2 OECMs and MPAs 

The Workshop recognised that one of the objectives of the Workshop was to consider if and how the proposed 

types of OECMs can support the coherence of the MPA network. The Workshop concluded that it was, at the 

time of the Workshop, too early in the process to consider this. The regional common understanding needs to 

mature before the effect of OECMs on a network level can properly be considered. Hence the Workshop 

proposed that this be revisited later in 2022, with the aim of still meeting the target year laid down in the 2021 

BSAP. 
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Annex 3 Workshop programme 

DAY 1 – Tuesday February 1st 2022  

Session 1: Workshop opening and introduction 

10:00 – 10:30  Opening of the workshop 

Rüdiger Strempel, HELCOM 

Vera Agostini, FAO  

Ice-breaker exercise 

Session 2: Refresher on OECM basics and advances in marine OECM identification 

10:30 – 11:30  
• A general introduction to the concept of OECMs and relevant 

international strategies of relevance to the Baltic (20’) – Jannica 

Haldin, HELCOM 

Discussion: Parking lot of key questions and doubts 

11:30 – 11:45 Comfort break 

Session 3: Countries and regional experiences with marine OECM process – challenges and lessons 

learned 

11:45 – 12:45 
• OECM within the framework of the EU biodiversity strategy for 

2030 (10’) – Sophie Ouzet 

• The Barcelona Convention's experience in advancing marine 
OECM in their Post 2020 regional strategy for MPAs and OECMs 

(10’) – Souha El Asmi, RAC/SPA 

• Finland’s experience in advancing OECM (10’) – Penina Blankett, 
Ministry of the Environment, Finland 

Discussion: Key elements to take away for HELCOM’s work 

12:45 – 13:45 Comfort break 

Session 4: Analysis and in-depth discussion of the CBD definition and criteria, their applicability in the 

Baltic Sea and existing tools to support the identification of OECMs 

13:45 – 15:00 
• The CBD definition, criteria and guiding principles on OECMs (15’) 

– Imen Meliane, WCPA 

• The draft FAO guidance on fisheries-related OECMs (15’) – Amber 
Himes-Cornell, FAO 

Discussion: Updating the parking lot of key questions and doubts 

15:00 – 15:15 Comfort break 

Session 5: Advancing OECMs in the Baltic Sea Region 

15:15 – 16:45 
• Exploring the potential of OECMs in the Baltic Sea Region (15’) – 

Jannica Haldin, HELCOM 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Setting%20the%20scene_Jannica%20Haldin.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Setting%20the%20scene_Jannica%20Haldin.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/EU-BDS-PAs-OECMs_HELCOM_Sophie-Ouzet.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/EU-BDS-PAs-OECMs_HELCOM_Sophie-Ouzet.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Bcl%20Conv%20experience_SPA%20RAC_Souha%20El%20Asmi.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Bcl%20Conv%20experience_SPA%20RAC_Souha%20El%20Asmi.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/OECMs%20Finland_Penina%20Blankett.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/OECM%20Criteria%20and%20Principles_Imen%20Meliane.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/OECM%20Primer%20Amber%20Himes-Cornell.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Potential%20of%20OECMS%20in%20the%20Baltic_Jannica%20Haldin.pdf


FISH 14-2022, 5-1 
 

 

Page 38 of 39 
 

Facilitated exercise: Coming to a common understanding of OECMs 

characteristics and potential obstacles and minimum requirements 

for their use in HELCOM. 

Preparing for Day 2 

16:45 – 17:15 Introducing the breakout groups for Day 2 and their moderators. 

Participants will be divided in sectoral groups according to preference 

and the groups will agree on a starting time for their group in Day 2. 

Maritime & shipping group is to start at 11.00 EET on Day 2. 

DAY 2 – Wednesday February 2nd 2022  

11:00 – 12:45 

(or time agreed for each group in 

day 1) 
 

• Breakout groups  

Participants will be working in groups according to the sectors 
identified during the webinar, each examining a specific case study 
where possible. The work will start with an initial presentation of a 
case study in each sectoral group, followed by an initial discussion on 
key challenges and issues for considering the area as an OECM.  

- Fisheries 

Case study by Finland, Lasse Kurvinen, Parks and Wildlife Finland  

Case study by Sweden, Charlotte Carlsson and Eva Ohlsson, County 
Administrative Board of Skåne (CAB) 

Moderator: Amber Himes-Cornell, FAO 

- Maritime & shipping 

Areas to be avoided and Traffic Separation Schemes to be used as 
associated protective measures in the Baltic Sea PSSA, Anita Mäkinen 
HELCOM Maritime Working Group  

Moderator: Anita Mäkinen, HELCOM Maritime Working Group 

- Energy 

A windfarm case study in the English Channel, David de Monbrison, 
BRL ingénierie (BRLi) 

Moderator: Imen Meliane, WCPA 

- Military (TBC) 

Moderator: Rüdiger Strempel, HELCOM 

- Culture & archaeology 

Shipwrecks and other underwater cultural heritage in the Baltic Sea, 

Matthias Maluck, State Archaeology Department of Schleswig-

Holstein  

Moderator: Jannica Haldin, HELCOM 

12:45 – 13:45 Comfort break 

13:45 – 16:00 • Breakout groups continue: 

Group work continues with an in-depth evaluation of how the area 

meets the OECM criteria and key aspects of the common 

understanding on OECM in the HELCOM area agreed in day 1.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Casestudy_Fish_Finland_Lasse%20Kurvinen.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Casestudy_Oresund_Sweden.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Maritime%20Case%20Study_Anita%20Makinen.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Maritime%20Case%20Study_Anita%20Makinen.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/OWF_case%20study_David%20de%20Monbrison.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/OWF_case%20study_David%20de%20Monbrison.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Shipwrecks_case%20study_Matthias_Maluck.pdf
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Discussion: unclear terminology, challenges in interpreting the 

criteria, challenges with any aspects of the criteria (data, 

governance, monitoring, etc.), applicability of the common 
understanding of characteristics or minimum requirements and 

potential obstacles discussed in day 1, any other challenges noted by 

the group for the specific sector.  

16:00 – 16:15 Comfort break 

16:15 – 18:00 

 

• Breakout groups continue: 

For each group: Dedicated time to brainstorm on identifying other 

potential OECMs related to the sector that exist in the region. 

18:00 – 18:30 • Breakout groups continue: 

For each group: Summarizing key challenges and issues arising from 

the discussion. 

DAY 3 – Thursday February 3rd 2022  

Session 6: Breakout group reports 

10:00 – 11:30  
• Conclusions of Day 2 

Discussion: Key points and common challenges to all sectors 

11:30 – 11:45 Comfort break 

Session 7: Advancing, recognizing, and reporting OECMs in the Baltic Sea Region 

11:45 – 13:45 
• Options and procedures for recognizing and reporting OECMs 

(15’) – Imen Meliane, WCPA 

Discussion:  

- Ways forward towards advancing, recognizing, and reporting the 

identified potential OECMs in the Baltic Sea Region. 

- Additional guidance and capacity building that may be needed 

13:45 – 15:15 Comfort break  

Session 8: Recommended actions and next steps 

15:15 – 16:45 Discussion: Reviewing the common understanding on OECMs in the 

Baltic Sea region, their characteristics, minimum requirements, and 

potential obstacles discussed on the first day, and amended as 

needed  

Endorse a recommended common understanding, future actions, and 

next steps to be submitted to HELCOM 43-2022 for adoption. 

16:45 – 17:00 Closure of the workshop  

Rüdiger Strempel, HELCOM 
 

 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20WS%201-2022-955/Documents/Recognizing%20and%20Reporting%20OECMs_Imen%20Meliane.pdf

