
Title 
Establish an effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-connected system 
of highly protected marine protected areas (MPAs), covering a minimum of 30 % of the Baltic Sea area by 
2030. All MPAs shall include fully closed zones (complying with IUCN 1a category1) or be fully closed in 
their entirety, depending on the conservation objectives and needs of the specific site.  

Submitted by: 
Coalition Clean Baltic 

Description of measure 
The existing network of MPAs in the Baltic Sea meet the 10% coastal and marine area target by 2020, yet 
falls short of living up to its other requirements, since it does not form an ecologically coherent network 
(it fails in e.g. connectivity 2,3) and it is not well-managed (see footnote 2), as required by international 
commitments (HELCOM recommendation 35/1, Aichi biodiversity target 11, the UN Sustainable 
Development Goal 14). Currently, only 7% of the total 16% marine area designated as MPAs in the Baltic 
Sea have a management plan in place (see footnote 2). The current network is also inadequate for 
European Union commitments (for Helcom contracting parties, that are also EU member states) in 
reaching Good Environmental Status as defined in the MSFD.  
 
In order to i.a. halt biodiversity loss and mitigate the effects of climate change the MPA network must 
cover at least 30 %4 of the Baltic Sea by 2030 and each MPA shall include fully closed zones (complying 
with IUCN 1a category (see footnote 1)) or be fully closed in their entirety, depending on the 
conservation objectives and needs of the specific site. 
 
Appropriate resources and investments for effective implementation, management, monitoring and 
compliance by all actors in existing MPAs must be urgently established. All existing and future MPAs in 
the network shall have management in place, that is suitable and effective for reaching and/or 
maintaining the conservation objectives of the respective area. Monitoring the effectiveness of the 
individual MPAs, but especially the network of them, on a Baltic Sea wide scale shall be implemented as 
fast as possible.  

Activity:  
 
None in the drop-down list are applicable, but below which activities this measure will entail: 
 

 Contracting parties to designate further areas for protection to achieve at least 30% effectively 
managed MPAs by 2030. 

 Ensure that the goals of the MPA network (current and future designations) is delivered through 
transboundary processes, supports appropriate representativity, replication and connectivity of 
MPAs at national level and across the Baltic Sea area 

 Contracting parties ensure main priority of all MPAs is conservation of biodiversity. All MPAs 
must be effectively managed and include fully protected zones that do not allow destructive and 
exploitative activities, such as dredging, bottom-disturbing fishing gear, oil and gas exploration 
and extraction, wind farm development, sand and gravel extraction, disruptive coastal 
developments and seabed mining.  

                                                             
1 IUCN 2012. Guidelines for applying the IUCN protected area management categories to marine protected areas 
2 HELCOM 2016. Ecological coherence assessment of the Marine Protected Area network in the Baltic. Balt. Sea Environ. Proc. No. 
148 
3 WWF 2019 – Protecting Our Ocean: Europe’s challenges to meet the 2020 deadlines 
4 Science Mag, O’Leary 2016: Effective Coverage Targets for Ocean Protection, IUCN 2016 Resolution Increasing marine protected 
area coverage for effective marine biodiversity conservation  World Conservation Congress  

https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/10201
http://www.helcom.fi/Lists/Publications/BSEP148.pdf
http://d2ouvy59p0dg6k.cloudfront.net/downloads/protecting_our_ocean_singles.pdf
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/04/first-ever-high-seas-conservation-treaty-would-protect-life-international-waters
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/conl.12247
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecfiles/WCC_2016_RES_050_EN.pdf


Pressure: 
Disturbance of species: Other (e.g. barriers, collission)Disturbance of species: Other (e.g. barriers, 
collission) 
Extraction of target fish and shellfish species and incidental fish catchesExtraction of target fish and 
shellfish species and incidental fish catches 
Input or spread of non-indigenous species;  
Input or spread of non-indigenous speciesInput of anthropogenic sound (impulsive, continuous)Input of 
anthropogenic sound (impulsive, continuous) 
Disturbance of species: Visual, presence, boating, recreational activities, above-water noiseDisturbance of 
species: Visual, presence, boating, recreational activities, above-water noise 
Extraction of bird and mammal speciesExtraction of bird and mammal species 
 Physical loss (due to permanent change of seabed substrate or morphology and to extraction of seabed 
substrate)Physical loss (due to permanent change of seabed substrate or morphology and to extraction of 
seabed substrate) 
 Physical disturbance to seabed (temporary or reversible and recovers within 12 y)Physical disturbance to 
seabed (temporary or reversible and recovers within 12 y) 
 Incidental catches of  birds and mammalsIncidental catches of  birds and mammals 
Extraction of target fish and shellfish species and incidental fish catchesInput of genetically modified 
species and translocation of native speciesInput of genetically modified species and translocation of 
native species 
Noise, inside and outside of the MPA 

State: 
1) Implementing the network of highly protected MPAs will help to conserve the species and habitats 
listed below 2) it will help conserve and possibly increase their abundance, distribution and resilience to 
other pressures such as climate change, and increased salinity and temperature. 
 
Seabed habitats; Pelagic habitats; Birds, Mammals; Fish; Red listed species and habitatsRed listed species 
and habitats 

Extent of impact: 
A well-connected and well-managed network of MPAs that is ecologically representative for the Baltic 
Sea’s habitats and species will have Baltic Sea wide effects; it will help to conserve biodiversity and 
mitigate the effects of climate change by providing ecosystem services such as carbon and nutrient 
sequestration and turbidity filtration. 



Effectiveness of measure 
A critical element of any MPA is its management plan. If the plan is vague or does not cover all sectors, it 
is ultimately at risk of failing to provide biodiversity protection. Too many management plans fail to set 
clear, measurable conservation objectives or to effectively address and regulate stressors and impacts 
that might prevent the MPA from achieving its conservation objectives. Fully protected MPAs in the 
Baltic Sea are rare and MPAs in offshore sites are also lacking. 
 
The recent IPCC special report on the Ocean5 stated that MPAs is one of the main policy tools for 
safeguarding against the effects of climate change. It is essential that the existing MPAs in Baltic basin 
fulfil their purpose through comprehensive and fully implemented management plans, enabling partial 
and full biodiversity protection. Protected areas closed to all fishing activities can increase total fish 
biomass by over 600%, organism size by over 25%, and species richness by over 20% when compared 
with unprotected areas nearby6.  
 
MPAs play a significant role in contributing to the replenishment and maintenance of species that are 
targeted by fisheries. It has been found that larger fish have disproportionately higher reproductive 
outputs7. MPA fish produce almost 3 times more offspring on average. This coupled with higher fish 
populations because of the no-take rule means MPAs produce between 5 and 200 times (depending on 
the species) more offspring per unit area than unprotected areas. The beneficial effects of MPAs to 
fisheries can be best quantified by measuring biomass, numerical density and organism size8.  

Cost, cost-effectiveness of measure: 
MPA designation can result in short-term costs in the way of income losses, however studies have shown 
that post-designation, income can equal and even surpass pre-designation income within as little as five 
years9. 
 
By Contracting Parties recognising the benefits of MPAs beyond nature protection it will support 
improved socio-economic benefits for sectors dependent on healthy functioning ecosystems, i.e. 
tourism, fisheries, and recreation, while also delivering to the basis of the ecosystem-based approach in 
national and transboundary marine spatial plans (MSP) to support a sustainable blue economy in the 
region.  

Feasibility: 
Alleviating short-term income loss can be achieved via benefit sharing between stakeholders. For 
example, user fees from non-extractive groups such as tourists/recreation seekers provide a source of 
stabilizing income to local fishermen during the first seasons of designation10 (i.e. Tubbataha Reefs 
Natural Park in the Philippines11). Other risk mitigating finance mechanisms can come in the form of 
short-term government subsidies, low interest loans or buyouts12. 
 
Contracting parties need to increase their transparency with timely and accurate reporting to all relevant 
MPA authorities and databases, with the national MPAs establishment, enforcement, implementation, 
effective management and monitoring. 

                                                             
5 IPCC Special Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate (2019) 
6 Sala & Giakoumi 2018. No-take marine reserves are the most effective protected areas in the ocean. 
7 Barneche et al. 2018. Fish reproductive-energy output increases disproportionately with body size; Goñi et al. 2001 Fisheries — 
Effects of marine protected areas on local fisheries: evidence from empirical studies 
8 Lester et al. 2008. Biological effects within no take marine reserves: a global synthesis 
9 Lorenzo et al. 2016. Spillover from marine protected areas to adjacent fisheries has an ecological and a fishery component 
10 Lubchenco & Grorud-Colvert 2015. Making waves: The science and politics of ocean protection 
11 Tongson 2005. Payments for Seascape Beauty: The Case of Tubbataha Reef National Marine Park. In Jose E. Padilla, Edgardo E. 
Tongson, and Rodel D. Lasco, eds., PES, Sustainable Financing for Conservation and Development: Proceedings from the National 
Conference-Workshop on Payments for Environmental Services: Direct Incentives for Biodiversity Conservation and Poverty 
Alleviation (2005), pp. 133–143. 
12 Cooney et al. 2019. How marine protected areas help fisheries and ocean ecosystems.  

https://www.ipcc.ch/srocc/home/
https://academic.oup.com/icesjms/article/75/3/1166/4098821
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/sci/360/6389/642.full.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/34045857/Effects_of_marine_protected_areas_on_local_fisheries_evidence_from_empirical_studies
https://www.int-res.com/articles/meps2008/367/m367p049.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1617138116300255
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282913037_Making_waves_The_science_and_politics_of_ocean_protection
https://www.worldagroforestry.org/region/sea/publications/download?dl=/proceeding/PR0027-05/PR0027-05-12.ZIP&pubID=1351&li=2505
https://cdn.americanprogress.org/content/uploads/2019/05/31140105/MPAsFisheries-brief.pdf


Follow-up of measure: 
Each MPA requires a unique set of performance indicators specific to the environmental, social, and 
economic characteristics of the MPA and surrounding community. 
Relevant performance indicators should be set by key stakeholders in collaboration with government 
agencies to provide an understanding of the importance of conservation, ensure stakeholder 
commitment to the goals and objectives of the MPA, and improve compliance13 
These indicators should also be used to measure management effectiveness of each MPA. Monitoring 
management effectiveness and at what stage the fulfilment of the site’s conservation goals are, is crucial 
for an effectively protected MPA. This monitoring of both progress in reaching the site’s conservation 
goals as well as management effectiveness is needed to be able to when warranted adjust management 
measures and scope. To be able to monitor development a baseline must also be established before the 
measures are implemented, preferably before designation of the site. 

Background material: 
See footnotes. 
 
For more info on follow-up measures and possible monitoring tools see the UN Protected Planet Report 
(2018) and the OECD report Indicators on Terrestrial and Marine Protected Areas: Methodology and 
Results for OECD and G20 countries (2017). 
 
The reason that at least 30 % of the Baltic Sea area should be protected latest by 2030 is that in their 
large scale review study, O’Leary et al. (2016, footnote 4) show that the average cover needed is actually 
37 %. Furthermore, the IUCN states in its 2016 resolution at the World Conservation Congress that 
“scientific evidence supports full protection of at least 30% of the ocean as reviewed to reverse existing 
adverse impacts, increase resilience to climate change, and sustain long-term ocean health”. Therefore 
the 30 % of effectively and highly protected marine areas in the Baltic sea area by latest 2030 should be 
seen as a minimum goal to be able to conserve biodiversity and habitats as well as to reach good 
environmental status of the marine environment. 

References 
 See footnotes. 

 

 

                                                             
13 Pendred et al. 2016. Improved management effectiveness of a marine protected area through prioritizing performance 
indicators. 

https://livereport.protectedplanet.net/pdf/Protected_Planet_Report_2018.pdf
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https://www.researchgate.net/publication/299407049_Improved_Management_Effectiveness_of_a_Marine_Protected_Area_through_Prioritizing_Performance_Indicators



