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The Opening Conference of the Emerging Ecosystem-based Maritime Spatial

Planning Topics in North and Baltic Sea Regions (eMSP NBSR) project was held on

22nd February 2022, as an online event.

The main aim of the Conference was to introduce the topics and working methods

of the eMSP NBSR project to a broader audience, as well as to discuss

opportunities of various types of stakeholders to become involved in project

activities.

The Opening Conference was organised by the Maritime Institute of the Gdynia

Maritime University (Poland), VASAB Secretariat (Latvia) and the Netherlands

Enterprise Agency – RVO.

The Opening Conference of the eMSP NBSR project

The Opening Conference of the eMSP NBSR project introduced:

• the Communities of Practice (CoP) partners are building within

learning strands presenting five emerging MSP topics:

• Ocean governance

• Ecosystem-based approach

• Sustainable blue economy

• Monitoring and evaluation

• Data sharing, information and communication technology

serving MSP.

• the Scientific Advisory Board facilitating the policy–knowledge

interaction throughout the project by providing scientific advice in the

learning strands and establishing a project scientific advisory board;

• extended and in-depth knowledge on the Green Deal aspects and

Climate Change related challenges to be considered in MSP.

In numbers: 
• Over 250 registered participants
• More than 24 countries worldwide
• 755 poll interactions



Opening Conference Agenda 

16:30 Closing Session

• Welcome address – Nico Buytendijk (Netherlands Enterprise 
Agency - RVO) 

• Who are the participants? – moderated by Liene Gaujeniete (VASAB
Secretariat) 

• Introduction to the Community of Practice approach and the 
Scientific Advisory Board – Jose Andringa (RVO) and Andrea Morf 
(Nordregio) 

• ‘Bright spots’ and climate-smart MSP – Keynote speech by Dr Ana 
M Queirós (Plymouth Marine Laboratory) 

• Addressing the Green Deal and Climate Change in MSP –
moderated discussion 

• Introduction to the Learning Strands – Learning Strand leaders 

• Summing up by the Learning Strand leaders & external 
observers 

• Feedback from participants, moderated by Liene Gaujeniete 
(VASAB Secretariat) 

• Concluding remarks 

10:30 Opening Session moderated by Andrea Morf (Nordregio)

12:45 Learning Strand Session #1

14:05 Learning Strand Session #2

15:10 Session #3

Ecosystem-based approach in 
MSP

Ocean Governance

Data Sharing, information & 
communication technology serving 

MSP
Scientific Advisory Board

Sustainable Blue Economy Monitoring & Evaluation

• Introduction to the Learning Strand sessions by Magdalena 
Matczak, Maritime Institute of Gdynia Maritime University

22 February 2022, 10:30-17:30 CET, online

Led by Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management & HELCOM

Led by Danish Maritime Authority

Led by Federal Maritime & Hydrographic 
Agency of Germany and Gdynia Maritime
University (Poland)

Led by Blue Cluster (Belgium)

Led by Naval and Oceanographic Service
(France) 

Led by Nordregio, Finnish Environment 
Institute, RVO and Ministry of 
Infrastructure & Water Management of 
the Netherlands

moderated by Jacek Zaucha (Gdynia Maritime University) 

https://www.emspproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/eMSP_OpeningConf_LS_introduction_22022022.pdf
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Conference was accompanied by the virtual “project

exhibition” provided through the MIRO board, where

participants could visit and check information on project

goals, partners, activities and knowledge gathered so far.

The MIRO Board consisted of 6 parts:

• General information about the Conference

• eMSP NBSR project & partners

• eMSP NBSR Communities of Practice

• National Maritime Spatial Planning Reviews

• Scientific Advisory Board

• Message board

‘Virtual expo’
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The MAIN SESSION was devoted to the introduction of the project and its working methods. Project Leader - Nico Buytendijk from the Netherlands Enterprise Agency – RVO

welcomed participants and gave an overview of project rationale, goals, activities and prospects for future.

The introduction was followed by the short interactive part aiming at identification and analyses of participants moderated by Liene Gaujeniete from VASAB Secretariat. We

learnt where do our participants come from, what organisations they represent, what are their attitudes towards the conference and main interests.

Then the project working methods were presented - the Community of Practice philosophy by Jose Andringa from RVO, followed by information on the Scientific Advisory

Board mission and timeline introduced by Andrea Morf from Nordregio. (Presentation)

The main key note speech was delivered by invited guest – Dr Ana M Queirós from Plymouth Marine Laboratory on ‘Bright spots’ and climate-smart MSP. She shared

knowledge on her recent work on how to assess the climate changes to recognise the appropriate maritime spatial planning intervention. Results of the data model were

presented as well as examples of specific solutions. (Presentation)

Following the Key note speech, the moderated panel was performed, focusing on the national experiences in combating climate change and including Green Deal in national

maritime spatial plans. The climate change part was moderated by Andrea Morf and the national MSP experience was shown by Sweden (by Joacim Johhanesson from SWAM)

and the Netherlands (by Nico Buytendijk from RVO). The Green Deal part was moderated by Jacek Zaucha and the national experience was shared by Estonia (Triin Lepland

from Estonian Ministry of Finance) and the Netherlands (Lodewijk Abspoel from Dutch Ministry for Infrastructure and Water management).

Main Session

https://www.emspproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/eMSP_OpeningConf_CoPs_SAB_Andringa_Morf_20222022.pdf
https://www.emspproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/eMSP_OpeningConf_Queiros_20222022.pdf
https://www.emspproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/eMSP_OpeningConf_Sweden_Johannesson.pdf
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LS Leader: Danish Maritime Authority (DMA).

Session moderator: Jesper Ødegård Jacobsen (DMA), Learning Strand Ocean Governance.

Speakers and presentations:
Jesper Ødegård Jacobsen (DMA), Learning Strand Ocean Governance.

The discussion was focused on the following issues/questions: 
• Vision of the OG-learning strand and definition of ocean governance

• Aims of the OG-learning strand

• Key questions of the OG-learning strand

• Suggested outputs of the OG-learning strand

• How to get involved?

• What is “good” governance?

• Who will benefit from the work and outputs from the OG-learning strand?

• What are the linkages with other learning strands?

• How can the OG-learning strand collaborate with other learning strands on topics 
that overlap?

Ocean Governance

Main takeaways:

• The discussion confirmed that the LS might need to develop a clearer structure, hence

an evaluation and discussion regarding the definition of ocean governance during the

first CoP-meeting is a good idea. Furthermore, discussions on who will benefit from

MSP/OG and whom we are governing for will be on the agenda as well as the linkages

with other learning strands. The OG-learning strand is a complex topic and many

questions are open in terms of actual topics, study cases and potential outcome.

• The OG-learning strand can build on a range of existing reports and scientific papers on

ocean governance, as well as national and international practical experience with

ocean governance and sub-themes such as multi-use etc. The WP2-synthesis may also

contribute to build the OG-learning strand by illuminating some of the transboundary

OG-related issues commonly shared among the EU-nations. The OG-learning strand

hopes to bring together existing knowledge and develop it further into solution-

oriented and practical deliverables and outputs.

• During the first CoP-meeting, a clear structure will be discussed and developed further

in order to accommodate ideas and suggestions from the OG-leaning strand core

group and the notion of flexibility was mentioned throughout the session.
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The discussion was focused on the following issues/questions: 
• Is the LS on EBA developing in the right direction?

• Are the aim, objectives and scope of the LS’s ToR of relevance for both Baltic Sea 
and North Sea regions?

• Whether all relevant stakeholder groups are involved? 

• How other stakeholders e.g. business community could be encouraged to 
participate in the CoP on EBA?

• Whether deliverables outlined in the ToR are of relevance for all stakeholder 
groups in both NS and BS regions?

• North Sea study case – sister case for the Baltic Sea?

• What are anticipated outputs and lessons learned from study cases on EBA in 
MSP?

Ecosystem-based approach in MSP

Main takeaways:

• It would be relevant to discuss with OSPAR and its committees e.g., case-study issue 

in North Sea.

• MSP and ecosystem-based management are not the same thing. But ecosystem-

based management through MSFD should be considered in MSP. Could compare 

with the Norwegian example with focus on ecosystem-based management vs MSP.

• To open up scope of "spatial protection" to maritime sectors as well as for marine 

environmental protection. Need to work closely with Sustainable Blue Economy 

strand.

• Look at results from previous projects and build on that e.g., Pan Baltic Scope 

projects Ecosystem-Based Approach in MSP – a SEA Inclusive Handbook available at 

the PBS-website.

• How to ensure a balance between the different factors to ensure sustainability in 

light of strong blue economy development? 

• Cumulative effects should be the basis for ecosystem-based management and 

planning.

• Legal and practical bottlenecks when using MSP for protected areas when 

considering impacts of climate change, where shifting conditions may cause issues 

with spatial planning?

• We should try to show how EBA in MSP can contribute to the objectives of 

protection under the Biodiversity Strategy.

LS Leaders: Jan Schmidtbauer Crona (Swedish 
Agency for Marine and Water Management), 
Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky (HELCOM)

Session moderator: Jan Schmidtbauer Crona

Speakers and presentations:
Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky (HELCOM, Finland). 
Ecosystem-based approach - Community of 
Practice
Ville Karvinen (SYKE, Finland). The Case Study 
for Ecosystem-based Approach in MSP
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LS Leader: Gdynia Maritime University (PL), Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BSH) 
(DE)

Session moderators: Philipp Arndt, Kira Gee (BSH);

Speakers and presentations:
Magdalena Matczak, Philipp Arndt, Kira Gee: Learning Strand Monitoring and Evaluation: 
Overview presentation, work plan, discussion 

The discussion focused on the following issues/questions: 
• What is the context for monitoring and evaluating MSP, and how is this linked to

evaluating coherence?

• What are the requirements and ambitions for M&E in MSP in the countries, and how
can this work be framed in a way that clusters various dimensions but takes account of
different country contexts? What existing practice can we draw on from the partner
countries?

• What is the conceptual basis for understanding and evaluating coherence, and how do
we account for differences in handling or presenting the topic in national MSP plans
and related documents?

• Practical next steps in building the CoP and progressing the work of the LS.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Main takeaways:

• The discussion confirmed that the LS has a clear structure and that it makes sense

to evaluate different dimensions of M&E (the plan, sectors, the environment)

separately. The LS can build on a range of existing reports and scientific papers on

M&E, as well as practical experience with M&E in some countries (see e.g., the

WP2 report). The LS needs to bring together this existing knowledge and develop it

further into a solution-oriented deliverable.

• At the same time, M&E is a difficult and complex issue, and many questions are still

open in terms of the actual topics the work will focus on and the outcomes that

can be achieved. This particularly applies to the topic of coherence. A discussion is

needed on minimum levels of coherence and quality criteria to establish when

coherence can be deemed good enough. One suggestion is to focus on coherence

between MSP and EBA as a cross-cutting topic between the two Learning Strands.

Guidelines could be created for the EU on how to enhance coherence between the

two.

• Generally, it was noted that the approach needs to become more sector-focused

and that dialogue with sectors on M&E is very important. A closer exchange with

the European Commission was also suggested, not least in line with the

forthcoming Commission report on M&E and the MSPD deadline for reporting on

MSP in the Member States.
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LS Leader: The Blue Cluster

Session moderator: Marijn Rabaut

Speakers: Marijn Rabaut, Lien Loosvelt, Nico Buytendijk

The discussion was focused on the Blue Economy, its relations to maritime spatial

planning and on formulation of the SBE Community of Practise, 96 participants took part

of the session on SBE.

The objective of the session was to create a sense of urgency among the participants to get

engaged in sustainable blue economy. This was done by presenting 10 learning questions

and 10 challenges for SBE the learning strand will deal with. Based on the interaction and

discussion with the stakeholders, input was gathered to prioritise and finetune the learning

questions and challenges.

Priority areas were identified as:

• Maximising space for SBE while maximising positive effects for the marine

ecosystem.

• Solutions for SBE to significantly contribute to the challenges related to climate

change.

• Quantifying positive and negative impacts of SBE on the marine environment.

• Tackling the complexity of regulations and permitting procedures for SBE.

Sustainable Blue Economy

Main takeaways from the session:

• SBE is greening the current blue economies and fitting the new sustainable blue

economies.

• The focus of the SBE will be on energy, food and nature (e.g., nature inclusive

design). There will be four main CoP workshops: on 22.03.2022 - about sustainable

food production & the social acceptance of SBE (Brussel); in December ’22 - about

renewable energy (the Netherlands); in May ’23 - about ecosystem impacts

(Sweden) and in September ‘23 - about multi-use (Denmark).

• Key products of LS SBE are foreseen to be: recommendations how MSP can stimulate

SBE with real life practices of entrepreneurs/industry.

• The top 3 of most important learning questions are identified as:

o How to maximize space for sustainable blue growth while maximizing the

positive impact on marine ecosystems?

o How can sustainable blue economy contribute to mitigation and adaptation

strategies for climate change?

o How to minimize conflicts between different uses of the sea while maximizing

socio-economic impact?

• The top 3 of most important bottlenecks of the SBE in practice are identified as:

o Positive and negative impact on marine environment as sea basins

o Permitting procedures & administrative complexity

o Competition for space.
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LS Leader: Bérénice Lequesne (Shom)

Session moderator: Bérénice Lequesne and Adeline Souf (Shom)

Speakers: Bérénice Lequesne, Adeline Souf, Lodewijk Abspoel 

The discussion was focused on the following issues/questions: 

• How to ensure coherence of the MSP plans? What does coherence mean to the 

attendees? (i) common terminology, (ii) standardization and consistency of data 

format and (iii) spatial continuity aspects at the sea region level?

• For which purpose does the audience use data?

Data sharing, information and communication technologies 

Main takeaways:

• The audience was presented a small introduction of the challenges related to data 

interoperability to ensure all attendees were a little knowledgeable. Then through 

Slido they were requested to provide their insights on which are the most 

commonly encountered type of coherence issue.

• Results provided by the audience from a preregistered list of priorities are the 

following hierarchy: 40% standardization and consistency of data format, 35% 

spatial continuity aspects at the sea region level and 25% common terminology.

• The audience which consisted of over 90 people were mainly using data for 

planning, environmental impact assessment and supporting policy making.

• They were provided insights on the digital twin ocean and how this could affect the 

type of data required in the coming future as well as what can be expected from 

data using such modelling tools. They provided interested to learn about the digital 

twin ocean. 
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The session explained the SAB aims and purposes, being – the support of

scientific quality; to provide links across learning strands as well as reflection and

mutual learning. The expected outcomes were shortly described as well as

working method and timeline. The session focused further on four questions:

• What do you think the role of science is in MSP and what should be?

• Which Learning Strands topics may need what kind of scientific input in

terms of concepts, knowledge, tools, methods?

• Any input on the role of science in supporting MSP in implementation of

Green Deal or on climate-smart MSP?

• What kinds of further ideas and suggestions for the SAB can you gather

from the earlier interactive sessions?

The results were summarised on the Miro board and orally and processed into a

table. They will be used to finetune focus and working methods of the SAB and to

mobilise further relevant knowledge and capacity to project activities and science

advice throughout the remaining project.

Scientific Advisory Board
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The CLOSING SESSION was moderated by Jacek Zaucha from Maritime Institute of

Gdynia Maritime University and was devoted to the summary, reflections and

discussion on further steps. The summaries of sessions were provided by LS and

SAB leaders. (Presentation)

The reflections were provided by external guests: Rhona Fairgrieve from Atkins

Global and by Kristīna Veidemane representing EU MSP Platform.

During the closing session the presentation on “sister project” MSP OR was

delivered by Marta Vergílio from Azores Government. (Presentation)

The Conference was closed by the project Leader - Nico Buytendijk from the

Netherlands Enterprise Agency – RVO.

Closing Session

https://www.emspproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/eMSP_OpeningConf_LS_Takeaways_20222022.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/projects/advancing-maritime-spatial-planning-outermost-regions-msp-or:~:text=The%20MSP%2DOR%20(Advancing%20Maritime,in%20this%20OR%5B1%5D.
https://www.emspproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/eMSP_OpeningConfe_MSP-OR_20222022.pdf
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D.S. Esteban asked a good question about how the EU MSP Platform could be better associated

with the work of the CoPs. That needs some consideration to get best value from all the effort

that is going to be undertaken in the lifetime of this project and get it disseminated across the

relevant audiences.

The development of climate-smart MSP is encouraging and should be welcomed as a useful

tool in the evolving decision-making process. Will the identification of ‘bright spots’ as a result

of climate change modelling have a knock-on effect to the timescales under which Marine

Plans are reviewed and revised? Do we need to think about Marine Plans being revised more or

less often to take account of the opportunities identified by the climate modelling process?

I was really pleased to see MSP being used as a tool to consider some of the real-life,

practical examples of making marine economies work. Yesterday’s audience seemed to come

from countries that have their own experiences of MSP and desires for embracing all that it can

offer but may not have the developed policy context that exists in the EU. Do you think that

there will be significant lessons that can be learned for those outside the North Sea and Baltic

Sea basins that may not have the benefits (and challenges) of these legislative and policy

expectations?

How are you going to encourage industry to participate to plug the gap in your Communities of

Practice?

I wish you all well with this project and its MANY different strands of investigation. This has to

be one of the most complicated initiatives on MSP I’ve yet seen but, if it helps to identify the

areas where a revised MSP Directive could help and also moves the process on that much

further from concept design to fully-functioning process, then that will be a terrific legacy.

Feedback from Rhona Fairgrieve, Atkins Global 

I was very interested in the concept of the Communities of Practice, which will be set up to

enable more detailed and focused investigation of particular aspects of the wider workload.

The CoPs will reflect the multiple different perspectives that are emerging as MSP

practitioners gain a greater understanding of what planning for the sustainable use of marine

resources actually entails in an ever-changing, fluid physical, economic and policy

environment.

The CoP approach was noted as differing from traditional Working Groups because it is

focused on “goal searching” and can be more flexible and reflective over a wider range of

topics, although is still time-limited. I thought this was a useful evolution of the Working

Group model but suspect that it might take participants a little time to fully understand what is

expected of them. The point about paying attention to the links between the CoP and

participants’ organisations was valuable, though. I can see that Communities of Practice could

be extremely important in cascading the information arising from the Learning Strands out to

those who are (or need to be) involved with MSP so that everyone has a better understanding

of the issues under consideration and how they can be related directly back to their own areas

of interest.

There were multiple invitations to participate in the different CoP, but I wasn’t sure if these

were open invitations or whether some of the CoP have an element of invitation. Perhaps I

missed where there might be descriptions of what is expected and required, too. One of the

slides noted that in recruiting members, policy makers should be asked what is relevant for

them. Policy makers are extremely important but, as MSP matures, it will be good to also ask

those who have to follow the policies what is relevant for them too. We have had a lot of ‘top

down’ driving on MSP for many years – it would be good to actively encourage some reflection

from the ‘bottom up’ to complement it, not only in Member States where they may be onto

second generation marine plans but also in those where new plans are beginning to be

implemented.
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eMSP NBSR project...

… brings together national and regional authorities responsible for MSP, 
research organisations and intergovernmental cooperations from North and 
Baltic Sea Regions.

… considers European Green Deal addressing climate change and achieving 
climate-neutrality targets overarching topics to be addressed in MSP.

… builds upon Communities of Practice: a model which is based in 
creating forums for policymakers, practioners and researchers to 
discuss important MSP topics in key thematic areas.

… is funded supported by the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund of the 
European Union - through the Grant Agreement number 101035797 – eMSP 
NBSR - EMFF-MSP-2020, corresponding to the Call EMFF-MSP-2020 (Maritime 
Spatial Planning). 

Video eMSP NBSR project in a nutshell

Website: www.eMSPproject.eu

About

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-4oPM0b34PI&t=34s
http://www.emspproject.eu/
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