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Background 

STATE & CONSERVATION 9-2018 agreed to initiate reporting on the HELCOM Recommendation 37/2 

“Conservation of Baltic Sea species categorized as threatened according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List” and 

welcomed Germany’s offer to draft a template for reporting on the level of implementation of the actions 

under the Recommendation, with assistance from the Secretariat. 

After a testing and commenting round of the reporting template, STATE & CONSERVATION 13-2020 invited 

Germany to provide an amended and ready template to be shared with the Contracting Parties by 19 

October 2020 for reporting on the Recommendation at species level by 31 December 2020. The deadline 

for reporting has been extended to end of June 2021.  

This document contains the results of the first reporting by the Contracting Parties to the Helsinki 

Convention on HELCOM Recommendation 37/2 as compiled by Germany. Completed reporting templates 

were submitted by Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Poland, and Sweden (see Attachment 1).  

 

Action requested 

The Meeting is invited to take note of the results and use the information as appropriate. 
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Results of the reporting on HELCOM Recommendation 37/2 
 

Six Contracting Parties (CPs) took part in the initial reporting on HELCOM Recommendation 37/2 

“Conservation of Baltic Sea species categorized as threatened according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List”. 

These CPs were Denmark (DK), Estonia (EE), Finland (FI), Germany (DE), Poland (PL), and Sweden (SE). 

Overall, HELCOM currently lists 74 species in the Baltic Sea area as regionally extinct, critically endangered, 

endangered or vulnerable on its red list with a high contribution of breeding birds (14 species), wintering 

birds (12 species) and bony fish (12 species)(Fig. 1a). DK and SE have the highest number of red-listed 

species among the CPs, each maintaining more than 60 species (Fig. 1b). DK, DE, and PL did not report on 

macrophytobenthos in this reporting because those species are covered by their reporting on 

Recommendation 40/1 “Conservation and protection of marine and coastal biotopes, habitats and biotope 

complexes categorized as threatened according to the HELCOM red lists”. Data deficiencies generally exist 

for phyto- and zoobenthos in Estonia, common skate and gull-billed tern in Germany, and for the 

Copenhagen cockle in Poland. 

In summary, results of this initial reporting demonstrate that the CPs have fully or partly implemented 

many, but not all, of the recommended actions for species groups also protected under EU Directives such 

as birds and marine mammals. There is now a need to catch up with those not implemented or not fully 

implemented yet, particularly in protecting benthic invertebrates. 

 

Fig. 1 Number of red-listed species in HELCOM, a) number of taxa in total, b) number of taxa per Contracting Party 
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Difficulties in implementation: 

CPs stated technical, practical and political difficulties in the implementation of the recommendation, 

whereby the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) was mentioned by several countries. The main obstacles raised 

by the CPs were political dispute regarding eel in Estonia, migration barriers with implications for migratory 

fish in Poland, dredging and boating activities with implications for benthic species in Sweden, lack of 

resources for whitefish, salmon, sea trout and grayling in Finland, and the implementation of Joint 

Recommendations within the framework of the CFP (in order to tackle negative impacts on benthic species) 

as stated by DE. Moreover, DE mentioned the problem of bycatch. DK named insufficient mapping data as 

special difficulty in implementing the recommendation for several benthic invertebrates, fish and lamprey 

as well as breeding and wintering bird species. Furthermore, DK noted difficulties in implementing the 

HELCOM red list in environmental impacts assessments (EIAs) for foxtail stonewort, haploops, the bivalves 

Abra prismatica and Modiolus modiolus, red- and black-throated diver and common scoter. SE mentioned 

difficulties in monitoring harbour porpoises and the challenge to distinguish subspecies of bean geese, 

which have different conservation status. For sea lamprey knowledge gaps about exact occurrence 

hindered DE and PL from implementing the recommendation. This also applies to the black guillemot in 

Germany. 

Besides challenges resulting from the multinational fish stock management, changes in environmental 

conditions due to climate change were named as an obstacle in improving the status of cod stocks, noting 

that conservation measures and fisheries management alone may not lead to an improvement. Moreover, 

eutrophication was specified to negatively affect the Eastern Baltic cod. 

The re-introduction of sturgeon as well as the SAMBAH project (and envisaged follow-up project) on 

harbour porpoise were highlighted as special conservation efforts in the Baltic Sea region. 

Conclusion from the reporting: 

- There is backlog to establish conservation plans for benthic invertebrates and for bird species. 

- CPs could consider determining additional conservation activities, especially for species that have 

no conservation plan, e. g. among the birds and for benthic invertebrates as well as for fish and 

lamprey in Denmark and Sweden. 

- Collaborative activities in order to protect birds and benthic species should be strengthened. 

- A speeded-up implementation of conservation plans for macrophytobenthos species in Finland, 

benthic invertebrate species in Sweden and Germany as well as marine mammal species in 

Germany is desirable. 

- CPs should consider protecting more benthic invertebrate species through their national legislation. 

- CPs should include more benthic invertebrate species as well as fish and lamprey species in EIAs. 

- It would be preferable to make more data on the occurrence of species received through EIAs 

publicly available and to document human pressures on benthic invertebrates during EIAs. 

- There is an urgent need for decisions on mitigation measures to limit pressures on benthic 

invertebrates in all CPs and for fish/lamprey in DE based on EIAs.  

- Overall, CPs should strive for an improved data situation with regard to EIAs. 

- CPs should select more MPAs for the protection of benthic invertebrates and fish/lamprey. 

Moreover, EE, FI and PL might consider to establish MPAs for marine mammals and birds. 

- CPs should strengthen their efforts to identify/map ecologically important areas for benthic 

invertebrates as well as for fish and lanprey species. 
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Implementation status of Recommendation 37/2 

For item 1. “conservation plans” (including recovery and action plans), the reporting revealed that the 

recommendation has been implemented best for marine mammals with four CPs having a conservation 

plan for all species relevant in their waters (Fig. 2c). Only one CP has plans under consideration, and one CP 

replied that there is no conservation plan for marine mammals. Reporting on macrophytobenthos was 

relevant for two CPs only throughout the whole reporting exercise; one has conservation plans for all 

species except for one, and the other has plans for all species under consideration (Fig. 2a). Breeding birds 

(Fig. 2e) and wintering birds (Fig. 2f) as well as fish and lamprey species (Fig. 2d) show a mixed level of 

implementation. Single species (partly) have conservation plans. However, most of them, especially among 

the bird species, have no conservation plan. This part of the Recommendation is worst implemented for 

benthic invertebrates, which have no conservation plan except for one species in one country, which partly 

has a conservation plan (Fig. 2b). 

  

Fig. 2 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List with conservation plans per CP. (under cons. = under 
consideration) 
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Item 1.1 “determine additional conservation activities” of the recommendation is again best implemented 

for marine mammals, with approximately 58 % of full implementation (Fig. 3c). There are four to seven fish 

species per CP for which additional conservation activities are determined (Fig. 3d, see Attachment 1 for 

details), what represents a good coverage for most of CPs. Gaps exist for fish species of DK and SE. 

However, it must be recognised that these countries by far maintain the highest number of fish species. 

The same applies for benthic invertebrates (fig. 3b), except that the implementation status in Sweden is 

better for fish and lamprey species than for benthic invertebrates. One half of the CPs (partly) has 

determined additional conservation activities for wintering birds; the other half has not (Fig. 3f). The 

situation is only slightly better for breeding birds (Fig. 3e).  

 

Fig. 3 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List for which additional conservation activities were 
determined by CPs. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Item 1.1 of the recommendation additionally calls for “cooperation with neighbouring countries/relevant 

bodies” in the development of conservation activities where appropriate. Such collaborative activities exist 

for the majority of marine mammals (Fig. 4c) and a number of fish and lamprey species (Fig. 4d). There is 

rather less cooperation for benthic species (Fig. 4b) and birds (Fig. 4e, f).  

 

Fig. 4 Regional cooperation of the CPs for the protection of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List. (under cons. 
= under consideration) 
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Results for the recommendation item 1.2 “implementation of plans” showed that conservation plans are 

partly implemented for most of the species (Fig. 5). DK has the best implementation status for the species 

relevant in their area with full implementation for birds and fish/lamprey. Plans are not implemented for 

any macrophytobenthos species in Finland, benthic invertebrate species in Sweden and Germany and 

marine mammal species in Germany. In these cases, it is questionable whether implementation of 

conservation plans by 2021 can be achieved as demanded in the recommendation. 

The level of enforcement of conservation plans (Fig. 6) largely complies with the level of implementation. 

However, there are more data deficiencies regarding macrophytobenthos and eel in Sweden and regarding 

breeding bird species in Finland. 

 

Fig. 5 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List with implemented conservation plans per CP. (under 
cons. = under consideration) 
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Fig. 6 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List with enforced conservation plans per CP. (under cons. = 
under consideration) 

 

Recommendation item 2. “to introduce and/or update national legislation” (or, if more appropriate, 

different kind of instruments) is well implemented for  all of the taxonomic groups except for  benthic 

invertebrates (Fig. 7b). Only SE has approximately 68 % of the species fully or partly included in the national 

legislation. Introduction to national legislation is missing for individual bird species in Estonia (Fig. 7 e, f) 

and for individual fish and lamprey species in the other countries (Fig. 7d). 
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Fig. 7 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List included in national legislation of the CPs. (under cons. 
= under consideration) 

All CPs that took part in the reporting stated that their EIAs (recommendation item 3) include marine 

mammals (partly for EE, fully for all of the other CPs, Fig. 8c). Moreover, EIAs of the CPs take the majority of 

bird species into account (Fig. 8 e, f). However, EE only partly includes breeding and wintering birds. FI and 
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SE also consider breeding birds partly in EIAs except for two species per country, which are fully included. 

Inclusion in EIAs is lacking for one breeding and one wintering bird species in DK, five wintering bird species 

in SE, one fish/lamprey species in EE (Fig. 8d), half of the fish/lamprey species in DK, all fish/lamprey species 

in FI and three fish and lamprey species in SE. Among benthic invertebrates, all species are excluded from 

EIAs in DK and eight species in SE (Fig. 8b). All other benthic invertebrate species are partly covered in 

Swedish EIAs. The level of implementation of recommendation item 3 is better for macrophytobenthos 

(Fig. 8a). Here, FI includes three species fully and two species partly in EIAs. SE has included five out of six 

species in EIAs. 

 

Fig. 8 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List included in Environmental Impact Assessments of the 
CPs. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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CPs mostly stated that they “received and shared knowledge about the occurrence of such species” 

(recommendation item 3.1) (Fig. 9). Exceptions, in which knowledge is not shared, were named by SE: one 

breeding bird species, three wintering bird species and all benthic invertebrate species. However, EE and 

DK generally reported about data deficiencies for species red-listed by HELCOM. DE reported deficient data 

for several fish/lamprey and bird species. PL generally said that knowledge exchange is under 

consideration.    

 

Fig. 9 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List, for which knowledge about their occurrence was 
received in Environmental Impact Assessments and shared by the CPs. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Recommendation item 3.2 “documentation of the human induced pressures and/or impacts” is well 

implemented for marine mammals. Only EE mentioned data deficiencies; all of the other CPs stated to 

document human induced pressures for marine mammals during EIAs (Fig. 10c). Furthermore, item 3.2 is 

well implemented for macrophytobenthos (Fig. 10a) and birds (Fig. 10e, f). Except for one breeding bird 

and one wintering bird species without documentation of pressures (DK) and eight breeding bird species 

with partly documented pressures (FI), human-induced impacts are documented for all bird species of the 

CPs during EIAs. For fish and lamprey, DE partly documents human pressures for four species (Fig. 10d). 

Pressures are not documented for half of fish/lamprey species in Denmark. In addition, data deficiencies 

were noted by DE and FI. Pressures on benthic invertebrates are not documented (DK, SE) or only partly 

documented (DE) (Fig. 10b). 

 

Fig. 10 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List, for which human induced pressures were 
documented through Environmental Impact Assessments of the CPs. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Reporting on recommendation item 3.3. ”to decide on appropriate measures to avoid or limit and 

mitigate the relevant pressures and/or impacts” revealed data deficiencies, especially for EE, DK and FI. 

Overall, item 3.3. is well implemented for macrophytobenthos (Fig. 11a), for marina mammals (Fig. 11c) 

and – where data exist – for birds (Fig. 11 e, f). It is poor implemented for fish/lamprey in Germany (Fig. 11 

d) and for benthic invertebrates in general (Fig. 11b). 

 

Fig. 11 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List, for which CPs are in the position to decide on 
measures for pressure mitigation based on Environmental Impact Assessments. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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The recommendation item 3.4 ”Receive reliable data for the restriction or prohibition of activities which 

may significantly affect, destroy or damage populations or habitats of HELCOM threatened species” is 

partly or fully implemented in most instances (Fig. 12). However, data deficiencies were noted by EE, DE 

and FI. Finally, SE stated that they have not received reliable data for the restriction of activities that 

adversely affect the benthic invertebrate species red-listed under HELCOM (Fig. 12 b).  

 

Fig. 12 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List, for which CPs received reliable data through 
Environmental Impact Assessments for the restriction of harmful activities. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Recommendation item 4. “selection as new or expanded MPAs for the conservation of HELCOM 
threatened species” is best implemented for wintering birds. Except for EE and FI, all CPs have selected 
MPAs for those species (Fig. 13f). DE, DK and SE designated MPAs for nearly all relevant breeding bird 
species (Fig. 13e) and for all relevant marine mammal species (Fig. 13c).Therefore, new or expanded MPAs 
are not considered necessary in these CPs. The remaining CPs did not select MPAs to protect those species. 
However, FI has MPAs for some of them under consideration. Apart from one fish/lamprey species in 
Poland, no MPAs were selected by the CPs for the protection of fish and lamprey red-listed under HELCOM. 
Only SE stated that they have partly selected MPAs for most of the fish/lamprey species (Fig. 13d). The 
implementation status of recommendation item 4 is also poor for benthic invertebrates. Only two species 
are protected through Swedish MPAs; two more species are partly protected here. One species is partly 
protected in Danish MPAs (Fig. 13b). 
 

 
Fig. 13 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List, for which CPs have selected new or expanded marine 
protected areas. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Recommendation item 5. “Identify and/or map areas of ecological significance” is partly or fully 
implemented for most of the macrophytobenthos species (Fig. 14a), marine mammals (Fig. 14c) and birds 
(Fig. 14e, f) in all CPs. DK and SE reported data deficiencies for fish/lamprey (Fig. 14d). Identification of 
ecologically important areas is lacking for five out of nine fish/lamprey species in Germany, two out of nine 
fish/lamprey species in Poland as well as for two breeding bird species in Finland. No important areas are 
fully mapped for benthic invertebrates, but partly for the species in Germany and most of the species in 
Sweden. DK reported data deficiencies for benthic invertebrates (Fig. 14b). 
 

 

Fig. 14 Number of threatened species according to the 2013 HELCOM Red List, for which CPs have identified areas of ecological 
significance. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Regional implementation of Recommendation 37/2: 

Only three CPs answered fully on questions requiring regional implementation. Based on the received 
answers, international organizations were not encouraged for taking all appropriate measures in areas of 
their specific competence, such as in fisheries management or shipping, in order to reduce pressures 
and/or impacts on HELCOM threatened macrophytobenthos and benthic invertebrate species (Fig. 15a, b). 
This part of the recommendation is fully implemented for 25 % for marine mammals (Fig. 15c) and from 14 
to 16 % for the remaining species groups.  Furthermore, international bodies were partly encouraged to 
take mitigation measures for the protection of breeding birds (13 %, Fig. 15e) and wintering birds (22 %, 
Fig. 15 f). 
 

 

Fig. 15 Proportion of the regional implentation status for the encouragement of international bodies for taking measures in areas of 
their competence in order to reduce pressures on HELCOM threatened a) macrophytobenthos, b) benthic invertebrate, c) marine 
mammal, d) fish and lamprey, e) breeding bird, and f) wintering bird species. (under cons. = under consideration) 
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Overall, the regional implementation was better with respect to regular investigations and monitoring, 

especially for marine mammals (Fig. 16c) and birds (Fig. 16e, f). Deficiencies in data and lacking 

implementation of investigations and/or monitoring exist for benthic species (Fig. 16a, b) and for fish and 

lamprey species (Fig. 16d). 

  

Fig. 16 Proportion of the regional implentation status for regular systematic investigations and/or monitoring of HELCOM 
threatened a) macrophytobenthos, b) benthic invertebrate, c) marine mammal, d) fish and lamprey, e) breeding bird, and f) 
wintering bird species. (under cons. = under consideration) 

 

Awareness amongst stakeholders and the general public was raised for marine mammals (Fig. 17c), birds 

(Fig. 17e, f) and fish/lamprey (Fig. 17d). However, improvements are needed, in particular for the latter. 

This part of the recommendation was worst implemented for benthic invertebrates at regional level (Fig. 

17b). 
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Fig. 17 Proportion of the regional implentation status for actions carried out to raise awareness for HELCOM threatened a) 
macrophytobenthos, b) benthic invertebrate, c) marine mammal, d) fish and lamprey, e) breeding bird, and f) wintering bird species 
amongst stakeholders and the general public. (under cons. = under consideration) 


