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The 3.7 million € Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007–2013 project “BaltSeaPlan”
(2009 – 2012) has been the largest project in recent years dealing with maritime spatial
planning throughout the Baltic Sea Region.
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BaltSeaPlan Findings
Under the lead of the German Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BSH) and covering partners from all Baltic Sea countries (except Finland) a set of closely interlinked activities has been carried out covering all elements of the maritime spatial planning cycle. All
of them were designed with the intention to support relevant institutions and actors
throughout the Baltic Sea Region to turn maritime spatial planning into reality. The results
of these activities have been documented in a series of 31 separate reports as well as
various publications.
The BaltSeaPlan Findings offer a summary over all project activities, methods applied,
problems encountered, outputs achieved as well as future actions needed to develop MSP
even further. Emphasis is put on conclusions and lessons to be learned from BaltSeaPlan,
which should be taken into account in any kind of future initiatives on maritime spatial
planning throughout the Baltic Sea Region and beyond.
www.baltseaplan.eu
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INTRODUCTION
The € 3.7 million project “BaltSeaPlan – Introducing Maritime Spatial Planning in the Baltic
Sea” was implemented between January 2009 and April 2012 under the framework of the
ERDF co-financed Baltic Sea Region Programme. Led by the German Federal Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency, 14 partners from EU Baltic Sea Region states worked together in
order to promote the implementation of Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) throughout the
Baltic Sea Region.
This publication provides an overview of the outcomes, results and lessons to be learnt
from the numerous activities undertaken within the BaltSeaPlan project. Although other
MSP projects have produced results almost at the same time as BaltSeaPlan, and although
national governments, transnational working groups as well as the EU Commission have
since taken up new initiatives, this report is mostly based on activities and results of Balt
SeaPlan itself. In order to place BaltSeaPlan within the wider MSP context, the report gives
a brief overview of the situation at the beginning of the project and a description of the
situation one year after its completion.
Much was achieved within BaltSeaPlan that can help guide future MSP activities. Rather
than the detailed project results, which are summarised in a total of 31 BaltSeaPlan
Reports, the purpose of this report is to extract general lessons which can be applied to
other maritime planning contexts. Although each MSP project will need to take account of
its own specific situation, it is hoped that these lessons can offer useful pointers for how
to tackle MSP processes both at the national and transnational level.
Like BaltSeaPlan itself, the report uses the MSP planning cycle developed under the pre
decessor “PlanCoast” 1 project as a structural guide. It highlights:
• how selected planning steps were implemented within BaltSeaPlan,
• what outcomes were achieved through these activities,
• what lessons can be learned from the approaches chosen.
The report is structured as follows:
• Chapter 1 describes the general background against which BaltSeaPlan was conceived.
It gives the logic behind the various BaltSeaPlan activities, the project partners, and the
context of the various pilot projects. External developments with impact on BaltSeaPlan
results are also highlighted. Although these aspects cannot always be planned at the
beginning of a project, the chapter may provide some lessons on potential success factors for project implementation.
• Chapter 2 focuses on elements of the stocktake. It draws conclusions from the research
done by the project partners on national or regional policy priorities and objectives for
maritime space and describes key elements of the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030, which sets
out general planning principles for MSP in the Baltic Sea.
• Chapter 3 focuses on data issues and tools. It highlights lessons learned by the partners
in their search for data and shows the tools and methods applied in order to overcome
data and information gaps. A summary is provided of the BaltSeaPlan recommendations
for a future MSP data infrastructure. The chapter also underlines the need for developing a joint MSP research agenda in order to overcome existing data and knowledge gaps.
1 Schultz-Zehden, A., Gee, K., Scibior, K. (2008) Handbook on Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning: Experience, Tools &
Instruments, Case Studies from the INTERREG III B CADSES PlanCoast Project (www.plancoast.eu). Please note also other
MSP planning cycles, e.g. BALANCE Technical Summary Report, part 4 and Ehler & Douvere (2009) Marine Spatial
Planning: a step by step approach toward ecosystem based management. Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission
and Man and the Biosphere Programme. Manual and Guides No. 53, IOCAM Dossier No. 6. Paris: UNESCO.
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• Chapter 4 primarily deals with conflict analysis. It shows the different approaches taken
by the project partners to identify planning issues and potential conflicts in maritime
space, as well as their different rationale in (and ways of) working with stakeholders. The
methodology of undertaking a Strategic Environmental Assessment is presented using a
Polish pilot case as an example.
• Chapter 5 is concerned with the actual planning process. It describes the actual criteria
applied within each pilot case for deciding on the compatibility and prioritisation of certain uses over others. The chapter stresses the importance of going beyond the names of
specific area categories: ‘Priority area’ for example may be interpreted quite differently
and cannot be taken to indicate the same concept as a matter of course. This in turn is
an indication that the nature of maritime spatial plans may vary considerably.
• Chapter 6 sets out the overall conclusions and lessons to be learned from BaltSeaPlan.
It also gives an outlook as to what still needs to be done in order to develop MSP into a
suitable instrument for achieving sustainable maritime development.
As the coordinator of BaltSeaPlan and the author of the BaltSeaPlan Vision, respectively,
both authors have been heavily involved in BaltSeaPlan activities. The responsibility for
implementing BaltSeaPlan activities was that of the partners alone.
In writing this report, we have drawn heavily on the input provided by all BaltSeaPlan
project partners and the experts involved. In the case of specific activities undertaken at
partner level these findings mostly rely on what partners have expressed within their
reports and are not based on an extra set of evaluating questions. In many cases, we quote
essential paragraphs such as checklists, recommendations, overview tables, figures and
graphs from the respective BaltSeaPlan Reports. A full list of all BaltSeaPlan Reports is
provided at the end of chapter 6.
Any comparative analyses, references to the MSP cycle and lessons learnt are our own
conclusions and do not represent joint results agreed by all BaltSeaPlan partners.

Berlin, March 2013, Angela Schultz-Zehden/Kira Gee
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About BaltSeaPlan
While previous projects and initiatives mainly developed the concept and provided the
rationale for MSP, it was the ambition of BaltSeaPlan to gather as much practical experience as possible. This was to involve real data gathering, analysis of existing strategies for
the sea, developing draft maritime spatial plans for concrete pilot areas and hands on
stakeholder engagement. All these were to be used as a basis for creating joint understanding of how to introduce and ultimately implement maritime spatial planning throughout the Baltic Sea Region.

The ambition:
Gain practical experience in
Maritime Spatial Planning

Given the lack of a legal basis it was clear from the outset that BaltSeaPlan could not
achieve the actual adoption of the draft maritime spatial plans developed under its framework. Nevertheless, all activities were designed in such a way that they could serve as a
solid basis for real planning processes in the future. As such, there was continuous consultation with the responsible administrative and policy level as well as relevant stakeholders.

Before BaltSeaPlan
Discussions on a possible project began in 2007, two years before the actual project start,
in line with the publication of the EU Blue Book on Integrated Maritime Policy (published
in October 2007). The Blue Book introduced Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning as a
fundamental tool for the sustainable development of marine areas and coastal regions.
November 2007 also marked the adoption of the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan2, which
includes Recommendation 28E/9 on the “Development of Broad-scale Marine Spatial Planning Principles in the Baltic Sea Area”. Both policy documents were partly based on the
VASAB Gdańsk Declaration, which was published even earlier in 2005.

MSP Policy Background 2007:
• VASAB Gdańsk Declaration
• EU Blue Book
• Helcom Recommendations on
MSP Principles

The more detailed project design was developed during a two-day project development
workshop held in Hamburg in January 2008 where interested partners gathered and discussed their possible roles and activities. The final application for funding was submitted
in May 2008 and approved by the Monitoring Committee in October 2008.

The original application also foresaw the active involvement of partners from Kaliningrad and North West Russia. They had, however, to withdraw during the contracting
phase for formal reasons as Russia had not signed the overall agreement to participate
in the BSR Programme.
With the exception of Germany and Poland, no Baltic Sea country had any practical experience with MSP at that time, or created a legal basis for such planning. In the rest of Europe,
practical MSP experience was similarly limited.
In Germany, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern was a forerunner in practical maritime spatial planning, having adopted its first MSP for the 12 nm zone as early as 2005. Preparations for
maritime spatial plans for the German EEZ began in 2004/2005 and were adopted in Sept.
2009 (North Sea) and in Dec. 2009 (Baltic Sea). By 2007 a first pilot MSP had been prepared
for Gdańsk Bay in Poland. The institutions responsible for these maritime spatial plans,
namely the Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BSH), the Ministry of Transport,
Building and Regional Development of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, the Maritime Office in
Gdynia and the Maritime Institute in Gdańsk, were also the initiating partners of BaltSeaPlan.

2 HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan adopted at the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting on 15 November 2007 in Krakow, Poland
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Mecklenburg-Vorpommern:
a forerunner in Maritime Spatial
Planning

These institutions and their planning staff had already gained experience in collaboration
and cooperation through their involvement in BaltCoast (2002 – 2005) and PlanCoast
(2006 – 2008)3. Both projects were led by the Mecklenburg-Vorpommern Ministry of
Transport, Building and Regional Development, which used the transnational experience
to strengthen its own MSP process.

Preparatory MSP Projects:
BaltCoast & PlanCoast

BaltCoast was the first project to apply the concept of ICZM to offshore areas and combine
it with the strengths and tools of spatial planning. The “BaltCoast recommendations” 4
found expression in numerous policy documents, such as the VASAB Gdańsk Declaration
and not least in the concept of Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning actively promoted by
the EU Blue Book.

BaltCoast:
Introducing the concept of MSP

BaltCoast Recommendations 5
Use the strengths of spatial planning for a successfull implementation of ICZM and for cross-sector coordination of
offshore development in national 12NM zones and beyond.
01. Role of Spatial Planning in ICZM
• ICZM is the responsibility of political bodies of all levels
• Do not create ICZM specific institutions – improve the use of existing ones
• Cross-sectoral agencies at regional level should take the lead for implementation
• Link the regional approach with case specific solutions
• Spatial Planning should take a central role in ICZM
• The focus should be on implementation rather than on theoretical ICZM discussions.
02. Implementation of Sea Use Planning (extend spatial planning to the offshore side)
• Agree on the systematic information exchange concerning offshore uses,
• Prepare spatial plans for offshore areas where needed and
• Introduce project oriented and cross-sectoral coordination procedures.

In PlanCoast these recommendations were developed further into more practical guidelines for spatial planners, decision-makers and stakeholders on how to pursue effective
Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning. A “Handbook on Integrated Maritime Spatial
Planning” 6 was published which set out the various steps as part of an MSP planning cycle.
Not only did the handbook provide a set of checklists and tools for each step, but also drew
up a concept for the political and administrative framework required for IMSP. It also highlighted existing good practices throughout the Baltic Sea, Adriatic and Black Sea.

PlanCoast:
Handbook on MSP planning cycle

3 www.plancoast.eu
4 http://www.plancoast.eu/files/baltcoast_final_report.pdf
5 Heinrichs B., Schultz-Zehden, A., Toben S. (eds.): The INTERREG III B BaltCoast Project. Coastline Reports 5 (2005),
ISSN 0928-2734
6 Schultz-Zehden et al. 2008, Handbook on Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning: Experience, Tools & Instruments, Case
Studies from the INTERREG III B CADSES PlanCoast Project.
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Another important facilitating role was played by VASAB. VASAB had laid a first foundation
for MSP in the Baltic Sea with the publication of its VASAB 2010+ Spatial Development
Action Programme in 2001. VASAB also initiated the BaltCoast project. With the adoption
of the Gdańsk Declaration in 20057, which was developed within BaltCoast, it was the first
organisation to call for the introduction of MSP throughout the Baltic Sea Region. It subsequently established a specific working group on MSP, of which the German and Polish
initiators of BaltSeaPlan are members.

VASAB:
Laying the foundation for MSP
already by 2001

At the time of creating BaltSeaPlan it was almost impossible to engage planning authorities
or similar institutions officially responsible for MSP as project partners. The simple reason
was that none existed at that point outside of Germany and Poland. With BaltSeaPlan moving further offshore, the municipalities and regions from Sweden or Finland which had still
participated in ICZM-related activities in BaltCoast no longer represented a direct target
group. The ministries and agencies at national level were also reluctant to commit themselves to such a project since they could not be sure of the role they would eventually be
assigned within MSP. After all, even terrestrial planning is located in different ministries in
the different countries, ranging from interior affairs, construction or environment all the
way to regional development. In Sweden, the Environmental Protection Agency agreed to
be involved at a strategic level, but no government body could be engaged as a project
partner in any of the Baltic States, Finland or Denmark.

In 2007 – hardly any official
institution appointed for MSP
in BSR countries

As an alternative strategy, the project therefore involved those institutions and organisations as active partners that could expect to be given an active role in MSP in their countries. These included marine research institutes and universities as well as NGOs as important stakeholders and/or organisers of stakeholder participation in MSP processes.

BaltSeaPlan partners:
official authorities, marine
research institutes and NGOs

Moreover all partners had already been involved in MSP-related projects. The University
of Aarhus (NERI) had been one of the core partners in the “Balance” project, which had
developed a classification of marine landscapes. The WWF in Germany had facilitated ICZM
processes in the Greifswalder Bodden area, culminating in voluntary agreements between
nature conservation, leisure boating and fishing. The Swedish partners as well as the Baltic
Environmental Forum had also been active in stakeholder involvement and planning processes at the coastal level (COASTMAN/Natura 2000 management plans).

BaltSeaPlan activities
Based on the findings of previous regional, national and transnational projects BaltSeaPlan
activities were designed to provide support to all aspects of maritime spatial planning
within the Baltic Sea Region where gaps had been identified. While previous projects still
made a distinction between ICZM and MSP, the focus of BaltSeaPlan was on Integrated
maritime spatial planning, seeking to extend the principles of terrestrial spatial planning
and ICZM to the open sea.

7 http://www.vasab.org/download/documents/GdańskDecl_&_PolicyDoc.pdf
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Covering all aspects of maritime
spatial planning

BaltSeaPlan Activities Set up
Background: BaltCoast, PlanCoast, Balance, Helcom/VASAB principles, EU principles

The MSP Steps
Data Collection/Gaps

Methodology

Analysis of strategies on
maritime space
PL, DE, LT, LV, EE, SE, RU, DK
National Recommendations

BSR Policy and Trends

Pilot Projects:
• Pomeranian Bight DE,PL/SE/DK
• Western Gulf of Gdańsk PL
• Middle Bank PL/SE
• Western Baltic T-Route DK
• Pärnu Bay EE
• Hiiuma & Saaremaa Islands EE
• Western Coast of Latvia LV
• Lithuanian Sea

Various Data Generation
Studies: Seabed, noise, fish,
remote sensing
Various Decision-Making
Applications: MARXAN,
Boundary GIS, Fish, Planning
Various Stakeholder Methods

BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030
Pilot/National Recommendations
Specific Recommendations:

Modelling for MSP, Data for MSP, Stakeholder Involvement in MSP, Fishery in MSP, SEA for MSP
BaltSeaPlan Findings: summary of experience and lessons learned

A. Schultz-Zehden, Final Partner Meeting 11/01/12

Taking the IMSP process as a starting point, project partners worked both at the level of
specific MSP planning and the wider IMSP environment. The following aims were pursued
within a total of five work packages:
01. Improve the information base for maritime spatial planning:
• Create a forum for dialogue
• Bring together spatial planners and scientists.
• Compile current uses, natural values and conflicts in the Baltic Sea.
• Clarify MSP data needs.
• Identify sources of data and information.
• Fill data gaps and exchange-data.
• Identify relevant modelling methods.
• Develop an MSP data governance model.
02. Include spatial planning in national maritime strategies:
• Assess national frameworks, methodologies and sectoral strategies influencing
the use of sea space (e.g. energy, fishery, transport, tourism, as well as nature conservation).
• Develop recommendations on spatial issues within National Maritime Strategies and
use analyses to foster a national cross-sectoral debate on goals and targets for dealing with space and how to fill gaps in national sectoral policies and strategies.
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03. Develop a vision for maritime spatial planning in the Baltic Sea 2030
• based on the national visions, taking into account transnational interdependencies
and cumulative impacts.
• Initiate a BSR wide campaign to discuss the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 and its recommendations and draft a roadmap on steps to be taken to reach this vision.
04. Start MSP processes in 8 pilot areas:
• Danish Straits/T-Route (DK)
• Pomeranian Bight (DE/DK/SE/PL)
• Western Gulf of Gdańsk (PL)
• Middle Bank (SE/PL)
• Lithuanian Coast (LT)
• Western Coast of Latvia (LV)
• Pärnu Bay (EE)
• Hiiumaa and Saaremaa Islands (EE)
05. Lobby and capacity building for MSP:
• Stakeholder involvement and participative planning methods.
• Workshops & conferences for decision-makers and creating public acceptance for MSP.
• A BaltSeaPlan series of guidelines and policy recommendations.

A l i n k e d s e t o f a c t i v i t i e s r at h e r t h a n a s e q u e n c e
Activities in all five work packages did not run sequentially, but went on in parallel. Close
links developed between the work on specific pilot plans and recommendations for the
more general MSP environment. All experts and project partners were part of different
project groups enabling the different working groups to inspire each other.
• Overall data recommendations were also driven by the practical experience gained in
the pilot projects.
• Pilot projects took into account the results of analysing national strategies with impact
on maritime space.
• The criteria used in some of the pilot projects took into account the principles of the
Vision 2030.
• The recommendations and guidelines for fishery were included in the draft MSP for the
Pomeranian Bight; the recommendations themselves were inspired by fishery-related
findings in other pilot projects.
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The Integrated MSP process
Natural and
socio-economic
environment
Evaluate
the results

Strategies affecting
the marine and coastal
environment

Assess
the context

Draw up
a vision, aims
and objectives

1

8

2
Stakeholder
perspective

Implement
the plan

Refine the
stocktake

7

3
Analyse
the spatial
conflicts

Draft a
spatial plan

6
Availability and
quality of data

4

Develop
solutions

5

Public
acceptance

Institutional and
legal framework

Source: Schultz-Zehden et al. 2008:
PlanCoast Handbook on IMSP

O n e p l a n n i n g c yc l e …
For the MSP pilot projects, BaltSeaPlan chose a modus operandi which was based on the
planning cycle described in the Handbook on Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning8. Other
similar cycles were also taken into account, such as those described by the Balance” 9
project and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and Man and the Biosphere
Programme10. The planning cycle as agreed in BaltSeaPlan was composed of the following
steps:

The MSP planning cycle: A basis
for all pilot projects

I – Assess the context:
01. Set up the MSP team and external services, assess the existing institutional and legal
framework, estimate the financial resources needed for developing the pilot MSP;
8 Schultz-Zehden et al. 2008, Handbook on Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning: Experience, Tools & Instruments, Case
Studies from the INTERREG III B CADSES PlanCoast Project. Berlin. www.plancoast.eu
9 BALANCE Technical Summary Report, part 4: Towards marine spatial planning in the Baltic Sea. BALANCE Lead Partner:
The Danish Forest and Nature Agency, no date.
10 Ehler, C. & Douvere, J. (2009): Marine Spatial Planning: a step-by-step approach toward ecosystem-based management.
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and Man and the Biosphere Programme. Manual and Guides No. 53,
IOCAM Dossier No. 6. Paris: UNESCO
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02. Designate an MSP area with clear geographical boundaries;
03. Identify and map relevant stakeholders (contact lists, communication, awareness raising events);
04. Hold joint stakeholder meetings to help assess strategic policy documents and to
understand sectoral policy priorities;
II – Stocktaking:
05. Collect data and information on the ecological, social and economic situation, consider
mid-term and long-term development trends;
06. Spatial mapping of existing sea uses and identification of potential conflicts;
07. Assess the problems recognised, their influence on economic development and impact
on the environment;
08. Assess the legislative framework and its provisions with regard to the rights of sea uses,
identify needs for potential amendments for resolving emerging conflicts; 
III – Planning:
09. Resolve conflicts by reconciling the various interests (development of different scenarios to be proposed for relevant stakeholder groups);
10. Elaborate a zoning concept (cartographic and descriptive parts) and define the objectives and conditions for each zone. Organise stakeholder meetings and intensive consultation within this step; consider the submitted proposals and comments.
11. Conduct a strategic environmental impact assessment for the maritime spatial plan.
IV – Implementation:
12. MSP implementation and enforcement by endorsing needed amendments or supplements in the legislation as well as relevant decision making to forester the implementation of the MSP
V – Monitoring:
13. Evaluation of the implementation process against the agreed indicators and time
schedule, revision of the plan, if needed or starting new MSP process.

This modus should not be seen as a recipe book to be followed in strict order, but rather
as a “pick-and-mix” approach in which appropriate sections can and should be adapted
to the particular circumstances. Even though all partners agreed to follow the basic
steps of the IMSP process cycle, each project partner developed their own site-specific
approach, emphasizing those elements which were seen as priority needs depending on
the different conditions in each area.
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The area of Pomeranian Bight is subject to many uses and interests and already has statutory MSPs covering the German part of the pilot area (Mecklenburg-Vorpommern responsible for the 12NM area and the Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency BSH for the
Exclusive Economic Zone). Comprising project partners from four national states (GE, PL,
DK, SE), emphasis in this transnational pilot area was on how these existing plans can be
aligned with future maritime spatial plans both with Germany and the other countries
that make up the Pomeranian Bight (especially Poland). The pilot project group explored
whether any transnational and comparable data existed, whether the different planning
approaches actually fitted together, whether the allocation of uses within the area would
differ if taken on a “no national border” basis and how new topics such as fishery and fish
protection could be included within the MSP.
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Pomeranian Bight:
Exploring transnational
MSP aspects

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Maritime
MaritimeSpatial
Spatial
Planning
(MSP)
Planning (MSP)

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!
!
!

!

!
!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!!

Territorial
Sea
Territorial
Sea
Continental
Shelf/EEZ
Continental
Shelf/EEZ

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!
!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

58°0'0"N
58°0'0"N

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

unclear
legal
status
unclear
legal
status

MSP
MSP
Pärnu
Bay
Pärnu
Bay

!

!

!

SS
ww
e de ed ne n

59°0'0"N
59°0'0"N!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

EE
s tsot no inai a

!

!

!

!

Pilot
Areas
Pilot
Areas

Boundaries
Boundaries

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

58°0'0"N
58°0'0"N

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

59°0'0"N
59°0'0"N

!

!

MSP
MSP
Hiiumaa
andand
Hiiumaa
Saaremaa
Saaremaa
Islands
Islands

MSP
Pilot
Projects
MSP
Pilot
Projects
!

!

!

24°0'0"E
24°0'0"E

!

400400
km km

!

300300

!

22°0'0"E
22°0'0"E

!

200200

!

20°0'0"E
20°0'0"E

!

18°0'0"E
18°0'0"E

!

16°0'0"E
16°0'0"E

!

14°0'0"E
14°0'0"E

100100
050 50

!

!

!

NN
o rowr w
a ya y 0

!

!

12°0'0"E
12°0'0"E

!

!

10°0'0"E
10°0'0"E

!!

!

!

!

!!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!

Pilot
Projects
Pilotpilot
Projects
Overview of BaltSeaPlan
projects
´´
!

!

!

!

!!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

57°0'0"N
57°0'0"N

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!!

!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!!

!

!
!

!

! !!
!

!
!! !

!

! !

!
!

!
!

!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

55°0'0"N
55°0'0"N

!
!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

L iLt iht uh au na inai a

!

!

!

MSP
Western
MSP
Western
Gulf
of of
Gdansk
Gulf
Gdansk
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!!

RR
u su ss isai a

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

! !

!

!

!
!

!
!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!
!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

DD
e ne m
a rakr k
nm
!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!

10°0'0"E
10°0'0"E

12°0'0"E
12°0'0"E

PP
o loal na dn d

!

!

!

!

Basin
GG
e rem
a na ynArkona
rm
y

!

!

MSP
Pomeranian
Bight/
MSP
Pomeranian
Bight/
Arkona Basin

54°0'0"N
54°0'0"N

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

56°0'0"N
56°0'0"N BSH

MSP
MSP
Lithuanian
Lithuanian
SeaSea
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

MapMap
Projection:
Mercator
(54°N),
WGS
84 84
Projection:
Mercator
(54°N),
WGS
- 22.09.2011
BSH
- 22.09.2011

!

!

!

!

55°0'0"N
55°0'0"N

!

!

!

!

!

MSP
MSP
Middle
Bank
Middle
Bank

!

!

!

MSP
MSP
Danish
Danish
Straits
Straits

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

57°0'0"N
57°0'0"N

!

!

56°0'0"N
56°0'0"N

!

!

!

!

DD
e ne m
a rakr k
nm

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

MSP
MSP
Latvian
Latvian
SeaSea
L aL tavt ivai a

14°0'0"E
14°0'0"E

16°0'0"E
16°0'0"E

18°0'0"E
18°0'0"E

54°0'0"N
54°0'0"N

20°0'0"E
20°0'0"E

22°0'0"E
22°0'0"E

BB
e leal -a r ur su s
24°0'0"E
24°0'0"E

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9

Middle Bank was another transnational pilot case situated far from the coast in the Swedish/Polish EEZ. Its emphasis was very different to the Pomeranian Bight pilot case. The site
was taken on to showcase how a maritime spatial plan can be developed for a transnational area that has few stakeholders and for which there is very little information. The
plan was more of a strategic nature, seeking to prevent future conflicts rather than mitigating current ones. As a result, the maritime spatial plan developed is rather unique. As such,
it might serve as a basis for other plans in other more remote offshore areas.

Middle Bank:
A strategic plan for an offshore
area

The MSP pilot cases in the Baltic States also had to start from scratch since they could not
resort to any prior planning exercises. Here too, the approaches differ considerably.
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In the two Estonian pilot sites (Pärnu Bay/Hiiumaa and Saaremaa Islands) it soon emerged
that the data base was very weak, especially with respect to habitats. Emphasis was thus
placed on expert modelling to develop this information. A new interactive ICT tool was
designed allowing stakeholders to view maps of existing uses and to introduce their
own perspectives.

Estonia:
Filling data gaps & testing a new
interactive Web Tool

For the Western part of the Latvian Sea a participatory planning exercise was carried out.
This process was supplemented by contracted studies to fill the information gaps identified with the stakeholders. These studies substantiated planning decisions where possible.

Latvia:
A stakeholder participation
approach to MSP

In Lithuania, emphasis was less on completing the full planning exercise but on laying a
solid foundation. Focus here was on translating existing data into spatially relevant data
and to use this information to identify possible areas of conflict. Stakeholder involvement
aimed less at helping the planning team but to prepare the ground for real-life MSP by
raising awareness about the importance of the sea and sea space.

Lithuania: Preparing data and
stakeholders for the real MSP to
come

Unlike the other five pilot projects, BaltSeaPlan activities for the Danish Straits as well as
the Western Gulf of Gdańsk concentrated on one specific topic within the MSP cycle. In
Poland a full Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment was carried out on the basis of
an existing pilot maritime spatial plan (developed under the previous PlanCast project)
including stakeholder involvement. The Danish pilot tested the potential of new research
and mapping methods for future MSP and SEA exercises.

Danish Straits: Testing new
impact research & mapping
methods
An SEA for the MSP of the Gulf of
Gdańsk

J o i n t w o rk i n g gr o ups f o r j o i n t r e c o m m e n d at i o n s
In the pilot MSPs the transnational element was mainly brought about by a transnational
exchange of experience between planners. Other BaltSeaPlan activities were even more
transnational in character in that partners jointly developed working methods and prepared reports. For instance, partners agreed to apply the same methodology for analysing
policies and strategies with relevance to maritime space. Taking the Polish methodology
as a blueprint sped up the work and ensured a comparable information base was created.
Despite the considerable differences between the countries, it was therefore possible to
draw Baltic Sea-wide conclusions on current policy gaps and the possible improvements
to be achieved for (and through) MSP throughout the region.

One methodology for policy
analysis across all BSR countries

Country-specific analyses, knowledge provided by the partners, and an international policy
analysis were brought together in an overview on policies, trends and strategies that will
influence the use of the Baltic Sea in the years to come. The resulting report also pointed
out those policy fields where no clear objectives have been set. This report laid the foundation for the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030, which was subsequently developed by project
partners in an 18-month process facilitated by its authors.

Vision 2030

BaltSeaPlan recommendations for an “integrated pan-Baltic Data Model, Data Exchange
and Good Governance” for MSP as well as the BaltSeaPlan MSP Model Report are
the result of a series of discussions held within the joint BaltSeaPlan data working group.
Not only are these truly transnational, but they also benefited from the transdisciplinary
combination of experts from natural science, modern data and GIS systems as well as
spatial planning.

The role of the data working
group
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Joint working groups were also established to cover the specific aspects of stakeholder
involvement and fishery in MSP. Even though project partners chose and applied their
individual approach towards these topics, these were discussed in joint meetings and summarised by experts from the WWF in two specific reports.

Summary reports: Stakeholder
involvement and fishery in MSP

Work in BaltSeaPlan was facilitated by the high level of continuity and the logical sequence of activities within a string of previous projects (BaltCoast/PlanCoast/Balance/
East West Window). The work of these projects made sure that project activities could
start quickly, and also meant that a high level of trust had already been generated between the core project partners. As a result, it was possible to mix partners from different previous projects and/or different academic backgrounds including the natural
and social sciences (i.e. biology, geology, geography, land use planning, economy, law).
This stimulated thinking in new perspectives. The project also benefited from a neutral
coordinator who did not represent a specific country or sector but was knowledgeable
on the topic as she had also been in charge of the previous projects BaltCoast and PlanCoast. All together this created a working atmosphere conducive to intense, sometimes
controversial but always respectful, constructive discussions.

A sp e c i f i c s e t o f t e c h n i c a l r e p o r t s
All technical BaltSeaPlan Reports were developed by experts from within the project partnership or commissioned by one project partner. Results were either used as a technical
basis within one or more pilot MSP, or the report itself is based on results from the Balt
SeaPlan pilot projects.

Technical reports:
Authors opinion
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Developments outside BaltSeaPlan
with impact on BaltSeaPlan

Eur o p e a n a n d B a lt i c S e a Tr a n s n at i o n a l L e v e l
At the European level the “Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning” launched by the European Commission in 2008 invited a debate on the ten principles on MSP published in
November 200811. In a series of workshops organised by the Commission in 2009 – with
participation of BaltSeaPlan partners – stakeholders from all relevant maritime sectors
endorsed the 10 key principles as an appropriate, comprehensive and important basis for
the development of MSP in Europe.

EU Roadmap for MSP

In October 2009, the ministers responsible for spatial planning within the Baltic Sea Region
recognized that the Baltic Sea environment and the sustainable use of sea resources need
to be supported by integrated land and sea space planning and management (VASAB Vilnius Declaration12). The declaration states that a common Baltic approach to MSP should be
discussed, that tools and methods of such planning should be developed, and that close
cooperation should be sought with HELCOM.

VASAB Vilnius Declaration 2009

The Joint HELCOM-VASAB Working Group on Maritime Spatial Planning was subsequently
created with representatives from all relevant national ministries and agencies around the
Baltic Sea Region.

Helcom-VASAB Working Group
on MSP established 2010

11 Commission of the European Communities 2008: Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles
in the EU. COM(2008) 791 final, Brussels, 25.11.2008
12 http://www.vasab.org/conference/upload/dokumenti/vasab_vilnius_declaration_2009final.pdf
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The group developed the Baltic Sea Broad-scale MSP principles, which were subsequently
adopted by the VASAB CSPD and HELCOM HOD in December 2010 13.

Andrzej Cieslak of the Maritime Office Gdynia (BaltSeaPlan project partner) is the elected co-chair of the joint working group from the VASAB side. Nico Nolte of the Federal
Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BaltSeaPlan lead partner) was the vice-chair until
2012. A very close connection was thus created between the BaltSeaPlan project and
discussions at this important MSP policy forum. The links between the project and policy
were further strengthened by the fact that Nico Nolte is also the German representative
at OSPAR (North Sea), ICES and the subsequently EU Member States Expert Group on
Maritime Spatial Planning.
The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region14, launched in November 2009, notes the importance of land-based and Maritime Spatial Planning. HELCOM and VASAB were appointed
to act jointly as Horizontal Action Leaders for MSP within EUSBSR.

MSP: A horizontal action in the
EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea
Region

As part of the EU Integrated Maritime Policy, DG MARE launched two preparatory actions
in the Baltic Sea and the North Sea/North East Atlantic in 2009. These specifically aimed
at developing cross-border cooperation aspects of MSP. The “Plan Bothnia” project ran
between December 2010 and May 2012 under the co-ordination of the HELCOM Secretariat and explored the offshore areas of the Bothnian Sea between Finland and Sweden.
As one of the project partners to this project, VASAB commissioned two studies on “Necessary common minimum requirements for MSP in the Baltic Sea” 15 and “MSP best practices
in the BSR and other European maritime regions”16. Both documents were able to significantly draw on the experience developed within BaltSeaPlan.

DG Mare MSP Pilot Projects:
MASPMOSE and Plan Bothnia

N at i o n a l L e v e l
In England, the UK Marine and Coastal Access Act of 2009 enabled the establishment of the
Marine Management Organisation, which has begun MSP processes at various sites in English
territorial waters. The UK Marine Policy Statement, released in 2011, was jointly adopted by
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland, with those regions also expected to start MSP soon.

UK Marine and Coastal Access Act
2009 and Marine Policy
Statement

In Sweden an inquiry to include international management of the Baltic Sea and the planning of Swedish sea areas had been carried out between 2007 and 2008. It proposed the
introduction of a new planning system for Sweden’s sea areas that would be based on
marine spatial plans similar to the comprehensive plans for land areas. Following a consultation process the Swedish Board of Fisheries was dissolved and the “Swedish Agency for
Marine and Water Management (SwAM)” established in July 2011.

Swedish Agency for Marine and
Water Management established
2011

13 http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/HELCOM-VASAB%20MSP%20WG%20Principles.pdf
14 http://www.balticsea-region-strategy.eu/
15 Heinrichs, B., Gee, K. (2012): Necessary common minimum requirements for Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) in the
Baltic Sea: Contribution to the Plan Bothnia work package “Region-wide recommendations on minimum requirements for
MSP systems.” Unpublished manuscript.
16 Zaucha, J., Matczak, M. (2012): Identification of maritime spatial planning best practices in the Baltic Sea Region and
other European Union maritime regions. Contribution to the Plan Bothnia work package “Region-wide recommendations
on minimum requirements for MSP systems.” Unpublished manuscript.
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Strategies & Visions for Baltic Sea Space
Analysis of existing policies
BaltSeaPlan partners reviewed existing regional and national policy documents with relevance for their given sea space 17. These included:
• Horizontal Policies
National & regional development strategies; spatial strategies and development programmes; economic and innovation policies as well as infrastructure development
• Sectoral Policies
Environmental and ecology; sea port and transport; fishery, energy; tourism; maritime
economy; maritime research; coastal defence
• Funding Programmes
Large-scale EU funding programmes which may influence the use of sea space especially
in the new EU Member States. They create important incentives by covering the transaction costs of many actions, especially those in line with the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategies.
For each policy document the stated objectives and/or priorities were analysed according
to the following matrix:
The analysis sought to answer the following two questions:
• To what extent will the implementation of the objectives/priorities of the given document influence the use of sea space (direct versus indirect impact)?
• What is the likelihood of their implementation (strong versus weak impact)?

Policy impact:
direct vs indirect
strong vs. weak

For each policy, an impact table was produced. A combined look at all the policy impact
tables made it possible to identify any explicitly stated government priorities that can act
as a driving force for marine development.

IMPACT

Direct

Medium

Indirect

Strong

Policy creates legal or administrative conditions for sea use or
proposes specific politically
accepted targets, goals and
principles for this use

Policy creates strong incentives or
disincentives for the use of sea
space

Policy might influence use of
sea space through awareness
raising, changing the priorities/
values of decision makers,
influencing the availability of
sea resources or non-administrative conditions of their use

Weak (lacks 
implementation)

If priorities could be identified, their compatibility was checked across the various policy
levels (i.e. from municipal to the transnational level) and across policy areas (i.e. crosssectoral/horizontal – sectoral). If no priorities could be identified, areas with strategic
policy gaps were identified instead. These may require further development either to provide maritime spatial planning with better guidance or to enable MSP to fill the gaps.

17 BaltSeaPlan Reports No. 1–7
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Government priorities:
Compatibility?
Policy gaps?

Policies with strong and
direct impact:

Policy gaps and/or policies
with weak impact:

• Cohesion/Lisbon policy
• Spatial planning policy
• Environmental policy
• Port development
• Transport policy
• Fishery policy
• Energy policy
• Coastal protection
• Mining and mineral extraction

• Cross-sectoral socio-economic Strategies
• Sustainable development strategies
• Marine aquaculture policy
• Climate change policy
• Research, education and information policy
• Surveillance policy
• Maritime employment policy
• Maritime cluster policy
• Cultural heritage policy
• Maritime defence policy

R e c o m m e n d at i o n s t o i m pr o v e n at i o n a l
maritime policies
Different countries, similar conclusions

Even though some differences could be noted between countries, the conclusions drawn
by BaltSeaPlan partners from their country analyses and the resulting recommendations
for the future development of their national maritime policy showed a surprising range
of similarities.
A key finding is that policies rarely give specific targets and objectives, which made it difficult to detect any specific contradictions between the various sectoral policies or policy
levels. However, it was possible to identify missing policies or links between policies.
01. Several activities requiring some type of public intervention do not have proper policy coverage in BSR countries. Maritime Policy should pay special attention to them.
• Almost all countries lack a cultural heritage policy. Despite the Treaty of La Valetta18
and some valuable results from some other BSR programme projects (i.e. MACHU19),
there is hardly any regulatory framework and policy concerning maritime (underwater) heritage. The result is its unrestricted exploitation which would not be allowed
in the same way on land.
02. Numerous policies are insufficiently sea-oriented. While there are many strategies
for terrestrial areas including the coast, sea activities are almost entirely missing
from such strategies.
• Where necessary, national maritime policy should initiate the reformulation or
extension of such policies in order to properly address maritime questions and specificity; i.e. for maritime mining and surveillance.
• While all countries include marine (renewable) energy resources within their energy
18 Council of Europe (1992): European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (revised), Valetta,
16.1.1992. 1992
19 Managing Cultural Heritage Underwater: A maritime research project funded by the EU Culture 2000 programme.
Amersfoort, January 2008. www.machuproject.eu/dMACHU_report_1.pdf

Missing marine policy: Cultural
Heritage

Policies with insufficient maritime
focus:
• Mining
• Surveillance
• Energy cables
• Education
• Research, cluster development
• Tourism
• Climate change
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policies, with the exception of Germany hardly any consideration is yet given to the
development of relevant transmission infrastructure.
• Little attention is paid to the specific maritime policies in the field of fostering innovation, research, education and cluster development. These questions should be properly considered in maritime policy, and a national cross-sectoral debate should be
initiated on them.
• Despite the existence of numerous tourism development strategies at all levels,
hardly any of them take into account sea space as such. Maritime policy should
encourage harmonization of national tourism policy, local and regional development
programmes with regard to proper tourism infrastructure development. Key challenges are to alleviate tourism pressure on land, to encourage tourists to use sea
space, and to assess the relationship between coastal development and the necessary sea space to ensure this takes place.
• Even policy related to climate change requires greater maritime orientation. For MSP
it is important to better understand sea level rise and species-related change due to
climate change.
03. In other clearly maritime policy fields such as fishery, shipping, and defence, strategies and policies do take into account maritime space. But these sectors have a
tradition to keep to themselves without disclosing information to maritime spatial
planners.
• Maritime defence policies exist, but are classified in almost all countries and thus
lack transparency. It is therefore difficult to establish clear criteria for reserving
space for national defence purposes. As this creates conflict it should be taken on
board by maritime policy.
• Fishery obviously has a lot of impact and knowledge of its spatial dimension. However mainly due to commercial interests, not only does it not disclose this information from maritime spatial planners, but has also failed to developed and formulate
a clear policy and strategic line among its own stakeholders. The same is true for
shipping. Both sectors are critical stakeholders due to their importance for maritime
space. They have often been critical of MSP as they have so far benefited from the
“open space” approach predominant in the sea.
• Generally every attempt must be made to bring maritime sectors together into an
overall process of communication and exchange of knowledge.
04. Maritime policy should explore synergies between different policies.
• In most Baltic Sea Regions mussel or algae cultivation is not profitable if merely
regarded from the perspective of commercial products. It may, however, pay off if
combined with marine conservation policy (nutrient reduction). Thus aquaculture
policy should for instance be better coordinated with energy or environment protection policy. Such synergies would improve the efficiency of using maritime space.
05. Maritime policy should pay more attention to multi-layer and cross-sectoral
governance.
• Policies run at different levels of public administration and by different authorities
show little correlation with regard to maritime issues. There is for example little correlation between local and regional spatial plans, between national port development strategies and regional or local developmental strategies, between national
energy policy and spatial plans at the regional and local level, or between fishery
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Defence, fishery, shipping:
Sectors keeping to themselves

No consideration of synergies

Little correlation between
regional & national policies

policy and relevant spatial policies at regional and local levels, for instance compensating for downsizing in the fishery sector.etc.
06. Maritime policy should pay attention to land-sea integration
• Key issues include the technical infrastructure needed to connect marine uses to the
mainland, such as connecting marine mining areas and areas of renewable energy
generation with relevant land-based facilities.
• Coastal protection should be seen from a dual perspective, namely the preservation
of coastal settlements and the preservation of maritime habitats.
• Coastal development, in particular tourism-related, should take into consideration
maritime perspectives, e.g. the protection of marine habitats etc.
07. Planning processes should be adapted in order to strengthen the land sea integration taking into account the following considerations:
• Because of the diversity of institutional arrangements, problem-related arrangements will be needed for different planning regions. These should, however, be
based on the same main strategic principles:
• Economic development will benefit from better links between economic planning
and spatial planning. The regional level is important for economic development
and should be able to be more active in strategic maritime spatial policy making.
The core topics and drivers for coastal zones, i.e. recreation and tourism, ports,
maritime clusters and innovation need to be connected to offshore maritime spatial plans or included in national coordination.
• Proper coordination has to be achieved between MSP as a planning instrument at
national level and territorial planning of coastal municipalities. National interests
reflected in MSP have to be taken into account in local territorial plans, and vice
versa, i.e. local territorial plans should also be considered during the elaboration
of MSPs. For this purpose, coordination at regional level has to be improved and
tools developed to interact more effectively with national MSP development.
• In countries, where this is not yet the case, planning competences of local authorities could be extended into coastal waters (for example up to 5 m depth) to enable
the development of coastal infrastructure, sea related tourism activities, port
development and coastal fishery. Accordingly the coastal zone could be planned
on a more detailed level, corresponding to the scale of local territorial plans.

Little correlation between land &
sea policies

Link economic with spatial
planning

Link national MSPs with coastal
planning

Extend planning competences of
local authorities

A N e e d f o r N at i o n a l P r i o r i t i e s
Throughout Baltic Sea countries there is a lack of clearly defined national priorities for
maritime space. The policy framework gives few spatial objectives or targets which could
act as a decision base for maritime spatial planning.

A lack of priorities and
measureable targets

National priorities should be derived from the needs and priorities set by the various sectors. They should be developed in an integrated cross-sectoral approach in order to resolve
and mitigate conflicts between competitive activities and interests. All policy priorities
should be specified by means of nationally agreed quantitative development targets and
indicators. National maritime policy targets should also take into account pan-Baltic cooperation and the objective of harmonising sea use activities across the Baltic Sea.
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From Pan-Baltic Targets to National Priorities … some examples:
Pan-Baltic Targets AND Cooperation

National Priority Set ting

Energy
• Agreement on developing a transnational energy
transmission infrastructure for the purpose of
connecting offshore wind farms to the grid. This
should serve as a basis for decisions on wind farm
capacities.
• Pan-Baltic agreement on the maximum area to be
taken up by wind energy and other artificial
structures.
Transport/Technical Corridors
• Co-operation on establishing intelligent transport
corridors in the most intensively used navigation
areas, as well as international corridors for
technical infrastructure.
• Information exchange and communication on
areas dedicated to technical underwater
infrastructure.

Energy
• Policy planning document or legislation on wind
farm development in the EEZ.
• Deciding on development targets for offshore
wind energy production, economically wellgrounded (as well as ecologically acceptable) area
allocation and solutions for connecting wind farms
to the national or pan-Baltic electricity grid. Wind
energy producers should be obliged to feed the
energy generated into the national grid.
• Setting priorities in territorial waters for
renewable energy production and safety.
Environment
• Allocating priority areas for fish reproduction and
ecosystem conservation, the preservation of
cultural heritage and the coastal landscape.
• Defining priority areas for nature conservation in
territorial waters by designating marine protected
areas.
• Securing the interests of coastal fisheries by
promoting new forms of sea use. Local coastal
communities are economically and socially
dependent on fishing activities and also on fish
processing which provides jobs for a large share of
the costal rural population.

Environment
• Pan-Baltic targets on habitat and maritime
landscape conservation.
• Maintenance of international blue corridors.
• Co-operation on sea ranching covering not only
fish breeding but also keeping rivers accessible for
fish for spawning.

Fa c i l i tat i n g M S P v i a p o l i c y d e v e l o p m e n t
The above has shown a clear need for developing cross-sectoral national maritime policies.
MSP is an important tool for implementing these. At the same time, maritime policy should
also facilitate the development of maritime spatial planning as such.
BaltSeaPlan partners recommend focus on the following issues:
• Establish a proper legal basis for MSP in the countries where such legal basis is still missing (including land-sea planning harmonization and a hierarchical planning system)
• Establish clear priorities which MSP can use for solving conflicts in national maritime
areas,
• Develop an information base for MSP which is policy and not research driven,
• Develop a research agenda for MSP, e.g. to establish the impacts of different sea uses,
• Develop decision support models for MSP
• Develop methodologies for new types of planning (e.g. no human interference areas, no
exhaust gas areas, blue corridors, intelligent corridors etc.)
• Develop human capacity for preparing MSP.
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MSP:
A maritime policy field in itself

Developing the Pan-Baltic Vision 2030
What future do project partners envisage for marine space in the Baltic in 2030? How can
MSP help to achieve this vision? Moving away from national perspectives, the idea of a
broader “vision” was to take a holistic view of Baltic Sea space, proposing an ideal outcome
for the entire Baltic Sea from the perspective of maritime spatial planning.20
Rather than fully idealised, it was decided that the vision should be grounded in actual
developments and existing objectives for Baltic Sea space. International policy is a driver
of developments in the field of renewable energy or nature conservation for example, and
there are clear trends in sectors such as shipping that point to future growth. The vision
thus extrapolates from the “givens” already set for the Baltic to an imagined future where
MSP has been fully implemented across the Baltic according to jointly developed principles. As such, the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 is actually a BaltSeaPlan roadmap towards 2030.

A roadmap towards achieving the
vision

Developing the vision took several steps. The first preparatory step was to draw together
international and national sectoral trends and (where possible) targets for the Baltic and
to analyse the current international policy framework which acts as a driver of developments. This was followed by the development of the actual vision, which includes general
pan-Baltic planning principles, suggestions for dealing with transnational sea uses, and
structures necessary for implementing the vision.

P r e pa r i n g f o r a  pa n - B a lt i c  p e r sp e c t i v e 1:
C r o ss - s c a l e  i m p l i c at i o n s  o f  i n t e r n at i o n a l
p o l i c i e s a n d pr e ssur e s
A comprehensive analysis was carried out of existing international and national policy drivers as a way of identifying key future pressures on the Baltic Sea and possible MSP
responses. Analysis showed the cross-scale implications of such policies, demonstrating
how the theoretical policy stage translates into real life pressures which then need to be
dealt with nationally or locally.

From theoretical policy to
real life pressures

Climate change is an example for a policy area where these cross-scale implications
become particularly apparent. International policy is one of the key drivers behind the
formulation of renewable energy targets. Although these targets are not mandatory in a
legal sense, they do come with a specific timeline set out at EU level. Various national targets have thus been formulated for renewable energies and incentives put in place for
offshore wind farming, which in turn has lead to high dynamism in the sector. Offshore
wind farming, together with the necessary cable connections to the mainland, thus
emerges as one of the most important emerging pressure on Baltic Sea space.

Climate change:
→ driving renewable energy
→ and thus offshore wind energy

The interplay between international policy and possible MSP responses can also be highlighted for marine conservation. International policy aims include the improvement of
water quality and maintenance of ecological health; this leads to calls for more sewage
treatment plants, networks of protected areas, or buffer zones for shipping lanes so that
potential collision risks are kept as far away as possible from sensitive habitats.

Environmental policy drivers
→ leading to Marine Protected
Areas or buffer zones

20 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 8: Towards a Common Spatial Vision: Implications of the international and national policy
context for Baltic Sea space and MSP, and Gee, K., Kannen, A., Heinrichs, B. (2011): BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030: Towards the
sustainable planning of Baltic Sea space. www.baltseaplan.eu
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The following list summarizes trends and pressures identified during policy analysis in key
sectors. They have been linked to implications, potential policy responses and relevance
for MSP. This type of analysis provides a useful overview of potential spatial implications
of sectoral trends, as well as a list of potential planning responses to be considered.
liSt oF trendS and PreSSureS in key SectorS, linked to imPlicationS,
Potential Policy reSPonSeS and relevance For mSP
Trends
and pressures
Intensification of fishing/overuse
compared to available resources
(growth also in recreational
fishing)

Implications

Policy responses
commonly called for:

Relevance for
MSP in terms of:

reduced fish stocks

restore habitats in inland waters

take into account in siting
decisions for other uses

reduce overfishing: e.g. set
maximum limits, use selective
fishing techniques

designation of fishing zones

increase resilience of marine
ecosystems, fisheries management

spawning/nursery areas (offshore
wind farms as nursery areas)

Growth in container, passenger
and oil transport

increased shipping frequency,
larger ships, increased feeder
traffic, increased risk of accidents

expand port facilities; focus on
intermodal transport chains; slow
steaming to reduce pollution;
minimise accident risk;

traffic separation zones, safety
zones to fixed installations

Continued investment in offshore
wind farming

new offshore wind farms to be
established (planning permission
already granted, search areas
established)

sensitive siting

siting decisions, designation of
suitable areas/unsuitable areas

New cables in connection with
offshore wind, some few new data
cables and gas pipelines

no anchor zones restrict other sea
uses, no trawling, disturbance of
sea bed

Investment in port structures to
accommodate growth in transport
sector

increased need for dredging, space
for port expansion, restrictions on
other uses

Growth in coastal tourism

new marinas, new tourism
infrastructure,

An expanding network of Marine
Protected Areas

restrictions on other uses

bundling of offshore wind cables,
a dedicated grid, temporary safety
zones during construction
integrated transport planning

(temporal) zoning in port areas

temporal zoning to reduce
conflicts in inshore waters
zoning schemes, effective land-sea
integration (agricultural run-off)

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 8
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establishing compatibilities of use,
(temporal) zoning and management approaches to be applied

P r e pa r i n g f o r a  pa n - B a lt i c  p e r sp e c t i v e 2:
S e c t o r a l a n a ly s i s at t h e n at i o n a l l e v e l
In order to understand the “givens” for the future development of the Baltic Sea, policy
priorities and existing spatial targets also need to be collated for individual countries.
Given the lack of clear spatial targets and priorities provided in policies, BaltSeaPlan partners had to go back to expert judgement for identifying spatially relevant trends in each of
the key sectors.

Expert opinions rather than
policy targets

Comparison of results shows offshore wind farming, port development and shipping,
nature conservation (Natura 2000), and the extractive industries (sand and gravel, oil and
gas) to be the sectors with the greatest future impact on marine space. They are also sectors with a transnational dimension. MSP is a relevant tool of intervention for all of these.
The example of offshore wind farming

The figures below were calculated based on the available national information. Individual countries operate to different time horizons, rendering direct comparison difficult.
Also, different conversion rates are employed to calculate the area needed to achieve a
certain output in MW. In the national surveys, estimates of MW/km² range between 4
and 7.6. Here we use 4.54 (DK) as a reasonable average to calculate area needs and the
percentage of national marine space to be allocated to offshore wind farming.
Spatial Needs of Offshore Wind Farming
DK

DE

EE

LT

LV

PL

SE

Comments

Total MW
projected
(sum of
existing/
planned/
applied for)

2872

3435
(max.
applied for
territorial
sea/EEZ)

2200
(applied for)

1850
(1000
realistic)

1375

1500
(to be
installed by
2020)

2500
(= 10 TWh)

*assuming full use
of potentially
suitable areas,
with 4MW/km�

Time horizon

2025

2030

2018

Area required
(km2) (area =
MW/4.54)

632

757
(max.
applied for)

484

% of national
marine space

1.39

4.9

trend

growth
7.6-fold
increase
expected in
coming 15
years.

growth

10.000 max.
potential*
2030

2020

2020

407
(600 under
EIA, ~ 200
realistic)

302
(800 search
area, 200
reserved)

330 for 2020
target.
(2500
defined as
suitable
area)

550
(500
conditional
interest
area)

calculated figures
except for figures
in brackets

1.33

6.25
(3.07 more
realistic)

1.05

5.95

0.33

calculated figures
based on HELCOM
total space

growth

growth.
Grid link to
SE planned.

growth

growth

little
growth.
Possible
alternative
wave power

as estimated by
partners

Adapted from BaltSeaPlan Report No. 8
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P r e pa r i n g f o r a  pa n - B a lt i c  p e r sp e c t i v e 3:
Identifying sec toral trends
Analysis of international trends and country-specific information was subsequently combined in an analysis of the expected dynamism of key sector and their possible developments until 2030.

A sketch of the future rather than
a forecast

 Trends expected in key sectors 
Sector

Current
dynamism

Development expected up to 2030

mariculture

0

slow growth so far, may pick up in future

military activity

0

no information available

oil and gas exploration

0

4 platforms continue to operate; granting of new licences depends on political
framework, less significant than oil export/transport from RU

sand and gravel extraction

0

expected to remain stable

cable and pipeline construction

+

Plans for more gas pipelines & electricity cables; possible development of a Baltic
SuperGrid would add to total length of electricity cables.

coastal tourism

+

Coastal tourism and recreation (e.g. boating, fishing) will continue to grow. Strong
increase in cruise tourism expected.

fishing

+

Pressure on fisheries to continue; growing importance of protected areas,
nurseries, and sustainable fisheries management

landscape protection (coastal and marine)

+

Marine landscapes gradually to gain importance; coastal landscape important
for tourism.

+

Aim to create representative network of MPAs; up to 30 % of Baltic Sea area would
be needed to meet 20 % representation target for habitats; management plans
expected as well as links to MSFD

offshore wind farming

+

significant growth of total MW produced offshore; increase in the total sea area
dedicated to offshore wind farming

dredging for ports

++

More dredging to be expected to cater for larger ships at hubports

ports (incl. LNG terminals)

++

Some port considerable extension plans; investments for deeper channels &
landward cargo handling facilities; Connections to hinterland essential.

recreational boating

++

increase in parallel with expansion of tourism

seafloor habitats (reefs)

++

Added protected zones likely to be established as more data becomes available

shipping (goods, passengers)

++

continuous increase in number of ships, shipping frequency and volumes
transported

shipping (oil)

++

continuous growth in oil transportation & size of tankers; Gulf of Finland significant
location of main oil terminals

transport infrastructure on land

++

investments in rail and road infrastructure expected, but will take time. Focus on
main transport axes and access to ports.

Marine Protected Areas

BaltSeaPlan Report No. 8
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Transnational Connectivity
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S pat i a l i m p l i c at i o n s o f t h e t r e n d s i d e n t i f i e d
Dynamic growth in a sector, however, does not automatically translate into significant
spatial requirements. A sector that is showing strong growth may still be minor as far as its
overall spatial needs in the Baltic are concerned. This is the case for offshore wind farming
for example, which is far more significant in terms of spatial requirements in the North Sea
than the Baltic. Nevertheless, the impact of offshore wind farming on habitats and other
sea uses may still be considerable.

Dynamic growth does not always
translate into large demand on
space

Another point is that even for sectors where specific targets exist, these do not automatically translate into actual use of space. Specific targets exist in most countries for offshore
wind farming (either in terms of total MW to be achieved, or the total number of turbines
to be built by 2030, or the total TWh to be generated), but this does not automatically
translate into approved projects or project applications in all countries.

Sector targets ≠ spatial strategy

Also, even though sectoral trends are similar across countries, their national spatial relevance may still differ widely. This is because different Baltic Sea states commit different
percentages of their waters to a particular use. Taking offshore wind farming as an example, the difference between the total MW projected in Germany (3.435) and Sweden
(2.500) might not look very significant. However in terms of percentage of maritime space
required these plans take up 5 % of German waters compared to merely 0.33 % in Sweden,
which is a significant difference.

Same targets – but relative
importance on countries’
maritime space may differ

With respect to environmental issues, two aspects stand out. One is that the call for
achieving “good environmental status” for all water bodies by 2020 does not automatically
translate into more space required for conservation as spatial instruments may not be the
only instrument of choice for achieving good environmental status. At present, none of the
Baltic Sea countries aim to designate more marine protected areas. The other aspect
relates to Natura 2000 areas. There is an assumption amongst BaltSeaPlan partners that
many Natura 2000 areas have been designated without sufficient regard to habitat quality;
there is also a lack of management measures and their enforcement. Germany and Poland
are currently working on management plans for Natura 2000 sites.

Amount of space allocated for
a given sector: not a sufficient
criteria

What does this imply for the development of a pan-Baltic spatial vision? One lesson is that
the real pressures resulting from the current trends are more readily identified from the
compatibility of uses rather than the total spatial requirements of individual sea uses.
Another lesson is that Natura 2000 sites are contested with respect to their spatial extent
and compatibility with other sea uses. Countries also differ with respect to the importance
they assign to certain trends and sectors, making it difficult to agree on a common
approach. Lastly, it is impossible to plan for all sea uses in the Baltic purely based on ideal
natural conditions or the most suitable areas overall: It would be impossible for instance
to bundle offshore wind farming in one part of the Baltic rather than taking a national
perspective.

Implications for pan-Baltic
spatial vision
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Spatial efficiency
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T h e B a lt S e a P l a n  Visi o n :
P r i n c i p l e s f o r a l l o c at i n g s e a spa c e
As a first step in developing their vision for pan-Baltic MSP, BaltSeaPlan partners took into
account the existing ten principles for MSP developed by the EU and those adopted by the
HELCOM/VASAB working group on MSP. Although they represent a good baseline, they
were not considered sufficient for guiding pan-Baltic MSP in the future.2122
EU MSP Principles 21

Helcom – VASAB MSP Principles 22

• Use MSP according to area and activity
• Define objectives to guide MSP
• Develop MSP in a transparent manner
• Ensure stakeholder participation
• Ensure coordination with Member States and
simplify decision processes
• Ensure the legal effect of national MSP
• Engage in cross-border cooperation and
consultation
• Incorporate monitoring and evaluation in the
planning process
• Achieve coherence between marine and terrestrial
spatial planning – establish a relations with ICZM
• A strong data and knowledge base

• Sustainable management
• Ecosystem approach
• Long term perspective and objectives
• Precautionary principle
• Participation and transparency
• High quality data and information basis
• Transnational coordination and consultation
• Coherent terrestrial and maritime spatial planning
• Planning adapted to characteristics and special
conditions at different areas
• Continuous planning

From MSP principles to planning
principles

The vision puts forward a sustainability approach to spatial development. Humans are
regarded as an integral part of the ecosystem and dependent on ecosystem services and
benefits. Sustainability means that economic, social and ecological interests are balanced
in every case of spatial decision-making.
BaltSeaPlan partners developed a further set of key principles that are instrumental in
ensuring that Baltic Sea space and the Baltic Sea environment are planned sustainably.
Pan-Baltic thinking …
… regards the Baltic Sea as one planning space and ecosystem at all stages of the MSP
process. Pan-Baltic thinking means that planners should always consider the long-range
impacts of uses and base their decisions on long-term sustainability and quality objectives that have been specified and jointly agreed for the environment, economy and social
sphere. These take into account the carrying capacity of the sea and acknowledge that
different priorities make sense in different areas of the Baltic. Given that MSP should facilitate fair distribution of advantages and disadvantages of human use of the sea, no region
should a priori be precluded from being able to develop its potential in a sustainable way.

21 Communication from the Commission - Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in the EU
(/* COM/2008/0791 final */)
22 Helsinki Commission, Meeting 13 – 14 April 2010. Maritime Spatial Planning: Joint HECOM VASAB principles and Working
Group, HELCOM HOD 31/2010, Annex 1.
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The Baltic Sea:
one planning space and one
ecosystem

Spatial efficiency …
… postulates that sea space is a valuable public good that must be used sparingly and carefully. The sea should not be used as a repository for problematic land uses. The impact of
sea uses on the wider Baltic should be minimized.

Maritime space:
A valuable public good

Immovables, i.e. existing resources, large infrastructure or habitats, have priority in the
allocation of space. Rather than breaking fresh ground for additional uses, planners do
their best to promote co-use of sea space, making good use of synergies wherever possible
and appropriate. At the same time the principle also translates into declaring some areas
as “no-go areas” to be kept free from all but fleeting or temporary uses – for environmental, cultural or resource related reasons.
Connectivity across Baltic Sea space …
… means that planners do not only think about their own backyard, but focus on the connections of a given use or habitat to other areas or other uses or habitats. Linear elements
connect patches of use across national borders, such as shipping lanes connecting ports or
transmission cables connecting offshore wind farms to the mainland grid. Linear elements
should be planned in such a way that patches of a particular type of use or function are
connected as efficiently as possible. Considerable spatial advantage is for instance gained
by bundling linear structures in designated corridors where possible. Migration routes
for birds and so-called blue corridors for fish also represent linear planning elements,
safeguarding important connections between spawning or breeding areas and feeding
grounds. Measures would need to be agreed on how to achieve such bundling.

Connecting across planning areas

In order to facilitate the planning of patches, non-spatial sectoral plans including sectoral
objectives need to be drawn up. Linear structures should be planned at pan-Baltic level;
these should then form the backbone of national maritime spatial plans.
A pan-Baltic approach to transnational topics
Transnational agreement must be reached on those topics:
• which are of particular importance for the sustainable development of the Baltic Sea
Region,
• where all Baltic Sea states are affected by future developments in these topic areas,
• where the impacts of siting decisions go beyond the boundaries of national waters.

Four core transnational spatial
topics

These topics are:
• A healthy marine environment
• A coherent pan-Baltic energy policy
• Safe-clean and efficient maritime transport
• Sustainable fisheries
Allocation of space in these four areas needs to be based on a Baltic Sea wide environmental assessment and – where applicable – a socio-economic cost-benefit analysis in order to
identify the most suitable areas. General objectives and targets are not set nationally, but
for the Baltic Sea region as a whole, allowing Baltic countries to contribute more or less to
a particular policy target as long as the overall objective is guaranteed. Transnational MSP
solutions are developed based on these.
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V i s i o n s f o r K e y Tr a n s n at i o n a l T o p i cs
For all four transnational topics BaltSeaPlan partners not only developed a vision of the
given sector, but also laid out the respective spatial planning implications. The following
table shows the main points for each topic:
Vision 2030

Spatial Planning Implications

A healthy marine environment
Good Environmental Status achieved:

MSP based on ecosystem approach:

• Pollution and nutrient inputs substantially reduced
• Good water quality achieved
• Important biota & habitats protected
• High biodiversity achieved

• Habitat connectivity is ensured
• Research is more spatially focused; natural science
research forms basis for quality objectives →
Environmental data is translated into spatial
information
• Transnational evaluation criteria have been
developed
• Impacts of uses are evaluated across borders

Coherent pan-Baltic energy policy
• The Baltic Sea Region relies on as much renewable
energy as possible
• An allocation has been achieved between BSR
countries in terms of which renewables are to be
realised where depending on specific conditions;
some countries will be net importers/others net
exporters of renewable energy
• Offshore windfarming has been realised in suitable
areas

• A pan-Baltic energy infrastructure (SuperGRID) is in
place
• Land-/sea-based grids are well integrated
• Cable connections/oil & gas pipelines are bundled in
corridors
• Sufficient space is set aside for renewable energy
aims
• Co-uses are promoted, but only in locations outside
risk and sensitive areas based on environmental
pre-screening and risk assessment of sites

Safe, clean, efficient maritime transport 2030
• Sea transport is an integral part of wider Baltic Sea
Region transport policy with well-planned
hinterland connections
• Separation schemes are in place – safe and
efficient (faster) shipping takes place along
designated routes
• Ships use clean fuel and ports have adapted to this

• Port development and shipping lanes are based on
integrated view
• Intelligent corridors / routes; which are not
impeded by fixed installations, are established
• The rearrangement of shipping lanes possible
• Areas are established, where shipping needs to be
avoided or is not possible at all or only with
compulsory pilotage systems put in place
• Transnational contingency planning is in place

Sustainable fisheries & aquaculture
• Baltic Sea fisheries (incl mariculture) deliver high
quality food and are managed in such way that
sustainable stocks are secured & integrity of
ecosystems is preserved
• Established fishing practices in the Baltic are
supplemented by extensive sea ranching schemes
• Marine aquaculture (incl. algae cultivation) has
gained relevance and is only allowed where
environmentally sound

• Blue corridors for fish are guaranteed
• Spawning & nursery areas are protected
• No-takes rules and management practices have
been implemented
• Areas for marine aquaculture have been carefully
selected
• Fisheries management legislation has been revised
according to MSP needs

Adapted from BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030
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S t ruc t ur e s & pr o c e ss e s r e q u i r e d t o d ay t o
a c h i e v e t h e spat i a l us e o f t o m o rr o w
Transnational agreement is not about giving up sovereign rights level. On the contrary,
the implementation of the common vision and its principles depends on input by and
agreement with national stakeholders. National maritime spatial plans are the primary
means for translating the commonly agreed objective and targets for the Baltic Sea into a
tangible spatial framework. National plans in turn should be closely aligned with the subnational level. MSP should therefore be understood as a cooperative practice that involves
several spatial and administrative levels. There is also the issue of continuity: A local plan,
for instance, only makes sense if its key objectives do not contradict what is said in the
regional plan.

A seabasin approach requires
strong regional and national MSP
implementation

This process encapsulates the basic philosophy behind the principle of spatial subsidiarity
developed by BaltSeaPlan partners: Facilitated by appropriate structures and processes at
national and international level, spatial challenges should be dealt with at the lowest most
appropriate spatial level.

Subsidiarity:
Spatial challenges should be dealt
with at lowest possible level

Different roles & responsibilities in MSP (a possible set up)
International

A formal pan-Baltic decision making
body agrees, endorses and adapts
common objectives and targets
common objectives & targets
National structures established to
implement MSP translate
commonly agreed objectives and
targets for Baltic Sea space into a
spatial framework taking into
account transnational principles.

National

A technical transnational coordinating
body implements
the transnational
decisions and ensures
the necessary “day to
day” cooperation and
coordination (linked
to transnational data,
see next chapter)

The regional and local level
integrate economic and spatial
planning and are responsible for
detailed territorial planning

Regional

Local

re

Coast

sp

o

ib
ns

ili t

y

12smz

EEZ

beyond
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t h e B a lt S e a P l a n v i s i o n a s a s t i m u l us f o r
n at i o n a l & i n t e r n at i o n a l d e b at e o n M S P
The set of BaltSeaPlan recommendations developed within the Vision 2030 and the analysis of strategies with impacts on maritime space were used in a series of round table
debates organised at the national and transnational level.
The Latvian Baltic Environmental Forum invited competent authorities to join the co-
ordination group for providing political backstopping in development of the Latvian MSP
pilot project. During the Project implementation time, the co-ordination group met four
times as well as took active part in other events organised by the project. The group did
not only follow the developments of the pilot project, but also extensively discussed the
BaltSeaPlan discussion papers. Furthermore the project collaborated closely with the
Inter-Ministerial working group on Integrated Maritime Policy , established by the Cabinet
of Ministers of Latvia in 2010 and co-ordinated by the Ministry of Transport, as well as the
Inter-Ministerial consultative group on MSP, co-ordinated by the Ministry of Environmental
Protection and Regional Development.

The Latvian coordination group consisted of representatives from the
• Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development (Spatial planning,
environmental protection, nature conservation departments),
• Ministry of Transport (Development planning department)
• Ministry of Economy (Energy Department)
• Ministry of Agriculture (Fishery Department)
• Ministry of Defence (Defence planning unit)
• Maritime Administration of Latvia
• Ministry of Culture (State inspection for heritage protection)
• Kurzeme Planning region
• Association of Local authorities
• Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology
In 2011 the WWF Germany Baltic Sea office, in co-operation with BaltSeaPlan partners,
organised three all-day workshops on MSP in Latvia, Estonia and Finland. The workshops
addressed the national situation, conflicts, challenges and progress of MSP in each country. This was set against the developments of MSP as seen from a European and Baltic Sea
wide perspective and the experience of Germany and Sweden in how their administrative
systems have adapted to MSP processes.
At the Baltic Sea wide level the HELCOM/VASAB working group on MSP served as an important forum for discussing the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030. In view of the general quality of
many recommendations and their transferability to other sea-basins, BaltSeaPlan principles and messages were also discussed in European fora on MSP.
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BaltSeaPlan collaboration with
various inter-ministerial groups in
Latvia

The WWF roadshow on MSP

Helcom-VASAB WG on MSP &
European MSP groups

Throughout all these meetings, however, the “visionary” quality of BaltSeaPlan recommendations became obvious23 given the following:
01. Lack of tradition/experience in cross-sectoral discussions and priority setting
In many cases BaltSeaPlan was the first attempt to apply integrated cross-sectoral spatial planning principles within marine waters. Previous experiences in planning for marine
areas mostly targeted particular sectors, e.g. navigation, fishery, oil mining, allocation of
space for potential wind farms or management plans for Marine Protected Areas. As a
result there has been very little experience in cross-sectoral discussions and searching for
win-win solutions or compromises among representatives of different competent authorities – each sector regards its own goals and targets as national priority, which other sectors
should respect. Setting spatial priorities for particular use within particular area turned out
to be a rather difficult concept which is not always understood and accepted. Therefore,
especially in the beginning, the gains to be obtained from MSP are not always fully realised.

Joint win-win solutions & spatial
priorities:
New concepts

02.  Lack of Pan-Baltic perspective in thinking about use of marine resources
Discussions with stakeholders and competent authorities showed difficulties in perceiving
the Baltic Sea as one planning space and ecosystem. It is difficult for national authorities to
conceive of the Baltic as a space where MSP would need to implement commonly agreed
goals and targets. National authorities are reluctant to give up rights over national marine
space and resources, and the common responsibilities for the Baltic and the benefits of a
shared approach are not sufficiently clear.

Benefits of pan-Baltic
perspectives not clear enough

There is much need for more active involvement of the national and local stakeholders
within the international debate about the future of the Baltic Sea. It is on this basis that
the follow-up project “PartiSEApate” has been created (see back cover).

23 Adapted from BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16, discussed and agreed by all other project partners
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Data and Information
for MSP
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Data and Information for MSP
A unison call for better and relevant data
MSP crucially depends on data and knowledge about the sea as a resource as well as the
human activities impacting on it. Shortages with respect to data and knowledge have been
an issue ever since the first publications on MSP. The PlanCoast Handbook on MSP (April 2008)
already called for the “improvement of quality, comparability and accessibility of spatial
data by implementing the EU INSPIRE Directive” and recommended systematic information
exchange (e.g. by bringing together coastal and marine data collection and management
in one institution and creating a regularly updated coastal and marine cadastre). It also
recommended collecting data according to need (e.g. regular monitoring of relevant trends
and additional data collection in response to specific spatial problems). Both the EU principles and the HELCOM/VASAB principles on MSP acknowledge these recommendations.
The BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 also stresses data and information as a key success factor.24, 25

Current knowledge conditions
BaltSeaPlan was the first project to seriously assess existing data and information sources
around the Baltic Sea. Naturally, many other initiatives and projects such as the HELCOM
Geo-Information Database exist on a national and transnational scale, but until BaltSeaPlan
no systematic analysis had been undertaken to assess their relevance and usability for
maritime spatial planning throughout the Baltic Sea Region in general and the BaltSeaPlan
pilot areas in particular.
Two main sets of questions emerge. The first is related to data availability. Are relevant
data available at all, are they reliable and in the right format, and where can they be
obtained? This leads to questions surrounding the data infrastructure across the Baltic and
suggestions for collating dispersed data sources and improving access to quality data for
MSP. The second is related to data gaps and the information essential to MSP as a forwardlooking instrument of planning. What data is essential for MSP versus simply nice to have?
What are the most urgent data gaps, and how can research best strive to fill them? And
how can maritime spatial plans be drawn up despite ongoing information gaps? Based on
the actual experience of the partners with the basic stocktake, this chapter looks at both
of these questions in turn.

E x p e r i e n c e s wi t h t h e  b a si c  s t o c k ta k e
Any maritime spatial planning exercise has to start with a basic stocktake in order to provide planners with a sense of the context and environment in which they operate.
The analysis of strategies with impact on the given pilot maritime area provided some
initial background information on the political and institutional context, indicating the
main pressures and driving forces likely to shape coastal and marine development in the
near future. This information, however, is rarely spatially explicit. In order to get an over24 Communication from the Commission - Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in the
EU (/* COM/2008/0791 final */)
25 Helsinki Commission, Meeting 13 – 14 April 2010. Maritime Spatial Planning: Joint HECOM VASAB principles and
Working Group, HELCOM HOD 31/2010, Annex 1.
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BaltSeaPlan: The first assessment
of data for MSP in the BSR

view of the current situation in the respective pilot areas, project partners therefore
moved on to the next step in the preparatory phase of MSP, which is to gather and map a
range of baseline information for the sea area in question. The aim of this exercise is to
create an overview of the following:
• the administrative context sea: boundaries at sea
• the physical/biological context: bathymetry/ecology incl. habitats/geology/oceanography/climate data/indices (vulnerability, biodiversity etc.),
• human activities (present/planned/relevant former activities/functions)
• designated areas and regulations (MSP/national, IMO, EU etc.)
• designated areas for nature conservation (national/EU/HELCOM/UNESCO etc.)
The pilot projects showed that even this supposedly simple exercise is difficult to complete.
Although spatial data on current uses was more or less available (albeit difficult to obtain),
spatially relevant data on the coastal and marine environment was often missing entirely.
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Available information on the
natural environment
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n studies by BSP

Much ecological data is available, but it does not come in a spatial format, allowing only
rather general descriptions of habitats and bird and fish distribution as shown below. This
is also evidenced by the ecosystem evaluation framework, which shows the knowledge
status of key ecological attributes in some of the selected BSP pilot areas based on contributions from project experts, various modelling efforts and relevant literature sources.
Even though the general characteristic of the coastal and marine environment can be
described in terms of basic oceanographic data, habitat data – even in protected areas
(Natura 2000) – was found to be insufficient as to provide a basis for spatial planning decisions.
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BaltSeaPlan Ecosystem Evaluation Framework –
Knowledge status of key attributes
Kat tegat/
Danish
Straits

Pomeranian
Bight
(Germany)

Pomeranian
Bight
(Poland)

Pärnu Bay/
Hiiumaa and
Saaremaa
Islands

Baltic Sea
wide

Oceanography

Ocean current patterns and variability
Rate and frequency of water mass renewal and exchange
Surface temperature/salinity
Bottom temperature/salinity
Light penetration
Wind and wave conditions
Wind and wave conditions
Sea ice conditions
Location and frequency of upwelling
Upwelling intensity
Geology

Water depth
Major substrate, seabed, landscape types
Presence of boulder reefs
Bottom roughness (rugosity)
Ecology

Benthic infauna communities
Benthic macroalgal vegetation cover
Distribution of phytoplankton biomass
Distribution of key macrophyte and invertebrate species
Distribution of valuable habitats (EU Habitats Directive)
Spawning areas of cod
Spawning areas of herring
Major migration routes, resting and feeding areas of
seabirds
Core distribution areas of seals and harbour porpoise
Water and habitat quality
Level and frequency of oxygen deficiency
Level of eutrophication
Adapted from BaltSeaPlan Report No. 19

n not present/not applicable/not relevant
n unknown
n under study
n partly known
n well known
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P r o b l e m s w i t h d ata ava i l a b i l i t y a n d a cc e ss 2 6
Generally, questions around data always centre on the same questions:
01. Quality: Is there data that meet our needs?
02. Availability: Can we get the data?
03. Usability: Can we use the data?
04. Reliability: Can we trust the data?
The BaltSeaPlan experience revealed problems with all four.
As indicated already, data quality and availability remain a major problem. Quality is a
problem with respect to spatial resolution: Information provided by the HELCOM database
or the ICES rectangles for fishery for example is far too general to serve the purpose
of MSP. Metadata, if available at all, frequently does not contain sufficient information,
and some data sets only contain rudimentary information, such as the basic geometry of
sites (delineation, lines, specific sites) but no further details on these elements such as
name, status or type. Data availability is a particular problem for offshore areas: Although
for chosen hotspots, usually in bays and along the coast, plenty of data is available on
current uses and planned activities, obtaining the same information for offshore areas
is much more difficult. Moreover the great majority of data-providing initiatives are
research-based, implying limited time and funding. This results in discontinuity and
selective data coverage.

Data often too general to serve
the purpose of MSP

Dispersal of data is another problem both at national as well as the pan-Baltic scale.
BaltSeaPlan partners lost a lot of time searching for suitable data stored at different
institutions. The EMODNET, MDI-DE and INSPIRE geoportals are potentially very useful
providers of good quality, unrestricted maritime data free of charge, but they are still
being built up and do not have an explicit MSP focus. Most of data stored in the HELCOM
database currently does not meet MSP data requirements (validity, actuality, accuracy,
completeness, etc.).

The “search for” MSP data:
difficult to find – as spread out in
many sources

With the exception of the CONTIS database operated by BSH, no Baltic Sea Region country
has a national integrated marine database. However, many are currently implementing
interesting networking attempts, usually driven by the need to implement the INSPIRE
Directive. Various databases are currently being developed, partly available as Web Map
Services or via geoportals.

It should be stressed that the biggest challenge for creating an integrated marine data
infrastructure is no longer the lack of databases, but their impenetrable complexity and
insufficient compatibility. There are no serious intentions to unify existing national and/
or sectoral marine databases.27

26 The following three sub-chapters are drawn from BaltSeaPlan Report No. 20: which provides a summary of the
discussions held in the BaltSeaPlan Data working group.
27 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 20
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Restricted access to data was another common obstacle for BaltSeaPlan pilot MSPs. Some
of the data had to be purchased. Sometimes, to avoid legal problems, planners chose to only
use the official map layers published by the relevant authorities since only these have legal
status. In some cases, this limited the scope of the pilot plans and their information value.

Data restrictions:
Who owns the data?

Some stakeholders were found to monopolise information and intentionally restrict access
to data, revealing only a biased picture and forcing spatial planners to draw the conclusions
desired by those stakeholders. This was noted especially with regard to environmental
protection, fisheries, and national defence. Consequently, closed military marine areas
have not been discussed in the pilot MSPs even though they could be potentially suitable
locations for other uses.

Sectoral data:
biased information?

Scale and data resolution is also an issue. The spatial and temporal resolution of the available
data strongly limited the resolution and thus quality of the MSP pilot plans. However, different
pilot areas demanded different minimum resolutions: the case of Pomeranian Bight (14.100 km²)
was naturally less detailed than, for example, the case of Pärnu Bay (1.990 km²).

Different MSP – different scales
required

The transnationality of some pilot projects, as well as the interdisciplinarity nature of MSP
created additional challenges during the compilation of data into data sets and maps. Data
from different institutions, even on the same issue, were sometimes submitted in different
formats. Data on cables was sometimes submitted for the full length of the cable (e.g.
across several countries), or in part (only covering national waters), or in many segments.
Data were also provided in different coordinate systems. In the case of transnational pilot
areas, language and comprehensibility of the information provided was also an issue during compilation of data sets.

Compatibility of MSP Data

In summary, data for MSP is of varying quality, difficult to obtain, and of limited usability.

Administrative Gap: It should be noted that BaltSeaPlan was implemented at a time
where none of the Baltic Sea countries (with the exception of Germany and Poland)
had either clearly assigned a responsible institution for MSP nor set out clear responsibilities for data gathering, storage and exchange (except Germany). In parallel to creating a legal basis for MSP, it is hoped that countries will also resolve questions related
to the organisation of data and information flow.
In order to deal with these difficulties, access to relevant data and information needs to be
improved, and ways need to be found to fill the most pressing data gaps.
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Facilitating access to relevant data:
The BaltSeaPlan MSP data recommendations
In order to ensure readily accessible, relevant spatial information especially for cross-border planning purposes, stronger co-operation is necessary between data providers and the
national authorities responsible for data collection. BaltSeaPlan partners put forward the
following recommendations: 28
01. A pan-Baltic MSP data infrastructure should be created to ensure the availability of
up-to-date, transferable, interoperable data and metadata. For this purpose, the
INSPIRE Directive should be amended with regard to marine space and maritime features to ensure it covers aspects relevant to MSP.

Requirements for layout for MSP
Data: first ideas developed in
BaltSeaPlan

02. In order to deliver the minimum level of information required for MSP, the MSP data
infrastructure should be based on a specific layout. The specifications developed by
BaltSeaPlan with regard to data scope, formats and technical requirements should be
built on and further developed. The minimum information range for MSP can then be
extended where necessary.
03. A transnational network for MSP data exchange should be set up consisting of the following functional levels:
• A pan-Baltic MSP Data Coordinating Group, which is responsible for managing the
Baltic MSP Infrastructure. The group would be responsible for making available panBaltic data sets relevant to MSP, and creating harmonised pan-Baltic data sets from
national data etc.
• National MSP Data Contact Points, which are responsible for making national MSP
relevant data available to the MSP infrastructure.
• Regional MSP Data Points (for larger countries or federal states), which are responsible for making regional MSP relevant data available to the MSP infrastructure in
cooperation with the National Data Contact Points.
• MSP Data Providers, offering their data to the regional/national MSP Data Contact
Points according to the set rules.

28 The full wording of the BaltSeaPlan MSP data recommendations can be found in Annex II of BaltSeaPlan Report No. 20.
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Functional levels of a MSP Data
network
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From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 20

04. Data exchange should be facilitated via a Baltic Sea MSP data portal which offers digital
map and geo data services. These could be linked and/or integrated into individual
applications. All registered users of the network would be entitled to unrestricted
searching, viewing, downloading and processing of the data. In turn, they should make
available any products developed on the basis of the data and/or provide their data to
their respective National/Regional MSP Data Contact Point (in the agreed format).

A Baltic Sea MSP data portal

For issues where rapid change and dynamic development can be expected, National/
Regional MSP Contact Points should provide updated data sets in the data infrastructure at regular 6-month intervals. The interval for updating other data should be set as
necessary.
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05. A permanent MSP Data Expert Group should be created to advise the Pan-Baltic Data
Coordinating Group, consisting of spatial planners and GIS experts from all BSR countries. Further experts on relevant issues can be appointed and/or consulted as necessary. Its tasks should include:
• monitoring and suggesting improvements to the content of pan-Baltic data sets and
the data exchange system,
• providing a methodology for assessing data needs and suggesting ways of data management, as well as give advice on gaps to be filled,
• ensuring links to other data networks,
• ensuring links to the Transnational MSP Coordination Secretariat (BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030).

MSP Data Expert Group

06. The pan-Baltic data infrastructure should draw on unrestricted data available free of
charge, such as data produced during the course of statutory activities or publicly
funded projects. In the case of duly restricted/commercial data, only the associated
metadata and products can be made available.

Based on unrestricted data

07. Baltic Sea states should grant adequate financial and organisational resources for securing the implementation and maintenance of a sustainable MSP data network and infrastructure. Existing networks such as the HELCOM/VASAB working group on MSP should
be considered as a starting point for building up the data exchange network.

Dealing with data and knowledge gaps:
Towards a common research agenda
I n suff i c i e n t spat i a l at t r i bu t i o n o f
e c o l o g i c a l i n f o r m at i o n
As indicated above, the spatial attribution of ecological information was found to be insufficient for the purpose of MSP. Spatial information on marine habitats is scattered and
incomplete, and although many parameters such as hydrography, plankton, benthos,
harmful substances and oil spillages are monitored regularly and systematically (e.g. as
part of national monitoring activities29 coordinated by HELCOM (COMBINE), this data is not
made available in a format suitable for MSP. Even the basic long-time datasets of the main
hydrographical parameters have not yet been mapped in a coherent fashion. Information
on migratory species such as fish, birds and marine mammals is not collected in a spatially
or temporally coherent manner, and information is also missing on annual or life cycles and
seasonal patterns for particular species of concern.

Lack of spatial attribution of
environmental data

Least of all is known about cumulative impacts on the marine ecosystem and interactions
of human activities. There is little data on the susceptibility of species of concern to natural and anthropogenic pressure, making it very difficult for example to define marine ecological corridors.

Link between environmental
information and MSP often not
clear

29 According to the EU Water Framework Directive all coastal member states are obliged to undertake systematic
monitoring of the ecological status of marine waters
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Some gaps were filled by the BALANCE project (now within the HELCOM database) and the
present large-scale habitat mapping projected by the German Federal Agency for Nature
Conservation will provide more clarity for the Natura 2000 areas in the German EEZ.
Mostly though, research results are scattered and often provided along administrative
rather than ecosystem boundaries.

Tr a n s l at i n g e n v i r o n m e n ta l i n f o r m at i o n
into indices
In order to facilitate planning, complex environmental information needs to be translated
into parameters (indices) which can be used in assessment. However, it is not always clear
which parameters are actually needed or even suitable for MSP. Planners cannot use basic
ecological information unless there are established routines or procedures for translating
ecological (and hydrographic) data into relevant planning information. For example, what
does oxygen deficiency in a certain area really mean for planning?
In order to overcome this difficulty, a starting point may be to construct lists of environmental drivers and pressures and link these to the potential (ecological) implications, policy responses and relevance for MSP. The following table shows how this can be done using
the examples of sea level rise and changes in sea acidification.

Implications of environmental
drivers on MSP

Linking environmental drivers and pressures with ecological
implications, policy responses and relevance for MSP
Policy responses
commonly called for

relevance for MSP
in terms of:

loss of coastal protection

re-think coastal infrastructure and
avoid maladaptation, eg
obstructing capacity of coastal and
marine ecosystems to respond to
sea level rise

re-location, no planning
permission for construction in
floodplains, soft coastal defence
where appropriate

vulnerability of infrastructure to
extreme events

adaptation (incl. hazard
management and insurances)

strategic choices regarding
infrastructure, back-ups and
energy security

Drivers/pressures

Implications

sea level rise and increased
likelihood of extreme events
(flooding, erosion)

changes in acidification,
temperature, pH

effect on fisheries, aquaculture

take into account in siting
decisions for aquaculture

decreased amounts of sea ice

increases available/
accessible space

more frequent algal blooms
(linked to eutrophication)

impact on coastal tourism

temporal zoning

loss or shifts of biodiversity, loss of
associated ecosystem services

enhance the resilience of marine
ecosystems

connectivity of Natura 2000 sites
to allow for species migration; ada
ptation of ecosystem service use

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 8

53

L a ck o f o t h e r e ss e n t i a l i n f o r m at i o n
Apart from ecological data, gaps were also identified for other information categories.
Uncertainties exist with respect to ship wrecks and other objects on the sea floor which
can easily be destroyed by submarine activities. Sunken hazardous substances such as
chemical weapons from World War II, large reserves of which still exist in the Baltic Sea,
can present a threat to human health and the environment when disturbed.
Proper information tools for supporting decision-making processes or monitoring land-sea
interaction are lacking. For instance there is a lack of monitoring of types of anthropological pressure placed on coastal zones (e.g., urban or tourism pressure).
Finally it should be noted that especially the economic valuation of planning decisions has
so far been neglected as a research area. At present, this often purely relies on stakeholder
input rather than expert studies.
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Economic valuation even missing
as research area

T h e n e e d f o r a c o m m o n B S R r e s e a rc h a g e n d a
Given recent development such as the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and the general aim of MSP to facilitate sustainable marine development, planners thus require additional information in three key areas:
• In order to implement the ecosystem-based approach, maritime spatial planners require a
comprehensive assessment of marine ecosystem health and its links to human well-being.
Sustainability policies such as the EU MSFD require knowledge-based solutions in order
to achieve sustainability objectives and good environmental status of the Baltic Sea.
• The increasing demand for marine goods and services can exceed the provisioning
capacity of marine ecosystems. This requires a better understanding of the linkage
between ecosystem goods and service, coastal populations and human well-being.
• In some marine areas, the most striking data gaps are apparent in offshore areas where
economic development has so far been limited. At the same time it is precisely those
areas of the Baltic Sea that are of growing interest for MSP as forward looking planning
has a key role to play here.

Information needed in three key
areas

Based on the above, BaltSeaPlan drew up the following recommendations for a common
MSP research agenda.30
01. A co-ordinated system should be established for assessing water quality, biodiversity
values and coastal erosion processes. Continuous monitoring and a regularly updated
database are essential in this.
02. Developing scientifically sound criteria for ecosystem management and protection
measures should be encouraged.
03. Research on climate change impacts and related adaptation measures for coastal areas
should be supported.
04. Decision support systems and modelling tools should be developed (e.g. distribution/
ecological niches of strategically important species and habitats; fish spawning areas;
dynamics of coastal processes; suitable areas for offshore wind farms etc.).
05. Socio-economic assessment, including monetary valuation, of marine ecosystem services and impacts of MSP should be undertaken to enable better decision making with
regards to sea use activities.
06. Due to the high costs of marine research, national research programmes dedicated to
marine issues should be launched.
07. Information and knowledge should be shared between public and quasi-public bodies
at no cost.

30 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 20
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Addressing information gaps
in the planning process
T y p e s o f I n f o r m at i o n G a ps
Irrespective of the quality of the information base, planners will always be faced with
information gaps during the planning process. Although they may look similar at first
glance, there are differences in the underlying reason for the missing information. Planners
should be aware of the type of information gap they face, as a different approach has to
be taken for each in order to continue the planning process.
The issue can be analysed in the present but its future development remains unclear (static
knowledge):
• Regular exchange of know-how and experience on maritime spatial plans of other countries.
• Joint BSR vision on the use of marine space
Types of Information Gaps REQUIRE DIFFERENT solutions:
Type of Information Gap

Short term solutions

Long term solutions

Lack of information:
The issue has not been analysed sufficiently
(lack of knowledge)

• Modelling the marine environment (e.g.
habitats)
• Precautionary measures – provisions in the
plan spelling out the need for further
research
• Request to prepare detailed plans before
committing to large scale investments
• TIA procedures for other investments

• EMODNET shaped in line with MSP needs
• Joint BSR research agenda for MSP
• BSR agreement on the minimum scope of
inventories done in relation to localization of
large-scale investments

Lack of spatial attribution:
The issue has been analysed but spatial aspects
have been omitted

• Extracting expert knowledge via stakeholder
processes

• Promotion of interdisciplinary research
• Concerted BSR research (e.g. BONUS)

Disclosure gap:
The issue has been analysed sufficiently, but
there is no incentive for sharing information
(hidden knowledge)

• Genuine stakeholder processes

• Awareness raising on the benefits of
maritime spatial planning

Temporal gap:

• Reserve sea space for unknown future
developmental purposes.

• 	Introducing multi-year maritime programmes

Communication gap:
cognitive artifacts/modalities (e.g. language):
Information channels are unable to diffuse and
communicate information and/or knowledge
across different groups (e.g. due to its
complexity)

• Interdisciplinary and transnational planning
teams

• Minimum common denominator on MSP
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 marine space
• Joint BSR work on a methodology for
valorisation of marine space

• Recommendations for developing the
institutional system for MSP
• Examination of background reports relevant
for MSP and draft legislation proposals (and
their justifications)

• Agreement on the comprehensive objectives
or visions, targets, and goals for using marine
space at national and international levels
• Operationalization of the agreed targets in
line with the MSP specificity
• Development of supportive tools for decision
making in MSP (as proposed under BONUS)

Institutional gap:
lack of proper information within regulatory
frameworks resulting from institutional
deficiencies (i.e. lack of policies, regulations,
targets, objectives, etc.)
From BaltSeaPlan Report No.10
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Ov e rv i e w o f ava i l a b l e m o d e l s f o r M S P 3 1
Given the current data and information gaps, BaltSeaPlan partners assessed what kind of
benefits could be derived from bringing together modelling and MSP processes. To what
extent can modelling results contribute to the MSP process?
Generally it was found that models can play an important role in supporting MSP as long
as they deliver in terms of their outputs and reliability. Models are useful for:
• supplementing field observations and filling observational data gaps and processes,
• providing geospatial data information for GIS applications and other management or
spatial planning tools
• improving the existing knowledge base on ecological and other environmental key indicators and their linkages and functioning,
• providing scenario based conflict, sensitivity and impact assessments
• prioritising sea uses.
Overall there is a lack of decision support models for MSP, ranging from basic drift models
on oil spill diffusion up to complex models for the assessment of policy options.
The following models were identified as useful and thus likely to find application within the
MSP data infrastructure:
• Hydrodynamic models (e.g. COHERENS, BSHcmod, HIROMB, RCAO, HAMSOM, GETM,
MIKE 3, MOM, SHYFEM, WAM)
• Ecosystem models (e.g. ERGOM, ECOSMO, ECOPATH, SCOBI, BalEco)
• Habitat/habitat suitability models (for vegetation, bottom habitats and species modelling)
• Atmospheric models (for meteorological or wave modelling purposes)
• Management models and tools (e.g. Baltic NEST decision support system, MarineMap,
MARXAN, different public participation tools)

Possible use of Models in MSP

Lack of decision support models

Model types

In BaltSeaPlan pilot cases models were used for all these purposes.
But what are the specific issues that modelling should actually address? BaltSeaPlan dealt
with this by first identifying specific MSP-related questions and priorities for core issues
such as protected areas, shipping, offshore wind farming or fishery.

31 This chapter is based on BaltSeaPlan Report No. 19: Modelling for Maritime Spatial Planning:Tools, concepts,
applications and BaltSeaPlan Report No. 20, Data exchange structure for Maritime Spatial Planning
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Example: Modelling questions in MSP related to shipping
Impacts

Scenarios

• Distribution of noise affecting seabirds and marine mammals.
• Coastal erosion and redistribution of sediments.
• Oil spill and physical damage through collision and grounding
• Contamination through bilge water and use of detergents.
• Impact on land-based transport in the coastal zone (harbour size,
transport infrastructure and traffic volume).

• What is the expected development of future ship traffic in terms of
ship size, cargo type and numbers (commercial and recreational
shipping)?
• What is the critical level (cargo type, no.) in relation to potential
shipping impacts in specific areas,
• to what extent can increasing traffic volume increase the oil
pollution risk in general
• and do the impacts differ from open water to narrow straits?
• How can we avoid accidents (route planning, e.g. scenarios to
minimize accidental oil spill into vulnerable marine areas such as
Natura 2000 sites and important fishing grounds)?

From BaltSeaPlan Report no. 19

These questions were then linked to methods and concepts that synthesize the model
outputs, allowing them to be integrated in the maritime spatial planning process.

Example for synthesising information:
How do shipping activities influence the marine ecosystem?
Types of modelling and
modelled variables

Related questions

Human pressures other than
shipping

Natural forcing factors

Simple “distance models”

Disturbance distance of birds

Disturbance, habitat loss

Military exercises, wind parks

Disturbance distance of seals

Disturbance, habitat loss

Military exercises

Disturbance distance of harbour
porpoise

Disturbance, habitat loss

Military exercises

Hydrodynamic modelling

Bio-connectivity

Area of influence of protected
areas, impact of constructions on
connectivity (wind farm case story)

Maritime constructions (e.g. wind
farms)

Current patterns, bottom roughness

Combined spatial and statistical modelling

Oil transportation vs. quality of
valuable habitats in sensu the EU
Habitats Directive

Oil transportation vs. quality of
valuable habitats in sensu the EU
Habitats Directive

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 19
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Shipping, eutrophication

Salinity, bottom topography,
substrate type, wind/waves,
upwelling intensity, ice
conditions

Filling data gaps in BaltSeaPlan
BaltSeaPlan partners contributed to filling the existing data and information gaps through
a series of special expert reports. These covered a wide range of issues including the
effects of noise on harbour porpoises, seabed and habitat mapping, remote sensing methods and spatial information for fishery.32

THr e e i n t e r l i n k e d s t u d i e s i n t h e h at t e r b a r n a r e a
Effects of Ship Noise on Harbour Porpoises 33
Between Dec 2009 and Aug 2010 the effect of ship noise on the harbour porpoises was
assessed in five areas along the main shipping route through the Great Belt (T route) and
fast ferry lanes across the Great Belt (between Jutland and Sjalland).
The area around Hatter Barn was chosen as it is known as a notorious risk area for grounding and collision of ships passing the Danish straits to and from the Baltic. At the same time
large parts of the pilot area are designated as Natura 2000 sites, and Hatter Barn is a key
area for marine mammals like harbour porpoises and harbour seals. Accidents in the area
could cause severe effects on valuable ecosystems and protected areas.

Hatter Barn:
• a risk area for shipping
accidents
• highly valuable habitats
• marine mammals

Ship noise was recorded in all stations with highest levels within shipping lanes. Peak
energy in all cases was at low frequencies (below 1Hz/often around 100 Hz), which is well
below the range of best hearing for harbour porpoises. Noise level decreased with increasing distance from the shipping lane, often with a significant high-pass filtering of the noise
due to the absorption of the very long-waved low frequencies into the shallow bottom.

No general correlation between acoustic activities of harbour porpoises and distance to
shipping lanes could be demonstrated, indicating no general influence of shipping lanes
on porpoise distribution. Also analysing porpoise abundance on a minute to minute basis
failed to demonstrate a correlation to broadband noise levels. This likely reflects that any
reaction of porpoises to ships happens at a very close range and thus is not detectable
at the scale of the study.
Effects on reef habitats by
deepening the shallow water
areas
Map showing deployment sights
(dots), fast ferry route (red line)
and the Hatter barn area of the
T -°©‐route (black line).
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 21

32 BaltSeaPlan Reports No. 21 Effects of underwater noise on harbour porpoises around major shipping lanes, No. 22:
Remote sensing methods for detecting small fishing vessels and fishing gear – a feasibility study in the Pomeranian Bight
and Arkona Sea. No. 27: Seabed and habitat mapping in the Hatter Barn area – a high risk area for shipping in the Danish
Straits.
33 For full details see: BaltSeaPlan Report No. 21
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Testing new methods for seabed mapping34
The reef areas around Hatter Barn including the two shipping routes were mapped (a) using
the classical approach where evaluation of side scan sonar data is combined with visual
ground truthing data, and (b) a new methodology using high resolution bathymetry data
from multibeam sonar to calculate seabed roughness (rugosity index).

(a) Side scan sonar method
(b) Rugosity method

Side scan towing fish and survey
vessel configuration. Illustration:
Carsten Egestal Tuhuesen, GEUS,
2011.

Even though the results differ a lot, the combination of the two methods gives a good
picture of the presence of reef structures:
• The strength of the side scan sonar method is its ability to differentiate between a variety
of seabed types including muddy, sandy, gravelly and stony sea beds. Almost 21.4 km2 of
seabed was categorised as reef with more that 10 % of stone larger than 10 cm. Approximately 6 km2 or 28 % of the reef areas were judged to have high stone cover (> 80 %).
• The strength of the rugosity method is its simplicity and high level of detail. It solely
depends on an algorithm which calculates the differences caused by changes in bathymetry between grid cells. The areas estimated with this method were smaller, adding up to
only 15.5 km2. Only 1 km2 had a density of > 80 % which was considerably lower than the
estimate given by the side scan method. 81 % of the sediment classified as less than 10 %
of hard bottom substrate by the rugosity method fell within the classification of gravel
and sand obtained by side scan sonar.
The costs of mapping an area like Hatter Barn differ substantially between the two methods: The side scan sonar method took 10 weeks in all, whereas the rugosity analysis
based on previously collected multibeam data took only a week to develop and another
week to carry out, validate and report. Thus in a case like Hatter Barn where side scan and
high resolution bathymetry data already exist, the rugosity method for mapping reef areas
was found to be much cheaper and more detailed than the side scan method.

The new mapping technique based on rugosity has therefore much potential as a cheap
and effective mapping tool for specific reef structures in cases where high resolution
bathymetry data are already available. These kinds of data exist for large parts of inner
Danish waters along the major sailing routes, in areas where we practically know very
little about the seabed today.35
34 For full details see: BaltSeaPlan Report No. 27: Seabed and habitat mapping in the Hatter Barn area – high risk area for
shipping in the Danish Straits
35 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 27
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Strength of side scan sonar
method:
Ability to differentiate

Strength of rugosity method:
simplicity & high level of detail
faster & cheaper

Percentage of hard bottom substrate within 50 m grid cells

Comparison of the areas
with 10 %–80 % and ≥
80 % hard bottom
sibstrate detected with
side scan sonar and the
rugosity index.
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 27

Effects of ship traffic on the dispersal of marine organisms36
Within the same study on seabed and habitat mapping also a direct impact of shipping on
the benthic seaweed forest could be demonstrated. It was possible to set up a habitat
model describing the development of seaweed based on empirical relationships between
total macroalgal cover, depth and presence/absence of ships in the water above the seabed. The model showed a significant reduction of macroalgal cover on hard bottom substrates within the shipping routes compared to the hard bottom areas outside the shipping
routes.

36 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 27
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H a b i tat M o d e l l i n g i n L at v i a 3 7
Spatial modelling was also used to on the Western coast of Latvia. Within the pilot area,
reef habitats are found in coastal waters which are also spawning grounds for several fish
species of high commercial value. Information on reef habitats is essential for MSP to avoid
their mechanical destruction by activities such as wind farm development, dredging and
dumping of dredged material and extraction of mineral resources.Information on the distribution of reefs is very scattered. Precise mapping of reefs using scuba diving and underwater video techniques is carried out only in relatively small areas. Thus a model was used
to estimate the distribution of reef habitats.
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Model used to define distribution
of reef habitats/areas of high
nature value

21°30'E

Areas of high ecological value in Latvian territorial waters
and Exclusive Economic zone at Baltic Sea coast.
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Modelling is based on available information on bathymetry, sediments and bottom vegetation extracted from the video surveys conducted during the LIFE nature project at
566 stations on a regular 400 x 400 m grid along the Nida – Bernāti coastline. Wave exposure was modelled using an operational wave model. Statistical modelling of reef occurence
is based on generalized additive models (GAM), using the R software package.

37 For full details of the two habitat models described also see BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16.
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H a b i tat M o d e l l i n g i n Es t o n i a 3 8
In the Estonian pilot areas (Saaremaa and Hiiumaa Islands and Pärnu Bay) data on different
human uses was available to a reasonable extent. However, natural values were practically
unknown except for some recent mapping exercises in the Natura 2000 areas. Therefore,
the aim of modelling was to provide up-to-date information on the valuable habitats in
sensu the EU Habitats Directive in order to quantify the distribution of important habitats.
Spatio-temporal modelling was done in the following sequence:
01. Gathering contextual data on valuable habitats and potential prediction layers (nutrient loading, salinity, bathymetry, wind and wave condition, exposure, etc.) as well as
their interactions in space and time.
02. Pre-selection of key abiotic and biotic parameters.
03. Quality check of records before including data into models.
04. Modelling of sediment types using remote sensing data.
05. Spatio-temporal modelling of the keystone species associated with the valuable habitats.
06. Spatio-temporal modelling of the valuable habitats.
Spatial modelling was based on the MARS models which uses a non-parametric regression
technique. This is more flexible than linear regression models and simple to understand
and interpret.
As a result of modelling exercise the location of important habitats and the key species
within the habitats could be quantified. The following types of the EU Habitats Directive
Annex 1 habitats were found:
• Sandbanks, which are slightly covered by sea water all the time (Type 1110)
• Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide (Type 1140)
• Reefs (Type 1170)

left: The spatial distribution
of reefs (red colour) in the
Pärnu pilot area under current
conditions.
right: The spatial distribution
of reefs (red colour) in the
Pärnu pilot area under changed
climate conditions.
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 13

38 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 13: Towards a Pilot Maritime Spatial Plan for the Pärnu Bay.
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The special case of fishery
In Europe, fisheries have mostly been left out of MSP regimes so far as fisheries are not
regulated and managed by national governments. There are still doubts within the fisheries sector and the MSP community on whether fisheries should really be included in MSP.
Many are claiming that fisheries are too complicated to manage through MSP, that the
appropriate data are missing and that there is no legal framework for integrating fisheries
within the same regime as other sea uses.39 BaltSeaPlan showed that integration of fisheries in MSP is both possible and useful. Fishery is featured in most of the BaltSeaPlan pilot
reports, and a series of expert reports were drawn up. 40 Key results are brought together
in a summary report on fisheries. 41

Five good reasons
w h y f i s h e r i e s s h o u l d b e d e a lt w i t h b y M S P 4 2
BaltSeaPlan demonstrated that including fisheries in an overall system of integrated
management of sea uses and functions is not only possible, but also logical and of
mutual benefit:
01. Fisheries should be part of the debate when the “claims” for sea space are staked and
space is distributed between the various users. The fisheries sector may have good
arguments to put forward – related to employment, food supply, tradition and culture
– but these will only count if fishermen are willing to voice them. Fishermen will need
to convince society, planners and decision-makers that fishery is more important in
certain sea areas than other uses. For that, they will need to employ the same language
and tools as the other sectors.

Putting fisheries on a par with
other uses

02. Fishermen like to argue that fishing is allowed everywhere and that consequently, all
sea areas are equally important. This is easily countered by arguing that if all sea areas
are equally valuable, it matters little which are taken up by other sea uses. In order to
evaluate which sea use is best located where, or which function must be maintained in
a certain area, the fishery sector needs to identify the most profitable areas or those
that are essential for certain life stages of fish reproduction (i.e. nursery & feedings
grounds). If the sector does not identify its priority areas, the competing sectors will
pick their own priority areas, leaving fishermen with what happens to be left over.

Identifying best fishery sites to
prepare for competition for
space

03. Good and convincing information is an essential basis for exchanging arguments.
Potential conflicts between sea uses and functions can only be made apparent and
discussed if the needs and values of fishing areas and requirements vis-à-vis other sectors are described, evaluated and visualized on maps. Spatial representation is also
needed when it comes to finding compromises and solutions.

Visualizing conflicts

39 BaltSeaPlan Reports No. 26: Towards integration of Fisheries into Maritime Spatial Planning
40 BaltSeaPlan Reports No. 22: Feasibility Study on Remote Sensing Application for small Fishing Vessels and Fishing Gear
Detection in the Pomeranian Bight and Arkona Sea as an Example for Surveillance of Sea Areas, No. 23: Legal and planning
options for integrating Fisheries into Maritime Spatial Planning at the Baltic Sea, No. 30: Case Study: Site selection of
fisheries areas for Maritime Spatial Planning with the help of tool “Marxan with Zone” in the pilot area Pomeranian Bight.
41 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 26
42 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 26
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04. Fish are part of the marine ecosystem and important elements of marine food webs.
In exploiting certain areas, fisheries will therefore not only compete with other human
uses but also with nature conservation interests. Direct competition results from the
fact that commercial fish species are elements of the very ecosystem that nature conservation seeks to protect. They are prey for other species such as mammals or sea
birds, a regulating factor in balancing the food web and an interdependent animal community. Finding solutions with respect to nature conservation demands requires that
data are prepared in even greater detail.

Finding solutions with nature
conservation

05. Preparing good and convincing data that describe fisheries and its impacts qualitatively, quantitatively and spatially will not only be helpful in underpinning fisheries
claims in a spatial planning context but also be a necessity in fulfilling the requirements
of the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) in its aim to reach “Good Environmental Status” (GES) of all European seas by 2021. Fish feature in three out of the
eleven so-called “descriptors” of GES which are currently being translated into measurable target values for different sea areas; i.e. biodiversity; commercially exploited fish
stocks and marine food web.

Fish: one of the descriptors of
Good environmental status

The BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 also highlights fisheries as one of four key topics to be dealt
with at a transnational level and shows important maritime spatial planning implications such as the creation of blue corridors as well as allocation of spawning and nursery
areas.

Fis h a n d f is h e r y d ata  s o u r c e s  f r o m :
e c o l o g i c a l v e rsus us e r d ata
So far, there is no commonly agreed set of data and information which would allow fishery
to be included in MSP. Generally, data can be derived from two perspectives, which are
often seen as opposites but are actually two sides of the same coin:
Data types and sources

Planning principles

Habitat/species data (data on fish)

Protection of valuable conservation sites

Source: Fishermen!/Ecological monitoring data
Identification of essential fish habitats such as
spawning grounds, nursery areas, adult feeding
areas, migration corridors, productive fishery
grounds

• Contribute to Good Environmental Status by
safeguarding the sea areas from negative impacts
• Identify important areas for fish spawning and
nursery

User data (data on fishery)

Secure sustainable fisheries

Source: Fishermen (logbook data)/remote sensing,
catch data (how much of which fish is caught with
what gear where) and vessel data (position/routes of
fishing vessels)

• Identify priority areas for the fishery sectors
• Protect spawning and nursery areas from fishery
pressure
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B a lt S e a P l a n us e o f d ata
a n d r e l at e d s t u d i e s o n f i s h e r y
In view of limited time and resources, as well as uncertainties regarding how best to deal
with fishery, BaltSeaPlan partners agreed that each pilot area would develop studies and
planning proposals suitable for their given test areas rather than all taking the same
approach. Fishermen played an important role in most of the stakeholder activities undertaken within BaltSeaPlan.
As can be seen from the following data sources and maps, fishery within BaltSeaPlan was
mainly dealt with from the user/fishery side. Even though numerous information gaps were
encountered, which make it difficult to take real planning decisions, fishermen themselves
were still the best data source. Stocktaking thus concentrated on suitable/priority fishery
areas rather than no-go spawning areas.
The following information gaps were identified: 43
Lack of Information:

approximately 90 % of fishing vessels are below reporting
requirements and thus do not have to report catch sites

Knowledge gaps:

Lack of information/knowledge on fish migration routes
Lack of data regarding the possible susceptibility of species
of concern to natural and anthropogenic pressures

Temporal gap:

Technology for detection of smaller vessels and gill nets will
need to be refined further if reliable outputs are to be
obtained from the remote surveillance of fisheries operations via satellite.

Lack of spatial attribution:

ICES catch data (and in some cases spawning and nursery
areas) come in rectangles with a resolution of approx.
30 x 30 km. MSP will require much more fine-grained
information.

Disclosure gap:

MSP processes must recognize the fact that fishermen may
be reluctant to part with certain information for understandable reasons. The fact that fishermen do not own
licenses, privileges, or the fish stock makes any sharing
of information on the quality of stocks or profitable
fishing areas a competitive risk: If displayed on maps, other
fishermen might use such information to the disadvantage
of its supplier.

43 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 26
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Various types of information were used in drafting the BaltSeaPlan pilot maritime spatial
plans:

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 10

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15

Middle Bank: Total volume of catches in ICES squares in
2004 Areas of cod appearance and harbor porpoise

Lithuanian Sea: trawling net areas areas dangerous for
trawling (based on info from fishing vessel captains)
licences for commercial fishing (near the coast and offshore)

Source: Nord Stream AG available at
www.nord-stream.com (map FC-8)
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From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 13

Latvian Sea: Priority areas for bottom trawling

Pärnu and Hiiumaa: Legaly ensured fishing areas

Location of fishing activities with passive and active fishing
gear (2004 – 2009)

Modelling “spawning areas for herring”

Important fishing spawning areas
Location of fishing operations in Latvian EEZ in 2004 – 2009
(A – trawling, B – gillnets) → Intensity of fishery and areas
important for fishery (bottom trawling and coastal fishing
and fishing reproduction) (coastal waters up to 20 m depth)
Statistics: number of fishermen, employment, fishing fleet,
fishing days per fisherman and catches per specie

Most of this information is relevant for the stocktaking phase and provides essential background for problem and conflict analysis. The next step is to use this information for actual
zoning, which was done by the Pomeranian Bight pilot study (see chapter on zoning).
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Problem &
Conflict Analysis

71

Problem & Conflict Analysis
Problem analysis marks the end of the preparation phase and the beginning of the planning
phase in MSP. Sound data and information are crucial now, including information on what
sea uses are planned where, how intense the planned uses are likely to be and what
impacts they will have on the environment and on other sea uses.
Unlike the preparation phase, which aims to collate as much targeted information as possible, the planning stage now calls for some form of evaluation and judgement. Decisions
will need to be taken on whether impacts are considered to be harmful to the environment
(a form of problem analysis) and what limits are to be imposed on which uses, where and
why (the actual planning stage). It therefore makes good sense to involve as many stakeholders as possible in these stages as early as possible. This was the route taken by all pilot
projects, which began stakeholder involvement during conflict analysis (see chapter 6)
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This chapter sets out how the partners moved from stocktaking to planning and what
criteria they employed to arrive at solutions. It also describes the role of stakeholders in
this process and what tools were used to help complete each step.
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From stocktake to problem analysis
For some of the pilot projects, the step from stocktake to problem analysis was not an easy
one. In some cases, the stocktake was very broad, which was useful for background
information but made it more difficult to pinpoint those problems that really had spatial
relevance. Most pilot projects also spent considerable effort describing the natural and
socioeconomic characteristics of the respective pilot area, but did not always pick up on
this in the subsequent planning stages. Another problem was that the stocktaking phase
took much longer than expected due to problems encountered with gathering even basic
data (see previous chapter). Most pilot projects therefore were not able to commission
problem-oriented studies which could have helped to provide background information on
specific issues.

Stocktakes need to be more
focused

It makes sense to restrict the preparatory stages of MSP to those issues that really drive
developments in the sea. A comprehensive overview of key trends, issues and objectives
for each sector is good background information, but more importantly, the stocktake
should conclude with the implications this has for spatial planning. Focusing the stocktake in this wayis a good way of ensuring a well-grounded problem analysis. It also
ensures that only relevant data is collected and that relevant data gaps are identified.

Conflict analysis within BaltSeaPlan
Problem analysis within BaltSeaPlan was largely interpreted as conflict analysis based on
the stocktake of current uses. An option not used in practice but highlighted as a possibility in a separate report 44 is the modelling of identified trends into the future (as might be
the case for climate change), which could also form the basis for problem analysis.

Conflict analysis focused on
analysing existing sea uses

Generally speaking, conflict analysis tended to concentrate on existing sea uses and
planned sea uses as evident from national policies and those targets that are available.
There was little analysis of environmental problems except for impacts of sea uses on existing or planned protected areas and vice versa. Problems such as climate change were
rarely mentioned, most likely because of the unclear impacts and long-term time horizon.
Conflict analysis in BaltSeaPlan was composed of the following elements:
01. Collating sectoral targets and priorities,
02. Assessing the specific conflict potential in the area,
03. Assessing the spatial compatibilities of uses and expected uses,
04. Visualization of conflicts in marine space,
05. Differentiating between different types of conflict.

44 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 13
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1. C o l l at i n g  s e c t o r a l ta r g e t s  a n d  p r i o r i t i e s
Sectoral targets and priorities are a useful starting point for conflict analysis as they point
towards future developments and potentially contradictory claims on space. Specific targets are relatively easy to collect as they are fairly precise. A good example are existing
national targets for offshore wind farming, which may be expressed differently by different
countries (e.g. in MW planned or in the number of turbines), but which give a good indication of priorities in the sector. Targets such as MW can then be translated into the likely
spatial requirements these developments will have.

Sectoral targets as a starting
point for conflict analysis

Priorities are less precise than targets, but still a good indication of likely future developments. They can be collated in a participatory way involving stakeholders, or as a desktop
exercise using document analysis. Existing targets and priorities represent a “given” which
definitely needs to be accounted for in the maritime spatial plan.
Latvia45 chose to summarise relevant issues for each sector, including the expected development trends, the relevance of the sector and also potential conflicts with other sea uses.
Lithuania46 asked stakeholders to rank their own sectoral priorities and the perceived priorities of other sectors. Both approaches result in a list of sectoralpriorities which gives a
first indication of possible conflicting interests:

Different ways of identifying
priorities

Sector

Issues (Latvian approach)

Priorities identified by stakeholders
(Lithuanian approach)

Fishery

Maintaining fishery as part of the local cultural
heritage and as a potential basis for tourism

construction of small ports and marinas,
modernisation of the fishing fleet

Shipping and ports

Likely increase in cargo turnover and transit
cargo, accompanied by greater needs for space
both in ports (danger of erosion) and on the
sea. Likely increased collision risks resulting
from increased shipping intensity.

modernisation of infrastructure, deepening the
Klaipeda shipping canal, deepwater port
construction (the latter two are in conflict)

Tourism

Strong role in regional development, needs to
be balanced with conservation interests.

recreational infrastructure, marinas for small
and recreational boats

Offshore wind farming

There is a target of 180 MW to be achieved by
2020. An investigation area of 1570 km2 will be
provided for licensing offshore wind farms.

Wind energy development

Oil

7 blocks for have been set aside for oil
extraction (2,675 km2) and 66 blocks for
investigation of oil resources (17,800 km2).

Environment

LNG terminal construction

pollution prevention, biodiversity conservation

2. Ass e ssi n g t h e  sp e c i f i c c o n f l i c t  p o t e n t i a l
in the area
Conflict analysis is the next logical step which follows from the assessment of sectoral
priorities. This not only means identifying (real and potential) conflicts, but also rating
45 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15: Towards a Pilot Maritime Spatial Plan for the Lithuanian Sea.
46 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16 : Developing a Pilot Maritime Spatial Plan for the Western Coast of Latvia
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Conflict maps as a common
outcome

them in terms of their severity and relevance. There is no set format for doing this, and
each pilot project developed its own method. In some cases, a compatibility matrix was
used as a visual aid; others used specific typologies to describe the nature of the conflicts
encountered. Each pilot project ended with a map highlighting the spatial distribution and
location of the conflicts identified.
Similar conflicts were identified

The most common conflict potential is between combinations of offshore wind farming,
ports and shipping, Natura 2000, tourism and fishing. More localized conflicts included
those between different forms of recreation (e.g. boating and fishing in coastal waters),
those between new uses such as offshore wind and sand and gravel extraction, oil and gas,
and military uses.
More conflicts than synergies

Some claims on marine space are more problematic in terms of potential conflicts than
others. Natura 2000 areas emerge as one of the most difficult, potentially conflicting with
shipping lanes, dredging, trawling and other destructive uses, offshore wind farming (seabed and birds), mining, sand and gravel extraction, fishing, and alien species from ballast
water.Shipping and energy can also be problematic in that they create spatial pressure
transnationally and nationally. Nearly all countries are planning upgrades of port facilities in
line with expected growth in sea-borne transportation and LNG. Offshore wind farming and
Natura 2000 were two of the few sea uses for which potential synergies were identified.
Conflicts occur in clusters

An interesting finding is that conflicts tend to occur in clusters of two to three different
uses. Common conflict clusters in the pilot areas include the following:
01. offshore wind farming, nature conservation and the landscape
02. coastal fishery, nature conservationand oil extraction
03. tourism and nature conservation
04. oil mining, fishery and shipping

3. Ass e ssi n g t h e  spat i a l c o m pat ibi l i t i e s  o f u s e s  a n d
e x p e c t e d u s e s : C o n f l i c t m at r i c e s  a s  a k e y t o o l
Conflict matrices make for a useful visual aid in identifying conflicts. They were used in two
different ways: Firstly, as an indication of conflict potential, and secondly, as an indication
of real conflicts. The former establishes which sea uses can potentially occupy the same
sea space (assisted perhaps by appropriate management) and which sea uses are mutually
exclusive. This can be useful background information with respect to achieving spatial
efficiency. In the latter case a matrix summarizes the conflicts identified and picks out
those that can be lessened through MSP.
The first table is an example of the first case, representing an overview of spatial compatibilities in the Baltic. This is not a comprehensive list of all sea uses; importantly also, it
does not refer to the environmental compatibility of these uses. The table simply shows
where uses can conceivably occupy the same sea space. Synergies have only been listed
where they are obvious and where uses can actually have a mutual benefit rather than just
tolerating each other. In the case of coastal tourism/fishing this primarily refer to local,
traditional fishing activities.

Conflict matrices identify conflict
potential or real conflicts

Compatibility of uses vs.
environmental compatibility
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xx

0 48

0 48

xx
xx

xx

xx

xx

x

s

xx

xx

xx

x

xx

xx

xx

xx

xx

x

x

xx54

x55

x

x

xx

xx

xx

xx

55

x
xx

xx
xx

xx

xx

0
xx

48

x

shipping
(goods, passengers)

xx

xx

xx

x

shipping (oil)

xx

xx

xx

xxx

xx

47 Shipping (oil) is considered a major threat on account of the dangers of oil spills. It is listed separately because MSP has
a particular role here in minimising collision risks and the potential impact of oil spills (e.g. extra wide shipping lanes,
safety distance to fixed uses such as offshore wind farms, siting of potential collision risks away from sensitive habitats,
ensuring good access to rescue boats etc.)
48 Spatial incompatibility during laying cables and pipelines and maintenance
49 Visual impact
50 trawling
51 Might affect water quality
52 If sea floor habitats are affected
53 Depending on what is protected; may be a temporal conflict that is open to management
54 Especially sea floor habitats, other on account of water quality
55 Not necessarily in every case, depends on protected good (and EIA)
56 LNG ports in Natura 2000 sites
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xx

x
0

x

0

x

x = some incompatibility
xx = strong incompatibility
0 = possible incompatibility
s = potential synergy

x

In the Latvian pilot project, a conflict matrix identifies real conflicts requiring a solution:
Those that are particularly serious and those where there is an overlap of incompatible
interests. The conflict matrix therefore identifies topic areas where spatial solutions will
need to be found.

Cables
Wind parks
Oil extraction
Dumped explosives and chemical weapons
Nature conservation: benthic habitats
Nature conservation: birds
Protection of areas for fish regeneration
Protection of coastal landscapes
Protection of underwater cultural heritage
Protection of coast against erosion
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4. Vis u a l is at i o n o f c o n f l i c t s i n m a r i n e  spa c e
All pilot projects used a map to show the spatial overlaps of different sea uses and set
objectives for maritime space. In some cases these overlays also included environmental
information (e.g. water depth). Such overlays are useful tools of visualisation in that they
represent snapshots of the existing pattern of use and can be used to highlight projected
uses, both those already agreed (e.g. search areas) or those still under debate (e.g. proposed nature conservation areas). This makes them good tools of communication as they
can be used as a basis for stakeholder discussion.
In line with the above conflict matrices, however, it should be noted that mere overlap of
uses does not necessarily imply conflict. In the case of Middle Bank57, offshore wind farming was found to be quite compatible with overlapping cod spawning areas for example. In
the case of Lithuania, conflicts did not arise from competition between different uses, but
rather the unclear allocation of priorities and the lack of comprehensive regulation for
marine space. The maps produced for the Lithuanian Sea and Middle Bank therefore only
express overlap rather than conflicts. The same applies to the Estonian pilot case: A map
was produced showing intensity of use expressed in the total number of uses counted for
specific sea areas.
The number of uses in given sea areas of Pärnu Bay

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 13

57 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 10: Developing a pilot Maritime Spatial Plan for the Middle Bank.
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Conflict maps are a useful
visualisation tool

The Estonian case58 illustrates a general finding from the nearshore pilot cases, which is
that single use or no use areas are actually rather rare.
Another point is that conflicts will not always arise from specific uses, but rather from their
knock-on effects. In Middle Bank, offshore wind farms themselves were estimated to be
relatively unproblematic due to the low volume of shipping. Here it is the associated transmission cables that are likely to conflict with shipping, fishing and aggregate extraction.
Ideally, conflict analysis should take account not only of existing uses, but also of prospective new uses and their likely impacts.

Conflicts due to the knock-on
effects of uses

Overlapping uses in the case of Middle Bank
Spatial overlap does not always
imply conflict

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 10

58 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 13
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Overlapping sea uses in the Lithuanian pilot area

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15

Ideally, conflict analysis should take account not only of existing uses, but also of prospective new uses and their likely impacts.
Like Middle Bank, the Pomeranian Bight59 case study took account of prospective new uses.
A conflict map was produced showing specific conflict clusters arising in specific locations
on account of potential new uses. At this stage, these potential new uses are only possibilities, but given the existing policy environment and national targets, it is reasonably
likely that they will become a reality in the mid-term. Conflicts mostly involve offshore
wind farming as a new use arriving in a busy sea area, but there are also existing conflicts
such as nature conservation, fishing and leisure activities which may be exacerbated by an
additional use (in this case, aggregate extraction).

59 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9: Developing a Pilot Maritime Spatial Plan for the Pomeranian Bight and Arkona Basin
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Analysing the conflict potential of
new uses

Overlapping uses and areas of conflict
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5. Di f f e r e n t i at i n g  b e t w e e n
d i ff e r e n t t y p e s o f c o n f l i c t
Typologies of conflictscan be a useful pointer for the next stage of developing solutions.
Latvia used a simple distinction of main marine and smaller coastal conflicts:

Typologies of conflict help
develop solutions

Main marine conflicts arising from new sea uses such as offshore wind farming and oil
extraction. Both are expected to reduce the available areas for fishery and shipping, with
negative impacts also on nature conservation (biodiversity, fish spawning, coastal landscape).
Smaller coastal and marine conflicts (localized) are those between recreational activities,
angling and coastal biodiversity/local people. These are probably easier to resolve than the
above.
The Lithuanian pilot project mapped different areas characterised by particular types of
conflict. These conflicts arise from specific constellations of use and environmental conditions in certain sea areas. Each area type requires a specific form of management:

A spatial typology of conflicts

Areas defined by existing restrictions or special concerns. These areas include dumping
grounds for ammunition, particular nature conservation assets, or areas of particular environmental sensitivity. Conflicts in these areas can be resolved by using appropriate spatial
measures (e.g. buffer zones) or excluding certain uses.
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Areas of special concern
Green areas: Areas proposed and
under investigation for nature
conservation, former minefields,
military ammunition burial,
oil prospects, wrecks, safety
zones around cables and
pipelines

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15

Areas already reserved for or occupied by other uses which are subject to specific regulations and restrictions. Although not principally closed to new uses, detrimental impacts on
the existing uses should be avoided. If a new use is to be given priority in such an area,
compensation measures would need to be considered in order to ensure the objectives of
the original use are not compromised.
Areas already reserved by other uses

Blue areas: navigation routes,
port areas, military areas,
dumping grounds, Natura 2000
areas

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15

Areas proposed as priority areas because of particular suitability for certain uses. Areas
particularly suitable for several uses are likely to lead to intense discussion.
No go areas where no other use is possible because of existing high level priority or strong
reservation for future uses.
Priority (orange) and no go (red) areas
Orange/red: priority areas for
sand extraction, proposed OWF
sites, planned navigation routes,
active fishing zones, nordBalt
cable safety zone, SPM buoy
safety zone

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15
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In the Middle Bank pilot case conflicts were categorized according to the degree to which
they can be solved by MSP.
• Those conflicts that can be solved by planning provisions, e.g. by spatially separating the
different uses
• Conflicts that can be solved by planning provisions but only in ways not entirely in line
with international law, e.g. restricting some freedoms of the sea in order to make room
for other sea uses where sea space is scarce
• Preliminary solutions based on insufficient knowledge; the precautionary principle is
applied
• Conflicts that cannot be solved by planning provisions because there is no existing policy; management options were proposed instead

Conflicts that can and cannot be
solved by MSP

A typology of conflicts depending on whether they can be solved
by MSP or not
Habitats

Fish

Birds

Gravel

Energy

Shipping

Cables

Habitats
Fish
Bird
Gravel
Energy

n Additional knowledge needed
n controversial solution
n Solved by planning
n policy needed

Shipping
Cables

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 10

C o n f l i c t A n a ly s i s a s a d y n a m i c pr o c e ss
Conflict analysis should be regarded as a dynamic process, especially (but not only) where
stakeholders are directly involved. In Latvia, conflict analysis was dynamic simply because
the available information on sea uses kept changing. The nature of the conflicts did not
change, but the location of conflicts in space had to be re-considered over the course of
the planning process.
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Map 1: Identivied conflicting sea
use area October 2010
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A similar case can be made for new information becoming available. Most likely, this will
be environmental information (e.g. new habitat maps, information on changing environmental conditions), but it could also be information on current uses (e.g. the compatibility
of mariculture and offshore wind farming). New information may also relate to new forms
of sea use, such as the arrival of offshore wind farming and other forms of energy generation a decade ago. This emphasises the cyclical nature of MSP and the need to keep each
stage of the planning process flexible to account for new information. Another aspect is
that stakeholder opinions and priorities may shift in time, leading to different assessment
of information.

Revisit conflict analysis as new
information becomes available

T h e d e s i r e d o u t c o m e o f c o n f l i c t a n a ly s i s
Irrespective of the form of conflict analysis chosen, and irrespective of stakeholder involvement, conflict analysis should end with a specific and coherent task for planners to be
tackled in the planning stage. An indication should be given of what priorities should be
set in space, where and why.
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Conflict analysis should give
planners specific tasks

Stakeholder involvement at different
stages of the planning process
There are various reasons for involving stakeholders in MSP processes. Within BaltSeaPlan,
the most common reasons were to gain better understanding of the complexity of the
marine area, to learn more about the human influences on the area, to understand the
underlying sectoral priorities and interests, and to identify conflicts and problems. Another
reason was to develop new solutions to the problems identified.60
It is worth remembering that each of the BaltSeaPlan pilot projects differed substantially
with regard to the size of the planning area, legal conditions as well as the competences
and experience of the planning team itself. These differences are reflected in the degree
of stakeholder involvement in the pilot projects. Stakeholder involvement differed in terms
of scope and timing depending on the purpose, research focus, and types of conflict anticipated in the project.

Org a n i s i n g s ta k e h o l d e r i n v o lv e m e n t 61
Generally, pilot projects organised stakeholder involvement along similar lines:
Step 1: Agreement on the stakeholder management approach (“What do we want?”)

Different pilots – but one logic of
planning for stakeholder
involvement

Step 2: Identification of potential stakeholders and stakeholder groups
(stakeholder mapping – “who should be informed/involved”?)
Step 3: Running a stakeholder typology (“How can we learn more about the stake
holders, their interests and expectations?”)
Step 4: Finding the right techniques and timing to interact with different stakeholder
groups (“How to interact, with what purpose and when?”)
Step 5: Evaluation of the process/activities (“How did it work?”)62
As a rule, stakeholders included those formally invited to MSP processes, those linked to
commercial and non-commercial activities in the project area, and those who contribute
to the public and scientific debate on the use of maritime space. However, stakeholder
groups differ from country to country and from MSP area to MSP area, which made it
impossible to draw up a generic list of stakeholders that should be involved in MSP within
the BSR. An important lesson is that stakeholder management needs to take into account
the plurality and diversity of stakeholders in each specific case. There is no room for ste
reotypes and no way around a proper stakeholder analysis as a foundation for good stakeholder involvement in MSP.
The timing and extent of stakeholder involvement also differed considerably among the
pilot projects. Latvia, Middle Bank, Lithuania and Estonia began stakeholder involvement
as early as the context assessment and pre-planning stages and continued it all the way
through to conflict analysis. In the case of Latvia, stakeholder involvement extended one
step further to finding solutions for the problems identified. Pomeranian Bight only
involved stakeholders during the stocktaking phase, although potential conflicts were also
discussed (see figure below).

No uniform typology of
stakeholders

Different timing of stakeholder
involvement

60, 62 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24: p. 9
61 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24
62 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24: Stakeholder Involvement in MSP, pp. 9
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Phases of stakeholder involvement in the pilot project

1
9
Evaluation

Pre-planning

s ta
8

2

Context Assessment

ke h o ld er

Middle Bank
Lithuania
Estonia

Implementation

Maritime Spatial Planning Steps

Definition of aims and
objectives for
the area

3

Latvia

Drafting the plan

Refined stocktake

7

4
Finding solutions

SEA Western
Gulf Gdansk

Problem analysis

6

5
Pomeranian Bight

T i m i n g a n d sc o p e o f s ta k e h o l d e r i n v o lv e m e n t i n
t h e va r i o us p i l o t pr o j e c t s
There are different intensities of stakeholder involvement ranging from consultative to
fully participative approaches where the stakeholders themselves decide on the plan and
the authorities merely facilitate the legal process.63
• In the Pomeranian Bight pilot case a consultation-based approach was chosen where the
project partners gathered stakeholders’ views and attitudes on marine uses and priorities for their own internal assessment.
• In Estonia a mixed approach was chosen, mostly focusing on generating new expert
knowledge. A new interactive stakeholder tool was developed and tested within the
Parnu Bay pilot showing that stakeholder discussions can be efficiently supported by
visualisation of map layers.
63 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24
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Different intensities of
stakeholder involvement

• In Lithuania, BEF prepared the ground for developing a maritime spatial plan by means of
general awareness-raising and stakeholder involvement in conflict identification.
• The Latvian pilot project was the most inclusive process overall, applying a participative planning approach in a total of 17 workshops. Different stakeholders were involved,
amounting to a total of 200 participants. This approach was chosen due to the lack of a
legal basis for MSP and no clear “holder” of relevant information.
Stages of stakeholder involvement in the Latvian pilot case

Establishment of the
Coordination Group

Context Assessment
Definition of the
objectives and tasks

Informative seminars
for all stakeholders

Joint stakeholders
meeting in the
pilot area

Target group meetings
with representative of
the relevant sectors

Conceptual seminar
on MSP approach and
procedure in Latvia

Refined stocktaking
Problem analyses

Identification and
finding of solution

2009
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16

2010

Joint stakeholders
meetings in the
pilot area

Elaboration of the plan
Public consultation

2011
© A. Ruskule

As a general lesson, there is no hard and fast rule for the timing or intensity of stakeholder
involvement. If previous work (e.g. drafting an SEA) has already involved stakeholders, it
may be enough to bring in stakeholders just for analysing conflicts in space. A general
conclusion is that ideally, stakeholders should at least be actively involved in three phases:
the initial preparatory phase (before preparation of the draft plan in order to give opinions),
the phase of MSP development (to allow them to get to know the plan and to state their
interests) and the phase of drafting and approval in order to deal with contentious issues.64
Early stage stakeholder involvement such as carried out in Latvia and Lithuania does bring
several clear advantages: Not only does it raise awareness of MSP as a concept and process, but also leads to comprehensive discussion of the issues at hand, collaborative identification of conflicts and problems, and joint proposal of solutions. It also means stakeholders have a chance of getting to know one another, building trust among each other and
also in the MSP process and its facilitators. In the case of Latvia and Lithuania, this will help
when MSP begins “for real” and is done as an official statutory process.

Involvement in at least three
stages

Advantages of early stakeholder
involvement

Before engaging in an MSP process, it therefore pays to think carefully about the degree
of participation that is desired and possible in terms of budgets and timing.
64 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24
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T h e sp e c i a l c a s e o f t h e t r a n s n at i o n a l
M S P p i l o t pr o j e c t s
Stakeholder involvement is easier to organise in the case of a national project. Constraints
at the transnational level can magnify problems experienced at the national level as there
are different languages, different planning traditions, as well as potentially competing economic interests to consider (one example is potentially competing ports). Uneven distribution of space and resources is also an issue (for example, Natura 2000 areas taking up
much sea space in some countries but not in others). Transnational planning processes
therefore need longer lead-in times and more financial resources than national processes,
relying all the more on the close cooperation between the relevant planning authorities.

More time & resources required
for transnational stakeholder
involvement

Both transnational cases within BaltSeaPlan were of particular complexity with regard to
stakeholder involvement. In the case of Middle Bank, two countries came together to deal
with a relatively remote sea region a long way from the coast and under limited current
pressure. This made it difficult to identify relevant stakeholders which were willing to even
think about this area. The Pomeranian Bight pilot area in contrast is a large area with a
wide range of uses and some intense pressures, but involves four countries all at different
stages of maritime spatial planning (Sweden was engaged in an institutional and legal transition phase).
A decision was taken that neither of the two transnational pilot cases would attempt a fully
interactive participative planning process. Instead, focus was on the planners themselves,
creating closer liaison, gaining mutual understanding and trust and agreeing on shared
aims and objectives for marine space. This is important since close cooperation between
the relevant planning authorities is a prerequisite for transnational processes as only they
can coordinate transnational stakeholder processes and ensure a productive outcome.
Nevertheless national consultations and workshops were also organised in the respective
Polish and German parts of the Pomeranian Bight pilot area. The purpose was to identify
and confirm trends and developments and to give room to more informal exchange of
information, e.g. on different scenarios for shipping traffic.

It has to be stressed that BaltSeaPlan has not resulted in a template for transnational
stakeholder consultation or involvement. The follow-up project “PartiSEApate”, however,
will take this issue on board with the two transnational BaltSeaPlan pilots serving as a
testing ground.
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A planner-led approach

S ta k e h o l d e r  i n v o lv e m e n t  i n c o n f l i c t a n a ly sis :
Tools and methods
Stakeholder involvement is particularly important in conflict analysis as this is the time for
defining criteria for problem-solving. What use should be given priority where and why?
The better this preparatory step is managed, the greater the likelihood that good solutions
will be found and that the plan will find widespread acceptance.
Identification of conflicts can either be stakeholder-led and more participative or plannerled and less participative. The extreme ends of the scale would be a fully interactive stakeholder workshop (as was done in Latvia), and a desktop exercise where conflict identification and their localization is done by planners based on existing maps. Both processes have
advantages and disadvantages, with a stakeholder led process clearly more costly in terms
of time and effort involved. Broad-scale stakeholder participation is especially important
where MSP has no previous tradition, or where certain issues are much contested.

Degree of participation
Planners only (desktop exercise)

From planner-led to stakeholderled conflict identification

Typologies of conflicts
identified in the pilot
projects
Conflict hotspots (several conflicting
claims in the same area)

Stakeholder consultation

Nearshore vs. offshore conflicts

Stakeholder involvement

Conflicts with the marine environment vs.
conflicts between different uses
Main marine conflicts vs smaller minor
conflicts
Conflicts between new uses and
established uses

BaltSeaPlan tested two tools to facilitate stakeholder-based conflict analysis: BaltSeaPlan
Web as a GIS-based application, and the World Café and Café Scientifique as two methods.

BaltSeaPlan Web: A New Tool for Stakeholder Involvement65
BaltSeaPlan Web is an information and communication tool developed specifically for
maritime spatial planning purposes by the University of Tartu66. Users can create their own
maps, which has the advantage of promoting social negotiation by highlighting multiple
and even opposing perspectives. This can facilitate better understanding between different user communities.

In Scotland, a similar online tool was developed together with fishermen to allow.
Marine Scotland to visualise the areas used by fishermen.
The tool was tested within the Pärnu Bay pilot project, where it was used to integrate herring fishery management into the MSP process.
65 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 28: BaltSeaPlan Web - advance tool in support of Maritime Spatial planning
66 From BaltSeaPlan Report No.13
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The participative process took the following steps:
05. A GIS map was produced showing the spatial distribution of tourism, fishing, shipping,
military, and planned wind farms, as well as jurisdictional boundaries delineating the
areas covered by existing management arrangements.

Identifying the Pärnu Bay MSP
area as a place based management area

06. Spatial conflicts were identified between the inherently spatial ecological components
and the human use components in the area. The map layer visualization of BaltSeaPlan
Web was used to discuss the planning concept for Pärnu Bay MSP at a stakeholder meeting
in May 2011. At this meeting, stakeholders reached consensus on a general shared
vision and conceptual definition of “Pärnu Bay as a cradle of marine life including fish”.

Identifying Spatial Conflicts

07. The special case of the herring fishery was then discussed and information included
in the map. Pärnu Bay is an area of shallow water where trap net fishery is the only
permitted type of fishery. The herring fishery is fee-based and requires registration as
a commercial entrepreneur. Fishermen receive fishing permits on the condition that
they observe all spatial and temporal restrictions. The number and the positions of the
individual trap nets in Pärnu Bay are historically established.

Integrating information about
herring fishery

Screenshot of the Baltseaplan webtool

Sea areas planned for wind farm development will most probably need to be closed for
some fisheries, resulting in more restrictions to the herring fishery.
Stakeholders underlined the importance of protecting herring spawning grounds in Pärnu
Bay, which are sensitive both to increasing human pressure and environmental regime
shifts. Reliable long-term data on spawning grounds constitute a factual basis for potentially implementing “Essential Fish Habitats” (EFH) in support of the shared vision of Pärnu
Bay as a “cradle of herring”.

The Estonian Marine Institute continues to make available the BaltSeaPlan Web application. Project partners can freely use this web application under the condition that the
software source is duly acknowledged.
The Latvian case: participatory conflict analysis
The Latvian project is exemplary for participatory conflict analysis and the joint preparation of solutions.
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MSP would mean more
restrictions to fishery

A first general stakeholder meeting was organised to identify perceived (general)
incompatibilities and concerns for the pilot area. A list of potential conflicting issues was
then drawn up over the course of four thematic meetings with fishermen, wind farm developers, ports, coastal municipalities, and tourism representatives. Each sector was able to
comment on the perceived conflict potential and the issues they considered to be in conflict. This resulted in the following table of expected conflicts drawn up from the respective
sectoral perspectives:

Identifying conflicting issues by
sector

Expected conflicts from the perspective of the sectors
Conflicting
sectors
Fishery

Wind farms

Main conflicting issues

Limitations for fishery within territory of wind farms:
Fishermen expect to be compensated for the loss of income.
Coastal zone (up to 20 m depth) and fish spawning areas should be
regarded priority area for fishery, where no wind parks should be
allowed.

Shipping &
ports

Wind farms

Coastal
municipalities
& tourism

Oil mining

Minor limitations for fishery foreseen, but might have negative
impacts on fish stock and spawning grounds

Shipping

Fishing with stationary fishing gears might be not allowed on
intensively used shipping routes

Wind farms

Not acceptable on frequently used shipping routes

Fishery

Fishing with stationary fishing gears on shipping roots shall be
avoided

Military trainings

Military shooting polygons should not overlap with port area (case
of Liepaja port)

Shipping

Demarcation of official shipping routes would be against the rights
shipping freedom

Energy

Connection possibilities and capacity of existing and planned
electricity power grid are not enough for ambitious wind park
development plans

Military trainings

Wind parks should not overlap with shooting polygons

Shipping

Navigation through wind farms might be limited depending on situation and size of the ship

Oil mining

Area licensed for investigation and oil mining are not available for
wind park development

Coastal
infrastructure

Lack of access roads and parking lots cause conflicts between
tourists, local inhabitants, anglers and nature conservation

Ports

Ports do not have sufficient infrastructure for recreational boats
(lack of marinas);

Nature
conservation

Intensive tourism and water sports should be kept away from the
sites important for bird resting and moulting or vulnerable coastal
habitats

Fishery

Illegal, not marked fishery nets that are placed in front of ports or
areas used for water sports

Wind farms

Potentially visual negative impact on landscape at the sites important for tourism and recreation if placed closer than 30 km from coast

Military trainings

Not enough coordination/information on schedule of military trainings

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16
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A conflict map was produced on the basis of this and put up for discussion at a second
stakeholder meeting. In order to stimulate a more direct exchange of opinions among different sectors and find consensual solutions for conflicting issues, stakeholders at this
second meeting were divided into four mixed groups. Using the “World Café method”, they
were then invited to discuss the conflicts related to the sectors of fishery, wind farming,
shipping and ports, and tourism. In a World Café, the groups move from one table to
another discussing the conflicts of one sector, respectively. The facilitator stays with the
same sector table and introduces the outcomes of the previous discussion to the next
group. The next group then adds their own proposals. The discussion was facilitated by the
project team who also compiled the results and presented them back to the plenary. As a
result of this discussion some of the conflicts were eliminated and technical solutions proposed for others.
Principles of the World Café

wind farms
Oil mining
Shipping
Tourism

Fishery
Energy
Military Interests
Wind Farms
Fishery

Military Interests
Shipping
and port
Development

wind farm
Development

Shipping
Fishery
Nature Assets
Oil Mining

Tourism

Wind Farms
Military Interests
Fishery
Ports
Infrastructure
Nature assets

Adapted from BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16
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The World Café method

Café Scientifique in Lithuania
A series of Café Scientifique events were held in Klaipeda as part of the Lithuanian pilot
project. Café Scientifique is a method which is used around the world to explain science
to the public in a friendly, relaxed “café” format The Lithuanian events covered the history
of marine culture, development of offshore wind and marine protected areas in the
context of MSP. It was found that the informal setting of the event helped to appease
the tensions between the conflicting sides while nevertheless providing a forum for
diversity of views. At the same time the discussion was kept free from professional
jargon. By attracting various stakeholders invited personally and through mailing lists, Café
Scientifique proved to be an effective way of awareness-raising, highlight existing
conflicts and promote stakeholders by encouraging open expression of different views
on MSP.67

The Café Scientifique method
reduces tensions

D i ff e r e n c e s i n s ta k e h o l d e r i n v o lv e m e n t b e t w e e n
t e rr e s t r i a l a n d m a r i t i m e spat i a l p l a n n i n g
According to a joint assessment undertaken by BaltSeaPlan partners there are important differences offshore and onshore stakeholder management. These are largely determined by:
• The nature of the stakeholders: In MSP participation of stakeholders has so far been
limited to associations, NGOs and public agencies. Even though some partners have
experienced the formation of ad hoc protest groups there are usually no NIMBY groups
(NIMBY = Not in my back yard!). The experience of project partners is that stakeholders
involved in MSP processes tend to be more professional than stakeholders involved in
onshore planning processes.
• The ownership status: Marine space is mostly in the public domain and the number of
stakeholders is smaller compared to the number of stakeholders involved in planning
on land. Instead of private owners or residents, many users of the sea are mobile, with
their actual base in other places. Whilst this seems to reduce the number of potential
spatial conflicts it also renders the identification and selection of stakeholders more
complicated.
• The dependence on international legal acts: MSP is linked to international legal acts,
which are less specific about how to run stakeholder management and less prescriptive as to who should be involved. Onshore spatial planning tends to be based on more
detailed legislation.
• The quality and quantity of information: Usually spatial knowledge of marine areas is less
detailed than that of land areas. This makes it even more important to involve a wide
range of stakeholders in MSP who may be able to add relevant information.
• The role of political influence and public attention: According to the project partner’s
experiences MSP processes can be as political as onshore planning processes. Political
influence on the MSP process is usually top-down and stems from governments and
ministries with different programmatic interests68.

Different Stakeholders

Hardly any private “owners”

Legal acts less specific

More Important as information
source

More “top-down”

67 see BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24
68 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 24
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Preparing a Strategic Environmental
Assessment for a Maritime Spatial Plan69
Provisions of the
S EA D i r e c t i v e
According to the Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans
and programmes on the environment a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) must be
carried out for an MSP. The objective of the so-called “SEA Directive” is to provide for a
high level of protection of the environment and to contribute to the integration of environmental considerations into the preparation and adoption of plans and programmes
with a view to promoting sustainable development. A fundamental aspect of the SEA is the
environmental report (Art. 5), in which the likely significant effects of implementing the
plan or programme on the environment are identified, described and evaluated together
with reasonable alternatives taking into account the objectives and the geographical scope
of the plan or programme.

Integrate environmental
considerations in preparation &
adoption of plans

An SEA report for MSP must inter alia cover:
• a description and assessment of the marine environment (status quo analysis),
• a description and evaluation of any substantial impacts on the marine environment that
are likely to be caused by implementing the maritime spatial plan,
• measures aiming at preventing or reducing such substantial impacts as best possible
including monitoring, and
• a compatibility assessment regarding Natura 2000 areas.

Essential parts of an SEA

According to Art. 5(2) SEA-Directive this environmental report needs only include information that may reasonably be required, taking into account current knowledge and methods
of assessment, the contents and level of detail in the maritime spatial plan, its stage in the
decision-making process and the extent to which certain matters are more appropriately
assessed at different levels in order to avoid duplication. The latter is especially true as a
more detailed Environmental Impact Assessment is required for the licensing of projects
after the Maritime Spatial Plan has entered into force.

Based on current knowledge

Given the limited amount of MSPs currently in force real-life experience of preparing an
SEA is limited. The following section thus draws on two cases, i.e. the real case of the SEA
prepared for the German MSP for the EEZ of the Baltic Sea and the pilot SEA prepared
for the Gulf of Gdansk MSP.
Normally an SEA is an integral part of the preparation of the MSP. Within BaltSeaPlan,
however, it was not possible to prepare SEAs for each of the pilot areas. A full-scale SEA
was prepared in retrospect for the pilot MSP for the Gulf of Gdansk, which had already
been developed in 2007 – 2008 during the course of the predecessor PlanCoast project.

69 This chapter is based on BaltSeaPlan Report No. 25

94 BaltSeaPlan | Findings | Problem & Conflict Analysis

S EA : M e a s u r i n g t h e  i m pa c t o f t h e
p l a n r at h e r t h a n m a r i n e us e s
It is important to note that the SEA does not assess the ecological effects of given uses, but
only the effect of the plan. Since the regulations of a maritime spatial plan primarily relate
to existing uses, the ecological impacts of these uses only partly depend on the implementation of the maritime spatial plan. Offshore wind energy represents an exception.
Basically, an improvement can be expected for the marine environment as a result of the
maritime spatial plan and the implementation of its planning designations. This is due to
the fact that marine uses would also develop without a maritime spatial plan. In this case,
however, this development would occur without the controlling and mitigating effect of
the plan. In the maritime spatial plan, the marine environment represents an important
element of consideration.

An MSP should “per se” have
positive environmental effects on
maritime space

Since an SEA is normally prepared in parallel to the maritime spatial plan, area designations
can be expected to undergo a continuous optimisation process taking into consideration
the findings of the SEA. In the case of drafting a maritime spatial plan for the German Baltic EEZ, environmental knowledge and concerns were taken into account in designating
offshore wind areas. While drafting the plan, spatial designations were checked for their
environmental impacts and adapted accordingly. Expected substantial negative effects of
certain uses led to general and source-related regulations in the plan which aimed at
avoiding or reducing such effects. The SEA assessment showed that implementation of the
plan will have no negative impact on marine environment. Offshore wind energy has been
excluded from Natura 2000 areas in the EEZ.

Area designations oprimised as a
result of the SEA

S EA M e t h o d o l o g y i n t h e P o l i s h C a s e 70
Regulations for SEA for plans and programmes have so far only been applied to terrestrial sites and never been used to assess the impact of an MSP on the marine environment.
This lack of specific regulations may result in subjective and unsynchronized methodologies even though an SEA should obviously be based on objective principles. Due to the
high likelihood of transboundary consultation during SEA processes in MSP, it would be
desirable to ensure joint methodological roots (follow a similar logic of assessment) or
to base them on a joint BSR methodological denominator (e.g. use a similar typology
of impacts and similar approach to BSR strategies and documents etc). The following
methodology developed within the BaltSeaPlan SEA case may serve as a good starting
point for developing such a commonly agreed methodology.
Strong stakeholder involvement is necessary to ensure the SEA is a success. Stakeholders
should be involved from the beginning (as a part of the MSP preparation process) to identify different impacts and to discuss the cumulative matrices. Such discussion should have
an iterative character as this is a learning process.

Stakeholder involvement in SEA
is essential

The SEA requires the following steps:
70 See also BaltSeaPlan Report No. 18: Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Western Gulf of Gdansk. The report
provides a more detailed English summary of the Polish methodology.
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01. The starting point of an SEA process should be the identification of all sea uses with
significant effects on the environment.
02. In cases where the SEA covers Natura 2000 areas, it is important to understand the
reason for designating the Natura 2000 area (what is to be protected) and to critically
Sources of potentially significant impacts on environment
Activities resulting in
deterioration of the sea
bed or coastal zone

Fishing

Tourism, recreation
and transport

Infrastructure

Defence

from the
sea side

gillnets

regular
shipping

linear
infrastructure

warships

Dredging

from the
land side

other fishing
gears

motorboats
and other

artificial
islands

closed sea
basins

Waste
dumping

coastal
defence

fishing
vessels

commercial
vessels

Sea bed

Coastal
zone
Nourishment

Raclamation
of the
dredging pits

Extraction of
sand and
gravel

swimming
and bathing
sites

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 18
significant impacts

verify these ambitions by looking at the current reality. It is crucial to have a clear picture of the respective conservation objectives, objects of protection and integrity of
Natura 2000 sites/areas as well as of all other important components of the natural
environment. This assessment is based on literature review as well as close collaboration with nature conservation authorities.

What should be protected by
Natura 2000 areas?

03. Based on the previous steps (interactions with stakeholders, environmental authorities, planning team literature review) a detailed list of objects (elements of the environment) needs to be prepared which should be subject to the SEA. In the Polish case it
was decided to do a separate assessment for a) elements (components) of the environment and b) objects protected by the Natura 2000 network.

Detailed list of objects that
should be subject to assessment

04. In a next step the various impact typologies need to be defined. The definition of what
constitutes a significant negative impact is the most crucial issue here. In the Polish
case this process was divided into the following stages:

Define: what is a significant
negative impact?
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• stage 1. – identification of potential significant impacts,
• stage 2. – analysis of expected significant impacts,
• stage 3. – assessment of expected significant impacts,
Identification of potential impacts was based on the available literature, expert know
ledge and the know-how of stakeholders. A significant impact was defined as a negative or positive (in comparison to the starting point defined as the moment in time
before enforcement of the plan) measurable change of the state or function of elements of the environment caused directly or indirectly by activities allowed in the
maritime spatial plan. The significance of the impact was assessed by the whole SEA
team in order to ensure at least some objectivity of this category.

From the point of view of the regulatory function of the SEA for MSP, the crucial issue in
the Polish pilot project was to develop an ‘impact’ matrix’ that would allow the objective
assessment of provisions of the maritime spatial plan in terms of time and space. This
was a challenge as the regulation does not provide a model definition of impact scales
(what is the meaning of ’low’ or ‘significant’).
05. At this stage, analysis becomes complex. It is critical thus to use some tools to clearly
present the different impacts, their location and intensity. In the Polish case, description and calculation matrices were used for the presentation of cumulative significant
impacts on the natural environment. For each source of impact potential significant
effects were listed with the concrete name of the sea basin/sea subarea (taken from
the plan) and with a calculation of the affected sea area and length of the coastline.
This allowed calculation of the respective shares of the planned area affected positively, negatively or not affected at all by the impact. Calculation matrixes were used
to calculate the total areas affected by each selected source of impact.

Presentation of cumulative
impacts

An example of the description matrix
for the selected impact source (i.e. coastal infrastructure)
Provisions of
the plan

Sea basins
(numbers)

Length of the
coastline in
km

• destruction of sea bed
and bottom habitats

not allowed

no

0

• diminishing water
transparency,

allowed

02, 11, 15, 16, 17,
22

17, 38

• changes in landscapes
(both terrestrial and
maritime)

not regulated

01, 03 – 10,
12 – 14, 18 – 21,
22 – 30

58, 80

Reduction of negative impact

no

no

Lack of reduction of negative impact

all basins

76,18

Source of
impact

Potential effects

Coastal
infrastructure

• development of
periphyton

Not relevant
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 18
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06. According to the SEA Directive all impacts should then be classified as:
• direct or indirect,
• short or medium or long-term or permanent or temporary,
• strong, medium or weak,
• positive or negative.
• In the Polish case the impacts of each of the activities (defined at the start of the
analysis) on all components of the environment were assessed according to three
criteria:
• direction of influence (positive, negative)
• relation to the influenced object (direct, indirect, cumulated) and
• timescale of influence (short term, medium term and long term, permanent).

Classification of impacts

Direction and intensity of the influence was determined :

Nourishment from the land site

Coastal defence

Gillnets

Other fishing gears

Fishing vessels

Regular shipping

Motor boats

Commercial vessels

Swimming and bathing sites

Linear infrastructure

Artifical islands

-

-

▬

-

-

▬

-

0

0

0

0

0

▲

▬

▬

Water

┼

-

-

-

-

-

-

0

0

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Closed sea basins

Nourishment from the sea side

╬

Activities
connected
with
national
defence
– military

Warships

Sand and gravel extraction

Sea bottom

Elements of the
environment, and subjects
and objects of protection
of Natura 2000 areas

Dumping

Fishery
related
activities

Dredging

Activities resulting in
deterioration of the seabed or
coastal zone

Reclamation of the dredging pits

Activities
regulated by
the plan

Tourism,
recreation and
transport
related
activities

Activities
connected
with construction and
exploitation
of infrastructure

-

0

-

0

Animals
…
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 18

Key to the table above
Impacts

Direction of
influence

Presentation of cumulative
impacts

Intensity
Symbol

Impacts

Symbol

Significant positive

╬

Weak positive

┼

Significant variable

╤

Weak variable

┴

Probably negative but impossible to definitively assessing
Significant negative

▬
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Weak positive

▲
-

Assessment of the cumulative environmental impacts of the plan’s solutions was done
under six main headings describing the functional character of the respective sea
area (transport accessibility, national defence, economical activities, protection of
people and property on land, nature conservation, protection of cultural and material
heritage).
07. Different types of impacts should be communicated to stakeholders in relation to the
objects of impact (identified under step 4). This part of the work is critical since it forms
the core of the stakeholder debate, and in case of cross-border impacts also the debate
with transnational stakeholders.
08. These findings were then used to formulate SEA conclusions with respect to MSP,
detailing the necessary changes that would need to be made in the plan in order to
eliminate the most acute impacts (by changing planning provisions) or to alleviate or
compensate negative impacts on environment. Measures envisaged to prevent, reduce
and as fully as possible offset any significant adverse effects on the environment of
implementing the plan or programme were proposed. Finally, monitoring measures
were described.

S EA R e c o m m e n d at i o n s
• A unified methodology (minimum common denominator) across the Baltic Sea Region
(if not Europe-wide) for carrying out SEA for MSP is deemed necessary, especially in the
case of transboundary plans.
• Stakeholders need to be involved from the very beginning.
• Unified standards and definitions for impact assessment should be developed for the
Baltic Sea for ‘significant’ and ’probable’, taking account of the specificity of the Baltic
Sea environment.
• SEAs for MSPs should be carried out in a sequence of phases:
• Documentation and analysis: specifying the methodology and the definitions used in
the SEA, analysis of planning documents, assessment of the current environmental
status in the area covered by the MSP and in the close vicinity (especially for MSPs
covering areas near the coast),
• Assessment of the compatibility of the maritime spatial plan with other documents,
especially ones related to environmental protection,
• Assessment of environmental impacts of the provisions of the maritime spatial plan,
taking into account the requirements of the EIA Directive and of national legislation,
• Conclusions and recommendations: alternative solutions, compensating measures,
methods and a programme of monitoring,
• Summing up: revision of outcomes from earlier phases, defining necessary corrections/improvements in the MSP, recommendations.

Recommendations for possible
changes in the plan

Establish unified SEA methodology especially for transboundary
plans

A sequence of SEA steps
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Developing the
maritime spatial plan
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Developing the maritime spatial plan
Drafting the maritime spatial plan brings to fruition a long process of preparation and conflict analysis. Within BaltSeaPlan, draft maritime spatial plans were produced for two trans
national pilot cases (Pomeranian Bight 71 and Middle Bank 72 and a national pilot case73
(Western Coast of Latvia).
This section compares the various planning objectives, the purpose and aim of the plans,
the planning logic applied in each case, planning tools employed, and the area categories
(zones) used.

General planning objectives
T h e sus ta i n a b i l i t y a ppr o a c h t o
spat i a l d e v e l o p m e n t
The first question to be asked in developing a maritime spatial plan is what is to be achieved
for the marine area in question and the people using this area.
BaltSeaPlan illustrated two essential perspectives for viewing the sea. The first is the ecosystem perspective, where the sea is regarded from an ecological perspective. This
approach is closely linked to concepts such as ecosystem function and integrity and the
ecosystem approach, which in turn is linked to the idea of environmental quality. The main
thrust of this approach, which is also linked to concepts such as good ecological status, is
to ensure that the marine environment is protected from harm, e.g. by minimising pressures. Concepts such as MPAs and zoning lend this approach a spatial dimension.
The second is the development approach, where the focus is on the sustainable use of
physical resources (e.g. gravel beds) or the use of the sea as a medium (e.g. for transport).
Here, the starting point is the spatial demands of the various uses. The relationship
between uses and their best possible distribution in space plays the key role. Certain sea
uses rely on particular parameters (e.g. water depth, sand and gravel deposits), or the
occurrence of particular species (fishing). For “immobile uses”, siting is critical because the
range of suitable locations may be limited; the impact on the marine environment is also
an important consideration here.
BaltSeaPlan has brought these approaches together in a sustainability approach to spatial
development. In this approach, humans are regarded as an integral part of the ecosystem
and dependent on ecosystem services and benefits. As stated before, sustainability means
that economic, social and ecological interests need to be balanced in every case of spatial
decision-making, with spatial efficiency and pan-Baltic thinking the key elements throughout. This perspective is presented in a coherent way in the Vision 2030 and also in all the
spatial plans developed in the pilot projects.

71 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9
72 BaltS eaPlan Report No. 10
73 BaltSeaPlan Reports No. 16 and 17
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Bringing together the ecosystem
perspective and the development
approach

P urp o s e & a i m s o f t h e p l a n
The pilot projects showed widespread agreement on the purpose of a maritime spatial
plan. A maritime spatial plan is considered a strategic and future-oriented document
whose aim it is to (1) prevent or mitigate conflicts and (2) strike a balance between environmental and socio-economic objectives for maritime space. The plan is thus seen as a
means of setting spatial priorities and ensuring sustainable development of marine space.

Shared understanding of the
purpose and aims of an MSP

Latvia for example see the pilot plan as:
• A strategic zoning document, which
• Defines directions for balanced use of marine space,
• Sets priorities for certain uses within certain areas.74
Partners also have a shared view of the general aims and objectives of the maritime spatial
plan, as can be shown from this grouping of original wording”75:
• Ensure safe and sustainable sea use (PomBight & Middle Bank)
• Ensure that spatial development is cohesive (PomBight & Middle Bank)
• Ensure the economical use of sea space (PomBight)
• Promote economic development based on sustainable use of maritime space (LV)
• Ensure economic use of sea space, leaving possibly large areas for future unknown uses of the sea. (Middle
Bank)
• Ensure the good status of marine ecosystems (PomBight& Middle Bank)
• Preserve marine ecosystems and its functions by applying ecosystem-based approach in MSP (LV)
• Ensure preservation and protection of cultural heritage (PomBight& Middle Bank)
• Ensure/enable that international obligations resulting from ratified international agreements and from
international law (including EU law) are met (PomBight& Middle Bank)

All three cases serve to illustrate the strong sustainability focus of the plans. Pomeranian
Bight attempts to implement the spatial efficiency principle by determining the most suitable areas for offshore wind farming irrespective of national borders.

Shared sustainability focus

Both transnational plans refer to cooperation as an essential element of future planning.
Pomeranian Bight is the only plan which explicitly lists cooperation of authorities and
exchange of knowledge, as well as monitoring as specific aims of the plan (see below).

F r o m g e n e r a l a i m s t o sp e c i f i c o b j e c t i v e s
Whilst the general purposes and aims set out for the various maritime spatial plans are
very similar, the specific objectives for the spatial plan show considerable differences. This
is because the objectives build on the conflict analysis carried out in the previous step.

Differing specific objectives of
the plan

74 BaltSeaPlan Reports 16
75 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9, 10 and 16
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In the Latvian case, the objectives of the plan read as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

define appropriate locations for wind farms without disturbance of other uses,
minimize impacts of oil exploration,
balanced development of coastal fishery, tourism and recreation,
ensure protection of underwater heritage,
find solutions for dumping and dredging/impacts on fish nursery areas,
ensure cumulative effects do not negatively impact on marine biodiversity, habitats
and bird areas

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16

the aims and key objectives for the Pomeranian Bight pilot area:
Shipping/Ports
• Promote safe and clean shipping, shipping transport as well as motorways of the sea (MoS)
• Reduce the collision risk in dangerous goods transport
Infrastructure/Energy
• Find suitable areas for renewable energy/wind farms
• Promote a smart (transnational) transmission grid (possibly as part of a Baltic Super Grid)
• Cable and pipeline corridors
Tourism
• Ensure favourable conditions for tourism (avoid negative impact of other uses on tourism)
• Development of marinas
Protection of valuable nature conservation sites
• Protect benthic and pelagic and bird habitats and species (esp. wintering birds)
• Ensure a balanced/coherent network of protected areas (e.g. Natura 2000 and national
nature reserves)
• Contribute to the good environmental status of the area by safeguarding the sea areas
from negative impacts
• Identify important areas for fish spawning and nursery
• Ensure good water quality (e.g. with regard to tourism etc.) Secure sustainable fisheries
• Promote sustainable fisheries
• Protect spawning & nursery areas from high fishery pressure (identify and value these areas)
• Identify priority areas for specific parts of the fisheries sector in the pilot area
Governance
• Promote the cooperation of authorities/government and exchange of knowledge
Monitoring
• Create an efficient transnational monitoring network
From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 09

104 BaltSeaPlan | Findings | Developing the Maritime Spatial Plan

Sectors featured in the plan
Sectors with a transnational element feature in all three pilot plans as well as the Vision
2030. This is encouraging as coherence will need to be established in dealing with these
sectors across the Baltic. Other sectors appear to be more localized and are only featured
in some of the plans.
Sectors featured in all plans:

Sectors featured in some plans:

• Nature conservation (Natura 2000)
• Fishing
• Energy generation (offshore wind)
• Linear infrastructure (cables, pipelines)
• Shipping
• Extractive industries (sand, gravel, oil)

• Tourism
• Scientific research
• Underwater heritage
• Mariculture
• Military uses

All plans cover transnational
sectors

The planning logic: Assigning priorities
Applying a planning logic means deciding what is to be given priority in the planning area
where and why.

What is to be given priority and
where?

In some cases, this may be relatively straightforward. Certain sea areas may be particularly
suitable to certain uses and less so for others. Also, “immobile” uses can only take place
in certain sea areas. Other sea areas, however, may potentially be suitable for many forms
of use. Careful weighing of interests is required in all these cases.
What criteria can be applied at this point beyond the tools of EIA and SEA? What was the
process that led from conflict assessment to a maritime spatial plan in the pilot projects,
and how were priorities set for maritime space?

P l a n n i n g l o g i c a n d cr i t e r i a a pp l i e d
Different ‘planning logics’ are conceivable. If the task is to accommodate new of expanding
uses, one approach is to search for ‘available’ space within existing patterns of use. This
approach was adopted by Pomeranian Bight, which mostly looked for the best available
locations for placing particular uses irrespective of national borders. Another approach is
to maximize spatial efficiency by clustering uses and promoting co-use as much as possible.
Prioritizing co-use was the approach taken by Middle Bank.

Different planning logics are
conceivable
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Pomeranian Bight
After the assessment of potential and actual conflicts between the various sea uses in the
planning area (done by experts and confirmed by stakeholder consultation), the planning
team identified the current and future sea uses that were to be covered by plan. These
were shipping, nature conservation, sand and gravel extraction, fishing, military use, offshore wind farming, cables and pipelines, and tourism. Specific objectives (see above) were
then specified for each of these which acted as guiding principles for the planning process.

Pomeranian Bight:
Identifying spatial requirements
and zoning categories

Space was then assigned according to the following planning logic:
01. Identification of spatial requirements of:
• Existing and planned transnational linear structures, i.e. mapping requirements for
shipping routes and cables and pipelines.
• Patchy transnational uses, such as sand and gravel extraction, offshore wind farming
and valuable ecosystems and habitats.
• Spatial requirements of tourism, military use and fishing were also taken into account.
02. Designation of buffer zones around linear and non-linear activities and infrastructure
(shipping, pipelines and cables, offshore wind farms).
03. Adequate designations for selected areas, with suitability/appropriateness the guiding factor for assigning priority (see section on zoning)
04. Specification ofadditional management recommendations for each sector specified
in the plan, covering aspects that cannot be covered by MSP but which are important
nevertheless for achieving the respective objectives.76
Middle Bank
The planning process for Middle Bank started off differently as it is not based on current
conflicts (of which there are little to none). Rather than dealing with existing or imminent
conflicts, the plan in this case intends to prevent any such conflicts from arising in the
future. Thus the planning team looked to future-oriented strategies, such as the objectives
and priorities set out in the National Spatial Development Concept of Poland, and analysed
their implications for the pilot area. The Swedish approach to spatial planning was also
taken into account.

Middle Bank:
Preventing future conflict

01. An in-depth inventory of the planning area also looked less into conflicts between
existing uses, but focused more on the natural environment.

Inventory of the natural
environment and current and
future uses

02. The planning team then identified the current and future sea uses that were to be
covered by plan. These were shipping (mainly transnational routes), nature conservation, fishery (areas for juvenile cod), economic activities (such as the construction
of offshore wind farms), mariculture, aggregate extraction and networks of linear
technical infrastructure.
In the next step principles were drawn up for allocating marine space based on a comprehensive policy analysis. Focusing on the sectors of environment, fishery, energy and min76 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9
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Policy analysis

ing, as well as the EU 2020 objectives and spatial policies (such as UNCLOS), policies were
identified which affect the development of Middle Bank.
From these, the following were identified as general objectives for MSP:
• avoid fragmentation of habitats
• reserve the most suitable areas for renewable energy production
• pay attention to the interests of fishery
• respect the growing needs of maritime transport
• ensure safety of navigation
• reserve space for unknown future uses.
03. In the case of Middle Bank, natural conditions are highly important. For this reason,
the first step of conflict evaluation was to assess the impact of the various uses on
the natural environment in the pilot area.

Importance of natural conditions

04. Assessment was then carried out of the compatibilities of sea uses amongst each
other. No single use was given a privileged position although international law grants
some uses extraordinary rights (freedom of the seas). National and international
documents were used to prioritize different sea uses, but it was difficult to decide
whether shipping should make room for wind farming or vice versa for example. The
Bank is highly suitable for offshore wind farming, and large wind farms are planned
in parts of the pilot area within the 40 m depth contour. Offshore wind farming was
given priority, but this requires a shifting of navigation routes. Problems included the
difficulty of assessing the danger emanating from old mines and the significance of
underwater heritage (wrecks).

Priority for multiple uses

05. The planning team then decided to give higher priority to multiple uses (e.g. offshore
wind farming in combination with mariculture) rather than single uses. The precautionary principle was applied in cases where habitat documentation is incomplete,
excluding sea uses from a potential priority area for the environment if they interfere with habitat protection function.

Applying the precautionary
principle

06. The planning team then designated zones for different combinations of uses.77
Western Coast of Latvia
Latvia developed criteria and priorities in a participative approach which involved a wide
range of stakeholders: Conflict analysis was followed by a step where specific conflict clusters were located in the marine area by the planning team. A second stakeholder workshop
was organised specifying and eliminating some conflicts and proposing solutions. The planning team then drew up a proposal of zoning solutions which was presented at the third
stakeholder meeting which also included competent authorities. The plan was then developed to implement these zoning proposals.

77 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 10
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The sequence of planning decisions was as follows:
01. Spatially incompatible uses: identification and rules for priority setting:
• No stationary construction (e.g. wind parks, oil mining platforms) should be allowed
in military training polygons and on frequently used shipping routes.
• No wind farm development in polygons licensed for oil extraction since oil extraction
rights are exclusive for a certain period.

Incompatible uses identified first

02. Identification of existing sea uses that cannot be shifted:
• Natura 2000 sites, existing dumping sites for dredged material, former military and
chemical dumping sites, cables and their protection belts, lighthouses, shipwrecks

Immobile uses identified next

03. Conditional compatibility was established next together with priorities arising from
these:
• Priority for shipping routes over potential wind park areas and fishery activities.
• Priority for coastal fishery and regeneration of fish resources in coastal waters up to
20 m depth.
• Priority for nature conservation inNatura 2000 sites or other areas of high biological
value (e.g. reefs, bird resting and moulting sites).
• Priority for landscape over wind park development in areas of outstanding natural
landscapes up to 20 – 30 km from coast.

Establishing conditional
compatibility

04. Additional information was given
• on the map, i.e. territorial sea/EEZ, bathymetry, coastal settlements, built up areas,
ports and fishery centres
• in the written plan; i.e. list of problems for which no real solution was found.78

Additional information on the
map

Planning Tools
T h e u s e o f  MARXAN  a s  a d e c isi o n - a i d t o o l
Marxan is a software package which was used as a decision aid system in the Pomeranian
Bight pilot area in two cases: one, to help find suitable areas for offshore wind farming 79,
and two, to find suitable areas for fishing80.

Marxan helps to identify suitable
areas

Finding suitable areas for offshore wind farming
In the Pomeranian Bight case study, the challenge was to identify areas that are suitable
for offshore wind (e.g. in terms of wind availability and water depth), yet (1) do not interfere with the main transport and ferry routes in the pilot area, (2) have no negative impact
on tourism and (3) do not interfere with important areas for wintering birds and spawning
areas of Baltic Herring. Marxan can be used to show trade-offs between the potential
78 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 16
79 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 29: Case Study: Systematic site selection for offshore wind power with Marxan in the pilot area
Pomeranian Bight.
80 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 30
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Offshore wind farming as a case
study

profitability of offshore wind areas (e.g. in terms of MW produced or installation costs) and
the costs incurred by the environment and other sea uses.
Different scenarios were drawn up based on different costs and revenues (costs for example
include different degrees of visibility of offshore wind farms from the coast, the total MW
generated, or different settings for buffer zones between offshore wind farms and shipping
routes). The scenarios allow planners to visualize different planning priorities and options.
Marxan results: Identifying of suitable areas for offshore wind
farming in the Pomeranian Bight pilot area

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 29

Defining suitable fishery areas (Marxan with Zones) 81
Marxan with Zones is an extended version of Marxan. In order to work with the software,
information needs to be entered on fishing effort, essential fish habitats and areas that
offer good economic conditions for fishermen. Limiting factors that indicate less favourable conditions also need to be entered (such as priorities within the fishery sector, parameters that limit suitability for fishing such as distance from port, biogeographic factors,
protected areas, competing sea uses). The modeller then selects certain target values,
such as areas with high fishing success, abundance of commercial fish, a specific operation
range of vessels, or the occurrence of spawning areas. The modeller also sets the tool to
weigh the cost features in a certain way. The computer then calculates how often the conditions defined by the modeller are met in spatial planning cells in random calculation runs.
The result is a series of maps, visualizing those areas within a larger sea area that best meet
the given target values. Different scenarios for defined planning units can be produced by
slightly altering the sets of targets and costs in different calculation runs.

Marxan with Zones requires
spatial information

81 See BaltSeaPlan Reports No. 9, 26 and 30
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Although this assessment tool only underwent a first test, it has demonstrated that biological and operational aspects of fisheries management can be visualized in principle and
that different ways can be found for satisfying fisheries interests without jeopardizing
sustainability. The study also demonstrates that it is possible to identify important fisheries areas through commercial, ecological and biogeographical parameters. A broader indepth-application was not possible during this project, but it is recommended that this is
done in the future.

Proof of concept in principle

Working with Marxan with Zones to identify suitable areas for coastal fishing in the Pomeranian Bight pilot area, it soon became clear that data scarcity was the main constraint. The
results obtained can therefore only be used to illustrate the options of Marxan with Zones.
Fisheries data are very variable in quality; ecological data and the definition of potential
conflicts were also very restricted.

Data constraints hamper
outcomes

In addition to improving the available input data, a key lesson is to involve planning agencies, scientists and stakeholders to refine the definition of Marxan conflicts and targets.
Typical questions that occurred during the study were:
• Do we want to strengthen small-scale fisheries?
• What sizes of no-take areas have the desired effect?
• What sizes of no-take areas can we afford if we also want to have fishery options close
to harbour?
• Is it possible to combine offshore wind farming sites and no-take areas?
• How do the single features contribute or conflict with a target or within the single zones?

Lessons for the future

Marxan with Zones for fisheries: Zoning concept for 30 % conservation targets: a) without, b) with offshore wind power as conflicting
use both to fishery and no-take areas.  
available
small fishery
small restricted
fishery
fishery restricted
notake
Preliminary Results – data
sources not sufficient

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 30

The example of using Marxan with Zones demonstrates that such tools can be useful for
highlighting relevant questions to be asked, as well as data gaps to be filled. Marxan
emerged as a useful tool for drawing up a range of scenarios, applicable to offshore wind
farming and fishing alike albeit with constraints. More intensive data preparation and
better integration into a planning group would improve its applicability.
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Area categories (zones) in BaltSeaPlan
Zoning is a spatial planning tool that allows certain activities to be restricted or encouraged
in designated areas. Zoning is a means of exerting area-based control, for example to separate conflicting uses, which is why it has come to symbolise the essence of MSP.

Zoning is an essential MSP tool

Although zoning is a key element of maritime spatial planning, zoning maps should not
be mistaken for the only elements that make up a maritime spatial plan.
In a statutory maritime spatial plan, each zone has specific legal implications. Clear definition of these legal implications is a must because once it is approved the maritime spatial
plan is binding, at least for the public authorities that grant permits for sea uses. The fact
that each zone comes with legal consequences sets them apart from areas covered by
voluntary agreements or other management agreements that apply to certain areas.

Zones have legal implications

Zoning is no substitute for the necessary approval or licensing procedures. Concrete
projects and activities need to be subject to environmental impact and risk assessments,
which under specific circumstances may lead to projects being refused planning consent
despite the fact they would generally be eligible under a zoning regime.

Zoning is no substitute for
licensing

Within BaltSeaPlan, no statutory MSPs were developed. Nevertheless, zoning is the centrepiece of the draft MSPs produced. All three pilot plans spent much time describing the
rationale behind their zoning concepts and the area categories used. The BaltSeaPlan
Vision 2030 represented a theoretical common denominator which defined four types of
area categories. Open use areas are not specifically assigned, they exist by default if no
other category is assigned.

The Vision 2030 – a common
denominator?

Zoning definitions as set out in the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030

Priority areas

no use is allowed that would significantly constrain the use that is
given priority in this area. Strict priority areas could be shipping lanes,
nature protection areas, offshore wind farm sites, fish spawning and
nursery areas, raw material resources, marine archaeological sites, or
areas important for tourism.

Reservation areas a certain use is given special weight in the process of balancing
the competing interests in the area. The difference to priority areas
is that it is not certain that the use receiving specific attention has
absolute priority.
Suitable areas

an activity is exclusively assigned to respective suitable areas which
have been chosen along a range of parameters – outside of these
areas the activity is not allowed and not licensable.

Open use areas

no use has priority and all uses other than those restricted to suitable
areas are allowed
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Va r y i n g d e f i n i t i o n s o f z o n e s
Despite this common definition, rather striking differences are found in both the definition
and the application of priority area and reservation area. Pomeranian Bight is the only pilot
case which used the area categories and definitions proposed in the vision. Below is an
overview of the different definitions used in the draft pilot plans:
Priority area:
• “One type of use receives priority over all other types of use. No use is allowed that
would significantly constrain the use that is given priority in this area.”
• as above, “to be assigned based on pre-existing priority uses (policy documents) or environmental conditions”
• “Those areas deemed most suitable for specific uses“
Reservation area:
• “A less stringent priority area (more open to negotiation)”
• “Area already occupied (reserved) by uses such as navigation routes, port areas, military
areas, dumping grounds, Natura 2000 areas”
• “Area where uses are considered a priority if agreement with other sea uses is achieved
and no major conflicts exist, or if additional research is needed in order to ascertain what
is the most appropriate sea use in a particular area.”
The direct comparison of the German MSPs and the Pomeranian Bight case study reveals
differences in the definition and application of area categories even within adjoining
marine areas.

112 BaltSeaPlan | Findings | Developing the Maritime Spatial Plan

Differing definitions for priority
and reservation area

Territorial Sea
MecklenburgVorpommern

German Baltic EEZ

Pomeranian Bight
Pilot plan

Topics zoned for

• Offshore wind energy
• Cables and pipelines
• Nature conservation
• Tourism and leisure
• Marine raw materials

• Shipping
• Pipelines and cables
• Marine scientific research
• Offshore wind energy

• Shipping
• Offshore wind energy
• Cables and pipelines
• Tourism
• Marine raw materials
• Nature conservation
• Fishery

Zoning categories

Suitable areas
• Offshore wind energy
• Priority areas
• Nature conservation – offshore or
inland waters
• Marine raw materials offshore
Reservation areas
• Nature conservation – offshore or
inland waters
• Tourism offshore
• Marine raw materials offshore
• Supply lines offshore

Priority areas
• Shipping
• Pipelines
• Offshore wind
Reservation areas
• Shipping
• Pipelines
• Marine research

Suitable areas
• Offshore wind energy
Priority areas
• Shipping
• Marine raw materials
• Nature conservation
Reservation areas
• Shipping
• Cables and pipelines
• Tourism
• Marine raw materials
• Nature conservation
• Fishery

Definition of suitable
areas

“Outside of marine suitable areas for
offshore wind energy in the territorial
sea no wind turbines may be erected”

Definition of priority
areas

“In the marine priority areas ... (use)
and management is given priority
over other spatially relevant claims of
interest. Any spatially relevant
planning measures and projects in
these areas that are not compatible
with the function of the priority area
for ... (use) and management are
prohibited.”

“(Use) is granted priority over the other
spatially significant uses in the priority
areas for (use) as indicated in the map. To
the extent spatially significant planning
measures and projects are not compatible
with the function of the (use) priority area
in these areas they are not permitted.”

“In the priority areas for ... (use),
(use) is given priority over other
spatially significant sea uses.
Spatially significant planning
measures and projects
incompatible with the priority
function of (use) are not
permitted in these areas.”

Definition of reservation
area

“Special consideration is given to the
function of (use) in the reserve areas
(use). This needs to be taken into
account when considering other spatially relevant planning, measures and
projects.”

“Special consideration is given to (use) in the
reservation areas for (use) as indicated in the
map. This needs to be taken into account in a
comparative evaluation with other spatially
significant planning tasks, measures and
projects.”

“Special weight is given to (use)
against other spatially relevant
plans and activities.”

“Outside of suitable areas for
offshore wind energy the
erection of wind turbines is not
permitted.”

Compiled by Bettina Käppeler, BSH

The main difference between priority areas and reservation areas is that priority areas are
legally binding, indicating that priorities have been conclusively weighed. Reservation
areas stipulate planning principles which are to be weighed in subsequent planning decisions such as approval and licensing processes.
Apart from different interpretations of the same zoning category, different pilot projects
also used additional designations not mentioned in the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030. Examples
are “recommended zone” and “transnational zone”

Other zoning categories
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x

x

Pomeranian
Bight

x

x

x

Middle Bank

x

Latvia

x

x

x

Lithuania

x

x

x

Open use area

x

Transnational
zone

No go area

x

Reservation
area*

Vision

Priority area

Suitable area

Recommended
zone

Zones used in the different pilot cases

x
x

x

x

x
x

*Reservation area is defined differently by Latvia and Lithuania.

Differences are also noted in the readiness to assign certain areas a certain status. A key
difference seems to be whether MSP is already a legally binding tool or not. In Germany
for example, partners were much more careful in designating priority areas since this status makes it much harder for any other use to stake a claim for the same area. For this
reason, no Natura 2000 area was given priority status as this would make any kind of couse very difficult. Partners in the other countries seemed less concerned about the potential legal implications of area designations and were more flexible in assigning zones.

Differences in applying the
categories

If a transnational framework is to be established for MSP in the Baltic Sea Region, much
greater clarity is needed on the specific definitions of the area categories used in order to
make them truly compatible. Planners need to be aware of the legal implications when
using the planning categories.

T h e s a m e n a m e h i d e s d i ff e r e n t z o n i n g c o n c e p t s
us e d f o r d i ff e r e n t p l a n n i n g purp o s e s
Differences in interpreting and applying area categories are an indication of the fundamentally different approaches pursued by the pilot projects.
Pomeranian Bight and the Latvian pilot plan are ‘proper’ maritime spatial plans in the
sense of using their respective zoning categories to assign priority to existing uses and
restrict other uses. These plans set out rules and regulations to guide “what is/will be”,
specifying what use is to be treated in what way where. Categories are used as ‘proper’
planning categories; transposed into a statutory maritime spatial plan all categories would
carry legal consequences. This makes these pilot plans classic “MSP zoning plans” for regulating existing and imminent uses.

Pomeranian Bight and Latvia:
Classic zoning plans

Middle Bank and Lithuania in contrast base their zoning concepts on clusters composed of
suitability, existing uses, priorities and restrictions rather than individual uses as in the case
of Pomeranian Bight. Rather than typical zoning plans, these two plans are actually strategic plans where zones are used to indicate the overall suitability of sea areas for potential

Middle Bank and Lithuania:
Strategic plans
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(combinations of) future uses. Zoning categories thus indicate “what could be”, describing
future options rather than actual regulations. Although zones have the same name as in
the Pomeranian Bight and Latvian pilot projects, the principles behind them are quite different. These differences are also reflected in the actual zoning maps produced.

Z o n i n g  i n  p r a c t i c e : c o n c e p t s  a n d m a ps
Pomeranian Bight
In this pilot project, zoning is based on the four area categories and definitions set out in
the Vision 2030. Priority area status is assigned to shipping routes, cables and pipelines,
sand and gravel extraction, and nature conservation (National Parks, future core zones of
nature reserves). Suitable area status is assigned to offshore wind farming, and reservation
area status to shipping, tourism, sand and gravel extraction, nature conservation, fisheries.
Each type of use is described in terms of the general planning approach. Planning categories and the criteria applied are then specified together with further management recommendations and issues that still need to be dealt with. This is illustrated using the example
of cables and pipelines82:

Priority and reservation areas

Priority and reservation areas

01. Planning approach:
• The draft plan accepts the existing and planned power and data cables and pipelines as
a given, and accepts that not all cable connections for approved (or planned) offshore
wind farms are known yet. Planned pipelines that have not yet been routed were not
considered (e.g. Baltic Pipe).
• The linear infrastructure corridor as designated in the M-V Spatial plan for the GreifswalderBodden was integrated in the plan as a reservation area for cables and pipelines (the
NordStream pipeline is within this corridor).
• The NordStream pipeline (partly operating/partly still under construction in Dec. 2011)
has been given the designation of “reservation area” along its route within the project
area with a 500m safety buffer on either side.
• A reservation area was designated for cables along the existing multi-cable connections
between the Swedish coast and Bornholm – to do justice to and secure this vital connection to the island.
• No provisions were made for existing single cables. Issues related to future cable projects
have to be negotiated and weighed against other spatially relevant issues, in particular
those which have been assigned priority or reservation areas.
• For cables transporting energy generated within the pilot area compulsory feed-in points
into the electricity grid on land have been assigned where already known. No provisions
have been made yet for power generated in potential Danish wind farms near Bornholm.
• Beyond the designated reservation areas, some general spatial recommendations are
made for the location of transit corridors for cables and pipelines, as well as general
corridors for linear infrastructure as part of a potential Pan-Baltic Sea Network. These
corridors could enhance coordination and reduce conflicts in the planning and laying of
cables and pipelines and would represent the backbone of a future Baltic Sea Energy/
82 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9
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Electricity Grid. The pilot area only represents a very small part of the Baltic Sea and is
not the appropriate scale for addressing these issues; such corridors would need to be
discussed and identified at a pan-Baltic scale83. As far as possible, such corridors could
be handled as reservation areas for linear infrastructure.
PLANNING CATEGORY

CRITERIA

Joint reservation area cables and pipelines
Special consideration is given to the laying,
operation and maintenance of cables and pipelines
in the joint reservation areas for cables and
pipelines.

• existing pipeline with a 500 m buffer to either side
• existing cable connections between Sweden and
Bornholm: width of corridor up to 2.5 km (defined
by route of outermost cables) plus a 500 m buffer
on either side
• overlapping reservation area for pipelines and
cables in the GreifswalderBodden area

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9

02. Further management recommendations:
• If they cannot run in parallel to existing structures, pipelines and other submarine cables
should cross priority areas for shipping by the shortest route possible.
• When routeing pipelines and submarine cables, consideration should be given to existing uses and rights of use, protected area designations and the interests of fisheries.
Wherever possible, submarine cables should be laid in parallel using existing corridors,
or routed in parallel to existing structures and facilities. Submarine cables should not
cross other existing or planned pipelines or submarine cables if this can be avoided.
When routing new pipelines and submarine cables, an appropriate distance from existing
cables and pipelines is to be maintained.
• To minimise any potential negative impacts on the marine environment during construction, sensitive habitats should not be crossed when particular species are particularly
vulnerable. Any damage to or destruction of particularly sensitive habitats such as sandbanks, reefs, and benthic communities of conservation concern, is to be avoided both
during the construction and operation of pipelines and submarine cables.
• The transport of energy generated in the pilot area to suitable landing points or/and a
future Baltic Sea Energy Grid is to be ensured.
03. Issues that still need to be dealt with:
A more comprehensive plan with regard to cables and pipelines requires further information than what is available at present.
• This applies to the prospective route for the Baltic Pipe – it could not be considered since
there is no official route as yet.
• Likewise, more information would be needed to include provisions (and designate areas)
for a prospective Baltic Supergrid.
• Specific information on the location of planned Danish offshore wind farms and potential
cable connections is also missing.84

83 See also the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030
84 From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 9
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Pilot Project Area Pomeranian Bight / Arkona Basin
- DRAFT Maritime Spatial Plan (Working Document) -
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Western Coast of Latvia
Zoning is based on existing sea use activities (fishery, shipping, port operations, military
training, cables), conservation areas, and potential sea use activities (wind park development and oil extraction). It also takes into account data on bathymetry, ecological features
(e.g. distribution on benthic habitats and areas important for regeneration of fish) the
location of ship wrecks and former dumping grounds of ammunition and chemical waste.
The following categories were used:

The zoning concept in Latvia

Priority use zone: Specifies sea uses are treated as a priority in a particular area, restricting
other sea uses. Priority use zones are defined based on the following criteria:
• Priority areas defined by legal acts or national planning documents (e.g. nature conservation, port operation, oil mining etc.),
• Natural conditions that determine the particular suitability of an area for a particular
use (e.g. areas important for coastal fishery and regeneration of fish), reef habitats or
other protected natural assets; areas particularly suitable for wind farm development
(e.g. water depth, geology and wind speed, no/minor conflicts with other uses),
• Agreements achieved among competent authorities and other stakeholders during the
course of the planning process.

Priority areas

Reservation areas for particular uses: Defines sea uses which can be considered a priority
if agreements with other sea uses can be achieved and no major conflicts exist. The category also applies if additional investigations are needed in order to ascertain the most
suitable sea use in a particular area.

Reservation areas

No go areas define restrictions for particular sea uses, e.g. areas forbidden for shipping due
to safety reasons.

Other areas

General use zone: all sea uses are permissible as long as they do not contravene existing
legal requirements, are defined by national or international law, or do not cause substantial conflicts with other sea uses, or do not have considerable negative impact on the
marine environment.
The plan identifies a total of 12 priority areas, each of which is described in some detail. For
each priority area, activities are specified that need co-ordination and/or approval by the
competent authorities, as well as activities that are prohibited by law or not recommended.
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Example: Description of zoning categories in latvia
Code

Type

Title of the zone
(use priority)

Description

Activities that
needs coordination/
approval by authorities

Activities that are
prohibited by low or not
recommendable

1.

P

Priority: coastal fishery and
infrastructure development
for tourism and coastal
fishery (planning competence
of local municipalities

Coastal waters up to 1 nm
from coastline, defined by
mean water level (or 5 – 10 m
depth), where sea use
planning on more detailed
(local) level is necessary, to
insure development and
maintenance of necessary
infrastructure for recreation,
tourism, coastal fischer and
protection of coastline
against erosion.

Establishment of any
permanent infrastructure
has to be co-ordinated with
local authority and authority
in charge for fish resources
– MoA (In case of negative
impact on fish spawning
areas, losses to fishery
sector has to estimated and
compensation paid) as well
as other competent
authorities – MA, REB, etc.

Activities that are forbidden
according to individual rules of
protected areas, other legal acts
(e.g. Law on Protection Belts) as
well as spartial planning
documents of local authorities.

2.

P

Priority: Nature conservation
and regeneration of fish
resources

Areas that are included in
strict protection zones of the
protected areas

According to individual rules
of protected areas

According to individual rules of
protected areas

2.1.

P

Priority: Nature conservation
and regeneration of fish
resources

Strict protection zone of
Marine Protected Area
“Nida-Perkone”

Tourism and water sports in
accordace with individual
rules of protected area

Activities that may cause
destruction of reef habitats, e.g.:
• Wind park development
• Extraction of oil and mineral
resources
• Deepening of shipping routes
• Establishment of new dumping
sites of dredged material
• Aquaculture
• Trawling

2.2.

P

Priority: Nature conservation
and regeneration of fish
resources

Nature reserve “Utava”

Tourism and water sports in
accordance with individual
rules of protected area

• Activities that may cause
destruction of reef habitats
(see 2.1.)
• Using of water scooters
• Organisation of competitions
for motor boats, water
scooters and water-skiing
• Organisation of military
trainings
• Trawling

From BaltSeaPlan Report No.16

Two reservation areas are also defined, one no go area, and one general use zone with
priority for fishing.
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the pilot marine spatial plan for the eez and territorial waters
on the western coast of latvia
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© Baltic Environmental Forum 2012.
© Maritime Administration of Latvia 2012.
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Pilot Area Middle Bank
As stated above, Middle Bank took a different approach to zoning altogether. Due to the
strategic nature of the draft plan, sub-areas were defined not to maintain functionalities
of the planned area, but to secure space of particular importance for the most important
sea users. Three types of sub-areas were established:
• priority sub-areas, where one type of use is given priority over all other types of uses,
• recommended sub-areas, where some types of use are welcome and encouraged (some
functions are considered as very important)
• general sub-areas, where no use is given priority.
• Transborder sea basins, where consultation is to be carried out between Sweden and
Poland based on EIA documentation for artificial structures, installations and mining
activities. The exception is the mining and transport of hydrocarbons, for which transborder consultation is required in the entire planning area.

Definition of sub-areas

Priority sub-areas
Recommended sub-areas
General sub-areas

Based on this methodology, and drawing on information from the stocktake, and making
use of the precautionary approach, the following types of sub-area were established:
• Priority sub-areas for fishery (maintaining cod) and nature conservation
• Recommended sub areas for mineral and raw material extraction (mining), economic/
industrial activity other than mining, scientific research, mariculture,
• A transborder sub-area
• Remaining areas (general zone)
Priority and recommended functions may co-exist in the same space. If the recommended
functions compete, the competent authority should require the stakeholders to state their
preferences and organise a tender procedure or set an appropriate time sequence as to
what is to be allowed when. For each sub-area, requirements and recommendations for
use were formulated. International law was particularly important here as national states
only have limited jurisdiction over their EEZ. There are four types of prohibition and
requirement for the various sub-areas:
• In the priority sub-areas, those functions are excluded that collide with the priority function. Activities conflicting with the priority function of nature conservation for example
are not permitted in the potential priority sub-area for nature conservation.
• Linear infrastructure can only be placed in designated corridors which cross priority and
recommended sub-areas in certain areas of the plan.
• Cross-border consultation is required in transborder sub-areas based on EIA documentation.
• The general sub-area (set aside for unknown future use) requires a TIA before mining
activities, construction of artificial structures, and linear infrastructure. This should cover
safety of navigation, safety of sea fishing, safe air navigation, underwater archaeological
heritage, and safety related to prospecting for seabed resources.

Priority and recommended
functions can co-exist
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the middle bank area’s division into sea basins (sub-areas)

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 10

The maritime spatial plan then combines uses as much as possible, implementing the
principle of spatial efficiency. It consists of the following combined sub-areas:
• Sub area OU – priority area for nature conservation and scientific research
• Sub-area BMFU – recommended area for economic/industrial activities other than
mining, recommended for mariculture, potential priority area for fishery, recommended
for scientific research
• Sub-area BM – recommended for economic/industrial activities other than mining,
recommended for mariculture
• Sub-area G/BM – recommended for mining, and power production/mariculture
• Sub-area C – transboder area
• Sub-area A – general area

Combinations of use in specific
sub-areas

The Lithuanian case
Although it did not develop a maritime spatial plan, Lithuania proposed a way forward for
dealing with different types of conflict. This made use of different types of zones which
specify the suitability of certain areas for particular uses or combinations of use.
The first step was to produce a map of current and planned sea uses to show spatial overlaps. Stakeholder consultation was then carried out to highlight main potential areas of
conflict. The planning team then grouped potential conflicts according to their nature and
their possible influence on the development of other marine activities. The following area
categories were developed:
• Special concern areas: areas that carry certain risks to other users, or are particularly
sensitive, or represent an existing asset (new uses would need to deal with these)
• Reserved areas: areas already occupied by priority uses; here new uses would need to
enter into negotiation with the existing user,
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No plan, but a way forward for
dealing with conflicts

Area categories

• Priority areas: areas where certain uses would need to be given priority due to national
policy or particular suitability,
• no go areas to be avoided due to existing high level priority or future need
A potential conflict management scheme was drawn up to highlight options for different
types of conflicts.
Potential Conflict Management Scheme
special
concern
areas

reserved
areas

prioritiy
areas

no go areas

new Sea use

n No obvious conflicts;
management hints: priority
assessment, mitigation measures,
avoidance of specific sensitive
areas/assets

Special
concern
areas
reserved
areas

n Conflicts possible, but
manageable; hints:
compensations measures,
feasibility studies including coast
efficiency assessment, strong
national priority status

priority
areas
No go areas

n High level conflicts, no
management possible until
restrictions removed due to
closure of activity, new high level
priority assigned, re-planning
(planning) would be needed

new sea use

From BaltSeaPlan Report No. 15

It should be noted that these are not planning categories, merely categories for identifying
conflicts.

W h at a r e a c at e g o r i e s w e r e a ss i g n e d
t o w h i c h us e s ?
The following table is an overview of the area designations given to the various sectors and
uses. It reflects the varying interpretations of the respective zones and shows similarities
as well as differences. In the Latvian case, virtually all uses have been given a priority area
(with specific descriptions of what is allowed and what isn’t), while the Pomeranian Bight
pilot project was much more cautious in using this category. Note that the definition of
priority area and reservation area differs between the three projects.

Sectors and area categories
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Sectors and area categories applied
Sector

Pilot project

Priority area

Reservation
area

Shipping

Pom Bight

yes

yes

suitable area

no go area

other

Middle Bank

Nature conservation

Sand and gravel
extraction

Latvia

yes

yes

Pom Bight

yes

Middle Bank

yes

Latvia

yes

yes

Pom Bight

yes

yes

yes

recommended
sub-area for mineral
and raw material
extraction

Middle Bank

Latvia
Military use

Pom Bight
Middle Bank
Latvia

Fishing

offshore wind
farming

yes
yes

Pom Bight
Middle Bank

yes

Latvia

yes
(bottom trawling,
coastal fishery,
regeneration of
fish resources)

priority subarea for the
maintenance of
fishery but no
recommended
areas for fishing

yes

Pom Bight
Middle Bank
Latvia

cables and
pipelines

yes

Pom Bight

yes

Middle Bank

yes

Latvia
tourism

yes

yes
yes

Pom Bight

not an issue

Middle Bank
Latvia

yes

124 BaltSeaPlan | Findings | Developing the Maritime Spatial Plan

Priority area

Reservation
area

Sector

Pilot project

economic
activities other
than mining

Middle bank

recommended
sub-area for
economic/industrial
activities other than
mining

Research

Middle Bank

recommended sea
area for scientific
research

Mariculture

Latvia

Latvia

no go area

other

yes
recommended
sub-area for
mariculture

middle bank

coastal defence
and observation

suitable area

yes
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Op t i o n s f o r t h e spat i a l r e gu l at i o n o f f i s h e r y
A technical report looked at the legal options offered under EU law for the spatial regulation of fisheries. The main focus of the report was on whether it is possible to set aside
marine areas where fisheries would be temporarily or permanently restricted for certain
gear types or techniques. The report suggests specific areas where (1) fishery is to be
excluded for the benefit of preserving biodiversity (e.g. by means of management plans for
nature conservation areas), or (2) areas where certain fisheries are protected from competing fishing practices (e.g. to exclude sprat fisheries in habitats that hold large stocks of
juvenile cod in the same area and of the same size as sprat).

Legal options for the spatial
regulation of fisheries

The report also allows the identification of priority areas that protect fisheries from other
claims such as dredging, mineral extraction or wind farm installation, and outlines how
such regulations could be implemented. Spatial suggestions are put forward that could be
integrated into a maritime spatial plan, as well as fisheries internal management or nature
conservation management plans.

Priority areas for fishing

126 BaltSeaPlan | Findings | Developing the Maritime Spatial Plan

Protection of the cod spawning area west of Bornholm:
exclusion of industrial fisheries 85
Location:
• EEZ of Sweden, Denmark and Germany
(outside of Natura 2000 site network)
Magenta: Area of regulation
Other map features:
• Light blue background: pilot area
• Green hatching: Natura 2000 site network
(SPA/SAC)
• Interrupted lines: baseline, 12nm zone,
national border

Regulating regime:
• Fisheries legislation of the EU
(Regulation (EC) 2187/2005 or
Regulation (EC) 2371/02)
Regulative instrument:
• Closed area
(with reference to specific gear)
• Temporal vertical closure
(with reference to specific gear)
Target uses to be regulated:
• Industrial fisheries
• Bottom trawling (seasonally)

Comments: Industrial fisheries should be excluded from the
main cod spawning area indicated above (which is the central
part of the main spawning
area in the Arkona Basin west of Bornholm). This requires an
according regulation in the spatial plans of Sweden, Denmark
and Germany for the EEZ.
Regulations to be imposed should be:
• A total exclusion of the fishing on sand eel and sprat
• A complete ban of nets with mesh sizes below
100 mm
• A ban of bottom trawling from February to June
to protect the cod during spawning season

Categories in sectoral planning:
• Closure for industrial fishing
• Temporal closure for bottom trawling
• Area with important assets for fish
fauna diversity

Will need to be translated into MSP categories/areas

Transposition needs:
Cod is of central importance to Baltic Sea fisheries, but also to natural community dynamics. If cod
popuations are severely reduced, the ecosystem is altered to an unnatural state. In Natura 2000 habitats
such as reefs or sandbanks this reduction is incompatible with the conservation objectives there.
Cod spawning areas in the western Baltic are of central importance for recruitment to the central Baltic cod
population. 20 % – 50 % of the fish originate from this spawning area and not from the central Baltic itself
Cod stocks in the southern Pomeranian Bay (including the numerous SACs located there) are also sustained
by these spawning areas.

85 BaltSeaPlan Report No. 23

127

7

128 BaltSeaPlan | Findings | Overall Conclusions

Overall Conclusions

129

Overall Conclusions
This chapter summarises the achievements and outcomes of BaltSeaPlan as well as the
lessons that can be learned from the project. It also suggests further steps that can be
taken in order to progress MSP at a more general level. This outlook may be of use to all
MSP players and forthcoming initiatives irrespective of their region or sea area.

Developments since BaltSeaPlan
BaltSeaPlan has received much attention throughout the Baltic Sea Region, in other countries and from DG Mare. The recommendations, principles, models and methods developed already form the basis for many follow-up activities on MSP. BaltSeaPlanhas thus
achieved its overall ambition, which was to contribute to making MSP a living practice
within the Baltic Sea Region.
Although not always a direct consequence of BaltSeaPlan, it is notable that most Baltic Sea
countries have now become active in establishing the structures and legislation necessary
for maritime spatial planning.
• Responding to an overall inquiry and consultation process, the “Swedish Agency for
Marine and Water Management (SwAM)” was established in July 2011. The agency is
tasked with developing the Swedish MSP system, implementing the EU MSFD and the
common fisheries policy and coordinating this work with the EU Water Framework Directive. The new legislation authorizing MSP in Sweden is expected to come into effect by
early 2013.
• In Latvia the work of BaltSeaPlan was guided by an inter-ministerial group on MSP. This
stimulated government in early 2012 to begin creating MSP legislation and to start a real
planning process. As a result, the Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology (LIAE), which is the
competent authority for implementing the MSFD for Latvia, was given the mandate to
develop a maritime spatial plan for Latvia from 2014 onwards.
• In Lithuania the MSP planning process has already started. In late 2011 the Ministry of
Environment issued a tender for the extension of the Lithuania General Plan towards the
whole Lithuanian sea. The tender was won by the BaltSeaPlan project partner CORPI. The
first draft plan is expected to be finalised by the end of 2013.
• In Estonia the Government initiated two Maritime Spatial Plans in October 2012. The
plans cover the Pärnu Bay area and the territorial sea around Hiiumaa island. Both plans
are building on the information and experience gathered throughout the BaltSeaPlan
process given that both areas were already partly covered in the project.
• In Poland it is expected that a tender will be launched by spring 2013 for the preparation
of a strategic plan for the whole Polish sea.
• In Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (Germany) the experience gained within BaltSeaPlan esp.
in relation to stakeholder participation and transboundary exchange have been of high
interest for the currently ongoing process of updating the Regional Spatial Development Program (incl. a Strategic Environmental Assessment). An external moderator shall
assure an effective participation and a broad acceptance of the designations to be made,
by trying to get all stakeholders involved in the formal participation process – from local
citizens to representatives of the European neighbouring states.
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Sweden

Latvia

Lithuania

Estonia

Poland
Germany/Mecklenburg-Vorpommern

Added stimulus for MSP development in the Baltic Sea Region is provided internationally:
• In April 2012 the VASAB Committee on Spatial Planning and Development acknowledged
the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030. The HELCOM-VASAB working group on MSP considered
the report a good background report for any future joint HELCOM/VASAB Vision forthe
Baltic Sea. The VASAB CSPD also announced that MSP willbe one of the key topics to be
covered by the next Ministerial Conference to be held in autumn 2014.
• In June 2012 a follow-up project “PartiSEApate – Multi-level Governance in Maritime
Spatial Planning” was approved by the Monitoring Committee of the Baltic Sea Region
Project. The project, which is led by the Maritime Institute of Gdansk and includes the
VASAB Secretariat as well as the newly founded Swedish Agency as its partners, will run
until autumn 2014.
• Probably the most important stimulus for MSP is the planned Framework Directive on MSP
and Coastal Management, which the European Commission is expected to release in 2013.

Vision 2030 acknowledged by
VASAB CSPD

PartiSEApate

EU Framework Directive on MSP/
ICZM

With the joint HELCOM-VASAB working group on Maritime Spatial Planning the Baltic
Sea region can boast an ideal body for furthering cooperation between countries, thus
ensuring coherence of the various planning efforts within the fragile ecosystem of the
small Baltic Sea.

BaltSeaPlan products
On the tangible side, BaltSeaPlan has resulted in more than 31 reports, all of which are available as free downloads from the BaltSeaPlan website. BaltSeaPlan has also generated other
products which are available to future MSP initiatives in the Baltic Sea region and beyond.

BaltSeaPlan reports

But the achievements of BaltSeaPlan should not only be measured in terms of visible outputs. The intangible outputs that resulted are just as important for the future of MSP in
the Baltic Sea region. These outputs include generating greater awareness of marine space,
bringing together different perspectives on space, and generating understanding of the
scope and processes involved in MSP.

Dr a f t m a r i t i m e spat i a l p l a n s
All pilot projects were able to produce a stocktake, comprising an overview of the natural
conditions in the given marine area as well as existing and planned sea uses. This was
accompanied by a thorough analysis of existing strategies and plans for the area in question. The stocktakes also identified data still missing for MSP.

Conflict analyses based on
stocktake

All pilot projects also carried out some form of conflict analysis, not only identifying the
relevant issues but also the relevant stakeholders for the areas in question.
Four pilot areas were able to produce a draft maritime spatial plan for areas where no such
plan existed before. Although they are based on similar aims, each pilot plan is the result of
a different planning logic using different tools and methods. This reflects the importance of
flexibility, taking into account different planning traditions and objectives as well as practical differences, for instance determining the possibilities for stakeholder involvement.

MSPs for new areas
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BaltSeaPlan was one of the first European projects that tried its hand at transboundary
MSP. Two transboundary draft maritime spatial plans were produced, one for the Pomeranian Bight/Arkona Basin area and the other for the Middle Bank area. This is a truly innovative step in MSP which lays the ground for potential “real life” transboundary planning
exercises in the Baltic Sea.

Transboundary MSPs

It is not expected that these draft plans will be taken on board as statutory MSPs. Nevertheless, they are an important point of departure for any subsequent planning processes that may follow. A data set has become available in each pilot region for future
initiatives to build on. At the same time, process results such as stakeholder engagement,
getting to know one another and building trust cannot be underestimated.

S EA M e t h o d o l o g y
The pilot MSP for the “Gulf of Gdansk” – already prepared under the preceding PlanCoast
project – was used to develop and test a methodology of adapting regulations concerning a Strategic Environmental Assessment to the needs of the marine environment. The
methodology is also available as a separate recommendation. These outputs can serve as
a good starting point for a commonly agreed SEA methodology for MSPs across the Baltic
Sea Region.

A starting point for a common
SEA methodology across the BSR

N e w p l a n n i n g pr i n c i p l e s
The BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030 has established a new set of planning principles which should
act as a guide to all maritime spatial planning decisions around the Baltic Sea Region.
Developed for a regional sea, these same principles could be transferred to other regional
seas.
The first principle is that planners should take a pan-Baltic perspective. From an ecological
perspective, this means that planners regard the Baltic Sea as one ecosystem at all stages
of the MSP process. Moreover, they also regard it as one planning space which is utilized
in line with ecological opportunities and constraints (e.g. sea basins). The pan-Baltic perspective thus brings together a pragmatic and a visionary element: On the one hand, it
demands suitable planning solutions for transnational sea uses (e.g. shipping), on the
other, it calls for an overall vision for maritime space and its use.

Pan-Baltic perspective

The connectivity principle springs from the pan-Baltic perspective in that it tasks planners
with ensuring the necessary connections between habitats on the one hand and between
sea uses on the other. Focus should be on these connections within distinct planning areas,
but also across the Baltic Sea as a whole and between land and sea. Shipping and energy
grids are obvious examples where MSP has to ensure both transnational as well as land-sea
connections. But connectivity also means that issues should not be regarded in isolation.
Nature conservation and fishery need to be understood from the perspective of ecological
rather than administrative boundaries, taking into account the impacts of other sea uses
on species and habitats and cumulative impacts for example.

Connectivity Principle
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The spatial efficiency principle in turn stresses the importance of encouraging co-use
wherever possible. Combinations of uses should be promoted as much as possible in line
with creating a polyculture of use, minimising the amount of “fresh” ground to be broken
for new or additional uses. Efficiency is thus synonymous with maximising synergies rather
than allowing each sector to claim “their” own space. Efficiency can be promoted by means
of strategic spatial plans that set out sea areas suitable or unsuitable for particular combinations of use, such as the draft MSPs for Middle Bank and Lithuania.

Spatial efficiency

The connectivity principle highlights the importance of spatial subsidiarity, which is best
understood as a nested approach to MSP across different geographical areas. This in
turn underlines the importance of docking points between the various maritime spatial
plans (national, regional) as well as the importance of joined up thinking rather than
planning for a particular area in isolation.

P u t t i n g f i s h e r y o n t h e spat i a l a g e n d a
BaltSeaPlan has helped to put fishery on the planning agenda by testing various methods
of obtaining fishery data, models for defining fishery areas and translating fishery needs
into planning categories. Within the pilot case Pomeranian Bight, fishery was earmarked
for the first time as a distinct sectoral category, with the understanding that specific
planning and management provisions will be included in future plans as more knowledge
is generated.

A new sectoral category

N e w a n a ly t i c a l c o m pu t e r m o d e l s & t o o l s
BaltSeaPlan developed and applied a wide range of models and tools which are set out in
dedicated reports. These include:
• Habitat models used in Latvia, Estonia and Denmark
• Remote sensing method for detecting fishing vessels
• New seabed mapping methods (rugosity vs. side scan sonar method)
• MARXAN with zones used for:
• the identification of suitable areas for fishery
• the identification of offshore wind energy sites
• BaltSeaPlan “Modelling Report” – an overview of models with relevance to MSP

B a lt S e a P l a n M S P d ata r e c o m m e n d at i o n s
BaltSeaPlan developed recommendations for a future pan-Baltic MSP data infrastructure
which address both political decision-makers and technical data experts. The recommendations deal with the administrative, structural side of data exchange as well as the specific
data content and data formats.
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Most importantly, the BaltSeaPlan data recommendations move away from the idea of an
all-encompassing data collection. Instead BaltSeaPlan promotes the idea of a decentralized
data system which is managed by a Baltic MSP coordinating point but fed by all kinds of
data providers. This is the only way of ensuring data is kept up-to-date, complete and of
sufficient quality. The objective must therefore be to create a network of data providers,
which align their data according to the given data infrastructure rather than the creation
of a single data collection point.

A decentralised data system with
one coordinating point

M S P c o m m u n i c at i o n pr o d uc t s a n d t o o l s
Apart from methodologies tested, BaltSeaPlan has published three distinct products which
are readily available to any future MSP project:
The publication “Become a Maritime Spatialist in 10 minutes”, produced by the project
partner WWF, is available in all Baltic Sea Region languages as a free download from the
BaltSeaPlan website. It is also available from the BaltSeaPlan website as an animated
power point which can be used at all kinds of MSP workshops. Due to their humorous
cartoon style, the visuals have already appeared in many other publications not related to
BaltSeaPlan. The success of the publication is due to the fact that it does not only appeal
to MSP experts, but can also be used for awareness raising and educational purposes for
many different target groups including school children.

The MSP Comic – also as
animated power point

The Danish partner NERI produced a 10 minute film on MSP. Although the film focuses on
Danish spatial planning issues and research activities, it provides a good general introduction to MSP which is suitable for a wider public.

A 10 min film on MSP for the
general public

The Boundary GIS application “BaltSeaPlan Web” developed by the University of Tartu is
available for other MSP initiatives to build on. It is highly recommended that future MSP
initiatives consider the possibility of building on this application before beginning to
develop their own stakeholder mapping and/or visualisation tools.

The BaltSeaPlan Web

I n ta n g ib l e o u t p u t s : E x t e n d i n g t h e  M S P fa m i ly
Next to these tangible products, the most important achievement of BaltSeaPlan is that it
has helped to truly put MSP on the agenda of Baltic Sea region countries. BaltSeaPlan was
successful in widening the circle of experts on MSP across all Baltic Sea countries, most
notably in Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and Poland where the number of MSP “insiders” was
extended markedly.
Although the core BaltSeaPlan products were developed by project partners and experts,
stakeholder involvement was a key element of many activities.
In Latvia for instance, stakeholders had not come together before to discuss conflicts in
marine space. As a result, the pilot project made a real difference in terms of the output
achieved (a plan) but also more generally in promoting spatial thinking amongst Latvian
stakeholders. An important outcome here is greater problem awareness and also mutual
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awareness of the stakeholders involved. There is also greater awareness of what can be
achieved by means of MSP and where the limits of the MSP process lie.
Brochures like “Become a Maritime Spatialist in 10 minutes” and the BaltSeaPlan Vision
2030 also reached wider target groups well beyond a narrow expert level. Project reports
were used as background papers for presentations and discussions in all kinds of events,
be it a bilateral meeting, a technical seminar, a stakeholder workshop or political conference from the regional up to the European level.

More than 1000 people have attended workshops or conferences where BaltSeaPlan
was a topic.
Generally though, insufficient awareness persists in the public and political domains on the
importance and implications of spatial thinking in the sea. There are many misunderstandings of what MSP can and cannot do, either over- or underestimating its theoretical and
practical scope.
Nevertheless, within the Baltic Sea region, discussions have now reached a new level. It is
no longer a question of whether to introduce MSP, but rather of how to do it. BaltSeaPlan
ensured there are more experts at hand who can build on the experience of having “done”
it at least once already.

Lessons learned
Based on the practical experiences gathered during the actual planning processes in the
pilot areas, BaltSeaPlan offers a number of general lessons for MSP projects and processes.

C l a r i f i c at i o n i s n e e d e d o n t h e purp o s e a n d
aims of a plan
• BaltSeaPlan has shown that plans can differ markedly in purpose and scope. Some of
the draft pilot plans produced were strategic plans, others more like a statutory zoning
plan. Some plans sought to ensure the best possible spatial fit for every sector based on
spatial priorities, others were guided by the idea of careful “husbandry of space”, ensuring not only best spatial fit, but also sparing use of maritime space with a view to future
developments as yet unknown.
• This leads to the conclusion that different understanding exists of the aim of a maritime
spatial plan. A link is apparent here to the lack of strategic and political guidance for
maritime space (see below). There is a difference between MSP as an arbiter of conflicts
(seeking to resolve existing spatial conflicts in the best possible way), and MSP as a
forward-looking tool which is used in a more strategic, forward-looking way in order to
promote a particular view of marine space.
• It thus becomes clear that there is a need to differentiate much more clearly between a
vision for the sea space in question (ideally building on a broader vision for the regional
sea as a whole), a strategic plan setting out principles for sea use and options for allocating sea space (such as which uses could be combined particularly well where, or areas

Different purposes & scope

Different aims of an MSP

From a vision for space to
strategic plans to zoning plans
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where certain combinations of use should be excluded) and a proper “zoning plan” with
designated areas for certain uses. Planners should always ask very carefully why the plan
is drawn up in the first place and what it is setting out to achieve. Is it a broad-scale vision
which is being developed? Is it a strategic plan, a plan to promote blue growth, a conflict
map or a zoning plan? Only when this is clear can the relevant information and knowledge
be gathered and knowledge gaps identified.
• It is interesting to note a marked difference in how plans were developed in countries
with and without legal provisions for MSP. Whilst the former were more mindful of the
legal consequences of area designations and their implications for any existing or future
users of that space, the latter operated more freely.

Plans differ depending on legal
context

T h e M S P c yc l e i s a us e fu l fr a m e w o rk
bu t n o o n e s i z e f i t s a l l
• Despite the different approaches chosen, activities within BaltSeaPlan have proven
the validity of the MSP planning cycle as a guiding framework. It makes good sense to
follow the logical sequence of planning from context analysis, stocktake, conflict
analysis and drawing up the plan because it lends the planning process a certain
inner logic.
• Nevertheless, although MSP follows similar basic steps there is no single formula or
process that fits all. BaltSeaPlan shows that similar outcomes can be achieved through
several routes (e.g. zoning concepts). All pilot projects drafted their plans according to
their own internal logic, opportunities and constraints, and all make good sense for the
specific situations under consideration. This illustrates the need to keep MSP flexible and
adaptable to different circumstances.
• Rather than understanding the MSP cycle as a sequence where the next step is only
considered when the current one is completed, experience shows that it is important to
consider the entire planning cycle right from the very beginning. In this way, the process
of MSP and the desired outcome can be better matched with aspects such as information
gathering, stakeholder involvement or later stage evaluation, making the entire process
more efficient and to the point.
• Given their diversity, maritime spatial plans need to offer suitable docking points for
other, neighbouring plans. Common zoning categories, or at least common objectives
for area designations are required so that a coherent and connected framework can be
achieved for the Baltic Sea as a whole. Spatial subsidiarity is an important principle here
as it does not make sense for every plan to deal with everything. Transnational strategies
will tend to be more general than national plans, not least because it is easier to involve
stakeholders at a national or regional level. However, spatial subsidiarity can only work
within the context of such a coherent framework.
• To make MSP processes more efficient, it is important to ensure that all steps are target-oriented. There is a great danger of getting entangled in data collection and data
constraints. To avoid collecting data for information’s sake, emphasis should be placed
on the kind of information which is really relevant for the kind of planning that is being
undertaken. Target orientation is particularly important in the context analysis and
stocktake. This comes back to the point of clearly defining what kind of plan is to be
produced at the beginning of the process.
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Validity of planning cycle

No single formula for MSP

Consider the whole cycle from
the very beginning

Offer suitable docking points

Use a target-oriented approach

d i ff i cu lt i e s curr e n t ly s t i l l i n i m p l e m e n t i n g t h e
c o n n e c t i v i t y a n d e ff i c i e n c y pr i n c i p l e s
• Work on the Vision 2030 helped BaltSeaPlan partners to translate the sustainability principle into clear planning principles which provide a good logic for decision
making. Spatial connectivity and promoting co-use as a means of ensuring spatial efficiency are relevant principles for all forms of planning. At the same time, it is recognized
that such principles are easier to stipulate than to put into actual practice. More work is
required to develop “connectivity and efficiency thinking” and to implement them based
on real information, such as analyses of synergies between different uses and cumulative
impact assessments.
• In practice, it has proven difficult to achieve adequate “fit” between the transnational
common vision and national/regional maritime spatial plans. Many discrepancies remain
between transnational and national/regional objectives for Baltic Sea space which are
difficult to resolve due to different political and sectoral interests and also lack of structures and formal requirements.
• Also, more knowledge is required for truly implementing connectivity thinking such as
blue corridors. For combined uses it is important to understand whether the expected
benefits sufficiently outweigh any additional costs that may arise. As long as no cost is
associated with using “new maritime space”, the objective of “leaving as much space as
possible unused” is likely to become compromised quite quickly.

Find the “fit” between
transnational visions and
national/regional MSPs

More knowledge required for
some connectivity themes

S h o r t c o m i n gs at t h e s t r at e g i c p o l i t i c a l l e v e l
n e e d t o b e r e s o lv e d
• All BaltSeaPlan pilot projects were hampered by the lack of political targets, visions and
strategies for the respective maritime space. Rather than being tasked with a clear aim
or objective of “what to plan for”, BaltSeaPlan partners had to develop their own aims
and objectives for their given pilot area.
• The analysis of national and regional strategies revealed a surprisingly large number of
policy areas which do not take maritime space into account. The stocktakes identified
topics with clear impact on marine space, but for which no dedicated marine strategy
exists. Cultural heritage at sea has not been dealt with; only few strategies exist for mining at sea, transmission infrastructure (although this may change with the completion
of plans for a Baltic Sea grid), research and education. Tourism and climate change often
also lack a specific marine dimension.
• Although stakeholder consultation and involvement can go some way towards filling this
gap, it cannot replace strategic political decisions and long-term planning for sea space.

More spatial thinking needed in
political strategies
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M o r e e ff o r t s h o u l d b e m a d e t o f o s t e r
d i a l o gu e a n d bu i l d t rus t
between MSP and sectors
• Although they are clearly highly relevant for a pan-Baltic approach to MSP, some sectors
such as fishery and shipping are difficult to involve in MSP as they have a tradition of
keeping to themselves. In BaltSeaPlan, some stakeholders in environmental protection
and national defence showed a tendency to monopolise information and intentionally
restrict access to data. This leads to a biased picture of maritime space and may force
planners to draw the conclusions desired by those stakeholders.
• At the same time, BaltSeaPlan has shown that a growing number of governmental and
sectoral stakeholders recognize the fact of MSP and that their initial resistance is now
turning into a more co-operative approach. Stakeholders are beginning to understand
that they need to define and express their interests spatially in order to be recognized
as equal players within MSP.

More and more stakeholders
open up for dialogue

Sectoral participation can help to close existing information gaps
• A well planned participative approach has been proven useful in overcoming some of the
most urgent information gaps such as those on fishing grounds. Stakeholders – if they
understand their role in the process – have proven to be a rich source of valuable information which may otherwise not be available to planners. This specifically also includes
the scientific community.
• Where a good information base exists, it may be enough to bring in stakeholders at a
later stage of the MSP cycle. Stakeholder involvement is a must, however, for conflict
identification and for proposing first solutions as planners often lack important information. At the same time, this is where limits of stakeholder and scientific knowledge may
become apparent, especially with respect to impacts and connectivity issues (e.g. the
ability to define blue corridors).
• Stakeholder knowledge is therefore not sufficient to close all information gaps. Stakeholder information is guided by interests, and there is the possibility that stakeholders
will exploit powerful positions at the expense of others. Stakeholder information cannot
replace political guidance and strategic priority setting for maritime space, not can it
replace scientific research. Independent monitoring of spatial activities and more scientific data are therefore also required.
Knowledge brokerage between the disciplines involved in
MSP in order to operationalise research results
• Knowledge brokerage is necessary across the various disciplines involved in MSP, from
the natural, engineering and computer sciences to social sciences and economic and
legal issues. BaltSeaPlan created dialogue between researchers, data providers and
project partners; the resulting outputs (i.e. modelling report, MARXAN application,
boundary GIS, data recommendations) can serve as examples of good practice in such
knowledge brokerage. Much more such collaboration is required in order to operationalise research and data results for MSP purposes.
• Knowledge brokerage between stakeholders and planners is also important and should
be understood as a two-way street. MSP is a great opportunity for developing a broader
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Stakeholder involvement:
a must in conflict analysis

Knowledge brokerage is a
two-way street

vision for the sea. Planners should demand more input from stakeholders with respect
to strategic sea use planning and encourage the development of a shared vision for the
future of the sea.
Stakeholder involvement needs careful planning
• Stakeholder involvement needs to be planned very carefully depending on the situation
at hand. Talking to stakeholder groups separately may be a good way to begin the process as this provides them with a protected environment in which to share their fears and
expectations openly before confronting them with other stakeholder groups.
• No quick results should be expected from participative MSP processes as the different
levels of interest (local to international) and different professional and cultural backgrounds may lead to difficulties in finding a common language.

Go carefully with stakeholders...

and expect no quick results

The best understanding of MSP is generated by doing it
• Many stakeholders still misunderstand the implications of a maritime spatial plan. Real
understanding of MSP is best achieved by working directly with all kinds of stakeholders
on a selected range of topics in a specific pilot area.
• Misunderstandings also persist with respect to the role of the Strategic Environmental
Assessment. Maritime uses such as offshore wind farms would also be licensed in the
absence of an MSP, but this would be unlikely to take an integrated perspective. The
SEA, which explicitly assesses the impact of the maritime spatial plan, should produce
a positive result as the plan ensures that an integrated perspective is taken of maritime
developments.
• Visualisation and mapping tools have proven to be useful, but also have limits when it
comes to showing the consequences of zoning provisions. There is a tendency to regard
the outcomes of stocktaking exercises or conflict maps as ready-made zoning plans.
Stakeholder involvement throughout the MSP process is the best way of overcoming
such misunderstandings.

SEA assess plans not uses
Stocktake ≠ Plan

Limits of visualisation

Stakeholder involvement needs to be fostered at the transnational level
• The transnational BaltSeaPlan pilot projects (Pomeranian Bight/Middle Bank) did not
reach a stage of defining appropriate processes for a transnational stakeholder involvement. This needs to be taken up by future projects.
• For transnational stakeholder involvement it may make good sense to start with separate sectoral groups, i.e. creating cross-border topic groups before bringing them all
together in one workshop. Cultural differences may be substantial both among sectors
and between planners. For transnational processes, even more time is needed to make
sure everyone is on the same page.

No process yet for transnational
stakeholder involvement

139

T h e i m p o r ta n c e o f c l o s i n g t h e p l a n n i n g c yc l e
• Future initiatives should generate more knowledge on closing the planning cycle, i.e.
move from the development of the plan to the actual implementation of the plan, monitoring the consequences of the given planning provisions and revisions to the plan (also
via management provisions for specific areas).
• It should be emphasized that monitoring and evaluation need to be conceived of right
at the beginning of an MSP process. BaltSeaPlan pilot projects showed that this is easily
forgotten as conflict resolution and proposing spatial solutions are more prominent in
the early stages of the process. Monitoring and evaluation, however, are also key issues
in the context of data and information. Data and information raised need to be matched
with suitable indicators capable of describing the state of maritime space (including the
marine environment in line with the MSFD and trends and developments in maritime
use) and the success of the plan both in terms of outputs and processes. Different forms
of monitoring and evaluation will also be needed for different types of plan (e.g. a strategic plan vs. a zoning plan).

Consider monitoring & evaluation
of MSPs

Next stages and future steps
A year has passed between the conclusion of BaltSeaPlan and the publication of this
report. Some of the action points called for have already been taken up by new initiatives;
others remain to be taken up by future projects, policies and strategies.
The next few years will be decisive as nearly all countries around the Baltic Sea are now
engaged in designing the necessary legislation and structures for future MSP processes.
These developments will gain even more impetus with the new EU framework directive on
MSP which is expected to be published shortly.

E x t e n d i n g & wi d e n i n g t h e  M S P n e t w o r k
Along with the parallel project “Plan Bothnia”, which was funded by DG MARE, BaltSeaPlan
contributed to generating much needed expertise in MSP. Both projects, however, mostly
focused on planners and selected experts. In future, this circle of experts should be
widened to include more sectoral expertise. This should not be limited to expertise in
specific marine areas, but strive to integrate sectoral views with a pan-Baltic perspective.
This should also refer to the specific sectoral aims and objectives for maritime space,
expectations of trends and development and potential conflicts and impacts of use on
maritime space.
Whilst sectors such as shipping, offshore wind energy, nature conservation and fishing
have become obvious interest groups to talk to in national MSP processes, the same is not
yet true in transnational MSP thinking. Not much dialogue has so far been instigated at an
international level. If the new MSP principles such as connectivity and spatial efficiency are
to be implemented, such dialogue is necessary especially at the transnational level. A discussion how such exchange could be instigated is under way in the HELCOM/VASAB Work-
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Integrate traditional and new
sectors into MSP dialogue

ing Group on MSP for example. Widening the MSP circle should also include dialogue with
new players within maritime space, such as mariculture or cultural heritage. Last not least,
MSP needs to increasingly focus on climate change, pre-empting possible consequences
as early as possible before large infrastructural measures are put in place which may be
difficult to reverse.
BaltSeaPlan has shown that such processes take time, extending beyond the scope of limited projects. Ideally, stakeholder dialogue should be institutionalized across sectors in
order to promote mutual understanding and trust. Institutionalization would also allow
constant adaptation to new challenges and demands in marine space and reviews of existing MSP provisions.

D e v e l o p “ ru l e s o f t h e g a m e ” f o r pr i o r i t y i ssu e s
Extending the MSP dialogue needs to be accompanied by clear “rules of the game” for
those involved. Although reference is made to the Baltic Sea region, these requirements
will likely also apply to other regions and seas.
Rather than harmonizing everything, BaltSeaPlan has shown the importance of systematic
co-operation over longer periods of time on selected pan-Baltic issues. Key issues that
require true dialogue are those that require transnational thinking, such as creating shipping corridors, energy grids and blue corridors for fish, birds and connected habitats.

Establish Transnational objectives
& targets

Further work is also needed to define the precise “docking stations” between the various
MSPs developed in the countries and regions. This will require an alignment of planning
provisions such as types of area categories. Processes need to be established that enable
different planning cycles to be aligned, and more work should be done to enable SEA methodologies to be aligned across the Baltic Sea region.

Align planning provisions to
ensure docking stations

So far no process has been agreed upon ensure regular transnational consultation, specifying when consultation should take place, on what issues and with whom. A useful starting
point may be the “minimum requirements for MSP” which were developed as part of Plan
Bothnia, as well as the suggestions made by the BaltSeaPlan Vision 2030.

Transnational consultation
process

Future transnational processes need to be developed jointly by planners and relevant
stakeholders, setting out what can be done at the national/regional level and what needs
to be done jointly. The principle of spatial subsidiarity needs to be made more specific in
terms of the implications for national and transnational MSP processes.

R a i s i n g awa r e n e ss f o r m a r i t i m e spa c e
In line with the above, joint work is needed to develop tools for stakeholder involvement
and participative planning methods for offshore and/or transnational areas.
As the analysis of national and regional strategies has shown, there is a surprising lack of
policies which truly take account of marine space. The mainland is still the prevailing spa-
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tial perspective. Awareness needs to be raised both at a political and sectoral level of the
need to integrate marine space into policy. Such a strategic perspective is essential for
developing a holistic vision for maritime space and for a future-oriented, strategic dialogue
on how this space is to be used.

A d d n e w t o p i cs
Fishery and cultural heritage should become more prominent players within MSP. For the
transboundary dimension of fishery, common methods should be discussed, including both
planning-related aspects (e.g. zones) and aspects related to decision-taking (e.g. compatibility of fishing with other uses, setting priorities etc.)

bu i l d a D ata N e t w o rk
Emphasis should be placed on the creation of a network of data providers, which operates
around a clear set of exchange standards and procedures facilitated by one coordinating
point. The task of the coordination point is to ensure both data fit and relevance, with the
latter ensured by the integration of maritime spatial planners as advisers. This kind of data
network should enable maritime spatial planners to obtain the necessary, up to date and
relevant information for their given planning purposes when and if needed.

D e v e l o p a c o m m o n M S P r e s e a rc h a g e n d a
BaltSeaPlan has shown that research, especially on environmental issues, can be very
expensive. In times of limited budgets it is even more important that a targeted and transnational approach is instigated based on knowledge brokerage between the world of MSP
and the world of the natural and social sciences.
BaltSeaPlan has illustrated the broad diversity of knowledge required for MSP. Much relevant knowledge is still lacking, in particular with respect to the (cumulative) impacts of
sea uses, the connections between different sea uses, the link between sea uses and habitats, and the connections between different species and habitats. Such knowledge is not
only essential for implementing the principle of connectivity, but also the principle of spatial efficiency by promoting co-use.
BaltSeaPlan has clearly demonstrated that the socio-economic aspects of MSP are still
under-researched and undervalued. Socio-economics are essential for understanding the
full spectrum of land-sea connections as well as the social and economic consequences of
planning provisions. This in turn is essential for laying open the advantages and dis
advantages of planning options, enabling a broader public debate on what outcomes are
desired and how MSP can help to ensure a fair distribution of costs and benefits of marine
developments.
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Research, however, should not be carried out for research’s sake. It should strive to focus
on relevant planning issues, which can be local, national or transnational in nature.
Research should be focused through regular contact with planners (ensuring relevance)
and be accompanied by strategies for knowledge brokerage, informing planners in turn on
new insights and developments.
Create intersections with the MSFD
MSP is but one tool in achieving healthy marine ecosystems and sustainable sea use. Intersections need to be found with the Marine Strategy Framework Directive in order to
ensure compatibility of the two approaches. This calls on scientists and practitioners to
engage in dialogue and to co-operate with respect to optimising MSP as a tool and facilitator of good environmental status.
Give greater consideration to economics during planning
Further work is also needed to find a suitable balance between the costs of preparing a
plan (its level of detailed and evidence-based features) and the desired level of accuracy
in the context of the role of a given plan.

t o wa r d s i m p l e m e n tat i o n a n d a ss e ss m e n t o f M S P s
BaltSeaPlan stopped short of assessing the possible consequences of planning and the different planning provisions suggested in the pilot plans. In future initiatives it is highly important
to consider the consequences of different zoning categories for licensing procedures, such
as for offshore wind farms, cables, oil and gas drilling, gravel extraction and protected
areas. The transnational pilot project of Pomeranian Bight/Arkona Basin has given an indication of how this could be done, stipulating aspects that need to be regulated by means
of future licensing processes and management plans for each sector covered by the plan.
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PartiSEApate: Promoting Multi-Level
Governance in Maritime Spatial Planning
through out the Baltic Sea Region

Context
• Results of BaltSeaPlan and Plan Bothnia
• EU Integrated Maritime Policy
• Helcom/VASAB Working Group on MSP

Model cases
• Pomerian Bight (SE, DE, PL)
• Lithuanian Sea (LT, LV, SE, RU)
• Middle Bank (SE, PL)

Maritime
SpaCial Planning
Expert Group

Single Stakeholder workshops
       
  
Follow-up cross-sectoral
workshops

• Compendium on MSP Systems in BSR Countries
• Multi-level MSP consultation process handbook
• Institutional and governance model for
transnational coordination and data exchange
• Policy recommondations for the 8th VASAB
MInisterial Conference, Tallinn 2014

PartiSEApate has been approved as a new Flagship Project under the revised EUSBSR
Action Plan. It will run between January 2013 and September 2014, drawing on the lessons
learned during BaltSeaPlan as well as the Plan Bothnia project. The partnership includes
those institutions throughout the Baltic Sea Region officially charged with carrying out MSP
as well as the VASAB secretariat. The Helcom-VASAB working group on MSP acts as an
advisory board to PartiSEApate.

Pa r t i S EApat e Ac t i v i t i e s
MSP consultation processes
Partners in PartiSEApate will develop and test requirements, methods and tools for MSP
consultation processes across national or regional borders using three pilot areas from
BaltSeaPlan as a case study. Stakeholder engagement will also be tested across all levels.
Specific questions to be dealt with include:
• How can we deal with different planning cultures and potential pitfalls and problems in
communication and collaboration?

144 BaltSeaPlan | Findings

• How can we streamline the preparation of maritime spatial plans with cross-border
impacts – what has to be done together, what can be done individually? This will include
a look at topics with transnational impact, comparable legends, types of zones, and ways
of sea space prioritisation.
• Can the existing pilot plans developed in BaltSeaPlan be used as templates for maritime
spatial plans? What changes are needed in order to achieve greater compatibility of the
planning methods used by the countries involved?
• How can cross-border MSP consultation take place in practice? What should take place
at which stage, with whom, in what way, how much time is needed, what outcome can
be expected, which language should be used?
The objective is to develop practical guidance for planners on how to carry out multi-level
MSP consultation processes throughout the BSR.
Compendium on MSP governance structures throughout the Baltic Sea Region
Based on the 2009 VASAB compendium, PartiSEApate will develop a web-based compilation of information on MSP structures across all countries of the Baltic Sea Region. The
resulting information structure, which can be updated on a regular basis by Baltic Sea
Region countries, can serve as an information basis for facilitating cross-border consultation processes.
Pan-Baltic Dialogues
PartiSEApate will engage national bodies, sectors and researchers in a dialogue on MSP at
a pan-Baltic level. This dialogue will focus on topics identified as requiring stronger interaction between planners, responsible institutions and experts, such as
• Shipping & Port Development
• Offshore Wind Energy & Energy Grids
• New forms of Mariculture
• Cultural Heritage

• Environment/Nature Protection
• Climate Change Consequences
• Research for MSP
• MSP Data Infrastructure & Exchange

A series of workshops will be held to enable representatives to gain better understanding
of what MSP means to them, the transnational nature of their field. The workshops will
also explore their priorities, objectives, fears and hopes.
Based on the stakeholder methodology developed by the Latvian partners in BaltSeaPlan,
sectoral workshops will take place first followed by cross-sectoral workshops in order to
identify synergies and conflicts (spatial efficiency and connectivity). This could serve as a
blueprint for future MSP governance processes.
PartiSEApate Recommendations
PartiSEApate will develop recommendations for a future MSP governance structure
throughout the Baltic Sea Region. This will be presented at the next ministerial meeting of
VASAB to be held in Tallinn in autumn 2014. This will include a concept for a pan-Baltic MSP
governance model to ensure transnational coordination and data exchange in MSP. It will
also include policy recommendations for how to develop transnational MSPs.
Further information about PartiSEApate can be found on www.partiseapate.eu
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Findings

The 3.7 million € Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007–2013 project “BaltSeaPlan”
(2009 – 2012) has been the largest project in recent years dealing with maritime spatial
planning throughout the Baltic Sea Region.

Experiences and Lessons
from BaltSeaPlan
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BaltSeaPlan Findings
Under the lead of the German Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BSH) and covering partners from all Baltic Sea countries (except Finland) a set of closely interlinked activities has been carried out covering all elements of the maritime spatial planning cycle. All
of them were designed with the intention to support relevant institutions and actors
throughout the Baltic Sea Region to turn maritime spatial planning into reality. The results
of these activities have been documented in a series of 31 separate reports as well as
various publications.
The BaltSeaPlan Findings offer a summary over all project activities, methods applied,
problems encountered, outputs achieved as well as future actions needed to develop MSP
even further. Emphasis is put on conclusions and lessons to be learned from BaltSeaPlan,
which should be taken into account in any kind of future initiatives on maritime spatial
planning throughout the Baltic Sea Region and beyond.
www.baltseaplan.eu
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