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Executive summary

This report identifies good practices in implemdéotaof the BALTIC SEA BROAD-SCALE

MARITIME SPATIAL PLANNING PRINCIPLES jointly developed by VASAB and
HELCOM. in 2016. The main aim of this exercise is to support piagmprocess in the
Bothnian Sea and share experience on maritimeasgdénning (MSP) among the VASAB
and HELCOM stakeholders and other relevant actors.

The first part of the report is devoted to preseoaof the most important planning activities
in the Baltic Sea Region covering marine waterse Tollowing plans draft plans and
planning projects have been analysed: Pilot magitspatial plan for the Southern Middle
Bank, Pilot maritime spatial plan for Western paftthe Gulf of Gdask, Pilot maritime
spatial plan for the Western coast of Latvia anel #ddjacent waters, Spatial plan for the
German EEZ of the Baltic Sea, Spatial Developmerig@amme of Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern, Pilot Project Pomeranian Bight / Ark@esin, Pilot maritime spatial plans for
the Western coast of Hilumaa and Saaremaa and Bamurhe regional spatial plan for the
Kymenlaakso region in Finland. Swedish experiencenaritime spatial planning has not
been described so far due to lack of relevant nadéen English. In addition to that also the
most important maritime planning efforts outside Baltic Sea Region have been included as
a benchmark such as: Integrated Management Pltoe dflarine Environment of the Barents
Sea and the Sea Areas off the Lofoten Islands,tiMeriSpatial Planning in the Netherlands
and the UK Marine Policy Statement.

In the second part of the report the aforementignlads and planning projects have been
screened with regard to their complacency with\WA&SAB-HELCOM principles. On those
basis a long list of good practices have been deeel. Out of those good practices the most
important ones for enhancement of cross bordertimarispatial planning have been chosen
and described in detail in the third part of thpomt. Those good practices concern the
following themes: stakeholder participation, prepan of the SEA reports for maritime
spatial plans, preparation of plans under highllevaincertainty (insufficient information),
handling and coordination of MSP data flows at lhesl of Baltic Sea Region, elaboration
and use of the basin vide vision for marine watergelopment, and finally launching and
running of the conscious research programmes ipastipf the MSP.

Introductory

In the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan which was aapin November 2007, HELCOM
Contracting Parties committed themselves to devespwell as test, apply and evaluate, in
co-operation with other relevant international fesdi broad-scale, cross-sectoral, marine
spatial planning principles based on the ecosystepnoach. To this end HELCOM adopted
Recommendation 28E/9 on development of broad-soale spatial planning principles.

Broad-scale MSP can help in meeting the ecosystsaedomanagement objectives set by the
HELCOM Action Plan, as well as objectives set by Hiitiatives such as the European
Marine Strategy Framework Directive and Europearritvide Policy. Due to the relative
novelty of the concept of comprehensive Spatiahiilzg in the marine field, there are yet no
commonly agreed definitions or standards for thiejest. The main aim is to widen the
marine interventions beyond purely sectoral poliogasures towards integrated spatial
approach within the Baltic marine area.

'The principles can be fund in Zaucha Matczak 2011



In 2010 joint VASAB-HELCOM group was established poepare the joint VASAB-
HELCOM maritime spatial planning principles. Suaimpiples have been agreed (see annex
1) and the joint work has started on enhancemedtestablishment in all BSR countries
necessary preconditions for introduction of the MfBed on such principles. The principles
were ready by the end of 2010 and adopted by theQdEM Heads of Delegations and
VASAB Committee on Spatial Planning and Development

In the meantime HELCOM launched the Bothnia Plasjgmt in co-operation with DG Mare
and relevant stakeholders from Sweden and Finlan€.project ambition is to start planning
process of the Bothnian Sea. Naturally such a phgneffort should be compliant with
aforementioned VASAB-HELCOM principles. Thereforeoject looks for existing good
practices in implementation of those principlegatly tested in the Baltic Sea Region and in
other countries.

Therefore this report aims at identification of #im@st suitable and promising vehicles for
implementation key ideas covered in the princiglash as sustainable development of marine
waters, ecosystem integrity, stakeholders partipaor cross-border planning coherence. By
examining existing planning initiatives (describedietail in the part | of the report) the most
relevant good practices have been identified (lbsgin part 1l of the report) and then
described in depth in part Il of the report withctis on those most relevant for enhancement
of the cross-border maritime spatial planning i Baltic Sea Region.

|. Plans

A. Pilot maritime spatial plan for the Southern Middle Bank

The draft plan was prepared in 2011 under the BaRfan Project. The area of the plan covers a part
of the sea area of the Southern Middle Bank. Thiéase area is about 1751,5 kifin acc. with
azimuthally equal-surface Lambert projection) ded &t the contact of the Polish and Swedish EEZs.
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Map A. 1. Location of the Pilot maritime spatial pan for the Southern Middle Bank
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The planned sea area is delimited by the coordinaitéts cornersA: 55°50'N, 17°00'EB: 55°50'N,
17°45'E;C: 55°30'N, 17°45'E;D: 55°30'N, 17°00’E.

Due to legal constraints the plan is still treafsda draft one. It is of non-binding nature, howetve
has been used by Maritime Administration in Polaa&la best available knowledge, for guiding its
management decisions.

The draft spatial development plan of the Southmidle Bank sea area is of a strategic character.
It is a tool for balancing the different interests sea space use. It is a structure plan, because i
diagnoses the spatial conditions of developmengraénes components of the spatial system and
their relationships/interactions and indicates rthdsired “shape”. In principle, the plan awards
priority for some uses and ensures cohesion ofwihele system of proposed solutions. The draft
spatial plan includes a graphic and a text pare ghaphic part is done in scale 1:200 000, in
azimuthally equal-surface Lambert projection (ETRS89 LAEA), with possibility of easy
transformation to projections required for sea mapke textual part contains determinations
concerning the principles of development and usseafspace by the users, and indicates priordres f
some parts of the space, as well as limitationsamimlissions within the distinguished in the plaa se
basins (subareas). Limitations are introduced amla few cases, and only with the objective of
assuring the above mentioned cohesion.

B. Pilot maritime spatial plan for Western part of the Gulf of Gdansk

The draft plan was prepared in 2008 under the RlasCProject. The plan covers part of internal sea
waters of the Gulf of Gdsk. The area has the surface of about 40,550 toatesi to the west of the
line connecting the head of the Hel Peninsula withGdynia/Sopot boundary, with the exclusion of
the area of harbours of Gdynia, Puck, JastarniaHeld closed by breakwaters and submitted to
limitations concerning land areas. The draft plavecs part of the internal Gulf of Gikk.
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Map B. 1. Zoning map of the Pilot maritime spatialplan for Western part of the Gulf of Gdansk

Due to legal constraints the plan is still treatsda draft. It is of non-binding nature, howevenas
been used by Maritime Administration, as a besilava knowledge, for guiding its management
decisions.



The draft plan is of comprehensive nature. It idelsia graphic and a text part. The draft drawing of
the plan has been made in a 1:25 000 scale, unelé@2” state coordinate system, with the possibili

of easy transformation to the representation reduin nautical charts. The draft text of the plan
comprises, in particular, provisions concerningh@ples of management and use for water areas
determined in the plan. On the one hand the plam s$tructural one, as it provides a diagnosis of
spatial conditions of development, specifies congmbs of the spatial system and their mutual
relationships and points out to their desired shaevast sea area (equal to the territory ofr@al
communes). On the other hand as land use locas iaettles detailed conditions, requirements and
certain specific limitations in the utilization séa space divided in small sea basins (subareas).

C. Pilot maritime spatial plan for the Western coast 6 Latvia and the adjacent waters

The draft plan was prepared in the years 2010-20tier the BaltSeaPlan Project. It is expected to be
completed in the autumn of 2011. The area of tla glovers the Western coast of Latvia and the
adjacent waters both territorial and EEZ (withdwg Gulf of Riga and Irbe Strait). The plan has both
pilot and strategic character. The pilot plan &adreparation process serves as a demonstrasen ca
to lay the basis for establishment of a legal M@ework in Latvia. First steps have been taken and
necessity to develop MSP is set in spatial planfégislation. Secondary legislation - Regulation fo
MSP process, content and participation of stakedields planned to be ready till end of 2012.
Development of MSP for all Latvian jurisdiction seaters is planned to start not later than in 2014.
The pilot plan was carried out by the Baltic Enmimtental Forum. Responsible public authorities
(regional and national ones) actively participatethe process in the framework of the coordination
group and large share of stakeholders were invdlvednsultation process.




Map C. 1. Drawing of the maritime spatial plan forthe Western coast of Latvia and the adjacent waters

The plan is of a strategic character. The pilohplecludes a graphic and a text part. The grapait p

is done in scale 1:450 000. The textual part costaieterminations concerning the principles of
development and use of sea space by the usersdiodtes priorities for some parts of the spase, a
well as limitations and admissions within the digtiished in the plan sea basins (subareas) — zones
with limitation for certain uses.

The most important provisions of the plan have bekborated in the course of an intensive
stakeholder participation process.

The Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regibmbevelopment has also prepared a draft
Concept of Institutions Responsibilities in MSPdéfines institutions and their competences that ar
involved in maritime spatial planning processese Thoncept also suggests enlarging planning
responsibility for local governments beyond thadiménistrative borders in the territorial sea. (The
concept is going to be approved by the Governnrechdimax 5 months).

D. Spatial plan for the German EEZ of the Baltic Sea

The Federal Minister of Transport, Building and bimbAffairs mandated in 2005 the Federal
Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (Bundesamt fir ssééfahrt und Hydrographie (BSH)) to
develop the marine spatial plan and an environrheefaort for the EEZ. The first stage was
preparation of the scoping report (the stakeholden® involved). The plan was prepared in the years
2007-2009 as multiple-use marine spatial plan.oltecs German exclusive economic zone of the
Baltic Sea (c.a. 4,500 Kini.e. sea area adjacent to the sea waters of doBweden and Denmark.
This was the first maritime spatial plan coverirtgZen Europe.
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Map D. 1. Drawing of theGerman EEZ spatial plan

The plan is of binding nature. It was adopted bg thagal ordinance of the Federal Minister of
Transport, Building and Urban Affairs of 10th of é&enber 2009.
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The plan is of a strategic character. It is a foolbalancing the different interests of sea spsmas
in the case of the Southern Middle Bank draft plEme plan includes a graphic and a text part. The
graphic part is done in scale 1:400 000 in Mer¢&®N) projection (WGS84). The textual part
contains determinations concerning the principliedevelopment and use of sea space by the users,
and indicates priorities for some parts of the spabe plan contains:

e planning targets (legally binding),

e planning principles (guideline that needs to bei@aarly considered in the decision process).

E. Spatial Development programme of Mecklenburg-Vorpormern

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern is the first German coastate that has integrated designation for single
uses in the 12-nm zone into its regional develogmengram. Mecklenburg-Vorpommern extended
in 2005 its Spatial Development Programme to c@lso sea space (coastal waters). Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern has a territorial sea of about 5700 %r&bout a fourth the size of its land area—and a
coastline of about 380 KimAbout 900,000 people live in its administrativstrcts along the coast.

U8 Prority area for nature protection and management
Reservation area for nature protection and management
Hl Suitable area for wind energy
B Priority area for sand and gravel exploitation
I Reservation area for sand and gravel exploitation
B Reservation area for cables and pipelines
Reservation area for tourism
Special Protection Area (EU Bird Directive)
Special Area of Conservation (EU FFH Directive)

Important shipping route - % .
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Map E. 1. Drawing of theSpatial Development Programme Mecklenburg-Vorpommen

The Spatial Development Programme Mecklenburg-Vionpern is of legally binding nature. The
plan (prepared 2003-2005) covers both sea and ilendhe whole territory of the Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern. The preparatory works for the maritipaet of the plan were partly elaborated under
BaltCoast Project. The plan was adopted by thenardie of the Ministry of Transport, Building and
Regional Development of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern. Didinance came into force in May 2005.
This was the first BSR spatial plan of supralochbracter covering sea space. The process of
amending the plan was started in 2009.

The functions and the legal nature of the plannslar to the plan for German EEZ of the Baltic Sea
The plan is of a strategic character. It is a foolbalancing the different interests of sea spsmas
in the case of the Southern Middle Bank draft pldme Spatial Development Programme

2 As the borderline to Schleswig-Holstein is notided its very difficult to fix this area.
3 ; .
Pure coastal Border without bays or lagoons :1340
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Mecklenburg-Vorpommern includes a graphic and apext. The graphic part is done in scale 1:250
000 in ETRS 89 (GRS80) UTM-Abbildung, Zone 33. Batrts contain determinations concerning
the principles of development and use of sea spadtke users, and indicates priorities for soméspar
of the space. The Spatial Development Programmekigielourg-Vorpommern contains:

¢ planning targets (legally binding),

¢ planning principles (guideline that needs to beipalarly considered in the decision process.

F. Pilot Project Pomeranian Bight / Arkona Basin
The draft plan was prepared under the BaltSeaRigjed®. The plan will be completed by the end of

2011. The area of the Pilot Project Pomeranian Bigkrkona Basin comprises shares of territorial
sea as well as of the EEZ of four countries: Defraweden, Poland and Germany.
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Map F. 1. Drawing of the draft maritime spatial plan for the Pomerania Bight

The project area encompasses ca. 14.100 sgkmouilises are defined by a line running from
Southwestern Bornholm southwards to the Wolin paranat the western coast of the Polish County
of Zachodniopomorskie, westward to Germany / Meadilegg-Vorpommern along the coast of
peninsula Usedom and the island of Rigen to ittheammost headland - Arkona, and then North to
and along the Southern coast of Skane in Swedwllyficrossing the Traffic Separation Scheme/IMO
Shiproute Bornholms gets back to Bornholm.

It is one of the first draft maritime plans worldlgi encompassing sea areas of four states. Itng bei
conducted as a project in itself, and thus of aiading nature. Nevertheless some partners wadl us
the outcomes of the project as input into theippration of legally binding plans within their arefa
responsibility and competence. The plan with @nsboundary approach should thus promote a more
comprehensive and cohesive planning for the whoda.aregardless of actual different planning
systems and stages .

The plan is of a strategic character and has bespaped in line with the methodology used for two
already described German plans. The plan is aftodbalancing the different interests of sea space.
The plan includes a graphic and a text part. Thaplgc part is done in scale 1:2.000.000 in
Mercator(54N) projection (WGS84). The textual part containstedminations concerning the
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principles of development, use and protection af §gace, and indicates priorities for some parts of
the space. It will deal for example with conflittstween shipping and wind energy and deal with the
protection of tourism and with the requirements mgture conservation. It will also include
recommendations regarding issues not to be regulgtehe plan’s regulations itself, but within athe
fields of policy and sectoral planning.

G. Pilot MSPs for the Western coast of Hiiumaa and Saamaa and Parnu Bay

Parnu Bay area in Estonia is both environmentadlysgive and under growing human use
pressure. Parnu Bay is located in the easterrop&tlf of Riga, it is shallow coastal sea with
high nutrient content and low salinity (0-5,8 PSU).

Parnu pilot area
- Paris

Trip mika
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Map G. 1. Legally ensured human uses of the marinarea of the Parnu Bay pilot maritime
planning area

For the Bay the planning process covered stockwgkidentification of future uses, and
analysis of conflicts and preparation of measums donflict solving The stock-taking
covered such uses as recreation, fisheries, o#fshord energy mining and sea transport. The
planning process ended with identificatiorntloé conditions for establishment of new uses e.g.
offshore windfarms or military areas.

The sea area around the Hiiumaa and Saaremaassdiaritstonia is both environmentally

sensitive and under growing human use pressurehtlihman use pressure is however much
lower than in Parnu Bay and also environmental itmms are different — it is open, deep sea
with the salinity of 5-7,2 PSU. The main confliete related to the planned wind farms and
their potential impact on wave conditions (windfswg), the view from coast and birds. Also

a conflict between trawling and coastal fisherikegk of fish in coastal areas) and conflict

between the planned wind farms and fisheries.
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Map G. 2. Legally ensured human uses of the maringrea of theHiiumaa and Saaremaa pilot
maritime planning area

Similar to the Parnu Bay also this planning proesssovered only stock-taking, conflict
analysis and identification of future uses. Thenplag process ended with identification of
the conditions for establishment of new uses eilitany areas.

For both cases thglanning process was led by the Estonian Maringtiins of University of
Tartu and Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) Estor@ne should note that the genuine
spatial plans have not been prepared within thedraf aforementioned planning processes.
The planning methodology was only partially in liwéh the proper process of planning as
established in the Estonian Planning Act (only samitgal steps implemented). In addition,
the planning process have not been carried thrbyghstitutions that hold the right planning
competence. Therefore it should be treated as ynaistock-taking exercise and stakeholders
mobilization process starting debate about futuse of the aforementioned important
maritime areas. The planning process in both cdses not have any legal consequences.
The intention of the Estonian government is toiatét a pilot project for maritime spatial
planning soon in line with the existing legal reguients. This means that Parnu County
Governor will initiate a maritime spatial plan wWiBEA for Parnu Bay area not later than
2012.

H. Finnish MSP

The regional spatial plan for the Kymenlaakso regi@s prepared in two phases. The first chase was
accepted by the Region al Council in 2006 andiedlitonfirmed by the Ministry of Environment in
2008 and the second phase (covering the sea spase)yccepted by the Council in 2009 and
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ratified/confirmed by the Ministry in 2010. The pl& only an example how Finnish regional plans
cover sea space. It is one out of several others.

The Kymenlaakso region is located in South-EasiaRoh including the areas of seven
municipalities including the cities of Kouvola aKdtka. Regional plans cover the whole area
of the Kymenlaakso region both land and sea ar2anfi zone). The plan deals separately
with built up environment and rural environment anadure. Therefore there are:
1 The regional plan covering built up environmentagjamaat ja niiden ymparistot-
maakuntakaava)
2 The regional plan covering rural environments aaaire (Maaseutu- ja luonto-
maakuntakaava)

A regional plan dealing with energy issues is autityeunder work (windmill parks etc.). The
regional plan covers 741 825 hectares out of th@®2lL5 ha are located off-shore (25%).
The territory covered by the plan is presentedwelo

Regional plan total area of thesea area (ha) percentage of the sea area
regional plan (ha

built environment 101802 10728 11 %

rural environment 640023 172487 27 %

both (total) 741825 183215 25 %

L
|

_’-/! City of Kouvela

City of Kotka

Map H. 1. Area covered by theregional spatial plan for the Kymenlaakso region

The plan is of comprehensive nature. It is a ggiatplan which underlines spatial priorities and
reserve space for their implementation. Therefooemtains a general zone not regulated by the plan
The plan includes a graphic and a text part. Tlaeviohg of the plan has been made in a 1:100 000
scale. Land use designations and planning resengathown on the map provide a concrete spatial
expression of the regional development strategieggoed by the Regional Council. They are legally
binding for detailed local plans of municipalitiaed they ensure that municipal plans are in lirid wi

12



the regional strategies. The plan covers all issfeshich effective planning solutions cannot be
developed at the local level alone. The plan diyeszintrols land uses in selected sites (areasugir
conditional building restrictions and protectiorders limiting construction and other land uses that
would endanger valuable natural or cultural featkthe landscapes. As far as sea are is cornoern t
plan address the following priorities: ports, naitif areas, nature protection areas, landscape
protection areas, wind mills areas, different typésecreation and tourist areas requiring différen
planning measures and allowing for different ugennity. The plan also contains shipping routes and
boating routes but only as exogenous informatiamifot be regulated by the plan). It can also contai
existing and planned power lines but so far itdsthe case.

l. Swedish MSP- will be elaborated when inputs received

J. Integrated Management Plan of the Marine Environmen of the Barents Sea and the Sea
Areas off the Lofoten Islands

The “Integrated Management Plan of the Marine Emrnent of the Barents Sea and the Sea Areas
off the Lofoten Islands” (2006) provides a framekvéor the sustainable use of natural resources and
goods derived from the Barents Sea and the sea afethe Lofoten Islands and at the same time

maintains the structure, functioning and produttieif the ecosystems of the area.
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Map J 1. Zones in the Integrated Management Plan ahe Marine Environment of the Barents
Sea and the Sea Areas off the Lofoten Islands

The plan is intended to clarify the overall framekvdor both existing and new activities in these
waters. The Government considers it very importanéncourage broad-based and varied industrial
development in North Norway. The plan facilitates to-existence of different industries, partidylar
the fishing industry, maritime transport, and pkewon industry (in fact, it is one of the few
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“integrated” MSP programs anywhere that incorparathe fishing industry in the plan).

The management plan highlights issues where furtloek is required to ensure that these industries
continue to co-exist satisfactorily. The plan iscalintended to be instrumental in ensuring that
business interests, local, regional and centrahaailites, environmental organizations and other

interest groups all have a common understandintpefgoals for management of the Barents Sea—
Lofoten marine area.

The integrated management plan was developed bet2@#-2005 and approved by the Norwegian
Storting (Parliament) in 2006. The plan was revidsmbsed on new information in 2010-11.
The management plan is strategic and advisory, regtilatory. However, regulatory ministries
participated in its development and their permiisiens are guided by the plan.

Two other integrated management plans have beareobeing developed for Norwegian marine
waters: a Norwegian Sea plan (approved in 2009)aapthn for the Norwegian sector of the North
Sea (planned for 2013). This case study focusgsamthe Barents Sea-Lofoten marine plan.

K. Maritime Spatial Planning in the Netherlands

The Dutch case is specific. It is the only casedesd in the report of consequent adaptive plagnin
with a sequence of different documents reinforaagh other.

Map K 1. Zones in the Dutch Maritime Spatial Plan

The Dutch part of the North Sea, covering an afegbout 58,000 ki(one and a half the land mass

of the Netherlands), is one of the most intenselgdumarine areas in the world. In 2005, the Dutch
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Epmiment published for the first time a North Sea
chapter in their national ‘Spatial Planning Polidpcument’. The Dutch maritime spatial planning

policy aims at preventing fragmentation and prongthe efficient use of space, while giving private
parties the scope to develop their own initiatireshe North Sea. This overall goal is elaborated i

more detail in the ‘Integrated Management Plantifier North Sea 2015’ (IMPNS 2015) where it is

translated into: (1) spatial management to fosténealthy sea”; (2) spatial management to foster
a “safe sea”; and (3) spatial management to fastprofitable sea” (IMPNS 2015, 2005).
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The Dutch government initially (2005) chose a “®gic” maritime spatial planning approach that
defined ‘use zones’ only where necessary (e.gppshg routes, military exercise, ecologically
valuable areas). This approach allowed a consiteeramount of freedom to the private sector by
giving them the latitude to develop initiatives it certain constraints. Spatial planning was
considered as a means of fostering sustainablevhide simultaneously allowing as much scope as
possible for private sector initiatives (IMPNS 202805).

In 2009 even a more strategic and forward-lookitan pvas made with a greater focus on spatial
development (Policy Document on the North Sea, POD®is policy document is part of the National
Water Plan (NWP) and should be read with it. Itadstand substantiates the policy choices about
human uses of the North Sea and their implementatithe NWP.

Finally, in 2010 the National Water Plan, also matsgic framework based on the Dutch Spatial
Planning Act, replaced certain policy sectionshe National Spatial Strategy, including the spatial
plan for the North Sea.

L. The UK Marine Policy Statement

While the United Kingdothwas one of the first countries to propose spatahning in the marine
environment in 2002, it has only now begun to imptat MSP. Rather than use existing authorities to
initiate marine planning, the UK took five yearspass national legislation—the Marine and Coastal
Access Act of 2009—that authorizes marine plannifihe Act also established the Marine
Management Organization (MMO) that has respongjbftir marine planning in English territorial
waters.

The UK Marine Policy Statement (MPS), released 0112 is the framework for preparing marine
plans and taking decisions affecting the marindgrenment. It will contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development of all UK marine area. $beretary of State, Scottish Ministers, Welsh
Ministers, and the Department of the Environmenarthern Ireland have jointly adopted the MPS.
This is a key step towards achieving the visiorresthdoy the UK Administrations (UK Government,
Scottish Government, Welsh Assembly Government Bodhern Ireland Executive) of having
‘clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologicaliyerse oceans and seas’.

Marine plan areas cover inshore and offshore mamiggons. There are eleven marine plan areas
across England, encompassing an area of about(@bRi&, and the MMO will in time, produce
marine plans for each of these plan areas (seelMpprhe first areas to have marine plans will be
the East Inshore and East Offshore areas. Thelitsdgire plan area includes an area of coastlirte tha
stretches from Flamborough Head in the north, dawfelixstowe in the south taking in some 6,000
km? of sea to the East of England (see Map |. 2) Hast Offshore plan area includes the marine area

from 12 nautical miles (nm) to border territori East Inshore & Offshore Plan Areas M

waters, a total of approximately 49,000 *af ; _ — sea.
The Netherlands, Belgium and a small part - :
France border the East Offshore plan area. 2

B

)

i

e

- L]

* The United Kingdom, a member state of the Euri .7 ] 3 a nd, Northe
Ireland, Scotland and Wales. Each of the four aoem i, e e Marand
Coastal Access Act of 2009 in a different way actiesl < .~ { B,




Map 1.1 Marine Plan Areas in England Map |.2. Eastinshore and Offshore Plan Areas

The first two marine plans will be adopted by 2013
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Il. Principles

Comparative analysis of different planning effa&ems not an easy task. One should compare more
or less matured maritime planning systems (Nethdriand Germany) with those that started to be
operational only recently(Poland), or are still endonstruction (Latvia). Ad hoc plans (Estonia)
should be compared with outcomes of the compretensiulti-governance planning systems
(e.g. Germany). On top of that UK case is about ket about plans themselves. Therefore
the conclusions given below should be taken withtioa because sometimes reality is compared with
intention, hard facts with legal provisions. ButtBucomparison is necessary if one wants to push
forward the VASAB-HELCOM principles on the MSP inrder to achieve minimum level
harmonization of maritime spatial planning in thati® Sea Region (BSR).

The meaning of the symbols used in the tablesvisngbelow:

++ high level or innovative way of compliance

+ compliance

+- compliance in some aspects but several shortconmngmme others
—low level of compliance

— —lack of compliance

. cannot be assessed

The benchmark for assessment is content of eacitiplé summarised at the beginning of each
section. Mark (+) means full compliance. Also marK indicates full compliance but in addition to
that it informs about some innovative approachedhwdo be shared with the others. All assessments,
from their nature, are biased by subjective opirbthose conducting them. Therefore please do not
treat them as an ranking exercise but rather asation of possible improvements in the cases
marked (+-) and+). The mark £ —) indicates some systematic problem of structoalire that calls
for careful re-thinking of the planning process.

1.Sustainable management

Sustainable management is operationalised within Rhinciples by: achieving balance between
economic, environmental, social and other inter@stspatial allocations, coherently integration of
sectoral planning, by application of the ecosystgproach and by paying attention to long term
perspective. Since the long term perspective amrdettosystem approach are covered by separate
principles only the remaining aspects of sustamathnagement are analysed below.

1.1.Balance between economic, environmental, socald other interests

Such balance can be seen in the goals of the pldrinathe way how conflicts between different
interest have been handled.

In general all the plans seem to pay attentioméocbncept of sustainable development as far &s the
goals are concerned. The problem is that some plesent a very comprehensive and sophisticated
approach to goals setting (e.g. positioning the Mf@RBIs versus national ones — e.g. in Poland)
whereas some others took very general approachoatddging some obvious directions of

development of contemporary societies (e.g. Medidem Vorpommern -MV). Some plans contain

very elaborated set of goals (e.g. Norway, someretlry to achieve a kind of synthesis (Poland,
Finland, Pomerania Bight) and some others just @eledge sustainable development as a guiding
principle (e.g. MV). Some goals are more futureewotéd (Pomerania Bight, Poland, Finland German
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EEZ cases) whereas some others deal more withutihent state (e.g. in case of Estonia the focus is
on preservation of existing values and conflictigaition).

Only in few cases (Netherlands) the goals are laet into specific, measurable objectives within
the plan. This is mainly due to high level of uramty about the use of the sea space in thedutur
and focus on conflict mitigation rather than gerutievelopment. This makes the assessment even
harder because one can suspect that balanced getisfcan lose its comprehensive (sustainable)
character at the implementation (practical) stage.

General shortcoming is insufficient focus on soeiapects of the sustainable development and its
long-term dimension. Here one should acknowledge dhse of UK, Poland (Gulf of Gisk),
Pomerania Bight as a kind of a blue print in theldf However, in some cases lack of social
dimension is justified. For instance the impacE&Z plans on community cohesion, wellbeing and
health seems to be limited e.g. to new job creation

Plan
Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot = MSP ' for the +- Comprehensive goals but not covering social dsan

Southern Middle Bank (EEZ plan), lack of specific, measurable objectives
sufficient analysis of conflicts, instruments farndlict
mitigation

B. Pilot MSP for Wester ++ Comprehensive goals covering all aspects ohmadile

part of the Gulf of development but lack of specific, measurable ohjest

Gdaisk interesting instruments for conflict mitigation

C. Pilot - maritime spatia +- Tentative objectives only but huge effort for
plan for the Western . e ; ) )

. identification of conflicts and handling them irdacent
coast of Latvia and the wa
adjacent waters Y

D. Spatial plan for  the + Comprehensive goals but not covering social dgizen
German EEZ of the o I
Baltic Sea (EEZ_ plan) , lack of specmc, measurable objedjye

conflict management biased towards some sea |uses
(some uses not considered at all)
E. Spatial Development +- Very general formulation of objectives for sqaace,
programme of L ) . .
lack of measurable objectives, innovative conflict
Mecklenburg-
management
Vorpommern

F. P!IOt Project Pome_ranlan++ Comprehensive goals covering all aspects ohmadile

Bight / Arkona Basin = .
development but lack of specific, measurable ohjest
interesting instruments  for conflict mitigatian
(modelling tools).

G. | Pilot MSPs for the +- Tentative objectives only, identification of dlicts
Western coast of mainly within the stakeholders process (but a bt o
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa attention paid to conflict identification and caofl
and Parnu Bay solving)

H. Finland + Comprehensive goals covering human, and ecologica

aspects. Comprehensive mechanism for eliminating
conflicts at the planning phase through extensive
consultations at national level conducted by thaisfiy
of Environment as a part of ratification process an
thanks to detailed consultations with interest gsoas
obligatory part of the planning process. For canfli
solving the priorities of National land Use Guidels
are used in line with existing legal requirements.

Sweden
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J. g‘lfr?raffd thM:nal\%lirr?r?e']t+' Comprehensive set of goals but not translated |in
Environment  of  the spe_cific, measurable objectives (but attempt tmq'f;a
Barents Sea and the Sea environmental goals_ fqrese_en), social _dlmenS|o_n not
Areas off the Lofoten covered go_als for biodiversity, combatlng pollution, _
Islands and ensuring safe seafood, profitable gas and oil

production, safe shipping),

K. mzmmz ﬁ]p;t;al +- Concrete_ goals tran_slated into measurable dbgErt
Netherlands but so<_:|al dlme_n5|on hardly cover_ed_ (focus |on

economic, ecological and landscape objectives),

L. 'g?;erl;};ntMarlne Policy ++ General goals without measurable objectivestardut

covering all aspects of sustainable development
including the social one.

Good practice know how on maritime spatial planning in Natui@0Q areas (Gulf of Gaak) —
source: Maritime Institute in  Gdak http://www.im.gda.pl/images/ksiazki/2010_pilot-draf
plan_zaucha.pdf

Good practice methodology for socio-economic impact assessmedifferent sea usegWestern
coast of Latvia)- source: BaltSeaPlaritp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Latvian-EN; 104/

1.3.Integration of sectoral planning

Integration of sectoral planning can be judged lmn ltasis of strategies and strategic document of
sectoral and cross-sectoral nature taken into deretion in the maritime planning process.

In general all the plans seem to pay attentioheéacbncept of sustainable development as far as-cro
sectoral integration is concerned. However, pr@ssessment of extent of integration of sectoral and
horizontal policies is rather difficult. One canlprheck what type of strategies were incorporated
and screened. In fact almost all plans describetlinnote referred to some sectoral and horizontal
policies and their strategic/guiding documents. Toestion arise whether the policies considered
where the right ones in relation to the developmerdntext of each country. This cannot be answered
without in depth examination extending the scopéhef note and research capacity of its authors.
However, thanks to the templates of the BaltSeaRke methodology of such investigations were
improved, awareness has been raised and the attenfi maritime spatial planners towards
importance of integration of different policies Hasen increased. This gives hope that the VASAB-
HELCOM principle under consideration will be easaserved in the future at least by the BSR
spatial planners.

Finland offers and interesting case how cross-sactharacter of the plan can be secured thank to
proper administrative routines within the frametlvé planning process. All regional spatial plans in
Finland should be ratified by the Ministry of Eraiment. The ratification process includes also
consultations with sectoral Ministries.

° E.g. te Dutch Government programme, ‘Clean and Efficigéatgets a sustainable energy generation of 20%
by 2020, with the target increasing to 40% by 206Gddition, a target figure of an installed powepacity of
6,000 MW of wind energy in the North Sea in 202@ baen formulated. The target of 6,000 MW has been
translated into a spatial requirement of at lead0@ knf, equivalent to approximately 1,200 5 MW wind
turbines or 2,000 3 MW turbines.
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Plan Assessment Remarks
A. ggﬂtﬂl:i ?&Eg;}g% ank | *TF Comprehensive analytical framework of the
BaltSeaPlan used for reviving policies
B. ngttol\;lﬁ]z fgru?]{Vestern - Only developmental trends analysed plus strasegie
gf Gdaisk of regional, local and port authorities
C. Pllg?]t g?mgn\/?/ggtaetr'ﬁl ++ Comprehensive analytical framework
(F:)oast of Latvia and the of the BaltSeaPlan used for reviving policies
adjacent waters
D. (S;Fé?:]gnplélngo;ft[]hee + Authorities responsible for sectoral planningyedl
Baltic Sea as other public bodies involved in the plan
preparation at every stage
E. Sl%atlzlmDrﬁgelopment + Authorities responsible for sectoral planningyedl
gf l\%ecklenbur i as other public bodies involved in the plan
Vorpommern 9 preparation at every stage
F. ﬁg?rg;g)r{?;r: Bight / ++ Comprehensive analytical framework
Arkona Basin 9 of the BaltSeaPlan used for reviving policies
G. | Pilot MSPs for the ++ Comprehensive analytical framework
Western coast of of the BaltSeaPlan used for reviving policies
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bay
H. Finland ++ Cross-sectoral considerations of the plans exsby
the inclusion of sectoral ministries in the plan
ratification process.
| Sweden
J. Qlfr?roit?hdel\l/lwzr}ﬁ]geemenu Extensive description of sectoral plans and atjia
Environment of the for petroleum, maritime transport, fishing, marine
Barents Sea and the Séa protected areas and coastal activities affectingmaa
Areas off the Lofoten areas
Islands
K Maritime Spatial + Extensive descriptions and analyses of sectorabpla
" | Planning in the
Netherlands
L. ;?aeteUnI](elr\]/!(arlne Policy + Reviewing all sectors considered relevant

Good practice template orintegration of sectoral plannirigto MSP (Pomeranian Bight / Arkona
Basin, Middle BankWestern coast of Latvigdliumaa and Saaremaa and Parnu)Basource:
BaltSeaPlarnttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/National-Mani-Strategies;15/1
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2. Ecosystem approach

Under the principle on the ecosystem approach tleisf is on: good status of the Baltic Sea
ecosysterh (including impact of human activities) relatedth@ concept of ecosystem services and
seen as contribution to achievement of the goaBlbMarine Strategy Framework Directive(MSFD)
and HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Planas well as on protection and enhancement of marin
environment via the MSP.

2.1.Good status of the Baltic Sea ecosystem

The EU Member States in the BSR have not agreedryet Baltic set of environmental targets and
associated indicators for the marine waters togprdgress towards achieving good environmental
status in the marine environment. Therefore thet fi@asible way of assessing to what extent a given
plan takes into consideration the necessity to rengonod status of the Baltic Sea ecosystem is to
examine the extent of addressing qualitative desus for determining good environmental status
listed in theEU Marine Strategy Framework Directiv@®ne should check whether those descriptors
have been used in systematic way for analysingnplgrarea and to what extent planning provisions
have been formulated in relation to the findingsnfrthe analytical phase. However, only some
descriptors are sensitive to the MSP instrumentsmeasures (see table 2.1). Therefore only those
relevant should be subject to further examinafions

Table 2.1. The MSP and qualitative descriptorsiftermining good environmental status

Qualitative descriptors for determining good
environmental status

To what extent can be influenced by the
MSP

1) Biological diversity is maintained. The qualégnd
occurrence of habitats and the distribution anchdboce of
species are in line with prevailing physiograplgiepgraphic
and climatic conditions.

MSP should pay attention to the need of

protection of areas designated to that end. M

should also ensure connectivity and cohereng
of habitats, can pay attention to securing
desirable mix of marine underwater landscap

(2) Non-indigenous species introduced by humarviéies are
at levels that do not adversely alter the ecosystem

Limited influence of MSP. However MSP in
the future can use available data and
information (e.g. developed by HELCGMor
assessment of location of shipping routes ang
areas of ballast water exchange in the contex
the risk of introducing alien species in particu
into the indigenous plankton communities.

| of
t of
ar

(3) Populations of all commercially exploited fiahd shellfish
are within safe biological limits, exhibiting a pdation age
and size distribution that is indicative of a heglstock.

MSP can safeguard places for fish well-being
(e.g. spawning and nursery grounds)

(4) All elements of the marine food webs, to theeakthat they

are known, occur at normal abundance and diveasitylevels

MSP can safeguard habitats necessary for
maintenance of food -web

6 According toMarine Strategy Framework Directivironmental status’ means the overall state ®kthvironment in
marine waters, taking into account the structurecfion and processes of the constituent marinsystems together with
natural physiographic, geographic, biological, ggadal and climatic factors, as well as physicabustic and chemical
conditions, including those resulting from humatiwties inside or outside the area concerned.

It cannot be the task of MSP to integrate all sextind descriptors of the MSFD or even to mirroerthin the field of
MSP. It would be rather advisable to have a closeklat those descriptors which describe a spatiadettision respectively
to look at pressures which result in a reduced $ilitg of marine areas for certain uses or funcsgrJochen Lamp, WWF

Germany, September 2011).

8 HELCOM has introduced recently an evaluation metfmdassessing alien species introduction into itfttigenous

plankton communities

21



capable of ensuring the long-term abundance ofpleeies and
the retention of their full reproductive capacity.

(5) Human-induced eutrophication is minimised, esgby
adverse effects thereof, such as losses in bicdiyer
ecosystem degradation, harmful algae blooms andesxy
deficiency in bottom waters.

MSP can formulate recommendations toward
land-base activities. MSP should also collect
and use the informatiSmbout areas affected b
eutrophication. This is important for allocating
functions to sea areas in line with their
capability to accommodate certain uses

(6) Sea-floor integrity is at a level that ensutest the structure
and functions of the ecosystems are safeguardetienttiic
ecosystems, in particular, are not adversely aftect

MSP can safeguard sea-floor integrity.

This helps in safeguarding the structure and {
function of the ecosystem and prevents benth
ecosystems from being negatively affected.

Cc

(7) Permanent alteration of hydrographical condgidoes not
adversely affect marine ecosystems.

MSP can control alteration of hydrographical
conditions resulting from different types of
construction¥

(8) Concentrations of contaminants are at levelgiving rise
to pollution effects.

MSP can formulate recommendations toward
land-base activities - see D5

(9) Contaminants in fish and other seafood for huma
consumption do not exceed levels established byramty
legislation or other relevant standards.

Limited influence of MSP

(10) Properties and quantities of marine littemdd cause harm
to the coastal and marine environment.

Limited influence of MSP (except dumping)

(11) Introduction of energy, including underwateise, is at
levels that do not adversely affect the marine remnent.

MSP can be used for noise control if necessary,

however this should be controlled by building

and construction permits as wéll

Source: own elaboration

Summing up it seems that MSP can be charged foarmeiment of good environmental status
described by descriptors. D1,D3, D4, D6,D7, D1sdme extend also D5, D8, D10 and in the future
perhaps also D2 when proper methodology for aswpssta routes is agreed. This proposal is
consistent with the findings of already quoted WVgWdy, however putting more attention to MSP
role in ensuring connectivity of habitats and sgatonditions for food-web maintenance.

HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSARpecifies four goalsassociated with them ecological
objectives and detailed targets for each objectiveéhe preamble of the plan it has been pointed ou

that the targets, which are associated with

the eatives are defining the good

environmental/ecological status of the Baltic SEae targets are described in depth in a separate
document entitledindicators and targets for monitoring and evaluatiof implementation of the
Baltic Sea Action PlanHowever majority of those targets are very spedaind can be hardly
enhanced directly by the MSP or implemented diyettttough any MSP provisions. This concerns
e.g. targets for summertime water transparencytetldao eutrophication, targets for maximum

9 Relevant map layers could be maps on oxygen cootehe water and in bottom areas, distribution mégssea grass or
other macrophytobenthos as well as the regularly itnoed data of distribution of chlorophyll A in cs@l areas, layers
about the photic zone§Jochen Lamp, WWF Germany, September 2011).

% From the planning ambitions of the different seasiperspectives and from trend analyses of thess maps should be
developed that allow a forecast of how the sea flsimuctures and benthos communities may be affeatet how
hydrological changes might be the result of certage scenariog Jochen Lamp, WWF Germany, September 2011).

" Even though the research on submarine noise idatively new scientific field, it should be possibdederive maps of
noise introduction and noise spreading scenarios threir spatial distributions from the knowledge abnoise target values
specific for offshore installations, from ship sifiecnoise patterns as well as from experiences witlitary activities and

explosives. In the form of underwater noise mapstwaie correlated with sensitivity patterns of marsgmecies (marine
mammals) these information can be directly useadming, routing and permitting decisions in M$Bochen Lamp, WWF

Germany, September 2011).

22



allowable concentrations of hazardous and radieadiubstances, efficient emergency and response

capability as well as targets on pollution andadtrctions of
relevant targets concern mainly one goal of the B&A.Environ

alien species from ships. The MSP
ment conservation and biodiversity

They are related mainly to habitats their connégticoherence and protection. The MSP relevant

targets of the BSAP are listed in the table 2.2.

Table 2.2. The BSAP targets that can be directjlemented by

maritime spatial planning provisions

Objective Targets Deadling
for
achieving
targets
Natural to have an ecologically coherent and well-managsdark of Baltic Sea By 2010
marine and | Protected Areas (BSPASs), Natura 2000 areas anddidrstes in the Baltic
coastal Sea,
landscapes | to have common broad-scale spatial planning priesifor protecting the By 2012
marine environment and reconciling various interesincerning sustainable
use of coastal and offshore areas, including thes@b Strip as defined in
HELCOM Rec. 15/1;
to ensure that “natural” and near-natural marimel$gapes are adequately By 2021
protected and the degraded areas will be restored.
Thriving to ensure that the spatial distribution, abundamekquality of the By 2021,
and characteristic habitat-forming species, specificfach Baltic Sea sub-region,
balanced extends close to its natural range;
communitie | to halt the degradation of threatened and/or dieglimarine biotopes/habitats| By 2010
s of plants | in the Baltic Sea, and by 2021 to ensure that taneal and/or declining marin
and biotopes/habitats in the Baltic Sea have largatpvered.
animalg’

Source: own elaboration based on the BSAP of HELCOM.

The targets under the third objective of this gaalrelated tovia

ble populations of speciasmilarly

to the targets of other three goals can be infladncthe MSP only indirectly via robust network of
different habitats (for sheltering, spawning etor @ifferent types of species and ensuring proper

functioning of the food web).

However, this frequently mentioned indirect infleerof the MSP on HELCOM targets is also worthy
to be considered. The MSP can for example dimieistnophication by securing space for specific
type of mariculture, can concentrate shipping itelligent (i.e. monitored) corridors to diminish

number of accidents or can formulate recommendsittoward

s land base activities. This indirect

impact is presented in table 2.3. at the levehefBSAP goals and objectives.

Table 2.3.How the BSAP goals and objectives carefeanced by the MSP in order to secure

the good environmental/ecological status of theiB&ea

The BSAP goals and objectives

How those goals ajettves can be
enhanced by the MSP

1) A Baltic Sea unaffected by eutrophication, chdsed by
- Concentrations of nutrients close to natura¢lsy

- Clear water,

- Natural level of algal blooms,

- Natural distribution and occurrence of plants antnals,

- Natural oxygen levels.

Clear water was chosen as the primary ecologigattize with

MSP can formulate recommendations
toward land-base activities and shippif

MSP can allocate sea space for reduc|
amount of nutrients (e.g. Mariculture f
combating eutrophication)

g

ng
I

2 The third target related frevention of adverse alterations of the ecosy$tgminimising, to the extent

possible, new introductions of non-indigenous gxsialso hardly con
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water transparency as the indicator

(2) A Baltic Sea with life undisturbed by hazardous
Substances, characterised by:

- Concentrations of hazardous substances closattioah levels,
- All fish safe to eat

- Healthy wildlife,

- Radioactivity at pre-Chernobyl level.

MSP can formulate recommendations

toward land-base activities and shipping

(3) A favourable conservation status of Baltic

Sea biodiversity, characterised by:

- natural marine and coastal landscapes,

- thriving and balanced communities of plants amdhals,
- viable populations of species

MSP should ensure connectivity of
habitats and the ecological coherence
protected areas

MSP can safeguard habitats necessar
for maintenance of food -web

MSP should be based on Ecosystem
Approach

MSP should be based on sound
environmental information and
knowledge

(4) Maritime activities in the Baltic Sea carriegk @ an
environmentally friendly way, characterised by:

- Enforcement of international regulations - Nedjal
discharges

- Safe maritime traffic without accidental pollutio

- Efficient emergency and response capability

- Minimum sewage pollution from ships

- No introductions of alien species from ships

- Minimum air pollution from ships

- Zero discharges from offshore platforms

- Minimum threats from offshore installations.

MSP can formulate recommendations
toward shipping

MSP allocate priority areas and
recommended areas for human activit

MSP formulate principles for managin
of human activities and conflicts.

of

es

Source: own elaboration

By merging provisions of the BSAP ald) Marine Strategy Framework Directivae can come up
with following the MSP relevaht qualitative descriptors for determining good eominental status

of the Baltic Sea.
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
9)

(10) Properties and quantities of marine litter,

Biological diversity ,

Protection of valuable habitats and coastal leaglss,
Populations of commercially exploited fish astebllfish ,
Elements of the marine food webs,

Human-induced eutrophication,

Sea-floor integrity,

Permanent alteration of hydrographical condai
Concentrations of hazardous substances,

Safe shipping and incident prevention,

(11) Introduction of energy, including underwateise.

1t means that the one can influence (improve) them using the MSP.
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After screening application of the quoted abovecepits (descriptors) in each plan one can conclude
that all plans have paid attention to the goodustatf the ecosystem. But the quality and scope of
those attempts differ. All plans addressed someth@wneed to enhance biological diversity but none
of them discussed an issue of habitat connectiillyplans paid attention to protection of valuable
habitats e.g. trough restricting economic actigitie Natura 2000 (German EEZ, Estonian plan) or
introducing some innovative measures for promo8eg uses in a way that was not harming for
marine nature (MV). Also shipping safety was adskeesby many plans. But only few plans (Polish,
Latvian, Norwegian) ensured special spatial provisifor fish well-being, for securing sea floor
integrity (Polish), reducing human induced pollati@Polish), noise control (Polish, and Finnish to
some extend). No single plan was able to formusgtatial measures for securing the food-webs.
It seems that additional research is needed irethiglsls as postulated by BONUS.

Plan Assessment Remarks
A. Pilot MSP for  the +- Failure to address: food web, permanent altanabi
SouthernMiddle Bank . " )
hydrographical  conditions, concentrations |of
hazardous substances, noise pollution (main regson
low probability of occurrence of those risks in the
EEZ).
B. Egtr)tt I\C/)IfS F;hfé)r (\Qﬁfteé; + Only food web not properly addressed.
Gdaisk
C. Ellzlal%t frgfrlal]n;e ngsé}[g% +- Failure to address: food web, permanent altanani
coast of Latvia and the hydrographical  conditions, concentrations | of
. il hazardous substances, noise pollution, sea-floor
adjacent waters . .
integrity.
D. éz?:gn psgz f%rf mi: +- Only shipping safety, biodiversity and proteatiof
Baltic Sea i hablt_ats, integrity of_ sea floor, marine Iltteréaig_nto
consideration (main reason low probability |of
occurrence of some risks in the EEZ).
E. Sl%atlal Developmer:t+_ Only shipping safety, biodiversity and proteatiof
programme ° habitats taken into consideration.
Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern
F. ﬁg(r)rgeranian BFi)é?\JteCt +- Only shipping safety, biodiversity and proteatiof
Arkona Basin habitats pqpulatlons of'commerC|aIIy ex'pI0|'ted flsh
and shellfish, human-induced eutrophication, |sea
floor taken into consideration in a stock-takin@pé.
G. | Pilot MSPs for the - The good environmental status approach only in
Western coast of general way.
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bay
H. Finland +- Only few descriptors assessed properly: i.esého
related to noise, marine litters (dumping areas) |an
first of all to biodiversity (information on all ésting
specie gathered).
| Sweden
3 Integrated Management+ The Barents Sea is considered to be in ‘good
" | Plan of the Marineg environmental status’ and this status is expecdzbt
Environment of the maintained in the futur& he Norwegian Government
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Barents Sea and the Sea commissioned the Institute of Marine Research

Areas off the Lofoter (IMR) and the Norwegian Polar Institute (NP) to
Islands propose indicators for the establishment of a syste
that enables continuous monitoring of the statief
ecosysterf.
K. mzmmz ﬁ]ptarl]téal + On the basis of the MSFD, “goc_)d er_1vironmenta|
Netherlands status” of the Nprth. Sea will pe defined in 2012d a
subsequent objectives specified. The package of
management measures required will be ready in 2015,
and implemented from then Bn
L. The UK Marine Policy + Marine planning will be a key tool for ensurirtat

Statement

1%

the targets and measures to be determined by the UK
for the Marine Strategy Framework Directive
(MSFD) can be implement&d

Good practice template for ecosystem based management of eaa @cluding also elaboration of a
set of coherent indicators necessary for the aeshabént of a system that enables continuous
monitoring of the state of the ecosystem (Baremis &d the Sea Areas off the Lofoten Islands) —
source: The Royal Norwegian Ministry of the Envinment
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/MD/Vedlegg/STM2@U®60008EN_PDF.pdf

2.2.Protection of the marine environment.

The attention given in the plans to the need tdegtomarine environment can be assessed only
indirectly by analysing methodology of the planampling process, and planning objectives.
In particular one can check whether any ecologicatid biologically important areas within planning
area have been identified and how conflicts betwaanan activities and biologically important areas
have been handled.

All plans paid due attention to preservation oflegally important areas indicated or established
under ecological (nature conservation) policies amgrnational agreements. Nature protection
received absolute prioritisation over all otherauseareas designated for nature protection. Howeve
all the plans failed to recognize the questionraégrity of habitats, blue corridors have not been
established (exception are terrestrial blue corsido Finland). It seems that this issue requiresem
efforts in terms of planning routines and methodyglas well as available knowledge and information.
In conflict handling priority is usually given tohé natural environment (nature) at least in
the ecologically valuable areas.

Plan
Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot  MSPfor the + Ensuring good state of marine ecosystems recedniz

SouthernMiddle Bank . o

as one of the most important priorities of the plan
Concrete ways of preventing environmental conflicts
proposed in the plan

B. Pilot MSP for Westerr ++ Many innovative measures for protection of marin

E?jr;asﬁf the Guif of environment, noise free zones, no-go reed fieldsare
no-go seal areas etc.

Pilot maritime spatial

C. + Ensuring good state of marine ecosystems recedmniz

" Qualitative descriptors for determining good ennirental status not assessed yet
> Qualitative descriptors for determining good ennitental status not assessed yet

'® Qualitative descriptors for determining good ennitental status not assessed yet
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plan for the Western as one of the most important priorities of the plan

coast of Latvia and the Concrete ways of preventing environmental conflicts

adjacent waters proposed in the plan

Spatial plan for the + Specific principles formulated in the plan in order

German EEZ of the secure protection and care of the marine ecosystem

Baltic Sea and open seascapes.

sgggmmg evelopmeor;.t+ Innovatiye methods for .conflict manageme.nt

Mecklenburg- concerning nature protection and conservation

Vorpommern _(e.g. v_oluntary agreements) mstglled. Land-sea
integration with regard toature protection ensured.

Eg?rgeranian B'Téﬁlted + Imp_ortant measures for the protection of the n&ri

Arkona Basin environment dlsc_u_s'_sed, e.g.. no-go zo_nes,_buffer
areas around artificial constructions, delineatadn
protective areas outside NATURA 2000 zones |for
instance for fish well-being.

Pilot MSPs for the + The plan identifies ecologically valuable are&gme

Western coast of important conflicts have been identified but yett po

Hiiumaa and Saaremaa solved.

and Parnu Bay

Finland + The plan identifies ecologicaly valuable sea sirrea
nature reserves and NATURA 2000 sites. Preserying
nature and biodiversity among key goals of the plan
Important role of the Regional Consultative
Committee on environmental politics in the plannjng
process.

Sweden

Qlfr?ra;efd tl\r?:nahg/lealwr?e'1t+ The _plan id_entifies e_cologically _vgluable areas and

Environment . of  the requires strict regulation of activities in theseas._

Barents Sea and the Sea Innqvatlve methods for protection: of maripe
environment used (e.g. moving shipping routes|via

Areas off the Lofoten
IMO)

Islands

mgmm‘; ipt?]téal + Natura 2000 areas recognized in t_h(_a_plan, however

Netherlands QeC|S|on-mak|ng bla_lseq towgrds activities of nalgn
importance, e.g. shipping, oil and gas recovery2 CO
storage, wind energy, sand extraction and
replenishment, and defense.

;?aetelrJnlénll/larme Policy + Env_ironment protection recognized_ as key task by
Marine Statement, new type of marine protected area
called a Marine Conservation Zone ungder
designation,

Good practice noise free zones (Gulf
http://www.im.gda.pl/images/ksiazki/2010 pilot-drafan zaucha.pdf

of Gilkk) — source: Maritime Institute in Gdak
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Good practice joint addressing such phenomena as nature catgaTy protection of open spaces
with respect to functional soils, water budget, afichate change (German EEZ) source: BSH
http://www.bsh.de/en/Marine_uses/Spatial_Plannimgthie German_EEZ/documents2/Spatial_Plan_

Baltic_Sea.pdf



3. Long term perspective and objectives

The principle of long term perspective stressesnied of such perspective in relation to goals and
effects. Plans should be based on long term visuéres comprehensive nature. This principle also
protects planning provisions being spoiledtiy short term benefits. To asses compliance gbleres
with this principle one should ask for existenceaafunderlying comprehensive vision for maritime
space development, vertical and horizontal cootitinaf the given plan with other policies, plangin
horizon and existence of alternative scenariofefftiture use of the sea area. The way and extent o
taking into consideration long term phenomena saslclimate change or technological progress
should be screened as well. Since the coordinatidghe plan with other policies has been partially
covered under the first principle (point 1.2) hemdly planning horizon, existence of underlying
visions/strategies and addressing long-term phenarsach as climate change, technology change is
checked.

3.1.Long term vision and other long term strategies

As the rule visions and other long term stratediese been used for preparation of the plans.
The authors of this note have considered referemsach type of strategies as sufficient indicafon

due attention paid to the long term perspectivehayelaborators of the plan. It was impossible to
assess to what extent the plans succeeded in makingl reference to all important visions and
strategies existed during the plan preparation whdt was the actual result of such attempts.
However, it seems that in the countries where gpjate long term_horizontatrategies do exist at
national level (Poland, Latvia, Estonia, Finlandgy were properly used in the course of the plans
preparation. It also seems that the lack of sugtegies could tempt the maritime spatial planifars
paying larger than one could expect attention tmessectoral strategies such as a wind energy
development (case of Germany). Analysis also poutittowards only shallow references to the EU
Strategy for the BSR. Perhaps the reason is theactea of the strategy (a kind of drop down menu
without concretely spelt out priorities). Anoth&ason can be publication of this document in 2009
when some maritime plans were ready or advancedieker, as a rule an impact of international
visions and strategic documents seems weaker thiéwe aational ones. Only in one plan the VASAB
principles paid prominent role in a take-off (copizel) stage.

Plan
Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot - MSP_for  the + Poland's Spatial Development Strategy, Swedish

SoutherrMiddle Bank National Maritime Policy Bill, international strajies
(EU, VASAB, HELCOM) taken into consideration to
different extent

B. Pilot MSP for Westerr + Poland’s Spatial Development Strategy used | for

E?jr;asﬁf the Gulf of determination of the goals

C Pilot maritime spatial
"| plan for the Western
coast of Latvia and the
adjacent waters

+ Strong reference to Sustainable Development
Strategy of Latvia and the National Spatial
Development Strategy for Coastal Zone 2011-2017.
VASAB, HELCOM strategies analysed within the
general frame of the BaltSeaPlan.

Spatial plan for the

D. [+ Several national and international long termtegies
S;:Igg?eaEEZ of the (EU, VASAB, HELCOM) taken into consideration to
different extent
E. S&at::lmmgevelopmeor:u Reference to several long term land oriented
IF\)/I egkl enburg- strategies and documents of international character

e.g. CEMAT Guiding Principles, ESDP, VASAB
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Vorpommern 2010 Plus, the Van-Miert report on TENbiig term
development and some strategic documents off the
European Commission

Pilot Project
Pomeranian  Bight
Arkona Basin

+ Several national and international long termtegies
(EU, VASAB, HELCOM) taken into consideration to
different extent

Reference to the National Development RFlan
“Estonian Maritime Policy” 2011-2020, Nationgl
Plan “Estonia 2030+" and , regional and local
development plans. VASAB, HELCOM strategies
analysed within the general frame of the BaltSeaP|a

G. | Pilot MSPs for theg +
Western coast of
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bay

H. Finland + The plan based on long term strategic national

document: National Land Use guidelines of Finland.

Sweden

Integrated Management

J. Plan of the Marine + Use of scenarios that were developed for each
Environment  of  the important maritime sector through 2020 and assessed
Barents Sea and the Sea with regard to their environmental impact, as ves
Areas off the Lofoter cross-sectoral impact.

Islands
K. 'Izllggtrme in Spaifé + Reference to National Spatial Strategy, the Kqlic
Netherlgnds Programme for Biodiversity (Beleidsprogramﬂna
Biodiversiteit), National Adaptation Strategy ‘Make
Room for Climate’
L. The UK Marine Policy + Reference to the Climate Change Strategy

Statement

Good practice relating maritime spatial plans to the overalltsgl development visions and
strategies. Influencing preparation of nationalioris of such types (Gulf of Gdask) — source:
Maritime Institute in Gdask http://www.im.gda.pl/images/ksiazki/2010_pilot-drafan_zaucha.pdf

Good practice elaboration of joint Baltic wide vision for spaltidevelopment of maritime areas
(Pomeranian Bight / Arkona Basin, Middle BaWestern coast of Latvidliiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bgy- source: BaltSeaPlahttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/BaltSeaPlariévis
2030;494/1

3.2. Planning horizon and forward looking approach

Long term planning horizon, addressing long ternergmena, presence of long-term oriented
planning provisions can be treated as an evidehadarward looking planning approach.

Only two plans (MV, Finland) have clearly specifipthnning horizon. However majority of plans
took into consideration some long-term phenomerah @s climate change, technological change.
This is more frequent for plans covering territbviaters since the need to take into considerdtien
impact of e.g. climate change in the EEZ can bg éx$dent. The pity is that (as already mentioned)
some long term phenomena such as habitat fragnmemtdbod web maintenance have not been
addressed at all.

The objectives of majority of the plans seem toobea long-term character as already described.
However, there have been only three cases (LaRoajeranian Bight, Norway) of preparation of
alternative scenarios (both Baltic cases concenned mills location).
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Plan Assessment Remarks

Pilot MSP for the I . .

SoutherrMiddle Bank | © Lack_ _of speqlflcafuon of t_he pl_annlng horlzc_n,
provisions taking into consideration technological
changes, need of re-using the sea space

Pg?tt l\éIfS F;hfgr (\g\ﬁfte(;[ + Lack of specification of the planning horizgn,

gdaﬁsk provisions taking into consideration the climate
change and the coastal erosion

Plllﬂ]t frg;’:m:;]rge V\?é):[g?nJr Lack of specification of the planning horizan,

anst of Latvia and the however plan considered as a long-term one, differe

adiacent waters il scenarios with regard to location of the wind mills

J parks under elaboration, coastal erosion addrdased

no reference to the climate change

éz?:gn psgz f%rf i2§:+ Lack of specification of the planning horizgn,

Baltic Sea i the climate change referred many time in the SEA
report but only once in the plan, many genuine 1gng
term provisions with regard to research, mainteeanc
of open spaces, re-use of the sea space

Sg?:z%mgevelopmeor;u Clear long term planning horizon, genuine longnte

Mecklenburg- provisions e.g. on use of the sand supply

Vorpommern

ﬁg?rgeranian BF;r?]Jtect + Lack of specification of the planning horizgn,

Arkona Basin g different scenarios with regard to location of thed
mills parks.

Pilot MSPs for the + Considered as a long term plan as the planningdrofi

Western coast of is 10-20 years. No alternative scenarios for tlzespace

Hiiumaa and Saaremaa development have been prepared so far (but it is

and Parnu Bay planned.

Finland + Clear long term planning horizon — the year 2030.

Sweden

::rgltaer?ra(t)efd t'\r?:nal\%lzrr?rfemﬁ Clear long term planning horizon, wise use | of

Environment  of  the scenarios, assessment aiimulative (up to 2020

Barents Sea and the Sea ecological impact of several interacting human

Areas off the Lofoter effects, genuine long term provisions (e.g. attempt

Islands with shifting shipping lanes)

mggtr']me in Spatﬁé + Clear long term planning horizon, long tefm

Netherlgnds provisions on protection of the sand supply forstoa
nourishment

;?aetelrJnlénll/larme Policy + Clear long term planning horizon, since plansndo
exist assessment of provisions addressing the (long
term phenomena not possible
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Good practice planning provisions on re-use of the sea spage an dismantling structure and
infrastructure out of use or broken down (GermanZEBMiddle Bank) — source: BSH



http://www.bsh.de/en/Marine_uses/Spatial_Plannimgthie German_EEZ/documents2/Spatial_Plan_
Baltic_Sea.pdfBaltSeaPlafhttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Middle-Bank;1Q0

4. Precautionary Principle

This implies that planning has an obligation to@péate potential adverse effects to the envirorimen
before they occur, taking into account Article 3tod Helsinki Convention, and take all precautignar
measures so that an activity will not result im#figant harm. A similar, but distinct, forward lking
perspective should be applied with respect to tememic and social dimension. To asses compliance
of plans with this principle one should ask foristance of the Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA), as well as identification of adverse effetisthe natural environment, culture, society and
economy and relevant precautionary measures adufyebsse effects.

4.1. SEA

The SEA reports have been prepared so far forlamxsp.e. for the matured ones usually of a biding
nature. Other plans are of a pilot character kg &dr them the SEA will be conducted in the future
line with the legal requirements. This will happahen those plans gain formal character. Three
interesting methodological examples of the SEA Hrel SEA related research were discovered by
the author of the note. All of them are worthy ® discussed at the BSR level to reach a kind of
minimum common Baltic denominator in preparatiorthed SEA reports. This would facilitate future
cross-border debate on the SEA reports. Such baster debate and consultations are required by
law on maritime plans (and their SEA reports) féang covering sea areas located close to the
national and EEZ sea borders.

Plan
Assessment Remarks

Pilot MSP for the .
A. SoutherrMiddle Bank |~ SEA not ready yet but foreseen in the future

B. Pilot MSP for Westerr ++ Interesting example of the SEA methodology and

E?jr;asﬁf the Gulf of content. SEA broadly consulted

C Pilot maritime spatial
"| plan for the Western
coast of Latvia and th
adjacent waters

- SEA not ready yet but foreseen in the future

D

Spatial plan for the

D. [ ++ Interesting example of SEA methodology and
(BB;?ClaSrLaEEZ of the content. SEA was broadly consulted.
E. Srr())zztzlmmgevelopmeor;u SEA prepared and consulted
Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern
F. ﬁg(r)rgeranian BFi)é?]JteCt - SEA not ready yet but foreseen in the future
Arkona Basin
G. | Pilot MSPs for the - SEA not ready yet but foreseen in the future
Western coast of
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bay
H. Finland + SEAprepared and consulted as a part of the planning
process in line with requirements of the Finnish.la
Sweden
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J. Qlfr?ra;efd t'\r?snal\%lealrr?r?entJHr SEA prepared and broadly consulted. Interesting
. example for measurement of cumulative impacts
Environment of the
Barents Sea and the Sea
Areas off the Lofoter
Islands
Maritime Spatial
K. Planning in P the * SEA prepared
Netherlands
L The UK Marine Policy
" | Statement ' SEA is envisaged in the course of the plan
preparation .

Good practice methodology for SEA for maritime plans (Gulf ofd@sk, German EEZ of the
Baltic Sea) — source: BaltSeaPlamttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/SEA-Westernf@tH
Gdask;225/1

4.2 Precautionary measures

All plans equipped with the SEA (see point 4.1) taom description of possible adverse significant
effects to the natural environment. The others fallbw since the SEA is required by planning lafiv o
all EU member states. Latvian planners conducteth $ype of investigations even not waiting for
the SEA report. Description of the adverse effégtsulture, society and economy are less frequent
although the recently prepared plans (e.g. in Rbla@Germany) started to pay attention to
the underwater cultural heritage or impact of ¢ffti® activities on development of the coastal
societies. Many plans contain some genuine premsaty measures addressing those effects. Such
measures facilitate coping with the environmentalautainties but also with those related to theéasoc
and cultural (underwater heritage) challenges. Alnadl plans did not dare to plan areas under lvorde
disputes which speaks for their attention to s@ygonscious. This is also an evidence for the right
formulation of the VASAB-HELCOM precautionary pripie i.e. extending this principle to societal
and cultural sphere.

Plan Assessment Remarks
A. ggzttheyri\ﬁil:(; dleﬂl)SranIEhe + Precautionary measures related to environment| and
underwater cultural heritage

B. ng[t I\C/)IfS Pthfé)r (\Q{ﬁftec:][ + Precautionary measures related to environmeige no
F(); daisk and infrastructure

C. Pl';?]t frg;in:tl]nge ngsé}[g% ++ Precautionary measures related to environment,
(F:)oast of Latvia and the landscapes and border disputes
adjacent waters

D. 22?::12n pIEagZ f%rf F[E; ++ Precautionary measures related to environmexan p
Baltic Sea i spaces, cultural heritage and border disputes

E. Sr%atlglmmgevelopmeor:u Precautionary reservation of sand for coast
IF\)/IegkIenbur i nourishment and flood prevention, requirement| of
Vorpommer?] TIA as a precautionary measure

F. Eg?rgeranian BITr?]JteCt + Precautionary measures similar to those of |the
Arkona Basin 9 German EEZ plan

G. | Pilot MSPs for theg The plan as a such has not been elaborated so b
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Western coast of definition precautionary measures are missing.
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bay

H. Finland + Precautionary measures related to port developmen
and noise prevention
| Sweden
J. Qlfr?ra;efd m:nal\g/gr?r?é]tﬂ Numerous examples of applications of the
Environment  of  the precautionary approach, particularly to fisheries
Barents Sea and the Sea management and petroleum activities
Areas off the Lofoten
Islands
K. 'V'a”“’.“e . Spatial ++ Precautionary measures related to environmedt| an
Planning in the
human health
Netherlands
L The UK Marine Policy, The intention was expressed in the UK Marine Policy
" | Statement ' Statement to apply precautionary principle in the U

maritime spatial plans.

Good practice planning under high level of uncertainty with aedj to ecological value of the
planned area (Middle Bank} source: BaltSeaPlahttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Middle-
Bank;100/1
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5. Participation and Transparency

The principle stress the need to secure participaif all relevant authorities and stakeholdera/elé

as general public in maritime spatial planningiatives at the earliest possible stage. To alloat th

planning processes should be open and transpandninaaccordance with international legislation.
To asses that, one should examine what stakeholders been involved, how they have been
involved and at what stage of the planning process.

Participation has been secured in the course gipation of all plans. But its extent and intenis
varied. For instance the Latvian plan has beendbasegenuine public participation as a backbone of
plan elaboration methodology. Norwegian plan, FShrplan, and Pomerania Bight project made room
for stakeholders participation at an early stadeth@ir elaboration. Some other plans (Polish, MV)
were prepared by the experts and only than combwligh the stakeholders. General public was
involved even less frequently (internet consultadicn Poland, meetings on spot in Latvia). Sinee th
SEA procedure requires public participation thenmasue is not to secure stakeholder involvement
but rather to secure the plan ownership by stakielhslthemselves. This would require much more
sophisticated methods supporting stakeholder jyzation that should go beyond internet display of
documents and organisation of routine meetings.

Another challenge is public participation in crdmsder context. So far it was tested only by one
project (Pomerania Bight). It seems that such gipgtion would require a new language (use of
jointly agreed pictograms) for discussing plannpngvisions.

Plan Assessment Remarks
A. gg?;tther'vlri\iil?jdleﬂganlihe + Traditional way of consulting stakeholders
B. ng[t '\C/)lfsih?r (\Q{ﬁftec:][ + Traditional way of consulting stakeholders, aeto
gda’lsk involve general public via internet
C. Pllzlal%t frgfrlal]n;e ngsé}[g% ++ Public participation as a core of the plannimgcpss
anst of Latvia and the led by the cross-sectoral team
adjacent waters
D. éz?:gn psgz f%rf mi: + Traditional way of consulting stakeholders,
Baltic Sea i impressive effort to consult foreign authorities
E. sl%zglzlmmgevelopmeor;t + Traditional way of consulting stakeholders
Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern
F. Ilzg?rgeranian Bﬁrﬁlted ++ Transnational character of the planning teastjrg
Arkona Basin 9 cross-border involvement of stakeholders,
involvement of stakeholders secured at an early
planning stage
G. | Pilot MSPs for the + Strong but traditional involvement of stakeho&ler
Western coast of
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
and Parnu Bay
H Finland + Participatory process is required by Finnish law on
' spatial planning. Huge effort is paid to this issue
About 40-50 authorities working on regional / local
/national level participated in the plan preparatio
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Also several working groups (gathering the most
important stakeholders) and the Regional
Consultative Committee on environmental politics
were active in the planning process.

Sweden

Integrated Management . .
J. Plan of the Marine + Focus on transparency of the planning processe wi

Environment  of  the scope of issues consulted with stakeholders,
Barents Sea and the Sea involvement of stakeholders secured at early plamn

stage, the whole work led by an interministerialugy
Areas off the Lofoten

Islands
K Maritime Spatial + Spatial planning as a collective process, invavall
" | Planning in the P P 9 P '

authorities—the central government, provinges,

Netherlands municipal councils and water boards.

The UK Marine Policy,

+ .. .
Statement Stakeholder participation (rules procedures) Wwas

elaborated in depth as a key element of preparafion
the maritime spatial planning in the UK

Good practice methodology for stakeholder involvement in thérerplanning proces@Nestern
coast of Latvia)- source: BaltSeaPlan
http://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php5?node_id=LaiviBEA;104&lang_id=1

Good practice template and know-how on cross-border stakehdtd@tvement (Pomeranian Bight /
Arkona Basin)- source: BaltSeaPldnitp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Pomeranian-Bagil

Good practice: visualisation of planning provisions in order tdhance stakeholder dialogue
(Hiilumaa and Saaremaa and Parnu)Basource: BaltSeaPlan
http://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Paernu-Bay;116/
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6. High quality data and information basis

The principle recalls that Maritime Spatial Plarqnshould be based on the best available and up to
date comprehensive information of high quality tteathe largest possible extent should be shared by
all. Presented quantified information should coveth historical baselines, present status as wgell a
future projections of both environmental aspectd hnman activities. To ass whether a given plan
meets those requirements one should check the sgogiay, reliability of data collected, methods o
data analysing and processing (use of “decisiop@tipools”) and existence of information gaps and
data constraints.

It seems that all plans tried to use high qualigfiable data and information. However, the main
methods applied for verification of data validityere debate with stakeholders or/and ad hoc expert
verification. It seems that data available at pullomain i.e. revealed by national or international
(Helcom) providers were treated by definition as itbliable ones. Conscious independent peer review
was used only once (UK). However also Norwegiam plsed some mechanism for data and
knowledge validation through broad scientific debdih one case (Gdsk Bay) at spot research has
been conducted but this was possible only thanlgdkily coincidence of the planning process and
a research project founded outside the planningaten©ne should also keep in mind that Gulf of
Gdaisk is among rare examples of comprehensive mariipagial plans requiring more information
for their proper elaboration. Only in Finland orandind a conscious attempt to collect necessaky da
and information for MSP (The Finnish Inventory Pwgme for the Underwater Marine
Environment, VELMU etc.).

As a rule planning teams searched for interdigedpyi data covering different aspects of functioning
of marine ecosystems however, particularly in thees when the SEA was conducted a whole effort
was slightly biased towards data and informatiom@rine environment with less emphasis on e.g.
social issues. Lack of data was frequently refeagd planning constraint. But only Norway (also
Finland has just started) invested time and ressufar conscious data collection for the sake ef th
plan accuracy and reliability. Norwegian plan there has baseline information and quantitative
targets. In few cases the failure to find necesshata resulted in the comprehensive analysis of
information gaps (German EEZ, Middle Bank). Missimginaccurate data (low resolution) e.g. on
habitats were substituted with outcomes of modelg. Middle Bank, Pomerania Bight) or by more
intensive work with stakeholders (qualitative imf@tion). But the lesson learned is that the
information gap is among key constraints for mandti spatial planning in the BSR and spatial
planners should better familiarize themselves wibls for data validity and intelligent data
processing (decision support tools). In partictéeis and procedures for impacts assessment should
be developed.

Plan
Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot MSP  for the + An intensive work devoted to classification |of

SouthernMiddle Bank . . , . )
information gaps and researching their main causes

B. Pilot MSP for Westerr + Extensive information collected thanks to at spot

g%r;,lsﬁf the Gulf of research, traditional data processing (pen andilpenc

Pilot maritime spatial

C. plan for the Western+ Excellent data mining from stakeholders, tradiib
coast of Latvia and the data processing (pen and pencil)
adjacent waters

D. Spatial plan for the=+ Inspiring classification of data gaps hamperihg |t
German EEZ of the

. SEA process

Baltic Sea

E. Spatial Developmerat+ First attempt to asses importance of accuratz foat
programme 0
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Mecklenburg- success of the maritime planning process and| for
Vorpommern conflict mitigation
F. Eg?rt\eranian Bﬁéﬁjted ++ Use of modelling techniques and decision support
Arkona Basin _tools f(_)r data processing, attem_pt__for improv|ng
international (cross-border) compatibility of data

G. | Pilot MSPs for the + Use of all available data and information, refirg

Western coast of missing information within the fame of the
Hiiumaa and Saaremda stakeholder process. The focus of the planning
and Parnu Bay process was on stock-taking.

H. Finland + Use of all available data and information, refirg
missing information within the fame of the
stakeholder process, but some important barrietts jwi
data availability for sea areas still perceivedy.(e.
habitat modeling data has not been available during
the past planning stages but the research is clyrren
carried out under the lead of the Finn|sh
Environmental institute)

Sweden
l.
J. glfr?ra(t)efd m:nal\g/gr?r?:tﬂ All three aspects of sustainable developmenéic;
. intensive scientific effort to support the plan
Environment of the :
Barents Sea and the Sea preparation
Areas off the Lofoten
Islands
K. mgmm‘; in Spaifé - Emphasis on collecting comprehensive' information
Netherlands on selgpted uses, modern data processing but np use
of decision support tools

L The UK Marine Policy +

" | Statement A significant body of evidence compiled and vedfi¢
emphasis on accuracy and reliability of knowledge
and information.

Good practice identification and classification of informatigaps (Middle Bank) — source:
BaltSeaPlarttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Middle-Bank;M00

Good practice:innovative use of Marxan for allocation of wind hphrks (Pomeranian Bight /
Arkona Basin) — source: BaltSeaPlatip://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Pomeranian-Bagil

Good practice improving international compatibility of marinatz in the BSR ( Pomeranian Bight /
Arkona Basin, Middle Bank, Western coast of LatHaumaa and Saaremaa and Parnu Bay) —
source: BaltSeaPlarttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Marine-DatatE®éd

Good practice identification and classification of informatigaps with regard to SEA (German
EEZ) — source: BSH
http://www.bsh.de/en/Marine_uses/Spatial_PlannimgthieGerman_EEZ/documents2/Spatial Plan__

Baltic_Sea.pdf

Good practice comprehensive research programme in support ¢ {Fland) — source: Finnish
Ministry of Environmenthttp://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?contentid=193&8n=en
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7. Transnational coordination and consultation

The principle reminds about necessity to coordimageitime spatial plans between the Baltic Sea
states and to take into consideration internati¢egislation and the Baltic Sea Region perspective
while developing such plans. To asses compliandbeoplans with this principle one should examine

whether the plan has been consulted with the imatediea neighbours (country and regional level),
how cross-boundary effects with the neighbouringineaareas have been taken into consideration,
and to what extent international legislation andtiBé&sea region perspective has been referred and
applied.

7.1. International legislation

Since compliance with pan-Baltic visions have bessessed under point 3.1. here reference to
international legislation should be only checked.

All plans refer to some kind of international ldgtgon first of all to the EU environmental Direagis
and regulations (on fishery). UNCLOS is frequemdfereed too but it is missing in some cases. Also
HELCOM/OSPAR recommendations and various enviroratertonvention (e.g. the Bonn
Convention) and those dealing with safety of natiga(IMO) have been frequently mentioned as the
plan foundations. In the provisions of many pla@grfnan, Middle Bank. Pomerania Bight) one can
find direct influence of those international legddcuments. Only few plans, however contain
references to international regulations on undeswetiltural heritage. This seem the main deficit in
this field. The same observation applies to thew@antion on Climate Change although the climate
change has been addressed in many plans withodtomieg the Convention.

Plan
Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot - MSPfor  the ++ Template of international pieces legislation ttha

SoutherrMiddle Bank should be referred to. Legislation analysed intieaha|
to different issues (navigation, environment, linea
infrastructure, underwater heritage, fishery and
mariculture, research, mining, power production).

Pilot MSP for Western

B. part of the Gulf of + Ilze}‘;alﬁ[?;r(]e only to key pieces of international
Gdansk g
C. Pilot maritime spatia + Reference to key pieces of international legisiat

plan for the Western
coast of Latvia and th
adjacent waters

week references to UNCLOS

(L)

Spatial plan for the

D. [ ++ Model implementation of international legislatias
S:ggasneaEEz of the a source of the provisions of the plan

E. S&zg::lrnmfevelopmeor:t+_ Mainly environmental international legislation
Mecklenburg- considered
Vorpommern

F. Pilot Project) ., Detailed references to all relevant pieces | of

Pomeranian Bight

Arkona Basin international legislation. Legislation analysed |in
relation to different issues (navigation, enviromte
linear infrastructure, underwater heritage, fishang

mariculture, research, mining, power production).

References tavlaritime Policy of the EU, several EU
environment al directives, U NCLOS, HELCOM
recommendations, Convention on Biological
Diversity, the Espoo Convention) and some other

G. | Pilot MSPs for the +
Western coast of
Hiilumaa and Saaremaa
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and Parnu Bay pieces of international legislation .
H. Finland +- Mainly environmental international legislation
considered, lack references to UNCLOS
| Sweden
J. Qlfr?ra;efd tl\r?:nahg/lealwr?e'1t+ References tdJNCLOS, the OSPAR Convention,
Environment  of the Convention on Climate Change, Kyoto Protocol, and
Barents Sea and the Sea the international agreements on emissions of retmog
Areas off the Lofoter oxides, sulfur dioxides, and volatile orgafic
Islands compounds, and some other conventions related to
trans-boundary chemical pollution
K. 'V'a”t”.“e : Spatial + Reference to key pieces of international legistat
Planning in the
Netherlands
L. The UK Marine Policy + Reference to key pieces of international legistat
Statement

Good practice Comprehensive list of international legislatietevant for MSP in the EEZMiddle
Bank, German EEZ source:

BaltSeaPlarnttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Middle-Bank:M00
BSHhttp://www.bsh.de/en/Marine_uses/Spatial_Plannimgthe German_EEZ/documents2/Spatial
Plan_Baltic_Sea.pdf

7.2. Cross-border coordination

Only one plan (Southern Middle Bank) contains djieprovisions for a cross-border co-ordination of
the sea space activities in the planned area. Adhsuch provisions seem imperfect and questionable
this is a right direction of enhancement of a ceheuse of the sea space. Also one plan (Pomerania
Bight) has been prepared by the cross-border pigntéam with an active use of cross-border
procedures (e.g. stakeholder involvement, data ethifity, data exchange etc). Two plans (German)
were consulted with the neighbouring countriesramdispensable part of the planning process m lin
with the German law. Other plans did not pay sidfit attention to a cross-border coordination.
However, it should be noted that this principle Iwdke fulfilled anyway thanks to the legal
requirements to consult the Strategic EnvironmeAsdessment (SEA) reports. The SEA Directive
requires consultation with other EU member stafesd European Economic Area states), where
maritime plans are likely to have a significaneeffon the environment in their territories.

Plan Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot - MSP__for  the + Genuine cross-border provisions ensuring joint

SouthernMiddle Bank
management of the coastal zone area, lack of cross-
border stakeholder participation

Pilot MSP for Western
part of the Gulf off "
Gdaisk

Cross border aspects hardly considered due to
location of the planned area far from external $Pali
sea borders

C. Pilot maritime spatial Cross-border consultations planned in the fujure

El)a;st fgfr L?{\E/)iavgﬁzt?rr\i when relevant national legislation is adopted in LV|

adjacent waters

Spatial plan for the

German EEZ of the+ Cross-border consultations of the plan and th& SE

report
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Baltic Sea |

E. Spatial Developmerit+ Cross-border consultations of the plan and thé& SE
programme of report
Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern

F. ﬁg?rt\eranian BFi)é?]JteCt ++ Genuine cross-border preparation of the plamurFo
Arkona Basin different national teams co-operatmg_. Four natigna

stakeholder processes run and co-ordinated.

G. | Pilot MSPs for theg +- Potential cross-boundary effects have been coreider
Western coast of and will be stressed in the draft MSP (to |be
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa implemented when the official planning procedurd i
and Parnu Bay start)

H. Finland - Russian officials have not been involved in the

planning process. The Regional Council |of
Kymenlaakso maintains cooperation with Russian
officials (St Petersburg area and Leningrad oblaist)

a general level and on project base. The regipnal
plans did not include activities or planning iniiti@s

that would have demanded international consultation
for example according to the Espoo (EIA)

Convention

| Sweden

J. glfr?ra(t)efd tl\r?:nahg/lzwr?e'1t+ Proposals for strengthening cooperation between
Environment  of  the Norway_ and Ru_35|a, par_tlcularly through the new
Barents Sea and the Sea Noryveglan-Ru53|an Worklng_group on j[he marine
Areas off the Lofoter enwrorymc_ent under_ the Joint NorV\_/eglan-Rusuan

Commission on Environmental Protection
Islands
K. 'Izllggtrme in Spaifé + Initiative to formulate an international stratefgy the
9 southern part of the North Sea
Netherlands

L. 'g?aeteLr:]Iénll/larme Policy) Institutional ~ arrangements  for  cross-border

coordination

Good practice delimitation of ‘Transborder area” along maritifmerder with requirement of
transborder consultations ( Southdiddle Bank — source: BaltSeaPlan
http://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Middle-Bank;M00

Good practice: template for four-lateral planning (Pomeranian Big Arkona Basin) — source:
BaltSeaPlarmttp://www.baltseaplan.eu/index.php/Pomeranian-84il
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8. Coherent terrestrial and maritime spatial planning

The principle reminds about necessity to coordinai@itime and terrestrial spatial plans and
strategies. Since coordination with national plastisategies and policies has been discussed under
point 1 and 3.1 here the focus will be limited tmination with local and regional terrestrial tgla
plans and strategies. To examine the compliance gifen plan with this principle one should ask
what terrestrial plans and strategies have beelysathwhile preparing maritime spatial plans and
how they influenced provisions of the maritime gdailan and vice versa.

This principle is of little relevance for plans esing EEZ exclusively, although here one can expect
some linkages in terms of e.g. technical infrastmee So it is clear why EEZ plans paid less aib@nt

to that question. However some improvements caenbesaged in this respect. Other plans paid due
attention to such type of coordination. This cooddseen at stock-taking phase when terrestriataspe
where analysed as a preconditions for sea spacagearent (Gulf of Gdesk, Pomerania Bight,
Latvian plan). It can be also judged on the badisadive participation of genuine terrestrial
stakeholders such as tourism sector representa@veyg few plans (Finland, MV, Latvia) cover both
sea and terrestrial part and therefore have stroathodological mechanisms ensuring sea-land
coherence. In Finland and M-V the plan covers enterritory of the county or federal state
accordingly whereas in Latvia the pilot plan covees area plus land that functionally is bounded to
the sea.

The main weakness in the sea-land planning codrdimes lack of legal requirements on coordination
between maritime and terrestrial plans. The exoep8 Germany and Finland (to some extend also
Estonia) where relevant law guides coherent préiparaf land and sea parts of plans of the federal
states or counties. In Poland (Gulf of Gsle) new legal provisions (expected soon) will eagumoper
coordination between maritime and terrestrial ghatians during the planning process. However as
indicated by UK example land-sea coordination iganmomplex than only clear legal division and
coordination of responsibilities. It requires atsmsistency of policy documents and guidance diais
between authorities included in plan developmenplémentation and review stages, and sharing the
evidence base and data.

Plan Assessment Remarks

Pilot MSP for the .

A. SoutherrMiddie Bank | Location far away from the coast

B. Pgrott I\éIfS Flh]:gr gﬁfte(;; + Via analysis of terrestrial developmental plamsl g
P , strategies and via stakeholder participation
Gdask

C. Ellor;[ frgfm:;]rge V\?é):[g?nJr Via analysis of terrestrial developmental plamsl g
coast of Latvia and the strategies and via stakeholder participation
adjacent waters

D Spatial plan for - the Location far away from the coast

"| German EEZ of the y

Baltic Sea

E. Spatial Development+ Both sea (12nm zone) and land covered
programme of
Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern

F. Eg(r):]eranian BF;r(r)]Jtect + Via analysis of terrestrial developmental plamsl g

. 9 strategies and via stakeholder participation

Arkona Basin

G. | Pilot MSPs for the + Via analysis of terrestrial developmental plamsl g
Western coast of strategies and via stakeholder participation
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa
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and Parnu Bay

H. Finland + Both sea (12nm zone) and land covered

Sweden

3. | Integrated Management Impacts on the coastal zone caused by activitiése

Elr?v?ror?r];er:rt]e Oyar;rr]lz Barents Sea-Lofoten area as the only mean of land-
sea coordination

Barents Sea and the Sea
Areas off the Lofoter
Islands

Maritime Spatial

o National Water Plan as a sea land integrator
Planning in the

K. Netherlands +
The UK Marine Policy , L .
L. Statement + Comprehensive system for ensuring integratior) of

marine and terrestrial planning (consistency | of
documents, liaison between authorities, sharing| the
evidence base and data)

Good practice joint elaboration of the maritime spatial plantbyrestrial and maritime planners
(Gulf of Gdaisk) — source: Maritime Institute in Gdsk
http://www.im.gda.pl/images/ksiazki/2010_pilot-drafan_zaucha.pdf
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9. Planning adapted to characteristics and speciabnditions at different areas

The principle calls for acknowledgement of the elegeristics and special conditions of the different
sub-basinsvithin maritime spatial plans. It applies mainly leobge strategic plans covering vast sea
spaces but can also be used in the plans of lirsppetial size. To examine the compliance of a given
plan with this principle one should ask whetherfed#nt sea basins (subareas/zones) have been
identified in the plan and what methodology hasnbesed for delimitation of the sea basins
(subareas/zones).

In almost all plans different sub-areas (zonesjeth@ve been created. Under stock-taking a lot of
effort have been paid to this question. In particdhe search was for the most suitable subareas fo
different sea uses. In Pomerania Bight plan detisigport tools (MARXAN) were used to facilitate
this process. The most comprehensive attempt tmidete functional grid of subareas has been done
in the plan of Gulf of Gd#sk. This was possible since the planned area hers Wwell researched in
advance and ecological connections were identiffedparation of the comprehensive plan for Gulf of
Gdaisk, and separate plan only for the Pomerania Bagiimitation of boundaries for English plans,
delimitation of boundary for Latvian plan can als® treated as an evidence of planning adapted to
characteristics and special conditions of diffe@mets.

Plan Assessment Remarks
A. Pilot MS.P for  the + Different characteristics of the planned arearérad
SouthernMiddle Bank . . : )
in depth to find the most suitable sea basins| for
different uses
B. Pgrott I\C/)IfS Fi[hfé)r (\Q{ﬁftec:][ ++ Delimitation of sea basins (subareas) basedein |t
g daisk features and properties, sea basins constituting
functional grid covering the whole planned area
C. Pllzlz[ frg;’:m:tl]n;e V\/Ser:)sa}[gi1+ Different characteristics of the planned areaehav
anst of Latvia and the been examined in depth to find the most suitabde se
. il basins for different uses
adjacent waters
D. é@?&in pggz f%rf mi: + Different characteristics of the planned areararad
Baltic Sea i in depth to find the most suitable sea basins| for
different uses,
E. Sr%atlzlmmgevelopmeor:u Different characteristics of the planned areararad
IF\)/IegkIenbur i in depth to find the most suitable sea basins| for
9 different uses, but limited number of uses conside
Vorpommern
F. Ilzg?rgeranian BFi)r?\JteCt + Comprehensive analysis of characteristics andiaipe
: 9 conditions of the different sub-basins
Arkona Basin
G. | Pilot MSPs for the - Mainly environmental characteristics (habitatgvé
Western coast of been analysed in depth but plan has failed to|use
Huumga and Saaremga those characteristics to formulate conditions |for
and Parnu Bay location of new uses.
H. Finland + Different characteristics of the planned arearérad
in depth to find the most suitable sea basins| for
different uses
| Sweden
J. glfﬁrag?d t'\r?:nal\%lzrr?r?entJr The delimitation of the area partially based |on
X ecological considerations, measures and activities
Environment of the
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Barents Sea and the Sea adapted to conditions in different areas, zoning
Areas off the Lofoter approach based on vulnerable areas
Islands
K. mz:mz in Spatﬁé + Co_ns_ide_rable ana_lysis was co_nd_ucted to allow|the
Netherlands delimitation of various zones _W|th|n th_e Dutch E!E.Z.
In 2005 a report (,Areas with Special Ecological
Values on the Dutch Continental Shelf”) proposed
boundaries of the areas with special ecologicalesl
that were eventually incorporated into the Integuat
Management Plan for the North Sea.
L. ;?aetelrJnlénll/larme Policy + Marine area boundaries identified using inforiomt
expert advice and stakeholder views from a number
of public consultations

Good practice delimitation of ‘sea basins based on functiorfaracteristics in a type of maritime
spatial plan similar to local land use comprehengians(Gulf of Gdask) — source: Maritime
Institute in Gdask http://www.im.gda.pl/images/ksiazki/2010_pilot-drafan_zaucha.pdf
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10. Continuous planning

The principle reminds that planning is a continuguecess that will need to adapt to changing
conditions and new knowledge. Therefore monitoend evaluation should form an immanent part of
the planning process. Public participation is esakfor their successlo examine the compliance of
a given plan with this principle one should ask thie legal responsibility for preparing maritime
spatial plans has been clearly assigned, whaharkegal provisions for monitoring and assessmént o
the results of the plan including methodology, dadors (targets), and what is the role of stakedrsld
(also international ones) in this process.

10.1 Right to plan (ownership of the planning procss)

Legal responsibility to plan is important for avioig situation of ad.hoc plans prepared on demand of
sectoral interest or societal groups. Without “owghg” of the planning process one cannot ensure
continues planning in which new plans draw on theséns of their predecessors. Therefore one
should examine whether the planning body had legapetences for preparation of the given plan.

Sufficient legal basis securing ownership of thanping process have been secured in Germany,
Sweden, UK and to some extent also in Poland wiierehange of the planning law enabling fully
biding maritime spatial planning is expected sa®iso In Finland and Estonia the current regulations
enable county level to plan the sea but this igdidhto territorial waters. Moreover in Estoniartnés

a need to delimitate first sea border between eesitd start the MSP process. This will be donersoo
Some stimuli from business or/and national govemtnveould encourage the counties to exercise
more vigorously their sea planning rights both inl&d and in Estonia. In other countries legal
provisions are under preparation or in some cased reformulation or sometimes awareness rising
measures to convince responsible authorities tcerfidlk use of the possibility to plan the sea space
The most interesting is case of Norway. The Noraegilan has no legislative authority and is not
directly legally binding, but is enforceable thrbugpncerted action of different public authorities.

Plan
Assessment Remarks

A. Pilot - MSP_for  the +- Legal responsibility assigned but more compkgal

SouthernMiddle Bank . . .
provisions still under preparation

B. Pilot MSP for Westerr +- Legal responsibility assigned but more compkgal

part of the Gulf of provisions still under preparation

Gdaisk
Pilot maritime spatial L
C. plan for the Westerh ~ tI;)aclkar?f proper legislation, lack of legal resporigy
coast of Latvia and the P
adjacent waters
Spatial plan for the . . .
D. German EEZ of the ™" Sufficient legal basis for ensuring legal resgbitity
: to plan
Baltic Sea
E. Srr())zztzlmmgevelopmeor;t ++ Sufficient legal basis for ensuring legal resgpbitity
Mecklenburg- to plan
Vorpommern
F. Ilzg(r)r:eranian BITr?]JteCt +- Different situation in different countries (erp legal
: 9 basis for MSP in Denmark)
Arkona Basin
G. | Pilot MSPs for theg +- The current regulations enable counties to plan

Western coast of maritime areas in Estonia and some counties plan to
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Hiilumaa and Saaremaa exercise this right in the years to come (e.g. RParn
and Parnu Bay county in 2012). Delimitation of sea borders betwee
counties is expected in the nearest future.

H. Finland + The current regulations enable counties to plan
maritime areas in Finland and some counties |has
already exercised this right in the recent years

I Sweden ++ Sufficient legal basis for ensuring legal respbitity
to plan

J. Integrated Management+ Enforceability of plan despite lack of legislatiy

Plan of the Marine authorit
Environment of the y
Barents Sea and the Sea
Areas off the Lofoter
Islands
K. mz:mz in Spatﬁé ++ Sufficient legal basis for ensuring legal respbitity
Netherlands o plan
L. The UK Marine Policy ++ Sufficient legal basis for ensuring legal respbitity
Statement to plan

Good practice the comprehensive attempt to create a new botbgddlation in support of MSP
(UK, Sweden) — source: The UK Department for Envinent, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra)
http://archive.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/mesolanning/110318-marine-planning-descript, pdf
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Managentint//www.havochvatten.se/en/start/marine-

planning.html

Good practice extension of existing planning legislation towsauska (Finland, Germany) source:
BSH http://www.bsh.de/de/Meeresnutzung/Raumordnung én AWZ/Artikel Hansa.pdf

10.2. Monitoring and evaluation

Almost all BSR plans (exception is Finland andame extend Germany) lack concrete provisions in
relation to their monitoring and evaluation. AltlgpuNorwegian and Dutch plans are equipped with
monitoring systems, they are focused on monitositgation of the planned area (e.g. state of marine
environment or climate change) rather than “perforoe” of the plans. A system of the genuine
“performance” monitoring of the maritime plans pegok will be created in the UK in the future.

Plan Assessment Remarks
Pilot MSP for the o - o .
A. SoutherMiddie Bank | ~ No specific provisions for monitoring, evaluatiand
amendments.
B. Pg?tt I\C/)IfS F;hfgr (\Qﬁfteé; - No specific provisions for monitoring, evaluatiand
gdaﬁsk amendments.
C. Ellél%t frg;an:;]n;e V\?gsa}[g?n_ No specific provisions for monitoring, evaluatiand
coast of Latvia and the amendments.
adjacent waters
D. ég?;'gn pllzalgz f(())rf iﬂi: +- No specific provisions for monitoring, evaluatiand
Baltic Sea I amendments with exception to environmental
impacts. But the plan will be revised in regular
intervals.
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E. S&zg:zlmmgevelopmeor:t +- No specific provisions for monitoring, evaluatiand
Mecklenburg- gmendments with exception to env'lronmental
Vorpommern !mpacts. But the plan will be revised in regular

intervals.

F. ﬁg(r)rgeranian BFi)é?]JteCt L Monitoring, evaluation and amendments not aeder
Arkona Basin by'the plan since it will remain of non biding (e}g

guiding) nature

G. | Pilot MSPs for theg No specific provisions for monitoring, evaleatiand
Western coast of amendments since the planning process did not| end
Hilumaa and Saaremga with the genuine maritime plan and only wijth
and Parnu Bay recommendations for location of new uses.

H Finland + According to the Finnish land use and building act

' implementation of the plan is monitored and reviewe
at appropriate periods by the Regional Council in
cooperation with the stakeholders. Review of the
appropriateness of the plan policies is evaluated i
every legislation period (4 years). A short ovenwie
on implementation and monitoring of the regional
plan is given every second year
(“Aluekehityskatsaus”). Monitoring and need for
reviewing the plan is reported to the Board of the
Regional Council and the Assembly of the Council,

| Sweden

J. :;}:?raf;d t'\r?:nal\%lzrr?r?enu An integrated monitoring system (although focused
Environment  of the 9n ambient ) enwrpnmental monitoring and not
Barents Sea and the Sea performance” monitoring)

Areas off the Lofoter
Islands
K. mggtr']me %p;téal + Plans revised, if deemed necessary, every sixsyea
g but performance monitoring and evaluation missing
Netherlands

L. g?aielélénvarme Policy + Effectiveness of maritime plans under review lees

than every three years after each plan is adopted

Good practice advanced plans to introduce a monitoring systemsfmtematic assessment of
ecosystem quality i.e. use of indicators, refereralaes and action thresholds to provide a basis fo
more systematic evaluation of trends in ecosysiantise areathe Barents Sea and the Sea Areas
off the Lofoten Islands — source: The Royal Norwegian Ministry of the Enminment
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/MD/Vedlegg/STM2@U®60008EN_PDF.pdf

Good practice the concept of the permanent monitoring plan asimaplementation support
instrument (UK)— source: The UK Department for Environment, Food &ural Affairs (Defra)
http://archive.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/mediianning/110318-marine-planning-descript, pdf
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Conclusions

The compliance with the VASAB-HELCOM principles tire broad scale MSP of the planes analysed
seems pretty high. The most troublesome seemssherinciple on continues planning.

For cross-border coordination so far traditionalthods of consultations have been mainly used
whereas more interactive solutions (joint preparatiof plans, cross-border involvement of
stakeholders) have been discovered and tested reohntly. The methodology of cross-border
planning also needs further development in ordemttance implementation of the principle on cross-
border co-ordination. The same is true for stakddmolinvolvement that requires new and fresh
approach. However, few plans have already provadkithd of a blue print how it should be organised
in line with contemporary planning knowledge.

Another important observation is insufficient atten in many plans to the social aspects of
sustainable development. This might hamper fulldie implementation of the first principle.

For better implementation of the principle dealwith ecosystem approach more work is necessary in
order to develop qualitative descriptors for deiaing the good environmental status and translating
them into the MSP activities and decisions. Battabate on the SEA methodology would also

facilitate implementation of the precautionary pijle in the cross-border context.

Implementation of the VASAB-HELCOM principles migeeem even more difficult in the cross-
border context, in particular in the situation whke entire Baltic Sea is covered by different oadi
maritime plans impacting each other. It seems fbdwing is necessary to ensure that those
principles would have sufficient power to maintéasiguiding role in such circumstances of intensive
planning by all nations:

Existence of a vision of spatial development ofBadtic Sea,

2. Tentative agreement on the main targets to be wathiender different policiés(e.g. how
much energy we want to produce in the Baltic Selaatwnaritime landscapes should be
protected etc.).

3. Tentative agreement on the joint qualitative dgdors for determining the good
environmental status.

4. Minimum common denominator in the SEA reports gtrieee and layout facilitating cross-
border conceratations.

Joint communication frame for presentation of pland their debating (pictograms?).

Joint Baltic research agenda facilitating collectémd processing data necessary for the MSP.
Blue prints of /good practices on:

e monitoring and evaluation systems of performandh®imaritime spatial plans,

e planning provisions (methodology) for enhancemdnthe cross-border co-operation in
the sea space management and reducing negatiwebonaer impacts and risks,

o application of precautionary provisions in differ@anning circumstances,

e assessment of impact of planning provisions on tengy phenomena such as the climate
change, eutrophication, biodiversity, food web eic/alternatively on the ecosystem
services.

Some good practices outlined below can provide answthe listed above challenges and suggested
directions of the further development of the MSkEh@ BSR.

v Fishery Policy can be treated a s a blue print
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[ll. Good Practices in depth

In the previous chapter several good practicesnuteimentation of the VASAB-HELCOM principles
have been identified (see also table below).

Name of principle and related good
practice

Location

Source

Principle 1.Sustainable management

1.1 Balance between economic, environmental, socald other interests

Good practice know how on maritime spatial
planning in Natura 2000 areas

Gulf of Gdaisk

Maritime Institute in
Gdansk

Good practice methodology for socio-
economic impact assessment of different seg
uses.

Western coast of Latvia

BaltSeaPlan in particular
BEF Latvia

1.2.Integration of sectoral planning

Good practice template on integration of
sectoral planning into MSP

Pomeranian Bight / Arkona
Basin, Middle Bank, Western
coast of Latvia, Hiilumaa and
Saaremaa and Parnu Bay

BaltSeaPlan

Principle 2. Ecosystem approach

2.3.

Good status of the Baltic Sea ecosystem

Good practice template for ecosystem based
management of sea areas including also
elaboration of a set of coherent indicators
necessary for the establishment of a system
enables continuous monitoring of the state of
the ecosystem

Barents Sea and the Sea Ared
of the Lofoten Islands

that

SThe Royal Norwegian
Ministry of the
Environment

2.2. Protection of the marine environment.

Good practice noise free zones Gulf of Gitksk Maritime Institute in
Gdansk
Good practice joint addressing such German EEZ Maritime

phenomena as nature conservation, protectig
of open spaces with respect to functional soll
water budget, and climate change

n

S,

and Hydrographic Agency
(BSH)

Principle 3. Long term perspective and objectives

3.1 Long term vision and other long term strategies

Good practice relating maritime spatial plans|

Gulf of Gdaisk

Maritime Institute in

to the overall spatial development visions and Gdansk
strategies. Influencing preparation of nationa

visions of such types

Good practice elaboration of joint Baltic wide| Pomeranian Bight / Arkona BaltSeaPlan

vision for spatial development of maritime
areas

Basin, Middle Bank, Western
coast of Latvia, Hilumaa and

Saaremaa and Parnu Bay

3.2 Planning horizon and forward looking approach
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Good practice planning provisions on re-use

German EEZ, Southern Middle

of the sea space e.g. on dismantling structure Bank

and infrastructure out of use or broken down

Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency
(BSH), BaltSeaPlan in
particular Maritime
Institute in Gdansk

Principle 4. Precautionary Principle

4.1 SEA

Good practice methodology for SEA for
maritime plans

German EEZ, Gulf of Gdek

Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency
(BSH), BaltSeaPlan in
particular Maritime
Institute in Gdansk

4.2.Precautionary measures

Good practice planning under high level of
uncertainty with regard to ecological value of
the planned area

Southern Middle Bank

BaltSeaPlan in particular
Maritime Institute in
Gdansk

Principle 5. Participation and Transparen

cy

Good practice methodology for stakeholder
involvement in the entire planning process

Western coast of Latvia

BaltSeaPlan in particular
BEF Latvia

Good practice template and know-how on
cross-border stakeholder involvement

Pomeranian Bight / Arkona
Basin

BaltSeaPlan in particular
WWEF Germany

Good practice: visualisation of planning
provisions in order to enhance stakeholder
dialogue

Hiiumaa and Saaremaa and
Parnu Bay

BaltSeaPlan in particular
University of Tartu
(Estonian Marine Institute

Principle 6. High quality data and information basis

Good practice identification and classification
of information gaps

Southern Middle Bank

BaltSeaPlan in particular
Maritime Institute in
Gdansk

Good practice using modelling techniques fo
maritime spatial planning

r Southern Middle Bank

BaltSeaPlan in particular
Danish National
Environmental Research
Institute (NERI)

Good practice:innovative use of Marxan for
allocation of wind mill parks

Pomeranian Bight / Arkona
Basin

BaltSeaPlan in particular
Aarhus University

Good practice improving international Pomeranian Bight / Arkona BaltSeaPlan
compatibility of marine data in the BSR. Basin, Southern Middle Bank,
Western coast of Latvia,
Hiiumaa and Saaremaa and
Parnu Bay
. T .. .. | German EEZ of the Baltic Sea| Maritime and
Good practice Identification and classification .
. . . Hydrographic Agency
of information gaps with regard to SEA (BSH)

Good practice comprehensive research
programme in support of MSP

Finland

Finnish Environment
Ministry

Principle 7. Transnational coordination and consulation

7.1. International legislation
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Good practice Comprehensive list of
international legislation relevant for MSP in th
EEZ.

Southern Middle Bank, Germal
eEEZ of the Baltic Sea

Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency
(BSH), BaltSeaPlan in
particular Maritime
Institute in Gdansk

7.2. Cross-border coordination

Good practice Delimitation of ‘Transborder
area” along maritime border with requiremen
of transborder consultations.

Southern Middle Bank

BaltSeaPlan in particular
Maritime Institute in
Gdansk

Good practice: template for four-lateral

Pomeranian Bight / Arkona
Basin

planning

BaltSeaPlan

Principle. 8 Coherent terrestrial and maritime spatal planning

Good practice joint elaboration of the
maritime spatial plan by terrestrial and
maritime planners

Gulf of Gdaisk

Maritime Institute in
Gdansk

Principle 9. Planning adapted to characteristics ath special conditions at different areas

Good practice delimitation of ‘sea basins
based on functional characteristics in a type
maritime spatial plan similar to local land use
comprehensive plans

Gulf of Gdaisk
Df

Maritime Institute in
Gdansk

Principle 10. Continuous planning

10.1 Right to plan (ownership of the planning

procss)

Good practice The comprehensive attempt tq
create a new body of legislation in support of
MSP

UK, Sweden

The UK Department for
Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra),
Swedish Agency for
Marine and Water
Management

Good practice Extension of existing planning
legislation towards sea

Finland, Germany

Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency
(BSH), Finnish
Environment Ministry

10.2. Monitoring and evaluation

Good practice advanced plans to introduce g
monitoring system for systematic assessmen
ecosystem quality. This will use indicators,
reference values and action thresholds to
provide a basis for more systematic evaluatig
of trends in ecosystems in the area.

the Barents Sea and the Sea
t Afeas off the Lofoten Islands

The Royal Norwegian
Ministry of the
Environment

Good practice the concept of the permanent
monitoring plan as an implementation suppot
instrument

UK

The UK Department for
Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra)

Majority of the listed above good practices haverbgenerated under the BaltSeaPlan project due to
its methodological breadth and impressive geogcapluoverage. One should also keep in mind that
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the project has been characterised by relativell budget and comprehensive partnership. However,
several good practices have also been indicatesideuthe BaltSeaPlan domain.

Out of them the five most important practices fles@ing cross-border maritime spatial planning have
been chosen for in depth presentation. Those pesctioncern following issues:

e SEA methodology — due to need of joint common deanator of the SEA reports for
the maritime spatial plans at the Baltic sea bkesial;

e Information gaps and ways of their alleviatiersince only Baltic-wide coordinated
effort in this field can allow to produce evidertsgsed maritime cross-border spatial
plans;

e BSR data model — since cross-border maritime dpptanning needs joint data
standards for easy data exchange;

e Conscious Inventory— since cross-border maritimgtiapplanning needs conscious
decision among BSR countries on priorities with arelg to maritime research
uncoordinated action in this field will only addttte existing information gaps;

e Regional Strategy — since existence of such Balitle vision is an important
prerequisite for coherent cross-border planningarticular deciding about priorities,
ensuring synergies among plans and safeguardimgpoonflict mitigation.

On top of that a good practice on stakeholderslu@ment has been also described in depth.
The reason is lack of convincing good practicesstakeholder cross-border involvement
from the very start of the planning process. Thaeethe national good practices should be
analysed first since proper stakeholder involvemientin important prerequisite for the
success of the planning process.

1. Stakeholders involvement

Title of good practice Methodology for stakeholder involvement in maritirgpgatial planning in
the case of insufficient legal procedures and [gionis

Location of good practice Latvia

Short Summary:

This good practice illustrate how to involve staddelers into the maritime spatial planning process
from the very beginning. It also shows how to uskciently stakeholder participation for: (1)
ensuring broad ownership of the plan (this is ingar for securing implementation of non-binding
spatial plans), (2) increasing information base fooducing meaningful planning provisions, (3)
avoiding conflicts in decision making process amplementation of MSP, (4) increasing awareness
on different sea uses, their needs and problemsedter this good practice illustrates how to
combine stakeholders and general public parti@paflhe experience was accumulated and verified
within the frame of the BaltSeaPlan project.

Issue (importance of a good practice)

In many BSR countries responsibility for prepanatad maritime spatial plans have not been legally
decided. In such a case MSP is possible only adumtary effort based on co-operation of different
stakeholders and interest groups. Moreover oneldglremember that public participation in spatial
planning in particular in E-BSR countriesy many cases is of narrow (passive) characters It
frequently limited (in many cases in line with legaquirements) to consultation of the plans pregar

in advance by the experts or professional planteagis. Stakeholders are rarely involved at they earl
planning stage. Latvian good practice shows thiatdan be changed and that plan gains in quality
from early involvement of stakeholders. . The Latvpractice encourages to move planning process
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from the solely expert based towards the stakehaldeen. The only requirement is a comprehensive
mix of stakeholders to avoid favouring any interest

Lessons learned

1. Stakeholders bring relevant knowledge and inforomatand are instrumental in genuine
consensus seeking which is the essence of thelsplatining process.

2. The stakeholder participation from an early staggeuees broader ownership of the plan and
improves their willingness to comply with jointlyaborated provisions. This allows also
stakeholders to learn the real reasons and meahM&P (the aims, steps, of the process etc).

3. Stakeholder participation need wise managementreTte need for different channels of
involving stakeholders to the planning processLatvian case there was a clear difference
between authorities, NGOs and general public. Céempeauthorities (regional and national
having stake in maritime space development) wengteid to the coordination group.
The group was responsible for coordination of theére maritime spatial planning process.
The local and regional interests (e.g. the muniitips, the harbour/port authorities,
scientists/experts on habitats and species congmrydishermen, representatives of tourism
sector and developers from the companies in chafdbe cable and linear infrastructure)
were involved via different events organized attsg@r some stakeholders (e.g. local
fisherman) targeted communication was necessabyiig them to the process. For a broad
stakeholder involvement different stakeholders’ndsavere organized. There were following
types of those events:

¢ methodological workshops,
¢ stakeholders meetings,
¢ thematic meetings.

The essence of those events was in informing stdétets and joint elaboration of some
important brick stones of the plan (stock-take, flicin identification and management,
zoning). To deepen dialogue with the most imporsaakeholders also four thematic meetings
were organized in the course of three months. Thegred:

e Fishery sector,

¢ Wind park developers,

e Port administrations,

¢ Local authorities and tourism sector.

For details see Fig. Ill. 1.

4. Extremely important is proper identification of letéolders. The stakeholders have been
identified by the following criteria:

¢ Decision makers and relevant competences with detgasea uses on national, regional or
local level,

¢ Main sea users (representatives of economy setioosigh associations) based on the

analyses of the existing situation with sea uses,

Potential sea users — energy sector, mineralroilsstigation areas,

Local coastal municipalities and their union —ts@&e sea-land interface,

Environmental NGOs,

Scientists and scientific institutions working oanmne issues.

5. Stakeholders process should not be of a decoratiere. Stakeholders can be used for
elaboration of planning provisions. In Latvian cdke most important planning provisions
were elaborated during those meetings (see paint 6)
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6.

10.

Stakeholder process should follow a logical segeesttowing stakeholders importance of
their inputs and the progress achieved. In Lategse the first meeting served as a forum for
presentation of reasons and benefits out of the .M3f¢ second meeting was used for
discussing conflicts and possible ways of theiligations and alleviation. The third meeting
was devoted to elaboration of zones and relategineggents on sea uses. This was important
for outlining possible solutions for cross-sectocainflicts and balanced sea use e.g. for
preparation of tentative provisions of the plars@the goals and zoning of the sea space was
discussed and negotiated between the stakeholdeds aathorities jointly during
the stakeholders events.

Innovative methods for stimulating discussion cempriove the outcome of the planning
process. In Latvian case for stimulating discussismme interactive methods have been used
(e.g. World Café Method, round tables, maps etud) they were assessed positively by the
stakeholders.

Place of location of meeting with stakeholders erattIn Latvian case the meetings were
organized in different parts of the Latvian codstis was important to ensure participation of
local stakeholders. Only national and regional eft@kders took part in all meetings whereas
local ones usually limited their presence to theetngs held nearby. Therefore for instance
fishermen participated in all three meetings batehwvere different people.

Stakeholder process need driving force behind amdfa preparations. In Latvian case the
driving force was BEF. Between the stakeholderstimge methodological seminars were
organised. They were attended by the most actizedmvoted stakeholders. During those
seminars the methodology for analysing and handtiogflicts and for zoning has been
elaborated. This methodology was then used dutaigkolder meetings.

The following conclusions outlining key conditiofisr successful stakeholder participation
process have been formulated by the planning team:

A key prerequisite is transparency and opennesisegbrocess as such.

It is important that all information is shared witakeholders, that planning team is open to
all stakeholders and treat their interests equally.

To achieve consensus the negotiations of the $mhtigion shall be conducted with active
involvement of all stakeholders.

To avoid failures in identification of all relevastakeholders it is important to make press
releases before the stakeholder events or to dsér giarticipants to disseminate the
information further on.

The participation in different events with preséiotas related to marine issues also increases
the transparency of the process and might resulivmlvement of some new stakeholders.
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Development process of MSP and approach to stakeholders’
involvement

| 1 i !
: { | i h ;
Setting up of Ln::;nhigga J:::ﬂ?::"fmnmzr: Joint stakeholders
coordination group Senin Gras avent(s} at the pilol
of competent area o discuss the
authorities draft plan
Thematic maetings  Semnar of competant
with particular authorities and spatial
stakeholders groups planners
2009 I 2010 | 20m

Fig Ill.1 Latvian stakeholder process

Source BEF Latvia
2. SEA

Title of good practice Methodology for SEA for maritime spatial plans
Location of good practice Poland

Short Summary:

This good practice illustrate how to prepare théASEport for maritime spatial plans in line with
the spirit of the SEA Directive when the planneeaacontains Natura 2000 sites. The SEA prepared in
Poland clarifies methodological differences in prgpion of the SEA for Natura 2000 sea basins and
other waters, examines impact of the plan impleatemt on human beings as part of the environment
and it covers sea land interactions (e.g. impactingblementation of the maritime plan on
the terrestrial environment).The experience wasumctated and tested within the frame of
the BaltSeaPlan project.

Issue (importance of a good practice)

Many maritime spatial plans have started to be yred in the Baltic Rim recently. Therefore
the BSR countries face similar challenge to prepaethodology for SEA for such type of plans.
It seems that the demand on know-how on preparatiche SEA for maritime plans will grow in
the BSR. Polish case have strong methodological describing all problems the SEA team coped
with during preparation of the document. Moreovere dio high probability of transboundary
consultations of the SEA for maritime spatial plansould be desirable if those plans could have at
least joint methodological roots (followed similagic of assessment) or could be based on joint BSR
methodological denominator (similar typology of iagps, similar approach to BSR strategies and
documents etc). Polish case can serve as a stgtimg for such discussions among the BSR
countries.

Lessons learned

1. For conducting a proper SEA process the startingt@hould be in identification of all
sea uses witBignificant effects on the environmefRor proper identification of all those
uses there is a need for raultidisciplinary team, intensive involvement ofeth
stakeholders and co-operation or availability @& fgitanning team who already conducted
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the stock-taking exercise. In the Polish case ptepteam (those elaborating the given
maritime plan) supported the SEA process answejuggtions, explaining provisions of
the plan. The example of sources identified in @dask Bay is provided in Fig 111.2.
Some sources of impact (mariculture, extractioniband gas) have not been analysed due to the
plan provisions excluding them at the whole arethefplan.

Activities resulting Tiairkem,

Im deterioration Fishing recraation Infrastructurs Diefenca
of the sea bed or coastal zone and transpoct
Fan 0}

significant impacts

Fig.lll.2. Sources of potentially significant imgaon environment

Source: L. Kruk-Dowgiatto, R.Opiota, M. Michalek-Borzelska (EDs.), Prognoza oddziatywanigmalowisko
Pilotazowego projektu planu zagospodarowania przestrzemzaghodniej egci Zatoki Gdaiskiej,
Wydawnictwa Wewatrzne Instytutu Morskiego w Gdaku Nr 6603, Gdask 2011 p.11

3. When the SEA covers Natura 2000 areas equally itapbis understanding the reason of their
creation (what is to be protected) and criticalifieation of those ambitions with the reality of
habitats. It is crucial to have a clear pictureofservation objectivesubjects of protectigrand
integrity of Natura 2000 sites/areas and of alleotimportant components of the natural
environmentAt this stage close collaboration with nature pcta authorities is the must. Also
literature review in particular screening all redav existing analysis is important part of this
process of building the ecosystem understandinghdt these one can risk serious gaps in
the SEA analysis.

4. The previous steps (interactions with stakeholdersjironmental authorities, planning team
literature review) allowed for preparation of theetalled list of objects (elements of
the environment) that should be subject to thesassent of the impact of plan implementation.
It was decided to make separate assessment fetatments (components) of the environment and
for objectivesandsubjects being under protection of the Natura 28&@ork. This was important
to pay due attention to the existence of the Na20fD sites in the planned area.

5. One of the most critical steps is elaborationypllogy of impacts with clear definitions behind.
From the point of view the function of the SEA, @l issue was to define of significant negative
impacts. In Polish case this process have beedativinto following stages:

stage 1. — identification of potential significamipacts ,
stage 2. — analysis of expected significant impacts
stage 3. — assessment of expected significant iisypac

Identification of the potential impacts was basedtte available literature, knowledge of experts
and the know-how of stakeholders. At this stagénidifn of significant impact has been agreed.
Such impact has been described as negative (in asop to the starting point) measurable
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change of the state or function of elements ofdheéironment caused directly or indirectly by

activities of the entity/body making use of the ieowment. The significance of the impact has
been assessed as a joint effort of the whole SBA.td his was the only way to ensure at least
some objectivity of this category.

The analysis at this stage start to be complexthair easier communication (SEA first of all is
a communication process between interests) itiiarto use some tools for clear presentation
of different impacts, their location and intensity.Polish case different types ofatrixes were
elaborated for presentation of cumulative significempacts of different types on conservation
objectives subjects of protectignand integrity of Natura 2000 sites/areas and onotier
components of the natural environmertieTollowing tools have been used:

e description matrixes,
e calculation matrixes.

For each source of impact potential significaneeff have been listed with concrete name of
the sea basin/sea subarea (taken from the planyifim¢alculation of the sea area and length of
the coast line affected. This allowed for calcalatiof the share of the planned are affected
positively, negatively or not affected at all by timpact from the analysed source.

An example of the description matrix for the sedelcimpact source (i.e. coastal infrastructure) is
given below.

Source of| Potential effects Provisions of | Sea basins Length of the
impact the plan (numbers) coastal line in
km
Coastal e destruction of sea bad and not allowed no 0
infrastruct bottom habitats allowed 02, 11, 15, 16, | 17, 38
ure e diminishing water 17, 22
transparency, not regulated 01, 03-10, 12-| 58, 80
e changes in landscapes (both 14, 18-21, 22-
terrestrial and maritime) 30
e development of periphyton
Reduction of negative impact no no
Lack of reduction of negative impact all basins 6,18
Not relevant - —

Calculation matrix have been used for calculatibthe total areas affected by selected source of
impact.

According to the SEA Directive all impacts shoukd dassified as:
e direct or indirect one,

¢ short or medium or long-term or permanent or terapgoone,

e strong, medium or weak,

e positive or negative.

This is not an easy task since the Directive ghveslear definition of those notions. Polish case
offers unique definitions of the following notiottgat have been clarified and precisely defined in
relation to sea processes: negative and positifextef direct and indirect (secondary) effects,
cumulative effects, short, medium and long-ternee permanent effects atmporary effects.

Different types of impacts should be communicatedtakeholders in relation to the objects of
impact (identified under step 4) This part of therkvis critical since forms a core of stakeholder
debate in case of cross-border impacts also debttdransnational stakeholders. It is of utmost
importance to present the impacts in a clear amgrdevay. In Polish case as a communication
tool a matrix of cumulative impacts (presented ilbas been used.
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Sources of impact listed here

Objects

of Impacts

|_mpact described

listed )

h in the cells

ere

and
classified
according
to step 7.

Those findings served for formulation of the SEAdasions regarding necessary changes in the
plan (alternatives) in order to eliminate the maaite sources (by changing planning provisions)
or alleviate or compensate their negative impaatemvironment. The measures envisaged to
prevent, reduce and as fully as possible offsetsagnyificant adverse effects on the environment
of implementing the plan or programme have beepgsed. In the final the measures envisaged
concerning monitoring have been described.

9. For SEA success a vigorous stakeholder processcisseary. Stakeholders should be involved at
the beginning (as a part of the plan preparation)identification of different impacts and for
discussing the cumulative matrixes. Such discussioould have an iterative character as a
stakeholder learning process.
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3. Information gaps

Title of good practice Dealing with information gaps
Location of good practice Poland

Short Summary:

This good practice illustrate that information gaps different and each gap needs different measure
in order to cope with the problem of lack of neeegdgnformation while preparing maritime spatial
plans. It capitalise on Polish experience relatedISP based on such projects as PlanCoast and
BaltSeaPlan.

Issue (importance of a good practice)

One of the main constraint in preparation of theitinae spatial plans is lack of relevant informatio
necessary for wise allocation of space, proteatioits unique values and conflict settlement . @he
the MSP peculiarities is high costs of acquiringrsinformation requiring on spot investigations in
four dimensional sea space. Such costs usuallyharéunction of the data accuracy. From the other
hand insufficient information should not prevengmaration of maritime spatial plans. An alternative
therefore would be development on the basis fioshe first served in many cases lacking wider
strategic considerations. On top of that one shooté growing demand from the side of developers
to use sea space more intensively due to appeacdreceew business opportunities (eshjale gas,
renewable energy, international transmission itfuasure).

Lessons learned

1. Although information gaps in the planning procetshe first glance look similar (lack of
information) their overcoming requires fine tune@asures related to the nature of a given
map. There are information gaps related to thekgimkng phase and those related to other
phases of the planning process e.g. communicasi@akeholder dialogue, monitoring and
evaluation etc. Polish experience indicates thetettare four main gaps related to the stock-
takingi.e. state of knowledge (existence of data andexnge)

(A) lack of information — this issue has not been aredysufficiently (lack of knowledge);

(B) lack of spatial attribution of information — thissue has been analyzed but the spatial
framework has been omitted (spatially irrelevarakitedge);

(C) disclosure gap — the issue has been analyzed isuffic but there is no incentive for
sharing accurate information more broadly (hiddeovidedge);

(D) temporal gap — the issue exists and can be anaiyzée present time-frame but its future
development remains unclear (static knowledge).

There are also two gaps related to the communitaia stakeholder dialogue but affecting
also quality of monitoring and evaluation:

(E) communication deficiency gap — the existing cogritartifacts/modalities (e.g., language)
and information channels are unable to diffuse emdmunicate precisely produced and
processed information and/or knowledge (e.g., duigstcomplexity). This gap can result
from difference of the planning procedures and milagp culture between countries or
insufficient integration of different disciplinesithin the planning process (e.g. economics
not integrated with ecology);

(F) institutional gap — lack of proper information withregulatory frameworks resulting from
institutional deficiencies. The ultimate result thie institutional gap is the lack of the
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necessary policies, regulations, and policy intégna i.e., lack of information that
regulates real processes through the communicaifothe intentions and goals of
regulatory bodies (lack of targets, objectives)etc.

2. For each gap there is a need for a different ajgproaorder to continue the planning process.
Some emergency solutions can be applied at a sbtide but there is also a need for more
coherent pan-Baltic approach to closing informatgaps that will secure integrity of the
planning process in a long run. The solutions tebiethe Polish planning team to overcome
those gaps and the long term suggestions for tineefffor structural changes) are presented
in the table below.

Gap Short term solutions Long term solutions
Lack of | Modeling the marine environmentShaping EMODNET in line with the MSP
information (e.g. habitats) needs as the joint action of the BS$R

. .. | _countries
Precautionary measures — provisians

in the plan spelling out the need fpdoint BSR research Agenda for MSP

further research BSR agreement on the minimum scqgpe

Request to prepare detailed plansventories done in relation to localization
before large scale investments of large scale investments

TIA (or TIA like) procedures for
other investments

Lack of spatial| Extracting expert knowledge vigPromotion of interdisciplinary research

attribution  of | stakeholder process Concertated BSR research — e.g. BONUS
information BSR Agreement
Disclosure gap | Genuine stakeholder process Awasenging on benefits of maritime
spatial planning
Temporal gap Reserving some space for unknpwitroducing multi-year maritime
future developmental purposes. programming as a rule

Regular exchange of know-how and
experience on maritime spatial plans |of
other countries

Joint BSR vision on the use of the marine
space

Communication| Interdisciplinary and transnationalMinimum common denominator on MSP
deficiency gap | planning teams methodology in the BSR

Regular exchange of know-how and
experience on maritime spatial plans |of
other countries

Joint BSR vision on the use of the marine
space

=

Joint BSR work on methodology ¢
valorisation of marine space

Institutional Recommendations for development|ofgreement on the comprehensiyve
gap the institutional system for MSP objectives or visions, targets, and gopls

Examination of backaround repot regarding the use of marine space| at
9 POT'S, ational and international levels.

relevant for MSP and draft legislatign
proposals (and their justifications) | Operationalization of the agreed targets
line with the MSP specificity

—+
).

in

Development supportive tools for decisipn
making in MSP (as proposed under
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| | | BONUS)

4. BSR data model

Title of good practice Creation of an integrated pan-Baltic data model formaritime
spatial planning purposes

Location: BSH/Germany

Short Summary:

This good practice illustrates how to solve thebpgm of compatibility of the marine data in the
Baltic Sea Region and how to foster better useistiag data for improving stakeholder dialogue and
transnational understanding of the MSP processamdieimportance.

Efforts were taken to outline a framework for si@nmonised datasets under the BaltSeaPlan
project. This included definition of technical ammbntent-related requirements, asking
partners to send their respective data with theativie to compile common datasets on some
of the most important activities and functions:sbffre wind energy, pipelines, submarine
cables, platforms, marine aggregates extractioatimes and nature conservation areas. Other
important activities such as shipping and fishewese excluded as they are more difficult to
link with space and/or data is difficult to acces®llected jointly data has been then
processed to create common datasets — makingessay to deal with inconsistencies and
data and information gaps.

Another exercise is basin sea wide standardisatforisual approach for the human activities and
protected areas to enable the MSP maps to becamgacable across-borders.

Issue (importance of a good practice)

Data compatibility and joint ways of informationsu@lization are of great importance for
coherent sea basin maritime spatial planning. Pagipa of cross-border maritime plans is
difficult without compatible data and can lead ifedent type of misunderstanding. Cross-
border consultation process and cross-border delaatehampered by different visualization
techniques also. Compatible data helps in monigoahdevelopment of the sea space also.
Joint graphical design (use of joint legend andiggams) can diminish still existing
language barriers and encourage participation ipats the important stakeholders with
limited language skills and knowledge on MSP methogly (e.g. fishermen, small and
medium enterprises etc.).

Lessons learned

1. Standardization of information for MSP and ensurthgir cross-border compatibility is
impossible without prior agreement on pan-Baltitadaodel for maritime spatial planning.
Such model should provide conceptual design of dagbases used for data provisions.
Model should be based on existing experience bdthnaional and sea-basin level
(e.g. HELCOM. EMODNET) and pay attention to natioaad international regulations
(e.g. INSPIRE) and output requirements (MSFD, Eldgrated maritime policy etc.)

2. Development of the information basis for MSP sholbéd policy and not research driven.
The starting point for model preparation should ibeentory of information needed by
maritime spatial planners in their daily work ighat should be analysed and presented on the
maps. This would allow for identification of necagsoutputs and MSP categories.
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3. The important ingredients of the model are follogviMSP categories, MSP data basis and
data provider included in the basin-wide data swstquality check procedures, IT tools
(database engines) and outputs. The data flowsilptet within the model are presented in

Fig. 111.3.

Wing farms
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Other MSP
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Systems

TOOLS

BSR nMSP atabase

Qutpur categories

Fig. 111.3 Data flow within the data base.
Source: BaltSeaPlan elaborated by Fidler, Wichokgws

The main principle of the model is propagation lué tequested data objects acquired from
variety of sources and collected both by MSP resiabs bodies and third party system to the

sea basin MSP collection.

For success of the integrated database at the a&sia bcale there are some technical
prerequisites requiring transnational agreementd elose collaboration of the bodies

responsible. Among them the most important are¥atg:

sea-basin agreement on one meta data format (setzhdata format has been tested
and proposed under BaltSeapPlan project — cf.IF#).
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INSPIRE Example
Part
B1 Identification
B1.1 Resource Title Title Image2000 Product 1 (n2l) Multispectral
B1.2 Resource Description IMAGE2000 product 1 individual
orthorectified scenes. IMAGE2000 was
produced from ETM+ Landsat 7 satellite
data and provides, ...
B1.3 Resource Type Dataset
B1l4 Resource Locator Location of the Data http://image2000.jre.it
B1.5 Resource Unique Identifier
code image2000_1_nl2_multi
codeSpace URL http://image2000.jre.it
B1.7 Resource language™ Language abbreviation, code | eng
list* (i.e.: Danish - dan,
English - eng, Estonian - est,
Finnish - fin, German - ger,
Latvian - lav, Lithuania - lit,
Polish - pol, Swedish - swe)
B2 Classification of data and services
B2.1 Topic Category* choose from GEMET imageryBaseMapsEarthCover
Thesaurus
B3 Keyword
B3.1 Keyword Value choose from GEMET Land cover
Thesaurus
B3.2 QOriginating Controlled Vocabulary
title™® GEMET Thesaurus, INSPIRE GEMET Thesaurus version 1.0
themes
reference date*
date 2001-01-01
date type publication
B4 Geographic Location
B 4.1 Bounding Box define a rectangle containing
the area covered by data
West westBoundLangitude +3,93
East eastBoundLongitude +7,57
North northBoundLatitude +52,1
South southBoundLatitude +54,1
B S5 Temporal Reference
B5.1 Temporal extent (for example: From 77-03-10T11:45:30
to 2005-01-15T09:10:00)
B5.2 Date of publication 2000-01-01
B6 Quality and validity
B 6.1 Lineage General explanation of the Product 1 scenes correspond to the
data producer's knowledge path/row of the Sandsat orbit. All
about the lineage/quality Image2000 product 1 scenes are ortho
aspects of the dataset corrected
B 6.2 Spatial Resolution 25.0
B7
B7.1 Specification
title INSPIRE Implementing rules laying down
technical arrangements for the
interoperability and harmonisation of
orthoimagery
publication date 2011-05-15
B7.2 Degree Information about the true
degree of conformity with
the implementing rules
provided in Art. 7-1. 1ISO
19115
B8 Constraints related to access and use
B 8.1 Condition applying to access and use description of terms and no conditions apply
conditions, including where
applicable, the
corresponding fees (i.e. link)
B 8.2 Limitation on public access no limitations
B9 Responsible Organisation
B9.1 Responsible party
organisation Joint Research Centre
e-mail image2000@jrc-it
B9.2 Responsible party role custodian
B 10 Metadata
B 10.1 Metadata point of contact
organisation Joint Research Centre
e-mail image2000@jrc.it
B10.2 Metadata date 2005-04-18
B10.3 Metadata language see B 1.5 eng

Fig. lll.4. Metadata input template
Source: ibidem

e compatibility with GIS tools developed either bynumercial companies or as
a freeware (the most popular systems and libraresGIS tools have been examined
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as a part of good practice and strong points df fuseware as Grass and GDAL have
been pointed out),

¢ integration of relevant spatial data from the éngstnetworked data basis instead of

replacing them,

e application of modern external data storage destins like the world data centres or
other cloud like solutions to store the relevamt data as back-up.

5. There are also some important procedural prerdgsifir creation of the integrated data base
at the sea basin scale. The most important a@fimiy actions:

o the first step should be to implement INSPIRE [tikex in all coastal countries
ensuring a kind of common denominator,

e further issues concerning explicitly marine dataudtt be specified on the basis of
relevant themes listed in INSPIRE Annexes Il andatid implemented into national
legislation (covering technical requirements fortawlata and data input formats and
data exchange procedures),

¢ data flows should be formalised at national level a regularly updated coastal and
maritime information infrastructure should be cesgbthat pulls together data from
different sources and acts as the basis for sgatinhing decisions,

¢ the most desirable would be elaboration of a bigdirternational law (part of EU
Directive) regulating data exchange and access $® Mata, but as a starting point
one can postulate a sea basin wide memorandum dgrstanding regulating data
policy, data storage and exchange and dynamicsitaf actualization which can be
joined voluntarily by new members.

e countries should also agree on drawing togetherestata on the most acute spatial
problems (e.g. infrastructure corridors).

6. Content wise it is important to:

examine first the MSP validity of different modelad model technigques and only then
examine their demand for data and information,

strengthen alignment of SEA and MSP stock-takingsphas far as demand for data and
information is concerned,

reach basin wide consensus on scales of diffeygrastof the MSP maps since those
scales imply the minimum resolution of data on elasfel (different information should
be visualised/used/required at different levels).

7. Pushing forward work on the integrated data basbeasea basin scale also requires a long
term goal (vision) of the data and information eotlon, processing exchange and
accessibility. The following long term goals in ghfield have been proposed under
the BaltSeaPlan case:

National data should be publicly available so thay can be used by all stakeholders for
the MSP process. As far as data have been genevategublic funding, they should be
available free of charge in connected Baltic-wideabases.

A network of data networks should ensure data tyubly agreeing joint standards and
comparability of data at different scales. An BS&eament should be reached on
a baseline scale in order to map at Baltic Sea-\eidel.

Data gaps (ecological, social, economic data) shd jointly identified and filled.
The most important gaps concern in particular: humetivities and sea uses, ecosystem
services, information of lifecycles and demands spfecies, indicators for good
environmental status, economic value of ecosystemefits.
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e Ajoint integrated information base should bringtogether data on uses, pressures and
their impacts as well as environmental informathmia habitat maps.

5. Regional Strateqy

Title of good practice BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030

Location of good practice BSR (BaltSeaPlan)
Short Summary:

The BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 takes an integratespeetive of sea uses and the Baltic Sea ecosystem.
It deals with spatial aspects, complementing engstiisions and policies for the Baltic. Grounded in
existing trends and policy objectives, it tries aoticipate future developments and changes.
The Vision aims to provide more coherence and icgytéo all users of Baltic Sea space. It is also
there to secure all those processes that guarédmtewell-being of the Baltic Sea as a living and
healthy ecosystem. It is transnational, but linkeeational MSP. It is part of a holistic approdoh
MSP across scales. It shows how MSP could idealx bbeen translated into practice by 2030.

Issue (importance of a good practice)

Maritime Spatial Planning has become a widely astedged and necessary tool for co-ordinating
spatial use in the sea. It should serve the sw@ikindevelopment of the Baltic Sea by balancing
interests and by acknowledging the underlying r@forocesses and values in the sea.

If individual countries or sub-regions act and pjaimtly as a macro-region, they can increase their
influence on international economic, social andiremmental trends and developments. As a result,
they can become better prepared for the unexpéicéddnay arise in a globalized world. The role of
the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 is to help this proa#smined-up forward thinking. Joint vision also
helps in conflict mitigation at pan-Baltic level darin coordination of developmental efforts that
require transnational co-operation. Therefore igdsential step to achieve am ambition of coherent
MSP at the level of the BSR.

Lessons learned

1. There are two possible different types of transmati visions on MSP at sea basin level:
vision of the maritime spatial planning proc@smd vision of the state of the sea space in a
long run. Both visions are different but the lattee is broader and requiring wider debate and
agreements. In the Baltic case the vision triesotmbine both elements. It has been strongly
acknowledged that “how we see Baltic Sea space,hamdwe think it should be used for
human activities, is crucial for developing geneudés for MSP”.

2. Three are important prerequisites for the visioh@éoome successful:

e Taking an integrated perspective of sea uses an8altic Sea ecosystem (vision should
not be biased by a single use).

e Dealing with spatial aspects, complementing exgstisions and policies for the sea
basin (such as VASASAB, HELCOM etc.).

e Being grounded in existing trends and policy ohljyed, trying to anticipate future
developments and changes.

e Trying to provide more coherence and certaintylltasers of the sea basin sea space.

e Being related to the well-being of the given sea &ging and healthy ecosystem.

18 ¢f. e.g. VASAB principles on MSP adopted in 2008
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¢ Being transnational, but linked to national MSPaggsart of a holistic approach to MSP
across scales.

But the key prerequisite is striking a balance leetwthe environment, the economy and
the social sphere. On the Baltic case the cormgresof the visioning process was given by
separate socio-cultural vision, economic vision andlogical vision that were merged into
one vision of the healthy Baltic sea.

Development process matters. To fulfil the abogtetl prerequisites the vision should be
developed by an international team of a broad rafgifferent backgrounds and perspectives
with practical experience in MSP and if possibleluding those legally responsible for
the MSP in their countries.

The vision should be developed with concrete tasksnind. It cannot substitute legal
agreements and international conventions on seaz sy nor transnational policies run at sea
basin level (e.g. fishery policy). However, the isis can become a starting point for
reformulating existing legal and decision-makingnfies if necessary. An MSP vision seems
well suited to serve the following tasks:

e The vision can make clear why forward-looking thivikis important and why it pays to
take action now rather than later.

e The vision can provide a holistic cross-sectorawion issues that are often regarded
separately.

e The vision can help to communicate the benefihefMSP.

e The vision can be used to facilitate stakeholdalodue.

e The vision can help to achieve transnationalitii®P and cooperation between states on
matters of sea use.

The vision should be general enough to stay vaiill time passing. One of the options can be
agreement on key principles for allocating sea sfapgeed by all stakeholders. In the Baltic
case three principles of such nature have beeropeap

e Sea basin thinking. It regards the sea basin as flalhing space and ecosystem at all
stages of the MSP process. It also has a temparangdion, meaning that long-term
implications are considered just as much as tha-sfwn impacts of planning decisions.

e Spatial efficiency: Sea space is understood adumbie public good that must be used
sparingly, both to minimize the impacts of sea usethe wider scale and to keep back as
much space as possible for future sea uses. Angthiding principle is that ecological
functions must not be jeopardized, such as watenange, currents and other functions
essential for environment al services in the sea.

e Connectivity thinking: It means focus on connecsidhat exist to other areas or uses.
Connectivity thinking is adapted to the specifipits. E.g. for the natural environment
and for fish for example, connectivity means avality of . migration routes and blue
corridors for sea species.

Although remaining general, the vision should beused. Christmas tree vision is hardly
appealing to anybody. In the Baltic case the foll@afour topics have been chosen as a mean
of vision concentration:

e A healthy marine environment

e A coherent sea basin energy policy

e Safe, clean and efficient maritime transport
e Sustainable fisheries and aquaculture.

For selecting those particular topics two importaiteria have been applied:
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transnationality of topics — to what extent thegdgenuine sea basin co-operation and
actions,

importance of the topics for all coastal stateBe-topics listed above were chosen due to
conviction that all coastal states will be affectgdfuture developments in these topic
areas due to the already known tendencies in tasiosial and national policies.

Objectives and targets have been set for thesadpigs. Baltic Sea space is allocated to each
of these based on a Baltic Sea wide environmestsssment and, where applicable, a socio-
economic cost-benefit analysis in order to iderttiky most suitable areas.

The vision should be implementable. Lack of implataion power turns vision into a shelf
dust collector. In the Baltic case the following/ledements for implementing MSP have been
identified:

Data management and information as a key to success

Maritime spatial plans as main implementation tofssion identifies national and
transnational prerequisites for establishment oPMgstem);

The transnationalisation of the MSP process (adttangsnational element to well known
MSP planning cycles);

Transnational cross-border cooperation and govemdsince MSP cooperation takes
place at several levels: (i) the methodologicalelefagreeing on a joint vision, joint
principles for MSP, joint objectives and targets,veell as common methods), (ii) the
strategic level (cross-sectoral spatial plannifig), the operational/implementation level
(project planning and implementation of transnatloimfra-structure, information and
data exchange) - there is a need for different aaititbs and institutions to take on
different shares of these tasks at the sea basel le vision gives example of such
division of labour).

The vision properly used can trigger important rgahere processes. In the Baltic case the
good practice is in bringing up the vision to tledigy making level via different important sea
basin processes and co-operation networks such EACEM, VASAB, EU Integrated
Maritime Policy, national strategies etc.
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6. Conscious Inventory

Title of good practiceThe Finnish Inventory Programme for the UnderwaterMarine
Environment (VELMU)

Location of good practice Finland (cf. Fig. II.5)
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Source: available athttp://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?node=14974&|&MN- retrieved on
November 04, 2011

Short Summary:

VELMU's objective is to survey marine habitats imnfiish waters, give an overview of species
occurrence and develop a management system forcdégated on the benthic marine environment.
The Programme collects data on the diversity ofemwdter marine biotopes and species. It is an
umbrella programme encompassing many local proj@tte Ministry of Environment is responsible
for the overall coordination. The inventories aegny conducted in the Archipelago Sea, the Quark
area, the Gulf of Finland, the Bothnian Bay andBbgéhnian Sea during 2004-2014.

Issue (importance of a good practice)

Before it is possible to take measures to proteetenvironment it is necessary to gather adequate
information on the distribution and compositiontieé underwater habitats. The VELMU programme
is: 1) enhancing knowledge of the marine envirorimieyn producing an overview of the most
important marine habitats and species in Finlandcdlating existing data into a database; 3)
promoting the exchange of information between diffi¢ institutions and making the marine data
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more easily available; 4) establishing a web-bassshurce for marine environment information,
including a map service.

Under VELMU abiotic (geological and physical-cherii¢eatures) and biotic variables (specie and
habitats) are monitored. The research concern yntialseabed and partly also the water column.

The information gathered under VELMU - programmédl e of central importance both for
the planning of nature conservation, the explatatf natural resources and utilisation of the sea
space in Finland. The acquired information willoalse used for regional integrated coastal zone
management plans that are drawn up for coastalszavithin the European Union, and for
environmental impact assessments. More informatiornvaluable nature areas is also needed for
planning oil and chemical combating and clean up.

The information gathered under VELMU will also bephed for reaching the objectives on
the biodiversity and sustainable development o2hkic region, described by European and regional
directives and strategies.

VELMU is a co-operational programme between sevamsinies (internal affairs, defence, education,
communication, agriculture and forestry, trade ardlistry and environment). It is implemented in
cooperation between many data producers and stialezho

Lessons learned

1. Location. The VELMU Programme began with the pdtage of the Archipelago Sea in 2003,
where the variation of underwater biotopes and ispets the largest on Finnish coast.
It provided good preconditions to develop and iesentory methods as well as the data
management system. The inventories will be extemldenighout Finland’s sea area, including
the EEZ.

2. Methods. VELMU surveys both abiotic and biotic ederts of the marine environment. To get
a complete picture a variety of methods are uséwm scuba diving to remote sensing and
modelling. Geological survey include echo soundiagd bottom sampling. Biological
inventories include such methods as e.g. underwatetography, sampling of fauna, dive
transects or specific tools for fish sampling ilfdw waters (like white plate, scoop or seine
net).

3. GIS technology in use. VELMU uses the state-ofdhte-GIS technology and statistical
modelling methods to produce maps of the distrdvutif benthic species and habitats.

4. Different scaling. Gathered information is shownaomap in three different scales:

a. the common features of the sea areas (geologioalattons, biogeographical areas) are
shown on a national level (scale: 1:1 000 000- @:800) — it creates basis for more
specific work;

b. underwater landscapes and biotopes are represiemtecdareal level (1:200 000-1:100
000);

C. more detailed information is shown on a local leieP5 000-1:5000) for a very limited
area, where the distribution and characteristicspetific habitats or spawning areas can
be described.

5. Wide ranging cooperation. VELMU is implemented thbucooperation between seven
ministries. The Programme is coordinated by thenigm Environment Institute (SYKE), other
partners include the Geological Survey of Finlathey Finnish Game and Fishery Research
Institute, Metsahallitus Natural Heritage Servich® Naval Research Institute, Centres for
Economic Development, Transport and the Environmeoated in coastal areas and Abo
Akademi. Some other universities, institutions aodsulting companies are also involved in
many aspects of VELMU Programme.
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International commitments. VELMU Programme suppdhis implementation of number of
international conventions like Convention on Bidtad Diversity, the fulfilment of obligations
under EU legislation like EMSFD, HD, BD, WFD andhavement of HELCOM BSAP
objectives.

Programme Organisation (cf. Fig. 111.6).
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Fig. 11l.6. VELMU Programme Organisation

Source: available ahttp://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?node=14973&|&MN#a3

November 05, 2011

retrieved on

The VELMU Programme is implemented in cooperati@ween many data producers and
stakeholders. The Steering Group supervises amdsstee implementation and it consists of
the representatives of the sever Ministries inviblve

The Stakeholder Group gathers the stakeholdersimtghests in marine biodiversity and intents
to ensure communication between VELMU and variott®ra bring about a dialog between
the data producers and end-users.

The Project Group is responsible for practical enpéntation of the Programme and oversees
the work of 5 Working Groups. It is responsible flmw of information between the Groups
and ensuring their complementarity.

Five Regional Groups brings together importantaegi stakeholders and data producers. Each
Group is responsible for identifying special featuof its area and pressures as well as for
the prioritisation of areas for mapping.
Umbrella Programme. VELMU encompasses many locaritory projects like e.g.:

e BalMar (Baltic Marine Biotope Classification System

e MERVI (The Quark area underwater species inventory

e BIOGEO (Links between marine key biotopes and sjpegeological features: pilot
survey of macrophytes in sublittoral moraine areas)
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