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1. Executive summary

The report is the result of 2-year work of the working group of intergovernmental co-operation on spatial planning and development – VASAB (Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea 2010) supported by East West Window project part financed by the EU. This is the part of greater undertaking of preparation of the Long Term Perspective for the spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region. 

The focus of the document is on planning of the sea space which has been considered by the Sixth Ministerial Conference of VASAB (Gdańsk September 2005) as one of the decisive factors shaping future development of the BSR (Baltic Sea Region) space till 2030. The recent development in Europe both at practical and policy making (EU, HELCOM) levels supports this assumption (cf. numerous projects dealing with this issue and green and blue books on integrated maritime policy for the EU). 

This report presents the results achieved both those related to analysis and to necessary changes in the spatial planning and spatial development policies including the list of common actions that should be executed at BSR level.

There is no generally accepted definition of Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) in Europe. There is no even consensus to what extent and how spatial planning of the sea space should be connected with management. Therefore VASAB has proposed to relay on the terrestrial experience as spatial planning being an important element of integrated management. Maritime Spatial Planning should be seen as a legally based hierarchical process reconciling competing claims on the sea space (sea surface, sea bottom and water column) in line with the goals and values of the given society, manifested in national and international priorities and agreements. Such planning guides and monitors sea space development through the appropriate instruments (e.g. vision, strategies, spatial plans).
The analysis undertaken by VASAB revealed that 

· Although the main driving forces which will shape development of the Baltic Sea space are more or less similar in the BSR countries (maritime transport, demands for more protection of marine bio​topes, renewable energy, maritime tourism) the coverage and intensity of spatial planning differs among them. There is no BSR country (except perhaps Germany) that has managed to establish a fully developed maritime spatial planning system. 
· Maritime spatial planning is demand driven. It exists mainly in the countries of relatively high population density or in countries for which marine resources form an important part of national economy. Also the nature and efficiency of the existing sea management system is important. The low efficiency coupled with growing number of conflicts usually urges for introduction of the maritime planning system.
· The maritime spatial planning systems usually are rooted in planning paradigms of the given countries and their trust in spatial planning as an instrument for conflict reconciliation. 

· The new potentials and new use of maritime space such as blue biotech or sub-sea technologies are not present yet in the BSR,
· But even the intensification of traditional uses will inevitably result in intensification of spatial conflicts on the sea. The ecological status of the Baltic Sea as a protected area, protection of marine biotopes, depleted fishery, increasing global and local shipping, con​struction of wind power plants in the open sea, toxins and oil leakage from wrecks and dumped material and also the extension of international energy transport and telecommunications with pipelines and cables is today resulting in increasing competition for the use of certain areas and zones not only of territorial but also EEZ waters.
· With the growth of user demands, there is a need for a more comprehensive approach to sea space, which would consider the both coexistence of human impacts and the natural processes. The reason why such integration is essential is the specificity of the sea space. It allows for more users in the same area than on the land, but on the other hand, the lack of physical borders and barriers makes the sea environment much more prone to impacts of any human intervention. Sea use processes are more closely interlinked with each other than those on the land. Moreover, very often their impacts transcend maritime borders of states and will also extend to the land (e.g. sea level rise, climate change). 
· All the above phenomena call for an integrated approach, based on clear vision, goals and instruments such as can be provided by maritime spatial planning.
The preconditions for successful introduction of the maritime spatial planning have also been formulated as the result of the analysis. Among them the most important are:

· existence of a clear governance (including planning) – institutional structure,
· an agreement at BSR level on important targets of use of the Baltic resources i.e. existence of the BSR vision on sea space use agreed among the countries coupled with most important goals shared,
· existence in each of all countries the necessary legal provisions allowing for introduction with different speed according to country needs:
a) strategic MSP at national level (covering the whole sea space) and focused on delimitation of main sea potentials and threats (conflicts), to provide general guidance for decision making and for potential investors, developers and other users seeking for the sea space 
b) more comprehensive detailed MSP, done on demand and covering problem areas (areas of conflicting interests) and areas for large scale development (e.g. wind farms) allocating sea space to concrete uses. 
There is one more important precondition – concerning the quality of maritime spatial planning. The analysis presented above revealed that since management of sea space is off genuine transnational character there would be a need for a common denominator for maritime spatial panning in all countries surrounding the Baltic Sea. In other words even if the speed and scope of introduction of maritime spatial planning might differ between the countries the general direction of the changes should be similar. Therefore VASAB has proposed to agree between BSR countries on maritime spatial planning principles guiding the essence (methodology) of such planning. Such principles have been summarised in the box below.

	Maritime Spatial Planning Principles

1. MSP should demonstrate a farsighted/pro-active approach – planning based on a BSR vision, internationally agreed goals etc.

2. MSP should be run by an institution enjoying organisational independence from the individual sectors.
3. MSP should be based on a principle of diversity, on participatory approach and transparency.

4. MSP should respect the ecosystem approach.

5. MSP should cover all sea layers and should take into consideration important seasonal changes in the sea space.

6.  MSP should use the adaptive approach to planning and be of a continuous character. Such planning cycles can differ between the countries as far as details are concerned, could be improve or redeveloped. What really matters is principle of continuity of the MSP process. 

7. MSP should be science-based (evidence based spatial planning).

8. Maritime Spatial Plans should be transnationally coordinated and joint planning of some sea areas should be installed. 

9. MSP should follow the nested approach.

10. Complementary planning of the sea space and adjacent coastal areas should be achieved.

11. MSP should be of precautionary character.

12. MSP should take into account recommendations, knowledge and information of Pan-Baltic organizations and CEMAT at an early stage of planning.

13. The decision making processes in case of lack of Maritime Spatial Plans should be well coordinated vertically and horizontally, transparent and include public participation.


In the policy making part of the report the VASAB vision and goals with regard to maritime spatial planning are discussed as well as action plan is proposed facilitating introduction of the maritime spatial planning to the region. The main policy messages have also been formulated for awareness rising purposes.

VASAB vision is “the Baltic Sea Region as a sustainable, integrated, well-functioning and safe part of Europe with the Baltic Sea as a common asset, which we all cherish.” 
· In 2030 The Baltic Sea will be healed and governed in a sound and sustainable way to use it for safe maritime transport, tourism, offshore and underground construction, fishing and recreation, etc. 

· Intelligent motorways of the sea will ensure effective transports and prevention of ship accidents. 

· Sea space will be saved for future generations that might come up with new, currently unknown uses. 

· Adaptation measures preventing negative consequences of climate change will be installed. 

· Sea nature protection will not be treated as a separate sea use but rather as an immanent part of maritime existence and activities of the BSR population. Therefore the use of the sea space will have to be of a careful, prudent and economic character. 

To achieve this vision of the well organised and well functioning Baltic Sea space the main VASAB goal in the years to come is to install careful, prudent Maritime Spatial Planning as a common practice of the BSR countries, open to various sustainable uses. The following direct (secondary goals have been formulated to accompany and concretise the overall goal showing what VASAB wants to achieve through MSP): 

a) Balancing interests of different stakeholders with regard to the use of sea space (mitigating existing and avoiding potential conflicts)

b)  Securing sustainable use of the marine resources 

c)  Protecting Baltic Sea environment and its natural biodiversity, to prevent the state of waters getting worse.

d) Identifying the use of sea space in the light of long term goals 

e)  Leaving adequate space for future (now hardly recognizable, even unknown) needs.

f)  Facilitating adaptation of sea space use to global phenomena such as climate change.
g) Securing coherence and cohesion of management of sea areas. 

 In the action plan VASAB, as a policy making body, has put stress on building of a political commitment towards proper maritime spatial planning in the BSR countries. This would include the following:

a)  Preparation of Convention/agreement on MSP in the BSR containing:

· Joint Vision and Goals for using and developing Baltic Sea space, 

· MSP principles to be used in all countries,

· List of basic instruments to achieve these goals and principles.

b) Establishing overall understanding of data flows between sectors and countries – through creation of a one competent BSR data pool in accordance with the need of maritime spatial planning in the BSR e.g. by extending of the existing data bases such as HELCOM or EEA ones.

c)
Increasing the human capacity of the maritime spatial planning in the BSR by encouraging Baltic Universities to start teaching maritime spatial planning as a part of broader spatial planning courses (special focus on Russia might be necessary since in Russia even macro-scale terrestrial spatial planning still needs strengthening and support in terms of capacity building); agreeing on BSR harmonised research agenda related to acquisition of information necessary for proper (evidence based) maritime spatial planning. 

Action plan discuss also the need of planning for joint investments of genuinely trans-national character, requiring co-operation of BSR countries allowing for more sustainable use of the Baltic space in the future: 

a) Supergrid linking new power plants producing renewable energy on sea areas of all BSR countries as well as the national power systems within BSR and with the rest of Europe, to allow trade of energy surpluses and to allow for covering deficits in the case of periods of insufficient wind in some part of the Baltic Sea as a precondition of development wind energy in the BSR countries. 

b) Intelligent sea transport corridors in the BSR allowing separation of the sea traffic and its intelligent electronic monitoring preventing ship accidents and monitoring the situation after the accident which seems important due to rapid increase of sea traffic including transport of dangerous goods.

 The following policy messages have also been formulated as a conclusion of the working group discussions and investigations:

1) The Baltic Sea as our common resource shall become a scene of the integrative processes aimed at its better (more efficient, coherent, sustainable, compact) use. The demand for sea space is rapidly growing while conflicts among different users and environmental protection are aggravating. All countries should be ready to mitigate the already existing and to avoid the potential sea-use conflicts. 

2) Baltic Sea space shall be planned under the condition of cross-sectoral involvement and dialogue between political bodies of all levels. 

3) The planning and management of the sea space shall be harmonized with (and not separated from) the planning and management of the adjoining terrestrial areas.

4) The Baltic Sea Region has a potential to become a model region for sustainable management based and transnationally co-ordinated maritime spatial planning.
 All described above results and conclusions have been forwarded to the Committee on Spatial Development in the Baltic Sea Region (VASAB) in September 2008 as an input to the Long Term Perspective for the spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region.
2. Introduction

 The Baltic Sea is transnational from its very nature. There are a number of the issues requiring joint co-operation. Among them the most important are: 

- Management of marine resources such as fish stock, marine landscape; space for the shipping, aquacultures, etc,

- Identity of the Baltic Sea and building cultural clusters, 

- Ability to solve common problems and joint reaction in case of disasters, 

- Operating together in forecasting and modelling,

- Establishment of intelligent logistic systems, including motorways of the sea, 

- Using Baltic Sea environment services i.e. as the resource mitigating the climate change, 
- Management of erosion and dumping.

 In light of those listed above challenges, the Working Group 3 has been set up on 30 August 2006 in Riga as the result of the Sixth Ministerial Conference of VASAB (Gdańsk September 2005) in response to the Ministerial request that VASAB should prepare the Long Term Perspective for the spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region (LTP). It was decided that the WG3 will focus on „sea use planning” and ICZM, however, in the course of its work it become clear that planning of the sea space should become a primary issue of WG3 agenda.

 Although the group was established in 2006, the intensive period of its work has started only in spring 2007 resulting in a clear definition of the WG3 workload, role and tasks with regard to LTP preparation. The first external input to the work of the group was given during the LTP kick off (expert) seminar held in Pärnu in April 2006 and afterwards by the VASAB stakeholder Conference held in Warsaw in November 2006. From November 2006 till July 2008 the group has met six times (3 meetings in Warsaw, 2 in Kaliningrad and 1 in Gdańsk). The first preliminary results were achieved in spring of 2008. Two seminars with stakeholders were organised at that time – the first in March 2008 in Kaliningrad, and the second in April 2008 in Riga as a part of the VASAB annual conference.

 From its very beginning, the WG3 was chaired by the Polish Ministry of Regional Development with a short co-chairing period with Sweden in 2007. The lead consultant services were provided by the Maritime Institute in Gdańsk. In the work of the WG3 have taken part (with different intensity) CSD members from Poland and to some extent also from Sweden, Germany and Finland, as well as civil servants and experts representing Finland, Germany, Latvia, Poland and Russia. An important input was provided by the VASAB Secretariat, and by the INTERREG III B projects Balance and PlanCoast. 

 The work of the WG3 was supported by the East West Window INTERREG III B financed project. This has allowed for very broad participation of the Russian stakeholders, decision-makers and researchers. 

 In line with the Swedish Chairmanship document on LTP (A VASAB Long Term Perspective for the spatial development of the BSR – Proposal for character, structure and overall objective), the WG3 was expected to deliver the following: 

a) Analysis in the field of WG3 competences,

b) Vision of the BSR sea space in 2030,

c) Objectives,
d) Tentative list of prioritised key themes requiring joint actions with some examples of necessary major projects and action plan),

 During the preparation of the mentioned above deliverables it has become clear that the WG3 should also specify

e) Terms and definitions related to planning of the sea space, 

f) Preconditions for successful planning of the sea space,

g) Methodological principles of such planning,

h) Tentative policy messages to the Ministerial Declaration – used also as an awareness raising tool vis-à-vis decision makers, showing them why planning of the sea space is important in the BSR and what are the key issues they should focus their political agenda on.

 All these deliverables are presented in this paper in a logical order. To prepare them the WG3 has decided to conduct the following analysis:

a) Describing the current sea space conflicts and main potentials (using the BaltCoast methodology). 

The possible synergies and conflicts seen as interplay between following sectoral activities on the sea might be detected and mapped:

· shipping,

· wind farms,

· nature protection (including ecosystem and biodiversity), 

· coastal and boat tourism, 

· mineral extraction (oil, gas, sand), 

· aquaculture,
· fishing,
· and utility networks.

b) Screening legal systems including: 

· existing legal provisions in the BSR countries for planning of the sea space are divided into 12-nm zone (= national territory) and the EEZ = Exclusive Economic Zone (= international territory with national exploitation rights), 

· legal provisions for spatial planning and management of the sea space, in particular existing instruments for planning and management of the sea space i.e. existence of plans, and other instruments,

· existing planning instruments for linking sea and terrestrial spatial planning and ICZM.

 It was also intended to prepare a sea user register (i.e. inventory of sea space users in GIS format), complementing the worked out by BaltCoast in 2005. However, due to the lack of resources this work was done only in the framework of the pilot Poland-Russia project (financed by the EWW) both for the Polish and Kaliningrad parts of the Baltic Sea. The other VASAB countries were expected to deliver information on their own resources but they either failed to do that or failed to keep the required standards.

 The WG3 analytical work was based on national inputs. The national reports on main potentials and conflicts in the sea space of different countries are attached to this report while planning systems of the sea space of different countries are described in a separate BSR wide compendium. However, the two (above listed) main fields of the WG3 agreed analysis have suffered from the lack of information from some of the BSR countries. This gap was partially covered by WG3 expert’s knowledge and partially can still be seen in this report. 
 Besides elaborating its input into the LTP, the WG3 has also tried to fulfil the fifth task given to VASAB by the 6th Ministerial Conference, i.e. to initiate and organize an exchange of knowledge and expertise on innovative spatial planning and development approaches. This was done among others within the framework of the already mentioned pilot Poland-Russia project, under which Russian stakeholders were acquainted with the idea of planning the sea space. This resulted in a declaration with recommendations “On integrated coastal zone management and marine spatial planning in the South East Baltic” paving foundations for such planning in Russia. The document was adopted by the conference of Kaliningrad stakeholders in March 2008.

3.  Explanation of main terms

There is some ambiguity in the very nomenclature of sea space planning process. Synonymous expressions, such as offshore planning, maritime spatial planning, marine spatial planning and sea use planning are interchangeably used. In this report, after the EU Commission, for the process of planning of the sea  space, the term maritime spatial planning (MSP) will be used. The term marine spatial planning has a rather environmental / nature protection connotation (e.g. EU Marine strategy), while sea use planning seems too complicated and has not received popularity despite its pioneering intent.

The scope of the MSP as such is also ambiguous. Some planner believe that it refers merely to an aggregation of individual preferences into a collective one with the use of the mechanism of the public choice, and concentrate their efforts on working out plans and announcing them to stakeholders, together with monitoring of the whole process, whereas some others claim that maritime spatial "planning" will include the "management" of ongoing uses or activities.
These different kinds of approach are also reflected by diverse definitions of maritime spatial planning. For instance the English Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) suggests acknowledging the maritime spatial plan as a strategic plan for regulating, managing and protecting the marine environment that addresses the multiple, cumulative and potentially conflicting uses of the sea. The authors of BaltCoast, in turn, did not see any need for defining maritime spatial planning, taking for granted that it is merely a natural extension of terrestrial planning. However the same, although slightly enlarged team of PlanCoast suggested the following definition of the maritime spatial planning, reflecting the EU concept of integrated maritime policy: Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning (IMSP) combines the tools and procedures of terrestrial spatial planning with the principles of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM). IMSP views coasts and seas as constituent parts of an integrated system, both in terms of ecology and socioeconomic factors. Through intensive stakeholder involvement and the use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS), IMSP extends terrestrial spatial planning and principles of ICZM to the open sea. Because of the many interconnections between land and sea, IMSP considers terrestrial and marine space as equally important. 

The dispute discussed above, manifested by diversity of sea space planning definitions seems to be somehow of semantic nature. Some planners identify spatial planning with spatial policy, whereas others believe planning to be only a part of this policy, which – in that case – must also include a motif of spatial management, i.e. issuing construction and/or use permits based upon spatial plans. It is an obvious thing, however, that there may (and in many cases does) exist a sea space management without planning foundations (disintegrated sector management), particularly when there is a relative abundance of maritime space and no clear-cut spatial conflicts. And then sole planning without management would be deprived of any sense whatsoever.

Maritime Spatial Planning is an inevitable part of the integrated coastal and sea space management. For this report the proposal is to define MSP as a legally based hierarchical process reconciling competing claims on the sea space (sea surface, sea bottom and water column) in line with the goals and values of the given society, manifested in national and international priorities and agreements. MSP guides and monitors sea space development through the appropriate instruments (e.g. vision, strategies, spatial plans). MSP requires continuous assessment of the planning results versus development trends and adequate revision of visions, plans, and strategies. 

Maritime and terrestrial spatial planning might slightly differ. It is due to the different type of spatial ownership and still less intensive development of the sea space. The sea space as a rule is of public nature (however in Sweden one may encounter a private sea space) thus the sea space may prove to be more open to innovative changes, such new ways of space utilisation, than the terrestrial space.

The difference between the sea and land space as a subject of planning is due to the following:
· character of maritime space permitting higher diversification of its use within the same body of water than on land – e.g. the sea area used for laying underwater pipes and cables may also be used for transportation, some techniques of fishing, sports and leisure;

· different dynamics of diffusion processes – e.g. much quicker and much larger spread of pollution than on land, and easier penetration of pollutants into marine organisms;

· higher significance of the cross-border factor, impossibility of confinement of adverse cross-border impact, such as pollution, noise, vibrations, or inflow of organisms alien to a given ecosystem at the country's border;

· higher than on land flexibility in shaping transport corridors, dependant on the needs of other maritime space users;

· higher impact of hydrographical and geomorphologic processes – in the context of shaping the coast line, maintaining the depth of water routes, etc., than on land;

· higher unavailability of data on current use and shape of that space, and the necessity of carrying out expensive underwater research in order to collect this information;

· floating objects – no need of many sea space users to be dependent on (fixed to) the bottom, whereas flying objects are usually excluded from terrestrial spatial planning,

· and mentioned before different ownership issues (no private ownership, significant limitation of spatial control in reference to the exclusive economic zone). 

Last but not least one should keep in mind notable differences in the legal status of different parts of the sea space: internal waters, territorial waters (12 nautical mile zone), exclusive economic zone, continental shelf and international waters. Maritime spatial planning should take these differences into account. The coastal state enjoys complete jurisdiction over internal waters defined as waters landward of the baseline. Also territorial water, or a territorial sea, is regarded as the sovereign territory of the state, although foreign ships (both military and civilian) are allowed innocent passage through it. Therefore the state can have full rights to plan both types of the above described waters.

The Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) can be also subject to national maritime planning since it is an area
 in which a coastal nation enjoys control of all economic resources i.e. fishing, wind and current energy, sediment extraction, mining, oil exploration, and any pollution of those resources. However, it cannot regulate or prohibit passage or loitering above, on, or under the surface of the sea.

In the continental shelf zone a given coastal nation has only control of all resources (living or not) located on or under its shelf, but has no control over any living organisms above the shelf. There is also no national jurisdiction over the international waters which makes maritime planning really difficult there. However, due to the size of the Baltic Sea, BSR countries contact with each other by their EEZs or even territorial waters. Therefore there is no continental shelf in the Baltic Sea.

It should be also noticed that MSP is a grass root demand driven process. The problem is discussed at the national, regional and local levels, usually provoked by investors who want to benefit from more intensive use of the sea space. In fact the European level of spatial planning was highly delayed in its identification of the need for planning the sea space despite the works carried out on local and regional level, and definitely there were no signs of inspiration and strategic support from the European level. Neither the research studies Europe 2000, Europe 2000+ nor the European Spatial Development Perspective – ESDP mention the sea space. Even some later documents, such as "The Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union" discuss mainly the specific territorial potentials of coastal areas. Maritime spatial planning is mentioned there only twice in the context of the EU Maritime Policy, or the integrated coastal zone management. However, the Territorial Agenda of the EU does not discuss the maritime spatial planning.

4. Overview of the Current state of Maritime Spatial Planning in the BSR

No BSR country (except perhaps Germany) has a fully developed maritime spatial planning system. The coverage and intensity of spatial planning differs (see Fig. 1). 

The most developed MSP system is in Germany. Territorial waters’ planning is part of the regional planning of the Bundesländer, and EEZ is under the jurisdiction of the central state. Just recently the draft of the first EEZ spatial plan has been presented for public consultation, which will be concluded in September 2008. German maritime plans are of statutory nature and define rules and principles for all subsequent planning. They design suitable/reserved/restricted areas for shipping routes, cables and pipelines, fishery, nature protection, energy and scientific use. Within the suitable areas settled by the maritime plan, location of installations requires also additional approval procedures such as e.g. the Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA). 

In Poland only one pilot maritime spatial plan was elaborated so far. It is a plan covering the western part of the Gulf of Gdańsk north-west of the Three-City agglomeration (Gdańsk-Sopot-Gdynia). This plan has both a quasi-strategic character and at the same time carries out some functions that are reserved on land for the local land use plan. According to Polish law such plan should decide about: the destined use of the sea areas, prohibitions or limitations in the use of the sea areas, taking into account the requirements of nature protection, distribution of public investment, directions of development of transport and technical infrastructure, areas and conditions of protection of environment and cultural heritage. In Poland sea space is also covered by the National Spatial Development Concept currently under elaboration (due by the end of 2008). 

In Sweden, Finland and Norway the local (and also regional in Norway and Finland) governments have a right (but not obligation) to extend their plans into sea areas. This right is used frequently in Norway (82% of Norway’s 280 coastal municipalities have already produced maritime spatial plans) and rather exceptionally in Sweden. In Finland certain uses, such as nature protection areas, shipping routes etc. are appointed in regional plans and in municipal level plans. However, management is based partly on plans partly on sectoral competences in territorial waters. One explanation for these differences between Nordic countries is the very active attitude of Norwegian Ministry for Environment which is responsible for terrestrial spatial planning and which took a lead in encouraging municipalities to prepare also maritime spatial plans. The Ministry of Environment, in cooperation with other ministries and authorities, has made a management plan for the Barents Sea and sea area of the Lofoten Islands. The management plan sets the overall framework for both existing and new activities in these waters, and facilitates the co-existence of different industries, particularly the fishery, maritime transport and petroleum industry. The aim of the plan is to establish a holistic and ecosystem-based management of the activities in the Barents Sea – Lofoten area. It should also be noted that both in Finland and Sweden maritime spatial planning in the EEZ is nonexistent and is not regulated by law. Sweden is currently working on increasing planning intensity of the Swedish sea space.
MSP does not exist in Russia, Latvia and Denmark. In Denmark seabased activities are mainly regulated by a number of sectoral laws, e.g. the Marine Environment Protection Act, the Raw Materials Act, the Subsoil Act, the Continental Shelf Act, the Electricity Supply Act, the Harbour Act, and the Fishery Acts. The Planning Act only regulates the terrestrial part of the Danish territory. In the coastal zone there are specific paragraphs in the Planning Act, which regulate the activities. The Agency for Spatial and Environmental Planning (as part of the Ministry of the Environment) has the overall responsibility for the Planning Act. The Agency is responsible for upholding national interests through national planning. 
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Fig. 1. Maritime Spatial Planning in the Baltic Sea Region in 2008

Source: Annex 2

The municipal councils are responsible for comprehensive land-use regulation at municipal and local levels with legally binding guidelines for property owners. Consequently, coastal zone authority is dispersed among different sectors and different administrative levels of decision-making in Denmark. In Russia MSP is not even mentioned in acts related to sea space management, and spatial plans cover only terrestrial areas. The same situation is in Latvia, Latvian sea space is subject to the national level governance, therefore theoretically the national level planning documents should contain elements of MSP. Still, the currently effective National Development Plan 2007-2013 (approved by government on 4th July 2006) although recognizes the potentials and risks associated with the coastal location of the country and even proposes to develop the Riga city as a business, science and culture metropolis of the whole Baltic Sea Region, does not contain any vision of future territorial organization or zoning of the sea space. However, recognizing the strategic importance of the nature values for the development of its region, Kurzeme planning authorities plan to broaden its network of the protected areas, to include also Marine Protected Areas. In this respect, the Kurzeme Planning Region proposes as one of the activities, to develop a national level concept of an integrated territorial plan of the development and protection of the coast of the Baltic Sea and the Gulf of Riga, paying attention not only to the terrestrial part of the coast, but also (a) to the importance of protection of the marine area, and (b) linking into one system the activities and protective measures taken in the terrestrial and the sea area.
As it was described above, differences between countries in MSP are large; there are several reasons for that: 
· Maritime spatial planning is demand driven. It exists mainly in the countries of relatively high population density or in countries for which marine resources form an important part of national economy. In such countries (Norway, Germany, Poland) pressure on use of sea resources is relatively high and sea use conflicts are more frequent and noticeable. In Norway the pressure comes from intensive aquaculture, growing tourism and erection of second homes, in Poland and Germany from wind energy, shipping, nature protection and tourism. At the same time, in the eastern and northern part of the BSR sea space is still considered as relatively abundant. The existing possibilities to prepare MSP are rarely used, which indicates a low demand for sea space from the side of so called new users (wind farms, sea mining, etc.).

· The MSP systems usually are rooted in planning paradigms of the given countries. This is also one of the reasons why Germany and Norway are so advanced in this field, Poland is lagging behind, while Russia or Latvia have just started only to consider the need to introduce MSP.

· Also the nature and efficiency of sea management system is important. In case of Denmark the co-operation between different sectors using the sea space probably creates fewer conflicts so there is less pressure to develop MSP. In Russia and perhaps in Latvia and Lithuania the sea space has still clear connotations mainly with shipping needs (domination of a transport sector with regard to sea space management), so the need for more comprehensive/integrated sea space management has not matured yet among the decision makers. 

5. Overview of the sea potentials and threats

The two years work of the WG3 has shown that only few BSR countries have managed to collect in a systematic way a real and comprehensive insight into ongoing development of their sea space. This concerns both knowledge on driving forces and potentials and knowledge on conflicts which might arise from the current pattern of development. Usually such knowledge is limited to a narrow circle of experts and only in Germany, and to some extent also in Poland and Sweden, is used for policy making. In other countries, if such knowledge even exists, it is hardly available, dispersed and lacks systematic character. The policy work is channelled into sectoral frameworks and even these pieces of information which are available are rarely exchanged at the BSR level. The exception is information on shipping intensity and sea protection and pollution which can be obtained from IMO-related, HELCOM and other BSR sources (e.g. Fig. 2).

As it comes out from national reports, the driving forces shaping current development of the sea space, in principle are very similar in all BSR countries; however their intensity and position may differ. In all reports great attention is given to the development of shipping and sea ports, development of maritime and coastal tourism, and last but not least to the need to protect environment. For instance in all coastal regions of German Baltic Sea tourism is one of the most important economic driving forces. In Schleswig-Holstein, the tourism industry represented 4.7% of the total revenue in 2004, with 80 000 people directly and another 50 000 indirectly employed in tourism. Tourism is particularly important in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, with gross turnover reaching 3.5 billion Euros annually.

[image: image5.emf]
Fig. 2. Intensity of Maritime Traffic in the Baltic Sea

Source: http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/shipping/Overview%20of%20ships%20traffic.pdf

Recent research shows the need to protect not only species but also their habitats and even marine landscapes. E.g. under Balance (INTERREG III B) project a first classification of marine landscapes of the Baltic Sea has been developed based on such parameters as seabed sediment (e.g. mud, hard rock, sand, clay), depth and availability of light (e.g. photic zone – light exposed seabed and non-photic zone i.e. seabed without light) and last but not least salinity (measured in practical salinity units-psu
) as an important parameter structuring the distribution of habitats (cf. Fig. 3). Knowing that individual species show preferences for sediment composition, water depth and salinity one should consider the need to protect the most important marine landscapes for the BSR marine environment. Protection of offshore banks with high nature value is included in demands for marine nature conservation in addition to Natura 2000 areas, BSPA (Baltic Sea Protected Areas) and the establishment of marine nature reserves as in the coastal area. A study of the banks has shown na​ture values which raise demands for protection of at least half of the areas. 
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Fig. 3. Baltic Sea Marine Landscapes

Source:http://balance-eu.org/xpdf/balance-interim-report-no-10.pdf

Demands for more protection of marine bio​topes will be raised as a result of increased know​ledge about the state of the marine environment and accordingly intensified environmental quality objectives and also increased competition in the use of the sea. In the long term the demands imply protection of a favourable conservation status for all the Baltic Sea’s naturally occurring living envi​ronments and species. This may be accomplished through a coherent and representative network of protected marine areas, such as Natura 2000, BSPA, nature reserves and national parks.
Also wind farms are discussed in almost all reports (including Russia) as important and perhaps the most promising development potential for the Baltic Sea. This indicates that the issue of maritime renewable energy is not only pushed forward by EU Directives and taken then to the national legislation (e.g. the proposed national planning objective from 2007 for wind power production in sea-located wind power plants in Sweden comprises 10 TWh in 2020, equivalent to the construction of 1000 new wind power turbines.) but it possesses its own rationale and dynamism being considered as an important alternative in even relatively abundant in fossil fuels countries such as Russia. Considering the fact that wind power plants in the sea have systems for the distribution of electri​city through cables to land and are obstructions to navigation and trawl fishing, for example, the same areas can also be used for electricity production in wave power plants between the wind power pylons. There is also an ongoing discussion about the use of the wind power plant areas for aquaculture, primarily large-scale mussel farming in seas with suitable water quality. In Germany for instance a strategy for offshore wind energy use was adopted by the Federal Government. It envisages a gradual approach towards exploiting offshore wind potentials in the North Sea and Baltic Sea. A start-up phase between 2003/4 and 2007 foresees the installation of pilot parks with a total capacity of 500 MW. By 2010, the first expansion phase will provide up to 3000 MW. By 2030, when offshore wind farms can operate at profit, forecasts envisage up to 25 000 MW of installed power. Most of the German offshore wind park development will take place in the EEZ – 20 sites (17 in the North Sea, and 3 in the Baltic Sea).

The described above driving forces and potentials should be analysed as an interlinked system. For instance increasing transport will demand wider, dee​per fairways and more supervision and canalizing in areas with high traffic intensity. New areas for traffic separation are brought up for discussion within the HELCOM Routing to be proposed in the IMO. Through the IMO the Norra Midsjöbanken and the Hoburg bank have been declared “Areas to be avoided”. Especially vulnerable areas to environ​mental accidents, “Impact areas” are studied within the HELCOM. The member states make a co-ordinated hydrographical survey in the HELCOM fairways, HELCOM Hydrographic Re-Survey-plan. The plan is performed and monitored by the member states of The Baltic Sea Hydrographic Commission in accordance with the Copenhagen Declaration of 2001.

There are also some noticeable differences between the countries in the perception of the future development of their sea space. Fishery is heavily stressed in the Russian report as important development potential, whereas in other reports the focus is put more on preserving the fish stock and protection of areas for reproduction, growth and fishing. Mariculture is seen both by Norway and Sweden as an important development potential and driving force. In Norway large sea areas have already been designated to fish- and shell-farming, either as single-purpose aquaculture areas or multipurpose areas, indicating that the industry has gained greater influence over years. On the other hand, in Sweden fish farming is limited in the coastal areas due to environmental demands to stop an increased nutrient loading of already nutrient rich waters. However, along the west coast of Sweden, the conditions for large-scale mussel farming for human consumption are considered very good and seen also as an alternative to reduce nitrogen in sewage treatment works, production of soil improvement substances and additive foodstuffs for egg production. Large areas of the coastal waters in the county of Västra Götaland are protected waters for farming shellfish, i.e. mussels, according to the EU Shell​fish Directive. In Poland, Germany, Russia and Latvia mariculture has not been considered as a promising direction of sea space use even in the future.

Mining in particular oil and gas extraction has also been discussed only in some reports. One can feel here a large level of uncertainty, lack of proper data and information (perhaps except Norway). For example in the Swedish report it was stated that although exploiting oil and gas deposits was possible primarily in the southeast part of the Swedish EEZ but had not been of interest hitherto. In Poland and Russia oil and gas are exploited. In Russia one platform is under operation and the construction of a second one is seriously considered. In Germany the extraction sites are located only in the North Sea but the report states that, in long term the exploitation of the reserves will inevitably lead to closing up the sites and may result in significant ecological and social problems.

Internationally more and more services such as telecommunications, electricity, gas and oil pipelines are placed on the sea bottom, in order to avoid conflicts on land. New offshore uses such as energy generation create additional demand for cables and pipelines. But this issue is extensively discussed only in the Swedish report showing the importance of this question to the Swedish society, probably due to the recent request to locate in its sea space the underwater Baltic Gas Interconnector pipeline delivering Russian gas directly to Germany. This is the first investment of such magnitude in the BSR. The 1200 km long BGI is made of two pipes, 106.7 cm diameter each, and is planned to be laid between Vyborg and Greifswald (Mecklenburg-Vorpommern). Construction should start in 2008 and take 4 years. In Germany it has been preceded by a Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) procedure in order to choose the most suitable and least conflicting with other uses route. In the Swedish report some potential space conflicts are underlined. The planned gas pipeline is led through the area mostly in the same line as the extensively used fairway and over three areas with dumped mines and ammunition from World War II. The ammunition leaks mustard gas with a risk area extending to the Hoburg bank.
One should also notice that the new potentials and new use of maritime space such as blue biotech or sub-sea technologies are not present yet in the BSR, although they were mentioned by the European Commission in its Blue Book on an Integrated Maritime Policy for the European Union. This is perhaps the task for national and regional governments for the years to come. However, in some reports new specialized uses have been detected such as silent zones i.e. special area protection against aquatic sports of all kinds. In Sweden noise-free areas for humans and wildlife, “areas of special consideration” have been developed in some areas in the archipelagos of Västra Götaland County and Stockholm County. The Swedish experts foresee an increased demand for such zones with the growth of the coastal population. Noise and other disturbances from boat traffic must be avoided inside special sensitive and identified archipelagos and coastal areas according to more stringent environmental quality objectives.

While the driving forces (at least some of them) are more or less similar among the BSR countries (with few exceptions), the perception of existing and potential conflicts differ a lot (see Tab. 1). It seems to be a kind of border line between SW-BSR and NE-BSR countries which probably might be related to the level of intensity of the human pressure into the sea space. Germany and Poland have indicated 7-10 different types of high intensity conflict activities (mainly wind farms, nature protection, oil and gas and other minerals extraction, military areas), whereas Latvia and Russia only half of that number (for details see table below and Annex 1). It is also evident that conflicts are more frequent in territorial waters (e.g. due to the additional influence of land based activities e.g. coastal tourism) than in the EEZ. In the EEZ traditional demands of global and local shipping, cables and pipelines for telecommunications and energy transport, military practice and fishery have until now been met with no clash of interests to speak of. However even this situation may change in the future. The ecological status of the Baltic Sea as a protected area, protection of marine biotopes, depleted fishery, increasing global and local shipping, con​struction of wind power plants in the open sea, toxins and oil leakage from wrecks and dumped material and also the extension of international energy transport and telecommunications with pipelines and cables is today resulting in increasing competition for the use of certain areas and zones not only of territorial but also EEZ waters. However, such conflict areas have been detected so far only by Poland, and Sweden and to some extent by Latvia. They are shown on the map (cf. Fig. 4) and in the box below. 

	3.3.2 The Koster Archipelago and the Koster fjord
The distinctive sea and archipelago of Koster, rich in species planned to be opened in 2009 as the first Swedish marine national park – Koster​havets marine national park. Fishery, outdoor life, tourism, new business, aquaculture, hunting, boat traffic etc. to be regulated in the park regu​lations – need for co-operation with Norway.
3.3.3 Offshore banks in Kattegatt
Conflicting interests in the whole area between shipping, fishery, nature protection, outdoor life and wind power development – need for co-operation over the centre line with Denmark.

3.3.4 The Sound (Öresund)
Conflicts between increasing transit shipping (high risk area for maritime accidents), wind power generation and other activities – need to co-operate with Denmark. 

3.3.5 Kriegers Flak 
Need for co-ordination between Germany, Denmark and Sweden in the planning of the wind power installations not hampering too much fishery activities.
3.3.6 The Bornholm Gut (Bornholmsgattet)
Conflicts between increasing transit shipping (high risk area for maritime accidents), fishery, pipeline infrastructure, and other activities – need to co-operate with Denmark. 

3.3.7 Offshore area south and east of Öland and Gotland
Conflicts between increasing transit shipping (high risk area for maritime accidents), fishery, nature protection (Natura 2000 areas), development of wind-energy installations, pipeline infrastructure, military remaining (three mined areas from the World War II) – need to co-operate with other countries.
3.3.8 The Åland Sea
Conflicting interests in the whole area between shipping, defence, nature protection, outdoor life and wind power development – need for co-operation over the centre line with Finland.

3.3.9 The Northern Kvark (Norra Kvarken)
Conflicting interests in the whole area between shipping, defence, fishery, nature protection – need for co-operation over the centre line with Finland.

3.3.10 Baltic Proper and the Irbe Strait zone of Latvia.

Conflicting interests in the whole area between increased shipping, nature protection, undersea cultural heritage – need for co-operation over the centre line with Estonia.
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Fig. 4. Areas of Spatial Conflicts on the Baltic Sea

Source: Information from BSR countries

It is also interesting that sea military areas seem to be a common problem for new EU members. There is a need to convince the military authorities in these countries that sea space becomes a scarce resource, and that national defence requirements must be considered in balance with a range of national and BSR interests. 
Some conflicts cannot be solved without clear BSR vision and goals. But also at the BSR political level agreement on targets for use of resources (indicative percentage of the sea space to be protected, type of maritime landscapes to be preserved, traffic routes separation) and agreements on development of international energy transfer lines/systems or curbing pollution loads might be reached to allow for MSP taking into consideration also BSR and not only national interests. At national level vision and long term strategies are also necessary e.g. on development of mariculture, port development, power generation, mining, coastal safety, etc. It would be advisable if such documents would be concerted with neighbouring countries or at least displayed publicly. Some other conflicts can be avoided thanks to evidence based and professional planning and wise management techniques. This concerns prevention of sea accidents by creation of separate fairways with IT constant monitoring. The same is true for minimizing the risk of damaging pipelines by the vessels. To achieve that cables should be put parallel to the pipelines their crossing should be avoided as much as possible, and that when it has to happen, the cables should be placed above the pipelines. Their location should be chosen particularly carefully also in order not to collide with other sea-bottom uses. Proper planning with knowledge about geomorphologic processes can also help to avoid some conflicts with coastal protection (erosion) or with dredging and dumping activities, or avoid placing various activities in unsuitable areas.

Table 1: Sea use activities entering into conflict most intensively with other activities by BSR chosen countries
	
	DE
	PL
	SE
	LV
	RU

	Wind farms & connecting cables /landside infrastructure
	xx
	x
	x
	x
	

	Nature protection areas
	xx
	x
	x
	
	x

	Fishery
	x
	
	x
	
	xx

	Shipping routes/ anchorage areas
	xx
	
	x
	x
	x

	Other cables (electricity, telecom)
	x
	
	
	
	

	Oil/gas extraction and connecting pipelines
	xx
	xx
	
	
	

	Sand/ gravel extraction
	x
	x
	
	
	

	Aquaculture/Mariculture
	xx
	
	x
	
	

	Military training areas
	
	xx
	
	xx
	

	Coastal erosion/ coastal defence
	
	
	
	x
	

	Other pipelines
	
	xx
	
	
	

	Dumping
	
	xx
	
	
	


Source: Annex 1
6. VASAB vision

VASAB vision is following: “The Baltic Sea Region is a sustainable, integrated, well-functioning and safe part of Europe with the Baltic Sea as a common asset, which we all cherish.” 
· In 2030 The Baltic Sea will be healed and governed in a sound and sustainable way to use it for safe maritime transport, tourism, offshore and underground construction, fishing and recreation, etc. 

· Intelligent motorways of the sea will ensure effective transports and prevention of ship accidents. 

· Sea space will be saved for future generations that might come up with new, currently unknown uses. 

· Adaptation measures preventing negative consequences of climate change will be installed. 

· Sea nature protection will not be treated as a separate sea use but rather as an immanent part of maritime existence and activities of the BSR population. Therefore the use of the sea space will have to be of a careful, prudent and economic character. 

To achieve this vision of the well organised and well functioning Baltic Sea space the main VASAB goal in the years to come is to install careful, prudent Maritime Spatial Planning as a common practice of the BSR countries, open to various sustainable uses. 
7. VASAB goals to be achieved through MSP

Through MSP VASAB wants to achieve inter alia the following:

a) Balancing interests of different stakeholders with regard to the use of sea space (mitigating existing and avoiding potential conflicts)
Up till now the sea space has been perceived as belonging to nobody and being abundant enough to accommodate any use whatsoever. Although this opinion is changing gradually due to e.g. increased ecological pressure on the sea space affecting traditional users (tourists, fishermen) ships and boats can still sail freely outside the coastal area, fishermen can catch fish where they wish except few military restricted areas and some areas of exceptionally fragile bottom. This situation cannot be easily continued any more. For instance intensive sailing is in conflict with marine protection and renewable energy production. There is a need to balance interests of different stakeholders. This can be achieved by a proper open and transparent planning process, ensuring stakeholder participation, following the land based examples where similar type of conflicts arise. 
b) Securing sustainable use of the marine resources 

Sea resources (underwater heritage, sand, mineral resources, etc.) form important development assets even the magnitude of such resources may be not sufficiently visible. Therefore their exploitation should be seen in the context of developmental goals of given society, impacts to other activities both on sea and on land, cross-border influence and relation to global phenomena such as e.g. climate change. Proper planning is necessary for reconciling all those impacts against developmental goals at local, regional and national level. 

c) Protecting Baltic Sea Environment and its natural biodiversity, to prevent the state of waters getting worse
Proper regulations concerning directly the species used to be considered as sufficient for preserving rare species. Now it is known that preservation of species requires preserving their habitats. Therefore spatial planning plays an important role in protecting natural diversity in the sea. It can contribute to preventing over exploitation, pollution, accidents and to maintain the underwater biodiversity by planning of the use of the sea space. This was shown by the Great Coral Reef example which is one of the best illustrations how to use MSP for complex habitat protection. Moreover, terrestrial planning combined with MSP can contribute to the reduction of the pollution load from land to the sea.

d) Identifying the use of sea space in the light of long term goals (such as sustainable development) 
In local scale, proportions of the sea space reserved for various types of use may differ, however, at Baltic Sea scale it is important to maintain a proportion which ensures optimum development of all involved sectors – no more “first come first served” situations. Some large scale technical objects and investments – gas pipelines, grid connecting Baltic wind farms, infrastructure corridors, etc. should be carefully planned in order to minimize the use of space. But such planning in the Baltic Sea must be done in a coordinated way. It means that e.g. location of infrastructure corridors should be agreed by all countries involved. Therefore there is a need for transnational planning for some purposes.
e) Leaving adequate space for future (now hardly recognizable, even unknown) needs
The space is a scarce and hardly or slowly renewable resource. A wind farm once built can prevent oil mining for a long time. A pipeline once laid on the bottom can become a barrier for other type of development. On top of that one should acknowledge that the information on sea space is scarce, costly to obtain and that the new sea uses might come much faster than the current sea objects will become inoperative. Therefore MSP should become a tool of allocating for development as much space as it is really necessary. This will reduce the cost of necessary investigations (of the sea space before developing it) and will leave adequate space for future uses. The MSP give also frame for proactive search for breaking points in sea use. MSP will help to investigate in an integrated way into certain developments which might open new opportunities or pose new challenges to sea space development. Current uses have to be questioned (to some extent) from time to time, dependent on new opportunities, therefore the frame for integrated investigations is a necessary part of the evidence based planning.

f) Facilitating adaptation of sea space use to global phenomena such as climate change
Climate change will change the Baltic Sea environment, geographical shape and socio-economic and ecological functions. Therefore while planning the Baltic Sea it is essential to take into account not only anthropogenic pressure, but also to include those factors and processes that are being impacted by the climate change – i.e. water exchange of the Baltic Sea with the North Sea, amount of precipitation, evaporation and river inflow, temperature (water and air), ice coverage, frequency and strength of storms, wind waving, water level fluctuations etc – i.e. identifying processes influencing coastal erosion. Some of the climate change consequences can be foreseen now. To avoid higher costs of future adaptation the current development should be channelled to the areas less prone to climate change risks. This can be achieved by proper maritime and terrestrial spatial planning. 

g) Securing coherence and cohesion of management of sea areas 

The territorial waters are the playground of sea and land based interactions. Their intensity will increase with growing intensity of sea use. The same is true for sea areas divided by national and regional/local borders. More intense use of sea space of a given country will affect the sea and land processes of other BSR countries. For instance oil spills can easily degrade tourist areas hundreds of kilometres from the place of accident. This is due to different dynamics of diffusion processes (e.g. much quicker spread of pollution in the sea than on land), higher significance of the cross-border factor and impossibility of confinement of adverse cross-border impact, such as pollution, noise, vibrations, or inflow of organisms’ alien to a given ecosystem at the country's border has been already pointed out. Therefore use of the sea space requires special caution. Different options and alternatives should be examined. And this is the core of spatial planning.
8. Preconditions for successful introduction of  MSP

· A basic precondition for successful MSP is some kind of clear governance (including planning) – institutional structure. For instance Poland wanted to jointly plan with Sweden a sensitive area of Southern Central Bank but there was no single organisation in this country found responsible for planning EEZ space. This shows that successful introduction of MSP to the BSR requires that there are institutions in each country responsible for MSP. Planning responsibility should be associated with a public body which governs the sea space under the national legislation. It is also clear that responsibility for sea space management might be dispersed but it should be clearly defined and well coordinated. But planning i.e. allocating space to different uses should be coordinated at national (and if necessary also at lower territorial) level, since sea space is more functionally cohesive than the terrestrial one.

· The second precondition is to have an agreement at BSR level on important targets of use of the Baltic Sea resources. At present only fish stock, and to some extent important navigational routes, are jointly managed. But the same should concern all other resources including habitats and maritime landscapes (e.g. how much of Baltic space should be protected and according to what criteria or how much renewable energy we want to produce from and on sea). Such decisions are not the responsibility of spatial planning, but they will shape long-term spatial use of the Baltic space. (According to my knowledge long term strategic decisions based on vision could be and in some countries are parts of spatial planning. It depends from administrative structure, planning system, methods used in spatial planning and understanding what is spatial planning.). Without them national maritime planning would be non-cohesive, incoherent sectoral and contradictory. VASAB could be initiator for agreement at BSR level on vision and long term goals to achieve the goals as well as on common spatial planning procedures and planning targets at BSR level. Partly it is already done within HELCOM, but common overall vision and long term goals are still missing. One should understand in that context the difference between sea use and maritime spatial planning.

· The third precondition is to introduce (legal provisions should allow for that) with different speed according to country needs
:
· strategic MSP at national level (covering the whole sea space) and focused on delimitation of main sea potentials and threats (conflicts), to provide general guidance for decision making and for potential investors, developers and other users seeking for the sea space, 
· more comprehensive detailed MSP, done on demand and covering problem areas (areas of conflicting interests) and areas for large scale development (e.g. wind farms) allocating sea space to concrete uses. 
Only when these three preconditions are met one can try to fulfil other recommendations of BaltCoast on successful introduction of MSP into the BSR:

a) defining content and procedures of MSP in each country,

b) clear defining competence of all the institutions responsible for sea management, 
c) defining basic national policies for offshore development which should be coordinated cross-sectorally,

d) improving the availability and accessibility of mapped information (inter alia by use of the INSPIRE directive),

e) installing cross-border consultations for offshore development plans and projects, forming BSR networks of focal points responsible for MSP,

f) promoting transnational exchange of experience, joint transnational projects, and research and contributing to/influencing relevant EU and BSR processes (e.g. Integrated Maritime Policy of EU, HELCOM BSAP, B21 strategy, VASAB LTP etc.).
Introduction of some mentioned above suggestions requires changes in national legislation.

However, establishment of MSP is not a sufficient condition for having a well organised sea space. The quality of MSP also matters. Therefore we need to agree on common MSP principles to guide MSP in all BSR countries. 
9. Maritime Spatial Planning Principles

For introduction of MSP in every BSR country common principles should be developed and agreed to accept MSP scope and procedures. The following principles are proposed for further examination:

· MSP should demonstrate a farsighted/pro-active approach – planning based on a BSR vision, internationally agreed goals etc. (MSP should not only react to the emerging conflicts but it should try to establish a kind of consensus based spatial order. This is important for reaching the goal of sea space optimization, and securing sea space for future uses. Therefore MSP should not only be of preventive nature but also should inspire potential and existing sea space users to use sea space in a wise and prudent manner; but for that a commonly shared vision and goals of using sea space are necessary);

· MSP should be run by an institution enjoying organisational independence from the individual sectors (If MSP is to balance and synchronise interests of different stakeholders it should be independent from any sectoral influence, should be based on common vision and goals preferably agreed at BSR level, and next developed in more detail at national level);

· MSP should be based on a principle of diversity, on participatory approach and transparency (Involvement of the stakeholders and transparency to the broad public should be basic principles of MSP. During the planning process various interests shall be considered; and especially ports/harbours development possibilities shall be coordinated with environmental interests, not exaggerating the one or another one. This is important if planning is to fulfil its guiding and operational role, being a forum for harmonisation of actions and activities of different entities in the same space. For high quality participation, access to information is essential. It considers both access to plans for broad public and access to specialised information for spatial planners to make their plans evidence based. Such access will be facilitated by the INSPIRE Directive);

· MSP should respect the ecosystem approach (Ecosystem "means a dynamic complex of plant, animal and micro-organism communities and their non-living environment interacting as a functional unit" The ecosystem approach is a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way. The sea is a set of important habitats. The use of the sea space should recognise this fact as well as the very tight links between different geomorphologic, hydrophysical, biological and chemical processes. The practical meaning and scope of the ecosystem approach with regard to sea space is demonstrated in the Balance project);
· MSP should cover all sea layers and should take into consideration important seasonal changes in the sea space (meaning that planning takes into account the time as well as the sea surface, sea bottom and space – water column between them, possibly allowing higher diversification of uses within the same water basin than on land);
· MSP should use the adaptive approach to planning and be of a continuous character (Planning to be successful must be conducted in a planning circle. Such circle shall include the main steps: analyses the vision, goals, actions and monitoring of implementation, assessment, revising the visions and principles etc...). 

Such planning cycles (in Fig. 4 see the Balance project proposal including the main steps: inventory of the current state, recognising/examining societal preferences with regard to use of the sea space, defining the vision, defining principles, draft zoning, planning, monitoring of implementation, initial (periodic) assessment, revising the visions and principles etc.) can differ between the countries as far as details are concerned, could be improve or redeveloped. What really matters is principle of continuity of the MSP process. 


[image: image10]
Fig 4. Planning Cycle – the BALANCE Proposal

Source:www.balance-eu.org/xpdf/balance-interim-report-no-10.pdf 

· MSP should be science-based (Due to lack of information, planning should be accompanied by properly formulated and supported research programmes examining actual functioning of a sea space as a functional entity. The science based evidence should be translated into spatial terms, and in particular biological and hydromorphological research should be spatially oriented. Due to high costs of acquiring data, the data should be put in public domain, should be easily accessible and collected in agreed patterns to ensure continuity of planning efforts. The results of all existing research projects should be used, in particular of BaltCoast, PlanCoast, and Balance. There should be no “planning on blue” any more);

· Maritime Spatial Plans should be transnationally coordinated and joint planning of some sea areas should be installed (Breadth of the Baltic Sea nowhere exceeds 400 nm, therefore EEZs of the countries connect directly. In some narrow straits even Territorial Waters border. Therefore there is a need of installing mechanisms for international agreement on plans to ensure that the planning of bordering sea spaces is bilaterally/multilaterally coordinated, thus achieving coherent development of the cross-border sea uses, preventing occurrence of negative externalities due to uncoordinated actions between nations, and supporting measures for protection of natural values); 

· MSP should follow the nested approach (Similarly as in terrestrial planning, the planning process and the resulting spatial plans should be organized in a hierarchical order. It means both: (i) proper linking between national strategic plan and family of maritime plans from the comprehensive plans down to the local one – vertical coordination, (ii) coordination of similar character maritime plans between themselves – horizontal coordination); 

· Complementary planning of the sea space and adjacent coastal areas should be achieved (coordination of similar character maritime plans and terrestrial plans, e.g. legal requirement of agreeing sea plans with regional/local authorities and regional/local plans with maritime authorities, or furnishing the same body with competence of terrestrial and maritime spatial planning as it is now in Scandinavian countries and in Germany);

· MSP should be of precautionary character (Contrary to the terrestrial planning in the MSP there is a lot of uncertainty, Many important information is missing e.g. on migration of species, real ecological situation. Therefore planning on the sea should be done with a great deal of caution especially if we want to secure space for future currently unknown uses);

· MSP should take into account recommendations, knowledge and information of Pan-Baltic organizations and CEMAT at an early stage of planning (To secure coherence of the MSP with important Baltic polices the existing CEMAT and HELCOM recommendations should be examined at an early stage and used when appropriate);
· The decision making processes in case of lack of Maritime Spatial Plans should be well coordinated vertically and horizontally, transparent and include public participation (It is certain that many sea areas will not be covered for a long time by spatial plans. However decisions will have to be made also for such areas. It is a matter of utmost importance that the quality of decision making processes conforms with the quality of MSP(ICZM) processes).
10. Action Plan

10.1) Political Commitment

To achieve the VASAB goal of a well organized sea space with clean waters and natural diversity by the means of MSP (which is the VASAB mandate and responsibility), the starting point is the building of a political commitment towards proper MSP in the BSR countries. This should include the following:

a) Convention/agreement on MSP in the BSR
The issue

The responsibility over sea space differs in different countries. Usually it rests with the national government, but with different agencies and ministries. The result is that different sectoral interests are prioritised in different countries. In some countries the responsibility is not even formally formulated and there is hardly any legal body safeguarding wise management/governance of the sea space. This concerns first of all EZZ (with exception of Germany), but sometimes also territorial waters (e.g. Denmark, Latvia, Russia, Lithuania). The sea space is hardly put into the national or regional planning context (with exception of Poland and to some extent also Norway and Finland). This situation will result in suboptimal use of the sea space. Some uses will be prioritised over the others without any clear reason or justification, there will be no systematic way in examining the qualities of different sea areas in relation to different types of development.

Existing international instruments relating MSPs to sea space decision making (and vice versa) hardly allow a complex approach to all uses. In fact there are only some instruments for harmonising single issues, e.g. the Espoo Convention for cross-border impacts, SEA with respect to environmental protection issues, or IMO based agreements concerning navigation. But it seems that, apart of possible voluntary action by the coastal states, there is no instrument or mechanism to allow and force proper consultation and concertation of all maritime spatial uses among countries and within countries among stakeholders. This may prove a serious drawback especially for strategic planning and also for more detailed planning and management of the EEZs.

There is a need to make understandable to everybody the need of the planning for sustainable development of the sea space. EU countries already agreed among themselves and have some instruments to do so. The EU strategy for BSR currently under preparation will propose some instruments necessary for integrative sea space management including MSP. In the future even EU directive might be expected to this end. Motorways of a sea need planning as well as monitoring systems, but maritime planning is hardly known to the decision makers in the field of shipping development. Although France is initiating planning of the Mediterranean Sea it is EU policy which can make a real breakthrough. EU is putting into the practice Rio ideas and Russia is already participating. Moreover Russia has subscribed to the Baltic Sea Action Plan. There is a hope that EU directives could be used in the Baltic Sea if Russia agrees. 
The proposed concept
There is a need for firm political umbrella which can be given by the EU strategy for the BSR and the agreed by HELCOM recommendation 28E/9 on development of broad-scale maritime spatial planning principles in the Baltic Sea area. VASAB should indicate to the Prime Ministers in its report (making reference to those opportunities mentioned above) a need to organise a conference of BSR governments on introduction of MSP in the BSR countries. (There should be agreement of governments on substance of the MSP, either conference or ministerial/governmental meeting where agreement together with the principles should be agreed). Such conference/meeting could be organized as the consequence of a demand from the BSR prime ministers. It could be initiated by VASAB under umbrella of CBSS, and in co-operation with HELCOM and other pan-Baltic bodies. In result, work on a BSR-wide agreement on introduction of MSP into the BSR should start. This agreement with commitment to work jointly on specific targets
 for management of the BSR space resources shall contain:
· Joint Vision and Goals for using and developing Baltic Sea space,
· MSP principles to be used in all countries.
Basic instruments to achieve these goals and principles could be:

· Establishment of national focal points responsible for MSP in each country,
· Establishment of a permanent although not formalized network of focal points,
· Biannual conferences reviewing the progress of the MSP in the BSR countries,
· Joint use of ETC funds (e.g. from BSR Transnational Co-operation programme) for advancing MSP in the BSR countries,

· Mutual exchange of available cartographic information and information on MSP under preparation, common work on standardization of the cartographic information.

If successful an agreement can be turned into Convention on Baltic Sea MSP signed by the BSR governments.

The proposed concept is not to build a new planning and management systems for the Baltic Sea space from scratch. This would require too many resources and will raise serious institutional obstacles (inertia). Instead the proposal is to use the existing system and to impose on it a kind of common denominator by agreeing on common BSR vision, goals and principles of MSP. Such planning can be initiated and conducted in each country by different national agencies/bodies according to the existing spatial planning systems.
Potential co-operation projects

The starting point for preparation of the Convention/agreement on MSP in the BSR can be provided by the joint work of BaltSeaPlan project of visionary character. The co-operation of BSR stakeholders of triple-helix character under BaltSeaPlan should allow: 

· to build draft national visions of using Baltic Sea space, 
· to use those visions for fostering national cross-sectoral debates,
· to use these national visions for discussing goals and targets of using the Baltic space and for filling in gaps in relevant national sectoral polices and strategies influencing sea space use (e.g. energy, fishery, transport, tourism),
· to allow for agreeing on BSR vision to be endorsed by political level (VASAB).
There will be also a need of demonstration projects after concluding the agreement. But also in preparation phase some demonstration projects would be of key importance to produce the agreement content. Those projects should lead to preparation of the pilot plans of the strategic or semi strategic nature i.e. at small scale 1:200 000 or smaller i.e. even 1:400 000 (similar to the German ones). The pilot plans should be prepared for the most important hot spots in the BSR such as 

· Gulf of Finland, 

· Riga Bay, 

· Norra Kvarken, 
· southern part of Bothnian Bay including Archipelagos, 

· Danish straits, 

· and offshore areas south and east of Öland and Gotland. 

 Such projects can be financed from ETC programmes either BSR wide or cross-border programmes through the sea. They should be also used for exchange of experience with non BSR countries and partners under INTERREG IV relevant project. An alternative is joint project with sufficient financing to continue the efforts started by the WG3.
b) Establishing overall understanding of data flows between sectors and countries

The issue

National or regional MSP would be inaccurate without proper data and information. Now they are scarce and their collection requires costly field research. Having this in mind it is of outmost importance that the data collection is harmonised at the BSR level in concordance with INSPIRE Directive, and the existing data are accessible in a public domain and free of charge at least for territorial sea and EEZ.

The proposed concept

VASAB might act here as a catalyser bringing to the existing Ministerial Networks the relevant questions on missing data and working with them for finding the right answers. In a long run there is a need to establish one competent data pool in accordance with the need of MSP. This can be achieved e.g. by extending of the existing data bases such as HELCOM or EEA ones. Such a data pool should be part of one of the BSR networks and work closely with all other BSR bodies responsible for MSP such as VASAB, national planning agencies and regional governments. BSR networks and organizations should participate in guidance of the system in particular with space use related issues. The legal foundations can be given by the mentioned above agreement on MSP in the BSR. 

Potential co-operation project

The project should be erected for selecting the proper data base and extending it in accordance to MSP needs. The project can be divided in sectoral oriented work packages working with:

· Transport issues,
· Renewable energy issues,
· Environmental issues,
· Some others.

Such project would put within common frame the issues so far discussed separately. 

c) BSR University teaching MSP
The issue

Maritime spatial planning requires human resources. So far such interdisciplinary trained people are very rare. They have to combine spatial planning knowledge with background in marine environment, maritime engineering, navigation and shipping, special physical, social and economical aspects of the coastal zone and cross-coast influences, etc. Therefore MSP will be impossible unless special training for Maritime Spatial Planners is started soon through new approach of university education. In addition there is an obvious need for research on maritime spatial planning issues to offer the proper alternatives securing sustainable development in a long run, to fill gaps between research and policy making and political decisions 
The proposed concept

VASAB could be innovative and through LTP could recommend to the ministers idea of courses in MSP (e.g. master level). Sea use planning is not yet known and it is new for the academic level – new planning discipline. Such training can be offered by the existing educational facilities e.g. Baltic University provided. VASAB will initiate the process and support it with relevant knowledge. The main BSR resources having experience in MSP have been concentrated in the BaltCoast and the PlanCoast projects. The role of VASAB is mainly of initiating nature i.e. to reach those people with a message or task to organize the relevant MSP training on permanent basis. This should be done via national CSD delegations. VASAB should also initiate a first meeting of education facilities, BaltCaost and PlanCoast people, HELCOM experts to start the discussion on the need of MSP training and the BSR research agenda related to MSP. VASAB should also help in covering the start-up costs by convincing ETC decision-makers about the importance of such training and need to support them with external funding. 

Potential co-operation projects

Training project In the frame of the joint BSR project (ETC) universities involved should come up with teaching curricula and then start to offer on normal basis regular training for students and also postgraduate training courses.

Research project. The research institutions should agree on the BSR research agenda related to MSP, formulas of joint co-operation in this field, priority areas requiring research and joint exchange of data, information and research results. Afterwards the research on different biological, geomorphologic and physical features in the priority areas (listed under pint “9.1.a”) should be initiated in a frame of the joint subprojects. The end users of the research should be actively involved in such subprojects from the beginning. 

Russia needs special attention. Macro spatial planning of contemporary nature (indicative, dialogue oriented) has only recently started to be offered as specialization at the University level. The university human resources able to teach maritime spatial planning are even more limited. Therefore in Russia course on MSP might be offered by external specialists under existing specialization (e.g. ICZM) in connection with University and research institutes specialized in the maritime processes. In parallel training for trainers should be launched in order to prepare staff able to teach MSP in Russia. Such training can be offered abroad for Russian faculty specialised either in spatial planning or oceanography. The experience existing in Russia should be incorporated. Only afterwards the full scale courses can be prepared and executed on permanent basis in Russia. In Russia such courses should target both students and practitioners active in the field of sea space use. 

10.2) Preparation work for common planning of investments
Political commitment is not sufficient to achieve the VASAB vision, work towards preparing several investments crucial for the sustainable use of the BSR should be started. Some of the investments are of national character like waste water treatment plants or other devices reducing the load of pollutants discharged into the sea. However, some investments are of genuinely trans-national character, requiring co-operation of BSR countries. The most important of them are listed below.

a) Supergrid
The issue

EU puts renewable energy high at its political agenda proposing rather demanding aims and goals. European leaders signed up in March 2007 to a binding EU-wide target to source 20% of their energy needs from renewables such as biomass, hydro, wind and solar power by 2020. On 23 January 2008, the Commission put forward differentiated targets for each EU member state, based on the per capita GDP of each country. Some of the BSR countries have little chance to produce hydro and solar power energy. For them wind is an important alternative. With the wind energy the problem is that the windy days are followed by the days with no wind. For that reason the wind is treated as hardly reliable source of energy and wind-mills cannot be treated as a primary source of energy for a given country. This is an important hindrance for development of wind energy to satisfy the EU 20% threshold. If the Baltic Sea is to be a place of production of renewable (wind) energy, the national power systems should be linked together, and with the rest of Europe, to allow trade of energy surpluses and to allow for covering deficits in the case of periods of insufficient wind in some areas. For that a new installation, linking power plants producing renewable energy on sea areas of all BSR countries would be necessary. 

The proposed concept

It is proposed that a feasibility study including SEA of the (different alternatives of) Supergrid is started by the network of BSR Energy Ministers with help of spatial planning institutions such as Nordregio, BSH and some others. VASAB through its member countries should prepare a spatial planning ground for such a work in each BSR country. As it was pointed out in the WG2 report the BSR energy systems of BSR should be united and Supergrid idea can work to this end.

Potential co-operation project

In the frame of the joint BSR project (BSR ETC Programme) the feasibility study should be conducted and discussed with national administration responsible for development of energy infrastructure. The project should be carried out jointly by VASAB and BASREG and lead by one of the VASAB member countries with help of experienced spatial planners. The results of the project should:

· determine whether the Supergrid is feasible or not,

· if yes, promote the concept of Supergrid (lobbying, awareness rising among decision-makers),

· influence National energy development strategies in the BSR countries,

· influence National and regional spatial plans in the BSR countries,

· help in strengthening of BSR identity,

· help to secure know-how on development of the renewable energy produced on sea within the relevant public and private bodies active in this field in the BSR countries. 

b) Intelligent transport corridors in the BSR 

The issue

Sea transport is growing in a rapid way as shown in the WG2 report. This also concerns traffic of dangerous goods including crude oil. One of the reasons is the changed strategy of Russia to supply their foreign partners with a crude oil via sea transport and not international pipelines. The existing conventions do not regulate those issues in a satisfactory way. Therefore, this development calls for enhanced efforts preventing ship accidents and monitoring the situation after the accident. 

The proposed concept

Preparation of the intelligent transport corridors is an answer to those problems i.e. strict separation of the sea traffic and its intelligent electronic monitoring. Such corridors do exists in some other parts of Europe (inland water-ways) so experience can be collected and generalized to the sea space. Establishment of such corridors requires combination of spatial planning know-how, knowledge of transport, environmental and IT experts. This should be done as a joint venture of some experienced spatial planning institutions together with transport planners. VASAB role is to initiate such co-operation and monitor its result through one of the member countries. The Matros heritage as well as results of other relevant INTERREG III B projects should be extensively used while the mistakes done under the Matros project should be avoided. 

Potential co-operation project

The co-operation described above should be started in the frame of a joint BSR project financed from EU sources (BSR transnational programme or MarcoPolo) which could be initiated by the CBSS Conference of Ministers for Transport together with experienced spatial planning institutions. The project would result in: 

· identification of the most sensitive Baltic Sea areas being in need of intelligent transport corridors,

· pilot preparation of at least one intelligent corridor in the BSR in an environmentally sensitive area with high traffic volumes including EIA,

· dissemination of know-how and experience to relevant MSP institutions in the BSR.

It is important to make use of HELCOM expertise within such a project (SEA of the pilot route) and to use VASAB spatial planning experience.
11. Policy Messages 

1. The Baltic Sea as our common resource shall become a scene of the integrative processes aimed at its better (more efficient, coherent, sustainable, compact) use. The demand for sea space is rapidly growing while conflicts among different users and environmental protection are aggravating. All countries should be ready to mitigate the already existing and to avoid the potential sea-use conflicts. 
The more intensive use of the sea space offers some important opportunities for accelerating growth and improving the quality of life of BSR citizens. Traditional sea uses such as shipping, ports, coastal and maritime tourism remain essential factors for prosperity of many BSR regions and countries. According to the EU Commission „Sea-ports and shipping allow Europe to benefit from the rapid growth of international trade and to play a leading role in the global economy”. The Baltic Sea Chambers of Commerce Association predicts that the Baltic trade will grow 3 times in ten years (2003-2012) – Triple Trade in Ten Years vision. Also some new uses such as offshore energy (i.e. renewables) are of strategic importance for keeping BSR development on a sustainable path and achieving Kyoto targets, while some others, such as blue biotech and emerging sub-sea technologies, might improve BSR performance with regard to Lisbon ambitions. Also exploitation of mineral resources and aquaculture might be important in long run having in mind the growing prices of mineral resources, energy and ongoing fishery restructuring. However, all this at the same increases time pressure on the Baltic Sea natural and cultural environment and in long term could therefore negatively influence the quality of life of the BSR inhabitants. 

Therefore, with the growth of user demands, there is a need for a more comprehensive approach to sea space, which would consider the both coexistence of human impacts and the natural processes. The reason why such integration is essential is the specificity of the sea space. It allows for more users in the same area than on the land, but on the other hand, the lack of physical borders and barriers makes the sea environment much more prone to impacts of any human intervention. Sea use processes are more closely interlinked with each other than those on the land. Moreover, very often their impacts transcend maritime borders of states and will also extend to the land (e.g. sea level rise, climate change). This is the reason why e.g. the integrative ecosystem approach should be applied while developing new sea uses. Environmental processes form only a part of the impact chain – equally important is observing the influence of new sea uses on the quality of life of the coastal populations or on the changes of cultural values. 

All the above phenomena call for an integrated approach, based on clear vision, goals and maritime spatial planning principles. Such approach should provide a framework for a more detailed assessment of individual projects, and by that lead to a significant reduction of potential use conflicts. 

2. Baltic Sea space shall be planned under the condition of cross-sectoral involvement and dialogue between political bodies of all levels 

In the past, potential use conflicts originating from new proposed uses were assessed on a case-by-case basis. The overall picture of various new demands could not be taken fully into consideration, because there was (and still is) no systematic collection of information on existing or potential space demands or even of ongoing projects. With case-to-case assessments on a project basis, no evaluation of the relative benefits, cumulative effects compatibility or conflicts of different use interests can be made. The situation on land is different. Spatial planning is a well proven coordination tool for development of terrestrial areas. Therefore VASAB postulates that this capacity should be extended to offshore areas in national 12-nm zones and in the exclusive economic zones. The BaltCoast project proved that a matrix of conflicts is an effective precondition for planning also for offshore areas. Relevant procedures and tools shall be laid down in (recognised by) national regulations and transnational agreements. According to the EU Commission „Integrated maritime spatial planning across EU waters is a fundamental requirement for the continued sustainable development of maritime economic activities, because it provides a neutral tool to arbitrate between conflicting or competing activities or interests”. Public-private partnerships (PPP) should be introduced into the MSP. Accurate MSP should be done where it is needed and nested approach should be used. SEA, EIA, Water Framework Directive and NATURA 2000 management plans are related tools, but cannot always substitute MSP process with its comprehensive approach and creative vision.
At the same time the added value of the BSR co-operation should be used for improving the transnational discussions and development processes at the Baltic Sea level as well as data and information availability. This will include: (1) a dialogue between Baltic 21, HELCOM and VASAB on implementation of the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan in line with the national spatial planning regulations and well-proved planning procedures; (2) dialogue with EU Commission on the Maritime Policy for the European Union (e.g. establishment of a Baltic part of European system for exchange of best practices on MSP or contributing with Baltic experience to examination of options needed to make the uses of different maritime activities more compatible); (3) development of transnationally concerted pilot plans e.g. for offshore infrastructure corridors or for BSP areas. 

All these should create preconditions and foundations for the BSR countries to change their spatial planning legislation to cover also sea space and afterwards be able to start preparations of the different types of spatial plans for offshore areas (according to national needs) and to include offshore areas into their national strategic spatial plans as parts of the countries’ space. 

3. The planning and management of the sea space shall be harmonized with (and not separated from) the planning and management of the adjoining terrestrial areas

Sea activities heavily influence the coastal area development, and vice versa. Examples are numerous. Offshore wind farms have to be linked with national electricity grids so high voltage cables have to cross the coastal zone, which very often is ecologically sensitive. Offshore natural habitats suffer from river transported pollutants. In many cases offshore protected areas should be jointly managed with corresponding terrestrial habitats. Sea tourism requires adequate land infrastructure, sea constructions might influence coast building (or coast destruction) processes, etc. Therefore it is of utmost importance to link MSP and management with terrestrial statutory planning and management. Such links exist now only in few BSR countries either given by adequate regulations (e.g. Germany and Sweden) or established partly by law and partly in a voluntary way (Poland). In some other countries the necessary legislation is in place but planning capacity of local governments is not sufficient to allow for making full use of it. But there are also examples of countries where institutions responsible for management of sea space are fragmented and not linked with institutions responsible for terrestrial planning and more holistic land management. 

This short description shows that linking terrestrial and MSP management requires more than only mere legislation changes. It seems that as a first step one should focus rather on ensuring broad stakeholder (including terrestrial ones) participation in MSP and management. This issue has been raised not only by VASAB but also by HELCOM in its Baltic Sea Action Plan. The key is appropriate knowledge, experience and capacity of the sea planning and management institutions to bring the terrestrial stakeholders into the MSP and management process. Then one should try to develop the relevant (adequate to country’s needs) instruments of dialogue and consensus building for managing stakeholder involvement. However, attention should be given to the diversity of planning layers. Different dialogue is necessary for linking local planning with MSP and quite different methods and forums are necessary for strategic planning links. 

Linking spatial planning on land and sea should be done at different levels of territorial administration, together with installing proper management instruments related to each other (release of information, exchange of documents, public hearings, guidelines, user permits, zoning, conflict resolution etc). Only after building the adequate capacity for stakeholders’ participation and after testing existing sea-land interactions (i.e. linkages and dialogue instruments) the changes in the planning regulations might be envisaged, if necessary. The specificity of the national planning systems should be taken into consideration to avoid collapse of the whole system e.g. due to lack of understanding for the existing planning procedures.

4. The Baltic Sea Region has a potential to become a model region for sustainable management based and transnationally co-ordinated maritime spatial planning.

As VASAB experience shows, transnational spatial planning should start from joint values, visions and goals. The EU Commission is of similar opinion asking countries to co-operate in this field. Integrated maritime spatial planning “will yield its full benefits only if all coastal Member States introduce such systems, that they use compatible and comparable systems, and learn from each other's experiences”. BSR is an ideal testing ground for fulfilment of these ambitions. Common vision for the planning of the use of the sea-space is being prepared within the VASAB framework. Also Baltic 21 Action Plan underlines the importance of sustainable sea and coast management. Baltic 21 offers a suitable platform to bring all these questions to the Prime Ministers’ level. In the sphere of environmental protection the Baltic Sea Action Plan is accepted by all Baltic Sea states. HELCOM puts a large emphasis on its ‘broad-scale marine spatial planning’ concept in this document. It forwards this issue through a series of stakeholders’ seminars also devoted to maritime planning. The joint principles of maritime and coastal planning in order to facilitate the protection and sustainable use of the Baltic Sea shall be developed and tested by 2012 (cf. Project „HELCOM SCALE” (2008-2009). In addition to overall regional cooperation, bilateral cross-border agreements on cooperation in MSP as well as in sea space and coastal integrated management exist between several countries. Most of the Baltic Sea Countries are implementing or currently developing their national strategies for integrated coastal management and maritime activities. Outcomes of several projects (e.g. BaltCoast, PlanCoast, Balance, & others) in terms of collection of comprehensive information, summary of best available practice, proposals, provide good basis for development of prudent MSP. Also results of ESPON (1.3.1) and 6th Framework projects (e.g. ARMONIA) are ready to be used
. BSR is also advanced in examining climate changes, developing appropriate risk assessment and analysis of applied policy instruments and their efficiency, including monitoring and indicators in this field (e.g. see results of the projects BALTEX, Astra, SEAREG, KALME, 2007.-2009). Hence, the Baltic Sea Region has a good potential to become a regional centre of maritime excellence (sensu latu Integrated Maritime Policy for the European Union). 

It is recommendable to test the usefulness of convention/agreement on MSP in the BSR. Such convention might give proper frame for maritime spatial planning in the BSR countries both regarding contents (maritime spatial planning principles, initiating work on common targets for use of the sea space) and institutions (network of focal points improving the effectiveness of cross-border co-operation, consultation and exchange of experience in the field of offshore spatial planning and development). It might also contribute to initiation of necessary pilot planning work and channelling adequate resources from European Territorial Co-operation Funds to this end. It would also facilitate the transfer of good practices related to the MSP between EU and third countries.

Equally important would be establishment of a Baltic Sea data pool collecting information necessary for proper planning and management of the Baltic Sea space, putting the existing data in the public domain and showing the gaps to be covered by the joint research projects.. This would test the ground for improving the availability and accessibility of mapped information and allow for more systematic assessment of the impacts of different types of sea uses on offshore and coastal area development, including all environmentally, socially and economically relevant impacts.

 Becoming a model region in MSP would also require joint efforts in capacity building. To this end an initiative to develop jointly BSR curricula for teaching MSP at University level would be important. Such courses should be offered in different BSR countries. MSP would require interdisciplinary human resources well trained to cope with complex issues of sea conflicts and potentials. BSR is well equipped to develop such a model. Special attention should be given to Russia.
 
Annex 1: Sea use conflicts

1.1. Germany
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1.2. Russia
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1.2.2. Curonian Lagoon
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1.2.3. Russian part of the south-east Baltic
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1.3. Latvia
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1.4. Poland
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1.5. Sweden 
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Annex 2. Offshore planning systems in the BSR countries brief comparison (based on national contributions)
	
	Maritime planning
	Management of the sea space
	Planning link land-sea

	
	Territorial waters
	EEZ
	
	

	Germany
	Reasonable legal framework exists 

Maritime plans optional. They are strategic but setting principles, goals and zoning which is binding for lower level planning and decisions

Maritime Planning assigned to Länder administration

Comprehensive plans on local level elaborated according to needs by municipalities
	Reasonable legal framework exists 

Maritime plan for the whole EEZ will be approved in September 08. It will be strategic one, setting principles, goals and zoning for decision makers

Maritime Planning assigned to Maritime Administration at federal level

Lack of detailed comprehensive plans
	Management based on maritime plans and so called approval procedure, which integral part is the SEA process. TIA is optional, as a means of optimisation of the venture


	Maritime plans for territorial waters are part of the regional plans of the Länder (total land sea integration)

Planning link territorial waters – EEZ is less substantial – but secured through the formal Bund-Länder-Expert group

	Poland
	Legal framework exists but requires significant amendment to become effective (presently in preparation)

Only one pilot plan

Maritime Planning assigned to Maritime Administration 
	Legal framework exists but requires significant amendment to become effective (presently in preparation)

No plans so far

Maritime Planning assigned to Maritime Administration
	So far partly disintegrated management, based on sectorial competences. Elements of coordination by maritime administration

Elaboration of plans might change it partially (there are proper legal provisions to ensure that)
	Obligatory coordination (sea-> land) only with regard to so called coastal belt on land (up to 3 km width) and territorial sea

Legal coordination land -> sea on local and regional level

	Russia
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions 
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions
	Disintegrated management, based on sectorial competences, shared by different authorities
	Lack of link

	Latvia
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions
	Disintegrated management, based on sectorial competences, shared by different authorities
	Lack of link

	Denmark
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions
	Disintegrated management, based on sectorial competences, shared by different authorities
	Principles for the general administrative procedure are used, i.e. each authority takes the decisions within its own field of competences
However, before a decision can be made, the authority must consult other authorities which may have knowledge concerning the actual matter or to whom it may have interest, all in accordance with administrative practice 

	Norway
	Legal framework exists

Sea area out to the baseline covered by plans of 82% out of 280 coastal municipalities of Norway

Maritime Planning assigned to municipalities. They are responsible for planning of their total area. The municipal coastal zone can (sea area out to the baseline) either be integrated in the municipal master plan or be a separate plan for the coastal and/or marine areas

The County Council and the various state agencies represented at the regional level can raise objections to a municipal plan, if the plan is considered to be in conflict with national guidelines and priorities. In the event of this kind of objection, the municipality cannot approve its own plan. If the parties do not manage to reach an agreement, the final decision is made by the Ministry of Environment
	Legal framework exists

Management plans for the Barents Sea and sea area of Lofoten Islands adopted

Maritime Planning assigned to Ministry of Environment responsible for terrestrial spatial planning in Norway
	Management partially based on plans partially on sectorial competences

The municipalities by their plans enjoy the authority to designate given sea areas for specific use or protection of specific interests, as traffic, fisheries, recreation, nature conservation or aquaculture, combined or isolated

The municipalities are not given the responsibility for resource extraction in the coastal zone, as fisheries, kelp, seaweed, shell sand, etc. These subjects are regulated by particular legislation where different state agencies have the responsibility
	Planning of territorial waters under competences of the same authority as terrestrial planning

	Finland
	Legal framework exists.

Regional Councils (federations of municipalities) and municipalities are responsible for planning their entire area. Regional plans, master plans and detailed plans cover partly territorial waters. Certain uses, such as nature protection areas, shipping routes etc. are appointed in regional plans and in municipal level plans
	Sectoral national legislation is implemented according the national act on EEZ. International and EU legislation is implemented as well

There are no spatial plans drafted for the EEZ 
	Management is based partly on plans partly on sectoral competences on territorial waters

The government can give building permits or permits to exploit natural resources or to make research on EEZ
	Planning of territorial waters is in the competence of the same authority as terrestrial planning

	Sweden 
	Legal framework exists but is considered as requiring some improvements

Only limited area of sea space covered by plans

Maritime Planning assigned to municipalities. They are responsible for planning of their total area
	Lack of appropriate legal provisions
	Integrated management based on plans in the territorial waters

Disintegrated management, based on sectorial competences in EEZ (but concentrated in hands of few national agencies)
	Planning of territorial waters under competences of the same authority as terrestrial planning


Annex 3. GLOSSARY:

BASREC – Baltic Sea Region Energy Co-operation. The organization received a first mandate for 3 years, 2000-2002. Working Groups were established in the following areas: Electricity Markets, Gas Markets, Climate issues and Energy Efficiency and ad hoc group was established with the aim to elaborate a program for co-operation on sustainable development and use of bioenergy for the coming years. 

BSPA – Baltic Sea Protected Areas, i.e. areas of high ecological value in the BSR requiring protection, listed in the HELCOM RECOMMENDATION 15/5.

B21 – Baltic Agenda 21 initiated by the Prime Ministers of the Baltic Sea countries in 1996, is a regional expression of the global Agenda 21 adopted by the United Nations “Earth Summit”. Being an open and transparent network for cooperation, Baltic 21 links together a wide range of stakeholders in a common endeavour for regional sustainable development in the BSR.
BSH – Bundesamt für Seeschifffahrt und Hydrographie – Maritime Administration in Germany.
BSR – Baltic Sea Region – the region encompassing the following countries: Belarus, Denmark, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Sweden, and following regions from Germany: lands Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Schleswig-Holstein, Berlin, Brandenburg, Hamburg and from Russian Federation: Kaliningrad, Leningrad, Murmansk, Novgorod, Pskov oblasts, St. Petersburg city and Republic of Karelia.

CBSS – The Council of the Baltic Sea States is an overall political forum for regional intergovernmental cooperation. It was founded in 1992 to handle a multitude of issues concerning the Baltic Sea Region such as economy, civil society development, human rights issues and nuclear and radiation safety. As of 1998, a permanent Secretariat has been established in Stockholm. The highest institution of CBSS is the conference of foreign ministers, which convenes every two years and the prime ministers meetings in the same intervals.

CEMAT – European Conference of Ministers responsible for regional/spatial planning brings together representatives of the 47 member states of the Council of Europe, united in their pursuit of a common objective: sustainable spatial development of the European continent. The activities of the Council of Europe, relating to spatial planning, began in 1970 in Bonn with the first European Conference of Ministers responsible for Regional Planning. Over the years a number of reference texts have been elaborated to guide spatial planning policies. The most important are the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Spatial Development of the European Continent, adopted at the 12th Session of the CEMAT held in Hanover in 2000 and incorporated into Recommendation Rec(2002)1 by the Committee of Ministers to Member States on the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Spatial Development of the European Continent.

CLIMATE CHANGE – is any long-term significant change in the “average weather” that a given region experiences. Average weather may include average temperature, precipitation and wind patterns. It involves changes in the variability or average state of the atmosphere over durations ranging from decades to millions of years. These changes can be caused by dynamic processes on Earth, external forces including variations in sunlight intensity, and more recently by human activities. In recent usage, especially in the context of environmental policy, the term "climate change" often refers to changes in modern climate. For information on temperature measurements over various periods, and the data sources available, see temperature record. For attribution of climate change over the past century, see attribution of recent climate change.

COPENHAGEN DECLARATION – Declaration on the Safety of Navigation and Emergency Capacity in the Baltic Sea Area adopted on 10 September 2001 in Copenhagen by the HELCOM Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting.

CSD – Committee on Spatial Development in the Baltic Sea Region – the steering Committee of VASAB composed of senior officials from Ministries on spatial planning and development in the BSR countries. 

EEA – European Environmental Agency – an agency of the European Union having task to provide sound, independent information on the environment – the major information source for those involved in developing, adopting, implementing and evaluating environmental policy, and also the general public. Currently, the EEA has 32 member countries.
EEZ – Exclusive Economic Zone i.e. sea zone in which a coastal nation enjoys control of all economic resources i.e. fishing, wind and current energy, sediment extraction, mining, oil exploration, and any pollution of those resources. However, it cannot regulate or prohibit passage or loitering above, on, or under the surface of the sea.

EIA – Environmental Impact Assessment is as a formal process used to predict the environmental consequences of any development project. EIA thus ensures that the potential problems are foreseen and addressed at an early stage in the projects planning and design. The EIA Directive on Environmental Impact Assessment of the effects of projects on the environment was first introduced in 1985 and was amended in 1997. The directive was amended again in 2003 following the 1998 signature by the EU of the Aarhus Convention on public participation in environmental matters. The issue was enlarged to the assessment of plans and programmes by the so called SEA-Directive in 2001 which is now in force and establishes a mix of mandatory and discretionary procedures for assessing environmental impacts.
ESDP – The European Spatial Development Perspective is a document approved by the Informal Council of Ministers of Spatial Planning of European Commission in Potsdam in 1999. It is a legally non-binding document forming a policy framework with 60 policy options for all tiers of administration with a planning responsibility. The strategic aim is to achieve a balanced and sustainable spatial development strategy.
ETC – European Territorial Co-operation – the third objective of the EU Cohesion Policy in the years 2007-2013. The European Territorial Co-operation objective is financed by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and supports cross-border, transnational and interregional co-operation programmes.
EU – European Union is a political and economic union of twenty-seven member states, located primarily in Europe. It was established by the Treaty of Maastricht in 1993 upon the foundations of the pre-existing European Economic Community.

EWW – East West Window, project of VASAB executed in the years 2007-2008 aiming at accelerating the Baltic Sea Region development through better connecting of the existing potentials within the region. The project will promote territorial integration of the North-West Russia and Kaliningrad into the Baltic Sea Region through joint spatial planning and development actions in the priority fields such as business development, transport and ICT development as well as in the sea use planning and Integrated Coastal Zone Management.
HELCOM – Helsinki Commission is the governing body of the "Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area" – more usually known as the Helsinki Convention. The Helsinki Commission, or HELCOM, works to protect the marine environment of the Baltic Sea from all sources of pollution through intergovernmental co-operation between Denmark, Estonia, the European Community, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Sweden.

IMO – The International Maritime Organization (IMO), formerly known as the Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO), was established in 1948 through the United Nations to coordinate international maritime safety and related practices. The IMO promotes cooperation among governments and the shipping industry to improve maritime safety and to prevent marine pollution. The work of IMO is conducted through five committees and these are supported by technical subcommittees. 

INSPIRE – Directive 2007/2/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 March 2007 establishing an Infrastructure for Spatial Information in the European Community was published in the official Journal on the 25th April 2007. The INSPIRE Directive entered into force on the 15th May 2007.

INTERREG III – was a Community initiative which aimed to stimulate interregional cooperation in the EU between 2000 and 2006. It was financed under the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). Now is substituted by ETC programmes. The Interreg initiative was designed to strengthen economic and social cohesion throughout the EU, by fostering the balanced development of the continent through cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation. Special emphasis was placed on integrating remote regions and those which shared external borders with the candidate countries.

KYOTO (targets) PROTOCOL – The Kyoto Protocol is a protocol to the international Framework Convention on Climate Change with the objective of reducing greenhouse gases in an effort to prevent anthropogenic climate change. It was adopted for use on 11 December 1997 by the 3rd Conference of the Parties, which was meeting in Kyoto, and it entered into force on 16 February 2005. As of May 2008, 182 parties have ratified the protocol. Of these, 36 developed countries (plus the EU as a party in its own right) are required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the levels specified for each of them in the treaty.

LISBON (agenda) – also known as the Lisbon Strategy or Lisbon Process, is an action and development plan for the European Union. Its aim is to make the EU "the most dynamic and competitive knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion, and respect for the environment by 2010". It was set out by the European Council in Lisbon in March 2000.

LTP – Long Term Perspective for the spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region, the new vision and strategy for spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region till 2030 to replace the existing vision and strategy agreed by BSR Ministers on spatial planning and development at their third conference in Tallinn in December 1995.

MARCOPOLO – Marco Polo is the European Union's funding programme for projects which shift freight transport from the road to sea, rail and inland waterways. The current, second Marco Polo programme runs in the years 2007-2013.

MSP – Maritime Spatial Planning defined as a legally based hierarchical process reconciling competing claims on the sea space (sea surface, sea bottom and water column) in line with the goals and values of the given society, manifested in national and international priorities and agreements. MSP guides and monitors sea space development through the appropriate instruments (e.g. vision, strategies, spatial plans).
NATURA 2000 – is an ecological network in the territory of the European Union. In May 1992, governments of the European Union adopted legislation designed to protect the most seriously threatened habitats and species across Europe. This legislation is called the Habitats Directive and complements the Birds Directive adopted in 1979. These two Directives are the basis of the creation of the Natura 2000 network. The Birds Directive requires the establishment of Special Protection Areas (SPAs) for birds. The Habitats Directive similarly requires Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) to be designated for other species, and for habitats. Together, SPAs and SACs make up the Natura 2000 sites.

NORDREGIO – is a European centre for research, education and documentation on spatial development, established by the Nordic Council of Ministers.
SEA – Strategic Environmental Assessment is a system of incorporating environmental considerations into policies, plans and programmes. It is sometimes referred to as Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment. The specific term Strategic Environmental Assessment relates to European Union policy. The concept of Strategic Assessments originated from regional development / land use planning in the developed world. In 1981 the U.S. Housing and Urban Development Department published the Area-wide Impact Assessment Guidebook. In Europe the Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context the so called Espoo Convention laid the foundations for the introduction of SEA in 1991. In 2003, the Espoo Convention was supplemented by a Protocol on Strategic Environmental Assessment. The European SEA Directive (2001/42/EC) required that all member states of the European Union should have ratified the Directive into their own country's law by 21 July 2004.

TIA – Territorial Impact Assessment is the planning procedure in Germany and some other counties used usually for assessing the benefits of large scale infrastructure objects with regard to socio-economic development and environmental goals. It is a tool for assessing the impact of spatial development against spatial policy objectives or prospects for an area.

VASAB – Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea – cooperation of Ministers on spatial planning and development in the BSR countries: Belarus, Denmark, Estonia, Germany Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russian Federation, and Sweden.

� An area beyond and adjacent to the territorial sea up to 200 nautical miles (370 km) beyond the baselines of the territorial sea.


� Data from Estonia are missing


� The 'practical salinity' (S) of a sea water sample is defined as the ratio of the electrical conductivity of the sample (at 15 °C, and one standard atmospheric pressure) to that of a standard solution of potassium chloride (KCl). A ratio of 1 is equivalent to a 'practical salinity' of 35 – cf. United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization), 1985, The International System of Units (SI) in Oceanography. Report of IAPSO working group on symbols, units and nomenclature in physical oceanography (SUN). IAPSO Publication Scientifique, no. 32, UNESCO technical papers in marine science, no. 45.


� Different countries are on different levels of implementing MSP in their legislation, also data availability, planning capacity and resources differ significantly between countries. If common MSP principles and a commonly agreed coordination system and procedures would exist, it would be possible to plan the sea at the different times. It seems that it would be unwise to ask from the countries for the same kind of planning documents, they could differ from country to country and might depend on the level of development of understanding of spatial planning as such. 


 


� Some targets of such nature already exist, e.g. with regard to fish catch, missing targets concern the BSR sea space that needs protection, sea traffic intensity, international energy transfer lines/systems laid down on a sea bottom or the amount of renewable energy to be produced out of the sea.


� - BaltCoast Integrated Coastal Zone Development in the Baltic Sea Region (http://www.eucc-d.de/baltcoast/)


PlanCoast � HYPERLINK "http://www.cadses.net/en/projects/apprpro.html?projectId=1588&topic=projects/apprpro" �Spatial Planning in Coastal Zones � (http://www.plancoast.eu);


Balance Baltic Sea Management – Nature Conservation and Sustainable Development of the Ecosystem through Spatial Planning. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.balance-eu.org/" �http://www.balance-eu.org/�) carried out within INTERREG IIIB BSR programme;


BALTEX Project Regional Project of the World Climate Research Programme; (� HYPERLINK "http://www.baltex-research.eu/" \t "_blank" �http://www.baltex-research.eu�) (commenced in 1992); 


ASTRA project „Developing Policies and Adaptation Strategies to Climate Change in the Baltic Sea Region”, 2005-2007; (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gsf.fi/projects/astra" \t "_blank" �http://www.gsf.fi/projects/astra�), the aim of the project – to evaluate impact of climate changes in the Baltic Sea Region as well as to develop strategies and policies for the adaptation processes; 


SEAREG “Sea level change affecting the spatial development in the Baltic Sea Region”; � HYPERLINK "http://www.gtk.fi/projects/seareg" \t "_blank" �http://www.gtk.fi/projects/seareg�) carried out within INTERREG IIIB BSR programme;


KALME, 2007.-2009 Climate changes impact to the Latvian waters (� HYPERLINK "http://kalme.daba.lv/en" \t "_blank" �http://kalme.daba.lv/en�) carried out within the Latvian State Research Programme (in Latvian);


Sustainable coastal environment development”(� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.lv/lat/index/programmes/science/nsc.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.unesco.lv/lat/index/programmes/science/nsc.html�);


ESPON Project � HYPERLINK "http://1.3.1." \t "_blank" �1.3.1.� Hazard (� HYPERLINK "http://www.espon.eu/mmp/online/website/content/projects/259/655/index_EN.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.espon.eu/mmp/online/website/content/projects/259/655/index_EN.html�);


6th Framework programme project - ARMONIA „Applied Multi Risk Mapping of Natural Hazards for Impact Assessments”.








The East West Window project is part-financed by the European Union. The contents of this report are the sole responsibility of Project Partners and can under no circumstances be regarded as reflecting position of the European Union. Grant Contract for European Community External Actions 2007/132-845.
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