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Background 
The implementation of actions under the Baltic Sea Action Plan and the Ministerial commitments has been 

followed-up on a number of occasions, and the last report was prepared for the 2013 HELCOM Ministerial 

Meeting. The Secretariat has developed a proposal on how the current follow-up system could be revised 

and improved, and a draft was presented to GEAR 8-2014 and HOD 47-2014. The proposal is two-phased 

with a simple “indicator-based system” of agreed actions to be firstly developed by mid-2015 and 

implemented by end of 2015. In the second phase a detailed follow-up system for the reporting on measures 

taken and the effectiveness of their implementation is proposed to be developed (e.g. by 2018). 

The document contains description of the basic principles of the proposed follow-up system and a timetable 

of the steps for its further development. The annexes contain a list of actions related to the State and 

Conservation Working Group and a proposal on how their accomplishment can be followed-up (Annex 1), as 

well as a list of actions proposed to be follow-up by other means, e.g. through regular reporting to State and 

Conservation, or not at all including reasons and suggestions (Annex 2).  

A proposal on how to follow up HELCOM Recommendation 35-1 is also included (Annex 3). 

 

Action required 
The Meeting is invited to consider, amend and agree on how to finalize the indicator-based follow-up system 

of actions relevant to the State and Conservation Group, including the follow-up of the Recommendations 

35-1. 
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Proposal on new follow-up system on implementation of actions agreed in 

HELCOM  

Background 
One of the duties of the Helsinki Commission is to keep the implementation of the Helsinki Convention under 

continuous observation.  

The implementation of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) and other HELCOM agreements have been followed-

up on a number of occasions; the last overview was prepared for the 2013 HELCOM Ministerial Meeting. The 

overview provides an exhaustive list of different actions mentioned in the BSAP and the 2010 Ministerial 

Declaration, in total more than 100 actions. The description of progress was based on national information 

gathered mainly through HELCOM working groups, resulting in a narrative interpretation of progress and 

designation of status of “accomplishment” based on three levels; accomplished, partly accomplished, not yet 

accomplished.  

The next planned follow-up of the implementation of the BSAP and other HELCOM agreements will be carried 

out during 2015, to complement the ongoing process to identify scope for coordination of national measures 

and the development of regional measures and joint actions. The  ‘Joint document on regional coordination 

of Programmes of Measures’ that is being developed by the Gear group and its Intersessional Group on 

Programmes of Measures (IG PoM) by the end of 2015 will include the results of the follow up. The joint 

document will i.a. be used as a component in the reporting of MSFD Article 13 (Programmes of Measures), 

for those HELCOM Contracting Parties that are also EU Member States. A lesson learned from previous 

progress reports is that while assessment of accomplishment gives a clear and communicable result, it also 

requires that the actions have a clear and measureable target. Many of the agreed HELCOM actions are 

however of a more general character or are open-ended processes and therefore not suited to concluding 

on in terms of accomplishment. Also, there is currently no agreement on what to report or when an action is 

to be considered as accomplished, resulting in a challenge to interpret disparate country reporting.  

These shortcomings in reporting have resulted in the development of a proposed new follow-up system, 

led by the Secretariat. The aim is to develop a system where Contracting Parties make a self-evaluation of 

the level of accomplishment using unified indicators/questions. The proposal is focused on the BSAP and 

actions agreed by HELCOM Ministerial Declarations while selected recommendations are also addressed. 

In a first phase, and to be finalized in 2015, the development of a follow-up system focuses on: 
- defining which actions that can be assessed in terms of level of accomplishment, 

- defining indicators/questions to assess the level of accomplishment of these actions, 

- defining rules for assigning level of accomplishment at the regional level, 

- and with the guiding principle to keep it as simple as possible. 

This first phase thus focuses on assessing whether agreed actions have been carried out or not. When the 

actions are primarily to be taken at the national level, it requires that countries report on each action 

according to the agreed indicators/questions. However, from a HELCOM perspective, the level of 

accomplishment is always assessed at the regional level. The document also identifies actions that are not 

considered as suited for follow-up in terms of level of accomplishment but that are proposed to be regularly 

followed-up by HELCOM Working Groups.  

In a second phase, the system is proposed to be expanded in order to provide a more detailed follow-up of 

measures taken to improve the status of the Baltic Sea and to evaluate the effectiveness of those measures. 

The second phase is proposed to be developed by 2017/2018. This background document focuses on the first 

phase.  

http://helcom.fi/Documents/Ministerial2013/Associated%20documents/Supporting/BSAP_Overview_with%20cover.pdf
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This document provides examples and annexes on actions mainly related to biodiversity and monitoring and 

assessment activities. Actions related to fish and fisheries are mainly proposed to be addressed by the Fish 

Group. The origin of the actions and full information on the screening and categorization of actions is 

available in Attachment 1. A number of actions agreed in the BSAP and the 2010 Ministerial Declaration have 

already been assessed as accomplished. These actions will not be re-assessed but simply included as 

accomplished in any future report. 

 

Basis for the proposed follow-up system 
Actions to be followed-up in terms of level of accomplishment need a clear measureable target. All agreed 

actions that have not yet been assessed as accomplished have therefore been screened and their objectives 

have been categorized as being specific, general, or overarching. It is proposed that the level of 

accomplishment should be assessed only for the first category of actions. 

Specific objectives: Actions with a clear target and deadline. Proposed indicators/questions to assess their 

accomplishment have been formulated (Annex 1). 

General objectives: Actions that lack a specific target but still have clear objective, e.g. to ‘model of 

distribution of habitat forming species’ or to ‘promote and advance annual nutrient accounting at farm level’.  

If the accomplishment of these actions is to be followed-up, a more specific target needs to be formulated. 

Alternatively the progress of these actions can be followed-up over time by the relevant Working Group, e.g. 

by reporting on their progress (Annex 2), thereby providing the basis for a narrative description of progress 

in future follow-up reports.  

Overarching objectives: Some agreed actions are expressed as visions or high level ambitions, e.g. “the Baltic 

Sea shall become a model of good management of human activities”. Such actions have been categorized as 

having an overarching objective and are consider too wide for regular follow-up activities (Annex 2). In 

principle, implementation of the specific and general objectives should lead to the achievement of the 

overarching objectives. 

 

Level of implementation: national or regional 
All actions have been categorized to separate those to be taken nationally from those to be carried out on a 

regional level (Annex 1).  

National actions: Examples of national actions are the designation of MPAs, or implementation of a specific 

recommendation. Reporting by Contracting Parties is required in order to assess the level of accomplishment.  

Regional actions: Examples of regional actions include e.g. to carry out an assessment of the network of 

HELCOM MPAs or to develop a HELCOM recommendation. The level of accomplishment can in this case be 

assessed by the Secretariat, with the support of relevant Working Groups. 

 

Indicators and agreed rules of aggregation 

Reporting 
For each action that has been categorized as having a specific objective and target (i.e. those actions 

proposed to be followed-up in terms of level of accomplishment), indicators/questions to be responded by 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE-CONSERVATION%202-2015-232/MeetingDocuments/5J-1%20Att.%201%20Full%20list%20of%20actions%20related%20to%20State%20and%20Conservation.xlsx
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each Contracting Party have been proposed (Annex 1). Note that there is no need for national reporting if 

the actions are to be implemented at the regional level. 

In the simplest cases, countries are asked to respond whether the action is a) accomplished, b) ongoing c) 

not started. In other cases countries may be asked to report on the number or percentage of relevant 

parameters. In all cases the assessment is based on a self-evaluation by the Contracting Party. 

When an action is reported as accomplished, the Contracting Party will be asked to provide a short summary 

of how the action has been implemented and provide link to relevant documentation (national language 

acceptable).  

If an action is reported as ongoing Contracting Parties will be asked to provide a short summary of ongoing 

activities and to provide information on when the actions is expected to be accomplished. 

Assessment of accomplishment at the regional level 
Presentation of results will be provided from a regional perspective. The aim is to provide a simple 

assessment of the level of accomplishment using the same categories as previously; accomplished, partly 

accomplished, or not accomplished. In the simplest case, the number of countries reporting an action as 

“accomplished” is proposed to be taken into account e.g. 

o Accomplished: ALL CPs should have implemented the action,  

o Partly accomplished: SOME CPs have implemented the action,  

o Not accomplished: NO CP has implemented the action. 

Other variants are however also proposed when appropriate; see Annex 1.  

There is also potential to aggregate the implementation of individual actions to the level of topics; i.e. to 

aggregate actions related to inputs of nutrients, MPAs, or protection of specific species. How such 

aggregation could take place needs further elaboration. 

 

Follow-up HELCOM Recommendations 
At present, some HELCOM Recommendations are specifically addressed in the BSAP. Furthermore, actions 

agreed in Ministerial Declarations sometimes overlap with HELCOM Recommendations. In this case it is 

proposed to follow-up the recommendations directly rather than through scattered actions in the BSAP or 

Ministerial Declaration. BSAP and Ministerial agreements related to the HELCOM network of MPAs are for 

example covered in HELCOM Recommendation 35-1, adopted in 2014, and a specific proposal on how this 

recommendation could be followed-up is provided in Annex 3. Although this approach would be desirable 

for all recommendations, it can only be proposed for a sub-set of recommendations at this time. 

 

Presentation of results 
For the follow-up of accomplishment of actions a simple summary presentation of the implementation of 

actions will be used (e.g. traffic light tables). If an action is partly accomplished a summary of the number of 

countries that have implemented action can be provided. If available, information on when the action can be 

expected to be accomplished could also be provided.  

If there is no ongoing work to implement the action an explanation on the reasons should be provided. It is 

also important for Working Groups to define if some existing actions are considered as redundant or 

otherwise no longer relevant i.e. if there are reasons to exclude them. 
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Further delineation of actions 
To support a variety of uses of the results, the actions have been further specified in terms of type of action 

and the pressures and/or elements that are addressed by the action (Annex 4 and Attachment 1). They can 

thereby be sorted according to the purpose of presenting the results. 

 

Time table  
The proposed follow-up of agreed actions will be  

- discussion and amendment of the follow-up template by HELCOM Working Groups during the 2nd 

quarter of 2015.  

- endorsed at HOD 48-2015 

- Contracting Parties to provide information on implementation of actions during 3rd Q 2015 

- results to be aggregated and finalized by end of 2015. 

With this time table, a simplified BSAP follow-up with updated information could be included in the final 

version of the planned joint document on Programmes of Measures by end of 2015. 

Further development of the follow-up system. 
As indicated in the background, the plan is also to develop a more detailed follow-up of the measures that 

have been taken and the results and effectiveness of those measures (measured or calculated). This would 

be particularly relevant for the more concrete measures e.g. those related to reduction of pressures or to 

spatially protect the marine environment.  

As an example, a system presenting nutrient reduction measures taken by Contracting Parties could be linked 

to the tool which is currently being development to follow-up on progress towards the MAI/CART. Such 

detailed reporting could form the basis for assessing sufficiency of measures taken to reach the objectives of 

the BSAP and other HELCOM agreements.  

To initiate the development of the more elaborate follow-up of measures, HELCOM Working Groups are also 

asked to identify those actions that are relevant to follow-up from point of “results” and “effectiveness” 

of measures taken.

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/STATE-CONSERVATION%202-2015-232/MeetingDocuments/5J-1%20Att.%201%20Full%20list%20of%20actions%20related%20to%20State%20and%20Conservation.xlsx
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Annex 1. Actions related to biodiversity and monitoring and assessment with Specific objectives and targets proposed to be followed-up in terms of level of 

accomplishment. Proposed “indicators” at national (when relevant) and regional level. NB that the proposed rules for assessing level of accomplishment 

(green, orange, red) only refers to the regional level. NA= Not applicable. 
Action  
 

Origin/Deadline Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/information 
for national reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level  

Accomplished 
(Regional) 

Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

Modernize by 2014 the HELCOM 
BSPA database to make it publicly 
available 

MD 2013/2014 
 

Regional NA NA New database 
published on-line 

Work ongoing Not started 

Update by 2015 the assessment of 
ecological coherence of the 
network of protected areas in the 
Baltic Sea, with an evaluation of 
marine areas in need of further 
protection; 

MD 2013/2015 Regional NA NA Assessment of 
ecological carried out 

Assessment of 
ecological coherence 
ongoing 

Assessment of 
ecological coherence 
not started 

Finalisation and implementation of 
national management plans for 
seals 

BSAP/2012 National Management plans in 
place for seal species 
relevant to the 
country: 
Yes/Ongoing/No 
 
 
Implementation of 
management plans: 
Yes/No 

Nr of CPs with 
management plans in 
place (by each seal 
species) 
 
Nr of CPs implementing 
management plans (by 
each seal species) 

All CPs with 
permanent breeding 
colonies have 
developed 
management plans for 
the relevant seal 
species (by each seal 
species) 
 
All CPs with 
permanent breeding 
colonies are 
implementing 
management plans for 
the relevant seal 
species. 

Management plans 
developed in some 
CPs with permanent 
breeding colonies (by 
each seal species) 
 
Some CPs with 
permanent breeding 
colonies are 
implementing 
management plans for 
the relevant seal 
species. 

No management 
plans. 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of 
existing technical measures to 
minimise of by-catch of harbour 
porpoises  

BSAP/2008 
[also t be 
considered by 
SEAL EG and 
Fish] 

Regional  NA NA Evaluation of 
effectiveness of 
existing technical 
measures to minimise 
by-catch of harbour 
porpoise carried out 

Evaluation ongoing No work on evaluating  
technical measures to 
minimise by-catch of 
harbour porpoise 
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Action  
 

Origin/Deadline Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/information 
for national reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level  

Accomplished 
(Regional) 

Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

Take measures so that by 2020, 
regionally, a) the loss of all red 
listed marine habitats and 
biotopes in the Baltic Sea will be 
halted  

MD2013/2020 
 
 

National 
measures 
Regional follow-
up 

National measures 
can be reported as 
supporting 
information 

Based on outcome of 
Red list assessment 
2019 

The number of red 
listed marine habitats 
has decreased 
between 2019 and 
2013 HELCOM Red list 
assessment,  

The number of red 
listed marine habitats 
is the same in 2019 
compared with the 
2013 HELCOM Red list 
assessment 

No decrease in 
number of red listed 
marine habitats has 
decreased between 
2019 and 2013 
HELCOM Red list 
assessment 

b) and they have largely 
recovered, and that degradation 
and fragmentation have been 
significantly reduced, the progress 
of which will measured with a core 
indicator to be produced; 

MD 2013/2020 National 
measures 
Regional follow-
up 

National measures 
can be reported as 
supporting 
information 

 The status (threat 
category) of red listed 
marine habitats has 
improved between 
2019 and 2013 HELCM 
Red list assessment  

The status (threat 
category) of red listed 
marine habitats is the 
same in 2019 
compared with the 
2013 HELCOM Red list 
assessment 

The status (threat 
category) of red listed 
marine habitats has 
worsened between 
2019 and 2013 
HELCOM Red list 
assessment 

Develop by 2015 a new HELCOM 
Recommendation on conservation 
plans for species, habitats and 
biotopes which are at risk of 
extinction; 

MD 2013/2015 Regional NA NA HELCOM 
recommendation on 
Conservation of 
species and habitats in 
place 

Work to develop 
HELCOM 
recommendation on 
conservation of 
species and habitats 
ongoing 

HELCOM 
recommendation on 
Conservation of 
species and habitats 
not started 

Protect the ringed seal in the Gulf 
of Finland, including to 
significantly reduce by-catch and 
to improve the understanding of 
the other direct threats on the 
seals, and URGE transboundary co-
operation between Estonia, 
Finland and Russia to support 
achieving a viable population of 
ringed seals in the Gulf; 

MD 2013/Not 
specified 

(sub)Regional ?  Joint (EE, FI, RU) 
Conservation plan for 
ringed seals: 
Yes/Ongoing/No 

Joint (EE, FI, RU) 
Conservation plan for 
ringed seals agreed 

Development of joint 
(EE, FI, RU) 
Conservation plan for 
ringed seals ongoing 

No work to develop 
Joint (EE, FI, RU) 
Conservation plan for 
ringed seals  
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Action  
 

Origin/Deadline Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/information 
for national reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level  

Accomplished 
(Regional) 

Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

Take decisive action to work 
towards a favourable conservation 
status of the harbor porpoise 
based on implementation of the 
CMS ASCOBANS Jastarnia Plan for 
the harbor porpoise in the Baltic 
Sea, in particular by addressing the 
pressing problem of by-catch; 

MD 2013/Not 
specified 

Regional Provide data for 
regional assessment. 

HELCOM core indicator 
on abundance and 
distribution of harbour 
porpoise in GES 
 
[Consider how to 
address by-catch] 

Harbour porpoise 
abundance and 
distribution in GES 

NA Harbour porpoise 
abundance and 
distribution in sub-GES 

Develop by 2015 regional targets 
for the implementation of the 
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, 
including the completion and 
further development of a set of 
HELCOM core indicators for 
biodiversity and their monitoring 

MD 2013/2015 Regional NA [State & Conservation: 
specify what is required 
to follow up the 
Strategic Plan 
 
Specify if additional 
targets/GES are need 
compared with 
HELCOM assessment 
system] 

HELCOM core 
indicators for 
biodiversity adopted 
 
Regional targets for 
Strategic Plan for 
Biodiversity defined 

Ongoing development 
of HELCOM core 
indicators for 
biodiversity 
 
Ongoing development 
of regional targets for 
Strategic Plan for 
Biodiversity  

No work to develop 
HELCOM core 
indicators for 
biodiversity 
 
No work to develop 
regional targets for 
Strategic Plan for 
biodiversity 

develop common indicators and 
associated targets related to 
quantities, composition, ....of 
marine litter, including riverine 
inputs, in order to gain 
information on long-term trends,  

MD 2013/Not 
specified 

Regional NA NA HELCOM core status 
indicators for marine 
litter agreed  

HELCOM core status 
indicators for marine 
litter under 
development  

No work to develop 
HELCOM core status 
indicators for marine 
litter 

carry out the monitoring of the 
progress towards achieving the 
agreed goals and to gain an 
inventory of marine litter in the 
Baltic Sea as well as scientific 
sound evaluation of its sources.  

MD 2013/Not 
specified 

National/Regional Monitoring 
programme for 
marine litter in place: 
Yes/No 

HELCOM monitoring 
programme for marine 
litter agreed: 
Yes/Ongoing/No 

Coordinated  
monitoring for the two 
agreed sub-
programmes:  
- Microlitter particle 
abundance and 
characteristics 
- Macrolitter 
characteristics and 
abundance/volume 

Coordinated  
monitoring for one of 
two agreed sub-
programmes:  
- Microlitter particle 
abundance and 
characteristics 
- Macrolitter 
characteristics and 
abundance/volume 

No coordinated 
monitoring of marine 
litter. 
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Action  
 

Origin/Deadline Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/information 
for national reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level  

Accomplished 
(Regional) 

Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

Where possible, the harmonized 
monitoring protocols based on the 
recommendations of the EU 
Technical Subgroup on Marine 
Litter will be used;   

MD 2013 Regional NA NA HELCOM monitoring 
guidelines for marine 
litter in place 
[harmonized with EU 
TG Marine Litter 
recommendations] 

HELCOM monitoring 
guidelines for marine 
litter under 
development 

Now work to develop 
HELCOM monitoring 
guidelines for marine 
litter  

 identify the socio-economic and 
biological impacts of marine litter, 
also in terms of toxicity of litter; 

MD 2013/Not 
specified 
[WG to be 
discussed] 

Regional NA NA Review of impact of 
socio-economic and 
biological impacts of 
marine litter carried 
out in the Baltic Sea 

Review of impact of 
socio-economic and 
biological impacts of 
marine litter ongoing 

No work to review of 
impact of socio-
economic and 
biological impacts of 
marine litter ongoing 

 establish a set of indicators 
including technical standards 
which may be used for monitoring 
ambient and impulsive underwater 
noise in the Baltic Sea;

MD 2013/2016 Regional NA NA HELCOM core 
indicators for 
underwater noise 
agreed 

Development of 
HELCOM core 
indicator for 
underwater noise 
ongoing 

No development of 
HELCOM core 
indicators for 
underwater noise 

map the levels of  ambient 
underwater noise across the Baltic 
Sea; 

MD 2013/2016 Regional NA NA Mapping of 
underwater noise in 
Baltic Sea carried out 

Mapping of 
underwater noise in 
Baltic Sea ongoing 

No work to map 
underwater noise in 
Baltic Sea  

 consider regular monitoring on 
ambient and impulsive 
underwater noise 

MD 2013/2016 Regional NA NA HELCOM monitoring 
programme for 
underwater noise in 
place 

HELCOM monitoring 
programme for 
underwater noise 
under development 

No work to develop 
HELCOM monitoring 
programme for 
underwater noise 

newly applied tools and methods 
for the assessment of the 
environmental status and 
ecosystem health of the Baltic Sea, 
such as those used in the HELCOM 
Initial Holistic Assessment are 
further developed and updated by 
2013  

MD 2010/2013 Regional NA NA HELCOM assessment 
tools used in the 2010 
holistic assessment 
have been further 
developed an updated. 

HELCOM assessment 
tools used in the 2010 
holistic assessment 
are under 
development. 

No ongoing work to 
develop HELCOM 
assessment tools used 
in 2010.  

core set of indicators with 
quantitative targets developed for 
each of the segments of the 
HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan, 
ensuring that the indicators can 
also be used for the other 
international monitoring and 

MD 2010/2013 Regional NA NA Adopted HELCOM core 
indicators evaluated as 
covering all segments 
of the BSAP and MSFD 
descriptors. 

Adopted HELCOM 
core indicators 
evaluated as covering 
a majority (>75%) of 
segments of the BSAP 
and MSFD descriptors. 

Adopted HELCOM 
core indicators 
evaluated as covering 
some segments 
(<75%) of the BSAP 
and MSFD descriptors. 
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Action  
 

Origin/Deadline Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/information 
for national reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level  

Accomplished 
(Regional) 

Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

reporting requirements inter alia 
the EU MSFD, and that a full 
indicator-based follow-up system 
for the implementation of the 
HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan be 
further developed and placed on 
the HELCOM website by 2013 

the already initiated revision of the 
HELCOM monitoring programmes 
be finalized by 2013 and that it 
results in cost-effective joint 
monitoring, which fully supports 
the indicator-based assessment 
approach and monitoring of the 
implementation of the HELCOM 
BSAP, and is in line with other 
international monitoring and 
reporting requirements 

MD 2010/2013 Regional NA NA 1) COMBINE manual 
fully reviewed and 
revised guidelines 
incorporated into the 
Monitoring Manual 
 
2) Coordinated 
monitoring of all sub-
programmes listed in 
the Monitoring 
Manual ongoing 
 
3) HELCOM Rec 19/3 
revised and adopted 
 
4) HELCOM Rec 12/1 
revised and adopted 
 
[all point to be met to 
consider HELCOM 
monitoring as revised] 

1) COMBINE manual 
under review with aim 
of revision 
 
2) Coordinated 
monitoring of a 
majority (>75%) of 
sub-programmes 
listed in the 
Monitoring Manual 
ongoing 
 
3) HELCOM Rec 19/3 
under revision 
 
4) HELCOM Rec 12/1 
under revision 
 
 

1) Review and revision 
of the COMBINE 
manual not started 
 
2) Coordinated 
monitoring of some 
(<75%) of sub-
programmes listed in 
the Monitoring 
Manual ongoing 
 
3) HELCOM Rec 19/3 
revision not started 
4) HELCOM Rec 12/1 
revision not started 

to further assess the 
environmentally negative impacts 
of pharmaceuticals and other 
substances that are not monitored 
regularly, with the aim as a first 
step to assess in a coordinated 
manner their occurrence in the 
Baltic Sea and evaluate their 
impacts on the Baltic biota 

MD 2010/ not 
specified 

Regional NA NA Assessment of state of 
pharmaceuticals 
carried out 

Assessment of state of 
pharmaceuticals 
ongoing 

No work on assessing 
state of 
pharmaceuticals  
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Action  
 

Origin/Deadline Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/information 
for national reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level  

Accomplished 
(Regional) 

Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

taking into account existing 
studies, to further assess the 
economic and social consequences 
of the use of the Baltic Sea, 
including the costs of degradation 
of the Baltic marine environment 

MD 2010/not 
specified 

Regional NA NA Assessment of 
economic and social 
consequences of the 
use of the Baltic Sea 
carried out (as part of 
HOLAS II) 

Assessment of 
economic and social 
consequences of the 
use of the Baltic Sea 
under development 
(as part of HOLAS II) 

No ongoing work to 
assess economic and 
social consequences 
of the use of the Baltic 
Sea under 
development 
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Annex 2. Actions identified as having General objectives; proposed not to be follow-up up in terms of level of accomplishment. Progress is proposed to be followed up 

over time by HELCOM Working Groups (or a more precise target needs to be expressed). Some actions are redundant. Orange-marked cells need particular consideration. 

Action  Origin/Deadline Comment to follow-up 

Further development of detailed landscape maps BSAP/Not specified State & Conservation to consider e.g. current status and needs. 
Considered on the WP for State & Conservation (task 9.2). 

Identification and mapping of potential and actual habitats of habitat forming species 
(bladder wrack, eelgrass, blue mussel, stoneworts)  

BSAP/2013 State & Conservation to consider e.g. the current status on mapping of habitat forming 
species. Considered on the WP for State & Conservation (task 9.2). 

Speed up sea bed habitat/biotope mapping for nature protection and maritime spatial 
planning purposes, and with HELCOM as the regional node for data and information sharing 

BSAP/Not specified State & Conservation to consider e.g. the current status on mapping of sea bed 
habitats/biotope mapping. Considered on the WP for State & Conservation (task 9.2). 

Develop research on reintroduction of valuable phytobenthos species in regions of their 
historical occurrence  

BSAP/Not specified State & Conservation may wish to consider and summarize current knowledge and 
experience on reintroductions 

Promotion of research on developing methods for assessing and reporting on impacts of 
fisheries on biodiversity 

BSAP/Not specified Fish Group may wish to consider and summarize current knowledge 

(Evaluation of the effectiveness of existing technical measures to minimise of by-catch of 
harbour porpoises)... and to introduce adequate new technologies and measures  

BSAP/2008 The first component (evaluation) can be assessed, but how to consider introduction of 
new technologies? Is it sufficient for CPs to show they have taken measures; or that 
effective measures have been taken? Without clear target; proposed to be considered 
as General objective to be addressed by SEAL EG and Fish 

Implement on a regional level the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity for the 2011-2020 period of 
the UN Convention of Biological Diversity, including the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, taking into 
account the special characteristics of the Baltic Sea, bearing in mind that the implementation 
of the Plan in the EU and its Member States is carried out through the EU Biodiversity 
Strategy,  

MD 2013/? 2013 Ministerial Declaration contains concrete actions on this topic that can be 
followed- up and assessed; this particular paragraph is overarching and can be 
omitted.  

Increase positive incentives to enhance reduction of pressures on biodiversity and to work 
towards elimination by 2020 of incentives and subsidies which could be harmful to biodiversity 
in order to improve the buffering capacity of the marine and coastal ecosystems for a better 
resilience ; 

MD 2013/2020 Will be difficult to assess in terms of level of accomplishment. Progress could be 
followed up based on national reporting of PoMs. Considered on the WP for State & 
Conservation 2017-2018 (task 6.5).  

Protect seabirds in the Baltic Sea, taking into consideration .... need for co-operation with other 
regions through Conventions and institutions such as the Agreement on Conservation of 
African Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds (AEWA) under the Convention on Migratory Species 
(CMS), and particularly in the North Sea (OSPAR) and Arctic (Arctic Council) areas;  

MD 2013/Not 
specified 

Cooperation difficult to follow-up in terms of "level of accomplishment". Progress 
could be regularly summarized, .e.g. potential establishment of ICES/OSPAR/HELCOM 
JWG Bird. Protection of birds considered on the WP for State & Conservation 2017-
2018 (task 6.4). 

Protect sturgeon through supporting the HELCOM project on Baltic sturgeon remediation as 
well as raise public awareness concerning re-introduction of sturgeon among fishermen, other 
relevant stakeholders and the public;  

MD 2013/Not 
specified 

Support to project on Baltic sturgeon already accomplished. To raise public awareness 
difficult to follow- up in terms of level of accomplishment. Initiatives could be 
reported. 
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[Identification and mapping of potential and actual habitats of habitat forming species (bladder 
wrack, eelgrass, blue mussel, stoneworts)] and development of a common approach for the 
mitigation of negative impacts (2013)  

BSAP/2013 "Mitigation of negative impacts" is very broad. It could involve measures towards 
eutrophication, physical disturbance etc and also restoration/reintroduction. What 
does  "a common approach" mean? joint guidelines? Could it be considered as part of 
development of coordinated PoMs?. To be considered by State&Conservation and 
communicated to IG PoM.  

Development and implementation of effective monitoring ... for by-caught birds and mammals BSAP/Not specified Relevant and specific - but this is also in the realm of the CFP. Can CPs/HELCOM 
develop a monitoring system? To be considered by SEAL EG, Fish, State & Conservation 

Development and implementation of effective ... reporting systems for by-caught birds and 
mammals 

BSAP/Not specified Relevant and specific - but does the reporting system need to be established by 
HELCOM? Or could it be through CFP/DCF?  
Note that the reporting that has been taking place through the SEAL group is not 
considered as effective (not complete). SEAL EG, Fish, State & Conservation 

Implementation of non-lethal mitigations measures for seals-fisheries interactions (HELCOM 
Recommendation 27-28/2) (2012) 

BSAP/Not specified How can this be assessed as level of accomplishment? That mitigation measures are 
considered in management plans for seals? What is the target? How to consider 
hunting? Could be considered as a general objective and followed over time. Proposed 
be considered by SEAL EG and Fish group.  

Protect seabirds in the Baltic Sea, taking into consideration migratory species  MD 2013/Not 
specified 

HELCOM adopted in 2013. Recommendation 34E/1 "Safeguarding important bird 
habitats and migration routes in the Baltic Sea from negative effects of wind and wave 
energy production at sea". Is this sufficient? Then the action has been accomplished. 

Further investigate the potential harmful impacts to wildlife from microscopic plastic 

particles, an ingestion of which could lead to the transfer of toxic chemicals to the food chain 

MD 2010 Will be difficult to assess in terms of level of accomplishment. Progress is proposed to 
be followed up by reporting national information/project results to 
State&Conservation. 

Further investigate the potential harmful impacts to wildlife from noise MS 2010 Will be difficult to assess in terms of level of accomplishment. Progress is proposed to 
be followed up by reporting national information/project results to 
State&Conservation. 

Designation of HELCOM Baltic Sea Protected Areas (BSPAs) from the already established MPAs  BSAP/2009 Redundant. Overlap with Recommendation 35-1. Proposed to be followed up as part 
of Rec 35-1; see Annex 3. 

Designation of HELCOM Baltic Sea Protected Areas (BSPAs) 
 - new MPAs, especially in the offshore areas beyond territorial waters (2009) 
- identify additional BSPAs at the latest by the end of 2011 and designate them (2011/2012) 
- secure the establishment of a network of BSPAs that fulfils the criteria of ecological 
coherence, to focus on the needs for providing protection to species and habitats identified in 
HELCOM as being threatened or declining and not only cover a total of at least 10% of the Baltic 
Sea Area as a whole, but also when scientifically justified, at least 10% of all its sub-basins 

BSAP/2010 Redundant. Overlap with Recommendation 35-1. Proposed to be followed up as part 
of Rec 35-1; see Annex 3. 
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Re-enforce action to achieve by 2020 an ecologically coherent network of well-managed 
marine protected areas for the Baltic Sea as decided in the BSAP and the Moscow Ministerial 
Declaration, including the objective to provide specific protection to those species, habitats 
and biotopes included in the HELCOM Red Lists that are considered to be priorities for 
protection and hence contributing to achieving a good environmental status of the marine 
environment; 

MD2013/2020 Redundant. Overlap with Recommendation 35-1. Proposed to be followed up as part 
of Rec 35-1; see Annex 3. 

Finalisation and where possible implementation of management plans for Baltic Sea Protected 
Areas (2010) 
- every new BSPA designation should within five years be followed by the establishment of a 
management plan and/or measures to develop and apply by 2015, management plans and/or 
measures  for already existing BSPAs 

BSAP/2010 
MD2010/2015 

Redundant. Overlap with Recommendation 35-1. Proposed to be followed up as part 
of Rec 35-1; see Annex 3. 

Strengthen the efforts to implement the decision made at the HELCOM 2010 Moscow 

Ministerial Meeting to develop and apply by 2015, management plans and/or measures for 

already existing Baltic Sea Protected Areas; and to follow every new BSPA designation by the 

establishment of a management plan and/or measures within five years 

 

MD2013/2015 Redundant. Overlap with Recommendation 35-1. Proposed to be followed up as part 
of Rec 35-1; see Annex 3. 

Take further steps to be able to carry out national and coordinated monitoring of marine 

litter and identify sources of litter 

 

MD 2010/not 
specified 

Redundant. Overlap with MD 2013 action as regards monitoring. Sources of litter 
proposed to be followed-up under WG Pressure. 

To develop common methodologies and appropriate indicators, to facilitate national and 

coordinated monitoring of noise and identification of sources of noise 

MD 2010/not 
specified 

Redundant. Overlap with MD 2013 action as regards indicators and monitoring. 
Sources of noise proposed to be followed-up under WG Pressure and Maritime. 
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Annex 3. Proposed follow-up of HELCOM Recommendation 35-1. Proposed “indicators” at national (when relevant) and regional level. NB that the proposed rules for 

assessing level of accomplishment (green, orange, red) only refer to the regional level. NA=Not applicable. 

Action from Recommendation 35_1 Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/required 
information for national 
reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level 

Accomplished (Regional) Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

a) reach the target set by the 
HELCOM 2010 Moscow Ministerial 
Declaration that at least 10% of the 
marine area in all sub-basins of the 
Baltic Sea including the EEZ areas 
beyond territorial waters is covered 
by MPAs where scientifically 
justified. 

National National reporting of 
numerical/geographical 
data on MPAs as required 
to the HELCOM MPA 
database 

% area covered by 
MPAs in the respective 
sub-basin, in particular 
in EEZ areas beyond 
territorial waters 

At least 10% of the marine 
area in all sub-basins of the 
Baltic Sea, including the EEZ 
areas beyond territorial 
waters, is covered by MPAs  
(presented per sub-basin) 

10% of the marine area is 
covered by MPAs in some  
sub-basins, including the 
EEZ areas beyond territorial 
waters (presented per sub-
basin) 

Less than 10% of the 
marine area is covered by 
MPAs in all sub-basins, 
including the EEZ areas 
beyond territorial waters 
(presented per sub-basin) 

b) designate new sites as HELCOM 
MPAs where ecologically meaningful, 
especially in offshore area beyond 
territorial waters 

National National reporting of 
numerical/geographical 
data on MPAs as required 
to the HELCOM MPA 
database 

Increase in the nr and % 
of MPAs in offshore 
areas beyond territorial 
waters 
 

The nr and/or % of MPAs in 
offshore areas is increasing 
(will level off and become 
redundant when 10% aim in 
all sub-basins is reached) 

NA The nr and/or % of MPAs 
in offshore areas is not 
increasing 

c) ensure that HELCOM MPAs inter 
alia provide specific protection to 
those species, habitats, biotopes and 
biotope complexes included in the 
HELCOM Red Lists, as agreed in the 
HELCOM 2013 Copenhagen 
Ministerial Declaration, by 
considering these in the site selection 
procedure 

National National reporting of 
numerical/geographical 
data and information on 
MPAs as required to the 
HELCOM MPA database 

Nr of threatened 
species present in 
MPAs 
 
Nr and area of 
threatened 
biotopes/habitats 
present in MPAs 

1) The HELCOM network of 
MPAs provides protection 
to all HELCOM threatened 
species 
 
2) The HELCOM network of 
MPAs provides protection 
to all HELCOM threatened 
biotopes/habitats 
 
(Both statements to be met 
for the recommendation to 
be accomplished) 

1)The HELCOM network of 
MPAs provides protection 
to some HELCOM 
threatened species 
 
2) The HELCOM network of 
MPAs provides protection 
to some HELCOM 
threatened 
biotopes/habitats 

The HELCOM network of 
MPAs does provide any 
known protection to  
HELCOM threatened 
species and 
biotopes/habitats 
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Action from Recommendation 35_1 Level of 
implementation 

Indicator/required 
information for national 
reporting 

Indicator for 
aggregation at regional 
level 

Accomplished (Regional) Partly accomplished 
(Regional) 

Not accomplished 
(Regional) 

d) ensure when selecting new areas, 
that the network of HELCOM MPAs is 
ecologically coherent and takes into 
account connectivity between sites 
including for example migration 
routes, species mobility and areas of 
special ecological significance such as 
spawning areas 

National National reporting of 
numerical/geographical 
data and information on 
MPAs as required to the 
HELCOM MPA database 

Regular regional 
evaluation of ecological 
coherence of HELCOM 
MPAs using agreed 
criteria for assessment 

The network of HELCOM 
MPAs is assessed as being 
ecologically coherent 

Some criteria considered in 
the evaluation are 
reflecting ecological 
coherence 

None of the criteria used 
in the assessment of the 
network of HELCOM 
MPAs are reflecting 
ecological coherence 

h) 1) develop and apply by 2015 
management plans or measures for 
all existing HELCOM MPAs,  

National National reporting on 
status of management 
plans as required to the 
HELCOM MPA database 

Nr or % of MPAs with 
management plans or 
measures 

All HELCOM MPAs 
designated by 2014* have 
management plans or 
measures 
*year of adoption of 
recommendation 

> 67%* of HELCOM MPAs 
designated by 2014 have 
management plans or 
measures 
*% MPAs with 
management plans in 2013 
HELCOM assessment 
prepared for Ministerial 
Meeting (no new areas 
designated by 2014) 

67%* of HELCOM MPAs 
designated by 2014  have 
management plans or 
measures 
*% MPAs with 
management plans in 
2013 HELCOM 
assessment prepared for 
Ministerial Meeting 

h) 2) and  establish management plan 
or measures for every new MPA 
within five years after its designation,  

National National reporting on 
status of management 
plans as required to the 
HELCOM MPA database 

Nr or % of new MPAs 
with management plans 
within 5 years of 
designation 

All HELCOM MPAs 
designated after 2014  have 
a management plan within 
5 years of designation 

Some HELCOM MPAs 
designated after 2014 have 
a management plan within 
5 years of designation 

No HELCOM MPAs  
designated after 2014 
have a management plan 
within 5 years of 
designation 

k) assess the effectiveness of the 
management plans or measures of 
HELCOM MPAs by conducting 
monitoring, and where feasible 
scientific research programmes, 
which are directly connected to the 
conservation interests of HELCOM 
MPAs, including the placement of 
monitoring stations inside the MPAs  

National National reporting on 
monitoring within MPAs 
as required to the 
HELCOM MPA database 

Nr of MPAs with 
monitoring stations 
within the designated 
area 

All (or certain %) HELCOM 
MPAs has monitoring 
stations with the 
designated area 
 
Assessment of the 
management effectiveness 
has been carried out 

Some HELCOM MPAs has 
monitoring stations with 
the designated area 
 
Assessment of 
management effectiveness 
ongoing 

No HELCOM MPA has 
monitoring station with 
the designated area 
 
Assessment management 
effectiveness not started. 

In addition, the following paragraphs from the recommendation are proposed to be regularly followed-up by the Working Group State and Conservation: 

f) encourage Contracting Parties which are also EU Member States to designate when feasible all appropriate Natura 2000 sites as HELCOM MPAs, and to consider all Natura 2000 sites 

as well as other marine protected areas when evaluating the network of marine protected areas; 

- progress can be measured easily by overlapping the N2K and the HELCOM MPA maps. 
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g) encourage Contracting Parties which are also OSPAR Contracting Parties to designate, when appropriate, OSPAR MPAs as HELCOM MPAs in order to harmonize the networks where 

the conventions geographical scope overlap 

- progress can be measured easily by overlapping the N2K and the HELCOM MPA maps. 

i) update the management plans when necessary and in accordance with other legal requirements with a maximum of 12 years intervals 

n) apply the newest IUCN categorisation system when describing the HELCOM MPAs in order to allow for global comparisons of regional networks 

- fulfilment can be assessed through information provided to the HELCOM database.
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Annex 4. Further delineation of actions 

HELCOM actions contain a mix of concrete measures to reduce pressures or protect the marine environment, 

with the development of guidelines, ratification of protocols, carrying out assessments, etc. To support the 

development of Programmes of Measures, the actions have been categorized to separate concrete measures 

from other types of actions. The following categories have be used based on an interpretation of the MSFD 

CIS definition of measures1, and taking into account HELCOM measures such as recommendations and core 

activities of HELCOM e.g. monitoring and assessment, and data and information.  

a. Measures [directly aimed at reducing pressures or improving the state of the environment] 
i. Reduction of pressures 
ii. Spatial protection 
iii. Restoration/Reintroductions of habitats and species 
iv. HELCOM Recommendations that require implementation through measures 
v. Joint actions with the aim of influencing international regulations  

b. Management coordination [aimed at establishing joint HELCOM principles for management of the marine 
environment] 

i. HELCOM Recommendations not included under Measures 
ii. Plans, guidelines and manuals 
iii. Assessment tools 
iv. Classification systems, reporting systems 
v. Follow-up/assessments of agreed actions and plans 

c. Monitoring and assessment [i.e. the implementation of] 
i. Monitoring and surveillance 
ii. Assessments  

d. Data and information  
i. Data  
ii. Databases 

e. Knowledge 
i. Promotion of research  
ii. Reviews and evaluations 
iii. Development of supporting information [e.g. modelling] 

 

Pressure/Measure that is addressed 
Actions are also categorized in terms of the pressure (or specific measure) they address according to the 

themes used in the Joint document on regional coordination of Programmes of Measures.  

- Inputs of nutrients and organic matter 

- Inputs of synthetic and non-synthetic contaminants and systematic and/or intentional release of 

substances 

- Accidental pollution from maritime activities  

- Spatial protection measures  

- Conservation, restoration and reintroduction of species 

- Physical loss and damage of seabed habitats  

- Selective extraction and incidental by-catch of species 

- Introduction of non-indigenous species 

- Inputs of litter 

- Inputs of energy including underwater noise 

                                                           
1 “any action on a national, European or international level with a view to achieving or maintaining GES and with 
reference to the environmental targets.” 


