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Background 

State & Conservation 6-2017 considered the attached MPA Road Map 2017-2020 proposed by Finland and 
agreed to discuss the MPA Road Map further intersessionally and to develop it further for the meeting of 
State & Conservation 7-2017. 

 

Action 

The Meeting is invited to consider, discuss and further develop the Road Map.  
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MPA Road Map 2017 -2020 

 

The HELCOM MPA database  

The status of the HELCOM MPA database was presented at the last State & Conservation meeting (State & 

Conservation 5-2016). The Contracting Parties can update new MPA information and new site specific data 

at any time. The functionality of the database has improved and user feedback can be provided. The 

meeting also discussed the way forward on reporting and MPA database development, e.g. by organizing a 

workshop back-to-back with the Red List workshop, a proposal by Sweden which was supported by other 

Contracting Parties but which logistically could not be carried out at State & Conservation 6-2017.  

There are currently no available resources for further developing the HELCOM MPA database. As agreed at 

State & Conservation 5-2016, the next step is to identify what is needed to resolve the problems identified 

so far (problems 2-5 in Table 2) and estimate the resources needed for doing this. Solving the remaining 

problems could take into consideration experiences also from management of other databases.  Such 

experiences might provide applicable solutions that save resources and time, ensure compatibility among 

databases and, make it possible to avoid double work. However, it should be noted that the HELCOM MPAs 

database is integrated with the online web application and highly customized based on Contracting Parties 

requirements and therefore requires solutions specific to that customization and environment.  

Proposed steps: 

- As agreed at State & Conservation 5-2016, to discuss the issues outlined in Table 2 at an online 
meeting with the HELCOM MPA Task Group. The meeting could also discuss guidance how to 
transfer data/update the database and compile a guidance manual.  

- To identify in the database those parts where there could be misinterpretation (CPs questions)  
- Ask CPs to update/check the information in the database to be consistent with the guidance 
- To arrange a MPA workshop back to back with the next State & Conservation meeting (October 

2017)  
 

Implementation of agreed MPA activities 

Furthermore, there is a need to identify new indicators and new data needs by which to improve the 

assessment of MPA related issues such as (check also the Rec. 35/5 recommendations and refer to these in the 

list): 

1. To develop joint tools/ approaches for assessing effectiveness of individual MPAs as well as 
network level, i.e. how well MPAs can achieve the set goals and objectives, how well they are 
managed (as stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point k and as stated in the WG Work plan for 2017-2018 task 

7.3), 
2. How well MPAs protect Red listed biotopes, habitats and biotope complexes as well as species (as 

stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point c),   
3. MPA coherence (in particular connectivity) (as stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point d and e), 
4. How to consider MPAs in marine spatial planning and vice versa, as well as in Ocean Governance (as 

stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point l and as stated in the WG Work plan for 2017-2018 task 7.2 ), 
5. Coordinate management measures of pressures and impacts on MPAs, in particular for adjacent 

transnational MPAs (as stated in the WG Work plan for 2017-2018 task 7.1)  
 

http://www.helcom.fi/Recommendations/Rec%2035-1.pdf
http://helcom.fi/Documents/HELCOM%20at%20work/Groups/State/Work%20Plan%20for%20State%20and%20Conservation%202017-2018.pdf
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Proposed steps:  

Issues Minimum time required (months) 

1. To develop joint tools/ approach for assessing  effectiveness of 
individual MPAs as well as network level, i.e. how well MPAs can 
achieve the set goals and objectives, how well they are managed 
(as stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point k and as stated in the WG 
Work plan for 2017-2018 task 7.3) 

17 months  (the proposed 
Marebaltica Life + application could 
solve points 1) and 2) 

2. How well MPAs protect Red listed biotopes, habitats and biotope 
complexes as well as species (as stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point 
c),   

to be done as part of point 1 (the 
proposed Marebaltica Life + 
application  could solve points 1 and 
2) 

3. MPA coherence (in particular connectivity) (as stated in HELCOM 
Rec 35/1 point d and  e), 

12 months (there is a need to find 
funding for this work)   

4. How to consider MPAs in MSP and vice versa as well as in  Ocean 
Governance (as stated in HELCOM Rec 35/1 point l and as stated 
in the WG Work plan for 2017-2018 task 7.2 ), 

12 months (there is a need to find 
funding for this work, e.g. in 
cooperation with HELOCM-VASAB) 

5. Coordinate management measures of pressures and impacts on 
MPAs, in particular for adjacent transnational MPAs (as stated in 
the WG Work plan for 2017-2018 task 7.1)  

This could start with some case 
studies as voluntary basis  

 

Proposed future issues from 2019 onwards 

For these actions we need more information on different modelled climate change scenarios in the marine 

environment. Concerning the MPAs and ecosystem services (ES) we need more data on habitats, biotopes 

and biotope complexes and their role in the ecosystems. In Finland, we are starting a project to evaluate 

the ecosystem services for some habitats and biotopes and the results from this project could help us to 

look and apply for a Baltic Sea wide research project.   

New issues to consider, e.g. in future HELCOM MPA guidelines and guiding documents (as stated in 

HELCOM Rec 35/1 point m), 

1. The impacts of climate change on MPAs and MPA network design 
2. MPAs and ecosystem services (is ES acknowledged when designating MPAs and what is the role of 

MPAs as providers of ES in a wider context including ES valuation) 
a. The role of key biotopes, habitats and biotope complexes and species for ES 
b. the role of MPAs in carbon capture  
c. the role of MPAs for the ES category, including marine and coastal tourism and recreation 

 

Issues Resources 

1. The impacts of climate change on MPAs and MPA network 
design 

 

Requires a separate Baltic Sea 
wide research project 

2. MPAs and ecosystem services (is ES acknowledged when 
designating MPAs and what is the role of MPAs as providers of 
ES in a wider context including ES valuation 

o The role of key biotopes, habitats and biotope 
complexes and species for ES 

o the role of MPAs in carbon capture  
o the role of MPAs for the ES category, including 

marine and coastal tourism and recreation 

Requires a separate Baltic Sea 
wide research project 
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Table 2. Identified problems resulting from further testing and revisions carried out after STATE & 
CONSERVATION 4-2016.  

Problem/requirement Description Status 30.10.2016 

1. The regulated 

activities, which 

countries have reported 

into the database, are 

not visible for any MPA 

fact sheets unless you 

are logged in (the 

majority of our users 

cannot log in). 

Users cannot access information reported into the database 

due to incorrect permissions configuration. 

Permissions fixed 9/2016 

2. The status of the 

MPAs in the overview 

table is incorrect in 

some cases. The status 

options are: designated; 

designated and 

managed; designated 

and partly managed.  

MPAs overview table is result of a query interpreting responses 

saved to the database following the logic that was used prior 

S&C 4-2016. This problem is caused when two more options for 

management plan status were added after S&C 4-2016 

meeting ("no plan, but regulations do apply" and "developed, 

but not yet implemented").  

For example, if an MPA has two management plans of which 

one is "implemented" and the other one is "no plan, but 

regulations do apply", the correct MPA status in the overview 

table should be "designated and partially managed". Currently 

it gives the status "designated", which is incorrect. 

Pending – query script 

would need to be 

modified and tested to 

take into account 

combinations resulting 

from new options  

3. National protection 

status of MPAs search 

tool is not displaying 

whether the different 

statuses offer legal 

protection to the MPA. 

Users cannot see if the MPA is under any legal protection 

provided by national protection programmes. Only the name of 

the protection programme is displayed. 

Pending – query script 

would need  to be 

modified to show 

content based on two 

columns 

4. Legal protection of 

species, biotopes and 

biotope complexes is 

currently no clearly 

stated in the database. 

The question inteded to 

give this information has 

been interpreted in 

different ways by 

different countries. This 

results in unreliable 

information.  

 

When Contracting Parties provide information on species per 

MPA they will answer the question "Does the species justify 

the site designation as an MPA?” in the entry form. The 

response for this question is intended to inform whether the 

species is present within the MPA (Response: "no"), or whether 

the species is under direct legal protection and actual 

protection measures are targeted at the species within the 

MPA (Response: "yes"). The same logic applies for biotopes 

and biotope complexes. However, the Contracting Parties have 

informed the Secretariat that more detailed information is 

needed to convey the information correctly. State and 

Conservation 4-2016 discussed the issue and proposed that the 

question should be complemented with the question “Is this 

species/biotope/biotope complex legally protected within the 

MPA?”. For the second option it was furthermore proposed to 

consider the option to specify the legal protection  

Not started – would 

require restructuring of 

the species page of the 

web application, and 

require input from 

experts. Two options 

have been discussed 

1) To add a drop-down 

field under the section 

for further information 

on species (biotopes & 

biotope complexes) for a 

limited number of 

options of the national 

protection type. These 

drop-down fields would, 

however, need to be 

country-specific, as the 
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countries national 

protection types differ 

from each other 2) To 

add a free text field after 

this question, so that 

countries can, if they 

want to, provide more 

detailed information on 

the type of protection.  

5. The language and 

character length of an 

individual MPA name 

should be decided. 

Currently some long 

MPA names are causing 

malfunctions in the 

database. 

Some subpages of the MPA fact sheet do not work when the 

MPA name is too long. All information on the subpage will be 

blocked. 

 

  

Not started – would 

require modification of 

existing names or 

modification of 

application, requiring 

input from experts. 

 

 

 


