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Agenda 

 Day 1: 19 November 2019 

Registration 

Opening Speeches 

Keynote Speeches: UN Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development (2021-2030); 

Conclusion of the IPCC Special Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate 

Plenary Session 1: MSP at Transboundary Scale 

MSP Fair 

 

 Day 2: 20 November 2019 

Plenary Session 2: Hidden Face of MSP: Legal and Institutional Dimensions  

Panel Discussion: Navigating social-ecological complexity and uncertainty in MSP – 

Lessons from adaptive governance 

Technical Workshop 1: Ecosystem-Based Approach in Practice 

Technical Workshop 2: Engaging Local Actors: Turning MSP Bottom-Up 

Technical Workshop 3: Practices and Possibilities to Monitor Effectiveness of MSP 

Technical Workshop 4: Assessing Cumulative Impacts in MSP 

Technical Workshop 5: MSP for Resilient Coastal Metropolises 

Technical Workshop 6: MSP as a Contribution to the UN Ocean Science Decade for 

Sustainable Development 

Technical Workshop 7: Integrating Land, Sea and Society into MSP: Economic and Social 

Impacts and Land-Sea Interactions 

Technical Workshop 8: Marine Green Infrastructure and its Role in MSP and Climate 

Refugia 

Technical Workshop 9: What are the Success Factors and Mechanisms for Cross-Border 

Cooperation in Achieving Coherent MSP? 
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 Day 3: 21 November 2019 

Technical Workshop 10: Participants' Choice - Planning for Climate Change: Solutions and 

Choices 

Technical Workshop 11: Tools, Processes and Concepts for Integrating Maritime Cultural 

Heritage into MSP 

Technical Workshop 12: Ocean Literacy and MSP, Common Objectives and Challenges 

Plenary Session 3: MSP Young Planners – Baltic BeaM; United Baltic Belt: Rethinking 

Borders; Future Food System of BSR 

Plenary Session 4: MSP Around the World – Experience Exchange 

Closing Session: Next Steps for MSP Global and MSP in BSR  
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International Forum for Marine / Maritime Spatial Planning 
(MSPforum)  
 
In March 2017, the Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries of the European 

Commission (DG MARE) and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO 

(IOC) adopted a "Joint Roadmap to accelerate Maritime/Marine Spatial Planning processes 

worldwide". This roadmap will contribute to sketching out a vision and a role for MSP in 

implementing the Agenda 2030. It defines priority areas and strategic objectives for 

cooperation and includes a set of actions to be implemented in the coming years, reaching out 

for collaboration with other UN bodies and the Member States. 

 

One of the actions of this Roadmap 

is to establish an international 

forum for discussion and exchange, 

offering concrete examples and 

developing new international 

guidelines on Maritime Spatial 

Planning with the support of 

international experts. The forum's overarching objective would be to empower a new 

generation of planners, sectors, businesses, and civil society to identify solutions and commit 

to cross-sectoral actions to conserve our ocean and to use its resources sustainably. 

 

Six editions will be organized in different regions, from 2018 to 2020, having as target 

audience:  

 Policymakers and practitioners engaged in MSP;  

 Local and regional authorities, engaged in the planning and management of the sea-

land interface;  

 NGOs addressing marine protection; 

 Maritime sector and industry stakeholders dealing with planning and spatial use;  

 Academics involved in MSP and/or the Sustainable Blue Economy. 
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4th MSPforum, Riga (LV) 

The 4th edition of Maritime Spatial Planning Forum, 3rd Baltic MSP Forum was organized 

together by VASAB, UNESCO’s Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, European 

Commission’s Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, Pan Baltic Scope 

collaboration and the University of Latvia. The focus was on global and regional MSP topics, 

including the results and findings of the Pan Baltic Scope collaboration. It gathered 300 

participants from 44 countries with different backgrounds and interests related to maritime 

spatial planning (MSP). 

 

The MSPforum opened the floor for discussions that highlighted how regions in Europe and 

outside Europe are developing MSP initiatives in the transboundary context and what 

challenges and obstacles they are facing. Different plenary sessions were organized to discuss 

pre-defined MSP topics on: “MSP at Transboundary Scale”, “Hidden Face of MSP: Legal and 

Institutional Dimensions”, “MSP Around the World” and “Next Steps for MSP Global and MSP in 

BSR”, including a specific plenary “Young Planners’ Perspective on MSP Topics” . 

Twelve technical workshops presented the results of current MSP practices and discussed 

how MSP could contribute to the UN Ocean Science Decade for Sustainable Development and 
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ocean literacy, maritime cultural heritage, and MSP for resilient coastal metropolises. All 

workshops expanded on the topics from a regional and global perspective. 

For the technical workshops, participants were divided into roundtables to share their own 

practical experiences and knowledge about the topic discussions covered in each panel. At the 

end of the rounds, they summarized their findings in key messages, which were then shared in 

the plenary (presented in the following sections of this report).  

 

The outcomes of the MSPforum will be a source of information for the MSPglobal Initiative, 

which is a three-year project (Nov 2018 – Nov 2021) that will develop a joint European 

Commission-DG MARE / IOC-UNESCO Guidance on cross-border and transboundary Maritime 

Spatial Planning.  
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Opening Session 
 

 

The opening session of the 4th MSPforum took place on Tuesday 19 November on the premises 

of the House of Nature at the University of Latvia, with the participation of high-level 

representatives of Latvia, European Commission, governmental and intergovernmental 

organizations, academia, private sector and young professionals.  

Mr. Artūrs Toms Plešs, Parliamentary Secretary, Ministry of Environmental Protection and 

Regional Development of the Republic of Latvia, Mr. Felix Leinemann, Head of Unit within the 

Directorate-General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs of the European Commission, Mr. 

Indriķis Muižnieks, Acting Rector of the University of Latvia, Mr. Jakob Granit Director General 

of the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SwAM), lead partner of Pan Baltic 

Scope, Ms. Alda Nikodemusa Head of the VASAB Secretariat, and Mr. Alejandro Iglesias 

Campos, Programme Specialist at the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of 

UNESCO, thanked the organizers and host country for the support in the organization of the 

MSPforum and consequently to the Joint Roadmap to accelerate MSP processes worldwide 

and wished the participants fruitful and productive deliberations.  

The summary video of the 3rd MSPforum in Vigo (Spain) was shown during the opening 

ceremony. 
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Ingela Isaksson on behalf of the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management and 

Alejandro Iglesias Campos on behalf of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of 

UNESCO introduced the linkages in between MSP and UN Decade of Ocean Science for 

Sustainable Development (2021-2030), including the key objectives and priorities of the UN 

Decade.  

 

Dr. Nathalie Hilmi, expert in Macroeconomics and International Finance and head of the 

“Environmental Economics” section at the Scientific Centre of Monaco, delivered a key note 

speech on the results of the IPCC Special Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing 

Climate. 
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Plenary Session 1: MSP at Transboundary Scale 
 

 

The first plenary session was facilitated by Andrea Barbanti, National Research Council of Italy, 

Institute for Marine Sciences (IT), and focused on the experts’ experiences in MSP, cross-

border and transboundary in the regional context, highlighting lessons learned and best 

practices.  

The objective of this session was to demonstrate how regions (in Europe and outside Europe) 

are developing marine spatial planning initiatives in the transboundary context, what 

challenges and obstacles they are facing in installing MSP as a viable initiative and the ways in 

which meaningful dialogue can be initiated, maintained and encouraged. 

Speakers: 

 Andrea Barbanti, National Research Council of Italy, Institute for Marine Sciences (IT), 

facilitator 

 Prince Owusu Bonsu, Erasmus Mundus (GH), rapporteur 

 Joacim Johannesson, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 

 Maria Georgieva, Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works, Bulgaria (BG) 

 Joseph Kofi Ansong, MSPglobal Expert, Ulster University (GH) 
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Joacim Johannesson presented the existing structures of transboundary cooperation and MSP 

in the Baltic, highlighting that “working together yields better plans but collaboration is serious 

business: i) it takes time and resources; ii) it helps to agree on joint principles, standards or 

guidelines; iii) cooperation at different levels is needed.” 

Maria Georgieva explained how transboundary MSP works in the Black Sea Basin through 

MARSPLAN-BS I & II best practices. 

Joseph Kofi Ansong introduced the past and current projects related to transboundary MSP in 

the North Sea & British Isles (such as TPEA, SIMNORAT, SEANSE, SIMCelt, MASPNOSE, 

SIMAtlantic) emphasizing, “Understanding the wider governance framework is key. MSP has 

been added to an already existing marine governance system where we have the Law of the 

Sea, IMO regulating shipping, the regional seas conventions, the common fisheries policy and 

other instruments.” 

 

Recommendations Actions 

Build and consolidate existing networks and 

cooperation mechanisms. 

Create operational expert networks, involve 

stakeholders and politicians and establish 

permanent and structured transboundary 

cooperation and governance mechanisms. 

Identify knowledge gaps and needs for 

harmonization of data collection and sharing. 

Promote initiatives to harmonize procedures, 

apply standards and develop interoperable 

geoportals and tools with a long-term 

perspective (i.e., supporting MSP plans 

development, monitoring and adaptation). 

Provide capacity to cooperate: funding, staffing, 

transboundary projects. Not only MSP Joint 

Roadmap and the EU legislation, but also the 

HELCOM-VASAB joint WG, other RSCs, as well as 

the EU-financed planning projects have been 

instrumental for triggering and feeding 

cooperation in the different sea basins. 

Fund new projects according to a well-designed 

and basin-specific roadmap, and promote 

horizontal integration mechanisms through 

organizations (e.g., RSC, Macro-Regional 

Strategies, and Initiatives). 
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MSP Fair 
 
 

Participants actively shared knowledge and experiences during the MSP Fair with areas 

dedicated to country experiences, project results and corners where science met marine 

planners. They discussed the importance of data and information and enjoyed a full room 

dedicated to board games to learn how to plan our ocean.  
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Plenary session 2: Hidden Face of MSP – Legal and 
Institutional Dimensions 
 

 

Juan Luis Suárez de Vivero, University of Seville (ES) moderated the second plenary session on 

the importance of the legal and institutional dimensions for the effective design, development 

and implementation of marine spatial plans. 

Speakers: 

 Caterina Fonseca, Watershed Empowering Citizens (NL), rapporteur 

 Niko Soininen (LL.D), Sustainability Science Institute and Faculty of Law, University of 

Helsinki, Finland (FI) 

 Olivier Laroussinie, Ministry for the Ecological and Inclusive Transition, France (FR) 

 Zhao Qiwei, National Marine Functional Zoning Expert Committee Office, China (CN) 

 Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky, HELCOM Secretariat (FI) 

Niko Soininen made a presentation on navigating social-ecological complexity and uncertainty 

in MSP lessons from adaptive governance, presenting two competing views of MSP: 1) utopia, 

where MSP ensures perfect coherence among sectors, and; 2) apology, where complexity, 

fragmentation and contestation are inevitable. MSP deals with complexity in several 
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dimensions (including the legal framework, authority and science). Therefore, MSP should be 

seen as adaptive governance and should facilitate bounded contestation.   

 

 

Olivier Laroussinie talked about sea basin strategies in France. He also added that although 

sea issues are a national competence, local authorities are increasingly involved in sea 

management through Natura 2000 sites. 

 

 

Zhao Qiwei explained how MSP works in China, where Marine Functional Zoning (MFZ) is the 

basis for MSP. The legal status of MFZ was confirmed in 2002, and new laws related to marine 

protection were approved subsequently. MFZ is divided into three levels (national, provincial 

and municipal) with different tasks. In 2018, a new Ministry was created which combines land 

and marine spatial planning. It is mostly a top-down approach, and new laws and policies need 

to be developed.  

Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky highlighted that it is not easy to reach consolidated positions from 

all State parties of HELCOM. MSP is developed in the Baltic Sea under different legal and 

institutional frameworks. HELCOM and VASAB provide guidelines and a platform for 
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cooperation. MSP has to deal with uncertainty, and it is not a solution for all the problems in 

the Baltic Sea (for example, land sources of pollution need other actions and instruments). 

 

Recommendations Actions 

 

Broaden the focus of meetings to include other 

perspectives that complement the issues. 

 

Contact academic groups and legal professionals 

(especially administrative law). 

 

Main conclusions: 

The role of adaptive governance is to facilitate new solutions with an integrated approach for 

MSP in legal and institutional dimensions. In most countries, an effective platform for dialogue 

and coordination among ministries/sectors is required instead of a specialized institution for 

MSP. 
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Technical Workshop 1: Ecosystem-Based Approach (EBA) in 
Practice 
 

  

The first technical workshop of the MSPforum was facilitated by Lisa Simone de Grunt, s.Pro – 

sustainable projects / SUBMARINER Network for Blue Growth (DE). Participants were invited to 

discuss different ways to strengthen EBA (examples from the Baltic Sea and the Bay of Biscay) 

and actual integration of EBA into MSP, as well as identify recommendations and actions. 

Speakers: 

 Lisa Simone de Grunt, s.Pro – sustainable projects / SUBMARINER Network for Blue 

Growth (DE) rapporteur 

 Jan Schmidtbauer Crona, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 

 Aron Westholm, Gothenburg University (SE) 

 Susanne Altvater, s.Pro – sustainable projects / SUBMARINER Network for Blue Growth 

(DE)  

 Juha Oksanen, Finnish Geospatial Research Institute (FI) 

 Kemal Pınarbaşı, AZTI. Gestión Ambiental de Mares y Costas (ES) 



 
 
4th MSPforum Report: Riga (19-21 November 2019) 
Page 17 of 68 

 

 
Lisa Simone de Grunt provided two examples of EBA in the Baltic Sea region: 1) the ecosystem 

approach in Finnish and Aland Maritime MSP, and 2) Swedish-Polish Maritime MSP 

highlighting that EBA in MSP needs a systematic approach. 

Aron Westholm explained the EBA relation to MSP from a scientific point of view and the 

different definitions of EBA that complement the MSP concept.  

Susanne Altvater spoke about the SEA inclusive handbook as the ecosystem-based approach 

in MSP.  

Juha Oksanen presented Baltic Explorer – a collaborative web-map tool for MSP, which is a 

web-based interoperable map application to manage spatial data and facilitate stakeholder 

discussions and engagement in collaborative MSP. 

 

 

 

Recommendations Actions 

Share available MSP-tools and approaches like 

the Baltic Explorer and the Pan Baltic Scope EBA 

in MSP handbook worldwide. 

Talk about the tool during events. 

Share code as open-source post-project. 

Take socioeconomics more into account in EBA 

including social knowledge. 
Consider also the hinterland. 

Planners and environmental managers have to 

talk to each other even more (RSCs may also 

have an important role) to integrate planning 

and environment. 

Discuss during this Forum. 
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Technical Workshop 2: Engaging Local Actors: Turning MSP 
Bottom-Up 
 

 
       

The second workshop shared insights on stakeholder involvement and discussed experiences 

from the Baltic and South America from including local actors (authorities, communities and 

users) into coastal and marine planning – also across borders. 

Speakers: 

 Andrea Morf, Swedish Institute for the Marine Environment (SE), rapporteur 

 Michael Kull, Nordregio (FI), rapporteur 

 Mari Pohja-Mykrä, Regional Council of Southwest Finland (FI), rapporteur 

 Elin Cedergren, Nordregio (SE), rapporteur 

 John Moodie, Nordregio (GB), rapporteur 

 Kira Gee, Helmholtz-Zentrum Geesthacht Centre for Materials and Coastal Research (DE) 

 Susanne Gustafsson, PlanBotnia AB in Mackmyra (SE) 

 Stefan M. Husa, Government of Åland, Pan Baltic Scope Project (FI) 

 Michele Quesada da Silva, IOC-UNESCO   

 Tomas Andersson, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 
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Andrea Morf highlighted that thinking systematically about participation is essential. Thus, a 

figure of a stairway of participation, interaction and power sharing in MSP was introduced, 

building on earlier research in the area, with six complementary steps: 1) information, 2) 

consultation, 3) deliberation, 4) collaboration, 5) decision making, and 6) process 

responsibility. Turning MSP bottom-up would not just mean stepping up the stairs, but also 

turning the stairway around, i.e., giving the initiative to involve the top in the bottom level. 

Stefan M. Husa presented the Pan Baltic, Scope Finland-Åland-Sweden case; it explored cross-

border collaboration and stakeholder involvement across the Gulf of Bothnia through a) an 

overall example between all countries studying needs to collaborate, and b) a more local case 

between Finland and Åland focusing on fisheries and aquaculture stakeholders and mapping of 

local user interests and their trust in planning and planners. Collaboration between different 

MSP processes showed to be possible and fruitful, although systems, mandates and planning 

stages differ. Common understanding takes time to develop. Establishing contacts and face-to-

face interaction and continued networking is necessary to promote planners’ cross-border 

collaboration. Sea users at all levels need to be included, across sectors, levels and borders and 

for varying purposes: e.g., including different perspectives and types of knowledge in planning 

and promoting trust and acceptance of planning and planners. The main challenges for cross-

border collaboration and bottom-up stakeholder involvement are: 1) different planning phases 

and mandates (and possibly competition on ‘who is first to plan’ and set the stage for others); 

2) resources and time for local meetings adapted to stakeholders’ needs, 3) raising awareness 

and mobilizing stakeholders to participate in MSP; 4) valuable project interaction but short 

time frame. The main enablers are: 1) cross-border collaboration requires mutual 

understanding about preconditions, systems, plans and status; 2) sharing and mutual learning 

from others’ methods, mistakes, challenges and experiences; 3) online connections allow long-

distance participation, but face-to-face is even better; and 4) sufficient time and 

capacity/resources. 

Michele Quesada da Silva described the MSPglobal pilot case in the Gulf of Guayaquil 

(Ecuador-Peru) and the issues related to engaging local actors towards cross-border marine 

governance. The top-down approach includes legal frameworks and agreements and is often 

driven by larger-scale policies as umbrellas. However, bottom-up stakeholder participation 

makes a vital complement, also in transboundary contexts. The integration of top-down and 

bottom-up mechanisms is essential to ensure dialogue, knowledge exchange and information 
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flow. For example, climate change is a transboundary issue, but adaptation is better tackled 

locally, as locals have the best knowledge about the issues in their area. Besides, in cross-

border contexts, such as in the case of the Gulf of Guayaquil, there is a need to improve the 

connection between top-down and bottom-up mechanisms to plan the area and manage the 

cross-border resources (in this case, mainly fishing grounds). This has been central in the on-

going pilot case of the MSPglobal Initiative, which aims to contribute to the pre-planning phase 

of MSP in both countries. The MSPglobal Strategy for Public Participation includes capacity 

building activities and dialogue between all levels (workshops and stakeholder meetings) to 

raise awareness about MSP and provide a bigger picture of the process, stimulating 

participation and leveling the playing field. The main challenges are: 1) local-level stakeholders 

were hard to reach due to distance; 2) assuring representativeness; 3) managing expectations; 

4) as this is a pilot, the question also remains how the ‘top will consider the bottom’; and 5) 

current political crises. Important enablers include: 1) a strengthened network through the 

project is facilitating the engagement with local actors; 2) use of snowball strategy to identify 

key actors and improve representativeness; 3) transparency about objectives and expected 

outcomes to manage expectations and leveling the playing field among stakeholders; 4) after 

capacity building on the importance of participation in MSP, governmental actors seem to 

embed the principle of broad participation; and 5) using political crises as opportunities to 

promote citizen participation. 

 

Key points Ways forward 

Address the challenge of stakeholder awareness 

and mobilization to participate in MSP. 

Communication and collaboration across borders 

are crucial for ecosystem-based MSP but 

challenging, not just for the planners involved, 

but even more for the marine stakeholders and 

political decision-makers. Cross-border MSP also 

implies cross-sector and cross-level interaction. 

Stakeholders need to be aware, motivated and 

enabled to participate. Raise awareness about 

MSP and what it implies for different 

stakeholders. Clarify the objectives, expected 

outcomes of planning and the purposes of 

participation, and make the process transparent 

to all. In cross-border planning, it is also 

necessary to raise awareness of how the 

different planning frameworks, processes and 

methods work. Interaction platforms need to be 

developed if possible based on existing networks. 

Local participation and including local knowledge 

in MSP requires time, resource, effort, patience 

and trust. Time and effort are subject to 

Plan for sufficient time to establish links and trust 

with local stakeholders in order to collect and 

process their knowledge into planning evidence 
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limitations in resources and capacity. Trust takes 

time and is easily lost. 

on e.g., values, needs, conflicts and 

opportunities. Be patient, ask and ask again later 

on. Be aware of the effort needed and have the 

necessary resources and capacity ready. Make 

politicians and higher-level authorities aware if 

resources need to be generated. Presently, this is 

especially required for local-level stakeholders 

and planning authorities. Sharing methods and 

learning from each other’s experiences are 

relatively “cheap” enablers. 

Give voice to different concerns and multiple 

values in discussions – knowledge sharing and 

building in a situation where people from various 

levels with differing needs, values and 

backgrounds meet. 

A mutual understanding of stakeholders’ 

different backgrounds, values and concerns can 

be promoted by building trust and 

communicating repeatedly and on equal terms. 

This has to occur across sectors, levels and 

borders with a focus on sharing and mutual 

learning. Cross-border is cross-cultural, and 

knowledge needs to be integrated across many 

disciplines and fields of practice. Here, listening, 

openness for new views and cross-

cultural/interdisciplinary facilitation capacity and 

clear process leadership using appropriate 

methods are key. 

The internet platform screen.io was used to – in parallel to and based on the presentations 

and panel discussion – a) establish the key challenges and key enablers, and b) construct a 

word cloud on what should be done to turn MSP across borders more bottom-up. 

Question: What are the most important challenges for engaging stakeholders in bottom-up 

MSP?1 

Top five answers: 

1. Difficult to motivate why stakeholders should attend “new” MSP collaboration networks 

(+12) 

2.  Time, effort, patience and trust to collect local-level stakeholder knowledge (+9) 

3. To give "voices" for different concerns, and to achieve multiplicity in discussions (+8) 

4. Manage expectations (+7) 

5. Understanding each other’s needs, obstacles, methods & processes (+6) 

Question: What are the most important enablers for engaging stakeholders in bottom-up 

MSP?   

1. Transparency about project objectives and expected outcomes (+21) 

2. Time, effort, patience and trust to collect local-level stakeholder knowledge (+19) 

3. Understanding each other’s needs, obstacles, methods & processes (+10) 

                                                      
1 Based on the perception of 32 participants voting in screen.io during the workshop. 
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4. The decision-makers stay in their “towers”, horizontal cooperation is hard to make 

(challenge) (+9) 

5. Manage expectations (+9) 

Question: What is needed to efficiently and successfully turn MSP more bottom-up?2 Top ten 

(+ additional votes)  

=> Indicates what should be done and what might be important according to the audience (see 

also figure) 

 

1. Capacity building at local level (+10)  

2. Listening to stakeholders (+10) 

3. Knowledge building at the local level (+8)  

4. Stakeholders feel listened to (+8) 

5. Political will (+7) 

 

Main conclusions: 

The audience elaborated on the findings of both projects, which tended to agree that working 

towards more bottom-up MSP is justified. The approach should be context-specific and focus 

on trust-building and empowering stakeholders. Local knowledge can inform and complement 

scientific data and other types of expert knowledge, including planning at higher levels. It will 

be equally essential to establish a mechanism to give a feedback to the stakeholders on how 

their inputs are being used and, more generally, to learn from each other. Ecosystem-based 

MSP needs cross-border interaction of both planners and stakeholders. 

  

                                                      
2 Word cloud voting answers in screen.io during the workshop. 
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Technical Workshop 3: Practices and Possibilities to 
Monitor Effectiveness of MSP 
 

 
 

The goal of the third technical workshop was to present the topic of monitoring and evaluation 

of the effectiveness of MSP and findings from Pan Baltic Scope and to share practical experiences 

and suggestions for monitoring and evaluating MSP in Latvia, Poland, Belgium and Germany.  

Speakers: 

 Ville Karvinen, Finnish Environment Institute (FI), rapporteur 

 Jesse Verhalle, Marine Environment Service (FPS Health), Belgium (BE) 

 Dr. Kai Trümpler, Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency, Germany (DE) 

 Dr. Holger Janßen, Ministry of Energy, Infrastructure and Digitalization of Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern (DE)  

 Inguna Urtāne, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development (LV) 

 Jacek Zaucha, Faculty of Economics, University of Gdansk and Maritime Institute, Maritime 

University in Gdynia (PL) 

 Riku Varjopuro, Finnish Environment Institute MSP Advisor, Baltic Marine Environment 

Protection Commission – HELCOM (FI) 
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Riku Varjopuro “Uncertainties in knowing the results of MSP must be taken seriously, but they 

can be a positive force for rethinking monitoring and evaluation of MSP – and MSP itself.” 

Dr. Kai Trümpler explained the monitoring and evaluation of MSP in the German EEZ and 

highlighted that monitoring and research data is improving, which allows for an adaptive 

approach (example of new studies on a bird species distribution was used in consideration of 

locations of wind farms). It can be concluded that evaluation is a continuous, multi-layered 

process.  

Dr. Holger Janßen presented practices to monitor MSP in the German state of Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern; the results of the study were not useful because of the complexity of the 

approach. The second evaluation is done in a much more straightforward way, especially by 

focusing on contextual factors. One overarching strategic task of MSP is to induce long-term 

developments and to correct contradictory spatial-strategic policies.  

Jacek Zaucha “Monitoring and evaluation is the most severe and challenging task we face after 

the adoption of the plan. We need more joint efforts and political will to take it on board. 

Monitoring and evaluation should be a way to keep up the momentum, to keep the 

stakeholders involved and continue the process, which does not end when the plan is ready. 

Monitoring and evaluation is not a mission impossible; it is something we can and should do. 

Don’t stop after the adoption of the plan; continue discussions!” 

 

Recommendations Actions 

Develop reasonable and feasible monitoring and 

evaluation approaches. 

Identify together with experts and stakeholders 

what the relevant aspects are to evaluate what 

can reasonably be expected from MSP 

Consider also the use of the evaluation findings. 

Look beyond the goals of MSP to build a broader 

understanding of what MSP is achieving and 

delivering. 

Collect information about the context of MSP, of 

the process of plan-making and on the actions 

that follow from MSP. 

 

Main conclusions:  

The session presented five national examples of monitoring and evaluation of MSP and how 

they are planned to influence the review of the plans. The presentations showed how 

monitoring and evaluation could be organized in different ways. All ways have strengths and 

weaknesses.  
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The difficulty of monitoring and evaluation was raised, as well. Many of the presenters pointed 

out that too complicated approaches are not worth the investment due to the difficulty of 

knowing the results of MSP. The whole point of trying to verify or measure the effects of MSP 

was questioned.  

Final comments from the presenters and the feedback from the audience highlighted that 

even if indicators might be useful, we should not build very complicated indicator systems. The 

process of evaluation is more important than the indicators.  

Another interesting conclusion was that the evaluation of MSP should be seen as an integral 

part of the planning cycle. The evaluation process should be seen as an opportunity to keep 

the stakeholders interested in MSP, also after the plan is ready.  
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Technical Workshop 4: Assessing Cumulative Impacts in 
MSP 
 

 
During the fourth technical workshop, participants shared their experiences and 

understanding of the role of cumulative impacts in MSP and formulated recommendations and 

key actions to further the development of methods and conceptual understanding. 

Speakers: 

 Joni Kaitaranta, HELCOM Secretariat (FI), rapporteur 

 Lena Bergström, HELCOM (FI) 

 Triin Lepland, Ministry of Finance, Estonia (EE)  

 Rob Gerits, Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management, Netherlands (NL) 

 Marie Dahmen, Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency, Germany (DE) 

 Jonas Pålsson, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 

 Cristina Cervera Núñez, IOC-UNESCO   

 

Lena Bergström explained cumulative impact assessment (CIA) as a way to support long-term 

sustainability; it is also a legal necessity in many countries. In the Pan Baltic Scope project, the 

effects of human activities were analyzed using a coherent assessment approach using 

HELCOM BSII-CAT, an open and transparent tool developed by the project HELCOM BSII. It was 
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concluded that data-driven analysis should be used in the planning process and that coherent 

procedures should be followed across the region to improve comparability between countries.   

Triin Lepland presented PlanWise4Blue, which is a web-based application developed during 

the compilation of the Estonian National Maritime Spatial Plan for improved decision-making. 

The national CIA tool combines models of marine economy and cumulative impact assessment 

allowing the economic benefits of various management scenarios across Estonia’s sea space 

together with their environmental impact. Outcomes of the model make it possible to work 

towards sustainable solutions to maximize the economic benefit gained from the use of 

marine resources with minimum damage to the environment. The economy model aims to 

increase the capacity for knowledge-based management of marine resources and to account 

for their potential economic benefits. The cumulative impact model seeks to identify various 

human pressures and account for their cumulative effects on the natural environment. 

Marie Dahmen gave an example of SEANSE project, where a Common Environmental 

Assessment Framework (CEAF) tool for quantitative cumulative effect assessment of offshore 

wind farm development was tested and evaluated. The tool comprises an approach that is 

species and scenario-based and looks at the effects of all wind farm development in the 

planning period within the biogeographic region of the species assessed (five species; harbor 

porpoise and four sea birds). It was concluded that the applied modelling approach could 

(under conditions) be applied to compare MSP options (national and international level), but 

can also be misleading if results are used for strategic environmental assessment. The results 

of the case study do not facilitate evaluations on (un)acceptable effects at international level. 

Jonas Pålsson made a presentation on the cumulative environmental impact tool used by 

Sweden for MSP based on the Halpern method. It has a scenario function used to evaluate 

different planning proposals. Climate change has been included in the Swedish MSP as climate 

refuges, based on modelled habitat distribution maps. In the ClimeMarine project, climate 

change input has been updated and developed with the latest IPCC scenarios. Salinity, 

temperature and ice cover have been added as additional pressures. Results indicate that the 

environmental impact doubled when including climate change scenarios. The largest 

uncertainty lies in setting sensitivity scores for a meaningful change without really knowing the 

number and frequency of extreme events and the impacts that will have. A more detailed 

approach would be to model habitat distribution and create new nature value layers for the 

climate-change future. 
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Cristina Cervera Núñez highlighted that the IOC-UNESCO guideline “MSP: A Step-by-Step 

Approach toward Ecosystem-based Management” does not have a specific section on 

cumulative impact assessment. However, there are references throughout the document to 

select scenarios based on the criteria, choose different spatial management measures and 

evaluate the plans. A case study from the SIMWESTMED project faced challenges applicable, in 

general, to transboundary MSP and whose solutions are not always available at technical level. 

There is a need to create a network of technicians among countries but also a political forum 

to coordinate them. 

 

Recommendations Actions 

Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) is part of 

Ecosystem-Based Approach (EBA). Thus, there is 

a need to create clear and understandable 

outputs from CIA to support EBA and to assess 

the sustainability of the Maritime Spatial Plan. 

For actors carrying out CIA, produce clear 

outputs (maps) and clearly communicate 

assumptions done in ecosystem models/CIA 

method which is critical for results stemming 

from cumulative impact assessments. 

Comparing outcomes of different models/CIA 

tools is important to be able review outputs of 

CIA tools and to follow precautionary principle. 

Need to further develop the CIA assessment 

methodology to be more robust and not that 

sensitive to assumptions and data gaps, for 

example using ensemble-based approach on 

running set of different scenarios and to apply 

adaptive management approach. 

Improve the quality of data and outputs of the 

CIA by acknowledging existing data gaps and 

generating further data. 

 

Analyzing outputs of CIA tools critically, taking 

into account assumptions that have been carried 

and potentially integrating outcomes from 

various models/tools. 

Further cooperation on monitoring and research 

would lead to increased availability of consistent 

data supporting the CIA. 

 

Main conclusions:  
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A map is a potent, precise and visual tool for communicating the outputs of CIA analysis. 

Assumptions done in ecosystem models or cumulative impact tool development are critical for 

results stemming from cumulative impact assessments. For example: 

 Are offshore wind farms artificial reefs or not? 

 What is the overall impact of climate change and how to take that into account 

without over- or underestimating the impact? 

 How to consider the impact on disappearing species when running scenarios? 

According to the audience, the limiting factor seemed to have been data gaps. It was 

mentioned that data gaps have been discussed and repeated many times, but one needs to be 

realistic about what can be made available. CIA has to take place also in situations with a lack 

of data.  According to the poll responses, there is a well-developed understanding of how 

human activities affect the environment, and it was ranked higher than data gaps for the 

outcome of the CIA. 
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Technical Workshop 5: MSP for Resilient Coastal 
Metropolises 
 

 
 

The fifth technical workshop helped participants to share experiences on combining MSP and 

metropolitan spatial and strategic planning, as well as to discuss benefits and synergies of 

integrating MSP, coastal management and metropolitan planning. It aimed at investigating 

how the integration of metropolitan planning and MSP can be beneficial for the resilience of 

coastal metropolises. Local and regional examples were presented (Nordic/Baltic Sea Region, 

the city of Vigo in Spain and the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden region). All participants shared their 

suggestions on how interactions and synergies between metropolitan planning and MSP could 

be developed in line with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.  

Speakers: 

 Catarina Frazão Santos, University of Lisbon (PT), rapporteur  

 Niccolò Bassan, IUAV, Erasmus Mundus (IT) 

 Justine Pantelejeva, Strategic Planning Department, City Development Department of Riga 

(LV) 

 Yolanda Molares, Institute for Company’s Sustainable Growth (ICSEM), Vigo (ES) 

 Mohammed Ismail El Sayed, PERSGA  
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Justine Pantelejeva: In the Nordic/Baltic Sea Region (BSR), metropolitan planning focuses on 

bringing city-regions together within an agreed framework to produce a collective approach to 

the city and regional development. A big vision was established for what city-regions should 

look like in 2050: they should be economically diverse, address climate change, not be 

polycentric and have blue structures as a connecting element. Metropolitan perspective 

toward the sea is primarily the use of space, for example, in what ways coastal development 

can be addressed, where housing can be developed, what is the role of ports, or how systems 

work together to adapt to climate change. Four cities with spatial plans and the way they 

integrate marine topics were highlighted: Helsinki, Oslo, Gothenburg and Riga. The BSR Water 

project is an opportunity to establish continuous cross-sectoral cooperation.  

Yolanda Molares shared the experience of how the Port of Vigo started to contribute to MSP 

by analyzing the UN Sustainable Development Goals then by considering the MSP approach (a 

way to organize maritime activities), and finally by addressing blue growth (in order to “get to 

people”, improving quality of life in a sustainable way). The Port of Vigo took the lead on 

developing a blue growth strategy and identified all the relevant stakeholders by major groups 

of activity that take place in the city, as it involves all of them. Stakeholder involvement 

included representatives of the economic sectors, innovation/research community, 

responsible authorities and civil society (examples of the PUERTALMAR and MarENet projects: 

e.g., creating reefs to attract marine life in port areas, Christmas market addressing blue 

growth aspects, public-partner partnerships, or cultural routes in the city of Vigo). 

Mohammed Ismail El Sayed presented the work of PERSGA which is an intergovernmental 

organization responsible for the conservation of the coastal and marine environments in the 

Red Sea and the Gulf of Aden, working with seven Member States (Djibouti, Egypt, Jordan, the 

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan and Yemen). PERSGA tries to minimize conflicts 

among areas of high ecological importance (e.g., healthy coral reefs, important at global scale 

because of potential resilience to climate impacts), local communities, recreational activities 

and tourism, oil and gas exploration, local communities, transport. Three successful examples 

of good management results were presented.  
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Recommendations 

Practices for integrating MSP and urban planning 

• Use ports as a hub/platform for exchanging knowledge and establishing collaboration (Actors: 

VASAB, METREX, HELCOM); 

• Use lessons learned from a long experience in land planning (in both coastal and marine planning);   

• Implement climate change adaptation actions (for example, eelgrass meadows);   

• Use available sectoral practices (ports, coastal tourism, involvement of local communities); 

• Stakeholder involvement and collaboration across authorities; 

• Integrate MSP as part of land and urban planning; 

• Rethinking and adapting. 

Using MSP as a tool to contribute to more resilient metropolises and achieving SGD 11 on 

Sustainable Cities and Communities 

• Urban and marine planning are cross-sectoral, while practice tends to be sector-based;  

• MSP can reduce environmental conflicts while the responsibility for land-sea interactions should 

be placed on regional authorities; 

• MSP can contribute to balance urban interests in the sea; 

• MSP can support upscaling collaboration and tackling climate change (which affects coastal cities); 

• Resilience involves a wide range of global challenges, which need to be approached at the 

proper scale, that is, “sea + urban + rural”; 

• MSP can contribute to promoting the development of sustainable energy, food provision and 

recreation. 

Practical steps to improve integration and collaboration between MSP and coastal planning, as 

well as between marine and urban planners 

• The responsibility for urban planning and coastal/marine planning should be gathered under the 

"same roof" (that is, in the same entity); 

• Build bridges (collaboration and communication channels) among planning authorities; 

• Integrate urban and marine planners’ communities (e.g., by approaching multiple scales – MSP 

often takes place at the national or sub-national scale, while urban/coastal planning is often at the 

local scale); 

• Promote capacity building and experience exchange for different planners (marine, urban, rural, 

strategic, etc.) 

• Apply all available/accessible means to improve communication and collaboration – effective 

communication is the way to achieve diverse and wide goals and better development; 

• Educate planners to think both in terms of land and sea;  

• Take the common litter policy for urban areas and marine areas to macro level. 

Main conclusions:  

Case studies were presented, with different scales, from regional to local, northern (Norway) 

to southern (Red Sea and Gulf of Aden) latitudes. Different possible regimes and governance 

scales were also presented. Possible measures and actions to raise awareness on the importance 

of sustainable planning and development in coastal urban areas were presented, further 

developing land-sea interactions (e.g., in the Port of Vigo, several actions were presented to 
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reconnect the city with the port). Stakeholder involvement and engagement were identified as 

key factors. The potential for replicability of good initiatives was highlighted (e.g., as in the 

PERSGA region). Some important issues addressed included over-tourism and overcrowding of 

coastal areas and the need for environmental health and sustainable development. 

 

Technical Workshop 6: MSP as a Contribution to the UN 
Ocean Science Decade for Sustainable Development 
 
 

 

 

Societal benefits of the sustainable use of the ocean are to be accrued through the 

achievement of the SDG targets as well as other frameworks. As such, it is important to define 

a number of outcomes that the UN Ocean Decade will address over the course of its 

implementation from 2021 to 2030, as they are considered to be highly transformative and 

expected to trigger environmental, societal and policy changes. The Decade will address both 

deep disciplinary understanding of ocean processes and solution-oriented research to 

generate knowledge.  

 

The outputs of this workshop will support societal actors in reducing pressures of the ocean by 

planning, preserving and restoring ocean ecosystems and safeguarding ocean-related 

prosperity for generations to come. Participants shared knowledge and understanding and 

proposed effective actions to improve ocean management, stewardship and sustainable 

development, including marine spatial planning and sustainable blue economy.  
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Sub-theme 1: A clean ocean: Sources of pollution are identified, quantified and reduced, and 

pollutants removed from the ocean. 

 

Speakers: 

 Nayerah Shaltout, National Institute of Oceanography and Fisheries (EG), rapporteur  

 Dr. Kai Trümpler, Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency, Germany (DE) 

 Dr. Nathalie Hilmi, Scientific Centre of Monaco (MC) 

 Mariam Von Thenen, Leibniz Institute for Baltic Sea Research Warnemunde (DE) 

 Jasmin Jarvinen, University of Helsinki (FI) 

 Mathias Lööw, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 

 Nelson F. Coelho, University of Aalborg (DK) 

 Kristel Jurado, EASME  
 

Mathias Lööw “MSP should balance the environmental concern with the economic concern.” 

Kristel Jurado “MSP should consider the recreation of damaged, polluted marine areas.” 
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Recommendations Actions 

1- Establish maps for investigation and 

monitoring ocean pollution. 

2 - Protect habitat and ecosystem. 

3 - Plans for recreation of damaged and 

destructed habitat. 

4 – Legal framework for CO2 emissions. 

1 - Regulate pollutant dumping areas in a way to 

minimize the impact of pollution. 

2 – Develop guidelines for the use of  

biodegradable and/or recycled material to 

reduce and control the impact of waste 

materials. 

3 - Control illegal discharge from both sea-based 

and land-based activities. 

4 - Establish and identify low impact zones for 

aquaculture. 

5 - Work to spread the usage of renewable 

energy, wind farms wave energy and solar 

against fossil fuel. 

Create a mandatory insurance strategy for 

stakeholders involved in marine activities and 

MSP to ensure pollution control, best use of 

marine resources and priorities actions in both 

the environmental and economic fields. 

1 - Manage marine resources against 

overexplotation and overuse. 

2 - Regulate seabed mining. 

Regulate the impact of leisure activities. 

1 - Manage actions and activities on artificial 

reefs, islands. 

2 - Define standards for surveillance and 

encourage port authorities to adopt targets for 

SDG implementation. 

3 - Plan smart to minimize the risk of collisions 

between wind farms and shipping routes. 
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Sub-theme 2: A transparent and accessible ocean: All nations, stakeholders, and citizens 

have access to ocean data and information, technologies, and are capable of making 

informed decisions. 

Speakers: 

 Mónica Campillos Llanos, Spanish Institute of Oceanography (ES), rapporteur  

 Tina Tihlman, Ministry of the Environment, Finland (FI) 

 Rüdiger Strempel, HELCOM (FI) 

 Marta Barone, Lithuanian Institute of Agrarian Economics (LV) 

 Margarita Bruaga, LIAE (IT) 

 Olivier Laroussinie, Ministry for the Ecological and Inclusive Transition, France (FR) 

 Alexander Lott, University of Tartu (FI) 

 Yutaka Michida, Atmosphere and Ocean Research Institute, University of Tokyo (JP)  

 Joacim Johannesson, HELCOM-VASAB Maritime Spatial Planning Working Group (SE) 
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Recommendations Actions 

Establish a common agreement or parameters to 

decide what type of MSP data will be shared. 

MSP community for data availability: showing 

MSP data information; sharing data activities and 

create a common database. 

Exchange policy about sharing information and 

data in MSP initiative and UN Decade. 

Create an international institution to be 

responsible for this MSP data. 

The UN Decade could promote as much as 

possible efforts to make scientific results and 

national legal acts pertaining to MSP accessible in 

view of overcoming, e.g., financial and language 

barriers. 

Ensure funding is in place to enable access to 

data. 

Try to get information about stakeholders needs. 

Improve science-society dialogue for ocean 

literacy and how to convey and translate MSP 

information to different levels at society. 

Obtain data from the general public (citizen 

science initiatives) to promote MSP. 
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Sub-theme 3: A healthy and resilient ocean: Marine ecosystems are mapped and protected, 

multiple impacts, including climate change, are measured and reduced, and the provision of 

ocean ecosystem services is maintained. 

 

Speakers: 

 

 Maria Luis Adrião do Vale, MarSP (PT), rapporteur  

 Janica Borg, WWF (BE) 

 Riku Varjopuro, Finnish Environment Institute MSP Advisor, Baltic Marine Environment 

Protection Commission – HELCOM (FI)  

 Tomas Andersson, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water management (SE) 

 Marie-Morgane Rouyer, CEFE (FR) 

 Malena Ripken, NorthSEE project, COAST - University of Oldenburg (DE) 

 Dominic Plug, Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency, Germany, BSR Young Planners’ 

Contest (DE) 

 Daša Švaikovskaja, Nutrition MSc student, Karolinska Institutet, EIT Food RIS Fellow, 

IMDEA Food Institute, BSR Young Planners’ Contest, Estonia (EE) 

 Eleni Vautherbach 

 Guillermo Vieira 

 Francesca Adrienne, Maritime Boundary Management, Department of Blue Economy (SC) 

 Filip Stanojouski 
 

 

Tomas Andersson “Actions regarding sea-land interactions should be part of the consultative 

process. An MSP mapping exercise of all the activities will help to reach a healthy and resilient 

ocean.” 

Francesca Adrienne “The UN Decade’s common goal should be used to reach a common vision 

on MSP.” 
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Recommendations Actions 

The UN Decade’s common goal should be used to 

reach a common vision on MSP (Francesca 

Adrienne). 

Taking into consideration climate change, MSP 

should produce scenarios to support adaptive 

measures (Riku Varjopuro). 

MSP plans should be driven/focus on the health 

of the oceans and their resilience (Francesca 

Adrienne). 

Actions regarding sea-land interactions should be 

part of the consultative process (Tomas 

Andersson / Riku Varjopuro / Marie-Morgane 

Rouyer). 

The MSP community should improve literacy in 

all sectors (Dasa Svakoskaja / Janica Borg). 

An MSP mapping exercise of all the activities will 

help to reach a healthy and resilient ocean 

(Tomas Andersson). 
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Sub-theme 4: A predicted ocean: Society has the capacity to understand current and future 

Ocean conditions, forecast their change, and impact on human wellbeing and livelihoods. 

 Americo Alexander Sanchez Fernandez Baca, Peruvian Maritime Institute (PE), rapporteur  

 

Recommendations Actions 

Include underwater heritage and traditional 

knowledge of the oceans and seas. 

More capacity building on cultural heritage and 

issues at different levels. 

Common understandable and accessible 

platform at local, national, regional and global 

levels (information exchange and sharing and 

emergency bulletins). 

Build a bridge between scientific knowledge and 

research, social and economic realities, and with 

the political and legislative system. 

International standards for data collection and 

sharing. 

An international agreement between countries 

regarding data standards. 

Predictions of future conditions to have the 

capacity to understand future ocean condition 

and impact in the long term and to use MSP for 

development. 

Deepen and improve knowledge of driving forces 

of the uses of the ocean resources and legal 

framework and also the impact on human 

wellbeing. 

Use the existing concepts and approaches 

utilized in MSP. 

Use of agreed concepts for a better 

understanding of ocean conditions. 

Aggregate data and information to be used. 

Understand and share information of the uses in 

the coastal marine space and their interactions. 
Communication strategy and public lectures. 

Raise public awareness about the SDGs and UN 

Decade. 

More interregional and intersectoral interaction 

and cooperation. 

More cooperative work between science, 

business, public and authorities. 

Teaching on ocean issues since kindergarten. 

More oceanology and MSP-oriented degrees and 

courses, more funds for the future. 

Citizen science, clean up days or fishing for litter 

type of action. 

More media coverage, public lectures. 

Make environmental, friendly action trendy. 

Increase sea users’ understanding of how ocean 

conditions (e.g. water quality, eutrophication) 

affect and influence their livelihood or usage of 

the sea. 

Involve local stakeholders from different seas 

and sectors in MSP processes to educate society. 

 

Main conclusion:  

The Decade of Ocean Science is an excellent opportunity to implement the capacities of 

technicians and science people to predict different scenarios around the MSP process, but also 

is an opportunity to make this technical information more suitable and understandable for all 

the stakeholders.  
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Sub-theme 5: A safe ocean: Human communities are protected from ocean hazards and the 

safety of operations at sea and on the coast is guaranteed. 

Speakers: 

 Anna Szegvari-Mas, INTERREG V (FR), rapporteur 

 Alberto Gómez Barreiro, University of the Republic of Uruguay (UY) 

 Baiba Zasa, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, Latvia / 

HELCOM (LV) 

 Olle Lewish (SE) 

 Ville Karvinen, Finnish Environment Institute (FI) 

 Dorota Pyc, University of Gdansk (PL) 

 Julia Machado (BR) 

 Ingela Isaksson, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 

 Margarita Stancheva, Center for Coastal and Marine Studies of Bulgaria (BG)  

 Joel Kamdoum Ngueko, University of Montpellier (FR) 

 

Julia Machado “To understand the risks and hazards, we have to know them. There is a need to 

do a mapping of all risks and activities and analyze them.” 

Alberto Gómez Barreiro “Coastal protection is more land-use planning; then we have to 

implement it into MSP. The scene and overview can be global, but the action must be local.” 
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Recommendations Actions 

Undertake actions to protect the oceans and 

promote sustainable use of the resources. 

Promote awareness-raising, education and 

communication to help understand what we 

want to do. 

Clear goals. 

Prioritize funding of the goals. 

Contextualization and adaptation (at regional 

and local levels). 

Promote dialogue and communication between 

stakeholders. 

Share information and experiences. 

Capacity building, compliance and enforcement. 

Understand and prioritize risks and impacts. 

Mapping and analyses. 

Allocate funding. 

Raise public awareness. 

Use of ITC devices (tracking, web services, etc.). 
 

 
Main conclusions: 

Capacity building is needed: empowering and increasing community knowledge (people have 

to understand the challenge and the risks. 

Sub-theme 6: A sustainable productive ocean: The provision of food supply and alternative 

livelihoods are secured. 

 

Speakers: 

 Samir Bachouche, National Research and Development Center for Fisheries and 

Aquaculture, Algeria (DZ), rapporteur  

 Alejandro Iglesias Campos, IOC-UNESCO  

 Michele Quesada da Silva, IOC-UNESCO  

 Cristina Cervera Núñez, IOC-UNESCO  

 Caterina Fonseca, Watershed Empowering Citizens (NL) 

 Luke McEachran, Marine Biodiversity Observation Network (US) 

 Jakub Szostak, Maritime Office in Gdynia (PL) 

 Aron Westholm, Gothenburg University (SE) 

 Hristo Stanchev, CCMS Foundation Council Geography, GIS (BG) 

 Jolanta Mrozek, Project SEAPLANSPACE, University of Gdansk (BG) 

 Dominik Littfass, HELCOM (FI) 
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Recommendations Actions 

Promote data standards and data sharing on 

multiple formats. 

Establish ocean monitoring platforms to provide 

better data for MSP. 

Protect and maintain biodiversity and the value 

of marine ecosystems. 

Use tools such as MSP and MPAs as part of the 

transition towards a blue economy. 

Need for collaboration across nations and states 

to address challenges, gaps and opportunities by 

implementing MSP. 

Convert the scientific and technical capacity of 

ocean stakeholders, especially for SIDS and LDCs, 

through greater access to more informed use of 

scientific knowledge and accelerated transfer of 

marine technology, training and education, and 

increased ocean literacy. This will lead to a 

sustainable use of ocean services. 
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Technical Workshop 7: Integrating Land, Sea and Society 
into MSP: Economic and Social Impacts and Land-Sea 
Interactions 
 

 
 

The seventh technical workshop aimed at sharing results from activities carried out in the Pan 

Baltic Scope project on developing an assessment of economic and social impacts and land-sea 

interactions in coastal and marine spatial planning. It also covered how to develop and 

integrate economic and social analyses (ESA) and multidimensional land-sea interactions (LSI) 

in coastal and marine planning at different spatial scales, in line with the IOC-UNESCO MSP 

guidelines, the EU MSP Directive and practical needs. 

Speakers: 

 Elin Cedergren, Nordregio (SE), rapporteur 

 Søren Eliasen, Nordregio (DK), rapporteur 

 Michael Kull, Nordregio (FI), rapporteur 

 Elina Laurila, HELCOM (FI), rapporteur 

 Heini Ahtiainen, HELCOM (FI) 

 Andrea Morf, Nordregio, Swedish Institute for the Marine Environment (SE) 
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 Margarita Vološina, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, 

Latvia (LV) 

 Mari Pohja-Mykrä, Finnish MSP Cooperation (FI) 

 Marina Marković, PAP/RAC (HR) 

 Sue Kidd, University of Liverpool (GB) 

 Dr. Holger Janßen, Ministry of Energy, Infrastructure and Digitalization Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern (DE) 

 Susanne Gustafsson, PlanBotnia AB in Mackmyra (SE) 

 Kristine Pakalniete, AKTiiVS, Latvia (LV) 

 

Heini Ahtiainen: The assessment on the Baltic Sea scale can enhance regional cooperation, 

advance coherence of approaches and aid national and local authorities. Recommendations on 

developing a framework for analyzing economic and social impacts have been produced under 

the Pan Baltic Scope project, and these recommendations can aid future assessments of MSP 

impacts on society (www.panbalticscope.eu). 

Mari Pohja-Mykrä: LSI experiences from Finland emphasized “planning with stakeholders for 

stakeholders”, i.e., the need to engage stakeholders and include their knowledge in planning 

from the very beginning – to understand what the core issues are. LSI is important but difficult 

to grasp and to have everyone understand each other and discuss the same thing. Therefore, 

Finland has developed a 3-dimensional coastal picture to use when discussing with 

stakeholders to promote a common understanding and facilitate knowledge sharing.  

Margarita Vološina: After the adoption of the Latvian national maritime spatial plan, the focus 

has been on addressing LSI, linking it to MSP and enabling planning at local level, as 

municipalities have a new mandate to plan a 2km coastal strip overlapping with national MSP. 

This was done through a study and pilot thematic planning in the Salacgriva municipality and 

workshops, partially together with Estonia. Estonia has been reflecting on how to encourage 

municipalities to plan across the land-sea interface, even if they have no mandate. The case 

study concluded that municipal planning should not stop at the coastline, but a lot of work 

now needs to be done to develop regulations and practices. Communication between different 

kinds of stakeholders and experts is key. The mandate to plan in the marine waters promotes 

thinking beyond the shoreline, but capacity development is even more important (see also the 

municipal guideline developed by Latvia). 

http://www.panbalticscope.eu/
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Sue Kidd: Social and economic impact assessments help to understand land-sea interactions. 

Ecosystem-based approach offers tools for planning, but more qualitative tools are still 

needed. Land-sea interactions are complex and therefore it is important that authorities have 

knowledge about ecosystem service values. Pan Baltic Scope has contributed to international 

development, especially from a qualitative data perspective. 

Marina Marković: LSI and social and economic assessments depend on each other – one 

cannot be done without the other. Addressing the monetary value of activities is important.  

Recommendations Actions 

It is important to consider land-sea interactions 

together with economic and social impact 

assessments. 

Explore the interlinkages between ESA and the 

needs for a proper knowledge base for LSI 

further and make better use of existing data to 

develop monetary, quantitative and qualitative 

assessment tools. 

Impacts need to be considered at different scales 

(spatial, temporal and administrative). 

Develop spatial approaches, data and results and 

engage users and stakeholders at scales relevant 

for them. 

The benefits and importance of marine 

ecosystem services need to be better 

understood. 

Create coherent conceptual frameworks for 

ecosystem service mapping and valuation and 

develop better methods for ecosystem valuation 

using a scale-, context-, and stakeholder-sensitive 

approaches. 

Question: What is needed to better integrate social and economic aspects into MSP? (22 

participants) 

Top five answers: 

1. (11) Better connection between land-based databases and MSP databases. As well as finding 

ways of integrating qualitative data. 

2. (5) Ecosystem services monetized 

3. (4) Local-level and scientific-based data 

4. (4) Interdisciplinary approaches, nature-contribution to people perspective 

5. (4) Culturally significant area analyses and vulnerability analysis (Gee & Cormier et al.) 
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Question: What are the most pressing data and method needs? (23 participants responding 

to proposed data needs) 

1. (11) Spatial impact analyses across the land-sea interface in general 

(social/economic/ecological)  

2. (11) Risks and opportunities across the land-sea boundary  

3. (10) Linkages between marine uses, environmental state and human welfare 

4. (10) Coastal social and economic sustainability aspects and analyses 

5. (8) Spatial needs of marine uses now and in the future 

 

Main conclusions:  

 Integrated assessments that investigate the links between sea and society, as well as sea 

and land, are important to capture the various impacts, from MSP to human welfare. 

 Both qualitative and quantitative approaches and results are needed to characterize 

economic and social impacts and land-sea interactions. 

 Spatial analyses of social, economic and ecological impacts, as well as ecosystem services, 

need to be developed. 

 Connections between land-based and MSP databases should be improved. 

 Assessing economic and social impacts and land-sea interactions provides ways to engage 

stakeholders and the public and include their views into planning. 
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Technical Workshop 8: Marine Green Infrastructure and its 
Role in MSP and Climate Refugia 
 

 
 

The eighth technical was moderated by Mārtiņš Grels, Ministry of Environmental Protection and 

Regional Development of Latvia (MoEPRD) (LV). The goal of the workshop was to introduce the 

Pan Baltic Scope proposal of marine green infrastructure (GI) concept, mapping approach and 

other examples of marine GI mapping, to discuss the opportunities and current limitations for 

applying the GI concept in MSP and to formulate recommendations and key actions to support 

the application of the GI concept in MSP.  

Speakers: 

 Mārtiņš Grels, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, Latvia 

(MoEPRD) (LV), rapporteur 

 Anda Ruskule, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, Latvia (LV) 

 Didzis Ustups, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, Latvia (LV) 

 Jan Schmidtbauer Crona, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SE) 

 Solvita Strāķe, Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology (LV) 

 Oscar Thörnqvist, Geological Survey of Sweden (SE) 



 
 
4th MSPforum Report: Riga (19-21 November 2019) 
Page 49 of 68 

 

 
Anda Ruskule and Didzis Ustups made a presentation on the Pan Baltic Scope approach (4 

steps) to the mapping of marine GI.  

Solvita Strāķe presented a BASMATI case study focused on benthic habitats, marine protected 

areas (MPA) and socioeconomic aspects. A complex diagram was created showing how 

ecosystem components from various habitats contribute to different functions and ecosystem 

services supply. The diagram shows us the relative importance of species in providing 

ecosystem services. For example, regarding nutrient filtration, we can go back to the 

ecosystem component and see the mussel play a crucial part in the provision of these 

ecosystem services.  

Jan Schmidtbauer Crona: “We need green infrastructure to reach our biodiversity targets 

outside the MPA areas. MSP is a spatial tool, and it has the possibility for a holistic approach. 

To balance nature conservation and development interests, we have developed ‘green maps’, 

which were applied in the MSP process.” Swedish MSP complemented the network of marine 

protected areas by defining new management areas that fit well with the definition of “other 

effective area-based conservation measures” (OECMs) defined by the parties to the 

Convention on Biological Diversity. Green maps helped to identify these nature areas. 

Pierpaolo Campostrini: “We should also consider existing industrial infrastructure (e.g., oil 

platforms, off-shore wind parks) that are currently not green and how they could be made 

greener. These constructions can serve as artificial reefs or refuge for fish species and support 

maintenance of the marine ecosystem. By using the GI concept, we can also understand better 

what is happening in this area, see the ecological connections. Then within MSP, we can 

balance the interests.” 

 

Recommendations Actions 

The green infrastructure concept shall be applied 

to support the implementation of the ecosystem 

approach application in MSP and should be used 

in MSP process to improve nature protection 

outside marine protected areas. 

Green infrastructure concept shall be integrated 

into the national MSP processes from the very 

beginning, during the stocktaking stage, but also 

considered in a process of developing spatial 

planning solutions (e.g., avoiding destructive sea 

uses within the areas of high ecological/ 

ecosystem service supply value), enhancing 

connectivity between protected or ecologically 

interrelated areas as well as applied in Strategic 

Environmental Assessment of MSP. 
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Marine GI mapping should be based on the best 

available knowledge and most recent data on the 

distribution of various marine ecosystem 

components as well as take into account the 

expected impacts of climate change. 

Interconnectivity and transnational perspective 

of the marine GI shall be respected, therefore 

preferably, it shall be mapped at the sea basin 

level (e.g., for the entire Baltic Sea). 

Countries conducting MSP should devote enough 

resources for mapping and/or modeling green 

infrastructure as well as organize the work in 

collaboration with neighboring counties, 

preferably using common data sets. 

The concept of marine GI and the mapping 

approach shall be further developed, improving 

the input data as well as the assessment 

methods (e.g., connectivity analysis as well as a 

more comprehensive approach to ecosystem 

service mapping). 

The integration of the GI concept into 

ecosystem-based management of marine areas 

shall be encouraged by international 

organizations, like UNESCO. In the Baltic Sea 

region, HELCOM could continue deepening and 

further develop the concept and promote its 

application in MSP. 

 

Main conclusions:  

 The marine GI concept is good for supporting the implementation of ecosystem-based 

management and/or ecosystem approach in MSP. It helps us to look beyond the borders of 

the whole marine ecosystem.  

 GI can help to boost MPA network and vice versa. It goes beyond MPAs – helping to 

improve the connectivity of MPAs as well as highlighting the importance of common 

species and habitats.   

 The concept is good for communicating ecological values to stakeholders and decision-

makers, which do not have a deeper knowledge of the marine ecosystem.  
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Technical Workshop 9: What are the Success Factors and 
Mechanisms for Cross-Border Cooperation in Achieving 
Coherent MSP? 
 

 
 

Speakers: 

 Kristina Veidemane, Baltic Environmental Forum (LV) 

 Joacim Johannesson, HELCOM-VASAB Maritime Spatial Planning Working Group (SE) 

 Željka Škaričić, PAP/RAC (HR) 

 

Joacim Johannesson briefly presented the established framework for collaboration in MSP and 

the HELCOM-VASAB MSP Working Group. 

Kristina Veidemane presented the evaluation and assessment of the cooperation process ten 

years after the adoption of the Baltic Sea broad-scale MSP principles (how regions are 

implementing MSP principles and guidelines). One of the methods used for transboundary 

cooperation is the presentation and discussion of project results within the HELCOM-VASAB 

MSP Working Group and decisions on proceeding or not are taken together. 

Željka Škaričić presented the transboundary cooperation on Maritime Spatial Planning in the 

Mediterranean (under the Barcelona Convention) where cooperation between EU and non-EU 
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countries is an additional challenge. The Transboundary Project for Buna/Bojana is a successful 

case considers Sub-regional specificities (e.g. ecosystems in the Adriatic) and priority areas and 

sectors. 

For the discussion part of this workshop session, participants were divided into small groups 

(five to six people) and had a few minutes to discuss the proposed topic (in line with the three 

defined guiding questions). 

 

Recommendations 

Best practices 

- Start to talk to your neighbors and zoom in on specific topics. If fruitful, make it more formal and 

earlier in the process. It works only when there is energy in the exchange. 

- Regional organization play a vital role in balancing conflicts and different ideas between different 

countries. It could provide the platform to share experience and look at the big picture at one table. 

 

Negative experiences to solve 

- Diplomatic issues/historic tension, different/diverging policies in cross-border countries, as such 

bilateral exchanges can be a better platform to discuss than a multilateral forum. 

- Regional authorities do not feel close connection to "big" transboundary issues. 

 

Most important issues to consider 

- Data sharing and common data effort. 

- Linear infrastructure, e.g. cables and pipelines. 

- Land-sea interactions. 

 

Competences need to address important issues 

- A good mediator. 

- Legal competences. 

- Communication all around the process and with stakeholders. 

 

Final key recommendations 

- Set common guidelines/recommendations on which countries can base their actions. 

- Have a clear national mandate when coming to the discussion table. 

- Take all countries/relevant actors on board. 
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Technical Workshop 10: Participants’ Choice – Planning for 
Climate Change: Solutions and Choices 
 

  
 
Speakers: 

 Malena Ripken, project NorthSEE, COAST - University of Oldenburg (DE), rapporteur  

 Susanne Gustafsson, PlanBotnia AB in Mackmyra (SE) 

 Catarina Frazão Santos, University of Lisbon (PT) 

 Tom Woolley, Marine Planning Policy and Development Section, Department of Housing, 

Planning and Local Government (IE) 

 Sue Kidd, University of Liverpool (GB) 

 Dr. Holger Janßen, Ministry of Energy, Infrastructure and Digitalization Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern (DE) 

 Kristine Pakalniete, AKTiiVS, Latvia (LV) 

 

Susanne Gustafsson: Climate change (CC) is a very important topic. It is the elephant in the 

room. Everybody talks about CC, and it is also a topic that is all over TV. CC is happening 

already. The ocean is very important, and we manage it, and we plan for it, while we also 
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depend and rely on our seas. What can the MSP community do about it? How? Where to 

start? Make new tools? 

Tom Woolley: Ireland launched national MSP last week. It is quite adaptive, and it is currently 

also going through consultation. Ireland has quite a large sea area, while it is also quite 

profound. The main aim of Ireland’s MSP is to meet the March 2021 deadline. However, there 

are currently many system changes to have a holistic approach.  

Catarina Frazão Santos: CC is a challenge for MSP. Portugal has a research project on this topic 

at global level but will focus on a Portuguese case study soon. We tried to understand 

conceptual ways of how MSP is affected by CC. CC will change ocean conditions and marine 

ecosystem and their distribution in space and time. MSP deals with the distribution of 

activities. Therefore, MSP will also be affected. We will potentially have new conflicts in the 

future, e.g. uses and the environment. For example, the Arctic is now accessible with impacts 

on the ecosystem and local communities.  

A lot of ocean uses rely on permits. MSP can play a key role in minimizing these negative 

impacts. We can help to decrease the specific effects. But how? This will change from place to 

place. Different ocean uses are differently affected by CC. We also have to take it to a local 

level. There are three major lines to follow:  

1. Try to understand the areas where we will have more impacts and more changes and the 

more vulnerable areas. For example, fisheries or aquaculture. How will it be affected? 

2. We will never be able to plan for everything. There is uncertainty. Flexibility is important. 

The same way the ocean is dynamic, management should be the same: adaptive management 

and governance. There is no one solution.  

3. Make sure that policies for marine planning and policies for CC are hand in hand. There is 

usually no reference in most CC policies to marine planning. 

Recommendations 

Plan for many futures – develop scenarios – plan for the uncertainty. 

Show what we know – show the scenarios. Raise awareness of the climate change impacts on ocean 

uses for various stakeholders – business, tourism sectors, and cooperate closely with them. 

Make plans adaptive while still providing legal certainty. 

MSP as a process and a plan should offer opportunities for different kinds of growth – changing lifestyle. 

Align policies with MSP and have them all facing the same direction. 
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Technical Workshop 11: Tools, Processes and Concepts for 
Integrating Maritime Cultural Heritage into MSP 
 

 
 

The purpose of the eleventh technical workshop was to discuss and analyze suitable tools and 

processes for integrating Maritime Cultural Heritage (MCH) into MSP. The session maps 

experiences and viewpoints of good practices, knowledge-sharing tools, and capacity building. 

These will pave the way for the recommendations to integrate MCH into MSP, as part of the 

outcome of the BalticRIM Project in autumn 2020. 

Speakers: 

 Marianne Lehtimäki, Finnish Heritage Agency, BalticRIM project (FI) rapporteur 

 Arturo Rey da Silva, Escuela Española de Historia y Arqueología en Roma EEHAR – CSIC (IT) 

 Sallamaria Tikkanen, BalticRIM project, BSR Working Group on Underwater Cultural 

Heritage, Finnish Heritage Agency (FI) 

 Mari Pohja-Mykrä, Finnish MSP Cooperation (FI) 

 

Arturo Rey da Silva, Maritime and underwater cultural heritage (MUCH) is a driver for a 

sustainable economy and social cohesion. It is embedded in the natural environment, and both 

have social implications. MUCH gives a historical perspective on how ocean issues have been 
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addressed over the years. The future of MUCH is in the narratives of our past as much as a 

resource for the development of our future. Archaeological data helps in drafting future 

development strategies, connecting all stakeholders. MSP is the “best practicable means” at 

the state’s disposal to protect UCH under the UNESCO Convention on the Protection of 

Underwater Cultural Heritage. Many of the countries who have signed this UNESCO 

Convention are using MSP as one of their tools to implement the Convention (so far, in BSR 

only Lithuania has ratified it). MSP can “prevent or mitigate” activities “incidentally affecting 

UCH”. UNESCO’s legal instruments underline the key role that cultural heritage plays in linking 

society to nature. Cultural heritage, tangible and intangible, add a socio-cultural dimension to 

MSP/Cultural Ecosystem Services (CES). The UNESCO World Heritage Convention requires 

States Parties to integrate cultural and natural heritage protection into comprehensive 

planning programs. Specific regulations for zones of inscribed sites could act as examples. 

Referring to the UNESCO Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development (2021-2030), 

cultural heritage could assist in delivering the Decade (www.oceandecadeheritage.org).  

Mari Pohja-Mykrä: The Finnish MSP process, which just passed the scenario phase, provides 

one example of the integration of maritime cultural heritage into MSP. A strong participatory 

involvement is planned into the Finnish MSP process, although the plan will be very general 

and strategic. At the beginning of the Finnish MSP process, as the background material, the 

Finnish Heritage Agency prepared a report, Maritime Cultural Heritage Situation Analysis 2019, 

with thematic mapping on maritime heritage in open GIS-based registers.   

Underwater cultural heritage consists mostly of remains of seafaring, such as shipwrecks and 

anchors at the bottom of the sea. The timber industry and sawmills built in the coastal areas, 

as well as coastal fishing communities, constitute significant underwater cultural heritage. In 

Finland, there are over 2,000 underwater cultural findings, of which 750 are protected. 

Maritime cultural heritage also includes intangible maritime cultural heritage related to the 

coastal fishing culture: methods and tools for fishing, talking about and vocabulary of 

seafaring, ways of fishing, natural phenomena and maritime places, names of and stories 

about fishing locations and fishing huts as well as sayings, beliefs and observations are proof of 

a fishing culture that was once very lively. Different stories can be related to rock formations, 

islands, erratic blocks, large stones, caves and other remarkable geologic formations. They can 

tell a story of supernatural activities (for instance, giants and devils), treasures and will-o’-the-

wisps, actions of the dead, old places where people used to live, sources of livelihood, war 

http://www.oceandecadeheritage.org/
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experiences and traffic routes. As coastal areas have a strong impact on local people’s well-

being, there should be several approaches to map the significance of heritage elements to take 

it into consideration in the MSP process. 

Sallamaria Tikkanen: Culture acts as the fourth pillar of sustainable development. We are 

living a “time of the blue planet”, where heritage is also on board. There is a growing need for 

maritime and underwater cultural heritage data at global level for different purposes like MSP.  

The Baltic Sea's underwater cultural heritage is exceptionally well preserved generally. It 

embodies transnational values. About 40% of the Baltic Sea is not protected by any national 

heritage legislation. There are areal underwater cultural heritage sites, like ship traps, sea 

battle areas (with sunken ships), or ship graveyards (where ships have sunk). However, these 

are included in the heritage registers as single wrecks, dots, not as areas.  

The underwater landscape is under development as one tool to map meaningful places of 

underwater stakeholders, namely divers. The underwater landscape is a combination of 

factors related to cultural heritage and history, intangible cultural heritage, social factors 

including current uses of the sea space, factors based on landscape and nature values, and 

factors related to experience and the atmosphere of the space. BalticRIM has analyzed 

relations between maritime cultural heritage registers and legislation and the integration of 

maritime cultural heritage into MSP in different countries of the Baltic Sea. An open question is 

how non-statutory areas / underwater landscapes can be presented in MSP. 
 

Recommendations Actions 

Integrate MCH into MSP. 
Communicate between the MCH authorities & 

stakeholders and planners. 
 

Main conclusions:  

Maritime and Underwater Cultural Heritage (MCH) has tangible and intangible values. It is 

connected to society, nature, cultural uses, and the emotional values of citizens. Therefore, in 

modern society, heritage should be considered in MSP in all phases and different scales. It’s a 

challenge to integrate MCH into MSP. At the national level, MSP processes are quite different 

due to the various planning systems. However, it is a key issue to include MCH into all levels of 

planning. MSP planners can learn from those BSR countries where MCH has taken into account 

in the planning of territorial waters before the time of EU MSP. Besides, we need new thinking 

and innovative strategies to insert MCH into MSP. 
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Technical Workshop 12: Ocean Literacy and MSP, Common 
Objectives and Challenges 
 

 
 

The last and twelfth technical workshop was dedicated to introducing to the concept of Ocean 

Literacy, the importance of Ocean Literacy in MSP and discussion on the experiences of Ocean 

Literacy in the context of the upcoming UN Decade of Ocean Science (2021-2030). 

Speakers: 

 Francesca Santoro, IOC-UNESCO   

 Sallamaria Tikkanen, BalticRIM – project, BSR Working Group on Underwater Cultural 

Heritage, Finnish Heritage Agency (FI) 

 Mari Pohja-Mykrä, Finnish MSP Cooperation (FI) 

 Rhona Fairgrieve, W.S. Atkins International Ltd. (GB)  rapporteur 

 

Francesca Santoro: Ocean Literacy has been around for around 30 years: it started in the US 

but has gained momentum in Europe and global recognition in recent years. Ocean Literacy 

links to Maritime Spatial Planning because understanding the importance of the ocean and 

being able to communicate it leads to being able to make informed, responsible and 
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coordinated decisions for the sustainable use of the marine environment. Ocean Literacy helps 

to deliver effective MSP.  

Rhona Fairgrieve: The Scottish Government’s ‘Marine Atlas’ published in 2010 is the scientific, 

environmental and economic evidence base for Scotland’s National Marine Plan: a hard copy 

of this full-colour document was sent to every school in the country to introduce students of 

all ages to marine planning and why it was needed. It is still available on www.gov.scot but a 

new electronic edition is in preparation to support the next National Marine Plan and reflect 

changes in available data. Emphasizes the importance of an educated and involved public. 

 

Recommendations Actions 

People should be aware that they can use their 

position to make a difference. 
The Ocean Decade to deliver science for society. 

Science should be well communicated to the 

public. 

Engage with social scientists. 

Promote scientists to be good communicators. 

Change attitudes. 

Start giving information to society (Ocean 

Literacy) who will push politicians and decision-

makers to make decisions. 

 

Main conclusions:  

KNOWLEDGE → COMMUNICATION → ACTION  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.gov.scot/
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Plenary Session 3: Young Planners’ Perspective on MSP 
Topics 
 

 
 

Speakers: 

 Dominic Plug, Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency, Germany, BSR Young Planners’ 

Contest (DE) 

 Shahba Al-Kebsi, Erasmus Mundus, BSR Young Planners’ Contest, Yemen (YE) 

 Daša Švaikovskaja, Nutrition MSc student, Karolinska Institutet, EIT Food RIS Fellow, 

IMDEA Food Institute, BSR Young Planners’ Contest, Estonia (EE) 

 Shenghui Li, China (CN) 

 Bruno Minuzzi Schemes, Erasmus Mundus Brazil (BR) 
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Plenary session 4: MSP Around the World – Experience 
Exchange 
 

 
 

The overall goal of this session was to compare the status of MSP in 3 different countries 

(following the ten steps from IOC-UNESCO), namely what the main issues are for MSP in 

Russia, Uruguay and Japan. 

Speakers: 

 Aymen Chrigui, Erasmus Mundus, IUAV, Intern at World Ocean Council (TN), rapporteur  

 Alberto Gómez Barreiro, Doctor of Law and Professor of Environmental Law, University of 

the Republic of Uruguay (UY)  

 Larisa Danilova, Deputy Director, Institute of Maritime Spatial Planning Ermak Northwest 

(RU) 

 Yutaka Michida, Professor, Atmosphere and Ocean Research Institute, University of Tokyo 

(JP)  

 Francesca Adrienne, Director-General, Department of Blue Economy, Government of 

Seychelles (SC) 
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Main conclusions:  

 Japan, Russia and Uruguay are all in the pre-planning process. 

 The main issue for MSP in Uruguay: financial issues, expertise, political issues. 

 The main issue for MSP in Russia: all seas are under federal responsibility. The opening of 

Arctic shipping routes will affect Russian MSP – the development of a roadmap for Russian 

MSP will create dialogues with stakeholders in Arctic zone. The WWF is promoting MSP for 

the Arctic, and the national authorities are in contact with the organization.  

 The main issue for MSP in Japan: the land space is very small but the EEZ is very big – and it 

is not yet decided who should pay and who should be in charge (one idea is to ask the 

private sector for Japan seismic activities). MSP is crucial to protect the coastal zone from 

impacts of tsunamis. 

 The main issue for MSP in Seychelles: with a high vulnerability to sea-level rise, the country 

is now trying to create a legal framework to implement MSP. MSP will change the mindset 

of people on how they use the space (marine zones excluding human activities). Focus on 

research and marine protection.  
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Closing Session 
 

 
 

The organizers of the MSPforum summarized the results of the most attended forum in our 

history of joint efforts, the global MSP community successfully met the Baltic regional MSP 

community and the exchanges inspired all of us. 

We all thanked Mr. Jane Antikainen, our extraordinary facilitator that accompanied and guided 

all our discussions during the 3 days of the forum in Riga.  

IOC-UNESCO and DG MARE announced the location of the next international MSPforum in the 

Eastern Mediterranean and VASAB confirmed that the regional Baltic MSPforum will also be 

organized next year in the Latvian capital.  

SwAM, as Pan Baltic Scope Project Coordinator, passed a baggage full of experiences, lessons 

learned and more results to VASAB as coordinator of the brand new project Capacity4MSP.  
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Annex 1: List of Participants 

First name Last name Affiliation Residence 

Francesca ADRIENNE 
Maritime Boundary 
Management at Department 
of Blue Economy  

Seychelles 

Heini AHTIAINEN HELCOM Finland  

Shahba AL-KEBSI 
Erasmus Mundus on MSP, 
BSR Young Planners’ Contest  

Yemen  

Susanne ALVATER 
s.Pro – sustainable projects 
/ SUBMARINER Network for 
Blue Growth  

Germany  

Tomas ANDERSSON 
Swedish Agency for Marine 
and Water Management 

Sweden  

Joseph  ANSONG 
MSPglobal Expert, Ulster 
University  

UK 

Samir BACHOUCHE 
National Research and 
Development Center for 
Fisheries and Aquaculture 

Algeria 

Andrea BARBANTI 
National Research Council of 
Italy, Institute for Marine 
Sciences (CNR-ISMAR) 

Italy  

Niccolò BASSAN 
Erasmus Mundus on MSP, 
IUAV 

Italy  

Lena  BERGSTROM HELCOM Finland  

Marta BARONE 
Lithuanian Institute of 
Agrarian Economics  

Latvia 

Janica BORG WWF Belgium 

Margarita  BRUAGA LIAE Italy 

Mónica  
CAMPILLOS 
LLANOS 

Spanish Institute of 
Oceanography 

Spain 

Pierpaolo  CAMPOSTRINI 
Consortium for Managing 
Scientific Research on 
Venice Lagoon System 

Italy 

Cristina 
CERVERA 
NÚÑEZ 
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