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Report of HELCOM Webinar on Marine OECMs in the Baltic Sea region 
 

Introduction 

0.1                In accordance with the decision of the Helsinki Commission at its 42nd regular 

meeting in 2021 (HELCOM 42-2021) the Webinar on Marine OECMs in the Baltic Sea region 

was convened online on 23 November 2021. 

0.2   The webinar was hosted by the HELCOM Secretariat, the Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the World Commission on Protected Areas of the 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN WCPA). 

03.   The webinar was attended by participants from all HELCOM Contracting Parties 

except Poland and Russia, an Invited Guest from Norway, as well as Observers from Baltic Sea 

Advisory Council (BSAC), Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), Federation of European Aquaculture 

Producers (FEAP), International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), and World Wide 

Fund for Nature (WWF). The list of participants is included as Annex 1. The closed session for 

contacts and observers of the HELCOM State and Conservation Working Group was attended 

by Estonia, Finland, Sweden and CCB. 

0.4  The webinar was chaired by Rüdiger Strempel, HELCOM Executive Secretary. 

The closed session for contacts and observers of the HELCOM State and Conservation Working 

Group was chaired by Norbert Häubner, co-Chair of State and Conservation. 
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PART 1: INTRODUCTION TO OECMS 

Rüdiger Strempel, HELCOM Executive Secretary, opened the webinar and welcomed the 

participants to the event. Mr. Strempel highlighted that the aim of the webinar was the 

introduction to the concept of OECMs, ahead of the three-day workshop on OECMs in the Baltic 

Sea region, to be held on 1-3 February 2022. He also provided background information on the 

OECM process and presented the host organizations, IUCN WCPA, FAO and HELCOM, of the 

webinar and the upcoming workshop. 

 

Introduction to the concept of OECMs 

Jannica Haldin, HELCOM Deputy Executive Secretary, gave a general introduction to the 

concept of OECMs and how they link to international strategies in the Baltic (Presentation 1). 

Ms. Haldin concluded with a reference to the expected importance of the OECMs in the 

conservation agenda for the next decade; OECMs are included in the updated zero draft of the 

post 2020 Global Biodiversity Framework, in the EU Biodiversity strategy as well as in the 2021 

Baltic Sea Action Plan. 

 

Imen Meliane, Vice Chair of the WCPA, presented the evolving scope in the Post-2020 Global 

Biodiversity Framework (Presentation 2). The post-2020 global biodiversity framework builds 

on the Strategic Plan for biodiversity 2011-2020 and is planned for approval in CBD COP 15, in 

May 2022. It contains 21 action targets, including one on area-based conservation. Ms. Meliane 

highlighted the importance of quality of protected and conserved areas; so as to conserve 

biodiversity they need to be selectively located, well-governed, and effectively and equitably 

managed. 

 

The OECM CBD criteria and guiding principles 

Ms. Meliane further presented guiding principles and criteria for OECMs (Presentation 3). The 

following OECM definition was adopted by CBD in 2018: “Other effective area-based 

conservation measure is a geographically defined area other than protected area which is 

governed and managed in ways that achieve positive and sustained long-term outcomes for the 

in-situ conservation of biodiversity with associated ecosystem functions and services and where 

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

 

Following the presentation further clarification was given regarding the criteria and 

specifically concerning the meaning of the terms “long-term protection” and “geographically 

defined”. The long-term protection should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, but the purpose 

of the criterion is to ensure that positive biodiversity conservation outcomes are sustained over 

the long-term. All the OECMs should show biodiversity benefits, however the benefits are 

context dependent (e.g., populations of endangered or critical species/superficies of the 

habitat) and will depend on the area concerned.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/OECM%20WS_setting%20the%20scene.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/OECMs%20in%20the%20post%202020%20GBF.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/OECM_Characteristics%20and%20Criteria.pdf
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It was discussed whether anthropogenic structures, e.g., wind parks or aquaculture areas, can 

be considered as OECMs. To qualify as an OECM, an area needs to provide effective 

conservation, i.e., an area which carries with it significant adverse impacts to biodiversity 

cannot be considered an OECM. That said, each area needs to be considered individually against 

the criteria as, again, the results may be context dependent. The participants highlighted that 

in many cases in the Baltic the information needed to properly evaluate human made structures 

against the OECM criteria (especially biodiversity related monitoring data) and causal 

information regarding the benefits for biodiversity of a given measure, may not be available.  

 

The need to be able to quantify the benefits and their extent in some way, was raised. This 

would facilitate weighing possible detrimental effects against possible benefits to ensure the 

measure results in effective conservation. 

 

Windfarms were raised as a challenging example of possible marine OECMs. It was noted that 

wind farms should, to begin with, not be placed in areas of high biodiversity. It was further 

noted that it is not clear if the possible benefits outweigh the detriments (e.g., loss of seabed, 

collision risks, noise pollution) and the concern of misusing the concept of OECMs in order to 

add more paper parks was raised.  

 

It was noted that management and effective conservation are key elements when recognizing 

OECMs. There will likely be areas which meet many but not all of the OECM criteria and 

relatively minor improvements to e.g., management of an area could be made in order to make 

it an OECM. Concerns were raised regarding how to ensure and achieve good management in 

OECMs, knowing how difficult MPA management can be. In response to this concern, it was 

noted that one of the benefits of OECMs is that they can fall under the governance of a wide 

selection of sectors, whereas MPAs are typically under single-sector governance (often the 

environment sector). Therefore, the management of an OECM is characterized by a different 

structure than MPAs. Nevertheless, the need not to create paper OECMs was stressed. 

 

It was noted that the position of Danmarks Naturfredningsforening is that wind farms are not 

compatible with OECM’s and the goal of 30% protection leaves enough space for wind farms 

and other sea-use activities. 

 

Examples of potential marine OECMs 

Juan Lechuga Sanchez, FAO consultant, presented on potential OECMs that cover archeological 

sites (Presentation 4). He noted the potential interest in shipwrecks, urban ports and 

structures, sacred places and offerings and prehistoric landscapes. He presented a set of 

underwater archeological parks that have been designated in the Azores. These parks have 

documented conservation of marine biodiversity and have many characteristics that could 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/Archeological%20sites.pdf
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qualify them as OECMs. In the Baltic Sea, there are hundreds of shipwrecks, many of which are 

protected by national laws. As an example, he noted the Finnish Antiquities Act, which creates 

protected areas around the shipwreck sites. However, little information is available on the 

extent of the contributions of these areas to biodiversity conservation.  

 

Petra Kääriä, HELCOM Associate Professional Secretary, then presented on the potential for 

OECMs in the shipping sector (Presentation 5). She focused on Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas 

(PSSAs), which are an IMO instrument for limiting shipping activities that is often viewed as an 

MPA equivalent as these areas often provide comprehensive management, provide global 

recognition of the special significance of the areas, and enable countries to adopt additional 

protective measures as shipping threats change. In the Baltic Sea, all waters except for Russia’s 

EEZ are designated as a PSSA. This PSSA inter alia aims to protect vulnerable 

spawning/breeding areas for marine mammals and seabirds from oil spills. It includes two 

main protection measures: traffic separation schemes to direct traffic, and areas to be avoided 

so that sensitive populations are not impacted. 

 

Fisheries related OECMs and FAO guidelines 

Amber Himes-Cornell, FAO Fisheries Officer, presented about Fisheries related OECMs and the 

upcoming FAO guidelines (Presentation 6). She noted that the OECMs in the fisheries sector are 

a topic that is currently garnering much attention. She looked at the connection between 

fisheries and biodiversity conservation and explained how this connection is present in the 

SDG, the CBD targets, and the EAF. She highlighted why OEMCs are important in fisheries, 

especially in providing the opportunity to the fisheries sector to have a voice in the biodiversity 

conservation discussion. She mentioned the cases of Canada and the Philippines as the only 

countries to have reported fisheries OECMs and argued that some existing area-based fisheries 

management measures (ABFM) could be considered as OECMs if upgraded. She presented a list 

of ABFM and described their different dimensions of constraint (time, space closure, activities). 

She introduced a literature review on ABMF where biodiversity outcomes have been recorded. 

She also shared a brief list of biodiversity outcomes recognized so far. She pointed out that, 

unfortunately, the literature review has identified only three papers on ABMF in the Baltic, all 

of them focused on the cod fishing closure in the Kattegat. To provide examples of ABFM that 

could be possible OECMs, she presented several case studies from the ICES/IUCN-CEM FEG 

workshop held as an online meeting on 15-24 March 2021. One of the most important outcomes 

of the workshop is the awareness of the existing confusion in terminology between fisheries 

and conservation language. It also recognized the need for guidance for the fisheries sector on 

how to interpret the criteria. The case studies Ms. Himes Cornell presented included: the 

Northwestern North Sea Sandeel Fishery closure (Northeast UK Sandeel Closure), The 

Rockall/NEAFC Haddock Box, the Lophelia Coral Conservation Area (Canada), The NAGE 

Sponge VME (ABNJ), The NAFO Seamounts Closures to protect VME (ABNJ), the Lyme Bay 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/PSSA%20Case%20Study.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/Fisheries%20OECMs.pdf
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Mussel Farm (UK). Each of the examples had interesting and unique features. The workshop 

report and workshop website were shared. 

 

Then Ms. Himes-Cornell showed how FAO could support recognizing and reporting OECMs. 

FAO was requested to produce guidance on Fisheries OECMs by the Committee on Fisheries 

(COFI) in its thirty-fourth session. She presented the work plan for developing such guidance. 

She described its content, which will be divided into two main topics 1) Preparing for an OECM 

Assessment (what do you need to know about OECMs before the assessment?) 2) Undertaking 

an OECM assessment (a How-to guide). She explained that the guidelines will be developed 

through a series of workshops like the Baltic one scheduled for February. To finish her 

presentation, she highlighted several points to keep in mind when implementing the OECM 

criteria. 

 

During the discussion, clarification was requested regarding the cited example with deep sea 

sponges. It was noted that the fishing ban is time limited, that it is reviewed every 5 years, and 

that based on that review a decision is made as to whether to continue the ban. It was 

questioned how that relates to the concept of “long-term” in the OECM criteria. Ms. Himes-

Cornell noted that most fisheries measures are likely to have a time-based review period. In 

general, it has been thought that the central issue is whether there is an explicit intent and 

likelihood for the measures to be renewed and continue to provide conservation in the long 

term. In case of the deep-sea sponge case study, the ABFM has been in place since 2004. In 

general, the areas mentioned are regularly reviewed by the competent governmental agency. 

The key message to take away from those case studies for the Baltic is how to apply the OECM 

principles and how to do it in the Baltic in a similar way. 

 

A participant considered that 15 years (for example) is not a long term in the deep sea. Two 

ways of promoting OECMs were noted: 1) to see what measures or infrastructure already exist 

and if the respective area can be used as an OECM, 2) in the case of the Baltic, to consider the 

Baltic Sea as a whole, identify relevant environments and ecosystems, and then promote 

conservation of those areas. The answer to the question as to which of these approaches 

HELCOM will follow was postponed until the general discussion in Part 2 of the webinar. 

 

A participant asked whether, if the intent is there and the likelihood is high, an area suggested 

as an OECM should not be designated as an MPA? Ms. Meliane responded that it depends on the 

objectives, i.e., whether the area is primarily intended for conservation or rather fisheries 

management. Also, in some cases (e.g. Canada and the US) the procedure for establishing an 

OECM through a fishery measure can be easier and more straightforward than establishing an 

MPA. It was remarked that the benefit of OECMs that are linked to area-based fisheries 

management measures (ABFMs) is that it is those that are potentially creating the disturbance 

that are implementing protection measures. MPAs are often created in a vacuum not involving 

https://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Forms/DispForm.aspx?ID=37580
https://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Forms/DispForm.aspx?ID=37580
https://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WKTOPS.aspx
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the fisheries management organizations. OECMs using ABFMs are thus a golden opportunity 

for a win-win collaboration between fisheries and biodiversity conservation, at the national 

and regional levels. 

 

Experience with the OECM process in Finland 

Penina Blankett, Ministry of the Environment, Finland presented the experiences with the 

OECM process in Finland (Presentation 7). The Ministry of Environment has been leading the 

effort and is supported by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Metsähallitus and the 

Natural Resources Institute. They have approached the process in a thematic way, with forests 

and marine environments being considered separately and the evaluation of forest areas was 

considered to be much easier. 

 

In the marine area, Finland has proceeded through workshops working in smaller groups and 

with different stakeholders (the participation of which depended on the area). The concept of 

OECMs was not clear and different stakeholders had different interpretations, thus the first 

step was to come to a shared understanding. However, more work on this is still needed. Ms. 

Blankett highlighted that the four criteria of the CBD decision were used for evaluating the 

OECMs. Area types were divided into roughly suitable, not suitable, and areas that needed more 

work. Ms. Blankett proceeded to present examples of the areas assessed:  

− Fisheries measures: possible OECMs related to fisheries often overlap spatially with 

existing MPAs. There is a variation in gear and target species as well as temporal aspects 

which adds complexity to recognizing OECMs. Areas with restrictions related to 

fisheries benefit the fish stocks, but little information is available about biodiversity, or 

the concrete positive effect thereon, in such areas; 

− Boating restrictions: these areas also tend to spatially overlap with MPAs. These are 

based on the Water Traffic Act. Boating restrictions are perceived as having a potential 

positive effect on shallow bottom communities. The noise from boats also decreases 

when traffic is excluded or speed limits introduced, which is another of the benefits 

identified. Some of these areas could contribute to the conservation of biodiversity, and 

work is still ongoing on establishing cause-effect linkages between the various 

restrictions and their benefits for biodiversity; 

− Military (navy) areas: these can also overlap with protected areas and restrictions are 

based on the Territorial Surveillance Act. These areas are under strict restrictions and 

have high potential as OECMs, but also come with restrictions on data and monitoring 

activities, as a result of national security concerns, which causes challenges. 

Communication with the Ministry of Defense on these issues is ongoing;  

− Wrecks: these areas have some spatial overlap with MPAs. Some wrecks have restricted 

access based on the Antiquities Act and in total a large sea area is protected. These areas 

have potential as OECMs, but biodiversity benefits are not yet established as no 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/OECM%20work%20in%20Finland.pdf
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biodiversity monitoring takes place at these sites. The wreck areas are being considered 

as possible cultural OECMs. 

 

The next steps regarding the OECMs have been discussed in the Ministry of Environment and 

the work on marine OECMs will continue under both national and international processes.  

 

Following the presentation, participants expressed appreciation for the structured approach in 

identification of OECMs, as well as the inclusive approach including different actors. The good 

cooperation between the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

of Finland in the OECM process was acknowledged, and it was noted that the cooperation has 

been mainly concentrated on forest issues. The intention is to also involve other ministries that 

are not yet part of the national OECM working group, possibly as part of the LIFE IP 

BIODIVERSEA project. The OECM identification process is currently being reviewed by 

stakeholders and will soon be published. 

 

It was also noted that in Finland wind parks have so far been excluded as possible OECMs. It 

was suggested to broadly consider what can and what cannot be considered an OECM in the 

February workshop to get a better common understanding on the topic. 

 

Exploring the potential of OECMs in the Baltic Sea region 

Jannica Haldin presented a proposal for how OECMs could be approached in the Baltic 

(Presentation 8). She first reviewed the status of MPA and OECM reporting globally and then 

reviewed the status in the Baltic. The 10% target was reached in 2010. There are 178 HELCOM 

MPAs, covering about 13% of the Baltic Sea. Adding in other conservation areas such as Natura 

2000 sites, approximately 17% of the Baltic Sea is conserved. She discussed why the Baltic 

region should consider OECMs. She particularly noted the opportunity to bridge conservation 

with the management of other sectors to reach the new goal of 30%. Without accounting for 

OECMs, the Baltic countries will only understand half of the picture of what is required to 

conserve the region’s biodiversity. She also noted the possible governance, ecological, and 

conservation benefits of recognizing OECMs. Furthermore, she reviewed discussions in the 

State and Conservation working group regarding how OECMs can support the Baltic MPA 

Network. She then presented a summary of an OECM analysis done in Morocco to show 

participants the type of analysis that is possible. Finally, she reviewed the potential challenges 

facing OECM identification in the Baltic. This included a lack of information and governance and 

resource-related challenges. It is important to build capacity in all of the countries to evaluate 

potential OECMs and potentially help some countries develop appropriate legislative 

frameworks.  

 

 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/Potential%20of%20OECMS%20in%20the%20Baltic.pdf
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PART 2: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 

Participants discussed the potential benefits of OECMs for the Baltic Sea. They considered that 

OECMs could be beneficial to improve the coherence of the MPAs networks. They could 

recognize the positive effects on the ecosystem of certain ABFM (e.g., trawling bans) and take 

the fisheries sector and other stakeholders on board for conservation measures related to both 

MPAs and areas outside MPAs. 

 

Participants also saw OECMs as an opportunity to protect sites that are important for 

commercial fisheries, such as feeding grounds, and to protect migration corridors for 

protecting migrating species.  

 

Participants also observed that the OECM discussion currently also focuses on MPAs, which is 

beneficial for bringing the MPAs up to standard. 

 

Participants provided several examples of what they considered potential OECMs, namely: 

− Traffic Separation Scheme (TSS) areas; 

− EBSAs or equivalent areas that are effectively managed; 

− Areas similar to Øresund (“The Sound”) – area initially closed to vessel traffic and 

trawling, which showed benefits regarding biodiversity conservation (currently a 

protected area); 

− Permanent spatial measures protecting nursery areas, prey species, and feeding 

grounds (they already have fisheries restrictions); 

− Shipwrecks, if a protection zone is implemented to avoid fishing; 

− Oil and gas restriction areas; 

− Areas that may meet the MPA definition but that have not been recognized as such. 

However, participants also pointed out that many areas that could be potential OECMs might 

not currently meet all the OECM criteria. 

 

Participants also discussed what should not be considered OECMs. For example, they 

considered that temporary closures might not be fit to qualify as OECMs if they cannot provide 

long-term protection. Participants also mentioned military areas, and that there may not be 

sufficient transparency about what activities take place to properly assess them against the 

criteria. Monitoring positive biodiversity conservation in those areas might also be challenging. 

 

Participants debated about the role of wind farms as OECMs in the Baltic. The number and size 

of wind farms is likely to grow in the future in the Baltic, and participants considered if wind 

farms could be included in the OECM discussion or not, given the heavy impact their 

construction and running can have on the habitats and species in the areas where they are built. 
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Additionally, participants noted that cases exist where invasive species have colonized wind 

farm areas. They also raised the issue of the cumulative impact of the wind farms in the Baltic 

and debated whether a regional strategy should be considered. While the predominant view 

was that new wind farms cannot be considered OECMs, the participants also pondered if 

already existing wind farms could be included in the OECM identification process, as in their 

case no new detrimental effects are introduced and they could be contributing to biodiversity 

conservation. Participants proposed not to designate those areas as OECM but as other types 

of areas (e.g., areas of low fisheries impact). Given the debate generated by the topic of wind 

farms, participants proposed having a case study on wind farms during the February workshop. 

That would provide the opportunity to evaluate these concerns in a structured manner. 

Participants also suggested expanding the discussion from wind farms to areas that involve 

other human-made structures to achieve a common approach. 

 

Participants wondered 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.  

 

Participants suggested further exploring the type, amount and intensity of activities that could 

be allowed in an OECM. For example, they noted that some measures might be useful for some 

species or habitats but not for others. Also, they suggested agreeing on a common definition or 

threshold of biodiversity for OECM recognition to secure positive biodiversity outcomes. 

 

Participants also discussed the possible challenges surrounding OECMs. They pointed out that 

some sectors were barely or not at all mentioned in the presentations (e.g., tourism sector), and 

several sectors were not represented at the meeting. They stressed that the OECM exercise will 

require all actors to work together. Participants pondered how to attract the attention of non-

present actors to the workshop in February. 

 

Participants discussed the incentives that OECMs could provide to different sectors. Some 

participants did not see the incentives that OECMs can provide to resource user sectors, given 

the costs associated with managing an OECM and wondered why they would want to be 

involved. The example of Denmark was provided where the transformation of a non-effective 

fisheries closure into a MPA in the Kattegat increased the doubts of at least some parts of the 

fishing sector with regard to the process of designating OECMs.  

 

Participants suggested approaches to making OECMs interesting for stakeholders. One example 

mentioned was the fact that in the US, for conservation purposes, farmers are paid not to plant 

crops. They proposed a similar approach in fisheries, where rights owners can receive a 

payment not to give away property rights. 
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Participants wondered about how the OECMs will coexist with MPA frameworks, and how they 

will be designated, monitored, and enforced. Participants also wondered if, when the likelihood 

of long-term positive biodiversity outcomes is high, it is better to recognize an area as an MPA 

rather than as an OECM. It was noted that in that scenario the management objectives of the 

area should be taken into consideration in making the decision (i.e., if it is primarily for 

conservation or rather fisheries management). 

 

It was also unclear how the OECMs fit into EU legislation and policies.  

 

Participants pointed out that a lack of information and data along with a missing definition of 

what precisely qualifies as “impact” will be challenging in identifying, evaluating, and reporting 

potential OECMs. 

 

Participants pointed out that coordination between national agencies with different objectives 

and mandates can be difficult, although it is essential for achieving a joint position at the 

national level. 

 

PART 3: PREPARING FOR THE WORKSHOP 

The closed session for State and Conservation WG contacts and observers considered the 

objectives, general structure of the Agenda and background material for the OECM Workshop 

to be held in Helsinki, Finland (the COVID-19 situation permitting) from 1-3 February 2022 

(Presentation 9). 

It was suggested that a list of potential areas and types of OECMs be compiled before the 

workshop and this list be used as the basis of discussion in the workshop. 

It was agreed to add a question to the agenda on what kind of benefits are foreseeable for each 

sector from the OECM approach and to pose this question directly to the different sectors for 

discussion at the workshop. 

 

It was agreed to divide the workshop discussions under different sectors into smaller groups 

(and the facilities for these groups will be considered once the final number of participants is 

known). The participants agreed to include energy (wind farms, pipelines, gas/oil extraction) 

and the military sector as additional sectors to be considered at the workshop, and that actual 

case studies would be identified under each sector. The final list of sectors to be included is as 

follows: 

− Fisheries 

− Maritime & Shipping 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/OECM%20Webinar%202021-954/Documents/State%20and%20Conservation%20session.pdf
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− Energy 

− Military 

− Culture & Archaeology. 

 

It was supported to include test cases from other geographical areas, insofar as no suitable 

cases could be identified in the Baltic Sea. It was noted that traffic separation schemes (TSS) 

could be a case study under the Maritime & Shipping sector, and an anonymous wind farm from 

outside the Baltic Sea for energy. 

 

It was noted that Finland will invite contacts from the Ministry of Defense to participate in the 

workshop and the meeting invited all Contracting Parties to ensure broad sectoral coverage for 

the February Workshop. 

 

It was noted that UNESCO World Heritage areas are to be included under the Culture & 

Archeology sector. 

 

It was noted that the Secretariat will get in touch with the Contracting Parties regarding 

possible assistance in preparing for the workshop and the need for pointing out 

resources/material/data for the preparatory work.  

 

The following background material was considered as essential reading for participants in 

advance of the workshop: 

− CBD OECM definition and criteria, Annex 3 of CBD Decision 14/8  

− FAO. 2019. Report of the Expert Meeting on Other Effective Area-Based Conservation 

Measures in the Marine Capture Fishery Sector, Rome, Italy, 7-10 May 2019 

http://www.fao.org/3/ca7194en/CA7194EN.pdf  

− IUCN-WCPA Task Force on OECMs, 2019. Recognizing and reporting other effective 

area-based conservation measures 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PATRS-003-En.pdf  

− Report of the ICES/ IUCN-CEM FEG Workshop on Testing OECM Practices and 

Strategies (WKTOPS) 

https://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Forms/DispForm.aspx?ID=3

7580  

 

It was agreed that the Secretariat will prepare a brief overview background document for the 

workshop including basic information and definitions (e.g., description of HELCOM, BSAP, CBD, 

OECMs, IUCN WCPA, FAO and how they all link together) and a knowledge gaps section. 

https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-14/cop-14-dec-08-en.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/ca7194en/CA7194EN.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PATRS-003-En.pdf
https://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Forms/DispForm.aspx?ID=37580
https://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Forms/DispForm.aspx?ID=37580
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It was recalled that the final agenda of the workshop will submitted as soon as possible be for 

tacit approval by State and Conservation contacts and observers, as requested by STATE & 

CONSERVATION 15-2021. 

 

Annex 1. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS  

Representing Name Organization E-mail address 

Estonia Eda Andresmaa Ministry of the Environment eda.andresmaa@envir.ee 

Estonia Natalja Buhhalko Tallinn University of Technology, 
Department of Marine Systems 

natalja.buhhalko@taltech.ee 

Estonia Liina Vaher Ministry of the Environment liina.vaher@envir.ee 

Estonia Georg Martin Estonian Marine Institute, University 
of Tartu 

Georg.martin@ut.ee 

Estonia Jekaterina Jefimova Estonian Marine Institute jekaterina.jefimova@ut.ee 

Estonia Kai Ginter Estonian Environmental Board Kai.Ginter@keskkonnaamet.ee 

Estonia Liisi Lees University of Tartu, Estonian Marine 
Institute 

liisi.lees@ut.ee 

Finland Penina Blankett Ministry of the Environment penina.blankett@gov.fi 

Finland Heikki Lehtinen Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry Heikki.Lehtinen@gov.fi 

Finland Lasse Kurvinen Metsähallitus Parks & Wildlife 
Finland 

lasse.kurvinen@metsa.fi 

Finland Anu Riihimäki Parks and Wildlife Finland anu.riihimaki@metsa.fi 

Finland Lauri Kuismanen Finnish Environment Institute lauri.kuismanen@syke.fi 

Germany Dieter Boedeker German Federal Agency for Nature 
Conservation (BfN) 

Dieter.Boedeker@bfn.de 

Germany Alexander Darr Federal Maritime and Hydrographic 
Agency (BSH) 

alexander.darr@bsh.de 

Germany Sven Koschinski on behalf of Federal Agency for 
Nature Conservation 

sk@meereszoologie.de 

Latvia Martin Grels Ministry of Environmental Protection 
and Regional Development of the 
Republic of Latvia 

martins.grels@varam.gov.lv 
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Lithuania Paulius Matvejevas Lithuanian Transport Safety 
Administration 

paulius.matvejevas@ltsa.lrv.lt 

Lithuania Jolanta Cesiuliene Ministry of Agriculture of the 
Republic of Lithuania 

Jolanta.Cesiuliene@zum.lt 

Sweden Norbert Häubner 
Co-Chair of S&C 

Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

norbert.haubner@havochvatten.se 

Sweden Anna Karlsson Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

anna.karlsson@havochvatten.se 

Sweden Hedvig Hogfors Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

hedvig.hogfors@havochvatten.se 

Sweden Jens Persson Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

jens.persson@havochvatten.se 

Sweden Jenny Hertzman Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

jenny.hertzman@havochvatten.se 

HELCOM observers     

BSAC Ewa Milewska Baltic Sea Advisory Council em@bsac.dk 

BSAC Sally Clink Baltic Sea Advisory Council sc@bsac.dk 

CCB Aimi Hamberg Coalition Clean Baltic aimi@dn.dk 

FEAP Irja Skytén-
Suominen 

Federation of European Aquaculture 
Producers 

irja.skyten-
suominen@kalankasvatus.fi 

ICES Sebastian Valanko International Council for the 
Exploration of the Sea  

sebastian.valanko@ices.dk 

WWF  Thomas Kirk 
Sørensen 

WWF Denmark t.sorensen@wwf.dk 

Invited guests     

Norway Gunstein Bakke Norwegian Ministry of Fisheries  gubak@fiskeridir.no 

IUCN WCPA       

IUCN WCPA Imen Meliane World Commission on Protected 
Areas 

imeliane@me.com 

FAO       

FAO Amber Himes-
Cornell 

Food and Agriculture Organisation Amber.HimesCornell@fao.org 
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FAO Juan Lechuga Food and Agriculture Organisation Juan.LechugaSanchez@fao.org 

HELCOM Secretariat     

Secretariat Rüdiger Strempel Helsinki Commission rudiger.strempel@helcom.fi 

Secretariat Jannica Haldin Helsinki Commission jannica.haldin@helcom.fi 

Secretariat Markus Helavuori Helsinki Commission markus.helavuori@helcom.fi 

Secretariat Petra Kääriä Helsinki Commission petra.kaaria@helcom.fi 

Secretariat Luke Dodd Helsinki Commission luke.dodd@helcom.fi 

 

 


