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FOREWORD

Where do these recommendations originate from?

The present recommendations have been prepared as part of the MSP-GREEN project:
“Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) as Enabler of the European Green Deal (EGD)".
They provide suggestions on how to strengthen the content of Maritime Spatial
plans (MS plans) and their implementation, monitoring and revision in the direction
of EGD objectives. The recommendations were initially drafted by MSP-GREEN
project partners based on the assessment of their country’s plans and capitalising
on the outcome of other projects, such as eMSP NBSR (Emerging ecosystem-based
Maritime Spatial Planning topics in North and Baltic Sea Regions). This initial draft
was discussed within three focus groups, engaging about 15 experts with different
backgrounds and from different organisations: the European Commission (EC),
organisations of maritime sectors operating at the European Union (EU) level, EU-
level Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) for nature protection, universities and
research institutions. The revised draft was discussed during a workshop organised
as a side event of the European Maritime Day 2024 (Svendborg, DK) that saw the
participation of about 20 experts, again with mixed composition. Feedback from
the workshop was used to finalise the recommendations that are presented in this
document.

What will you find in this document?

Recommendations on MSP cross-cutting topics addressing new needs emerging
from the EGD ambition:

- MSP processes and approaches to improve EGD implementation
- Data and tools for MSP: new needs and opportunities driven by the EGD

- Governance and policy integration to strengthen the role of MSP in achieving
EGD objectives

- Multi-use in MSP: a tool to reach marine EGD objectives

Recommendations on the six marine EGD topics identified by the MSP-GREEN
project:

- Climate Smart MSP: Climate change adaptation

- Climate Smart MSP: Climate change mitigation

- Sustainable seafood production

- Biodiversity and ecosystem protection and restoration
- Blue circular economy

- Zero pollution

Recommendations for a “fair and just transition” in the marine/maritime domain,
tackling some key MSP societal topics, including stakeholder engagement.


https://mspgreen.eu/
https://www.emspproject.eu/

Target users

For each recommendation, target users are identified: you can read through the
recommendations focusing on those most relevant for your role. Target groups are
identified as:

u European (EU) level; actors involved in MSP and MSP-related processes
at the EU level: EU institutions and organisations working on MSP, EU-level
experts on MSP and MSP-related topics.

E National level; actors involved in national MSP and MSP-related processes:
national institutions and organisations working on MSP and MSP-related
processes, MSP planners and practitioners, and national experts on MSP and
MSP-related topics.

|I| Sea Basin level; actors involved in MSP and MSP-related processes at the
sea-basin level: regional sea strategies, commissions and organisations, MSP
planners and practitioners, experts on MSP and MSP-related topics active at
the sea-basin level, sea-basin Communities of Practices.

E- Sub-national; actors involved in MSP and MSP-related processes at a sub-
national (regional/local) level: regional and local institutions and organisations
working on MSP and MSP-related processes, MSP planners and practitioners,
regional/local experts on MSP and MSP-related topics.

Timing for implementation

Recommendations are labelled with reference to their Urgency A and Readiness &
Three time periods are indicated: 1-3 years (1-3Y), 3-5 years (3-5Y), 5-10 years

(5-10Y).

Tips for readers

Given the heterogeneity of MSP and MS plans across Europe, the relevance and use
of the recommendations will depend on the country-specific context, e.g. the nature
of the plan (more or less strategic; binding or not binding, etc.) or the governance
of the MSP process. The scope of MSP varies across countries, depending also on
the sectors addressed and the rules and regulations foreseen by a plan (e.g. spatial
measures, non-spatial measures, strategic objectives). Some recommendations refer
to topics that are not solely within the mandate of MSP (such as the blue circular
economy and zero pollution); their relevance and applicability equally depend on
country specificities. Therefore, recommendations should be considered with some
degree of flexibility, taking into account the different national contexts and interests.

Cross-cutting recommendations

A bit of background: the marine component of the European Green
Deal

The European Green Deal, approved in 2020, is a package of policy initiatives issued
by the European Commission. It aims to set the European Union on the path towards
a green transition. The ultimate goal is to reach carbon neutrality by 2050 while
improving the well-being and health of citizens and future generations.

The MSP Directive 2014/89/EU recognizes that healthy marine ecosystems and their
multiple services can deliver substantial benefits if integrated into planning decisions.
Benefits include food production, recreation and tourism, climate change mitigation
and adaptation, coastal protection, disaster prevention, and a just transition and fair
distribution of the benefits of a sustainable blue economy.

In the conclusions of the EC Report outlining the progress made in implementing
the MSP Directive (COM (2022) 185), MSP is considered a powerful enabler for the
implementation of the EGD. Therefore, Member States will need to continue reflecting
the ambitions of the EGD in their MS plans and align plans with these ambitions.



https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0089
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2022:185:FIN
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Cross-cutting recommendations

MSP processes and approaches to improve EGD implementation

The EGD is a comprehensive, future-oriented policy package that brings added value
and urgency to MSP. An EGD-aligned MSP plan should be well-balanced, adaptive,
and dynamic, responding to emerging knowledge, anticipated changes, and techno-
logical innovation driven by the EGD objectives. Other prerequisites for broad-scale
EGD implementation through MSP include engaging in regular dialogue with a wide
range of sectors and stakeholders, joint development of visions and scenarios for
the marine and coastal space, more structured and dynamic data sharing and update,
valorisation of different forms of knowledge, and more adaptive planning policies, in-
cluding faster revisions of plans based on comprehensive monitoring and evaluation.
In a sense, the EGD drives MSP to be the best it can be and to keep innovating in
response to new challenges.

[CC'PA1] The importance of the EGD and how MSP can contribute to its implementa-

tion should be broadly communicated to MSP planners and stakeholders as

TARGET USER an opportunity (through infographics, geo-stories, videos, other visual prod-

o

ucts, communication briefs, etc.; see for example the Communicating MSP
guidance). Communication should break down the EGD into clear maritime

TIMING 1-3Y A spatial goals and use examples to show how EGD objectives can be translated

into a comprehensive planning framework. Targeted communication can sup-

1-3Y ¢ port those working in MSP in better acknowledging and implementing mari-

time EGD components and objectives. Based on this, MSP planners should
recognise the EGD objectives and tasks that can be directly supported by
MSP - focusing on country specificities - and those where synergies with
other policies need to be sought.

[CC'PAZ] At the EU level, guidelines to better align MSP to the EGD should be devel-

oped to help Member States translate the maritime dimensions of the EGD

TARGET USER into spatially relevant actions. These guidelines should also address sea basin

specificities.

TIMING 1-3Y A
1-3Y &

[CC'PA3] The EGD is a vast policy package whose implementation requires the en-

TARGET USER:

—

gagement of several, and diverse typologies of stakeholders, including
those engaged in existing initiatives (e.g. the European Blue Forum, sea basin
and national forum or platforms on MSP, etc.). The MSP process should fully
reflect the EGD’s maritime dimensions, especially in the light of new sea uses

TIMING 1-3Y A heEGD may be fostering. Newly involved stakeholders may require training
3-5Y ¢ and capacity building on the EGD and other related aspects, such as policy

coherence or managing uncertainty.


https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ea0120710enn.en_.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/european-blue-forum

Cross-cutting recommendations

In the light of climate change and other changes driven by the EGD, the antic-
ipatory and adaptive capacity of MSP should be strengthened along the en-
tire planning cycle: from the plan’s formulation to its monitoring, assessment
and revision Q} SeHZVANCONIN . This requires dynamic, knowledge-based
evidence supporting the MSP process and may also require more dynamic
planning solutions, such as options for partial plan revisions and more flexible
spatial designations. As new data and knowledge emerge it is recommended
that MSP processes identify what parts of a plan should be changed, when
and how.

Planning for the EGD transition at sea requires better preparedness from
MSP to deal with uncertainties (e.g. related to climate change projections,
the evolution of international policy and economic drivers, sectoral develop-
ments, changes in demographic patterns, etc.) Co) [liSa2 5l - The best
available knowledge should be collected from a broad and diversified range
of stakeholders, including those not commonly associated with MSP (such
as financing institutions or economic sectors not directly using the sea but
engaged further up in value chains). To deal with uncertainties, MS plans can
rely on modelling, shared visions, foresight exercises, and co-created sce-
narios linked to EGD targets and taking into consideration both national and
sea basin-wide dimensions. Backward-looking approaches (e.g. analysis of
historical data and trends, evaluation of past performances, evaluation of case
studies, etc.) are also useful to better manage future uncertainties in EGD-
aligned MSP. Forecasting and backcasting can be useful tools to communicate
with policymakers in underlining the opportunities offered by EGD-oriented
MSP.

The importance of the precautionary principle within MSP increases when
uncertainty is high Co) [ldegZ%l. This particularly applies in times of climate
change: planners must consider the uncertain impacts of climate change to-
gether with those of other human activities and make decisions for sustain-
ability. This can include leaving some sea space without assighed uses (see
for example the Technical study on how to preserve space for the future uses

of the seas) to account for future developments and in particular for the im-
plementation of climate change adaptation measures (e.g. climate refugia or
relocation of marine uses). The designation of these areas must be based on
scientific evidence rather than merely being a default option.

EGD-related elements should be included in monitoring and evaluation
(M&E) frameworks for MSP (see for example the online guide to monitor-
ing, evaluation and revision of MS plans). Relevant (hew) forms of data and
knowledge should be generated, capitalising on other monitoring mecha-
nisms (e.g. Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD)). M&E should eval-
uate the degree to which the EGD objectives relevant for a given context are

w reflected in the MSP plan and whether planning provisions suc-
cessfully foster their implementation. A cross-dimensional approach should
be adopted to evaluate the impact of EGD-aligned plans on the environment,
sectors of the blue economy, local communities and stakeholders (assessing
the distributive effects of a blue sustainability transition) and tangible and in-
tangible cultural heritage.
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Cross-cutting recommendations

In line with [HEEE2YM, support should be given (e.g. through EU-focused
studies) to the development of indicators to evaluate the integration of
EGD objectives in MSP. This can capitalise on other experiences, such as the
headline indicators adopted by the EC for monitoring progress towards the
EU’s environment and climate goals (COM(2022) 357 final). Indicators are an

TIMING 3-5Y A essential self-assessment tool for countries to track their progressive ad-

vancement in integrating the EGD in MSP; as such, some indicators may need

3-5Y €& 1o be country-specific. At the same time, harmonised methodologies and in-

dicators can provide a comparative picture at the sea basin level and across
regional seas, highlighting both opportunities and challenges associated with
EGD implementation and changing policy priorities.

Data and tools for MSP: new needs and opportunities driven by the EGD

Data and knowledge availability can be limiting factors in MSP, particularly when it
comes to assessing EGD implementation through MSP. Data platforms at the EU level
are available and continuously updated with contents relevant to MSP: Copernicus,
EMODNet and Wise Marine are among the most relevant examples. Data platforms
are also available at sea basin and national levels. Nevertheless, data used for MSP
still suffer from fragmentation (data is scattered between many actors and adminis-
trations) and incompatibility (different stakeholders produce, process, and use dif-
ferent types of data, at different scales). In some cases, data is already available on
existing platforms but not used in the MSP process.

The first step is thus to identify new data needs for assessing EGD implementation
in MSP and based on this, data gaps and associated research needs. Data struc-
tures for MSP should be revised at the EU and national level to facilitate data aggre-
gation around the main EGD topics. Data harmonisation also needs to be strength-
ened in cross-boundary contexts based on transboundary work already ongoing. As
in all data contexts, existing and new data should be compliant with the FAIR principle
(findable, accessible, interoperédbje, Ja il ey lans should allow for the
incorporation of data updates : this should be part of the
dynamic planning dimension. Last but not least, data also plays an important role in
communication with stakeholders and the public at large, making information prod-
ucts and packaging knowledge an important task with links to ocean literacy.

[CC'DT1] Data needed to develop an EGD-aligned MSP plan and persisting data gaps
should be identified nationally and at the sea-basinlevel as early as possible.
TARGET USER Opportunities to extend and adapt the scope of existing data platforms and

B = 4]

groups - such as the Technical Expert Group (TEG) on Data for MSP - to new
EGD data needs should be exploited, as well as developing working groups at

TIMING 1-3Y A theseabasinlevel. Where data and information are not yet available, target-

ed research needs should be specified. One example is understanding the

3-5Y & impacts of climate change on the blue economy and assessing any resulting

spatial demands, including those of existing sectors (e.g. tourism, shipping,
aquaculture, and fisheries) and emerging ones (e.g. offshore seaweed, shell-
fish farming, and offshore renewable energy (ORE)). New cross-cutting data
needs should also be identified and addressed, e.g. data needed to assess
the socio-economic impacts of EGD-MSP implementation and data needed to
assess the societal dimension of MSP with a focus on ensuring a fair ecolog-
ical transition.


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52022DC0357
https://www.copernicus.eu/en
https://emodnet.ec.europa.eu/en
https://water.europa.eu/marine
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-resources/technical-expert-group-teg-data-msp
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/media/12839
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/media/12839
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-toolkit/

Cross-cutting recommendations

In front of persisting gaps and new needs, new forms of data gathering
should be undertaken, including using technological innovation. Given the
opportunity for blue economy developments provided by an EGD-oriented
MSP, sectors should be further engaged in data acquisition and provide the
necessary investments.

Efforts must be made to validate and transform data into actionable knowl-
edge, i.e. knowledge that is understandable and easy to use for MSP plan-
ners and other stakeholders, to deliver EGD goals. For example, while MSP
will benefit from data indicating the distribution of marine habitats, it is the
capacity of these habitats to act as a carbon sink that may be actionable for
EGD implementation. MSP-EGD science-policy-society interfaces should be
established and/or strengthened, at various scales (from the national to the
sea basin and European level), to create and discuss such knowledge with full
and fair representation of all relevant maritime and land-based interests.

Communication is key to understanding the urgency of reaching EGD objec-
tives. For data to become actionable knowledge Co-) [igeaagll, and to commu-
nicate EGD-related issues in MSP as broadly as possible, the invisible needs
to be made visible. Communication should highlight how MSP contributes to
the marine dimension of the EGD, using EGD’s main topics as a structuring
aid. Representation of MS plans and how they relate to the EGD should be
as comprehensive as possible, including also the socio-economic dimension.
Communication tools can include geostories, 2-D and 3-D tools for plan visu-
alisation, digital twins of the ocean, as well as art and design elements.

Comprehensive approaches for cumulative impact assessment (consid-
ering multiple targets and activities) need to be further developed, opera-
tionalised and used. Cumulative impact assessment, sensitivity and suitabil-
ity mapping are urgently needed to properly locate traditional and emerging
maritime activities while limiting conflicts and impacts. Cumulative impact as-
sessment should also consider impacts on the marine environment that are
terrestrial in origin. Monitoring of cumulative impacts of activities over time
and along full life cycles (e.g. construction, operation, and decommissioning of
offshore wind farms (OWF)) is required. Funding should be secured at the EU
and national level to research, to improve the robustness of models and the
acquisition of data to validate models’ results.
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Cross-cutting recommendations

Governance and policy integration to strengthen

MSP impact on EGD objectives

EGD objectives are challenging, ambitious and in some cases potentially contradicto-
ry. As an inherently integrative, adaptive approach, MSP can play an important role in
achieving them in the maritime domain. However, for MSP to have maximum impact
on the EGD, strong governance and policy integration are required across different
policy areas and at different scales so that MSP can achieve its strategic potential
and different instruments can work in concert to achieve the EGD objectives. In-
tegrated ocean governance, sectoral planning, marine nature conservation, licens-
ing regimes, land-based planning and other instruments such as Other Effective ar-
ea-based Conservation Measures (OECM) all need to pull in the same direction if the
EGD is to reach its full potential. For this, transboundary cooperation on MSP and
EGD-related policy areas needs to be further strengthened. Policy integration must
also work across the land-sea interface to achieve greater blue-green integration and
coherence in decision-making.

A stable mechanism for integrated ocean governance should be established
at the national level to find ways of reconciling different objectives. This could
make use of existing structures, committees and communities of practice, in-
cluding national coordination mechanisms, whose mandate should be extend-
ed to ensure their stability for the long term. Such mechanisms should lay the

TIMING 3-5Y A groundwork for EGD-aligned MS plans that work in concert with other policies

. and mechanisms to achieve EGD objectives.

5-10Y ¢
[CC'GPZ] Rather than focusing on conflicts, policy-makers and MSP planners should
work with stakeholders and sectors to find practicable ways of reconciling
TARGET USER different EGD objectives, using high-level policy priorities (such as biodiver-

—

sity conservation and restoration, sustainable blue economy, social-ecological
transformation, etc.) as well as specific national aspirations as a guide. This can

TIMING 3-5Y A lead to clearer operational guidance and action which is fundamental for EGD

_implementation.

5-10Y &
[CC'GP3] Operational integration between the MSP process and other relevant policies
(e.g. MSFD, EU Biodiversity Strategy, Habitats and Birds Directive, EU Nature
TARGET USER Restoration Law, Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), Common Fisheries Pol-

B =

icy (CFP)) should be strengthened, as also addressed in other recommenda-
tions. Particular focus should be on the operational integration between MSP

TIMING 1-3Y A and MSFD e.g.: using the most up-to-date MSFD assessment when designing

MS plans, ensuring that MSP objectives are coherent with MSFD ones, ensur-

5'1°Y¢ ing coherence and complementarity between the MS plans and the MSFD Pro-

gramme of Measures. At the EU level, the ongoing revision of the MSFD is a
good starting point for achieving a better formal connection between MSFD and
MSPD. In consideration of the importance of land-sea interactions, improved
alignment with the Water Framework Directive (WFD) is also important. Aligning
MSP, WFD and MSFD cycles would help improve their operational integration.
Monitoring the impact of MSP on achieving the objectives of other policies
and reporting on this achievement is also highly relevant to improving policy

integration CgH .



Cross-cutting recommendations

EGD-related land-sea interactions should be identified and reflected in [C C-GP 4]
planning decisions for the sea and on land (e.g. as part of Integrated Coastal
Zone Management (ICZM), other typologies of coastal plans, municipal/region- TARGET USER

al plans, etc.). Successful EGD implementation needs more targeted thinking
across the blue-green interface, recognising the myriad of connections and
flows across spatial scales, value chains, and areas of governance. Opportu-
nities should be sought for maritime development to support policy objectives
on land and vice versa. This implies strengthening dialogue between national
and sub-national (regional and local) levels of planning and more communica-
tion about MSP outside the maritime world. Specifically, terrestrial planners
should be made aware of the maritime EGD objectives contained in MS plans
and any measures they can take in support of MSP.

ol
A 1-3Y TIMING
¢ 1-3Y

EGD implementation can be facilitated by greater coherence of MS plans
within sea basins. Plans should strive to achieve at least functional coher-
ence for EGD objectives, but also strategic coherence for their overall aims
and visions. Regular consultation and coordination among planners of the
same sea basin help to ensure plans take account of any new EGD-driven de-
mand coherently. This can make use of existing mechanisms such as the EU
Member State Expert Group on MSP, mechanisms set in the frame of sea-ba-
sin conventions, macro-regional strategies, and other regional initiatives, but
also thematic cross-border projects and Community of Practices.

[CC-GP5]
TARGET USER

B = (4]

A 1-3Y TIMING
¢ 3-5Y

Multi-use in MSP: a tool to reach the marine EGD objectives

Given that marine space is limited, multi-use represents an opportunity for imple-
menting multiple EGD objectives in MSP. Multi-use for achieving EGD objectives
should be understood as more than co-location and be promoted in MS plans, rec-
ognising both its potential and practical constraints. MSP should support the explo-
ration and trialling of different forms of multi-use, through objectives, zoning and/
or measures.

Designate areas for multi-use purposes within MS plans, specifically includ- [CC'MU1]
ing opportunities for multi-use trialling and development. A relevant source of
information on current initiatives, challenges and levers is the Multi-use and TARGET USER

co-existence compendium, provided by the European MSP Platform.

—
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Cross-cutting recommendations

Use an ecosystem-based approach to MSP as a guiding principle for multi-
use designations. Where relevant, nature-inclusive design should be consid-
ered in the development of multi-use options relying on offshore infrastruc-
ture. Research on nature-inclusive design should be encouraged.

Consider the concept of Mariparks to capitalise on potential synergies aris-
ing from offshore activities, through pilot areas and related instruments. Mar-
iparks aim to create a stable business area at sea that reduces investment
risks, especially for emerging multi-use entrepreneurs or new maritime sec-
tors. Mariparks provide the basic physical infrastructure that facilitates the
development of multi-use, (such as anchors, docking facilities, and sensors)
and technologies (such as drones or other instruments for monitoring and
maintenance operations).

Facilitate a holistic and bottom-up approach through MSP to support the
development of multi-use, e.g. by using a community of practice-based ap-
proach, to bring together planners, business operators, and other typologies
of stakeholders at different levels, from EU to sea-basin, to national. Such an
approach should consider the different steps that are necessary to implement
multi-use from planning to implementation, as well as environmental, econom-
ic, social, technological, financial, and political implications. The aim should be
to de-risk investment in multi-use and create viable business cases that can
contribute to transformation, moving away from sector-specific single-use
activities, and making licence procedures easier for multi-use.

Multi-use combinations for sustainable aquaculture and fishery should
be promoted through MSP, e.g. through co-use with offshore wind energy
(OWE) production. Appropriate support should be provided to create attrac-
tive conditions for investors (e.g. through feasibility studies, market studies,
pre-environmental assessments), and to de-risk such combinations for the
sectors involved (e.g. by making available suitable insurance or funding sup-
port). This is particularly important for smaller enterprises that may be taking
a greater risk.


https://www.emspproject.eu/project-activities/community-of-practice/sustainable-blue-economy/
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/co-existance-activities-and-multi-use/multi-use-compendium
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/co-existance-activities-and-multi-use/multi-use-compendium
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EGD-topic recommendations

Climate-smart MSP

MSP can contribute to reconciling climate resilience with a prosperous blue econ-
omy by implementing a comprehensive set of actions that can work together to
make MSP more climate-smart. An important aspect of climate-smart MSP is that
adaptation and mitigation actions should be seen as complementary rather than
alternatives. As adaptive capacity is limited, societies need to invest in concurrent
climate change mitigation as soon as possible. Climate adaptation and mitigation ac-
tions form the core of climate-smart MSP which anticipates climate change impacts
on marine ecosystems and uses, adapts to changing conditions and contributes to
carbon neutrality.

Ecosystem-based MSP is the cornerstone for climate-smart EGD-aligned MSP.
Healthy ecosystems and Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) are critical for adaptation and
mitigation and can also provide a wide range of additional services and benefits to
people. For example, healthy ecosystems help species and habitats to be climate re-
silient, with implications e.g. for sustainable seafood production. They are also better
able to capture and store carbon. MSP should therefore enhance their protection and
restoration both for biodiversity and climate change mitigation scopes. Underlining
the importance of ecosystem-based MSP is also a call to safeguard ecosystems in
the face of pressures from other uses, including when designating marine areas for
renewable energy production.

Climate change adaptation

MSP-GREEN ASSESSMENT OF MS PLANS IN A NUTSHELL

While some elements of climate change adaptation are identified in the plans
assessed, the topic is not tackled as an overall priority. Plans focus on specific
risks related to climate change, such as coastal erosion or flooding, but do
not take a more comprehensive and integrated approach. While plans contain
various sector-specific provisions that indirectly contribute to climate change
adaptation, such as marine conservation, most are not explicitly integrated in
wider and clearly formulated adaptation strategies. Climate change adapta-
tion requires cross-cutting visions, and adaptation efforts need to span vari-
ous sectors and geographical scales.

Climate change adaptation should be among the priorities of any MSP process.
Direct adaptation measures such as anticipatory planning, relocation of marine uses,
adaptation of coastal and marine infrastructure, and climate refugia, should be con-
sidered within MS plans complementing other measures, directly targeting biodiver-
sity conservation and restoration, such as nature-based solutions. Adaptation mea-
sures and pathways should be considered for all maritime sectors and marine uses
(including nature conservation, landscape and seascape protection, and underwater
cultural heritage preservation), also taking into account land-sea interactions

Con T This integration should also be approached from a cross-cutting
perspective, including the link to fair and just transition and effective governance
aspects. Climate proofing of MS plans requires mutual alignment with national and
sub-national adaptation strategies and plans.
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EGD-topic recommendations

Based on relevant climate-related policies and projections, MS plans should
adopt an even more strategic, forward-looking approach beyond the typical
10-year duration of a planning cycle. Implementing anticipatory and adaptive
approaches to manage uncertainties, such as those developed with the aid of
forecasting and backcasting toolsCo™) [ieg2¥5M, may require planning deci-
sions to be designed for the longer term. This should also be reflected in the
time frame defined for the implementation of each specific objective and mea-
sure. Sharing good practices and cases among o countries would facilitate the
implementation of this recommendation.

MS plans should consider climate change adaptation in alignment with
other EGD objectives and related policies and strategies (consider also the
overarching recommendation on policy integration, under the Governance and
Policy Integration section). For example, adaptation actions taken in MS plans
may also benefit biodiversity protection (as required by the EU Biodiversity
Strategy and the Habitats and Birds Directive) and restoration (as required
under the EU Nature Restoration Law). To take full account of climate change
adaptation, MS plans therefore need to be well integrated with other policies
supporting climate change adaptation, in particular those related to biodiver-
sity conservation.

Data and knowledge on the pressures and impacts of climate change on
marine ecosystems should be collected, collated, and made available, en-
suring maximum regional specificity. Specific data and knowledge represent
an essential prerequisite for developing effective climate change adaptation
strategies within MSP. To address knowledge gaps, the use of scientific meth-
ods and tools, such as ecological models or digital twins, should be enhanced.
This will help identify the areas, habitats, and ecosystem services most vul-
nerable to climate change and facilitate the development of targeted solu-
tions like climate refugia, new protected areas, and specific conservation and
restoration measures. This could be also done at the level of the sea basin
through international projects.

Data and knowledge on the impacts of climate change on maritime sectors
should be collected, collated, and made available, ensuring maximum re-
gional specificity, to identify changing trends, modalities, spatial needs, and
possible solutions (i.e. adaptation measures and pathways). Sectors should
support this process by providing first-hand data and information on actual
and expected climate change impacts (e.g. change of species caught by fish-
ers, or distribution of non-indigenous species driven by changed climatic con-
ditions). Fostering alliances to leverage data from economic sectors through
sector representatives at the national and EU level is recommended.



EGD-topic recommendations

A catalogue of regionally and locally specific climate change adaptation [cc A5]
solutions should be developed, addressing the coastal and marine environ-
ment as well as all maritime sectors, and building on Integrated Coastal Zone TARGET USER

Management experiences. MSP should facilitate the implementation of inno-
vative solutions, including climate refugia, NBS, and Marine Green Infrastruc-
ture (MGI), considering both the offshore dimension and land-sea interaction
to enhance resilience and sustainable resource use. This catalogue could also
inform the marine components of national and sub-national adaptation strat-
egies and plans. Assessment of the transferability of solutions and contex-
tualization of the catalogue at the local level should be carefully considered
with the support of the scientific community. Synergies with ongoing rele-
vant activities and processes (e.g. Climate-ADAPT, the EU Mission on Climate
Change Adaptation, the EU Initiative for Water Resilience, etc.) should be re-
searched and promoted.

Climate change mitigation

MSP-GREEN ASSESSMENT OF MS PLANS IN A NUTSHELL

Offshore wind farming (OWF) is the main mitigation-related provision in the
MS plans assessed. Other forms of marine renewables are comparatively
poorly reflected and still mostly considered niche research and innovation
topics. Not all plans adopt a comprehensive approach to deploying offshore
renewable energies, including from a land-sea interaction perspective. For in-
stance, only some of the plans consider energy transportation from offshore
production sites, grids and landing sites. Some plans include mitigation provi-
sions beyond marine renewable energy, focusing e.g. on the energy transition
and decarbonisation of specific maritime sectors such as shipping or fisheries.
Generally, there is little overarching consideration of blue carbon and the role
of ecosystems in climate change mitigation which was considered a major
shortcoming across all assessed plans.

MSP should continue to support the implementation of ambitious targets on home-
grown affordable renewables, including in particular OWF, set at EU and national
levels. At the same time, it should be ensured that the expansion and operation of
OWF are ecologically, economically, and socially sustainable. Countries should
also consider other offshore renewables within their MS plans and consider making
OWF expansion more contingent on the development and trialling of regionally suit-
able multi-use combinations. More effort should be made to consider the land-sea
interactions of offshore renewables in MS plans (e.g. in terms of grid connections).
To enable a real energy transition, MS plans of countries extracting hydrocarbons
at sea should integrate medium-to-long-term objectives aimed at the progressive
phasing out and decommissioning of offshore infrastructures (in line with related
sector plans). Decommissioning can also consider the reuse of offshore platforms
from a multi-use perspective (including rig-to-reef options).
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EGD-topic recommendations

MS plans should be continuously aligned with updated renewable energy
production targets (in line with national energy and climate plans). The re-
sulting spatial needs should be identified as early as possible. In addition
to identifying priority areas for offshore renewables development, MS plans
should indicate or reinforce the indication of specific go-to-areas and/or ac-
celeration areas for offshore renewables development and expansion, in line
with the designation of these areas in sectoral plans. At the same time, the use
of sea space for this purpose should be limited to actual expansion needs and
targets. The cumulative impacts CoH of ORE expansion should be
assessed and mitigated, and valuable habitats and MPAs should be avoided,
as should adverse effects (including displacement) on other users of the sea
(considering e.g. the updated Guidance document on wind energy develop-
ments and EU nature legislation).

MS plans should consider offshore renewables other than OWE (such as
wave, tidal, current, and solar) in terms of objectives, zoning and/or measures.
This might require mapping of energy sources other than wind, analysis of
available technologies, evaluation of interactions with other sea uses, envi-
ronmental impact assessment, identification of suitable areas for ORE devel-
opment including space for trialling innovative technologies, and evaluation of
multi-use opportunities.

MS plans should explicitly consider any spatial needs resulting from the
storage and transmission of offshore renewable energy. Among other things,
this implies involving public and private stakeholders responsible for grid de-
velopment in MSP, including any grid initiatives at the regional sea level.

MSP should identify links to terrestrial and coastal planning related to the
development and expansion of offshore renewables. MSP should work to
ensure that onshore spatial prerequisites are in place to allow for ORE de-
velopment. MS plans should highlight gaps and possible actions to ensure
land use planning and other forms of land-based planning align with MSP to
enable and actively encourage the expansion of ORE. Important elements to
be considered include the landward connection of transmission grids and the
port infrastructure necessary for the construction and maintenance of ORE
infrastructure.


https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/2b08de80-5ad4-11eb-b59f-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/2b08de80-5ad4-11eb-b59f-01aa75ed71a1
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe/eu-missions-horizon-europe/adaptation-climate-change_en
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe/eu-missions-horizon-europe/adaptation-climate-change_en

EGD-topic recommendations

MSP could strive to help reduce the carbon footprint of maritime sectors
(such as maritime transport, fisheries, aquaculture, etc.), e.g. by favouring
low-carbon or carbon-neutral activities and specifying objectives and mea-
sures designed to support the decarbonisation of maritime sectors. MS plans
could also act as a framework for the integration of objectives and measures
set in other sectors or cross-cutting policies and plans. A particular aspect
is to recognize the significant role of ports (in line with port plans and initia-
tives) in supporting decarbonization, e.g. through improved energy efficien-
cy, the use of renewable energy, the use of alternative fuels for shipping, and
the role of ports as blue circular economy hubs. Cooperation between stake-
holders and among countries can strengthen the ports’ ambitions towards the
EGD.

M&E of EGD-aligned MSP < should include the evaluation of
the climate impacts of planning designations, also as part of the Strategic
Environmental Assessment process. This evaluation can be based on calculat-
ing the carbon footprint of different planning options and decisions as well as
the greenhouse gas emissions likely to be produced by the different maritime
sectors in response to the EGD. Such evaluation should inform the design and
revision of MS plans to minimise their carbon footprint.

Carbon capture and storage at sea should be considered in MS plans. This
implies mapping blue carbon habitats (e.g. seagrass meadows and salt
marshes), evaluating their climate change mitigation potential, assess-
ing other co-benefits (e.g. as habitats for marine species of commercial im-
portance), and improving their conservation, protection, and restoration
through specific MSP objectives, zoning designations, and/or measures. The
implementation of this recommendation calls for improved use of MSFD and
Habitat and Birds Directives (H&BD) data and might require additional surveys
and monitoring activities (for example to assess the real mitigation potential of
different blue carbon habitats). MSP could also reserve space - if relevant - for
trialling and pilot activities of geological carbon sequestration.
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EGD-topic recommendations

Biodiversity and ecosystem protection and restoration

MSP-GREEN ASSESSMENT OF MS PLANS IN A NUTSHELL

Protecting the marine environment is a priority in all assessed plans. In prac-
tice, plans are not to designate new Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), which
is outside MSP’s mandate, but as facilitators or in support of such processes.
Some plans include biodiversity-oriented zoning measures, such as the delin-
eation of ecologically significant marine underwater areas or the identification
of priority areas for nature conservation, which may in turn support MPAs des-
ignation or extension processes. Many biodiversity-related provisions in MS
plans are actually related to or reflect the implementation of existing environ-
mental legislation, such as the MSFD or the Birds and Habitat Directive. In turn,
focusing on the implementation of those specific provisions means that plans
can fall short of adopting more integrated approaches as well as of considering
issues not included in such legislation. For instance, only some of the analysed
MS plans include elements related to marine connectivity or “blue corridors”
and Marine Green Infrastructures. Current plans therefore do not fully reflect
the role MSP could play as a platform for articulating area-based conservation
measures and achieving objectives such as establishing a coherent network of
MPAs. Similarly, Other Effective area-based Conservation Measures were not
commonly found in MS plans. In the light of the EU Nature Restoration Law, it
is worth noting that only one of the assessed MS plans explicitly addressed
the restoration of marine ecosystems. The lack of consideration for the effects
of climate change on protection and restoration measures constitutes another
shared shortcoming of the assessed plans.

Among its overarching objectives and through the adoption of an ecosystem-based
approach (see e.g. the document on Guiding the Application of an Ecosystem-Based
Approach in Maritime Spatial Planning), MSP should support achieving and main-
taining Good Environmental Status (GES) of EU marine waters, as defined under the
MSFD, as well as identify and foster actions for marine restoration in line with the
EU Restoration Law. In addition, MS plans should coordinate and be coherent with
national processes designed to reach EU biodiversity targets, requiring at least 30
per cent of the EU’'s marine area to be designated for nature conservation purpos-
es by 2030, including 10 per cent for strict protection. From this perspective, MSP
should reinforce its role as facilitator and driver for biodiversity conservation, in-
cluding zoning and spatial conservation measures tailored to the national context.
This would enhance the contribution of MSP to protecting species and habitats under
the H&BD, achieving GES under the MSFD and preserving ecosystem services and
nature’s benefits to people. MSP should contribute to keeping environmental pres-
sures within ecosystem capacity limits, to safeguard the natural functions of the
marine ecosystems. This requires early and careful assessment of single and cu-
mulative impacts JIES5EN, the development of alternative planning solutions
to minimise impacts, and the identification of mitigation measures. Last but not least,
MSP can contribute to enhancing regional cooperation on biodiversity conservation,
for instance by focusing on cross-border protection needs.



https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/media/document/14865
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/media/document/14865

EGD-topic recommendations

Contributing to the EU Biodiversity Strategy targets, MSP should take a stron-
ger role in supporting the identification of new areas relevant to nature con-
servation (such as MPAs, Natura 2000 sites, etc.) and foster their effective
design and management. OECM is also a tool that can be used in MSP. The
EU criteria and guidance for protected areas designations offer guidance for
the identification of OECM and could serve as a basis for analysing how OECM
can best be considered by MSP. Exchange and transfer of experience on
OECM integration within MSP is also recommended, for example as one of the
activities of the EU Member State Expert Group on MSP, MSP community of
practices or even national working groups on OECMs that may be established.

MS plans should be coherent with management measures for protected ar-
eas - as defined in the plans specifically set for MPAs, Natura 2000 sites,
etc. and define measures to control pressures in their proximity. Additionally,
MS plans could support other spatial (such as Particularly Sensitive Sea Area
(PSSA), Area To be Avoided (ATA), Traffic Separation Scheme (TSS), limits to
velocity) and non-spatial management measures (e.g. technical, behavioural,
and educational measures) designed to improve biodiversity conservation.

MS plans should support the establishment of a coherent network of pro-
tected areas at sea and across the land-sea interface based on criteria for
ecological coherence (e.g. representativity, replicability, connectivity, and ad-
equacy). Research on and operationalisation of the blue corridor concept
should be expanded in this context, also across national borders.

MSP should more explicitly support and promote EU nature restoration tar-
gets and the concept of MGI, acknowledging their contribution to climate
change adaptation and mitigation. MS plans should align with the national
restoration plans, specifically by identifying areas to be restored at sea and
along the coast. This will enable the MSP processes to help Member States
meet the requirements of the EU Nature Restoration Law.

MS plans should give greater consideration to the effects of climate change
on conservation and restoration actions. This should aim at improving the re-
silience of marine ecosystems, habitats, and species under changing climatic
conditions, also considering the transboundary dimension and the need for
cooperation at the sea-basin level. Biodiversity conservation and ecosystem
restoration C2) should be framed within the context of climate change,
incorporating adaptive management strategies, including specific planning
provisions in terms of zoning and measures.
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EGD-topic recommendations

The availability, accessibility, and usability of marine environmental data
for informed MSP decision-making should be fostered. Among others, key
areas for data enhancement include detailed mapping of benthic habitats at
scales appropriate for marine management, the distribution and temporal vari-
ability of key species, mapping and quantification of ecosystem services, and
detailed assessment of climate change effects on species and habitat distri-
bution and health. Considering the transboundary dimension of these aspects,
cooperation at the EU and sea-basin level is necessary to achieve the desired

results.

Sustainable seafood production

MSP-GREEN ASSESSMENT OF MS PLANS IN A NUTSHELL

Sustainable seafood production is generally well reflected in the MS plans as-
sessed. Plans includes multiple spatial and non-spatial provisions to enhance
the sustainability of fisheries. The role of MSP in supporting sustainable fish-
eries greatly varies from country to country, depending on the degree of inte-
gration between fisheries and planning policies at the national level. The lack of
information on small-scale fisheries, including their spatial distribution, is a com-
mon limitation in all the assessed plans. Some MS plans adopt an integrated ap-
proach to fisheries, embedding the whole supply chain. Sustainable aquaculture
is commonly considered in MS plans from the perspective of fish and mussels
farming. However, differences were observed, depending on whether the activ-
ity takes place in coastal areas or in the open sea. Some aspects related to the
sustainability of European seafood production were less commonly considered
or missing entirely from the plans, especially algae production, management of
recreational fisheries and accounting for and anticipating the impact of climate
change on seafood sectors.

Sustainable seafood production encompasses a wide range of activities and sectors
that should all be developed and transformed in line with sustainability objectives.
Considering that the EU MSP Directive links MSP with fishing and aquaculture (see
Article 8), better integration of Common Fishery Policy provisions in MSP should
be achieved, not least to be able to leverage fisheries measures in support of EGD
objectives in MSP. In the case of aquaculture, the EGD requires countries to further
foster the transition to sustainable practices, implying diversification, innovation in
terms of practices and technologies, minimisation of environmental impacts, and an-
ticipatory approaches to planning to properly account for climate change effects.


https://environment.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-01/SWD_guidance_protected_areas.pdf

EGD-topic recommendations

MSP should move from an approach where fisheries are considered only in
terms of exclusion from some areas to a more comprehensive planning ap-
proach, where all fisheries segments are proactively planned and managed.
This approach requires that MS plans incorporate and help harmonise regula-
tions and limitations defined in fisheries plans and other sectoral plans (i.e. for
conservation and/or for the management of fishing-related risks objectives).
MS plans should recognise the important socio-economic role of the sector.

MSP should more explicitly consider the needs of small-scale fisheries. This
requires a stronger focus on small-scale fisheries-related data (including for
example the distribution of fishing activities) and data sharing as well as im-
proved engagement of operators in the planning process. Planners should
consider the potential impacts of other activities on small-scale fisheries (in-
cluding EGD-related ones), as well as promote synergies with other uses (e.g.
tourism) and the management of MPAs.

MSP should support sustainable aquaculture in a way that is coherent
across different spatial scales. Low trophic aquaculture (seaweed and shell-
fish) should be promoted both as a commercial activity and for its environ-
mental co-benefits, e.g. uptake of nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) from
seawaters. Integration should be sought with other aquaculture types, includ-
ing through integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA). MS plans should
identify priority areas for such activities, together with measures to mitigate/
eliminate any resulting conflicts and impacts. Any positive effects and co-ben-
efits of low trophic aquaculture should be openly communicated.

In addition to environmental sustainability, aquaculture and fisheries should
be planned considering the broader value chain and community livelihoods
in the sense of a fair and just transition. MSP should recognise the impor-
tance of land-sea connections related to aquaculture and fisheries in sustain-
ing coastal community livelihood. MSP should link with municipal and regional
plans to ensure the preservation of small ports and landing sites as well as the
development of seafood processing facilities where necessary.

MSP should contribute to facilitating dialogue and improving cooperation
between professional and recreational fisheries. Data and information on
recreational fisheries (effort, spatial distribution, impacts on stocks and the
environment, conflicts with other uses, social impacts, etc.) should be collect-
ed (e.g. through direct interaction with recreational fishers) to support better
management of the sector within MSP. Based on the analysis of distribution-
al data and the identification of more heavily impacted areas (e.g. in terms
of take and/or access), area restrictions could be introduced for recreational
fisheries where necessary.
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Zero pollution has received relatively little attention in the MS plans of the MSP-
GREEN project countries. Nevertheless, all plans refer to either GES and/or MSFD
implementation. Pollution-related provisions are generally included in MS plans,
mostly focused on pollution prevention and sector-specific measures. ldentified
drivers of pollution include shipping, activities related to maritime logistics, tour-
ism, fisheries, aquaculture, offshore energy, security, and port activities. Some
plans consider pollution sources from land and land-sea interactions., e.g. by
including objectives relating to discharges in the sea from land-based activities,
such as nutrients from agriculture, landfills, or sewage plants. Pollution remedia-
tion is rarely considered in the plans.

EGD-topic recommendations

To the best degree possible, MSP should anticipate the impacts of climate
change on commercially and recreationally exploited species (fished and
farmed) and any spatial displacement this may entail. To avoid future spatial
conflicts, MSP should ensure coordination on these aspects between neigh-
bouring countries and at the sea basin level.

Zero pollution

MSP-GREEN ASSESSMENT OF MS PLANS IN A NUTSHELL

A large part of marine pollution originates from land-based sources, over which MSP
has no mandate. Still, the link between MSP and pollution prevention/remediation
is not yet fully explored. Based on national specificities, MS plans should identify
how they can contribute to zero pollution at sea (considering nutrients, chemicals,
litter, noise, and other pollutants) through objectives and spatial and regulatory
measures. Several of these objectives and measures are also addressed by other
sectoral or cross-cutting policies, particularly the WFD and MSFD. MS plans are ex-
pected to integrate relevant objectives and measures from other policies to form
a coherent picture.

[ZzP1]
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MSP should map the marine areas most affected by land-based sources of
pollution and identify the impacted environmental components and econom-
ic activities. MSP should enter into discussion within relevant processes (the
WFD and MSFD in particular) and with stakeholders at sea and on land, to
consider how pollution-related impacts can be prevented and what reme-
diation measures can be implemented through spatial planning on land and
sea. Beyond the national dimension, sea-basin-wide analysis is necessary to
identify priorities and support the identification and implementation of suitable
solutions.



EGD-topic recommendations

MSP should identify and map marine pollution hotspots that affect marine
uses and the environment, making use of available data (including those avail-
able in EU repositories such as EMODnet and Wise Marine). Marine pollution
hotspots include illegal dumping areas at sea, areas of concentration of aban-
doned ammunition, accumulation areas of marine litter on the sea floor, etc.
In these areas, MSP should prioritise environmental remediation measures
coherently with the implementation of other linked directives (the WFD and
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EGD-topic recommendations

Blue circular economy

MSP-GREEN ASSESSMENT OF MS PLANS IN A NUTSHELL

Whether and how MS plans address blue circular economy depends on their
scope and mandate, including the degree of integration of MSP with relevant
policies at the national level, such as those covering circular economy at large

MSFD in particular) and of specific remediation plans (at the national, sub-na- ¢ 5-10Y or recycling. As a result, the MS plans assessed address the blue circular econ-
tional, and local levels). Remediation measures also need to be linked to biodi- omy in different ways. Some plans cover the topic both at a strategic and an
versity protection as indicated in the EU’s Restoration Law Co) JiEZil. Given operational level, with explicit references and dedicated objectives and mea-
the transboundary nature of some marine pollution hotspots, an analysis at sures. Others consider the topic only to some extent or indirectly, either through
the sea-basin level is considered important to identify priorities and design generic mentions only or by addressing some specific blue economy sectors or
solutions. segments. Some plans have not identified any connection between MSP and
the circular economy. While blue circular economy might at first seem out of
scope for MSP, the plans that do consider the topic, as well as the new practices
inine with thlf mancate and scops, MS plans could identiy sector-based [zP3] O o o o Sl It MEP o oty by
measures contributing to zero pollution and/or integrate measures already condupcted on the intearation ongSP and the blge circular econom
set out in other plans. Examples of such measures include (i) area-based TARGET USER g y:

management tools to manage maritime traffic and reduce pressure related to
air emission, noise, and vibration; (ii) analysis of alternative scenarios for ship-
ping routing to reduce emissions; (iii) supporting the adoption of technological
measures to reduce emissions from maritime sectors; (iv) measures aimed
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A 5-10Y TIMING There are various opportunities for MSP to encourage the development of a sus-

A . e X - ¢ 3-5Y tainable blue circular economy, although some innovative and lateral thinking may
to reduce litter generation from maritime sectors; (v) supporting the devel- be required. Where possible, MSP should seek to prepare the ground for suitable
opment of low-trophic and multi-trophic aquaculture to remove nutrients in licencing decisions by defining targeted sector-specific measures. MSP can also
eutrophic systems Co-) [IEEEMN; (vi) measures aimed at improved monitoring foster consideration of a sustainable blue circular economy more broadly, e.g. by
OI emerging sources of pollutants (e.g. chemical and plastic debris from OWF), enhancing the understanding of value chains across the land-sea interface.
etc.

s . . MSP should seek stronger links with circular economy and blue econom
As a specnflc aspect of ' MSP should recognise the crucial role of ports [ZP4] [BCE1] strategies, both at the IgU and national levels, and pro‘:note their develop)-,
In supporting zero pollution, e.g. by supporting proper waste management, TARGET USER ment where they are not available yet. This will promote policy integration
providing the necessary infrastructure and service for “fishing for litter” prac- TARGET USER !

assist MSP in setting suitable priorities and promote an understanding of the
requirements of a blue circular economy that is locally appropriate and eco-
nomically, environmentally and socially sustainable. Specific spatial measures
supporting the blue circular economy should be identified and included in

B~ ==

TIMING 1-3Y A

tices, or enabling blue circular economy opportunities. While many of these
aspects are outside the mandate of MSP, MSP can and should engage with
other sector plans or cross-cutting policies and plans (including port plans) to
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improve the interface between sustainable port development and MSP. Co- . - d - -
opFe)ration between stakeholders and among Countriespcan strengthen port ¢ 3-5Y 35V € s plans. MSP should work closely with terrestrial planning to support rele-
o : . ; - vant circular economic activities, such as using biological products from the
ambitions towards the EGD and clarify the synergies that exist between EGD sea, using waste from seafood production, re-using sea shells in construction
aligned MSP and sustainable port development. encouraging IMTA C&O m,pre-using ghost nets collected by fishers, pro-
moting vessel and boat repair and refitting, etc.
[BCE2] Research into the spatial dimensions of a blue circular economy should be

encouraged to assess how much marine and coastal space is needed for ac-
tivities now and in the future. A socio-economic impact analysis should be
carried out on the impact of a circular blue economy on society, with a focus
on blue justice and the well-being of coastal communities. Operational im-
plications of research outcomes for the various stages of the MSP process
should be highlighted.
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EGD-topic recommendations

A life cycle approach should be considered in MS plans and associated li-
censing. This could be applied to sea areas themselves in the sense of reusing
space, but also to different elements of the blue economy. An example is off-
shore wind farming and the sustainable decommissioning of turbines, as well
as other offshore infrastructure and consideration of its reuse.
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Fair & Just transition



Fair and Just Transition recommendations

Use of the EGD to work towards a fair and just sustainability transition in MSP

Implementing the EGD within MSP comes with a renewed opportunity to work to-
wards a fair and just sustainability transition. It is an opportunity to ensure MSP
leaves no one and no place behind and to use EGD-aligned MSP to increase stake-
holder buy-in in the planning process. The success of implementing the EGD will
not least depend on whether the costs and benefits of planning decisions are seen
to be distributed fairly across space and time, and whether there is a real opportu-
nity for stakeholders, especially smaller and less organised ones, to be heard in the
process. Planners are well aware of the importance of stakeholder recognition and
representation when designing and reviewing MS plans, and efforts are being made
in all countries to make planning processes as inclusive as possible. However, more
methods and approaches are needed to assess the socio-economic effects of MS
plans and scenarios so that a fair (re)distribution of the costs and benefits of MSP

can be ensured.

Assess which marine and coastal areas, maritime sectors, communities,
and segments of the population will mostly benefit or will be negative-
ly affected by the implementation of EGD-aligned MS plans. This might re-
quire the development, operationalisation, or customisation of assessment
methodologies, to be supported by dedicated funding resources at the EU
and national level. The results of this assessment should be considered in the
progressive refinement and revision of the MS plans, through the definition
of spatial provisions and measures reducing socio-economic vulnerabilities.
Future perspectives should be also carefully considered, for example, to give
due consideration to intergenerational fairness.

Stakeholder engagement in the co-creation of MS plans should be further
strengthened, taking into account their needs and proposed solutions.
In light of the fair and just transition principles, particular attention should
be paid to ensuring a balanced distribution of power among stakeholders
(from the perspective of their ability to contribute and impact the MSP process
and its outcomes). This implies the active engagement of less represented
stakeholders, such as small-scale fishery operators, sustainable tourism op-
erators, shellfish aquaculture operators, etc. Data literacy, training and ca-
pacity building on the EGD and MSP are particularly relevant for these stake-
holders and should be promoted with dedicated resources.

Valorise the potential of the local sustainable blue circular economy by
re-imagining supply chains with a focus on local processing, storage, and
other facilities (consider also the Blue Circular Economy recommendations),
also through a strengthened involvement of the private sector through proj-
ects and collaboration. This will minimise transport, add value to the local
economy, provide benefits for local communities, and encourage sustainabili-
ty in general. Links to terrestrial planning are essential here (e.g. in the context
of ports), as are innovative concepts such as Mariparks that could work across
the land-sea boundary.
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