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Executive Summary 

The management of human activities at sea, which is influenced by multiple forms of 
legislation including maritime spatial planning, area-based management tools as well as 
other forms of environmental legislation such as MSFD, needs to be aligned with 
biodiversity objectives to meet the targets set out by the European Biodiversity Strategy 
2030. The MSP4BIO project aims to contribute to a better protection and restoration of 
biodiversity through maritime spatial planning and is focusing on six test sites in five 
different sea basins.  

Current gaps and opportunities in relation to the consideration of biodiversity in marine 
management were investigated at each of the test sites through a combination of desktop 
analysis and interactions with the site-specific Communities of Practice. The study 
focused on four themes: 1) the current status of the MPA network, 2) the (transboundary) 
coherence between area designations, MSP and other environmental legislation such as 
MSFD, 3) the integration of social and economic aspects in MPAs and 4) stakeholder 
confidence in MPA and MSP processes.  

Despite the differences between the test sites in terms of the implementation of marine 
protected areas (MPAs) and maritime spatial planning (MSP), several recurring issues 
were identified across test sites: 

• Theme 1: Current status MPA network 
o A need for social and economic criteria to be considered during MPAs 

designation, as well as general limitations of the initial design of protected areas 
already in place 

o Species, habitats or specific locations lacking protection 
o A lack of consideration of climate change or ecological connectivity  
o A need for improved management 

• Theme 2: Coherence MPAs, MSP and other governance 
o A need for improved coherence between maritime spatial planning and marine 

protected area planning and management processes 
o A lack of human and financial resources. 

• Theme 3: Consideration of social and economic activities within MPAs 
o A lack of consideration of trade-offs or cumulative impacts of different maritime 

uses 

• Theme 4: Stakeholder confidence 
o Factors hindering effective engagement 

This study concludes by highlighting the potential for the MSP4BIO project to address the 
gaps and opportunities in the follow-up activities of the project.   
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1 Introduction 

Since 69% of wildlife populations have been lost - we are in the midst of a biodiversity 
crisis. This also holds true for the EU marine environment: a study from 2015 indicated 
about one third of protected species and two thirds of protected habitats are in 
unfavourable conservation status, and a more recent study shows that almost all of the 
marine species groups are evaluated to be in bad condition (EEA, 2015, 2021). There are 
existing mechanisms in place to address this crisis effectively. At European level, the 
Natura 2000 network consists of MPAs designated under the Birds and Habitat Directives. 
These directives strive towards the good conservation status of habitats and species. 
Good environmental status should be delivered through the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive (MSFD) and the Water Framework Directive (WFD) is in place to improve water 
quality. The WFD also includes coastal waters, therefore it is also relevant to a marine 
context. Human activities affecting marine biodiversity are also managed by national 
maritime spatial plans to comply with the Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) Directive and 
the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) also includes obligations for conserving ecological 
features. Even though these mechanisms should all contribute towards improved marine 
management, a current challenge is to integrate the different initiatives more efficiently, 
in order for them to be more effective (Trouillet and Jay, 2021). 

The biodiversity decline is also prominent at a global level, for which a post-2020 global 
biodiversity framework has been adopted at the Conference of Parties to the Convention 
on Biological Diversity in December 2022 to tackle this (Secretariat of the United Nations 
Convention on Biological Diversity, 2021; Conf. of the Parties to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, 2022). This framework has informed the EU Biodiversity Strategy 
2030 called “Bringing nature back into our lives” (European Commission, 2020). The 
strategy acknowledges that the current network of protected areas is not effective in 
safeguarding biodiversity and aims for a “Trans-European Nature Network”. This network 
should comprise of the protection of 30% of European waters, of which a third should be 
strictly protected. At present, this target has not been met, and for areas protected on 
paper, effective management of human activities is lacking (Bailey et al., 2022).  

Therefore, it is crucial to ensure that the management of human activities at sea is aligned 
with conservation objectives. Even though the different instruments in place (such as 
MSP, MPAs, MSFD) have different roles with different purposes, this study investigated 
the extent to which they are currently connected with each other. Examples of integration 
include the alignment of management measures developed for achieving MSFD and for 
Natura 2000 conservation objectives, or the inclusion of the definition of Good 
Environmental Status in MSP documents.  

As well as the different mechanisms in place (MPAs, MSP, MSFD), the effectiveness of 
marine management also depends on the level of confidence stakeholders have in the 
management measures. Therefore, legally adopted measures will need to be developed 
together with marine users that will need to adhere to them. For this reason, gaps and 
opportunities related to the engagement of relevant actors in the decision-making process 
were also investigated in this study.  
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To find out about current practice in relation to the network of MPAs and its coherence 
with other legislation including MSP, a gap analysis was carried out in six European sea 
areas, further called ‘test sites’.  

The study focuses on gaps and needs related to the following four themes: 

1. The expansion and strengthening of the current network of MPAs, based on the 
features of interest in the study areas, with a focus on climate change resilience and 
connectivity (and setting up management processes) 

2. The coherence between MPAs/OECMs and the (transboundary) MSP process as well 
as related governance such as MSFD    

3. The integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs  

4. The (re)building of stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

This report highlights shortcomings and opportunities of marine protection as well as its 
integration into MSP. 

 

1.1 Introduction test sites 

The study focuses on six test sites in Europe with different characteristics, as presented 
in Table 1. To distinguish the different geographical contexts of each of the test sites, they 
were classified according to the provinces and ecoregions of the Marine Ecoregion Of the 
World (MEOW) classification. All test sites are found within the ‘Temperate Northern 
Atlantic’ realm but belong to different provinces and ecoregions (Spalding et al., 2007). 
The description of each ecological and jurisdictional scale was based on the guidance 
provided by MSP Global (UNESCO/IOC and European Commission, 2021).  
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Table 1 Overview of the six test sites included in the study, with a description of their ecological and jurisdictional scales as well as the MSP status. (MEOW = Marine 
Ecoregions Of the World). 

Test site MEOW Province - 
Ecoregion 

Ecological Scale Jurisdictional scale MSP status Relevant sectors 

The Azores Graciosa 
Island – Portugal test 
site 

Lusitanian – 
Azores 

Coastal, waters surrounding 
island (971,582 km2) 

Graciosa Island EEZ and 
extended continental shelf 
(Azores autonomous 
region, Portugal) 

No MSP yet, MSP in 
approval phase  

Fisheries, tourism 

Cadiz test site: Cadiz 
Bay (Gulf of Cadiz, 
Spain) 

Lusitanian – South 
European Atlantic 
Shelf 

Coastal, Bay (Cadiz Bay 
≈ 150 km2, South Atlantic 
demarcation = 14,978.3 km2) 

Part of Spanish EEZ and 
internal waters under 
regional competence 

MSP adopted  Fisheries, 
aquaculture, 
tourism 

Belgian part of the 
North Sea test site 

Northern European 
Seas – North Sea 

Coastal, Sub-sea basin scale 
(3,447 km2) 

Belgian EEZ MSP adopted, 
undergoing 2nd revision 

Fisheries, 
aquaculture, 
tourism, 
renewables, mineral 
extraction 

Western Black Sea 
test site (from Cape 
Tuzla to Cape 
Kaliakra) 

Black Sea – Black 
Sea 

Coastal, Sub-sea basin scale 
(2,750 km2) 

Subnational & cross-
border (Bulgarian and 
Romanian EEZ) 

Bulgaria: MSP adopted Fisheries, tourism 

Romania: No MSP yet, 
MSP undergoing 
environmental 
assessment procedure 

Northwest 
Mediterranean test site 

Mediterranean Sea 
- Western 
Mediterranean 

Coastal/offshore/deep-sea, 
sub-sea basin scale 
(130,000 km2) 

Subnational & cross-
border (French and Italian 
EEZ in the Western 
Mediterranean Sea) 

France: MSP adopted  Fisheries, 
aquaculture, 
tourism, renewables 

Italy: No MSP yet, 
concluding first planning 
cycle 

Baltic Sea test site: 
Insights from Estonia, 
Sweden, Finland, and 
Latvia 

Northern European 
Seas – Baltic Sea 

Coastal/offshore/deep-sea, sea 
basin scale (377,000 km²) 

Transnational (Estonian, 
Finnish, Latvian and 
Swedish EEZ) 

Estonia: MSP adopted Fisheries, 
aquaculture, 
tourism, 
renewables, mineral 
extraction 

Finland: MSP adopted 

Latvia: MSP adopted 

Sweden: MSP adopted  



 

1.1.1 The Azores Graciosa Island – Portugal test site 

The Azores Graciosa Island – Portugal test site: MSP context 

The Azores is an autonomous region of Portugal located in the north Atlantic and 

composed of nine islands and a rich diversity of habitats. The MSP process in Portugal 

is subdivided into three regions: mainland, Madeira and Azores. The maritime spatial plan 

for the Autonomous Region of the Azores is currently in the approval phase, and after this 

legal procedure a Public Consultation will follow (MSP-OR, 2023). The online portal is 

already in place (OEMA, 2023).  

The Azores Graciosa Island – Portugal test site: Marine protection context 

In terms of marine conservation, as well as Coastal Marine Protected Areas, the Azores 

Marine Park has been established, which integrates the 9 different Islands Parks. The 

Graciosa Natural Park was created in 2008 by Regional Legislative Decree no. 

45/2008/A. It establishes the protection and conservation regime of the natural resources 

and values present therein, compatible with the sustainable use of the territory and in 

articulation with the territorial management instruments and applicable legal regime. The 

creation of the Natural Park led to the classification of its protected areas (marine and 

terrestrial). The marine and coastal protected areas consist of the Ilhéu de Baixo Natural 

Reserve, Ilhéu da Praia Natural Reserve, Southeast Coastal Resource Management 

Protected Area and the Northwest Coast Protected Resource Management Area (see 

Figure 1). 

• Ilhéu de Baixo Natural Reserve (GRA01): Located in the southeast end of the island, 
the protected area of Ilhéu de Baixo covers 0.10 km2 of terrestrial area and 1.29 km2 
of marine area, and is located about 700 m from the coast. Ilhéu de Baixo has a 
maximum altitude of 74 m and is associated with the submarine volcanic activity that 
built the central volcano of Caldeira. This protected area is part of the Special 
Protection Area (SPA) of Ilhéu de Baixo and the Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
of Ilhéu de Baixo - Restinga, within the Natura 2000 Network, as well as the Important 
Bird and Biodiversity Area (IBA) Ilhéu de Baixo and Adjacent Coast, of the BirdLife 
International organisation. The area is also part of the Ponta do Carapacho, Ponta da 
Restinga and Ilhéu de Baixo priority geosite of the Azores Geopark - UNESCO World 
Geopark. 

• Ilhéu da Praia Natural Reserve (GRA02): Located off the east coast of the island, this 
area integrates about 2.09 km2 of marine area and about 0.1 km2 of land area that 
constitute the islet and is located 1.3 km from the coastline of Vila da Praia, has a 
maximum altitude of 52 m and a coastline with 1650 m long. Its access is conditioned 
by Portaria n.º 65/2018, of 20 June. This protected area is part of the Special 
Protection Zone (SPA) of the Ilhéu da Praia islet under the Natura 2000 Network and 
an Important Bird and Biodiversity Area (IBA), of the BirdLife International 
organisation. 
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• Southeast Coastal Resource Management Protected Area (GRA07): Located on the 

northwest coast of the island, this marine area has 2.83 km2 and depths of around 50 
m. This area is part of an Important Bird and Biodiversity Area (IBA) of the BirdLife 
International organisation. 

• North West Coast Protected Resource Management Area (GRA08): Located at the 
south-eastern end of the island, this protected area covers 1.36 marine km2 and 
depths of around 20 m. This area includes a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and 
a Special Protection Area (SPA) under the Natura 2000 Network and an Important 
Bird and Biodiversity Area (IBA) of the BirdLife International organisation. 

 

 

Figure 1 Site map Graciosa Island. 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 17 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
 

1.1.2 Cadiz Bay test site, Gulf of Cadiz, Spain 

Cadiz Bay test site: MSP context 

The Spanish EEZ is divided into five subareas (“marine demarcations”) established for 
the purpose of the EU’s Marine Strategy Framework Directive (EU 2008) and detailed in 
the corresponding Spanish Law 41/2010. The Cadiz Bay test site is found in the 
“Sudatlántica” (14,978.3 km2) marine demarcation (see Figure 2). In 2017, the Directive 
2014/89/EU is transposed into the Spanish Royal Decree 363/2017, which orders the 
approval of five maritime spatial planning plans, one for each of the Spanish marine 
demarcations. In February 2023, the Royal Decree 150/2023 approved the Maritime 
Spatial Plans (Plano de Ordenamento do Espaço Marítimo, or “POEM”) of the five 
Spanish marine demarcations. The POEM is composed of: (i) a section common to all of 
the marine demarcations, which specifies the context and scope of application of the 
plans; the guiding principles and management objectives; maritime spatial planning; and 
the implementation, assessment and monitoring of the plans; as well as the cartographic 
representation of the plans’ scope of application and zoning; and (ii) a section specific to 
each of these five marine demarcations with the diagnosis of the spatial distribution of the 
uses, activities and aspects of the land-sea interactions. The MSPs include internal 
waters, for which each of the regions are the competent authorities.  

Cadiz Bay test site: Marine protection context 

The Bahía de Cádiz (Cadiz Bay) is one of the critical places for the reproduction and 

hatching of fish and invertebrates on the Iberian Sur-Atlantic coast. It also provides a 

fundamental habitat for resting, breeding, and feeding for numerous seabirds, including 

migratory ones. All habitats of Bahía de Cádiz are under some kind of protection, and 

some spots are protected by more than one type of instrument. The main form of 

protection in the study area is the Natural Park of Bahía de Cádiz whose administration 

is done by the Andalucía Autonomous Community. The Park covers terrestrial areas, 

transitional waters (incl. salt marshes) and marine areas. It also overlaps with the 

following forms of protection: Natural Landscape (Paraje Natural), Natural Monument 

(Monumento Natural), Special Area for Conservation (SAC), and Special Protection Area 

(SPA). In the marine part, there is the SAC named “Fondos Marinos de la Bahía de 

Cádiz”, also managed by Andalucía Autonomous Community. 

Together these protected areas cover more than 150 km2 which represents most of the 
Bay of Cadiz coastal and marine environment. Both the marine and terrestrial parts share 
ecological similarities and can be considered as a transition area for species of 
community interest. In theory, the hydrodynamics and sedimentary processes of the bay 
indicate that the area behaves as an ecological unit. The “Fondos Marinos de la Bahía 
de Cádiz” was designated as a protected area based on the Natura 2000 criteria; 
however, its management plan is not enforced; its measures are rather used as guidelines 
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(see Annex 1A for objectives of the management plan). On the other hand, the Natural 
Park was created in 1989 (Law 2/1989, of July 18) together with other areas in Spain. 
Most of these areas were also included in the provisional list of Special Protection Areas 
for Birds, under the Directive 79/409/EEC - later replaced by Directive 2009/147/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the conservation 
of wild birds (Birds Directive). Annex 1B presents the Habitats and Species that are found 
in both protected areas, the Natural Park of Bay of Cadiz and SAC “Fondos Marinos de 
la Bahía de Cádiz”. 

 

 

Figure 2 The location of the Cadiz Bay test site, situated within the South Atlantic Marine Demarcation and within the 
Gulf of Cadiz, including the locations of the marine protected areas and the Natural Park of Cadiz Bay. 
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1.1.3 Belgian part of the North Sea test site 

Belgian part of the North Sea test site: MSP context 

The Belgian part of the North Sea (BPNS) is found in the Southern Bight of the North Sea 
and borders the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) of France, the Netherlands and the UK. 
Since 2014, Belgium has a legally anchored MSP. The first MSP has undergone a 
revision cycle, and currently a second version of the MSP is in place (2020-2026). In April 
2023, the revision cycle in preparation for the third version of the MSP was launched, 
which is envisioned to be in place 2027 onwards. As part of larger-scale studies, the 
Belgian MSP has recently undergone two reviews: one by the WWF European Policy 
Office and another by Birdlife International (Walsh and Loch, 2022b, 2022a; WWF, 2022b, 
2022a). The results of these reviews have been considered for the gap analysis. 

Belgian part of the North Sea test site: Marine protection context 

Within the BPNS, five Natura 2000 Marine Protected Areas are designated, as well as a 
marine reserve and a Ramsar site (see Table 2, Figure 3).  

 

Table 2 List of marine protected areas in the Belgian part of the North Sea (BPNS) 

Designation Site name  

Ramsar site Westelijke kustbanken  

Special Protection Area (SPA) - SBZ1 

- SBZ2 

- SBZ3 

 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC) - Vlaamse Banken 

- Vlakte van de Raan 

 

Marine reserve Baai van Heist  

 

In Belgium, the protection of marine habitats is achieved through the designation of SACs 
(Special Areas of Conservation) within the framework of the Habitats Directive. Two SACs 
have been allocated in areas that have a high biological value and the designation is 
therefore based on ecological information (Derous et al., 2007; Rabaut et al., 2008; 
Degraer et al., 2009), as required by Article 4 of the Habitats Directive. One of the most 
important Natura 2000 protected areas, “Vlaamse Banken” or Flemish Banks, in the 
Belgian North Sea is large in terms of spatial coverage (1,099.39 km2). The “Vlaamse 
Banken” was not designated for the protection of species included in Annex II of the 
Habitats Directive but for the protection of the "sandbanks permanently covered with 
seawater" (Habitat type code 1110) and the "reefs" (Habitat type code 1170). These 
habitats (and their associated biological communities) are ecologically the most valuable 
habitats of the BPNS (Degraer et al., 2009). Some mobile species, such as the common 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 20 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
and grey seal, and the harbour porpoise are observed in Belgian waters, but their 
population (2% of the North Sea population) is relatively too small to undertake protection 
measures. 

The protection of seabird species is achieved through the designation of SPAs (Special 
Protection Areas) under the Birds Directive. The shallow western coastal banks are 
particularly important as foraging areas for breeding birds and wintering birds. Three 
SPAs are located near the coast but are not spatially linked, and the Vlakte van de Raan 
SAC also hosts important bird species. 

 

Figure 3 Overview of the protected areas in the Belgian part of the North Sea. 
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1.1.4 Western Black Sea test site 

The Western Black Sea site in the MSP4BIO project is a cross-border area, from Cape 
Tuzla in Romania to Cape Kaliakra in Bulgaria (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4 Western Black Sea test site from Cape Tuzla in Romania to Cape Kaliakra in Bulgaria. 

Western Black Sea test site: MSP context 

The MSP plan for Bulgaria was approved in May 2023, while the plan for Romania is in 
the final stage of approval. For Romania, the plan is undergoing the environmental 
assessment procedure.  

Western Black Sea test site: Marine protection context  

The site includes diverse coastal, onshore and offshore domains, MPAs (both nationally 
designated areas and Natura 2000 sites), wetlands that support huge biodiversity, as well 
as ecosystem services. Some challenges to the integration of MPAs and the MSPs exist, 
such as a lack of operational management plans for MPAs. The MSP in Bulgaria does 
not envisage the establishment of new or enlargement of already existing MPAs, as it 
does not have the remit to do so as a strategic document. MPAs currently cover only 8% 
of the Bulgarian maritime space. There is a fragmentation of MPAs between the coast 
and offshore, and at the cross-border level. Therefore, there is a need to integrate 
ecological corridors through the enlargement of the existing or establishment of new 
MPAs. The coastal protected areas as well as the MPAs are listed in Table 3 and their 
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geographical locations are visualised in Figure 5 (Bulgaria) and Figure 6 (Romania). The 
key species and habitats protected by the Natura 2000 sites within the Western Black 
Sea test site are listed in Annex 1C. 

 

Table 3 Designations found in the Western Black Sea test site. 

Country Geographic 
location 

Designation Number 
of sites 

Total marine 
area (km2) 

Bulgaria 

 

Protected 
areas, with 
both coastal 
and marine 
parts 

Natura 2000 areas (Habitats Directive, designated through 
the Law on Biological Diversity). Total area 560.3 km2 

3 489.34 

Natura 2000 areas (Birds Directive, designated through 
the Law on Biological Diversity). Total area 227.1 km2 

3 71.34 

National designation (Protected Areas Act 1998), mostly 
land. Total area 8 km2 

1 4.14 

Protected 
coastal areas 
(only land)  

Ramsar sites (under the Ramsar Convention) 2 0 

Romania Coastal Natura 2000 areas (Habitats Directive, designated through 
the Government Ordinance No. 57 from June 20, 2007 

4 39.33 

Natura 2000 areas (Birds Directive, designated through 
the Government Ordinance No. 57 from June 20, 2007 

2 22.96 

Nationally designation (through Protected Areas Act) 5 6.32 

Marine Natura 2000 area (Birds Directive, designated through the 
through the Government Ordinance No. 57 from June 20, 
2007) 

1 1,491 (in total) 
109 (in test site) 

Nationally designated MPA (Constanța County Council 
decision 31/1980; Law no. 5/2000 regarding the approval 
of the National Territorial Development Plan - Section III - 
protected areas) 

1 73.17 

Natura 2000 MPAs (Habitat Directive through the 
Government Ordinance No. 57 from June 20, 2007) 

5 41,518 

 

The designation of marine protected areas in Romania was based on ecological criteria, 

with an emphasis on uniqueness or rarity of ecosystems, diversity and representativeness 

of habitats, occurrence of threatened species and habitats and preserved naturalness, 

aiming for biodiversity conservation and the maintenance of vital ecological processes. In 

the marine part of the test site there are four Sites of Community Importance (SCI), 

according to the 92/43/EEC Habitats Directive and Government Ordinance No. 57 from 

June 20, 2007, regarding the regime of protected areas and the preservation of natural 

habitats, of the wild flora and fauna, and one Special Protected Area (SPA), according to 

the 79/409/CEE Birds Directive (protected areas for avifauna as an integral part of the 

Natura 2000 European ecological network in Romania).  
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The Vama Veche Marine Reserve, important due to the presence of habitats of European 

interest, is also an MPA in the national network of protected areas and is part of the 

Natural reserve category (corresponding to category IV IUCN - Protected area managed 

mainly for conservation through management intervention - Habitat/Species Management 

Area). The aim of the reserve is protecting and conserving marine natural habitats and 

species. It is an important area both due to its biodiversity and location (the southern limit 

being at the Romania-Bulgaria border).  

  

Figure 5 Overview of MPAs in the Bulgarian part of the Western Black Sea test site. 

 

Figure 6 Overview of MPAs in the Romanian part of the Western Black Sea test site. 
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1.1.5 Northwest Mediterranean test site 

The Northwest Mediterranean (NW-Med) test site covers a cross-border area shared 
between three countries, France, Monaco and Italy, extending from the Gulf of Lion in 
France to the coast of Tuscany in Italy (see Figure 7 and Figure 8). The test site 
encompasses different spatial scales: from the local scale characterising small MPAs to 
the transnational and cross-border level of the Pelagos Sanctuary and governance 
complexity. Thus, there is a need to address management of the different spatial scales, 
from the small MPA to the transboundary level.  

NW-Med test site: MSP context 

The MSP per sea basin was implemented in April/May 2022 in France, and for Italy the 
MSP process is ongoing, they are currently concluding the first planning cycle.  

NW-Med test site: Marine protection context 

The management measures already in place are listed below (and see also Figure 7 and 
Figure 8 for the French and Italian designations respectively):  

- the Pelagos Sanctuary,  

- Specially Protected Areas of Mediterranean Importance (SPAMI),  

- Natura 2000 sites,  

- marine parks;  

- Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA);  

- two Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs):  

o NW-Mediterranean Pelagic Ecosystem and  

o NW-Mediterranean Benthic Ecosystem (presence of both pelagic and benthic 
habitats);  

- two Important Marine Mammal Areas (IMMAs) 

- two Critical Cetacean Habitats (CCHs) 

 

Moreover, the site represents diverse marine domains: from coastal and shallow to 
offshore and deep areas; multiple human activities and pressures (like important ports, 
heavy tourism, offshore wind farms) in close proximity to MPAs; benthic species and 
cetaceans considered as flag species for MPAs and MSP; and it benefits from the 
presence of innovative COPERNICUS data (e.g. transnational High Frequency radar 
network). 

 

 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 25 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 

 

Figure 7 Overview of protected areas in the French part of the Northwest Mediterranean test site. The Habitat Directive 
areas are indicated in orange, and the Bird Directive areas with pink diagonal lines. Other designations include marine 
natural parks, national parks and natural reserves (Map created by Office Français de la Biodiversité). 

 

Figure 8 Uses and planning units for the Western Mediterranean maritime area in the Italian MSP plan. 
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1.1.6 Baltic Sea test site 

The Baltic Sea is a transboundary sea basin featuring a fragile ecosystem under multiple 
human-induced environmental pressures originating from both terrestrial and maritime 
sources.  

Baltic Sea test site: MSP context 

The Baltic Sea countries have recognised the need for coordinated spatial planning to 
address the complex challenges facing the region, given its delicate ecosystem and the 
presence of diverse environmental pressures. National and cross-border Marine Spatial 
Planning (MSP) frameworks have been actively developed and implemented in these 
countries. In fact, almost all Baltic Sea countries have either implemented or are in the 
process of implementing their maritime spatial plans. Collaborative efforts through 
regional initiatives and organisations like the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) and 
VASAB (Vision and Strategies Around the Baltic Sea) have been instrumental in setting 
common goals, sharing best practices, and ensuring harmonisation of MSP approaches. 

Baltic Sea test site: Marine protection context 

To address the biodiversity targets outlined in the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) and the 
regional MSP Roadmap 2021-2030, efforts have been made to designate HELCOM 
MPAs (Marine Protected Areas) and Natura 2000 areas. While some progress has been 
achieved in this regard, additional areas need to be designated to reach the regional goal. 
This necessitates coordinated planning of human activities using an ecosystem-based 
approach across all riparian countries in the region. The aim is to minimise environmental 
pressures while simultaneously promoting economic growth and sustainability. 

MPAs in the Baltic are traditionally established to protect a subset of species, habitats or, 
more rarely, ecosystem processes under the Birds and Habitats Directives, regional 
conventions, or national law. Spatial protection of the Baltic Sea is characterised by 
several overlapping protection schemes in one geographical location (Figure 8). 
Natura 2000 areas in the Baltic Sea have often been designated as HELCOM MPAs, and 
some smaller Natura 2000 areas have been merged under one large HELCOM MPA. 
Overlapping Natura 2000 areas and HELCOM MPAs often have different shapes as the 
Natura 2000 areas may also include inland areas, while the HELCOM MPAs are 
restricted to the coastal zone and marine area. In addition, the HELCOM MPA network 
also includes Russian waters in the Baltic Sea, while the Natura 2000 network is restricted 
to marine areas under EU jurisdiction. Discounting MPAs designated by the Russian 
Federation, all but two of the 188 HELCOM MPAs include significant Natura 2000 
components. 

The location of protected areas in the Baltic Sea, known as HELCOM MPAs, is 
determined based on a clear and transparent scientific rationale with the objective of 
safeguarding valuable marine and coastal habitats in the region. These protected areas 
vary in size and type, forming an ecologically coherent network that is effectively 
managed to ensure their conservation. Currently, there are 188 designated HELCOM 
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MPAs, covering approximately 16.5% of the Baltic Sea as of December 2022. The region 
demonstrates a high level of ambition with commitments under the BSAP, HELCOM 
Recommendations, and ongoing efforts to implement the EU Biodiversity Strategy 2030, 
indicating an expected significant increase in spatial coverage in the future. 

 

 

Figure 9 Distribution and spatial coverage of marine protected areas in the Baltic Sea, including both HELCOM MPAs 
and Natura 2000 areas. 10 
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2 Methods 

2.1 MSP4BIO Community of Practice (CoP) 

To explore current gaps and opportunities for each of the test sites, desktop studies were 
combined with interactions with the MSP4BIO Communities of Practice (CoPs) at each 
test site. CoPs are meant to foster proper implementation of methodologies developed by 
MSP4BIO. The CoPs were set up to facilitate engagement throughout the project with 
key experts in the test sites, including representation from MSP planners, MPA managers, 
NGOs and sectoral interests (see Annex 2 for the tentative Terms of Reference for setting 
up the CoPs). CoPs were established early in the project, on the 4th project month 
following the methodology agreed by the partners and described below.  

Step 1: Identification of stakeholders in a stakeholder register 
The key MSP and MPA authorities to be involved in the MSP4BIO CoP were preliminarily 
identified at the project proposal stage. With the start of MSP4BIO, firstly an Excel sheet 
was used to collect the names of organisations to be involved in the MSP4BIO CoP, and 
information about them, such as the rationale for their involvement, and a proposed 
involvement schedule. The names and contacts were not shared due to  GDPR 
restrictions. The names of organisations are only to be shared to identify potential 
duplications across countries and streamline the composition of the CoPs (e.g. to avoid 
the same NGO or same energy company being contacted by different test site leads). 
  

Step 2: Identification of key CoP members in test sites  
Test site leaders identified the key stakeholders in the following areas: 

• MSP Planning 

• MPA management  

• Environmental NGO 

• Key sectors (e.g. fisheries or energy) 

• Others as seen relevant locally (social NGOs, researchers, consultancy with 
specific expertise that may lack among the test site partners) 

The selection criteria for possible CoP members were: influential with decision-making 
power, relevant expertise (data information holders), involvement in the local planning 
and protection/restoration processes. Key profiles were MPA managers and MSP 
planners.  
  

Step 3: Final selection of CoP members  
For each of the categories above one main and one alternative stakeholder was chosen. 
In case the first stakeholder was not available or interested, the alternative was contacted. 
The desired number was a minimum of 5 and a maximum of 8 stakeholders per test site 
country. The exception was the Baltic Sea where the CoP may rely on the existing 
structures such as the HELCOM/VASAB MSP WG, as well as recruitment of one or two 
members from individual Baltic Sea countries.   
 

Step 4: Communication with CoPs members 
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Each test site prepared the following communication for the CoP members (Annex 2 
CoPs Terms of Reference):  

• What are the main drivers for choosing this test site in MSP4BIO and what 
are the main issues/opportunities to be addressed?   

• What can be achieved in the test site within the MSP4BIO project - what 
can we expect out of the project? (with a link to the existing processes - how 
will MSP4BIO contribute to these?) 

• What is the direct benefit of being a part in the CoP? 

Persons who were invited and agreed to join the CoP were asked to sign a consent form, 
which specified that the project would comply with GDPR and ethical regulations (Annex 
3). 

The MSP4BIO participatory strategy and process of stakeholder involvement in the CoPs 
are to be presented and included in the MSP4BIO deliverables D5.2 and D5.5. Through 
participatory processes organised with CoPs, stakeholders' feedbacks are integrated into 
decision-making, ensuring the ESE framework's adaptability to local needs. The ESE 
framework is the main output of the MSP4BIO project, and aims to provide support to 
decision makers to protect and restore marine ecosystems through marine protection and 
maritime spatial planning. D5.5 will highlight the main lessons learned from the 
stakeholder process and will showcase the methods and tools that worked in each of the 
local contexts considering local cultures, environments, and other specificities 

2.2 Gap analysis study per test site 

The method for the gap analysis study and the involvement of CoP members in the 
process was developed by WP5 partners (led by VLIZ) and communicated through 
guidelines to each of the test site leaders, who carried out the desktop analysis and 
interviews with CoP members at each of the test sites. The method consisted of four 
phases as explained below and illustrated in Figure 11. As detailed in the introduction, 
the study focused on four themes (see Section 1).  

 

Phase One:  
Desktop analysis 

Phase Two:  
Interviews 

Phase Three:  
Integrating desktop 

and interview results 

Phase Four: 
Compilation all 
test site results 

 
 

 
 

Figure 11 Illustration of the four phases of the gap analysis method. 
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2.2.1 Phase One: Desktop analysis 

To understand the local ‘state of play’, guidelines were developed for test site leads to 
screen existing plans, protection and restoration measures in place, as well as relevant 
studies, projects and data sources (see Annex 4A). The method was based on existing 
studies (SPA/RAC - UN Environment/MAP and SPA/RAC, 2018; Schéré, Dawson and 
Schreckenberg, 2020; Walsh and Loch, 2022a). The desktop study is split up into three 
parts: 

A. Compilation of protection inventory (list of MPAs/OECMs/EBSAs, and relevant 
documentation) 

B. Information on data availability at the test site 

C. Evaluation of the current state of MSP/MPAs/OECMs/EBSAs 

For part A, all relevant designations within the test site area were collected, as well as 
information on conservation objectives and management plans. Part B involved an 
evaluation of the availability of data on a range of variables related to both ecological 
features and human uses of the area. Finally, the current state of the maritime spatial 
plan as well as the protection measures and other relevant legislation was evaluated with 
a set of questions (see Annex 4A), and the formulation of the questions was partially 
based on an existing MSP review (Walsh and Loch, 2022a). The questions were 
answered by the test site leads using their expertise as well as any publicly available 
documentation.  

2.2.2 Phase Two: Interviews  

The second phase validated the initial desk-based assessment with CoP members, by 
collecting local challenges and needs. Guidelines to carry this out were sent around to 
partners (see Annex 4B), and CoP members were consulted using an interview guide 
(see Annex 4C). Questions asked to CoP members were split up into the four themes 
described in Section 1. The nature of the questions was aimed to not collect quantitative 
results on individual responses but to collect qualitative insights from the different experts 
in the CoPs. CoP members were seen as experts on this topic, therefore the chosen 
method of data collection was expert interviews. Expert interviewing is an empirical 
method to collect qualitative data, and it aims to collect insights from experts on specific 
topics. This method has been highlighted as a relevant data collection approach in the 
starting phase of a project to structure further research work (Bogner, Littig and Menz, 
2009).   

To consider the variety in scales of the different test sites and the different types of CoP 
members relevant for each of them, the interaction format was flexible so that it could be 
adapted to each context. Input was requested from the CoP members preferentially 
through face-to-face interviews, or else online or via the phone, or through written 
feedback via email. Where possible, group interviews were preferred over individual 
interviews to receive cross-validated inputs from stakeholders. Throughout the text, 
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results from the interactions with the CoP members is mentioned by referring to 
responses from “interviewees” or “respondents”.  

2.2.3 Phase Three: Integrated test site report 

Results from the desk-based study and from the CoP interactions were compiled per test 
site into an integrated report (see Annex 4D). Combining the results from the desktop 
study and results from the CoP interactions allowed for a more comprehensive impression 
of the current challenges at play.  

2.2.4 Phase Four: Compilation of results across test sites 

Finally, the results from all test sites were compiled. For the write up, for each test site, 
each theme was introduced through a synthesis paragraph, graphical summary or both. 
Findings were compared across test sites to identify any overarching shortcomings and 
opportunities.  
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3 Results 

3.1 CoP participants per test site 

The comprehensive gap analysis involved a total of 74 participants from the MSP4BIO 
CoPs, which allowed the validation of the initial desktop study for each of the test sites 
(see Table 4 for a breakdown of number of CoP members per test site). The expertise of 
the participants consulted is specified in  

 

Table 5. The participants were engaged through various methods such as face-to-face 
and online interviews, and questionnaires (see Table 4). More background information 
about the participants can be found in Annex 5. In the next sections, the results from each 
of the test sites will be elaborated on.  
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Table 4 Mode of interaction in each test site. 

 Interaction method  

Test site Face to face 
interview 

Online 
interview 

Online 
workshop 

Interview 
via the 
phone 

Questionnaire 
via email 

# 
participants 

The Azores 
Graciosa Island 
– Portugal test 
site 

0 4 0 1 0 5 

Cadiz test site: 
Cadiz Bay (Gulf 
of Cadiz, Spain) 

14 0 0 0 0 14 

Belgian part of 
the North Sea 
test site 

4 (3 
individual, 
one interview 
with two 
participants) 

4 (four 
individual, two 
interviews 
with three 
participants, 
one interview 
with two 
participants) 

0 0 0 13 

Western Black 
Sea test site 
(Bulgarian part) 

0 0 0 0 8 8 

Western Black 
Sea test site 
(Romanian 
part) 

3 6 0 0 0 9 

Northwest 
Mediterranean 
test site (French 
part) 

0 2  10 0 0 12 

Northwest 
Mediterranean 
test site (Italian 
part) 

0 5 0 1 1 7 

Baltic Sea test 
site: Insights 
from Estonia, 
Sweden, 
Finland, and 
Latvia 

1 0 0 0 5 6 
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Table 5 Profiles of the CoP participants involved in the study. 

  

(Environmental) 
NGO 

Maritime 
sector 
(fisheries, blue 
economy 
cluster, ports, 
maritime 
museum) 

Authority / agency 
(national/regional/sea 
basin) (e.g. for 
planning or MPA 
management) 

Research and 
consulting (research 
institution / university /  
MSP Technical 
Committee / 
environmental 
consultancy) 

The Azores Graciosa Island – 
Portugal test site 

1 1 2 1 
Cadiz test site: Cadiz Bay (Gulf 
of Cadiz, Spain) 

1   8 5 
Belgian part of the North Sea 
test site 

1 1 4 7 
Western Black Sea test site 
(Bulgarian part) 

2 1 5   
Western Black Sea test site 
(Romanian part) 

1 1 3 4 
Northwest Mediterranean test 
site (French part) 

1 1 11 1 
Northwest Mediterranean test 
site (Italian part) 

1   1 5 
Baltic Sea test site: Insights 
from Estonia, Sweden, Finland, 
and Latvia 

    5 1 

 

3.2 Results from The Azores Graciosa Island – Portugal test site 

3.2.1 Current status of MPA network 

Synthesis 

So far, conservation planning has not been systematic, partially due to a lack of time 
series of data, and there is already evidence of species lacking protection in Graciosa 
Island. No management plans are available for the marine component of protected 
areas, and management plans in place need better defined conservation objectives. 
There is a need for more continuous and robust monitoring and surveillance, as well as 
consistent indicators used for the monitoring, but a challenge is the lack of human and 
financial resources.  

Limitations of the initial design of protected areas in place 

The initial design of the protected areas has its limitations. For the current regional 
network of marine protected areas, no systematic conservation planning was carried out. 
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Therefore, although the location of the protected areas is founded on a clear and 
transparent scientific basis, the resolution of underlying data could be higher, and new 
areas/different designs can be needed for the coherence and robustness of the network. 
The polygons of protected areas were designed based on natural values and empirical 
data, but the criteria were different on all the islands. Furthermore, the definition of 
protected areas is based on one-off data collection rather than a time series of data. The 
one-off data collection initiatives need more integration and new studies. Scientific data 
needs to be refined, which requires more investment. One example is that the areas are 
delineated based solely on the distribution of birds on land, and there is little or almost no 
survey of the distribution of animals at sea. Furthermore, there are important areas for 
birds that still need to be designated as MPAs.  

Ecological features lacking protection 

It is essential to highlight that there is already evidence of additional species that should 
be protected on the island of Graciosa. As well as that, there are species that have been 
identified on other islands, and their presence in Graciosa lacks confirmation. For 
example, species of black coral found on other islands starting from a depth of 14 m, such 
as Antipathes wollastoni (Gray, 1857) and Antipathes subpinnata (Ellis & Solander, 
1786), the latter being considered Near Threatened (NT) by the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as well as the whip coral Viminella flagellum. In addition, 
data on the fauna communities of the circalittoral zone with a habitat description and 
biotopes still need to be included. Besides this, it is necessary to invest in the ecological 
connectivity of habitats. More research is still needed on the subject. 

Revision of the current network of MPAs 

The current network of marine protected areas (MPAs) and the guidelines require an 
update, and there is a need for more regulation and supervision of the areas already 
determined. To meet new legislation and international agreements (e.g. MSFD, WFD, 
EUBS, SDGs), the regional MPA network is being revised and is being informed by an in-
depth review, through the BlueAzores project which is being funded by private 
foundations, consultancies and the Azores government (Blue Azores, 2023). The ongoing 
MPA creation process currently includes surveying natural and socio-economic values 
(per island, with scientists, ocean users and administration), elaborating protection 
scenarios, and subsequent discussion and negotiation with stakeholders. The new 
guidelines are expected to be approved in the coming months.  

Availability of management plans 

Management plans are only available for the terrestrial component of the protected areas, 

and not the marine areas. However, some MPAs, such as the Azores Marine Park, are 

legislated through a decree which defines how governance is to be carried out, including 

rules, how interaction with stakeholders is to take place, the members and frequency of 

the advisory council, and the constraints on uses and those responsible for issuing 
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technical advice. As well as the Azores Marine Park decree, there is a Protected Areas 

Law, which has recently been amended. However, the revision focused mainly on the 

terrestrial part and did not consider the marine component.  

In addition to a lack of management plans, the available management plans are lacking 

clear goals or objectives. There is a need for management plans with technical quality 

and well-defined conservation objectives, and a need for data on the distribution of 

species and habitats on an appropriate scale, as well as monitoring. For example, large 

oceanic MPAs have been designated for bird refugia, which should be assessed and 

monitored constantly to detect birds’ behaviour change, which should inform the proposal 

of extensions of protected areas if deemed necessary. There is generally a lack of 

technical studies in various areas, diffuse information, and difficult access.  

Existing monitoring in place and current gaps 

There is a lack of continuous and robust monitoring in the area, because the monitoring 

programmes that cover the areas where the MPAs are found depend on annual funding 

and ad hoc studies (e.g. MoniCO programme, Condor, among others). The MPAs are 

assessed and monitored through various linked and often university-led projects. For 

example, the MoniCO project is systematically surveying various resources in MPAs. A 

census of cetaceans, turtles, marine litter (OSPAR convention), and seabirds are 

conducted. This year the "Cagarros" (Calonectris borealis, seabird) census will be carried 

out, which has not been conducted for 20 years. As well as project-based monitoring 

initiatives, a bird monitoring programme has recently been established for all islands. 

Because it has only been running for a few years, there is no comparative database yet, 

and there is a need for more consistency of the parameters and indicators used for the 

monitoring. There is a lack of bird studies for “Ilhéu de Baixo” (for location see Figure 1), 

and winter species are more difficult to monitor because of the difficulty of access due to 

weather conditions. 

The lack of human and financial resources is the limiting factor for better management 
practices. Consequently, there is a lack of monitoring and surveillance. In addition, there 
is a lack of straightforward and specific objectives in the management plan, which needs 
to represent clear guidelines and an adequate conservation strategy. Managing marine 
areas is more time-consuming and difficult because of their dynamic nature, compared to 
a terrestrial context. In this sense, management in the Azores also needs more resources 
to enhance and improve current practice.  
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3.2.2 Coherence between area designations and the MSP process as 

well as related governance such as MSFD 

Synthesis 

Challenges related to bringing together diverse instruments and legal orders into one 

MSP platform were identified. MPAs are inserted as a layer of restricted space use 

within the MSP, and the proposed MSP accounts for future expansions of MPAs, but 

there is a need for more communication between MSP and MPA government entities. 

The MSP seeks to include the MSFD and the WFD. MSFD monitoring also covers areas 

designated as MPAs, but the monitoring is dependent on annual funding. The MSP is 

informed by a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), which considers cumulative 

impacts, and an interaction matrix between different marine activities. Generally, not all 

impacts can be contemplated in the MSP, the MSP rather focuses on resolving spatial 

conflicts instead of focusing on impacts. Therefore, as well as MSP, environmental and 

sectoral legislation as well as environmental impact studies are needed.  

 

The MSP, which still needs to be approved for the autonomous region of the Azores, is a 
platform that brings together various legal orders. Each instrument has different concepts, 
which has led to confusion. In the Azores, the responsible body for designing the policies 
must comply with all the requirements of good environmental status (MSFD). However, 
many resources are spent on the administrative side rather than implementing the Plan. 

Alignment of MSP and MPA processes 

The MSP proposed will allow future expansion of MPAs to meet the targets set out in the 

EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2023 by allocation plans. The new planned amendments of 

MPAs will change the MSP. The link, synergies, opportunities and limitations between 

MPA and MSP are only sometimes apparent. In theory, MSP should "prioritise" spatial 

solutions that ensure the preservation of marine ecosystems and, therefore must respect 

areas already classified. MPAs are inserted as a layer of restricted space use of the MSP. 

Likewise, the layer/boundaries of marine protected areas and their management 

incorporate the MSP situation plans. Still, MSP and MPA planning have followed parallel 

and poorly interconnected processes (even in time), lacking clear areas of convergence 

and a strategic vision that unites the two spatial instruments for marine management. In 

general, there is a need to expand communication between government entities. 

The MSP considered the legislation and regulations of MPAs and OECMs, such as refuge 
areas for birds, especially “cagarros” (Calonectris borealis), other management 
measures, fishing restriction areas and measures related to archaeological heritage and 
low-depth hydrothermal vents. In addition, Coastal Zone Management Plans (POOCs in 
Portuguese) also consider environmental protection areas. Some POOCs on the islands 
are under revision. The POOC also has an Ecological Reserve in the maritime protection 
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strip up to the 30-meter bathymetry limit. It was not considered during the MPA Planning 
that some measures already exist in the management plans POOC. The legislation for 
integration between MPAs and MSP could be more transparent in how MPAs are affected 
by MSP adoption, and the legislation is not clear on how the integration will happen.  

Alignment of MSP with the MSFD and the WFD 

The MSP seeks to include the MSFD and WFD clearly and objectively, making the 
existing measures at each site compatible. The MSFD needs to be clarified concerning 
MPAs since it is based on Descriptors of good marine environmental status but is not 
spatially defined. At the same time, MSP is a spatial planning policy, more directly related 
to spatial conservation measures. The correlation between MSP and MSFD/WFD is 
straightforward in theory, but less so in practice. Monitoring in the context of the MSFD 
contains several programmes which also cover the MPAs, for example, monitoring of fish 
communities and coastal communities, but relies on annual funding. 

The consideration of socio-economic activities by the MSP 

An analysis of the environmental impacts was made for each use, and there is a matrix 
of expected impacts for each activity. In addition, MSP relies on a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment document, which lists cumulative impacts. The document also considers a 
matrix of interaction, synergy and conflicts (Silva et al., 2019). Sometimes there are 
limitations to the scope of MSP, such as threats on land that may impact marine life (light 
pollution and birds). 

Data availability to inform the MSP 

The MSP data was based on a scientific rationale. Oceanographic reports and data were 
used to make the MSP updates. However, there is still a lack of baseline data such as 
bathymetry. Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMEs) are challenging to access, making 
data collection very complicated. MSP focuses mainly on uses rather than on migratory 
marine species. In general, the various impacts related to maritime use cannot all be 
contemplated in the MSP, which rather focuses on resolving spatial conflicts than 
impacts. Other complementary studies are fundamental to minimise impacts, such as 
environmental and sectoral legislation and environmental impact studies. Some changes 
are needed concerning marine protected areas and other marine legislation as there is 
an inconsistency between them and even some conflicts with other regulations (e.g. 
fisheries). 
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3.2.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

Synthesis 
Several activities are allowed within MPAs, but conflicts have occurred between 
fisheries and MPAs, as well as with tourism. There is a lack of knowledge and data on 
socio-economic values that can inform MPA planning and management. Cumulative 
impacts are not currently taken into account through MPA management. The need for 
more transparency regarding the level of access marine users have to MPAs was 
identified, and it as also highlighted that funding, a strategic vision, user participation 
and co-responsibility is needed, as well as information and education. 

 
It is necessary to improve the understanding and quantification of the multiple 
pressures/impacts on MPAs by carrying out integrated ecosystem assessments, risk 
assessments and spatial tools for prioritising various objectives. Management, in general, 
does not consider cumulative impacts and needs to be more dynamic and adaptive. 

Socio-economic activities taking place within MPAs 

The Azorean MPA network follows the IUCN categories/classification method, and as 

such, it allows some uses (commercial fishing; wind energy development; shipping; sand 

and gravel extraction; military use) in some of the categories. The tourism sector is 

represented in the Coastal Zone Management Plans (POOC da Graciosa). All other uses 

were involved in a public consultation. There are no compensation measures in force at 

present. Some specific negotiations with the fishing sector resulted in specific regulations. 

In general, the community accepts these restrictions, but there are also some conflicts 

between fisheries and MPAs, and also with tourism. Some conflicts amongst different 

fisheries communities (artisanal and recreational) as well as tourism need to be analysed 

and negotiated.  

The consideration of socio-economic values in planning and management 
of MPAs 

In general, at first, the socio-economic criteria were not incorporated or considered at a 

broad resolution in the context of MPAs. Studies of uses have now been carried out in all 

the islands, including interviews and the importance of specific areas, but economic data 

on fishing efforts is still lacking. As well as information and data, there needs to be a better 

definition of the socio-economic management goals associated with marine protected 

areas. There should also be an investment in integrating socio-economic values that the 

areas add to the users, to be integrated into the management plans. Sectors must be 

more involved from the outset with clear objectives. Stakeholder participation is also 

crucial in monitoring the areas. Sometimes the “watchdogs” feel exposed, and there need 

to be more resources for oversight and monitoring. 
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Assessing socio-economic impacts within MPAs 

Mechanisms to assess socio-economic impacts within MPAs include the consideration of 

local ecological knowledge, community areas, co-managed areas, and private areas, 

using methods such as risk assessments (of interactions between sector activities, 

pressures, impacts and ecological components). One interviewee was familiar with an 

existing trade off method as applied in the context of the Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment. Generally speaking, the rules could be more transparent for users, and the 

perception of MPAs is fragmented by sector. There needs to be more explicit 

conservation objectives, funding (team dedicated to MPAs within the regional 

administration, regional multidisciplinary task force), strategic vision, user participation 

and co-responsibility, information and education.  

3.2.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

Synthesis 

Although there is already engagement occurring through public consultation and 
workshops, there is often a lack of feedback. A need for capacity building and 
expectations management was highlighted multiple times, as well as early and 
continuous engagement with stakeholders. A better coordination is needed between 
different government entities to better link MSP with MPA planning. Participation of 
stakeholders is necessary throughout, from the definition of goals to implementation 
and monitoring of the protected areas. Monitoring is currently a bottleneck and is crucial 
to enable feedback to sectors such as fisheries who are interested to know about the 
improvement of the environment in the protected areas as a result of management 
measures. Issues around the perception of MPAs were also highlighted, which could 
also be overcome with a better participatory approach to the process.  
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Format and outputs of stakeholder engagement 
The stakeholder involvement is mainly through public consultation and specific 

workshops, often with no feedback. Most fishermen need to be engaged with in person 

or over the phone, as they do not use online video conferencing software. There were 

occasional moments of interaction through negotiation processes, and a total of 8 

restriction measures were created in the Azores. The processes were driven by various 

specific sectors depending on which island. Where measures are already implemented, 

the fishing sector is interested to know about actual improvement of the environmental 

quality in the protected areas, which can be assessed through monitoring. Yet, monitoring 

is still one of the main management bottlenecks. For the offshore areas, there was good 

articulation and participation of the sectors that work directly in the areas in the MPA 

review process. The validation by all is fundamental before the final design of the 

proposal. However, according to interviewed stakeholders, the review process of the 

marine protected areas is going too fast, making it difficult for them to participate 

effectively and with quality.  

Challenges and opportunities for stakeholder engagement 
A massive work of contact and education capacity building for local communities, ocean 

literacy, and MPA communication is needed, considering participation fatigue. In addition, 

possible models of co-management and community management should also be 

considered. Good practice examples of similar case studies should be given, also 

comparing with other islands. Another possible suggestion is the exchange between 

communities, bringing positive experiences for discussion and direct dialogue between 

the sectors. This would also enable a bottom-up proposal that integrates the current 

management and possible reform of MPAs. Although stakeholders are increasingly 

involved, intense engagement work is still needed. Expectations should be well aligned 

from the beginning of the participation, and the quality of the engagement approach 

should be adequate. The main points of further work are the way in which involvement in 

the decision-making processes is organised, and how the various inputs will be 

incorporated.  

There is a massive gap between the protected areas' regulations and the users' 

perception. Members of the community have been found to hold a negative perception 

towards MPAs. This perception has led to a preference of OECMs over MPAs by several 

members, because OECMs are not perceived as highly restricted. Several studies 

confirm that the way the process of defining a new MPA is carried out will have a powerful 

influence on the users' acceptance and compliance with the prescribed rules. Therefore, 

all stakeholders should have the opportunity to participate in the process and access 

background information, the objectives, timing and rules of the negotiation/participation 

so as not to hurt initial expectations. Generally, investing in capacity building and involving 

the interested parties from the beginning is fundamental. There is a need for capacity 

building of local people, ocean literacy, and MPA communication. The initial objectives of 
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new MPAs must be defined together with users. Also, there is a need to expand 

communication between different government entities to better connect MSP with MPA 

planning.  

Compared to MSP, the delineation of MPAs does not yet involve stakeholders' massive 

participation, they were merely consulted. An example of improved participation would be 

to work with tuna fishermen on how to achieve a better protection of bird species at sea. 

The MSP process was much more participatory and integrated than the previous process 

to create new MPAs. Generally, a participatory process with a positive result needs more 

time to advance with quality and consolidate. Moreover, (environmental) public policies 

should be open to evaluation. Finally, stakeholder participation is also crucial in 

monitoring the areas. Sometimes the “watchdogs” feel exposed, and there need to be 

more resources for oversight and monitoring. Stakeholder participation is crucial in all 

steps from goals design to implementation and monitoring the areas. 
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3.3 Results Cadiz Bay test site 

3.3.1  Current status of MPA network 

Synthesis 

For Cadiz Bay, interviews indicate the protected areas in the Bay of Cadiz cover most 
of the Bay’s area and its most important ecological features. However, it was 
highlighted that while a significant portion of the area is already under protection, the 
type of protection applied to the protected areas is not sufficient to protect the ecological 
features. On paper, the legally established protection is deemed sufficient, but 
implementation is lacking. The surveillance in the marine environment is not feasible, 
making it difficult to execute the measures included in the management plans. It is 
necessary to develop new management tools and promote the use of existing ones. 
Tools to support the management of protected areas exist, but they are not being used. 
Moreover, there is a need for a better consideration of socio-economic criteria 
alongside ecological criteria, to take into account social, cultural and economic values. 
Natural features need to be linked with their services for a more comprehensive 
evaluation of the added value of protected features. Management is hampered by 
human and financial resources, as well as administrative constraints. A lack of 
connection was identified between the two protected areas in the area, as well as 
between offshore and coastal areas. 

Criteria used for the designation of MPAs 

The Bay of Cadiz and its natural features are the core of the local community in terms of 
its social, cultural and economic aspects, but there is no clear evidence that criteria 
regarding these pillars were considered. The two largest MPAs (“Fondos Marinos de la 
Bahía de Cádiz” and the Natural Park of the Bay of Cadiz) were created based only on 
ecological criteria. Interviewees highlighted the need to connect the natural features with 
their services, and to create socio-economic criteria based on these relations, as 
knowledge on the value of the protected areas beyond the natural features is very limited. 
Interviewees mentioned the need to connect the natural features with their services, and 
to create criteria based on these relations. 

"Fondos Marinos de la Bahía de Cádiz" was designated as a protected area based on 
the criteria of the Natura 2000 network. In turn, the Natural Park was designated as a 
Park in 1989 (Law 2/1989, of July 18) (as mentioned in Section 1.1.2). This law states 
that the selection of the areas took into consideration physical, natural, and cultural 
criteria. Both areas have important habitats and species listed in Natura 2000, as 
presented in Annex 1B. No more specific information about the criteria to create the 
protected area was found in the documents analysed. In the first draft of areas important 
to be protected, the area that is currently the Natural Park of the Bay of Cadiz was not 
considered for protection. Its inclusion as an area to be protected is a result of the 
environmentalist movement (pressure from society) to protect the environmental features 
of the region in the late 80s. 
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Most of the borders of the protected areas are based on administrative criteria, leading, 

in many cases, to a disconnect between areas. Although some environmental criteria 

were considered in the creation of protected areas, the execution (current management 

actions) is driven by economic and social aspects that were not considered at the time of 

the creation of the Natural Park.  

The offshore protected areas of the Gulf of Cadiz have their boundaries designed mainly 

based on administrative criteria. The criteria used to design the current protected areas 

is not enough to cover all the needs of the ecosystem. To identify and preserve the social-

ecological features, the criteria should be developed based on the ecosystem services of 

the region and the social structure around these services. There is a need to have a clear 

understanding of the ecosystem services and their relationship with the different activities 

in the areas, and create criteria based on them. Social and economic criteria should be 

developed based on collaboration between the different actors in the region and the 

reaching of agreements. Suggestion of criteria to be used by interviewees included 

ecological criteria, key species, and social/economic criteria related to the environment.  

Identified ecological features and corridors lacking protection 

In terms of ecological features lacking protection, it was mentioned that additional areas 

should be included due to their importance for some species (e.g. Posidonia meadow and 

seabirds), these additional areas are indicated with a star in Figure 12.  

 

Figure 12 Additional areas suggested for protection by interviewees indicated with purple stars, due to their 
importance for the biodiversity in the Cadiz Bay area. 
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In terms of ecological connectivity, interviewees expressed an interest to study the 

connection between Guadalquivir Park (protected coastal areas to the North of Cadiz 

Bay, see Figure 2) and the Bay of Cadiz. Both are connected and are a nursery and 

productive area. Also, within Cadiz Bay there is a critical lack of connection between the 

Natural Park “Bahía de Cádiz” and the Special Area for Conservation “Fondos Marinos 

de Bahía de Cádiz” (see Figure 2), thus the protection is not appropriate. 

Management of the protected areas and integration of socio-economic 

criteria 

Although the Natural Park has a Sustainable Development Plan for the area of the Park 

and its surroundings, it is clear, through the interviews, that the protected areas have not 

integrated socio-economic criteria into the management of the protected areas. The 

understanding of the value of the protected areas beyond the natural features still falls 

short. Interviewees mentioned the need to connect the natural features with their services, 

and to create criteria based on these relations. 

There are different conservation objectives in the area depending on the protection type. 

For example, the “Fondos Marinos de la Bahía de Cádiz” is protected under the Habitat 

Directive (Special Area for Conservation - SAC). The SAC "Fondos Marinos de la Bahía 

de Cádiz'' has a management plan with clear conservation objectives and actions (see 

Annex 1A), but there is no information available about how these objectives are being put 

in place. This fact runs contrary to the plan’s operational objective no. 2.3 which points 

out, as a high-priority measure, the elaboration of an annual monitoring report to follow 

the plan implementation. It is worthwhile to mention that SAC management works more 

as a guide than an obligation. Moreover, as identified during the interviews and the 

desktop research, there is a lack of documented information such as monitoring reports. 

The type of protection, as well as insufficient resources, compromises the implementation 

of the management plans of both protected areas, "Fondos Marinos de la Bahía de Cádiz" 

and Natural Park of Bay of Cadiz. This situation results in a more passive role of the 

protected areas, one with which they can only attend to urgent demands and cannot work 

toward the objectives of their plan. 

Although both protected areas are part of the same natural system, they are not managed 

in a connected/collaborative way. An opportunity to have such collaborative/integrative 

management would be through the "Junta Rectora" (a participatory body of the Natural 

Park of Bay of Cadiz), however, this body does not address the SAC "Fondos Marinos 

de la Bahía de Cádiz" issues nor do they have someone representing the SAC in their 

body. It is noteworthy that a new management plan for the Natural Park of the Bay of 

Cadiz is about to be released. 

The main management gaps during the desktop study identified are (i) the lack/ weakness 

of cooperation between different levels of administration (local, regional, and national); 
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(ii) the sectoral character of management tools applied by the current model of public 

administration which makes it difficult to carry integrated management of socio-ecological 

systems; (iii) the bureaucratisation of management processes that end up in too much 

effort being oriented to elaborating and approving tools and not to their actual 

implementation; (iv) due to some circumstances, explained in more detail in Section 3.3.4 

on stakeholder participation, there is low and weak public participation which 

consequently results in management based on a centralised perspective from the public 

administration. 

Effective management hampered by a lack of human and financial 
resources 

There is a management plan, but there is not a responsible person with the proper time 

and resources to do the management of the protected areas. A lack of resources 

(financial, but mainly human) results in a more passive role of the MPA. Staff time is spent 

on external requests, including the reviewing of project/construction applications in the 

area and surrounding coastal areas not covered by the park (to adhere to other national 

legislation). Applications for permission to operate / start construction / introduce a new 

activity in the coastal marine area, need to be assessed and approved by the 

protected area management institution. And in the case of the manager of the SAC, he is 

also the manager of other protected areas, therefore the applications put pressure on 

human resources available for MPA management. So, they do not have time to dedicate 

(because of the high workload of staff) to the management of the area / to work to reach 

the objectives of the protected area.  

Regarding the execution of the management plan, the protected area lacks capacity 

(resources) to act in a more proactive and effective manner, due to the external requests 

for reviews, and the bureaucratisation of the administration as a whole. As well as that, 

interviews pointed out the issue of management plans being out-of-date and not 

incorporating the current needs and advances in science. It was indicated the plans 

should be more adaptative. The accomplishment of the objectives of the management 

plan of offshore marine protected areas is more challenging due to the distance from 

shore and the lack of resources (human, technical, and infrastructure) to support the 

achievement of the objectives. Some issues related to the coastal/marine protected 

areas, which are regulated and/or managed by different instruments, do not have a clear 

administrative process to deal with them. There is a need to have a clear procedure and 

an identification of competent body(ies).  

Furthermore, a lack of connection between intertidal areas and marine areas was 

highlighted. Coastal and marine areas should have an integrated management approach, 

to improve their cost-effectiveness and efficiency in their management. The management 

plans should be built over good practices that have been in place in the region, instead 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 47 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
of starting over from scratch. It was also indicated that terrestrial-maritime public domain 

legislation is too restrictive, it should be updated and modernised to accommodate new 

demands and knowledge.  

More broadly, in the Gulf of Cadiz, interviews indicate important areas are not protected, 

for example, those that function as species nursery areas. Most of the area protected has 

boundaries delimited based on administrative reasons. The offshore protected areas in 

the Gulf of Cadiz are only paper-protected areas, thus not providing appropriate 

protection. As found for Cadiz Bay, there is a lack of natural corridors between different 

protected areas in coastal and offshore areas.  

3.3.2 Coherence between area designations and the MSP process as 
well as related governance such as MSFD 

Synthesis 

In terms of coherence, there is a lack of collaboration between management at different 
scales in Spain. It was highlighted that regional and national policymakers and 
managers need to coordinate better on issues that occur both in the EEZ and in coastal 
areas; currently there is a lack of communication. MSP is perceived to be a tool that 
can contribute to MSFD implementation, but a lack of incorporation of land-sea 
interactions was identified.  
 

 

The Spanish Maritime Spatial Plan (MSP) and MPA process are not linked in practice, 

but hopefully this will improve as the MSP plan has recently been approved. The authority 

for the overall MSP plan is the Spanish Ministry, and the authority for the Cadiz Bay area 

(which is located in internal waters) is the regional administration of Junta de Andalucía 

responsible for most of the regulation in the coastal and internal waters. There is no high 

culture of collaboration between different scales of management in Spain, so a lack of 

connection can be expected. The MSP draft plan is made by the Ministry with some 

consultations with the autonomous regions (see Theme 4; Section 3.3.4). In terms of the 

Marine Strategic Framework Directive, in Spain, the MSP is conceived as a tool for the 

MSFD implementation process. Marine strategies have been implemented and are 

already in their second planning cycle, while MSP plans have only recently been 

approved.  

The process to develop the Spanish MSP has not taken into consideration the marine 

and coastal protected areas. Based on the results, it seems that the Spanish MSP plan 

is not incorporating aspects of the land-sea interaction, although the MSP Directive 

recommends to. In terms of biodiversity, as mentioned, the Bay of Cadiz is a place for 

nesting, feeding and breeding of many marine species of commercial importance. 

Moreover, the Bay also has important ports and infrastructure for all activities that occur 
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in the larger marine planning area (Demarcación Sudatlántica). It seems important for the 

integrated management of the marine area of the region that regional and national 

policymakers and managers collaborate with each other, addressing issues that occur in 

the EEZ and interfere with coastal areas and vice-versa. Yet, the interviewees were not 

consulted on during the MSP process (see Theme 4; Section 3.3.4). 

3.3.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

Synthesis 

Currently the protected area is seen as a limiting factor to the development of the Bay 

of Cadiz, highlighting a complex problem of socio-economic and environmental nature. 

The region’s natural features have a strong connection with traditional salt extraction 

and aquaculture. A better understanding of the importance of protected areas could be 

achieved by increasing the knowledge on the relations between the ecological and 

socio-economic system (ecosystem services). Shell fishing was highlighted as an 

activity currently lacking management.  

 

The Bay of Cádiz is a sub-region of Andalusia (Spain), considered an urban area in its 

entirety, where demographic concentration and the development of economic activities 

compete for very scarce space. This is due to the geographical coastal characteristics 

mentioned above, and also because of the presence of a protected area (Bay of Cádiz 

Natural Park) where the development of economic activities is restricted. The traditional 

salt mines in the Bay of Cádiz are the result of the historic development of the marshes 

for the production of salt. The survival to the present day of many of these structures, in 

addition to conserving a rich industrial, landscape, archaeological and ethnographic 

heritage, has contributed to the maintenance of the rich biodiversity of the Cádiz wetland. 

Therefore, altering this balance would cause, in addition to the disappearance of the salt 

landscape, the drastic reduction of nesting, feeding, and breeding areas of many animal 

and plant species.  

Based on Law 02/1989 that created the Bay of Cadiz Natural Park, there is an additional 

measure to ensure its protection related to the development of a Sustainable 

Development Plan for the area of the Park and its surroundings. The objective of this plan 

is the revitalisation of socio-economic structures, safeguarding environmental ecological 

stability, following the provisions of the Master Plan for Use and Management. For the 

Natural Park, the second Sustainable Development Plan has just been approved (Decree 

318, October 2022). This plan takes into consideration both marine and terrestrial 

environments that are together integrated into the Park. Here we will focus on the marine 

and land-sea interaction aspects. 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 49 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
Taking into consideration the marine environment, the main activities that occur are the 

following: i) salt extraction; ii) commercial fishing; iii) shell-fishing; iv) aquaculture; v) 

recreational fishing; vi) transportation. The first five activities are briefly introduced here.  

• Salt extraction: to keep traditional salt mines alive in the Bay of Cadiz, and thus keep 
the features of the natural space that are protected by the Park, there is a need to add 
value to salt from the Bay of Cádiz. This type of production cannot compete on a world 
scale with large and low operating costs of other modes of salt production.  

• Fishing - in the internal waters of the Bay of Cádiz, due to the port nature of the area, 
only fishing with a hook rig and trammel net is allowed in certain areas. On the other 
hand, professional fishing is a prohibited activity in the Park, with any type of gear and 
at any time of the year. However, there is evidence of its illegal practice, with resulting 
impacts in an area of high ecological value.  

• Shell-fishing has constituted a traditional use of the marshes of the bay, which, 
currently, for the most part, is carried out irregularly by a non-professional group. In 
general, it is a sector characterised by a lack of effective management and  socio-
economic profitability. There are no global official data on shellfish production, as it is 
largely an informal activity and most of the catches are not being marketed through a 
fish market or authorised centre. 

• Aquaculture - the lack of economic profitability has mainly affected extensive 
aquaculture, traditional in the salt pans of the Bay of Cádiz, due to low productivity, 
which is exacerbated by other problems such as theft, the impact of seabirds, 
administrative obstacles, financing difficulties. This reality condemns most of the old 
salt mines to a situation of inactivity, which leads to the gradual deterioration of the 
space and the loss of the values that justified its protection as a Natural Park.  

• Recreational fishing - concerning the Natural Park, there is significant recreational 
fishing pressure, especially from the mooring of boats including at unauthorised 
anchorages, which give rise to a fleet that is excessive for the carrying capacity of the 
natural space and whose activity, not always legal, is difficult to control. There is also 
an impact due to the overselling of fishing baits, whose commercialisation is not 
always guaranteeing their traceability.  

 

Interviews indicate that in the National Park, some activities are well managed (e.g., 
aquaculture, salt flats, tourism), but some traditional activities (e.g., recreational fishing 
and shell-fishing) are happening in an unsustainable way (uncontrolled/illegal) and are 
not being monitored or managed (e.g., shell-fishing and sporting fishing, boat anchoring), 
causing pressure. Shell-fishing is a traditional activity, but it has been growing a lot in a 
disorganised way and now represents considerable pressure on resources in the region. 
This is the result of a social transformation that has not taken into consideration people 
who used to work in jobs that do not demand high education and that no longer exist 
(there was no social transition for the changes that happened in the past).  
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There are also gaps in control and surveillance of the protected areas, and urban 

pressures (e.g. pollution) as well as social problems (e.g., drug trafficking). The carrying 

capacity of the coastal cities cannot support the demand during the high season (e.g., 

water system). Another pressure is heavy boat traffic and invasive species, as well as 

overfishing and shell-fishing. Social awareness for a co-management approach is needed 

for the region. Finally, some issues related to the coastal and marine areas, which are 

regulated and/or managed by different instruments, do not have a clear administrative 

process to deal with them (e.g., licensing process, other demands that need 

authorisation/intervention of the government). There is a need to have a clear procedure, 

and an identification of competent body(ies). 

Based on the desktop research and interviews, it is possible to say that there is a 

segregation between the social and economic aspects of the region and its protected 

areas. In fact, the protected area is understood as a limiting factor for the development of 

the Bay of Cadiz. This situation was mentioned as a result of the strict legislation that has 

not been adapted to current new information about the region and also to the new  socio-

economic dynamic. Increasing the knowledge on the relations between the ecological 

and socio-economic system (ecosystem services) would improve both the management 

of the area and the understanding of the important role protected areas play in society. 

The Natural Park and its natural features have a mutual relationship with traditional salt 

extraction and aquaculture. Both activities have to exist to maintain the region's natural 

features. For this, they need to be transformed in a way to add value to the products to 

make them more profitable and competitive in the market.  

The most common issue in all interviews and the literature is the problem with the shell-

fishing. It is a complex problem of  socio-economic and environmental nature. The  socio-

economic nature is related to the marginalisation of the shell fishermen, most of them do 

not have another type of income and fish illegally. Environmentally, as the activity occurs 

most illegally, it is not possible to monitor the catches, therefore there is no control of the 

natural stock of the target species that occurs inside the area of the park. It is important 

to highlight that there is no study of the carrying capacity of the target species, which 

would be a first step to sustainably managing the natural stock. 

3.3.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

There was a lack of engagement with local stakeholders for the MSP consultation 
processes. For the management of the Cadiz Bay Natural Park, the “Junta Rectora” 
was highlighted as the mechanism for engagement with the region, but it was 
highlighted the body could be more transparent and involve a better balance of 
participants. Coordination across different authorities at different levels could be 
improved (local/regional/national), and there was a lack of awareness of the value of 
protecting ecological features, which could be addressed through communicating links 
with ecological features and socio-economic values through ecosystem services.  
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Participation MSP process 

The participatory process to develop the Spanish draft MSP plan was carried out in 2020 
in the five established marine planning regions (North Atlantic; South Atlantic; Strait of 
Gibraltar and Alborán; East Coast/Balearics; and Canary Islands) plus a participatory 
workshop with the marine renewable sector energy was also carried out due to its 
strategic aspect for the energy sector of the country. Due to the pandemic situation at the 
time, the consultation process happened through virtual workshops for the five marine 
demarcations, in which the stakeholders' option to interact was by the platform chat. 
Considering that MSP “is a public process of analysing and allocating the spatial and 
temporal distribution of human activities in marine areas”, and the participation in this 
process of key actors is fundamental for MSP to be built up in efforts that have been 
carried out in the region, the following question was answered by the interviewees: Have 
you or your organisation/institution been consulted/participated in the process of the 
development of the Spanish Maritime Spatial Plan? 

Feedback around this question was that no one has participated in the consultation 

process for the development of the Spanish Maritime Spatial Plan. The State treats this 

type of issue only with the General Direction of the Autonomous area (Andalucía), and 

not with authorities at a more local level. Communication of the MSP by the Ministry to 

other authorities is lacking - the information did not arrive to the local administration. Even 

though the interviewees are from regional and local governments, companies acting in 

the coastal and marine environment and NGOs, they either did not know about the 

consultation process carried out for the MSP plan, or only found out through the 

University. 

Participation in planning and management of protected areas 

In terms of participation in the planning and management of protected areas, an interview 
highlighted that participation should form the basis of the Natural Park management. 
When it comes to the study area (Bay of Cadiz), and more specifically to the Natural Park, 
the stakeholder's involvement is carried out mainly through the "Junta Rectora" which is 
a participatory body of advisory nature, that provides non-binding strategic advice to the 
management of the park. This body is composed of representatives from the government 
(from different levels and sectors), economic and civil society organisations, and 
universities. Through the "Junta Rectora", the stakeholders are able to participate in the 
elaboration, approval and review of critical tools for the protected area to ensure their 
enforcement. However, the literature review has shown that the stakeholder involvement 
in Bahía de Cádiz has significant shortfalls, considering two major points: the low 
frequency at which the "Junta Rectora's" meetings occur and the little power of decision 
that actors have been experiencing.  
 

Interviews indicate that the only instrument of participation in the region is the "Junta 
Rectora" of Cadiz Bay Natural Park, which is a good instrument, but it could be improved 
in terms of transparency and balance of the participants, which affect the confidence in 
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the process felt by stakeholders. The “Junta Rectora” works under the demand of the 
administration and could be expanded to the marine area, but a limitation is that most of 
the participants are passive. They are present but do not contribute meaningfully to the 
discussion, there is a lack of interest. Although the “Junta Rectora” has representation of 
different parts of society, the way in which it is organised is that at least half of the 
attendees should be from the public administration.  

 

Some interviewees find that the process of engagement is outdated, and that there is a 
need for new methods and use of technologies (lack of time, resources, and 
willingness/interest). Others believe that the current organisation of engagement is 
successful and that there is a high participation of stakeholders. The public participation 
instrument for the SAC "Fondos Marinos de la Bahía de Cádiz" is not efficient because it 
is structured to work on a province scale, lacking representativeness of the stakeholders 
from the local area. Public participation in this MPA is done inside the Provincial Council 
for the Environment and Biodiversity of Cádiz which discusses, for example, also a variety 
of terrestrial issues related to areas outside the MPA. 

General remarks engagement practices 

Some interviewees find that the process of engagement is outdated, and that there is a 
need for new methods and use of technologies (lack of time, resources, and 
willingness/interest). Others believe that the current organisation of engagement is 
successful and that there is a high participation of stakeholders. Interviews highlight that 
the information does not arrive to social actors. To improve this, the way to communicate 
should be adapted to whom is receiving the information, the local council should act as a 
multiplying agent and minutes of meetings should be public. Interviewees also highlighted 
the opportunity to improve the “Junta Rectora’s” structure and autonomy. For 
improvement, more financial resources are needed as well as an official space for 
meetings, the integration/communication of the different institutions that work in the 
marine environment should be formalised, and representativeness of the participating 
parties should be increased. Another gap is the quality of participation of the stakeholders 
and quality of discussion. This could be improved through training/capacity building for 
those who participate and by having a plan of how the participation will happen.  

 

In general, Spain does not have a culture of participation and engagement; initiatives are 
perceived as a tick-box exercise from the government. To improve this, a European Seal 
of Participation for the protected areas managed based on public participation could be 
created, which would also involve creating a protocol and/or guidelines. To improve 
participation and confidence, a continuous process of participation and construction 
should be created, which gives opportunities for feedback by participants on their 
participation and suggestions. Interviews also highlighted local knowledge should be used 
in the management of the protected areas.  
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Coordination of governance 

In terms of coordination of governance, there is a  lack/weakness of cooperation between 
different levels of administration (local, regional, and national). There is no cooperation 
between the different institutions in charge of the protected areas (lack of administrative 
organisation/integration). The protected areas administration should map potential 
activities that align with the objectives of the protected areas and facilitate their 
development. Another gap highlighted is that there is no intervention of the State in the 
terrestrial-maritime public domain, apart from the beaches. In terms of management 
issues, political incompatibility was reported by interviewees. The Natural Park of the Bay 
of Cadiz overlaps with the jurisdiction of five municipalities: San Fernando, Chiclana de 
la Frontera, Puerto Real, Puerto de Santa María, and Cádiz. For the cities that overlap 
with the protected area, or are influenced by them, there are different political parties with 
different interests. The mayors of the different municipalities of the Natural Park might be 
from different parties (from time to time), complicating the collaboration between them 
when needed. In general, there is a sense that political leaders do not understand the 
environmental problems enough to care and pursue policies that will enable them to 
overcome them. 

Awareness of importance marine protected areas 

As well as that, gaps identified through the interviews include a lack of awareness by the 

public and administrative representatives of the importance of protected areas – they are 

seen as a constraint to economic growth. A better understanding of the links between 

ecological features and socio-economic values, e.g. through ecosystem services, could 

overcome this. As well as that, there is a lack of meaningful participation and engagement 

of the stakeholders; they should have a fundamental role in the management of protected 

areas. A lack of a well-structured and planned participatory process was also 

emphasised, and a lack of a culture of participation - some stakeholders are not willing to 

participate. 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 54 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
3.4 Results Belgian part of the North Sea test site 

3.4.1 Current status of MPA network 

Synthesis  

The initiation of the MPA designation in the Belgian Part of the North Sea (BPNS) 
started in 1999, with the implementation of the EU Birds and Habitats Directives 
(Directives 2009/147/EC and 92/43/EEC) into the Belgian Marine Environmental 
Protection Act (MEPA). Even though 36,5% of the area is currently protected, an 
interviewee indicated that Belgian MPAs remain “paper parks” where effective 
management is still lacking. Within these designated protected areas, there is still a 
significant overlap with human activities that can impact the local biodiversity and 
ecosystem functioning. Especially for benthic habitats, the conservation status is 
currently unsatisfactory. In the context of an ecosystem-based management, there is 
an urgent need to develop a spatial strategy for pelagic biodiversity conservation in 
Belgium. An interviewee indicated that the effects of climate change on ecological 
criteria is not explicitly taken into account yet, mainly because the effects are not 
sufficiently known to anticipate the potential impact on the area. 

Ecological features lacking protection / gaps in current conservation 
objectives 

There are currently no conservation objectives related to the diversity of pelagic habitats, 
a policy priority under D1 of the MSFD. Despite growing threats from human activities on 
pelagic ecosystems (e.g. sediment extraction and dumping, manuring (input of nutrients), 
biological invasions, aquaculture), the Belgian MSP 2020-2026 omits the relevance of 
water column management. Pelagic habitats play an important role in ecosystem 
processes (pelagic and benthic production, transfer, population dynamics, denitrification) 
and services (fisheries, water quality regulation; Van der Biest et al. 2020). Therefore, it 
is timely to develop a spatial strategy for its conservation (habitat mapping, assessment 
of vulnerability of pelagic ecosystems to local pressures and climate change, etc.).  
 
The last decade has seen considerable progress in scientific research and biological data 
collection for the assessment of pelagic biodiversity. Plankton monitoring can be used to 
evaluate water quality and serve as an indicator for tracking anthropogenic environmental 
disturbances in the water column. Challenges for spatially delineating pelagic habitats 
were identified by interviewees, for example the dynamic nature of the different water 
masses in this region. However, a finer scale delineation of the current OSPAR pelagic 
habitat types will likely be more appropriate for the pelagic diversity management in the 
Belgian part of the North Sea.  

Conservation objectives for Natura 2000 sites and the MSFD were recently aligned for 

the BPNS. Compared to the Natura 2000 requirements, the implementation of the MSFD 

requires a more comprehensive assessment of the ecosystem. Therefore, additional 
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species than those listed for Natura 2000 will need to be considered for conservation. For 

example, the sea lamprey, rays, sharks have insufficient data and limited knowledge to 

determine their conservation status, as confirmed through the interviews. Interviewees 

also highlighted a lack of knowledge about spawning grounds of herring, twait, shad and 

eel. Spawning and nursery grounds for fish in the Belgian part of the North Sea are not 

protected and an interviewee recommended that these important locations should be 

considered on an international level, and knowledge gaps are being addressed by the 

Sea-Unicorn project (Sea-Unicorn, 2023). The intertidal habitat was also considered 

relevant in conservation management. It was not considered in the previous MSFD cycle 

but will be included in upcoming evaluations. Beach habitats were seen as currently 

lacking protection, despite their economic worth (for tourism).  

Trade-off tools used to prioritise the protection of areas 

Spatial modelling (Marxan) was recently used to identify zones where fisheries measures 
will be implemented under Article 11 of the CFP, which considered biological value, 
sensitivity and fisheries value (Pecceu et al., 2021). Another tool recommended by an 
interviewee was the scenario building tool from the eMOSEM project, which uses 
ecosystem models to support eutrophication management in the North Atlantic Ocean. 
The project included scenario-building of land-sea interactions to investigate how we can 
achieve GES. 

As a conservation measure, research on migration corridors of seabirds, and risk maps 

of barrier formation, are currently under development (Belgische Staat, 2022; INBO, 

2022). These risk maps combine habitat use with the locations of threatening activities to 

assess the effects of activities on seabirds. The goal is to identify ecological corridors and 

develop mitigation measures (e.g. adapt design of offshore constructions), but it was not 

clear yet to the interviewee how these will be implemented. 

Climate change effects 

Regarding the effects of climate change on ecological features, interviewees reflected 

that the current measures for biodiversity protection could mitigate the effects of climate 

change, by increasing resilience. A robust and healthy ecosystem is thought to be less 

sensitive to the effects of climate change. Currently, it was pointed out that the effects of 

climate change are not sufficiently known in the area, preventing an anticipation of 

potential impacts. Also, through regular monitoring, indications of climate change are 

hopefully being detected to allow for further examination before significant impacts occur.  

To cope with the effects of climate change, interviewees indicated the European legal 
framework of Natura 2000 designations will need to become more flexible and dynamic. 
For example, the current habitats of seabirds in Belgian waters are getting less relevant 
and might need to change location with changing environmental conditions, but currently, 
there is little flexibility in changing the designation of Natura 2000 sites. The Regional 
Seas Conventions, such as OSPAR is a useful framework to investigate climate change 
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at regional scales (data and methods) and to provide a consistent approach across 
Contracting Parties. Especially for mobile species, large scale analyses and 
transboundary cooperation will be needed to investigate the effects of climate change. 

Revision of conservation objectives and management plans 

In order to obtain an integrated policy at the scale of the BPNS, the conservation 
objectives for the Natura 2000 sites adopted in 2017 were revised to align with the 
environmental objectives to support the MSFD (Haelters et al., 2019). The most important 
descriptive elements of the MSFD and corresponding objectives that relate to Natura 
2000-areas include Descriptor 1 (diversity), Descriptor 4 (food webs) and Descriptor 6 
(seabed integrity). In the analysis by (Haelters et al., 2019), inconsistencies between the 
conservation objectives were discussed and suggestions for additional conservation 
objectives were made. For example, no conservation objective existed to address the 
introduction of non-indigenous species (D2 of the MSFD), hydrographical changes (D7 of 
the MSFD) and ecosystems and food webs (D4 of the MSFD). These objectives are 
relevant for the diversity and functioning of habitats and the availability of food for 
seabirds, and have now all been taken into account in the current conservation objectives 
adopted by the ministerial decree of 11.01.2022. An important conclusion is that certain 
aspects of the pressure and status descriptors of species and habitats should be coherent 
in terms of monitoring and evaluation on a regional scale, and local scale objectives are 
not always appropriate. These relate, for example, to eutrophication and commercially 
important fish stocks.  
 
In 2021, the previous management plans for the Natura 2000 areas were revised and 
additional measures were included in the new management plan (2022-2028). These new 
measures are related to nature restoration (reefs, gravel beds, shipwrecks), expanding 
knowledge on the functional habitats of fish, locations of gravel beds, the impacts of 
electromagnetic fields on gravel beds, migration corridors for seabirds, and increased 
monitoring of fish migrations and presence of marine mammals (Belgische Staat, 2022). 
However, not all the new measures are implemented yet, and it was mentioned during 
interviews that the currently implemented measures through the previous programme of 
measures are not sufficient to meet the conservation objectives. The main challenge 
identified is the need to combine a high number of activities with the protection of 
biodiversity in such a limited space.  

Current environmental state and management practices 

Through the Belgian Nature Integrated Project (BNIP), the various Flemish, Walloon and 
Federal authorities have joined forces to achieve the Natura 2000 objectives on land and 
at sea by contributing to the realisation of Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAF). The 
Flemish Agency for Nature and Forests is coordinating this project and creating an 
operational framework for providing expertise and support for Natura 2000 projects on 
the ground. (BNIP, 2023). 
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Despite the high coverage of protected areas (36,5%), the biodiversity in the Belgian part 
of the North Sea is still under pressure. . This is reflected in MSFD reports. Following the 
last reporting in 2018 on the evaluation of Good Environmental Status (GES) under the 
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) and from best expert judgement, the 
conservation status of shallow sandbanks (habitat type 1110) was considered as 
moderately unfavourable whereas the reefs (habitat type 1170) resulted in a very 
unfavourable status (Belgische Staat, 2018b). Multiple interviewees highlighted the most 
pressing issue in the Belgian part of the North Sea is the degradation of benthic habitats 
due to a high level of anthropogenic disturbance. Habitats are still heavily disturbed by 
many activities in the areas such as fishing, dredging, aggregate extraction and offshore 
constructions, so that their structure and functions are still in a poor state. This is also 
reflected in the updated initial assessment of Belgian marine waters for the MSFD 
(Belgische Staat, 2018a). 

The future status of benthic habitats is uncertain with the impacts of planned offshore 
constructions and a lack of fisheries restriction measures (Haelters et al., 2019). It was 
indicated during the interviews that disturbing activities such as bottom trawling and sand 
extraction should first be prohibited before effective restoration can take place. The 
outdated marine environmental protection act (1999) did not include restrictions on 
fishing, dredging, shipping, military activities or recreation in the Natura 2000 areas; i.e. 
these activities did not require a Natura 2000 permit (Cliquet and Decleer, 2007). In 
November 2022 an environmental act to replace the outdated act was submitted by the 
Ministry of the North Sea and became public. In contrast to the limited number of activities 
being prohibited in the MPAs, it is hoped that in a marine reserve, which has been defined 
in the new act but is not yet in place, most activities will be prohibited.  
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3.4.2 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 

MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

Synthesis 

Belgian marine/maritime policy is largely governed by international treaties and policy 
instruments, including European and regional agreements: OSPAR, EU Water 
Framework Directive, Marine Strategy Framework Directive, Maritime Spatial Planning 
Directive, Common Fisheries Policy, etc. (Lescrauwaet et al., 2022). Recently, an 
update of the 1999 national Marine Environmental Protection Act (2022) came into 
force that provides a better framework for maritime spatial planning and will improve 
the protection of biodiversity of maritime areas under Belgian jurisdiction. There is a 
good alignment between MPAs and the other environmental policies, such as the 
MSFD. However, a more difficult exercise for achieving nature conservation is the 
implementation of measures through the Common Fisheries Policy. Socio-economic 
activities, such as fishing, are restricted but not prohibited in MPAs. Transboundary 
collaboration and information exchange on how to improve MPA management is 
ongoing but for the MSP process this could be improved. The latter remains challenging 
since each country has its own approach and organisation for MSP, and the legislative 
frameworks and scientific focus are not always aligned. 

 

The MSP explicitly states it aims for the spatial achievement of Good Environmental 
Status (MSFD), Good Ecological Status for surface waters (WFD) and Favourable 
Conservation Status (as defined by the Habitats and Birds Directives), and that this aim 
should be considered for every project or activity (FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020b). The 
Marine Environmental Protection Act (MEPA) of 1999 (and revised in 2022) provides the 
legal mandate to the federal Minister of the North Sea to implement European Directives 
at sea, and thus to designate and manage Natura 2000 sites in the BPNS, including the 
prohibition of certain activities (under federal competences) in those sites (Pecceu, 
Hostens and Maes, 2016). The revised law is envisioned to provide a better framework 
for maritime spatial planning and improve the protection of biodiversity of maritime areas 
under Belgian jurisdiction. An interviewee emphasised that this new law is timely, since 
more and more activities are in competition for space, and good coordination will be key 
to further ensure protection of the environment.  

In terms of governance, most activities taking place in the Belgian EEZ (on the seaward 
side of the low-water mark) are under the jurisdiction of the Belgian federal government. 
This includes marine traffic, sand and gravel extraction and the development of offshore 
energy infrastructure, as well as environmental policy. However, sea fisheries and 
dredging as well as other activities such as coastal protection fall under the jurisdiction of 
the Flemish government (Lescrauwaet et al., 2022). In addition, every coastal municipality 
has a spatial plan for the beach (starting from the landward side of the low-water mark) 
and its adjoining boulevard (if present), approved by the Flemish Government (Provincie 
West-Vlaanderen, 2023). The involvement of different authorities for interlinked marine 
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uses complicates enforcement and compliance. Also, an interviewee highlighted the 
challenge to align both European and national legislative demands in a coherent manner. 
The lack of coordination between different government entities identified for Graciosa 
Island and Cadiz Bay, is also found here between Flemish and federal jurisdictions, but 
the responsibility for the MSP, the MSFD and Natura 2000 implementation lie with the 
federal government (European MSP Platform, 2021).  

As also pointed out by the interviewees as well as in the literature, the implementation of 
fisheries restrictions in MPAs remains difficult in Belgium, and no measures are currently 
in place (Rabaut et al., 2009). The limited competence of the federal government in this 
matter, international fisheries regulations and the potential social implications for fisheries’ 
restrictions make it a sensitive issue (Rabaut et al., 2009). For the MSP 2020-2026, three 
search zones have been delineated within which fisheries measures could be 
implemented in the future. The total area of the three zones is 716.5 km2, which comprises 
of 21% of the Belgian part of the North Sea. Within these search zones, research has 
been conducted on the possibility of implementing fishing gear restrictions). The 
measures can only be implemented through the Common Fisheries Policy, and the 
preparation of a Joint Recommendation is ongoing (Pecceu et al., 2021). It was also 
suggested it may be useful to delineate areas where fishing can occur rather than 
excluding them. 

The requirements of the Birds and Habitats Directives have been considered in the spatial 
measures of the Belgian MSP. However, MPAs are not prioritised; maritime activities 
overlap with the MPAs (WWF, 2022a, 2022b). For example, the “Vlaamse Banken” 
Natura 2000 site overlaps with two offshore wind zones allocated in the current MSP, 
which has been criticised, but it was argued that this overlap is due to the limited space 
availability in the BPNS. In response, a project has been set up to fill the gaps in 
knowledge of the potential effects and impacts of offshore developments and investigate 
how nature objectives can be combined with the development of the offshore wind zone 
(EDEN project, (FPS Env, 2022)). 

The consideration of the MSP of the restoration of ecosystems  

Annex I of Belgium’s MSP (spatial analysis of the sea areas) refers to the restoration 
principle which must be respected by the users of Belgian marine waters. This principle 
stipulates that “when damage or disruption to the environment occurs, it should be 
restored to its original state as much as possible” (FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020a). A 
recent study argues though that this restoration principle is only applied through the 
mitigation hierarchy (on a project basis, in the context of novel proposed developments 
at sea) (Walsh and Loch, 2022b).  

As well as the consideration of restoration in the MSP, on the 31st of May 2022, a vision 
on nature restoration measures in the Belgian North Sea was launched (Event 
‘Natuurherstel in onze Noordzee’ – 31 mei 2022, 2022). The vision has three priorities: i) 
Restoration of gravel beds ii) Restoration of oyster banks and iii) Restoration of Lanice 
conchilega banks & Sabellaria reefs. For each of these priorities, objectives, intermediary 
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objectives and measures were set up. Examples of measures are: reducing pressure from 
bottom-disturbing activities, determining locations for depositing new gravel, and the 
construction of oyster beds. The aim of the vision is to provide a platform for stakeholders 
in nature restoration, so that sustainable results can be achieved efficiently (FOD 
Volksgezondheid, 2022). An interviewee highlighted that transboundary pressures and 
connectivity are essential to consider in ecosystem restoration.  

Trans-national collaboration with respect to the management of MPAs 

The BPNS has a limited area and is bordered by the EEZ of neighbouring countries, which 

will influence the use of space (Lescrauwaet et al., 2022). In terms of harmonising the 

maritime spatial plans, there are structures in place for bilateral exchange and conflict 

resolution, as well as for information sharing, on a regional as well as on an EU level 

(WWF, 2022b). However, it was emphasised by an interviewee that each country has its 

own approach and organisation for MSP, which can limit transferability. 

The MSP recognises the importance of transboundary collaboration in relation to 
achieving conservation objectives (FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020b). During the 
development of the current MSP, neighbouring countries were also consulted (Maes, 
2020). For the environmental strand of the NorthSEE project (focused on MSP in the 
North Sea), Huserbråten et al (2018) carried out an MPA network connectivity 
assessment in the North-East Atlantic using life-history traits information in combination 
with oceanographic modelling products. The South North Sea MPAs including Belgian, 
Dutch and UK designations were found to be well-connected (Huserbråten et al., 2018). 
The knowledge gathered from this study can help in prioritising MPAs for added 
protection, such as restrictions on fishing activity.  

For MPA management, an interviewee highlighted that there is currently insufficient 

collaboration between neighbouring countries. Also, the legislative frameworks and 

scientific focus of each country may differ. For example, in the Belgian MPA “Vlaamse 

Banken”, gravel beds are highly important but not so in the neighbouring French MPA 

“Bancs de Flandres”. It is also important to consider the transboundary impacts of  socio-

economic activities, such as changes in turbidity from sand replenishment and 

hydrographical changes from offshore constructions, on neighbouring MPAs. For 

example, there are plans to construct a wind farm in Dunkerque, France (close to the 

Belgian coast) but these will be located in the migratory routes of Belgian bird colonies. 

Belgium has started a procedure against France to prevent the building of the wind farm 

in the planned area. 

The consideration of socio-economic activities in the MSP 

Belgium’s MSP encourages multi-use, Annex 2 of the MSP states “By 2050, the principle 
of multiple space use will be the norm for all space use within the Belgian part of the North 
Sea.” (FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020b). Certain activities are thought to contribute to 
ecological value and potentially benefit nature protection implicitly, such as aquaculture 
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projects that could reduce eutrophication or wind farms that prevent soil disturbing 
activities in the area or provide artificial reefs (FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020b). However, 
in terms of multi-use within Natura 2000 sites, Walsh and Loch (2022) concluded that “A 
clear, evidence-based scientific rationale for multi-use within designated protected areas 
is not provided” (Walsh and Loch, 2022b).  

As well as that, an interviewee highlighted that the sector of offshore wind energy is quite 

dominant and there should remain space for alternative technologies in addition to wind 

farms. Rapid developments should not inhibit other innovations or nature conservation. It 

will be important in MSP to provide equal opportunities to nature development as well as 

to a wide range of sectors. The role of the government was highlighted to guard this 

balance and to adopt principles of multi-use, to ensure equal chances for the conservation 

and restoration of ecological features and for different sectors. This was identified as an 

important challenge for the next maritime spatial plan. 

Environmental considerations within the MSP 

Before the adoption of the MSP, a strategic environmental impact assessment is carried 

out, which aims to adopt the precautionary principle, but it was mentioned by an 

interviewee that this precautionary principle needs better application.  

In terms of taking into account important areas for certain life stages of species, the 
maritime spatial plan consciously did not opt for a zoning approach to delineate nursery 
grounds, spawning grounds, rest areas or foraging areas, but concessions and permits 
for activities at sea are granted on a case-by-case basis, using the latest scientific 
knowledge. To enable maximum use of space, in Annex 2 of Belgium’s MSP, dynamic 
management of protected areas is encouraged, where human disturbance should be 
avoided during temporary nursery spawning rest or foraging areas of mobile species 
(FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020b).  

In contrast to the first MSP, the current MSP (2020-2026) mentions ecosystem services 
(ES), namely water quality regulation, carbon sequestration and nursery function for 
fisheries production ((Van der Biest et al., 2020 and references therein). Using the Belgian 
coastal area as a case study, Van der Biest et al. 2020 presented an approach for 
integrating biodiversity and ecosystem services in spatial planning. Rather than focusing 
on static properties such as species and habitats, ecologically sensible objectives, such 
as ecosystem processes, are the focus (Van der Biest et al., 2020). The methodology 
starts with analysing which ecological processes are important for the Ecosystem 
Services (ES) provided, and then, defines targets to stimulate ES and habitats. An 
important limitation of the method is that more complex relationships such as non-linear 
effects of processes and interactions between processes are not included, and it is not 
suited for data/information poor areas. For the Belgian coastal area, an impact matrix was 
constructed, integrating relevant ecosystem processes, services and anthropogenic 
impacts, and this informed the development of new measures for the Natura 2000 sites 
(Van der Biest et al., 2020).  
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Currently there are no OECMs in the BPNS that are officially recognised by OSPAR 

(OSPAR, 2021). It was mentioned by an interviewee that in order to officially recognise 

measures as OECMs, OSPAR biodiversity objectives need to be coupled with them, as 

well as monitoring. This also comes with obligations, which on the one hand could be a 

barrier for certain sectors to commit to establishing OECMs, but on the other hand it leads 

to stewardship by different actors to contribute to achieving biodiversity objectives.  

3.4.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

Synthesis 

The Belgian EEZ is a very small area and there is insufficient space to allocate each 
sector an exclusive zone to carry out their respective activities in a profitable manner. 
An interviewee felt that currently, economic interests remain more important than nature 
protection. They iterated that if the objective is to achieve biodiversity goals and nature 
restoration in particular, damaging activities in protected areas should be prohibited 
instead of restricted. Another interviewee indicated that there should be a move towards 
a net positive impact of activities on the environment, by developing Nature Inclusive 
Designs, for example. Social aspects are often ignored. Particularly, social acceptance 
of measures needs to be more generally considered. Societal awareness and 
education are essential in order to create acceptance and support for management 
decisions. This should ultimately benefit the co-existence between maritime activities 
and conservation in the future. 

There is a need for clear measures with respect to socio-economic activities in marine 
protected areas, coupled with implementation, including sanctions if measures are not 
adhered to. From a recent review by the EU on the implementation of the first cycle of the 
MSFD (2012-2018), the alignment between conservation measures and the impacts of 
pressures still needs further attention. In the new management plan 2022-2028, the 
development and implementation of a cumulative impact assessment will enable a more 
holistic approach to marine spatial use. For this purpose, information will need to be 
gathered on the potential impact of individual activities so that the local intensities and 
potential impacts of human pressures on the marine environment can be quantified. 
Testing and validation of the cumulative impact assessment framework is still ongoing 
(Belgische Staat, 2022, p. 222).  

According to an interviewee, there is a general willingness of different sectors to 
contribute and invest in nature development. In Annex 2 of the MSP, it is mentioned that 
certain activities could contribute to ecological value (Nature Inclusive Design) and 
potentially benefit nature protection implicitly, such as aquaculture projects that reduce 
eutrophication or wind farms that prevent soil disturbing activities in the area or provide 
artificial reefs (FOD Volksgezondheid, 2020b). Interviews indicated that there is a need 
to move towards a net positive impact on the environment. Current nature protection 
measures and environmental permitting processes should consider this. The “working 
with nature” principle is also mentioned in MSP Annex 2, which stipulates that socio-
economic objectives of a development should always be combined with the creation of 
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added value for ecological, physical and societal systems. This should be done by taking 
natural processes as a starting point, and they should provide opportunities for nature 
conservation/restoration during the design of the development (FOD Volksgezondheid, 
2020b).  

Another interviewee indicated that one of the constraining factors to a better consideration 
of biodiversity is that it remains difficult to estimate the value of biodiversity, especially in 
relation to an economic value. A loss of biodiversity can be quite straightforward to couple 
to economic loss for the fishing industry, but for other sectors such as sand extraction, 
the link with biodiversity functioning is less palpable. There is a lack of knowledge on how 
a loss of biodiversity will lead to a change in the functioning of the system. For example, 
due to fisheries, long-living organisms disappeared from the BPNS, but the system is still 
functioning, there is a lack of baselines. This makes it hard to define conservation criteria. 
There needs to be consensus on what biodiversity is necessary to conserve ecosystem 
functionality. For this, the GES defined for the MSFD is an important catalyser, to 
determine what GES is in the current context. The interviewee also argued that economic 
activities should be prioritised in terms of what will be important in the future: coastal 
defence, energy, food, and conserving biodiversity.  

The consideration of socio-economic dimensions in MPA conservation 

management measures 

Currently, the social dimension is often lacking in management measures, according to 

an interviewee. The social acceptance of measures needs to be considered. An 

interviewee emphasised we will have to move towards adaptive management in a 

changing context, where flexibility is incorporated. Methods like the Q-method were 

recommended, to identify conflicts between stakeholders in a semi-quantitative way. 

Scenario-building can be used to see which stakeholders will experience the actual 

impact of measures and how we can balance out different options. However, with 

adaptive management, it was highlighted there can be issues with social and 

environmental justice. 

Criteria or tools to assess socio-economic impacts within MPAs 

In the framework of the MSFD, a socio-economic analysis is carried out every six years. 

Currently, this analysis is based on the “Marine Water Accounts approach” but the 

intention is to express economic and social value in terms of ecosystem services. The 

latter approach will require more research and additional data. Moreover, it is important 

to distinguish between different types of “ecosystem services”. Economic value for 

provisioning services is easier to come by because data are already available. However, 

data is often lacking for regulating and supporting services. For these services, discrete 

choice experiments can be an option. The relevance of ecosystem services depends on 

the stakeholder group. A flexible mechanism such as a climate adaptive design will be 

needed. 
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Does the licensing process of different economic sectors take into 
consideration MPAs? 

Actions to be carried out by specific maritime users that improve biodiversity outcomes 

can be included as licence conditions attached to licences developers need in order to 

carry out their activities. It was stated that these licence conditions are constantly evolving 

based on the latest advances in scientific knowledge. These licences are granted based 

on account of the environmental impact assessment as annex to the licence applications. 

Depending on the activity the licence conditions can also be sector-specific. 

One current limitation highlighted by an interviewee is that the way in which environmental 
permitting currently works, is that only negative impacts are taken into account, which 
doesn’t account for positive impacts projects could have on the environment and on 
achieving conservation objectives. An example was given where renewable energy 
infrastructure could also include the creation of gravel bed habitats, which could address 
Natura 2000 objectives (Nature Inclusive Design). Such initiatives should be carried out 
together with the government and scientists to evaluate what can be considered a positive 
contribution to the objectives and what cannot. Nature Inclusive Design needs to be 
evidence-based and it should fit within the broader framework of nature conservation and 
restoration. The interviewee also iterated that compensation should be the final resort 
and that the priority should be to find ways for human activities at sea to have net positive 
impacts.  

3.4.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

Synthesis 

The Belgian MSP consultation process has been evaluated as fully transparent by the 
WWF MSP study (WWF, 2022b). Whilst the MSP process in Belgium has evolved 
considerably in recent years, some important conflicts and challenges remain to be 
addressed. An interviewee indicated that ‘participation’ needs to evolve towards ‘co-
creation,’ by agreeing on long-term goals rather than each defending their own 
interests. This approach is a challenge since a lot of stakeholders are involved, but it 
can be a constructive process to overcome conflicts.  
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An important finding is that consideration of the natural environment is seen as a sectoral 
interest rather than a prerequisite for sectoral activities (as perceived by an interviewee). 
Another interviewee also believed nature should be better integrated as a prerequisite in 
decision making. NGOs that represent nature were seen as an organisation with interests 
next to sectoral interests, whilst a good state of the environment should be seen as a 
starting point for any decisions around making use of the North Sea environment. An 
environmental NGO is trying to convince the different sectors active in the BPNS of this 
standpoint by having bilateral conversations with each sector, as having nature as a 
prerequisite is becoming more crucial with more sectors taking an interest in the marine 
space. However, ‘nature as a stakeholder’ was already seen as a positive evolution 
compared to before, that at least there is already an organisation present around the table 
that represents nature, and MSP is perceived as a mechanism that can be used to 
advance nature protection.  

Over the last 20 years, the transparency of the MPA designation and management 
process has greatly improved (Pecceu, Hostens and Maes, 2016). For representation of 
sectoral interests, it was indicated that most sectors have an overarching representative 
body, such as the ‘Rederscentrale’ for commercial fisheries (Pecceu, Hostens and Maes, 
2016). For the MSP, it was indicated by interviewees that the combination of larger 
meetings with bilateral meetings was a successful approach for engagement. As well as 
that, for larger meetings, the MSP authorities aim for a balance of representation. An 
important aspect of the marine planning process in Belgium highlighted by an interviewee 
is that during conversations with representatives from different sectors, scientists from 
the Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences (RBINS) are also at the table, to make 
sure scientific integrity is considered during discussions.  

In terms of engagement tools, prioritising simple and transparent tools was recommended 
by an interviewee. As an example, the MESMA tool is an interactive way to evaluate the 
functioning of the MSP (MESMA, 2016). For the broader aim of raising awareness of the 
importance of the Belgian part of the North Sea, the role of mapping materials and visual 
materials was highlighted during two different interviews, to overcome the perception that 
the Belgian part of the North Sea is “just muddy and brown”. Another suggestion was 
made to include spatial planning in the curriculum of trainings. It was made clear that 
more societal awareness of the processes in the North Sea is necessary to clarify certain 
messages.  

As mentioned for Theme 2, an interviewee highlighted that the fact that the same 
governmental service is responsible for both marine management and MSP eases the 
communication between conservation interests and economic interests, and care is taken 
to ensure there is no conflict of interest. There is also a good coordination between the 
governmental service (FPS Environment) and the knowledge institutes (as mentioned 
before, scientists of RBINS take part in discussions with government and sector 
representatives); decisions are evidence-based. On the other hand, it was highlighted 
that even though the planning authority strives as much as possible for evidence-informed 
decision making, the final decision still depends on political drivers as well. There was a 
sense that at the political level, economic interests are prioritised over the achievement 
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of the conservation objectives. This aligns well with findings for the Cadiz Bay test site, 
which reports a lack of understanding of environmental problems by political leaders. 

The expertise built up during the development of the first two maritime spatial plans has 
led to a good cooperation with the different interested parties and a mutual understanding 
of each other’s point of view. As Belgium’s MSP has already undergone a revision, more 
experience in the process leads to improved negotiations and to a better overview and 
understanding of the needs of different sectors. It is important to engage with relevant 
stakeholders at an early stage and facilitate communication between them.  

An interviewee highlighted the next step: rather than each party defending their own 
interests, they need to agree on a common long-term vision, so that individual needs can 
be placed in a framework of a broader North Sea objective. This would make discussions 
between different interests easier as they would have already agreed beforehand on what 
they both strive for in the long term. Existing examples of such initiatives are the ‘Long-
term vision North Sea 2050’ or the ‘Think Tank North Sea’ (De Backer, 2017; Think Tank 
North Sea, 2022). However, a challenge for different sectors to agree towards a common 
long-term vision referred to by an interviewee is that even within a sector there is a 
divergence of viewpoints, such as the fisheries sector. Within the fisheries sector there 
are different needs and priorities, which complicates negotiations, they cannot be seen 
as one lobby.  

As highlighted as well in other test sites, understaffing was highlighted by an interviewee 
as an important limitation for the environmental NGO and for the governmental service. 
The interviewee also highlighted that, unlike in other countries, the MPAs established in 
the Belgian part of the North Sea do not have MPA managers. There is no equivalent of 
forest rangers you would have on land. It was mentioned that the establishment of a team 
of MPA managers could help to create a sense of ownership of the protected areas.  
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3.5 Results Western Black Sea test site (Bulgarian part) 

3.5.1 Current status of MPA network 

 

Figure 13 Graphical summary of current status of MPA network Bulgarian test site. 

The current MPA network (national and Natura 2000) is well designated, but no 
operational implementation, management plans or monitoring have been provided yet. 
Respondents expressed that the current protection is insufficient, ineffective and non-
functional given the spatial distribution, the connectivity and the lack of specific 
management objectives. The respondents consider the network is underdeveloped, with 
key gaps in terms of valuable/vulnerable biodiversity, ecological corridors and coherence. 
Also, habitat protection areas offshore have not been fully explored and designated. A 
respondent clarified that the main challenge is to ensure effective management. Also, the 
MPA coverage is currently only 8%. This is due to insufficient up-to-date scientific data 
and information on species distribution and behaviour, but an extension of the National 
Ecological Network is envisaged. Studies are already underway within the framework of 
a project funded by the Operational Programme "Environment" 2014 - 2020. 

Criteria underpinning the MPA designations 

Criteria for the designation of Natura 2000 MPAs are laid down in the two environmental 
protection directives of the EU: Directive 92/43/EEC on habitats and Directive 
2009/147/EC on birds. For most of the Natura 2000 MPAs the general scopes and goals 
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have been determined, but the conservation objectives and conservation measures are 
still under elaboration (Priority Action Framework for Natura 2000, 2021). In terms of the 
scope and criteria of the protected areas, respondents believe they are correctly defined 
and based on scientific data. Interviewees agree that socio-economic criteria were not 
included in the MPAs designation according to the provisions of Art. 4 of Directive 
92/43/EEC for the protection of natural habitats and wild fauna and flora, the 
determination by the member countries of Natura 2000 sites (the protected areas under 
the Bulgarian Biodiversity Act) is based solely on scientific information, and the scientific 
criteria in Annex III of the Directive. When defining Natura 2000 protected areas, the 
member states cannot refer to any considerations of economic, political, social or other 
nature, not related to the protection and the favourable environmental status of the 
habitats and species included in the annexes of the Directives, respectively the 
Biodiversity Act. Accordingly, the boundaries, goals and conservation objectives of 
protected areas are not subject to public discussion and social and economic criteria 
cannot be applied for their determination.  

In addition to the specified criteria resulting from the EU directives for nature protection, 
the criteria for determining different categories of protected areas according to the 
Protected Areas Act are also applicable, namely: 1. strict nature reserve (I-IUCN); 2. 
national park (II – IUCN); 3. natural monument (III – IUCN); 4. managed nature reserve 
(IV – IUCN); 5. natural park (V – IUCN); 6. protected site (VI – IUCN). As for other effective 
conservation measures (OECMs), the orders issued by the Minister of Agriculture for 
temporary bans and restrictions on fishing in accordance with the rules of the Fisheries 
and Aquaculture Law are relevant, e.g. to define areas where the use of beam trawling is 
prohibited, in order to reduce the impact of fishing on the structure of bottom ecosystems 
in specific areas in the Black Sea.  

Consideration of ecological corridors and climate change 

No ecological corridors have been provided, but the improvements in this direction are 
foreseen in the National Strategy on Biodiversity (2022). Stakeholders’ opinions vary 
although no detailed analysis has been done in this regard and there is still much to be 
developed in terms of ecological connectivity, although one stakeholder believes there is 
some consistency in terms of connectivity. A respondent pointed out that there is no 
specific definition of connectivity in the marine environment in national legislation, but 
various norms are laid down to limit the barrier effect and fragmentation as a result of 
anthropogenic activity. For example, the mouths of all main rivers along the Black Sea 
coast are included in Natura 2000, to ensure connectivity between the freshwater basins 
and the sea, which is vital for the protection of the passage of species.  

Desktop research identifies no specific measures have been taken concerning climate 
change impacts on ecological features in MPA conservation measures. One of the 
respondents was not aware of any, whilst another believed such measures have not been 
taken into account and two respondents believed they have been only somewhat taken 
into account. It was specified that in order to assess the impact of climate change, it is 
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first necessary to plan adequate monitoring of various components within the scope of 
the MPA. 

Conservation objectives 

With regard to Natura 2000, the European Commission considers that the goals set by 
the country at the protected area level are not sufficiently specific and detailed, that is 
why a penal procedure is underway against Bulgaria. Under the Priority Action 
Framework for Natura 2000 (2021-2027 Programme period) a set of measures to develop 
the specific objectives of the protected areas and measures to achieve them have been 
planned. They will serve as basis for the development of the management plans. 
Stakeholders also iterated the current objectives are very general, not relevant to the 
actual state at the zone level and are limited to the minimum required objectives defined 
by the directives for the protection of wild birds and habitats. 

Management plans and measures in place 

The recent evaluation under the Priority Action Framework for Natura 2000 areas (2021-
2027 Programme period) identified a lack of management plans for the protected areas, 
including MPAs. There is a need to create structures for the management of the protected 
areas of the Natura 2000 network to ensure their effective and transparent management. 
In this regard, a new approach to the management of the Natura 2000 network in Bulgaria 
was developed, and a draft Law on Amendments and Supplements to the Biodiversity 
Act was developed and submitted to the National Assembly. In this context the provision 
of sufficient administrative capacity with clearly defined competences, as well as 
resources and mechanisms for carrying out the necessary studies and regular monitoring, 
are essential for the effective MPAs management. There are still no operational plans for 
the MPAs, but the new Operational Programme "Environment" (2021-2027) envisages 
the development of management plans for all protected areas of the Natura 2000 
ecological network. The specificity of the Black Sea should also be taken into account, 
and the concentration of MPAs in the shallower, onshore areas. The lack of management 
plans in place for the MPAs was highlighted by respondents. 

The Natura 2000 protected areas include in the designation orders mostly restriction 
measures, but no broader conservation measures (such as restoration measures). In 
contrast, broader conservation measures for some of the nationally designated MPAs 
have been defined. The measures in place do not incorporate social and economic 
dimensions. Respondents iterated that such measures were not included or not 
sufficiently represented. Currently the main measures are related to prohibitions and 
restrictions on individual activities, which have social and economic implications. On the 
other hand, the designation of areas with strict protection will allow the preservation and 
recovery of resources, including species of economic interest.  
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3.5.2 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 

MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

 

Figure 14 Graphical summary of the coherence between area designations, MSP and related governance (Bulgarian 
test site). 

Coherence MPA, MSP and other environmental legislation 

The MPA and MSP policies are not well connected and still are not well aligned. This can 
be expected as the MSFD has already been implemented since 2008, while the MSP 
Directive is in place since 2014. It was pointed out by an interviewee that the European 
Commission has developed guidelines for harmonising the processes of monitoring and 
reporting under the water and environmental protection directives, as the MPAs are 
covered by the national Marine Strategy (MSFD). Considering the novelty of the MSP 
process in Bulgaria, the MSP and MPAs designation (which has been implemented longer 
than MSP) are not yet linked (MPAs establishment, designation and management is a 
separate process from MSP and is regulated/guided by another legislation (Protected 
Areas Act, 1998 and Biodiversity Act, 2002). The need for better coherence between the 
MPA network and spatial planning was also highlighted by the respondents. On the other 
hand, the policies in the area concerning MPAs were considered to be adequately taken 
into account in the MSP. 

All existing MPAs have been taken into account in the development of the national MSP, 
and the MSP also considers the need to further develop the marine component of the 
national ecological network. Concrete measures associated with the ecological network 
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are included in the MOEW (Ministry of Environment and Water) standpoint (notes and 
recommendations) on the environmental assessment of the MSP plan. The MSP is 
considered by a respondent to support the progression towards MPAs conservation 
objectives. The MSP does not envisage allocated zones for new MPAs, as it does not 
have the capacity to do this; this is within the remit of the MOEW. Suitable areas are 
proposed that should be further explored as part of the measures proposed in the MOEW 
standpoint on the environmental assessment of the plan. The future enlargement of MPAs 
in MSP will be taken into account with the legal adoption of the new MPAs by the MPA 
Competent Authority.  

The environmental EU legislation and international commitments were considered in 
Bulgarian MSP through the provisions and implementation of the EU directives: MSFD 
and national Marine strategy and descriptors, WFD objectives and the international 
conventions ratified by Bulgaria. The EU Biodiversity Strategy is mentioned in the plan, 
but without details on how to reach the ambition for 30% protected areas (of which 10% 
strictly protected) until 2030, nor any definition of strictly protected areas. Environmental 
stakeholders are not aware of the MSP plan and if or how the plan includes the targets 
set out in the EU Biodiversity Strategy. It was pointed that in the plan, suitable water areas 
are indicated, which may be explored to determine areas for protection, and the future 
expansion of MPAs will be reflected in the plan once the new MPAs are legally 
recognised. Also, the plan includes suitable sea areas necessary to fulfil the objectives of 
the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 targets. The MSFD and the national Marine Strategy 
is fully integrated in the MSP plan and the alignment of MSP and MSFD is described, 
including detailed descriptions of activities conducted under the MSFD Programme of 
Measures that have provided input to MSP. There are actions set in the draft of the MSP 
2021-2035, but the effect of them cannot yet be reported, because the actions have not 
been implemented yet.  

MSP’s role in avoidance of environmental impacts by maritime users 

The MSP and in particular its Report on the Environmental Impact Assessment provide 

guidance and include measures to avoid environmental impacts through the MSFD and 

WFD objectives and measures (fully integrated in the plan). Respondents acknowledge 

there is some guidance provided by the MSP, but they believe the guidance could be 

more detailed and refined, whilst also keeping in mind the advisory nature of the plan. Not 

all respondents (such as environmental stakeholders) are aware the MSP plan provides 

such guidance to maritime uses to prevent environmental impacts. More awareness on 

MSP and its content is needed for environmental stakeholders. One respondent pointed 

out that the strategic documents implementing the MSFD, the WFD and the other 

directives related to MPAs should plan such measures, rather than the MSP.  

A respondent pointed out additional complementary measures included the MOEW 
standpoint on the environmental assessment of the plan, referring to nature conservation 
legislation (Biodiversity Act, Protected Areas Act, publication orders, Fishery and 
Aquaculture Act and orders for temporary prohibitions and restrictions which are issued 
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in its order). In accordance with its provisions, all plans, programs, projects, strategies 
and investment proposals arising from the MSP plan for 2021-2035, fall within the scope 
of the annexes to the Law on Environmental Protection and/or outside of them and falling 
within the scope of Art. 31 of the Biodiversity Act, are only implemented after the decision 
of the competent environmental authority. 

Colocation of conservation areas and economic activities 

Colocation of MPAs with economic activities is reflected in the national MSP based on 
the concept of Multi-Use. Even though this method is not explicitly included in the plan, 
its underlying scientific rationale is provided by the EMFF (European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund) funded MARSPLAN-BS II project (2019-2021) (MARSPLAN-BS II, 
2021b; Stancheva et al., 2022). However, interviewees reflected that for specific 
colocation of certain activities and MPAs, no justification is given. Environmental 
stakeholders were not aware of MSP and so could not give feedback on this issue. One 
respondent pointed out it is not clear how the different multiple uses in the marine 
environment will be combined in the future.  

Consideration of ecological corridors and climate change in MSP 

Ecological corridors and climate change impacts are not considered in the MSP plan. It 

was underlined that large parts of the protected zones fulfil the functions of corridors with 

regard to the mobile marine species that are protected by conservation measures within 

the zones. The coverage by protected areas is particularly dense in the inshore areas, 

where there is also an overlap of the various forms of protection - protected areas for 

birds with protected areas for habitats, including the water area between them, which in 

turn overlap with protected areas and areas with temporary fishing restrictions. 

Complementary measures for protection of the migration bird routes are also provided 

through the EIA standpoint by MOEW. Climate change impacts are somewhat mentioned 

in the MSP of Bulgaria (the National Strategy is referred to), without specific measures 

for marine ecosystems, refugees’ identification, or areas reserved in the plan that may 

need special protection (as per the draft MSP plan, 2021). Environmental stakeholders 

were not aware if the plan includes such measures or not. Another respondent pointed 

out that such specific measures are not provided in the MSP and rather the strategic 

documents implementing the MSFD, the WFD and other directives related to MPAs 

should plan such measures. MSP can rather complement these strategic documents in 

some aspects. 
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Land-sea interactions (LSI) 

General considerations of LSI are included in the plan, however without specific 
methodology on how they could be analysed/integrated in the MSP context from a 
practical perspective. These reflections are based on the detailed research and LSI case 
studies under the EMFF MARSPLAN-BS II project for the cross-border area of Bulgaria 
and Romania (MARSPLAN-BS II, 2021c). Environmental stakeholders are not aware 
about any consideration of LSI in MSP, while the MSP and MPAs managers believe the 
MSP takes into account how LSI can affect biodiversity. 

Transboundary coherence 

Cross-border MSP is coherent for the two EU Member States Bulgaria and Romania 
under the two EMFF projects MARSPLAN-BS I and II supporting the cross-border 
collaboration in implementing the MSP Directive (MARSPLAN-BS II, 2021a). However, 
there is a lack of coherence of MPAs across borders. MPAs are not coherent with 
Romania and this is one of the main objectives of the Western Black Sea test study of the 
MSP4BIO project. Also, the establishment of synchronised and representative MPA 
networks in Bulgaria and Romania is one of the new measures of the MSFD for Bulgaria 
(new Programme of Measures). 

3.5.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

 

Figure 15 Graphical summary of the integration of socio-economic aspects with MPAs (Bulgarian test site). 
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Half of the respondents do not consider the maritime activities as properly managed in 
the MPAs. The main gaps or needs for management improvement are: lack of specific 
objectives and measures at zone level; lack of coherence; lack of management plans and 
need for governing bodies and control. The key management issues are: better 
understanding of impacts and trade-offs/balance of stakeholder interests, better 
cooperation between institutions and compliance with certain maritime activities, e.g. 
military exercises, and control over unregulated activities. The MPA managers also 
iterated that management plans and bodies for their management are crucial, as well as 
data availability and continuous monitoring of MPAs. A lack of awareness of respondents 
of criteria or tools to assess socio-economic impacts or trade-off methods was identified. 
Tools for ecosystem services were pointed out by respondents, including the 
“Methodological framework for assessing and mapping the state of ecosystems and 
ecosystem services in Bulgaria” (WWF Bulgaria, 2020; Executive Environmental Agency, 
2021).  

Restrictions of maritime uses in MPAs 

Designation orders and Natura 2000 standard forms indicate the following uses are 
prohibited in MPAs: sand and gravel extraction, bottom trawling; dredging and disposal 
of dredged masses; ballasting of ships, construction of artificial underwater reefs and 
islands, exploration and exploitation of minerals. Questionnaire responses indicated not 
all maritime uses are excluded from MPAs. Fisheries are regulated to a limited extent; 
resulting in negative impacts on MPAs. There are restrictions imposed on certain means 
of fishing (mainly dredging and trawling) and these restrictions are imposed through the 
management plan of the relevant area. In the Black Sea, it is prohibited to catch fish and 
other aquatic organisms during the period of their reproduction. Temporary bans are set 
by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry, in agreement with the Ministry of 
Environment and Water.  

Currently, maritime traffic is not regulated within the MPAs boundaries. There are also no 
explicitly introduced bans on aquaculture within the MPA boundaries except within the 
Kaliakra Reserve, but aquaculture projects are subject to assessment procedures for their 
compatibility with the conservation objectives in accordance with Art. 31 of the 
Biodiversity Act. With regards to offshore wind energy, a ban has been introduced on the 
construction of permanent structures on marine habitats and within the MPAs boundaries. 
For coastal protection, an exception has been made to the prohibitions in the protected 
areas, but these projects, are also subject to assessment procedures. There are no 
explicitly introduced prohibitions and restrictions related to tourism, except for 
infrastructure projects, for which the above procedures apply. Half of the respondents 
were not knowledgeable about the licensing processes and one respondent finds the 
licensing process unclear and administratively difficult. A lack of awareness of multiple 
respondents on the existence of any compensation measures was identified. One 
respondent pointed towards the Natura 2000 National Framework for Priority Actions 
2021-2027 that includes information about compensation (MOEW, 2021).  
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3.5.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

 

Figure 16 Graphical summary of stakeholder confidence results (Bulgarian test site). 

MSP/MPA stakeholders’ involvement 

The Competent MSP Authority is the Bulgarian Ministry of Regional Development and 
Public Works (MRDPW). There is a Consultative Council on MSP from the ministry, and 
stakeholder engagement has informed the MSP process through focus groups/seminars 
and public consultation on the draft MSP plan. The Competent MPAs Authority in Bulgaria 
is the Ministry of Environment and Water (MOEW), which governs the designation and 
management of the Natura 2000 and national MPAs in Bulgaria and the implementation 
of MPAs management measures. Public participation in the planning and management 
of MPAs is ensured by the opportunity for different public organisations to make proposals 
for areas to consider for inclusion in the MPA network, develop management plans for 
protected areas, participate in the development of national strategic documents and to 
perform conservation activities, also through public consultations.  

Stakeholder engagement gaps, tools and recommendations 

The current organisation of stakeholder engagement does not efficiently build confidence 
and there are gaps both in MSP and MPA processes: diverse categories of stakeholders 
should be involved: not just governmental representatives, but also those which are not 
usually involved in the MSP process, such as private and civil society interests, and their 
trust should be kept for the next rounds of the MSP process. Respondents also believed 
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more trust building is needed, as there is currently a lack of trust. However, this also 
depends on the interest and activity of the stakeholders, which influences stakeholder’s 
knowledge on MSP and MPA, and hence the opportunities for participation or impact on 
these processes. The discussion and clear communication about the importance, role 
and conservation objectives on MPAs will help also to improve the awareness and 
engagement of all participants. Stakeholders should be more motivated in their 
commitments and there is a need for improved coordination, more meetings, seminars, 
open forums/platforms for sharing opinions and solving issues. The communication of 
regular updates on the MSP and MPAs processes was recommended, in the form of 
summaries, articulated in easier style, to be understandable by a wider public audience, 
even by those who are not experts. In this way, interest in such topics will increase and 
will have a lasting positive impact. On the other hand, more active stakeholder interest 
and involvement in the process was also recommended by respondents. This requires 
human resources; to get familiarised with the plans, stay updated on announcements and 
on other information about the proposed projects and plans on protected areas.  

In general, the current process of involving stakeholders in the management of the Natura 
2000 network is evaluated to be insufficient. Therefore, steps have been taken for 
changes aiming to achieve a more comprehensive stakeholder engagement in decision-
making. The submitted draft Amendment Law to the Biodiversity Act envisages an 
expanded composition of the National Council of biodiversity, to include representatives 
of territorial and local authorities and nationally represented trade unions, employers, 
sectoral and other organisations. It is intended to monitor and discuss progress in the 
management of the Natura 2000 network; to make proposals for more efficient and 
effective implementation of Natura 2000 policies and to give an opinion on the draft of the 
National Framework for Priority Actions for Natura 2000. The establishment of 
Stakeholder Committees at the regional management bodies of Natura 2000 was also 
proposed, for the participation of interested parties, including those responsible for the 
implementation of other policies at regional and national level. 

Different ways and tools to facilitate stakeholder engagement and their awareness on 
management issues were recommended: seminars to improve accessible perception of 
information on the theme, interactive maps; development of accessible assessment 
matrices that do not pose a difficulty for stakeholders; more frequent meetings, open 
forums where each of the interested parties can express their positions; virtual events, a 
more accessible graphical interface on internet platforms, wider information campaigns 
and of course interactive and easy to use and view maps. On the other hand, interactive 
maps largely depend on internet access/skills, so they will need to be combined with 
traditional methods for the more isolated/peripheral sites.  
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3.6 Results Western Black Sea test site (Romanian part) 

3.6.1 Current status of MPA network 

 

Figure 17 Graphical summary of current status of MPA network (Romanian test site). 

Even though the criteria with which new Marine Protected Areas were designated (or the 

area of existing ones was extended) are adequate, there are many gaps in the scientific 

information and data about the present diversity of marine species and habitats and their 

spatial distribution. Not all the MPAs have management plans and/or Regulations, and 

those that exist have not been updated since 2010, whilst since then MPAs have been 

expanded. It was indicated that the management plans in place need to be reviewed and 

supplemented with regulations. Currently, The National Agency for Natural Protected 

Areas (ANANP), operating under the Ministry of the Environment, Water and Forestry is 

the responsible authority in the administration of protected natural areas. The lack of 

regulations, therefore the impossibility of sanctioning violations, was highlighted as a key 

gap. This was linked with the lack of specialised staff within the responsible authority and 

the general lack of staff within ANANP.  

Spatial coverage of the MPA network is appropriate – more than 50-60% of the study 

area is part of an MPA (from coast to 40-50 m depth). The MPA designated under the 

Bird Directive has a continuous distribution from the coast up to 20m depth (see Figure 

6). On the Romanian coast, especially in the test site area, the spatial gap between MPAs 
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is small (no more than 3 km), enough to allow the migration of organisms and larvae from 

one MPA to another. However, there are no ecological corridors to connect the north of 

the Romanian marine area and to connect with the cross-border area with Bulgaria. No 

scientific research has been done regarding ecological connectivity and climate change 

impacts on species and habitats in the Black Sea. In 2022, Romania developed the first 

draft of the National Strategy on Adaptation to Climate Change for the period 2022-2030 

with the perspective of 2050 (SNASC) and the National Action Plan for the 

implementation of the National Strategy on Adaptation to Climate Change (PNASC), 

which is currently undergoing public consultation. 

In term of biodiversity, the list of currently protected features is comprehensive and 

includes very diverse underwater landscapes (both rocky, sandy and peat bottoms, 

plateaus, canyons, drop-offs, overhangs and small caves) and biodiversity hotspots, 

habitats (some subtypes with very high conservation value) and species of European 

interest (see Annex 1C). A respondent did indicate though that expansion of protected 

areas is needed and suggested the establishment of one or two more small-sized SCIs.  

The criteria for designation of Sites of Community Importance (SCI) states that the 

selected areas should contribute significantly to the maintenance or restoration to a 

favourable state of conservation of ecological features. However, for the Romanian part 

of the Western Black Sea the designation was made without having complete scientific 

information and data about the present diversity of marine species and habitats and their 

spatial distribution (based only on partial sampling, incomplete mapping of benthic 

habitats or species distribution and population). There were issues with the quality and 

veracity of the scientific data/opinions that substantiated the location. Another respondent 

replied that biodiversity, generally speaking, is well covered by the current network of 

protected areas. New MPA designations should be made for fragile and/or habitats that 

have been observed and/or recovered more recently. Cumulative impact assessment was 

recommended as a good tool in this process. 

The designation of MPAs in the last 10 years (the last extension was in 2016) was made 

taking into consideration the uses of marine space (socio-economic criteria): Mangalia 

Commercial Port (port entrance and maritime routes for navigation), future developments 

of hydrocarbons extraction infrastructure (gas pipe near Tuzla Cape) and the existing 

tourism infrastructure. 

Not all sites have management plans and/or regulatory documents. The designation of 

the new MPAs and the extension of the existing ones was done in several stages. Out of 

the total of 5 Marine Protected Areas in the pilot site, 4 of them have Management Plans 

(made since 2010-2011 for SCIs and 2013 for SPA), but only for limited areas (covering 

15-20% of the total area). Management plans for the new sites, designated in 2011, and 

the updating of the existing ones are planned to be completed this year, although their 

approval will extend over a longer period. 
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The MPAs don’t have established monitoring programs, even if this requirement is 

provided as a measure in the management plans. However, the monitoring programme 

(including MPAs) of the conservation status of marine habitats and species of community 

interest and national report according to art. 17 (Habitats Directive) for marine habitats 

and species (including marine mammals) was part of national projects under the 

coordination of Ministry of the Environment, Water and Forestry (for which NIMRD is 

responsible). 

3.6.2 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 
MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

 

Figure 18 Graphical summary of coherence between area designations, MSP and other related governance 
(Romanian test site). 

Romania (through the Ministry of Development, Public Works and Administration and the 

members of the maritime space planning committee) developed in 2021 the first draft of 

the "Maritime Spatial Plan" based on the result from 2 cross-border projects ("Cross-

border Maritime Spatial Planning for Black Sea - Bulgaria and Romania" MARSPLAN-BS 

I and II, 2015-2021). The main objective of the MSP process is to promote a coordinated 

and integrated decision-making process regarding the sustainable development of the 

Black Sea region based on principles of conservation and the protection of biodiversity, 
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efficient utilisation of natural resources (development of the blue economy) and 

collaboration with interested parties.  

Currently, the Plan has entered the environmental assessment procedure, environmental 

report and the appropriate assessment study. The plan identifies the spatial and temporal 

distribution of activities and uses in marine waters to ensure that the competent 

authorities establish the principles and long-term objectives to minimise the negative 

impact on the marine environment and to support the sustainable development of the blue 

economy. The policies in the plan are based on empirical evidence and in collaboration 

with interested parties to assure the long-term vision concerning conservation of marine 

environment, resilient, competitive and inclusive maritime areas and the implementation 

of a sustainable development framework. 

Consideration of MPAs by the MSP 

The plan identifies MPAs as a key element of strategies dedicated to the protection of 

coastal and marine ecosystems and consider that the national MPAs network should 

include adequate spatial coverage to assure protection of "ecological corridors" that 

ensure natural conditions for movement, reproduction and refuge of marine fauna 

species. At the same time, the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, the objectives of the 

2021-2024 Governance Program regarding biodiversity and protected areas are 

considered and the recommendations for the next period for the expansion of the network 

of protected natural areas in order to reach a surface of at least 30% of the marine space, 

respectively 10% under strict protection. However, the present plan, does not regulate 

any interdictions and special regulations for the use of maritime space, it is not introducing 

new regulations and no specific areas are designated for maritime uses, and it does not 

identify the space required for designating new sites/extending the existing ones. 

Links with MPAs and the MSFD and WFD 

The new Programme of Measures (PoMs) under Marine Strategy Framework Directive 

(MSFD) includes direct links to MPAs and to the protection of biodiversity, considering 

measures that ensure the protection of species and habitats through creating a coherent 

and representative network of marine protected areas that include MPAs in both Romania 

and Bulgaria, with new or revised management plans, in accordance with MSP. It also 

includes the need for improved scientific knowledge on biodiversity, the spatial distribution 

of species, habitats and risks and the assessment of ecosystem functions and services. 

The proposed measures under the Water Framework Directive do not refer directly to 

MPAs, but to coastal protection works that were already implemented and/or will be 

implemented in the test site in the next years (including inside MPAs), which are of 

particular importance. 
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Coherence MPA and MSP processes 

Theoretically, the policies regarding the development of maritime space and marine 

protected areas should be very well connected. In the case of Romania, the maritime 

spatial plan considers the principles of conservation and protection of biodiversity to 

ensure the good ecological condition of the marine environment, the conservation of 

natural capital and the restoration of marine biodiversity representing prerequisites for 

economic activities and an opportunity for sustainable economic development. The 

existing network of marine protected areas is included both in the descriptive part of the 

plan and represented on the attached maps, and is considered a key element of the 

strategies dedicated to the protection of coastal and marine ecosystems.  

However, the current version of the plan does not designate, identify and/or redefine the 

space required for the different uses of the marine area (including those related to 

environmental protection. In future, maritime spatial planning tools can play an important 

role to inform protection measures for Natural Protected Areas and prevention of 

biodiversity decline.  

The Maritime Spatial Plan supports the conservation objectives both inside and outside 

MPAs through specific actions and measures, which include the achievement of GES of 

the Black Sea region, monitoring in the framework of MSFD and Natura 2000, protection 

and expansion of the MPA network, including the identification and designation of strictly 

protected areas and establishing conservation measures and developing management 

plans.  

MSP’s role in avoidance of environmental impacts by maritime users 

The MSP analyses the spatial overlap of maritime uses and resulting pressures: natural 

protected areas, coastal protection infrastructure, transport infrastructure (cables, 

pipelines, maritime transport routes, ports), fishing areas and those of exploitation and 

exploration of mineral resources, and identifies the factors that influence the dynamics of 

conflicts between the different types of uses and the objectives of conservation and 

protection of biodiversity and marine habitats. To avoid and minimise the impact of 

maritime activities, the economic development objectives of the Romanian sector of the 

Black Sea must consider the existing legislative protection measures concerning the 

marine environment. 

However, MSP does not provide any regulation concerning the spatial needs and 

distribution of marine uses. Compatibility/incompatibility relationships between different 

uses of maritime space can be grouped into three zone types: 

• exclusive areas for the development of activities provided for by special regulations 

(for example areas for military exercises, protected natural areas with strict 

protection); 
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• areas susceptible to development, but requiring attention and protection of existing 

activity or infrastructure 

• favourable areas that can be considered for the development of certain activities in 

the future, depending on the evolution of new technologies.  

The identification and delimitation of these three types of zones depends on the 

finalisation of the sectoral strategic documents and the spatialisation of investments and 

future uses of the maritime space. The exclusive areas will be spatially defined in an 

updated version of the plan after the finalisation of these documents. 

3.6.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

 

Figure 19 Graphical summary of the integration of socio-economic aspects within MPAs (Romanian test site). 

In Romania, the establishment of the rules concerning the socio-economic aspects within 
the MPAs (SCIs, SPAs and/or National Reserves) is carried out through the regulations. 
Of the 5 Natura 2000 sites in the study area, only 2 have approved regulation documents. 
The principles and strategic elements that were the basis of the regulation documents 
are: the principle of conservation of biodiversity and ecosystems specific to the protected 
area; the principle of respecting the eco-civic attitude; the polluter pays principle; the 
principle of transparency in decision-making and their implementation. The documents 
regulate the activities allowed in MPAs and the related obligations: any activities or 
actions that could affect its integrity or that could have a significant negative impact on 
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the protected natural elements are prohibited, especially those related to collection, 
harvesting, capturing, killing or destroying plant species, including the introduction of non-
native species, direct or indirect modification of the sedimentological characteristics of the 
environment, fishing or aquaculture activities that may generate destructive effects on 
biocenoses and benthic habitats (e.g. trawling, aquaculture and underwater hunting, 
activities related to navigation). The allowed activities are related to recreation, access to 
the natural environment, awareness, observing the natural environment, taking samples 
for scientific purposes and intervention activities at sea. Tourism is allowed and 
recommendations are made regarding the conduct of tourism activities. Improvements 
can be made by encouraging more eco-tourism. Commercial fishing with low-impact gear 
is also not excluded.  

The activities regarding the protection of the fish stock and commercial fishing should be 
organised and carried out in accordance with the provisions of Law no. 317/2009 and the 
amendments, as well as with the annual prohibition order. The traditional/subsistence 
fishing of the locals, using traditional fishing gears and the free navigation of traditional 
fishing boats are allowed, in accordance with the regulations and management plans. 
Within the National Marine Reserve Vama Veche - 2 Mai, the management plan delimits 
one special protection area that overlaps with habitats of European importance, in which 
only activities related to scientific research and monitoring are allowed and a safety 
perimeter around it, the buffer zone, for sustainable management, in which certain 
traditional economic activities are allowed (Ministerul Mediului, Apelor şi Pădurilor, 2016). 

Management of maritime uses within MPA limits and through MSP 

Within MPA limits the maritime uses are regulated, aiming at the elimination and 
prevention of activities of exploitation or use of resources that go against the conservation 
objectives, as well as ensuring conditions for scientific research, educational and 
recreational activities. The MSP on the other hand does not regulate the uses and human 
activities in the maritime space, including within the MPAs. In the Maritime Space 
Development Plan, marine protected areas are identified as "a key element of strategies 
dedicated to the protection of coastal and marine ecosystems". In general, the regulations 
(the existing ones) are in line with the conservation objectives. The current problem is 
that there is no effective monitoring and control. The management of the marine sites that 
are part of the Natura 2000 network require additional interventions related to the 
efficiency of conservation measures, the protection of species, the prevention of 
ecosystem degradation, the restoration of biodiversity, monitoring and financing. 
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3.6.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

 

Figure 20 Graphical summary of stakeholder confidence results (Romanian test site). 

Theoretically, both in the MSP process and for the designation and management of 
MPAs, stakeholders represent an important factor. In practice, however, the involvement 
of stakeholders, especially in MPA processes, is deficient or absent. The MSP plan 
provides for the involvement of interested parties, including central and local public 
administration authorities and institutions, the business environment, the academic 
environment, civil society, and the general public. In order to identify and understand the 
uses of the maritime space and the interactions between them, the identification of the 
main conflicts and synergies, the development trends/directions of the activities and uses 
in marine waters, in the process of developing the MSP plan, consultations were 
organised with both the stakeholders and the ministries. 

How are relevant actors involved in the MSP process? 

Government Decision no. 406/2017 approves the Regulation on the organisation, 
functioning and nominal composition of the members of the Maritime Space Planning 
Committee, responsible for harmonising the competences of central and local public 
administration authorities and institutions, also representing a platform for dialogue 
between sector priorities and long-term planning objectives of the sustainable use of 
maritime space. The committee is responsible for the elaboration and monitoring of the 
implementation, while the public administration authorities are competent for the 
implementation of the plan for the development of the maritime space.  
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Does the current organisation of engagement effectively build confidence 
and address properly the conservation and stakeholders' needs? 

For the involvement of all relevant actors in the process of developing and implementing 
the Maritime Space Management Plan, within the "Cross-border Maritime Spatial 
Planning for Black Sea - Bulgaria and Romania" - MARSPLAN-BS II project, the 
interested parties were identified in relation to the uses of the maritime space and the 
activities covered by the Plan. The purpose of the consultation process was to identify 
and understand the requirements of all parties interested in the development of the 
maritime space, through a continuous dialogue during the development of the Plan, which 
aims to identify common directions of action to achieve and maintain the status good 
ecology of the marine environment and the achievement of sustainable development 
objectives. The consultation process included surveys, questionnaires and interviews to 
exchange information about the maritime spatial planning process and land-sea 
interactions, multi-use of marine space including specific information on the interactions 
between the different uses. It also included consultation with ministries on the first draft 
of the MSP Plan, to a) establish the concrete role of maritime spatial planning of the 
Romanian sector of the Black Sea, b) to identify the main conflicts between different types 
of maritime space uses, c) the interactions between human activities and natural 
processes in the land-sea interface area, and d) the development trends/directions of 
activities and uses in marine waters. 

Concerning MPAs, although the management plans in force (old, developed in 2010, 
approved in 2016) consider the involvement and consultation of stakeholders and local 
communities, this is not being sufficiently done. The main reason is the lack of adequate 
management. Currently MPAs are under the competence of the National Agency for 
Natural Protected Areas (ANANP). Although ANANP was supposed to conclude 
administration/custody contracts with the specially constituted administration 
structures/custodians of the protected natural areas, these have not been done so far for 
marine reserves. Also, the designation and expansion of the MPA network, in particular 
the expansion of the network of Natura 2000 sites in 2016 (an expansion of over 78% of 
protected marine areas), did not include adequate consultation of stakeholders/users, 
leading to conflicts with other uses of maritime space (such as fishing activities, 
navigation, tourism etc.). 

Any gaps in current practice of stakeholder engagement and any indication 
of potential direction of improvement 

The existing management plans identify the stakeholders (government and its 
subordinate entities, local authorities and subordinate entities, academic institutions, non-
governmental organisations), how their interests are affected, the ability and motivation 
to make changes and the actions to address the interested factor's interests. Also, the 
proposed action plans include the community and the local economy, with the objective 
of promoting and creating opportunities for the sustainable development of the local 
economy in accordance with the conservation objectives in the protected marine area 
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(supporting the development of income generating activities in accordance with local 
communities interests, environmental protection actions - collection, waste storage, 
infrastructure, supporting those local entrepreneurs who stand out through active 
participation in supporting the actions of the marine protected area and promoting its 
image). However, these actions took place sporadically or were absent, the local 
community not being involved neither in the process of designating new sites/extending 
existing ones nor in the implementation of management measures at the level of marine 
protected areas. Awareness activities took place until 2016 through the involvement of 
local communities and interested parties, including the involvement of students. 
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3.7 Results Northwest Mediterranean Sea test site (French part) 

3.7.1 Current status of MPA network 

Synthesis 

The spatial coverage of the French MPA network in the Mediterranean basin is quite 

extensive and could be considered sufficient. However, for further work it could be 

relevant to assess the MPA network coverage regarding some ecological criteria such 

as functionality, connectivity or climate change resilience that are not taken into 

account at the network level today. Regarding the protection provided within the 

MPAs, the levels depend on each MPA status and related governance. There is a 

lack of consistent knowledge on the effectiveness of the protection level of the MPAs. 

There is a need to expand the number and coverage of strictly protected areas. This 

is addressed by a national target of 10% of national waters by 2030 and a particular 

target for the Mediterranean of 5% by 2027.  

Reflections on current protection provided by network 

The spatial coverage of the MPA network is quite extensive in the French part of the NW 
Mediterranean Sea and could be considered sufficient. However, some ecological criteria 
should be considered with more attention since they emerge as important criteria in 
conservation science: 

• Network protection should focus on ecological functionality rather than on the 
individual species and habitats.  

• Ecological connectivity should be better considered, within MPAs, between MPAs and 
extending to non-protected areas outside of the MPA network.  

• Network comprehensiveness covering the functional areas of mobile species should 
be enhanced. Mobile species (marine mammals, marine birds, pelagic fishes…) need 
to be protected by addressing a network of protected areas focusing on functional 
areas all along their life cycle.  

• Network design should consider the climate change effects and potential shifts in 
species distribution. 

The level of protection within the MPAs depend on the MPA status and the related 
governance. In general, the level of protection of Natura 2000 sites is questionable.  

Any identified gaps in network coverage or network management 

CoP members highlighted a lack of consistent knowledge on MPA protection 
effectiveness. Developing clear monitoring criteria to measure protection within MPAs 
(and OECMs), and their level of effectiveness (at the MPA scale and at the basin scale) 
appears to be a priority.  
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• As scientific knowledge has evolved, we know that today we need to protect large 

ecosystems. MPAs as they are defined today will not be sufficient to achieve this 
objective and are not made to prevent external impacts within MPAs such as pollution 
or noise. Either we need to extend the network or we need to include conservation 
objectives outside of MPAs.  

• Effectively managed MPAs are increasing in numbers but there is a need to extend 
the number and coverage of strictly protected areas. This is addressed by a national 
target of 10% of national waters by 2030 and a particular target for the Mediterranean 
of 5% by 2027. Guidelines and recommendation on how to implement strictly 
protected areas are still lacking, notably for offshore areas.  

• The concept of network is still to be developed, notably in terms of methodology (how 
the MPAs can be connected) and in terms of people (how to make people work 
together in an efficient way). To strengthen the network, it would be appropriate to 
ensure the consistency of objectives defined for each MPA.  

• Other tools for protection such as trans-boundary cooperation can help to achieve 
conservation objectives (for instance, the Fishing Restricted Area in the Gulf of Lion 
could help develop protection on offshore habitats).  

• It is also necessary to strengthen MPA measures as today having MPAs defined does 
not prevent any marine uses in most of the cases. In terms of evaluation, there is a 
need for a consistent evaluation of protection effectiveness at the MPA level. 

• There is also a need to develop a consistent evaluation approach of protection impacts 
at a network level. It is difficult today to evaluate the impacts of specific MPAs on the 
conservation of some species or habitats outside the MPAs.  

• Regarding MPA designation, there is a need to define how offshore protected areas 
can be designated and managed (funding, responsibility, monitoring, etc.). 

Reflections on criteria and underpinning data for area designations 

The criteria used for each MPA designation are different and evolved over time, according 
to the available knowledge and data. MPAs were designated either to protect some 
landscapes or according to political opportunities. Some criteria are today outdated, such 
as the Natura 2000 criteria which were not updated and are not necessarily appropriate 
for some species such as bottlenose dolphins. Consistent scientific criteria at the network 
level are needed for considering functionality, mobile species, pelagic habitats, 
connectivity, climate change and activities impact.  
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3.7.2 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 

MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

Synthesis 

In general, efforts have been made to bring closer MPAs and MSP processes for 

the first round of MSP in France, as MPA representatives are integrated in MSP 

governance and MPAs are mentioned in the vocations of the plan. Still, there is a 

need to better represent the MPAs based on their management objectives and 

measures to inform the MSP throughout the process. It is also needed to better 

assess contribution not only of MPAs but also of other managed areas in the 

achievement of the good ecological status of the basin. However, even if the 

French MSP fully integrates MSFD, consistency is still lacking in the 

implementation of the different environmental directives (MSFD, WFD, Natura 

2000). A harmonisation work is ongoing to have a shared monitoring process with 

the same level of interpretation regarding pressures and stakes. Regarding the 

trans-boundary cooperation in the NW Med basin, countries do come together to 

discuss specific topics (environmental, traffic, species), but there is a lack of 

integration. International agreements such as Pelagos or PSSA should be better 

taken into account in national marine plans 

 Coherence MPA and MSP processes  

In general, efforts have been made to bring closer both MSP and MPA processes for the 
first round of MSP in France. The French maritime spatial planning strategy document for 
the Mediterranean basin refers to MPAs on several occasions. For instance, in the 
«vocation maps» which divide the basin according to priority objectives, some MPAs are 
full-fledged vocations, other are integrated within vocation areas. For each vocation, the 
objectives and challenges of planning are detailed. As well as that, the governance of the 
MSP process has been defined to include representatives of all activities and MPAs (see 
Section 3.7.4). The environmental evaluation of the planning strategy has been improved 
to make monitoring processes more consistent and to rely on existing processes. The 
French Mediterranean basin is considered as a whole, which was seen as helpful for 
planning its activities. It has also been noted that Medtrix, the Mediterranean coastal 
water monitoring framework, is successful due to its integration of state-of-the-art 
technology for 3D mapping or environmental monitoring (https://medtrix.fr). Still, the 
French planning authority recognises there are many improvements to be done and is 
willing to strengthen the integration of MSP and MPA processes.  

Regarding the trans-boundary cooperation in the NW Med basin, countries do come 
together to discuss specific topics (environmental, traffic, species) but not in a sufficiently 
integrated way. Useful international ongoing processes for the environmental protection 
of the seas such as the Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA) designation in the NW 
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Mediterranean are not necessarily considered in national marine plans. A significant 
example is that national MSP processes have not considered the new management plan 
of the Pelagos Sanctuary for 2022-2027. One of the main objectives of this new 
management plan is to ensure better consistency between national measures, as it 
proved to be a weakness of the agreed implementation until now. Countries taking part 
in the Pelagos agreement could make better use of this existing governance (the Pelagos 
agreement) to structure maritime conservation in a more integrated way. 

Improvement needs  

• There is a need to better represent the MPAs in accordance with their 
management objectives and protection measures, to inform the MSP throughout 
the process.  

• It is also necessary to better assess the contribution not only of MPAs but also of 
other managed areas in the achievement of the good ecological status of the basin.  

• There is also a need to better communicate about MSP at the local MPA level, and 
between sea basins, to exchange feedback and best practices.  

Coherence MPA process with other environmental legislation such as 
MSFD/ WFD 

Consistency between the implementation of the different environmental directives is still 
lacking. A variety of organisations are involved, and are still encountering hurdles to use 
the same tools and approaches. As well as that, differing approaches have been 
developed for each directive (MSFD, WFD, Natura 2000) so it is necessary to make them 
more consistent. A work to harmonise processes between the directives is ongoing in 
order to have a shared monitoring process with the same interpretation regarding 
pressures and stakes.  

There is also a lack of coordination and integration between sectoral planning such as 
conservation planning (particularly high protection areas designation) and offshore wind 
farms development. Distinct working groups are advancing at different paces at the 
French Mediterranean basin level. The offshore wind farm macro zones identification 
process is moving more rapidly than the high protected area designation process which 
is still at a very early stage. Macro zones for offshore wind farms are likely to be approved 
before highly protected areas designations.  

MSP’s role in avoidance of environmental impacts by maritime users 

The first cycle of the French Mediterranean MSP includes basin-level strategies on 
avoidance of environmental impacts of some maritime uses. Firstly, the MSP action plan 
includes measures to control the impacts of existing activities such as tourism, with the 
implementation of the boat anchoring strategy to prevent pressure on Posidonia 
meadows, a strategy for sustainable management of cruises, the implementation of the 
sustainable management of diving sites strategy at the basin level, measures to foster 
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high quality whale watching activities, etc. Then, the MSP action plan includes planning 
projects for offshore wind farms, ocean thermal energy conversion and aquaculture at a 
basin level. All the projects include a priori environmental analysis of the activities at the 
basin level. The MSP action plan includes actions to reduce impacts on weak species or 
habitats, such as by-catch prevention measures, but so far, no actions have been detailed 
on that topic in the first year MSP action plan implementation review.  

Impacts of other activities are managed at a more local level. MSP could help harmonise 
the follow-up and regulations of those activities at the network level. For instance, a 
comparative study on recreational fishing regulations at the French Mediterranean level 
has been written to propose harmonisation of measures between MPAs and non-
protected zones (e.g., increase minimal capture size to adjust to the minimal sizes 
implemented in the national reserve of Cerbère-Banyuls). Measures within MPAs on 
some maritime uses (scuba-diving, recreational fishing, professional fishing) should be 
better communicated. 

For some activities, especially marine traffic, there are only a few binding laws, and a lot 
of voluntary agreements, because of their international nature. The international Pelagos 
agreement was created to control the pressure of such activities on marine mammals, but 
faces difficulties to implement effective and consistent measures in the three partner 
countries. Some activities can be regulated at the European level (e.g., ban on drifting 
nets for red tuna and swordfish catches in 2002), independent of MSP and the MPA 
network. Now that the MSP strategy and action plan have been defined at the basin level, 
the question remains how public and private stakeholders will implement the measures 
defined.  
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3.7.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

Synthesis 

It is recognised that there is a lack of evaluation of the economic impacts of nature 
conservation measures, for both negative impacts (limitation of economic uses) and 
positive ones (enhancement of several activities that depend on the good status of the 
environment). A systematic communication of the positive impacts of protection 
measures was recommended, in order to inform decision makers. It also appears that 
there is a lack of monitoring capacity, notably for wider and offshore areas.  

MPAs could be used as laboratory of sustainable blue economy to test new solutions. A 
more detailed analysis of compatibility between marine uses and MPA management is 
required, as well as an assessment of the level of compatibility. A better consideration 
of the evolution of activities would be useful, in order to better organise them, keeping in 
mind that structured activities that are organised in associations, such as professional 
fishing or wind farm development, are easier to manage than non-structured ones. 
Although more and more tools as well as a taxonomy are being developed to assess the 
sustainability of uses, it is still difficult for the planning authority to assess the 
sustainability of the blue economy at the basin level. Detailing how sustainable an activity 
is with an independent and recognised methodology could help attract funds dedicated 
for sustainable activities. 

 

Maritime uses within MPAs limits 

It has been noted that there is inconsistent knowledge on the protection level of MPAs. It 
is necessary to develop a clear index of protection levels within MPAs. The management 
of maritime uses within MPA limits depends on the type of MPA. Many activities such as 
bottom trawling are still allowed within MPA limits, except for the highly protected areas 
of MPAs where some regulations prevail. Those areas are limited in number and spatial 
coverage. For instance, the no-take zones located within MPAs are quite small compared 
to no-take areas managed to preserve fish resources in the Mediterranean basin. Those 
no-take areas are managed by the public authority and local association of fishermen 
(prud’hommies in French) but are not considered as marine protected areas by the 
French law (CPIE des Iles de Lérins et Pays d’Azur, 2021).  

Moreover, a lack of evaluation of the economic impacts of nature conservation measures 
was also highlighted, either negative impact (limitation of economic uses) and positive 
ones (enhancement of several activities dependant of the good status of the 
environment). Nowadays, this kind of evaluation is often limited to the fishing sector or to 
ad hoc studies. Yet, positive economic effects of nature conservation should be 
evaluated. For instance, for the Port Cros National Park the nature ecosystem services 
have been valued and documented in a report, and for the Calanques national Park the 
economic value of Posidonia oceanica meadows has been calculated. The effects of 
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protection measures should be valued systematically to prevent problems encountered 
in MPAs today, such as overcrowding. 

It also appears that there is a lack of surveillance means, notably for larger areas. For 
instance, for the Gulf of Lion, which is a valuable area for turtles and marine mammals, 
there is no surveillance program. It would be useful to investigate how effective 
surveillance of offshore protected areas can be implemented with limited resources. 
MPAs could be used as laboratory to test sustainable blue economy solutions. The 
analysis of compatibility between marine uses and MPA management objectives should 
be more detailed and should include an assessment of the level of compatibility. More 
knowledge on the impacts of maritime uses is needed: effects, and therefore decision 
rules, can change depending on the intensity and scale of the project (e.g. commercial 
wind farm versus pilot wind farm). The compatibility of uses and conservation objectives 
should be assessed considering the specific characteristics of each MPA and their local 
context (for example local energy consumption at the Port Cros National Park could be 
supplied using offshore wind turbines).  

Maritime uses through MSP 

It would be useful to better consider the evolution of activities to better control them, 
knowing that structured activities are easier to control than non-structured ones. In terms 
of the evolution of historical activities, leisure boating and recreational fishing are the main 
activities in small MPAs. Regarding leisure boating, authorities have implemented 
regulations on anchoring that cover the entire territory including MPAs, enabling 
homogeneity across the basin. Recreational fishing is diverse which makes it complicated 
to apprehend. Additionally, there are more fisheries restrictions within the central area of 
a marine park compared to its outer edges. Newcomers such as wind farms should be 
better integrated into strategic planning, as well as an equitable consideration of their 
environmental effects and those of existing activities. 

Although there are more and more tools and taxonomy being developed to assess the 
sustainability of uses, it is still difficult for the planning authority to assess the sustainability 
of the blue economy at the basin level. Yet, assessing the sustainability of activities could 
lead to an opportunity to attract funds. Identified levers are the following: 

• Local implementation of the existing EU level blue economy taxonomies 

• Development of sustainability criteria for ports and aquaculture (to complement 
existing criteria for fishing, carbon, renewable energy and transport) 

• Increased data on cumulative impacts of different activities, or of an activity 
concentrated in a zone (wind farm) 

To implement conservation measures at a larger scale than MPAs, existing regional 
agreements have proven to be a suitable instrument. The PSSA that is under designation 
is a showcase of how international agreements can help.  
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3.7.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

Synthesis 

Regarding the MSP process, all relevant stakeholders are involved at a strategic level 
through the Mediterranean Sea Basin Council which meets up at least once a year. 
Specialised commissions are then created on specific topics, including the relevant 
stakeholders, and their work results are then transferred to the sea basin council. The 
MSP process also consults/informs citizens through workshops, public consultation or 
debate processes. Participatory ‘parliament of the sea’ initiatives aim to gather the 
relevant regional stakeholders to foster dialogue on marine uses and protection.  

Involvement of relevant actors in the MSP and MPA planning and 
management processes 

Regarding the MSP process, all relevant stakeholders are involved at a strategic level 
through the Mediterranean Sea Basin Council which meets up at least once a year. It is 
composed of 80 members from 5 colleges (public institutions, including a representative 
from the national parks, territorial institutions, professional activities and companies, 
company employees' representatives, environmental NGOs and marine use 
associations). Specialised commissions are then created on specific topics, including the 
relevant stakeholders. In general, the stakeholder engagement process works well but 
institutional stakeholders are said to be better represented than non-institutional ones. In 
preparation of the first round of MSP, workshops were first organised at the regional level 
and were then opened to all stakeholders, to prioritise topics to be included in the strategy 
of the MSP. A parliament of the sea was created in 2013 in the Occitanie region and in 
2022 in Provence-Alpes-Cote d’Azur region. Those participatory initiatives aim at 
gathering the sea regional stakeholders (marine economy, fishing and aquaculture, sports 
and attractivity, biodiversity) to foster dialogue on marine uses and protection. Those 
assemblies will feed into the works of the Marine Basin Committee at the basin level or 
of the Sea and Seashore national council.  

Regarding MPA management, the process and stakeholders engaged depend on the 
regions where they are located and on the type of MPA. For instance, the Corsica region 
manages its MPAs whereas in the Provence Alps French Riviera Region there are diverse 
management bodies for each MPA. In the Occitanie region, despite the limited protection 
level provided by the large Gulf of Lion Natural Park, its governance has proven efficient 
since the creation of the park in 2011. The management committee is composed of more 
than 50 members, and a 15-year management plan was approved in 2014. The 
governance is composed of several active initiatives (management committees, working 
groups) including relevant stakeholders from concerned sectors (state services, regional 
services, communes, fishermen association, NGOs, etc.).  
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Current organisation of stakeholder engagement  

There is still a lack of integration of stakeholders and approaches between the 
environmental aspects (MSFD, MPAs) and the socio-economic ones (marine uses). 
Initially, there was mistrust between fishermen and MPA manager networks, but 
improvements have been made now that fishermen go to MPA meetings and vice versa. 
There are still gaps in knowledge transfer between these two networks (for instance, no 
map on cumulative effects of marine uses has been transferred to environmental NGOs 
so far). Even if the MSP process gathers the relevant stakeholders regarding MSP and 
even if there are more and more transversal initiatives, there is still a gap between marine 
uses communities and MPAs stakeholders. For instance, not all interviewed MPA 
members are fully aware of the higher level MSP process. The sharing of experiences 
between regions within France and then between countries needs to be improved.  

Identified gaps in governance 

• Lack of transparency on how consultation results are processed 

• Lack of awareness and knowledge transfer 

• Participation fatigue 

• Cross-border exchanges  

Expected useful results from MSP4BIO project  

The MSP4BIO project could help develop and understand the ecological benefits of an 
MPA network: how can the environmental management of a small area influence 
surrounding areas at a larger scale? An example by a participant was given: “If I protect 
Portofino MPAs, how does it affect the wider area? How does it interact with the 
management of other zones (for instance if activities kill marine mammals in other areas 
how does it impact the protected zone?)”.  
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3.8 Results Northwest Mediterranean Sea test site (Italian part) 

3.8.1 Current status of MPA network 

Synthesis  

During the delineation of MPAs, it is essential to identify the target of conservation, and 
analyse and map the occurrence and status of area-based protection already in place. In 
addition, it is essential to use available information to identify gaps, prioritise the gaps and 
agree on a common strategy and take actions. The current Italian network of MPAs (also 
considering the areas that are in the process of being declared MPAs) is sufficiently 
representative of protection needs with regard to territorial waters (under the jurisdiction 
of the coastal state), but it should be expanded for the High Seas.  

Reflections on current protection provided by network  

Networks of MPAs should be comprehensive, effectively connected, efficiently managed, 
ecologically representative, and cost-efficient. Italian MPAs are usually small in size and 
located mainly in restricted coastal and inshore habitats while pelagic waters are left out, 
therefore MPAs are rarely comprehensive or representative of the pelagic environment, 
with the exception of the Pelagos Sanctuary, that however addresses only a few specific 
impacts to cetaceans. Hence, the consideration of offshore ecosystems in the current 
network is currently lacking. Moreover, in Italy, and more generally in the whole 
Mediterranean, Natura2000 sites are not managed with an ecosystem based approach 
(only a few measures targeting single species/habitats). A WWF report published in 2021 
suggests a general lack of plans to achieve the 2030 protection objectives at the national 
level and defines Italian MPAs as the "Cinderellas" of the Italian National Parks (WWF 
Italia, 2021). 

Any identified gaps in network coverage or network management 

The gaps that need to be filled are "conservation gaps", i.e. deriving from an uneven 
distribution of protected areas in a network which causes important components of the 
marine biodiversity of the region covered by the network to remain unprotected. 
"Knowledge gaps" also need to be filled in order for a "conservation gap analysis" to 
proceed (although it is common practice to make use of proxies or surrogates since 
detailed ecological knowledge is often unavailable). There are currently no formally-
recognised OECMs, but areas or types of areas that are candidates to become OECMs 
have been identified. OECMs can indirectly safeguard specific species or habitats when 
one or more uses or activities are prohibited or restricted.  

Reflections on criteria and underpinning data for area designations 

In order to be connected and efficiently managed, the MPA network should make all 
relevant data accessible and re-usable, to enable the management of the MPAs in a 
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coordinated manner. Moreover, the establishment and management of MPAs should not 
only involve local authorities but also local communities. All designations existing on the 
Italian territory would benefit from a coordinated approach with common objectives. An 
expansion of the current MPA network is needed to fulfil the EU conservation goals for 
2030.  

3.8.2 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 
MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

Synthesis  

The MSP process is undergoing in Italy and concluding its first planning cycle. So far, the 
two policies (MSP and MPA policies) are linked as MSP is incorporating and integrating 
existing MPAs and referring to their approved management plans. The MSP process also 
lists both the protection of the marine environment (set out in the 2030 Agenda) and the 
achievement of European-level protection goals (included under both the MSFD and 
WFD directives) among its strategic goals. In both strategic goals of the MSP plan, special 
attention is given to MPAs and the potential extension of their protection zones when 
considering the designation of the prevailing uses of marine waters. However, work still 
needs to be done for: a) introducing stronger measures in the MSP process suitable for 
ensuring the actual achievement of the stated objectives; b) avoiding the risk of having 
only theoretical objectives and c) preventing the negative environmental impacts of 
marine uses.  

Coherence MPA and MSP processes 

MSP is perceived as a tool to support sustainable development whilst implementing the 
Ecosystem Based Management (EBM) approach and achieving the Good Environmental 
Status required within the MSFD directive. The connection between the MPA 
development, MSFD GES and MSP is essential. MSP experiences worldwide have 
shown that a critical component to its effectiveness is the inclusion of both ecological and 
social data to support the process. In reality both types of data are often difficult to be 
included. The current MSP plan takes into account the existing MPAs and the possibility 
of stronger protection measures, but the restrictions are those decided by the MPA 
management bodies.  

Coherence MPA process with other environmental legislation such as 

MSFD or WFD  

Long term data on ecological features are necessary to identify areas of importance for 
biodiversity conservation and to estimate their status. MPAs should be the primary 
process to promote data collection, protect marine biodiversity, especially when they are 
well-enforced and fully protected, and are organised into networks. MSFD Descriptors 
threshold values that Member States are developing will contribute to an improved and 
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clearer way to achieve environmental objectives. The current MSP plan suggests a fully 
integrated approach between MSP and MSFD that is mainly achieved through the 
cognitive framework, the measures, the establishment of a "MSFD-MSP" working group 
and the inclusion in the MSP plan of strategic objectives. The measures are related to the 
Program of Measures of the MSFD Directive with an appropriate multi-scalar approach.  

MSP’s role in avoidance of environmental impacts by maritime users  

Data on actual human uses are often difficult to obtain at an adequate spatial and 
temporal scale that allows to assess the level of impacts, identify conflicts between 
activities, uses and conservation. The consultation of stakeholders (including businesses) 
in the MSP process has been weak, so far. However, the output of the consultation will 
have to be evaluated after the approval of the first final version of the plan. Indeed, an 
inclusive approach between the Central/National and Regional administrations has been 
followed since the start of the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the National MSP 
which took place in January 2022. The process has included a public consultation which 
ended in October 2022. We are currently in the evaluation phase to consider and integrate 
in the Plan the suggestions/indications presented during the public consultation phase by 
the different stakeholders.  

3.8.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

Synthesis  

In MPAs, environmental conservation objectives are prioritised over the maritime uses for 
which the objectives were established for. What is sometimes lacking, both in the 
establishment and management phases, is the so-called "social acceptability" by the 
inhabitants who, often, experience the limitations imposed by nature conservation 
requirements as an unjustified sacrifice of their cultural traditions. In this context, the MSP 
process, which is created for fostering the achievement of not only ecological but also 
social and economic goals, can and should play a stronger role in balancing potential 
conflicts between the economy/society and the environment and provide a framework for 
management plans for MPAs. It is thus important to identify management strategies for 
MPAs that provide compensatory measures for the limitations imposed on local 
communities and their traditional economies, and measures that provide incentives for 
the coexistence of maritime uses such as tourism and renewable energy.  

Understanding the effect of pressures on the target species is still challenging in the 
marine environment at both a small and large scale, for most of the current anthropogenic 
activities. Main issues are:  

• collecting and using appropriate datasets (including both environmental and 

anthropogenic data) to estimate the level of impact (at both spatial and temporal 

scale);  
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• understanding of the level of impact of a single pressure/activity on target 

species/ecosystem;  

• understanding of the level impact that multiple activities have on the target 

species/ecosystem (sometimes difficult or impossible to estimate). To this extent 

also cumulative impact assessments are very weak or often absent;  

• identifying knowledge and conservation gaps;  

• consolidating MPA networks (in terms of protocols and data sharing) to improve a 

coordinated management;  

• training MPA managers for using tools (spatial tools) that can facilitate decisions;  

• resolving the scarcity of financial resources and the lack of effective surveillance 

mechanisms.  

 

In the Italian case, the governance of MPAs is also an issue, as they are often managed 
by consortia of municipalities or single municipalities. These consortia elect the MPA 
Directors, who in turn are subject to political pressures while carrying out their jobs.  

3.8.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 
 

Synthesis  

The involvement of relevant stakeholders in the planning of MPAs/MSPs takes place 
within the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA Directive) process, which is seen, 
too often, as a burdensome administrative fulfilment and not, as it should be, a tool for 
guiding, step by step, the planning process. This type of involvement succeeds in 
adequately identifying environmental protection needs while it is often inadequate to 
allow the participation of non-environmental stakeholders who, often, have the 
opportunity to learn about the process only at the final moment. The process of 
stakeholders' involvement should not be limited only to the SEA but it should start, from 
the very beginning, with the involvement of those who live in the affected area and, 
especially, those who rely on exploiting the natural marine resources. A communication 
campaign aimed at informing and creating consensus in the establishment phase of the 
MPA, and the creation of internal steering bodies within the MPA management 
organisation that include representatives of local communities and economic operators, 
can be useful tools in creating social acceptability of the protected area. Graphical web 
interfaces, interactive maps, smartphone and tablet applications are useful tools for 
informing about the existence of the MPA and the measures provided in the MPA 
management plan for the benefit of the general public, tourists and casual visitors in 
particular. 

Once identified, stakeholders should be involved in all the stages of the MPA/MSP 
planning and management. The MPA/MSP organisers should provide information to the 
stakeholders to improve acceptance of the MSP plans and the effects that they may have. 
This information should also be stored in a system (spatial geoportal) that can be useful 
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for future development processes. Information should be made available using tools that 
can facilitate the understanding of the benefits of stakeholders' involvement in the process 
using graphical interfaces, interactive maps and/or apps. Spatial platforms (such as Sea 
Sketch i.e. https://www.seasketch.org) can be used to facilitate stakeholder engagement.  

Many gaps may be identified, which could be overcome by the following:  

• distribute information to raise awareness of the possibility of participating in 

MPA/MSP efforts;  

• raise information from stakeholder groups through training sessions to support the 

collection of necessary data related to their activities (i.e. collect spatial data of 

their activities;  

• collect socio-economic data needed to estimate the ecosystem services.   



 
 

 
 
 

Page 101 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
3.9 Results Baltic Sea test site: Insights from Estonia, Sweden, 

Finland and Latvia 

Within the Baltic Sea test site, more detailed information was obtained through interviews 

conducted with participants from the Estonian, Finnish, Latvian, and Swedish parts of the 

Baltic Sea, thereby encompassing the diverse perspectives of the Baltic Sea community 

of practice test site.  

3.9.1 Current status of MPA network 

 

Figure 21 Graphical summary of the current status of MPA network (Baltic Sea test site, based on insights and opinions 
provided by CoP members). 

Synthesis  
 
The current status of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) varies among the countries 
represented in this study. Finland, Estonia, Latvia and Sweden all agree that the 
designation of MPAs and the criteria and data used to inform such designations are 
appropriate. However, opinions are divided, with certain members expressing the view 
that the criteria and data are adequate, while others believe that there may be room for 
improvement. There is general agreement among all members that the effects of 
climate change on the marine environment must be considered when designing MPAs. 
Additionally, the use of new data and the continual work on MPAs are seen as important 
to ensure that these protected areas are effectively protecting marine biodiversity and 
habitats. The responsibility for designating and managing MPAs lies with coastal 
boards and/or municipalities, guided by regional plans and national frameworks. 
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Reflections on current protection provided by network 

The current protection provided by the MPA network has received mixed opinions among 
the CoP members. The current protection is perceived not to be adequate, or it could be 
improved. Finland's management plan for protected areas has long focused 
predominantly on the terrestrial environment and has not been able to take a holistic 
approach towards the marine environment. However, recent underwater inventories have 
brought new information about underwater habitats and species, and the management 
plans are being updated to consider marine nature. 

Estonia's main concern is that the current MPA network is not coherent enough and does 
not meet the EU's Biodiversity Strategy 2030 objective of protecting 30% of EU marine 
areas, including 10% of strictly protected areas. The respondent suggests establishing 
"blue corridors" in the Baltic Sea to improve the coherence of MPAs. Both Estonian and 
Latvian members have expressed that the current protection could be improved. Sweden 
concurs with this opinion, stating that the current MPA network is not fulfilling the present 
goals for protection ambitions and needs to be improved to meet the quality aspects of 
conservation and the areal targets. In summary, responses from the CoP members 
indicate that the current protection provided by the MPA network needs improvement in 
order to effectively protect the marine environment and meet the conservation goals set 
by the EU Biodiversity Strategy 2030. 

Any identified gaps in network coverage or network management 

The network coverage and management of marine protected areas (MPAs) in the Baltic 
Sea region is a complex issue, and there are gaps in both network coverage and network 
management in the region. In Finland, 27% of the ecologically most valuable features are 
currently covered by the MPAs, and there is a need for further development in network 
management. The Biodiversea LIFE IP project is underway to improve the management 
of MPAs, including the creation of recommendations for effective inclusion of underwater 
values into MPA management planning and the development of multi-purpose 
management plans (Metsähallitus, 2022). In Estonia, there are gaps in network coverage 
and a lack of coherence in protection objectives, with MPAs being managed as individual 
protected areas, each with their own specific protection objectives. Latvia is currently 
conducting the LIFE REEF project, which “aims to define the justified conservation status 
of protected habitats and contribute to a comprehensive management system of MPAs” 
(REEF, 2020). In Sweden, there are gaps in the coverage of relevant proportions of 
ecosystems and species, and differences in marine spatial protection in different areas. 
The Swedish Association of Marine Protected Areas (SwAM) is working with Coastal and 
Marine Protected Area Advisory Bodies (CABs) to develop a coherent and functional 
network in each marine region. Overall, there is a need for continued efforts to improve 
the network coverage and management of MPAs in the Baltic Sea region. 
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Reflections on criteria and underpinning data for area designations 

The opinion among the members of the Baltic Sea region about the appropriateness of 
the criteria and data used to inform designations of protected areas varies; where either 
the current approach is considered to be appropriate or doubts were raised regarding the 
current approach. For instance, Finland thinks that the designation of MPAs is appropriate 
as long as all available data on underwater nature is being used. The respondent from 
Estonia believes that the protected areas are designated based on scientifically justified 
inventories or monitoring data, and thus considers the MPA designation to be appropriate. 
On the other hand, the Estonian respondent thinks that the criteria and data used are 
probably not sufficient. 

The Latvian respondent believes that the designated MPAs and criteria for designation 
are appropriate but adds that new data is being gathered and work on MPAs continues. 
Sweden has a framework and approach to MPA Network Design and Management that 
focuses on the regional plans and provides guidance on appropriate criteria and data. 
The mandate to designate MPAs lies with the coastal CABs and/or municipalities. The 
respondent from Finland simply thinks that the criteria and data used are not appropriate. 

In conclusion, while responses from CoP members indicate that the criteria and data used 
are appropriate, they also indicate CoP members have reservations about their 
appropriateness. However, the implementation of regional plans and the use of a 
framework for MPA Network Design and Management in Sweden provide guidance on 
using appropriate criteria and data. 

The process of identifying appropriate areas for designating HELCOM MPAs should 
incorporate the use of criteria. These criteria serve the purpose of guiding the decision-
making process on how to delineate the identified areas, and are listed below: 
 

1. Uniqueness or rarity  
2. Special importance for life history stages of species  
3. Importance for threatened, endangered or declining species and/or 

habitats/biotopes  
4. Vulnerability, fragility, sensitivity, or slow recovery  
5. Biological diversity  
6. Naturalness  
7. Coherence at MPA network level  

 
The selection and designation process of HELCOM MPAs should consider the HELCOM 
goal to achieve an ecologically coherent network of MPAs in the Baltic Sea. For this 
purpose, HELCOM has agreed on four criteria for the assessment of the coherence of 
the network: 1) representativity, 2) connectivity, 3) replication and 4) adequacy. They 
should also be considered in the designation process.  

According to insights provided by participants, there is variation in the criteria used for the 
identification of MPAs among different the countries in the Baltic Sea Region. In Estonia, 
biological diversity, the occurrence of endangered species and habitats, coherence with 
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other MPAs, and biologically/ecologically important areas are considered, along with 
socio-economic criteria. In Finland, the identification of MPAs should be data/information 
driven, cover a range of species and habitats, and be done in relation to other areas with 
the consideration of the likelihood of success. Latvia primarily focuses on nature 
conservation goals, while Sweden uses criteria for identifying ecological targets including 
current occurrence, conservation status, and biological value, which are rated by a group 
of experts and transformed into a protection objective. Socioeconomic concerns are also 
taken into account in several countries, but in cases where they override conservation 
considerations. 

Several responses indicate that the inclusion of social and economic criteria in the 
designation process of MPAs is a matter of concern. While Latvia and Sweden include 
such criteria in the decision-making process, others like Estonia and Finland have 
primarily based their MPAs on the best available data and EU directives or conventions. 
Estonia has considered traditional and sustainable fishing areas, shipping routes/ports, 
marine wind parks, and military areas while designing new MPAs. Finland believes that 
the effectiveness of conservation can be improved if social and economic aspects are 
included in the designation process, but these should not influence the conservation 
objectives. Sweden believes in an inclusive governance structure that works from local to 
regional to national scale and has developed a dashboard to support evidence-based 
decision-making concerning MPAs. In Latvia, ports are considered during the designation 
of MPAs.  

Any features of interest (species, habitats, oceanographic, social, 
economic) currently lacking protection, or gaps in conservation objectives 

Sweden prioritises the protection of 48 species and habitats, but there are still some 
targets without protection data and some objectives to reach in geographic representation 
and protection. In Estonia, the coherence between MPAs is weak and some HELCOM 
endangered habitats and species are not protected. In general, there is a lack of 
protection for species and habitats outside of the Habitats and Birds Directive Annexes. 

There are gaps in current conservation objectives, and the results of a survey indicate 
that regulations in MPAs often need to be strengthened to achieve the goals of 
conservation. In Estonia, some MPAs are not effective in achieving their conservation 
objectives, and in general there is a lack of resources and will to implement, enforce, and 
monitor management plans. A survey from Sweden shows that there is a need to improve 
the effectiveness of the MPA network. 

Consideration of ecological connectivity and climate change impacts by the 
current MPA network 

In the Baltic Sea, most areas were designated before the consideration of connectivity 
became more commonplace, and many countries still do not incorporate connectivity in 
the planning process. In Sweden, connectivity is a main quality aspect and ongoing work 
is being done to develop knowledge and principles for it. However, the mechanisms of 
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connectivity are still under research and the guidelines for management are not always 
clear. In Estonia, the consideration of connectivity is weak. However, there has been 
some evaluation of the connectivity of the network. 

The consideration of MPA measures for climate change impacts on ecological features is 
described as partly in Sweden, weak in Estonia and lacking in Finland. Sweden considers 
climate change when setting protection objectives but the active management measures 
in place do not consider climate change impacts to a large extent. Estonia has a weak 
consideration of MPA measures for climate change impacts and the other Baltic Sea 
countries included in the study lack consideration. 

Consideration of MPA measures of social and economic dimensions 

Both Sweden and Estonia consider social and economic dimensions in their MPA 
management plans. The current management practices have gaps in terms of restrictions 
on human activities, insufficient control and assessment, and lack of resources and 
implementation. This results in a lack of enforcement, tracking, and adaptation to 
changing conditions. 

 

3.9.2 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 
MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

 

Figure 22 Graphical summary of coherence between area designations, MSP and related governance (Baltic Sea test 
site). 
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Synthesis 

The coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) MSP process as 
well as related governance such as MSFD was addressed by participants from Finland, 
Estonia, Latvia and Sweden. Regarding MSP supporting the progression towards MPA 
conservation objectives, the views varied from "yes" to "partly" to "not directly". There 
were also concerns about the lack of data for some conservation targets making it 
difficult to include them in the MSP process. Articulation with other environmental 
policies such as MSFD or WFD implementation was considered "generally yes" by 
Estonia, but "could be better". Meanwhile, Sweden stated that it has no MSFD areas, 
which could be a potential for improvement. This is similar to the gap identified for the 
Belgian test site which concerns a lack of spatial measures for monitoring pelagic 
diversity as part of the MSFD (Section 3.4.2). As for MSP providing sufficient guidance 
to maritime uses to prevent environmental impacts, the views varied from "powerful 
tool" in Finland to "too general" in Estonia to "sets priorities" in Latvia. Sweden 
mentioned that MSP contributes to long-term sustainable development but 
environmental considerations are taken at project level beyond MSP. Overall, the 
coherence between area designations and the transboundary MSP process as well as 
related governance such as MSFD is an ongoing issue that requires improvement and 
further consideration to ensure the protection of marine environment while balancing 
economic and social interests. 

 

 Coherence MPA and MSP processes 

The coherence between MPAs and MSP policies varies between countries. In Estonia, 
there is no connection due to different legal bases, this was also mentioned as a challenge 
for Belgian MSP planners to collaborate with planners of neighbouring countries (Section 
3.4.2). Finland sees some coherence, but there is a need to connect them further. Latvia 
sees MSP and MPA policies as interlinked and influencing each other, while Sweden has 
intentions of integrating the two processes, but faces challenges in achieving this. The 
Swedish national maritime spatial plans are not covering the shallower areas where most 
of the MPAs are situated, resulting in a gap. Overall, the integration between MPAs and 
MSP processes could be stronger and the network of MPAs and MSP need to collaborate 
to increase the status of the Baltic Sea.  

The views on the level of support provided by the MSP process to the progression toward 
MPA conservation objectives vary among the countries. Finland believes that MSP does 
not directly influence activities within MPAs, but good understanding of the conservation 
objectives of different types of MPAs can support achieving these objectives in planning 
activities outside MPAs. Estonia believes that the MSP process partly supports the 
progression toward MPA conservation objectives, but that economic interests may 
override the protection needs and objectives, an issue also mentioned for the Belgian test 
site (see Section 3.4.2). Latvia believes that the MSP process supports the progression 
toward MPA conservation objectives, with priority zones identified to support conservation 
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targets. Sweden believes that MPA goals and conservation objectives are not yet spatially 
explicit, making it difficult to include them fully in the MSP process. MSP plans confirm 
existing and planned MPAs and contribute with so-called "n-areas" which call for 
particular consideration to high nature values, but there is still room for improvement. 

Coherence MPA process with other environmental legislation such as 
MSFD or WFD 

The countries generally consider that the articulation between the MPAs/OECMs and 
other environmental policies such as MSFD or WFD implementation is effective but could 
be better. Latvia specifically has the Marine Strategy Framework Directive transposed 
into its national law system. Sweden, however, does not have defined MSFD areas and 
considers it a potential for improvement, especially concerning transboundary MPAs 
outside the mandate of County Administrative Boards to designate MPAs. 

MSP’s role in avoidance of environmental impacts by maritime users 

The countries' views on whether MSP provides sufficient guidance to prevent 
environmental impacts are mixed. Finland believes that MSP can be a powerful tool but 
is limited because the plan is not legally binding. Sweden believes that MSP contributes 
to long-term sustainable development and integrates economic, social, and 
environmental objectives to reach and maintain good environmental status in the sea, but 
more detailed guidance may be needed. Estonia believes that MSP is too general and 
more detailed guidance is needed through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
process. Latvia views MSP as setting priorities for maritime use and minimises 
environmental impacts through a strategic environmental assessment process but 
acknowledges that there are terrestrial impacts that cannot be influenced by MSP. 

MPA/MSP linkages and integration of new MPAs in MSP, as well as 
consideration by MSP of environmental legislation and commitments 

In general, the linkages and integration of MPAs in MSP are considered important by all 
three countries, Estonia, Latvia, and Sweden. All MPAs are shown on MSP maps and 
included in written documents. The MSP takes into account established and planned 
protected areas, and all MPAs are included in the zoning map and considered in 
designating the priority zones for future developments. The MPA territories are included 
in MSP as conditions for sea use from general legislation. In Sweden, the MPAs are 
labelled as N (large N) for “Nature” when the protection/nature conservation is the 
prioritised use, and n-areas (small n) call for environmental 
consideration/adaptation/mitigation. The MSP includes existing MPAs and refers to the 
specific MPA-management plans, and planned MPAs are also included with the intention 
of all adopted MPAs being included in the adopted MSP. 

All countries have considered environmental EU legislation and international 
commitments in their MSP, but the extent to which they are integrated varies. Moreover, 
responses indicate that there are countries that still need to take additional measures to 
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meet the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 targets. MSP is designed to meet the 
requirements of the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) and is informed by 
the results of the MSFD evaluation. The MSP and MSFD are integrated in the sense that 
the MSP is based on the MSFD and uses its objectives and indicators as a reference. 
The MSFD is considered in the MSP processes in all countries, with Sweden integrating 
it in their MSP documentation and Latvia considering it in the interim assessment of their 
MSP. 

Colocation of conservation areas and economic activities, including the 

consideration of connectivity 

The use of natural values in the MSP process (e.g. n-areas in Sweden) is aimed at 
promoting the connectivity between conservation areas and safeguarding ecosystem 
services. However, there is a lack of clear scientific reasoning behind the combination of 
conservation and economic activities in these areas. The aim of the n-areas in MSP in 
Sweden is to balance conservation and sustainable use, with a focus on maintaining 
ecosystem functioning and protecting ecosystem services, while taking into account 
migratory routes for birds in the designation of other uses such as offshore wind. In Latvia, 
there are currently no corridors ensuring connectivity between conservation areas in MSP 
as there is insufficient data on the marine environment. 

Consideration of life cycles mobile marine species (birds, bats, fish and 
marine mammals), ecosystem restoration and climate change mitigation 

and adaptation 

The Swedish MSP aims to take into account the life cycles of mobile marine species e.g. 
through consideration of spawning grounds. In Latvia, the spawning grounds of certain 
fish species have partially been considered. 

In terms of ecosystem restoration, the Swedish MSP has so for not been used as an 
explicit tool to promote restoration of ecosystems. In Latvia, there are no specific 
provisions for the restoration of ecosystems, but MPAs are in place as well as 
‘investigation area of natural values’, which are zones included in the Latvian MSP that 
prioritise nature.  

In terms of MSP initiatives related to climate change mitigation and adaptation, in 
Sweden, the criteria for the identification of n-areas (areas that call for environmental 
consideration/adaptation/mitigation) include climate refugia. 

Any specific measures included in MSP to avoid environmental impacts of 

marine activities 

Through the allocation of space for different uses and n-areas for consideration of high nature 

values, the Swedish MSP contributes to avoiding environmental impacts of marine activities. In 

Latvia, the strategic environmental assessment (SEA) process was highlighted as relevant to MSP, 

to ensure that marine ecosystems are not adversely affected by different uses of the sea. 
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Land-sea interactions and coherence MPAs/MSPs of neighbouring 
countries 

In the MSP of Latvia there are indirect considerations about coastal landscapes. It is 
pointed out that detailed landscape studies should be carried out at the level of the coastal 
municipalities to identify the values of the coastal landscape and the potential impacts of 
different maritime uses on them (mainly offshore installations and their visibility from the 
shore). 

Sweden and Latvia have MPAs and MSPs that are partly coherent with those of 
neighbouring countries. Just like Belgian authorities, authorities in Sweden are actively 
working on developing joint recommendations through the EU Common Fisheries Policy 
(CFP) and all Baltic Sea countries are participating in the Horizon project PROTECT 
BALTIC to ensure sufficient spatial protection and restoration of the marine environment. 
Latvia has identified the interests of neighbouring countries in its MSP area, including 
MPAs near the border or located on both Latvian and neighbouring sides. Both countries 
have established similar management solutions for these areas to protect nature and 
shipping without conflicting with authorised uses of the sea. 
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3.9.3 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

 

Figure 23 Graphical summary of integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs (Baltic Sea test site). 

Synthesis 

In the Baltic Sea region, the management of maritime uses within marine protected 
areas (MPAs) and through maritime spatial planning (MSP) processes vary between 
countries. In general, there is a need for improvement in the management of maritime 
uses within MPAs to better align with MPA conservation objectives. The management 
issues in the MPAs in the Baltic region are related to finding a balance between 
conservation and maritime activities, improving the coexistence between different 
activities, and better understanding of multiple pressures and impacts. In Finland, the 
MPAs aim to safeguard traditional uses by the local population, which requires better 
communication with stakeholders. In Sweden, there is a need to better understand the 
effects of sea-based windmills on the marine environment and biodiversity. In Latvia, 
the challenge is finding a balance between conservation and maritime activities, as 
currently MPAs are very strict. Improving the adaptive management approach is 
essential to address these issues in the Baltic Sea region. 

 

Management of maritime uses within MPA limits and through MSP processes with 
regards to MPA conservation objectives varies across different countries in the Baltic Sea 
region. In Finland, the management of maritime uses within MPA limits is considered 
weak and MSP is seen as separate and different from MPA management. In Sweden, to 
some extent the management of maritime uses within MPA limits is effective, but it is also 
challenging. Regulations in MPAs often need to be strengthened to fulfil the goals of 
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conservation and reduce negative impacts from threats. In Estonia, MPA and MSP are 
subject to different legislation. In Latvia, MSP and MPA policies are interlinked and 
influence each other, with MSP including MPA policy as it was implemented before the 
MSP. In general, it seems that across the Baltic Sea region, there is a need for 
improvement in the management of maritime uses within MPA limits to better align with 
MPA conservation objectives. 

In general, there is a need to fully implement an adaptive management approach, which 
in turn requires improvements under the various steps of the management cycle, 
depending on the area in question. Overall, on a network level, there is a lack of resources 
and/or will, which results in lack of implementation, enforcement and tracking of progress, 
all of which are preventing actual adaptive management from taking place. In Finland, 
there is a need for the development of restriction and control measures/methods targeted 
to protect underwater marine nature. For this, visibility and awareness of measures was 
also emphasised; everyone visiting MPAs should understand the rules of the protected 
area and respect the marine environment. The interviewees from Finland highlighted 
questions around how to respond to the problems caused by climate change and how to 
protect MPAs from the general eutrophication of the Baltic Sea, which deteriorates marine 
nature on overall. In Estonia, it was mentioned that economic interests should be 
balanced with nature protection, taking into account environmental values and ecosystem 
services. In Sweden, increased resources and data collection to balance different political 
interests was urged as necessary, such as the expansion of sea-based windmills and 
regulation of maritime traffic. Finally, interviewees from Latvia identified the need to find 
a balance between conservation and maritime activities, while also improving 
understanding of the multiple pressures and impacts on marine protected areas. 

The most important management issues in the marine protected areas (MPAs) in the 
Baltic Sea region are related to improving the co-existence between different activities 
and better understanding of multiple pressures and impacts. This requires raising 
awareness on the interlinkages between pressure-state-impacts and positive sides of 
MPAs and nature protection. 

In terms of tools that can be used to assess socio-economic impacts within MPAs, the 
Mosaic tool in Sweden that is used to link ecosystem services and pressures was 
recommended by respondents (SwAM, 2020a), as well as the Baltic Sea Impact Index 
Tool (BSII tool) from HELCOM, which can be used to calculate impacts and pressures 
(HELCOM, 2020). For trade off methods used to prioritise MPAs there is already quite a 
wide range of criteria and tools developed in different projects, which are available on 
web sites. It would be useful to gather the appropriate information in one place. For 
example, The Swedish approach to MPA network design & management (SwAM, 2021) 
and to some extent the Symphony-tool for assessment of cumulative effects (SwAM, 
2020b) and in Estonia, the PlanWise4Blue tool is used to assess the cumulative impacts 
of different human use scenarios on natural assets, including ecosystem services (Kotta 
et al., 2020) . 
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Any exclusion of maritime uses in conservation areas (commercial fishing; 
wind energy development; shipping; sand and gravel extraction; military 

use) 

In all the countries, some maritime uses are excluded from conservation areas such as 
excavation of land and seabed. The level of exclusion varies from country to country and 
also depends on the law under which the area is protected or the rules of the protected 
area. In Estonia, some activities like commercial fishing and shipping are not excluded in 
conservation areas, while others like sand and gravel extraction, wind energy 
development, and military use are not regulated. In Finland, some activities are prohibited 
in protected areas, like sand and gravel extraction and wind energy development. Other 
activities like commercial fishing and military use can be allowed if they do not significantly 
harm the protected species or habitats. In Latvia, some activities are excluded to some 
extent, like commercial fishing and shipping, but not everything is prohibited. In Sweden, 
commercial fishing, military use, and sand and gravel extraction, and wind energy 
development are not excluded in conservation areas, but some restrictions may apply to 
these activities within MPAs. 

3.9.4 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

 

Figure 24 Graphical summary of stakeholder confidence results (Baltic Sea test site). 
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Synthesis 

The implementation of marine protected areas (MPAs) and maritime spatial planning 
(MSP) requires the involvement and participation of various stakeholders to ensure its 
success. In countries such as Finland, Sweden, Latvia, and Estonia, there are efforts 
to involve citizens and relevant actors in the planning process through methods such 
as public meetings, bilateral consultations, and online information. However, the current 
practice of stakeholder engagement faces challenges such as limited time for 
preparation, seasonal changes, conflicting interests, irregular communication, and a 
lack of communication and transparency. Despite these challenges, there are initiatives 
underway to improve the efficiency of the current organisation of engagement, such as 
using a project-based approach, developing tools for a holistic approach, holding public 
hearings, and increasing communication and transparency. Ultimately, the goal of 
these efforts is to (re)build stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation. 

 

How are relevant actors involved in the MPA/MSP planning and 
management process? 

Stakeholder involvement and participation: In three countries (Finland, Sweden, 
Latvia), the involvement of citizens and stakeholders in the MPA/MSP planning process 
is emphasised. The stakeholder involvement plan is a crucial part of the process in 
Finland, while in Sweden the process involves a hearing with relevant stakeholders. In 
Latvia, the Maritime spatial planning Working Group was established to ensure regular 
involvement and participation of government institutions, planning regions, coastal 
municipalities and members of the public. 

Collaboration and coordination between relevant actors: In Sweden, the 
development of the MPA framework has been a close collaboration between the coastal 
County Administrative Boards (CABs) and SwAM. In Latvia, the Maritime spatial planning 
Working Group was formed by merging two pre-existing working groups to ensure 
coordination and exchange of information. 

Methods for involving relevant actors: The methods for involving relevant actors vary 
between countries, but include public meetings, bilateral consultations, online 
information, surveys, questionnaires and feedback. In Estonia, all interested parties and 
public authorities are invited to participate in MSP processes. 

Integration of sectoral policy objectives: In Latvia, the objective of the Maritime spatial 
planning Working Group is to ensure coordination and exchange of information on 
sectoral policy objectives and development interests. In the project “Land-Sea-Act", 
stakeholders involved in coastal management and planning came together to find 
solutions to MSP and Blue Growth challenges and to elaborate a Multi-level Governance 
Agenda on Blue Growth and Spatial Planning in the Baltic Sea Region. 
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Does the current organisation of engagement effectively build confidence 
and address properly the conservation and stakeholders' needs? 

In general, the efficiency of the current organisation of engagement in MPA/MSP planning 
and management processes varies between different countries (Finland, Estonia, Latvia, 
and Sweden), where either responses indicate that the current process is effective 
enough, reaching the most important stakeholders, or improvements could be made. 
According to the information provided for Finland, the current participation methods for 
the MPA/MSP planning and management process are in a state of flux, and more 
appropriate ways of participation are being sought. However, the current process of 
engagement is seen as effective enough and reaching the most important stakeholders, 
although there is a need for more resources to be devoted to participatory work due to 
challenges such as the inaccessibility and fragmentation of the archipelago and difficulties 
in reaching all key stakeholders. This was also highlighted as a barrier to engagement in 
for the Graciosa Island test site in the Azores (Section 3.2.4). In Estonia, the answer by 
the respondent suggests that the current organisation of engagement does not efficiently 
build confidence and address properly the conservation and stakeholders' needs. In 
Latvia, the answer is partly, and improvements are expected as a result of projects related 
to MSP and MPA identification. In Sweden, the designation of MPAs is controversial, and 
the evaluation of the functionality and effective management of MPAs is important to 
make their importance transparent and results-based. 

Any gaps in current practice of stakeholder engagement and any indication 

of potential direction of improvement 

The current practice of stakeholder engagement in the management of marine protected 
areas (MPAs) faces several challenges, which have been identified in the responses from 
Finland, Estonia, Latvia, and Sweden. In Finland, there is a gap in the current practice of 
stakeholder engagement due to the limited time given to the experts to prepare the 
management plans, which results in delays and difficulties in involving stakeholders. To 
address these challenges, Finland is considering a project-based approach and has 
developed tools for a holistic approach to underwater marine nature through the 
Biodiversea LIFE IP project. It is hoped a project-based approach will help to keep work 
on schedule and relieve experts of their responsibilities. As well as time constraints, 
seasonal changes also pose challenges for participation. Key stakeholders, such as 
tourists and recreational users, are usually only available during the summer months, 
whilst locals and tourism operators will be more occupied during summer. A proposed 
solution is to develop a more inclusive approach to participation that takes the seasonal 
nature of availability of different actors into account.  

In Estonia, there are no major gaps in the current practice, but stakeholders have very 
different and conflicting interests, which make it difficult to find a proper solution. Estonia 
suggests more explanations and public hearings as a way to improve engagement. 
Meanwhile, Latvia identifies irregular communication as a gap and is working to improve 
this through more frequent meetings and effective methods for stakeholder involvement 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 115 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
and feedback. Sweden highlights the importance of communication and transparency, as 
well as socio-economic analyses, in order to increase stakeholder engagement and 
acceptance at the regional level. 

As well as barriers to the engagement of stakeholders, it was highlighted that political 

decisions or unwillingness can become a roadblock in the engagement process. To 

overcome this, open communication and transparency can be encouraged.  

Similar to other test sites, it was identified that location-based and map-based plans are 

essential for stakeholder engagement. Moreover, the need for training MPA managers in 

facilitation, stakeholder interaction and conflict resolution was highlighted, similar to how 

for the Graciosa Island and the Romanian Western Black Sea test sites, the need for 

capacity building was emphasised (Section 3.2.4, Section 3.6.4). In general, regular and 

structured communication was seen to be helpful, which also includes different types of 

material such as graphical web interfaces, interactive maps, etc., which can help to 

receive feedback. Feedback from stakeholders is important to ensure the engagement 

process is effective. Stakeholders should be encouraged to provide feedback, and this 

feedback should be taken on board during decision making.  
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4 Summary of findings and discussion 

4.1 Common issues identified across test sites 

As indicated in Table 1 and in the results section, the test sites are in different phases of 
the MSP cycle and the MPA planning cycle. However, similarities in current challenges 
were identified across sites. Across all test sites, recurring issues are listed below per 
theme, and are elaborated on in Table 6. 

• Theme 1: Current status MPA network 

o A need for social and economic criteria to be considered during MPAs 
designation, as well as general limitations of the initial design of protected areas 
already in place 

o Species, habitats or specific locations lacking protection 

o A lack of consideration of climate change or ecological connectivity  

o A need for improved management 

• Theme 2: Coherence MPAs, MSP and other governance 

o A need for improved coherence between maritime spatial planning and marine 
protected area planning and management processes 

o A lack of human and financial resources. 

• Theme 3: Consideration of social and economic activities within MPAs 

o A lack of consideration of trade-offs or cumulative impacts of different maritime 
uses 

• Theme 4: Stakeholder confidence 

o Factors hindering effective engagement 

 

Common gaps across sites are highlighted throughout the test site sections and in Table 
6.
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Table 6 Overview of identified recurring issues across test sites. 

Identified issue Azores (Graciosa 
Island) 

Cadiz Bay Belgian part of the 
North Sea 

Western Black Sea Northwest 
Mediterranean 

Baltic Sea 

1.1 Need for social 
and economic 
criteria in MPAs 
designation / 
limitations initial 
design MPAs 

- Social and 
economic criteria 
lacking for MPA 
designation 
- Limitations initial 
design 
- Lack of 
consistency of 
criteria across sites 

No consideration 
social/economic 
criteria during 
designation, 
suggestion process 
should be informed 
by ecosystem 
services 

No consideration of 
economic activities 
during initial design 
of the Special 
Protection Areas 
(busy harbour areas 
included within 
MPAs) 

 

Human disturbance 
not a Natura 2000 
criterion: Article 4 of 
the Habitats 
Directive does not 
include 
consideration of 
socio-economic 
interests during 
designation (BG) 

Lack of consistency 
of criteria across 
sites, some criteria 
depend on political 
interests (e.g. 
military defence) 
(FR) 

Concern multiple 
countries: need for 
inclusion social and 
economic criteria 

1.2 
Species/habitats or 
areas still lacking 
protection 

Species identified 
that still need 
protection (e.g. 
significant areas for 
birds) 

Additional areas for 
protection were 
suggested 

Pelagic diversity 
currently not 
protected 

 

Availability of 
reliable scientific 
data is crucial to 
include habitats/ 
species still lacking 
protection 

Bottlenose dolphins 
and turtles (FR), as 
well as pelagic 
ecosystems (IT) 

Lack of protection 
species that are not 
in annexes of the 
Habitats or Birds 
Directives 

1.3 Climate 
change/ecological 
connectivity not 
considered 

More research 
needed on 
ecological 
connectivity 

- Corridor between 
parks suggested 
- Lack of connection 
between different 
designation types, 
and between coastal 
and marine areas 

Lack of flexibility 
Natura 2000 sites to 
account for climate 
change 

- Lack of measures 
considering climate 
change (BG) 
- MPAs close 
together, but some 
ecological corridors 
lack protection (RO) 

Gaps in connectivity 
and climate change 
resilience (FR) 

Need for 
consideration 
climate change and 
connectivity (but 
climate refugia 
included in Swedish 
MSP) 

1.4 Insufficient 
management of 
operational MPAs 

- Need for more 
management 
existing MPAs 
- Management plans 
should consider 
socio-economic 
uses 
- Lack of monitoring, 
regulation and 
supervision 

- Need to 
develop/promote 
existing 
management tools 
- Lack of 
surveillance 

Lack of 
implementation 
management 
measures 

- Management of 
MPAs is a gap (BG) 
- Conservation goals 
not specific enough 
(BG) 
- Outdated/missing 
management plans 
(BG, RO) 
- Management plans 
lack regulations for 
enforcement (RO) 

- Lack of evaluation 
MPA effectiveness 
(FR) 
- Natura 2000 sites 
management not 
ecosystem-based 
(IT) 
- Lack of 
coordination MPA 
network (FR, IT) 

Lack of enforcement 
management 
measures 
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Identified issue Azores (Graciosa 

Island) 
Cadiz Bay Belgian part of the 

North Sea 
Western Black Sea Northwest 

Mediterranean 
Baltic Sea 

2.1 Need for 
improved 
coherence between 
MSP and MPAs 
policies/processes 

- Challenge MSP: 
needs to harmonise 
diverse legal 
instruments 
- Need for more 
coherence 
MSP/MPA 

 - Good integration 
Natura 2000, MSFD, 
MSP, integration 
with CFP more 
challenging 
- Nature included in 
MSP but overridden 
by economic 
interests 

- Gap: coherence 
MPAs Bulgaria and 
Romania 
- Ecological 
corridors considered 
in draft MSP (RO), 
but extension of 
MPAs not 
considered, and 
plan is not legally 
binding (RO, BG) 

- Better 
consideration of 
international 
initiatives (Pelagos, 
PSSA) needed in 
national MSP (FR) 
- MPAs included as 
‘vocations’ in MSP 
(FR) 
- Lack of 
consideration of 
cultural traditions by 
nature conservation 
requirements, 
opportunity for MSP 
to do this better 

Nature included in 
MSP but overridden 
by economic 
interests 

2.2 Lack of human 
and financial 
resources or 
availability of 
scientific data 

- Investment needed 
to overcome lack of 
stable human and 
financial resources, 
need for capacity 
building 
- Need for 
stakeholder 
participation to 
monitor areas 

- Lack of resources 
- Lack of 
administrative 
organisation/integrat
ion 

- Planning and MPA 
authorities as well as 
NGOs lack human 
resources 
- Belgian MPAs 
have no managers 

- Lack of accurate 
spatial data and 
gaps in scientific 
data, need for 
continuous 
monitoring (BG) 
- Gaps in scientific 
information & data 
on diversity/spatial 
distribution 
species/habitats 
(RO) 
- Lack of human 
resources (RO) 

- Gap in network of 
MPAs but also in 
network of people 
managing MPAs and 
a network for data 
sharing 
- need for funding 
and resources to 
structure network 
and harmonise 
practices/regulations 
amongst MPAs (FR, 
IT) 
- Need for human 
resources and 
capacity building 
(e.g. for using spatial 
decision support 
tools) 

 

- Time constraints 
MPA authorities 

- Lack of resources 
to reach all relevant 
stakeholders 
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Identified issue Azores (Graciosa 

Island) 
Cadiz Bay Belgian part of the 

North Sea 
Western Black Sea Northwest 

Mediterranean 
Baltic Sea 

3.1 Cumulative 
impacts of 
maritime 
uses/trade-offs not 
considered 

Lack of integrated 
ecosystem 
assessments, risk 
assessments, 
consideration 
cumulative impacts 

Fishing gear 
restrictions in marine 
park, but pressure 
from sport fishing 
and shell-fishing 
remains 

- Overlap maritime 
uses and MPAs 
- Insufficient space 
for both activities 
and conservation/ 
restoration 
- Plans to link socio-
economic values to 
ecosystem services, 
data available for 
provisioning services 
but lacking for 
regulating and 
supporting services 

 

- Not all maritime 
uses excluded from 
MPAs (only few are 
regulated) 

-Understanding 
impacts and trade-
offs/balance of 
stakeholder interests 

- Cumulative 
impacts/trade-offs 
limited in 
consideration; lack 
of awareness on 
tools/trade-off 
methods/compensati
ons 

- Spatial overlap 
maritime use and 
sensitive habitats 
(RO) 
- Only traditional 
economic activity 
allowed in Natura 
2000 sites, but no 
monitoring/control 
(RO) 
- Recommendation: 
cumulative impact 
assessment (RO) 

- Lack of data on 
human uses (IT) 
- Lack of evaluation 
of economic impact 
conservation 
measures (FR) 
- Lack of analysis of 
compatibility a) 
between uses and 
b) between uses 
and conservation 
objectives (FR) 
- Need for 
development 
sustainability criteria 
for ports/aquaculture 
(FR) 
- Need for data on 
cumulative impacts 
(FR) 

-Lack of cumulative 
impact assessment 
(IT) 

 



 
 

 
 
 

Page 120 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
Identified issue Azores (Graciosa 

Island) 
Cadiz Bay Belgian part of the 

North Sea 
Western Black Sea Northwest 

Mediterranean 
Baltic Sea 

4.1 Engagement of 
relevant actors in 
the decision 
making 

Risk of participation 
fatigue and time 
constraints for 
participation, need 
for expectations 
management and 
appropriate modes 
of communication 

Underrepresentation 
non-government 
stakeholders 

- Communication 
campaign 
recommended to 
increase social 
acceptability of 
MPAs 
- Maps and visual 
materials important 
for outreach, to raise 
awareness about 
Belgian North Sea, 
needed for public 
support and 
education 
- Need to move from 
participation to co-
creation 

- More trust-building 
needed (BG) 
- Lack of awareness 
of MSP by 
environmental 
stakeholders (BG) 
- Representation 
could be more 
comprehensive (BG) 
- Lack of 
consultation MPAs 
led to conflicts, but 
MSP included 
consultation (RO) 
- Students engaged 
with sporadically, but 
overall lack of 
community 
involvement (RO) 
- Recommendation 
to work with 
mapping materials 
and interactive web 
interfaces (BG) 

- Lack of awareness 
MSP by MPA 
stakeholders (FR) 
- Need for 
communication 
positive impacts 
protection measures 
(FR) 
-
Underrepresentation 
non-government 
stakeholders (FR) 
- Stakeholders 
initially not consulted 
for MSP process, 
and lack of non-
environmental 
stakeholders (IT) 
- To improve social 
acceptability, 
internal steering 
bodies within MPA 
management 
recommended, as 
well as a 
communication 
campaign (e.g. 
graphical web 
interfaces, 
interactive maps, 
smartphone/tablet 
applications) (IT) 

- Time constraints 
hamper effective 
engagement 
- Some stakeholders 
not available in 
certain seasons 
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Common gaps across sites are highlighted throughout the test site sections and in Table 
6. An overall summary and further highlights are given per theme below.  

4.2 Current status of MPA network  

The current status of the MPA network concerns both the management effectiveness of 
existing MPAs as well as current gaps in the protection. In terms of current gaps, several 
issues were identified concerning species, habitats or areas lacking protection, or a lack 
of a coherent network of MPAs. One finding relevant on a European scale is the lack of 
flexibility of the Natura 2000 legislation, which only allows areas to be designated on the 
basis of ecological features without considering socio-economic activities in the area. 
Therefore, the consideration of socio-economic activities during the designation of new 
areas to be protected can only be considered for designations that do not fall under Natura 
2000 legislation. In both the NW Med test site as well as the Belgian part of the North 
Sea, current shortcomings in the consideration of the pelagic realm were highlighted. 

In terms of management effectiveness, there were variations in the challenges for each 
of the test sites, but a common denominator is the lack of implementation and 
enforcement of management measures, leading to a lack of protection in the already 
designated sites. An important reason for this shortcoming highlighted at several test sites 
is the lack of human and financial resources.  

4.3 Coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 
MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

In general, there was some form of integration between MSFD/Natura 2000/MSP and 
WFD legislation at each of the test sites, but for MSFD legislation a challenge identified 
in the Swedish part of the Baltic Sea as well as for Graciosa Island in the Azores is that 
MSFD indicators are not always being spatially defined.  

An important link between the protection of ecological features and the Common 
Fisheries Policy (CFP) is Article 11 of the CFP, which states the procedure of how 
conservation measures that will impact vessels of other member states can be 
implemented. Both Belgium and Sweden are working on a joint recommendation for 
implementing measures via the CFP, but this has been highlighted as a time-consuming 
process with a lot of uncertainty on the outcome ((European Court of Auditors, 2020; Verlé 
et al., 2020).  

As well as the integration between environmental legislation and MSP, maritime spatial 
planning is also influenced by renewable energy targets of the Renewable Energy 
Directive. Respondents at both the Belgian test site and the French test site identified the 
risk that the development of offshore wind energy extraction could disadvantage 
conservation initiatives, but solutions such as Nature Inclusive Design were 
recommended by an interviewee to avoid this risk.  

In the Graciosa Island test site and Cadiz Bay, a lack of communication between different 
government entities was highlighted. A study on the coordination between MSP and 
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conservation objectives carried out as part of the eMSP project includes similar findings; 
that there is a need for improved understanding and coordination between authorities 
responsible for MSP and nature conservation (Varjopuro, Brink and Trouillet, 2023). As 
well as coordination between authorities responsible for different competences, for the 
NW Mediterranean, the Baltic and the Black Sea and Belgian test sites the coordination 
between national and larger-scale regional initiatives was also highlighted as a 
shortcoming, as well as cross-border coordination.  

4.4 Integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

Across test sites, the integration of social and economic aspects within MPAs was 
highlighted as a gap, in different ways. The lack of socio-economic considerations in MPA 
management plans was first of all highlighted, as well as a lack of data on compatibility 
between marine uses and between marine uses and the environment. Existing 
mechanisms identified in the test sites include the development of impact matrices per 
activity. This has already been used in the Azores, the Black Sea and in Belgium, and 
was recommended as an approach in the NW-Med case study. As well as that, in the 
NW-Med case study and the Belgian site the approach of developing an independent and 
recognised methodology to assess the sustainability of economic activities at sea was 
mentioned, which could help attract funds dedicated for sustainable activities.  

4.5 Stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation  

Related to engagement, shortcomings as well as best practice examples were highlighted 
for the different test sites. Existing mechanisms for engagement include stakeholder 
committees, councils and bilateral meetings, as well as more informal initiatives such as 
the Think Tank North Sea (Belgian level) or the ‘Parliament of the Sea’ (regional 
Mediterranean, Région Languedoc-Roussillon, (Think Tank North Sea, 2022; Région 
Occitanie, 2023)).  

Even though engagement mechanisms are in place, a lack of interaction between 
different interests (environmental or sectoral) was highlighted for the Black Sea and 
Northwest Mediterranean sites, and a lack of awareness of environmental stakeholders 
of the MSP process, which might be occurring at a broader scale than their area of 
operation. MPA managers seem to be disconnected from the MSP process in several of 
the test sites. On the other hand, there also appeared to be a lack of timely engagement 
of non-environmental stakeholders in the strategic environmental assessment process in 
the Northwest Mediterranean site. It was also highlighted that there was a lack of non-
government stakeholders involved in decision making processes.  

Another important shortcoming highlighted in terms of stakeholder confidence is the need 
to increase social acceptance of MPAs, as currently there is the perception in some test 
sites that they may hinder economic growth and activities (Azores, Cadiz Bay, Northwest 
Mediterranean, Belgian test sites). This finding is similar to findings from the eMSP 
project, which highlighted the need to communicate the fact that nature conservation is 
not countering economic activity (Varjopuro, Brink and Trouillet, 2023). Several 
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suggestions were made to overcome this, through raising awareness of the positive 
effects that conservation measures can have, as well as linking decision making to 
ecosystem services, to make a direct link between natural values and their added value 
to economic activities. In the Azores, it was highlighted that fishers were interested to 
know about effects of conservation measures on the natural environment, highlighting the 
need for effective monitoring programmes. In Romania, an existing initiative that can 
promote benefits of MPAs is the encouragement of local entrepreneurs who are already 
promoting the image of MPAs and actively participating in supporting the actions of the 
MPA, which could be compatible with eco-tourism. In the Northwest Mediterranean, the 
lack of social acceptance of MPA measures seemed to be rather related to the lack of 
inclusion of non-environmental stakeholders in the decision-making process, 
emphasising the need for better engagement with potentially affected parties.  

For raising awareness about MSP and MPAs in general, the use of visual materials and 
interactive maps was suggested, such as the Seasketch tool. The results across test sites 
indicate that this outreach should also be combined with more capacity building, financial 
and human resources.  

The nature of MSP constitutes the bringing together of different interests around the table. 
However, for different test sites, environmental protection was either perceived as a 
sectoral interest alongside other sectors, or as a prerequisite to all sectors, which was the 
recommended role of environmental protection as specified by a respondent. This 
distinction will be important to take into account during decision making related to a better 
alignment of MSP and MPA processes.  
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5 How can MSP4BIO address identified gaps? 

The potential for the MSP4BIO project to address the gaps highlighted in this report:  

• The MSP4BIO project can contribute to addressing the gap of limited data 
availability. This can lead to a more comprehensive understanding of marine 
ecosystems and support evidence-based decision-making in MSP and MPAs. 

• The project can address the gap of insufficient integration of climate change impacts 
in MSP and MPAs. By incorporating climate change projections into the planning 
process, MSP4BIO can enhance the adaptive capacity of marine ecosystems and 
promote long-term sustainability. 

• The project could contribute to a better understanding of how the management of a 
particular marine area will influence the larger surrounding area, or how the 
effectiveness of an MPA also depends on the management of the surrounding area. 
In a similar theme, a better cross-boundary coordination between Bulgarian and 
Romanian MPAs will also be a focus in this project. 

• The project can facilitate capacity building initiatives and knowledge sharing among 
stakeholders involved in MSP and MPAs. This can include workshops in test-sites 
to enhance the understanding of ecological, social, and economic aspects, leading to 
more informed decision-making processes. 

• MSP4BIO can contribute to bridging the gap of limited stakeholder engagement by 
fostering collaborative approaches (e.g., participatory mapping) and inclusive 
participation in the planning and management processes. This approach will lead to a 
better consideration of biodiversity needs in maritime spatial planning and improved 
understanding of social and economic aspects within MPAs. The establishment of 
Communities of Practice in each test site will further enhance the integration of MSP 
and MPA processes by bringing together stakeholders from different organisations. 

• The project can actively contribute to further identifying policy gaps and proposing 
policy and governance improvements in MSP and MPA frameworks. Through its 
research, policy coherence analysis, science-policy dialogues and 
recommendations, MSP4BIO can influence policy development, promote effective 
governance structures, and the integration of biodiversity conservation principles into 
national and international regulations. 

• The knowledge and best practices generated by MSP4BIO can be disseminated to 
other regions and countries facing similar challenges in MSP and MPA 
implementation. By sharing lessons learned in test sites, the project can contribute 
to scaling up successful approaches and replicating positive outcomes in different 
countries. 

• MSP4BIO aims to address the gap in understanding the positive effects of biodiversity 
protection measures. The project will collaborate with the Community of Practice 
members at each test site to use ecosystem services as a means to establish the 
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link between ecological features and socio-economic values. By demonstrating the 
value of biodiversity protection, MSP4BIO will contribute to the overall goal of 
achieving the protection and restoration of biodiversity through maritime planning. 

• MSP4BIO can foster a holistic approach to MSP, recognising the interdependence 
between ecological conservation, societal well-being, and economic activities. 
The project can facilitate the incorporation of socio-economic data and environmental 
assessments into the decision-making processes. 
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Annex 1: Background documents Cadiz Bay and Black Sea 
test sites 

Annex 1A: Objectives of the Management Plan of SAC “Fondos 

Marinos de la Bahía de Cádiz” 

Objectives 
General objective 1. Achieve and/or maintain a favourable degree of conservation of 
marine and tidal habitats  
Operational objective 1.1. Ensure the knowledge and, where appropriate, the 
establishment of a favourable degree of conservation of the marine and tidal HICs of the 
SAC  
Operational objective 1.3. Regulation of uses, and tourist and nautical activities in the area 
of the SAC  
Operational objective 1.4. Management of fishing, shellfish and salt harvesting in the 
surroundings of the SAC  
Operational objective 1.5. Monitoring of quality and levels of marine pollution  
General objective 2. Generate the necessary information to facilitate the 
management of habitats, species and ecological processes in the space and 
promote the transfer of knowledge  
Operational objective 2.1. Monitor the degree of conservation of relevant species and HICs 
within the scope of the Plan.  
Operational objective 2.2. Improve knowledge about the role of this space in the ecological 
connectivity of the Natura 2000 network  
Operational objective 2.3. Promote the development of management support tools  
Operational objective 2.4. Improving knowledge and management of the Bahía de Cádiz 
Seabed SAC in relation to climate change in the context of the Natura 2000 European 
Ecological Network  
General objective 3. Promote a positive attitude in society towards the conservation 
of the SAC  
Operational objective 3.1. Improve social perception of the SAC  
Operational objective 3.2. Disseminate the contents and implications of the application of 
this Plan  
General objective 4. Make actions, uses and exploitation compatible with the 
conservation of natural resources and promote the participation of groups linked to 
the space in its conservation  
Operational objective 4.1. Reduce the risks associated with the uses, exploitation and 
actions carried out within the scope of the Plan  
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Annex 1B: Elements of the Natura 2000 network related to 
conservation priorities in Cadiz Bay 

ES0000140 BAY OF CÁDIZ NATURAL PARK  
1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water  
1130 Estuaries  
1140 Intertidal flats  
1150 Coastal lagoons  
1160 Large coves and shallow bays  
1170 reefs  
1210 Pioneer annual vegetation on accumulated marine debris  
1310 Pioneer annual vegetation with Salicornia and other species  
1320 Spartina Grasslands (Spartinion maritimi)  
1410 Mediterranean saline grasslands (Juncetalia maritimi)  
2130 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation (gray dunes)  
2250* Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp.  
2260 Dunes with sclerophyllous vegetation of Cisto Lavanduletalia  
2270* Dunes with Pinus pinea and/or Pinus pinaster forests  
ES6120009 SEABED OF THE BAY OF CÁDIZ  
1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water  
1140 Intertidal flats  
1160 Large shallow inlets and bays  
Species of natura 2000  
Phocoena phocoena (marsopa)  
Caretta caretta (tortuga boba)  
Petromizon Marinus (lamprea marina)  
Larus audouinii (gaviota de Audouin)  
Larus melanocephalus (gaviota cabecinegra)  
Sterna albifrons (charrancito común)  
Sterna hirundo (charrán común)  
Chlidonias niger (fumarel común)  
Chlidonias hybridus (fumarel cariblanco) 

Calidris alpina (correlimos común)  
Charadrius alexandrinus (chorlitejo patinegro)  
Pandion haliaetus (águila pescadora)  
Ciconia nigra (cigüeña negra)  
Circus aeruginosus (aguilucho lagunero)  
Himantopus himantopus (cigüeñuela)  
Platalea leucorodia (espátula común) 
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Annex 1C: Habitats and species considered in the Western Black 
Sea test site 

Group Key Species/habitat Code Country 

Marine 
mammals 

Phocoena phocoena (Common Porpoise)  1351 Bulgaria, Romania 

Tursiops truncatus (Bottle-nosed Dolphin) 1349 Bulgaria, Romania 

Fish Alosa immaculata (Black Sea herring) 4125 Bulgaria, Romania 
Alosa tanaica 4127 Bulgaria, Romania 

Acipenser gueldenstaedtii 5040 Romania 

Acipenser stellatus 2488 Romania 
Habitats Sandbanks which are slightly covered by 

sea water all the time 
1110 Bulgaria, Romania 

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide 

1140 Bulgaria, Romania 

Large shallow inlets and bays 1160 Bulgaria, Romania 

Reefs 1170 Bulgaria, Romania 

Submerged or partially submerged sea 
caves 

8330 Bulgaria, Romania 

 

ROSCI0269 Vama Veche – 2 Mai habitats:  

- 1170-10 with Pholas dactylus; 

- 1170-8 with Cystoseira barbata and 

- 1170-7 with Corallina officinalis 

- 1170-2 Biogenic reefs with Mytilus galloprovincialis, which are all in a slightly degraded 

state, including the preservation of the representative species C. barbata, P. dactylus 

and C. officinalis. 

ROSCI0094 Underwater sulphide seeps from Mangalia: habitats and species -Red List, rare 

and endangered at national and regional level 

- 1110-1 – Zostera nolti meadows on clean or slightly muddy fine sands 

- 1110-7 – Shallow sands bioturbated by Arenicola and Callianassa  

- 1110-9 – Sandy muds and muddy sands bioturbated with Upogebia 

- Cystoseira barbata, Clibanarius erythropus, Arenicola marina, Callianassa truncate 

- Habitats and species of community interest: 1110, 1140, 1170, 1180, 4125 Alosa 

immaculata, 4127 Alosa tanaica, 1351 Phocoena phocoena, 1349 Tursiop truncates 

- ROSCI0281 Cape Aurora, the newly designated sites: the aim of their designation is to 

protect some sub-types of 1170-Reef habitat, including 1170-2-Biogenic reefs with 

Mytilus galloprovincialis  
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Annex 2: Terms of Reference Communities of Practice 

CoP in MSP4BIO 
 

Stakeholder register  

Excel sheet will be used to collect the names of organisations to be involved in the CoP, 
and information about these - such as the rational for their involvement, and involvement 
schedule. The names and contacts won’t be shared due to the GDPR. The names of 
organisations are only to be shared in order to identify potential duplications across 
countries and streamline (e.g. same NGO or same energy company contacted by different 
test site leads). 

 

How do we identify the key CoP members in test sites?  

CS leads to identify the key stakeholders in the following areas: 

1. Planning 
2. MPA management  
3. env. NGO 
4. Key sectors (e.g. fisheries) 
5. Key sectors (e.g. energy) 
6. Other as seen suitable locally (local parliament, social NGO, researcher, 
consultancy with specific expertise that may lack among the test site partners) 
 

Basis for a decision on who to chose:  

Influential figures with decision making power, relevant expertise (data information 
holders), involvement in the local planning and protection/restoration processes.  Key 
priority are MAP managers and MSPlanners.  

 

Number of CoP members  

For each of the categories above chose one main and one alternative stakeholder. In case 
the first is not available / interested the alternative should be contacted. The desired 
number is min 5 max 8 per test site country. The exception is the Baltic Sea where the 
CoP may rely on the existing structures such as the Helcom/Vasab MSP WG.  
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Each pilot is to prepare the following communication for the CoP members:  

1. What are the main drivers for choosing this test site in MSP4BIO and what are 
the main issues/opportunities to be addressed? (300 words)  
2. What can be achieved in the test site within the MSP4BIO project - what can we 
expect out of the project? (make a link to the existing processes - how will MSP4BIO 
contribute to these?) 
3. What is the direct benefit of being a part in the CoP?  
 

Engagement schedule 

1. Scoping  
Purpose: Understanding the local state of play and needs & expectations that can be 
addressed by the project. Individual interviews to introduce the project and discuss its 
relevance to the test site. How can MSP4BIO contribute to the ongoing MPA and MSP 
processes. What data is available locally and what are the gaps in data and knowledge.  

Method: Individual informatory interviews. Questions to be specified and agreed upon in 
the framework of the T5.1 by 20th October. 

Expected output: A summary of needs, expectations and data and knowledge gaps 

Time: by 30 November 2022  

Contribution to what tasks: T5.1, T3.1 

 

2. Co-development  
Purpose: What tools and methods to be used, knowledge sharing   

Method: Workshop/group work/focus group meeting 

Time: April – May 2023 (tentative) 

Expected output:  

Contribution to what tasks:  

 

3. Demonstration and validation 
Purpose: participatory mapping, scoring, knowledge sharing   

Method: Workshop/group work/focus group meeting 

Time: March – April 2024 (tentative) 
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Expected output:  

Contribution to what tasks:  

 

4. Adoption and uptake  
Purpose: use of the project results beyond the projects lifetime  

Method: Final documents shared for the approval. Discussion on the use and uptake of 
the results, and commitments - at final conference (could be one for all test sites in 
Brussels) 

Time: May – June 2025 (tentative) 

Expected output:  

Contribution to what tasks: 
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Annex 3: Document of Informed Consent 

 

Grant Agreement No. 101060707 

Project Title MSP4BIO 

Start date of the project 01.08.2022 

End date of the project 31.07.2025 

Project Website www.msp4bio.eu 

Funded by the European Union Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme 

under Grant Agreement no 101060707. 

Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not 

necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 

granting authority can be held responsible for them. 

 

By signing this form you agree to become a member of the MSP4BIO Community of Practice 

(CoP) in the pilot test site XXXX (insert the name of the test site and participate in research under 

the MSP4BIO project in the form of an event, a survey or an interview. Specifically, your role and 

duties as the Community of Practice (CoP) Member are determined in Annex 2 (Community of 

Practice Terms of Reference). Before participation, please read the information below carefully. 

If statements in the document are unclear to you, do not hesitate to ask the contact researcher or 

coordinator for clarification.  

1. Project summary 

Maritime Spatial Plan (MSP) enables a more integrated and sustainable planning of ocean uses 

and resources. It is a key instrument towards integrated maritime policy and blue economy. Thus, 

one would expect that the designation of marine protected areas (MPAs), would be 

incorporated into MSP. In practice, however, there is only little integration between them. 

Theoretical work has been done on the issue, but the development and validation of such 

integrated approaches is still needed. 

The main objective of MSP4BIO is to develop an integrated and modular Ecological-Socio-

Economic (ESE) management framework for the protection and restoration of marine 

ecosystems. The ESE looks at the compatibility between maritime/coastal uses and protection 

measures: it includes the establishment of a practical typology of protection measures, 

ecological issues, and activities, allowing to categorize socio-economic impacts of these 

protection measures. The resulting solutions (strategic and spatial) will fill gaps on marine 
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biodiversity and better the integration between MSP and MPA management. The framework 

will take into account the criteria and objectives of relevant policies (MSFD, WFD, MSPD, CFP, 

etc.) and contribute to the EU Biodiversity Strategy (EUBS) 2030 and the Convention on Biological 

Diversity post-2020 framework.  

 

 

Six test sites in five European Sea Basins have been selected to conduct the analysis and to 

showcase and operationalise the ESE management framework. The test sites reflect the 

processes that are taking place at the national, sub-and-supranational levels, at different 

geographical scales, and focus on different socio-economic and environmental challenges.  

Communities of Practice (CoP) will be established in each of the test sites for the effective 

interaction with planners, regulators, and researchers relevant for MSP and MPAs. Interactions 

will take place in the form of workshops and focus group meetings. This is expected to facilitate 

exchange, to build ownership, thus ensuring uptake of developed tools in test areas and 

beyond.  

2. Purpose of data collection 

You have been invited to participate in an event, a survey or an interview. Resulting data will be 

specifically used to  

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………… 

3. Benefit of participation 

Participation is on an entirely voluntary basis and you may not directly benefit. However, you will 
make a substantial contribution to the MSP4BIO project aims.  

 

4. Risks of participation 

There are no risks foreseen in participation 

 
5. Compliance with ethical and legal regulations 

We comply with EU and national ethical and legal regulations, including the latest GDPR (General 
Data Protection Regulation 2016/680) framework of the EU. 

 
6. Privacy and data protection 

Data resulted from surveys and interviews will be recorded and stored on secure servers. This 
data will not include any personal identification, so that data cannot be traced back to you as the 
source of the data. Data might be processed and analysed for publication in reports, scientific 
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journals and other forms of project outputs, only in anonymized form. None of the data will be 
transferred to third parties. Retention time of the original research data is the same as the project 
duration, although the anonymized resultant data may be stored for longer periods of time to be 
used in future research. A copy of informed consent is kept on file up to 3 years after project 
closure by the data controller and access can be requested by the research participant. 

MSP4BIO project partners and project management team reserve the right to use any 
photograph/video taken at any MSP4BIO event without the expressed written permission of those 
included within the photograph/video. Project partners and project management team may use 
the photograph/video in publications or other media material produced, used or contracted by 
MSP4BIO including but not limited to: brochures, invitations, books, newspapers, magazines, 
television, websites, etc. 

 
 

7. Withdrawal of participation 

At any point you may withdraw your participation to the event, survey or interview by emailing 
your withdrawal request to il@sustainable-projects.eu and is@sustainable-projects.eu 

  

8. Researcher contact  

In case of any issues or questions you can contact: 

 

 

Name: …………………………………… and contact: …………………………………… 

 
9. Data controller 

 

 

 

Name: …………………………………… and contact: …………………………………… 

 
10. Consent statement 

By signing this form, I agree to the Terms of Reference provided in the Annex 2 to become a 
member of the Community of Practice (insert the name of the test site) and to the terms entailed 
in the ToR. I state that I have read all information on this document of informed consent, I 
understand the information provided, and I agree with the terms and conditions provided on the 
informed consent document. 
 
 
 

……………………………………               ………..………………………………        
….….......………………  

mailto:il@sustainable-projects.eu
mailto:is@sustainable-projects.eu


 
 

 
 
 

Page 142 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
       Research Participant                       Signature                 
Date 
 
 
 
……………………………………  ………………………………………..       
…..……………………… 
               Researcher                        Signature 
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Annex 4: Guidelines developed for the test site leads to 
carry out the gap analysis 

Annex 4A: Phase One - Desktop analysis 

Input on 3 main topics/areas of interest is requested:  

A. Compilation of protection inventory (list of MPAs/OECMs/EBSAs, and relevant 

documentation) 

B. Information on data availability at the test site (not the actual data but information on the 

type of data available) 

C. Evaluation of the current state of MPAs/OECMs (shortcomings, opportunities) 

 

A. Compilation of protection inventory 

Please compile all information in the following list, save the source documents in the respective 
folder and give an overview of the relevant information (name, author, publication date, URL, ...) 
in an Excel spreadsheet. 

1. Collect relevant national biodiversity strategy and action plans (NBSAPs). 
a. International source: 

• home page NBSAPs: https://www.cbd.int/nbsap/about/latest/  
  

2. List existing MPAs and other biodiversity area designations (such as EBSAs, Important 
Bird and Biodiversity Areas, Key Biodiversity Areas) in an Excel spreadsheet. The excel 
sheet that can be downloaded from the mpaatlas.org website per country (button 
“Download list of all MPAs”, see example here when you scroll down: 
https://mpatlas.org/countries/BEL) should be used as the template to be further 
expanded with other designations. 

a. Sources listed below can be a starting point:  
International 

• https://mpatlas.org/  

• Allows an excel sheet download per country  

• MPAs with multiple designations are listed multiple times 

• Information on transboundary MPAs and MPAs with a land 
component is also included 

• This database includes year in which the status was last updated 
(but this does not get exported into the Excel sheet)1 

• https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/ 

• Marine filter is possible 

• More information found here on management authority compared to 
MPAtlas 

 
1 Inconsistencies in temporal information have been identified between the two MPA databases, 
so we recommend that for Natura 2000 sites more accurate information on year of designation 
etc. can be found here: https://eunis.eea.europa.eu/sites.jsp 

https://www.cbd.int/nbsap/about/latest/
https://mpatlas.org/countries/BEL
https://mpatlas.org/
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/
https://eunis.eea.europa.eu/sites.jsp
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• This database includes “status year” 1 

• http://www.birdlife.org/datazone/ (marine filter possible) 

• https://www.marinemammalhabitat.org/imma-eatlas/ (marine filter possible) 

• https://www.cbd.int/ebsa/  
European 

• https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/natura-13 

• https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/nationally-designated-
areas-national-cdda-17 

Regional 

• Med 
1. MAPAMED database ( www.mapamed.org) 
2. http://www.fao.org/gfcm/data/map-fisheries-restricted-areas/en/ 

• OSPAR https://mpa.ospar.org/home_ospar  

• HELCOM http://mpas.helcom.fi/apex/f?p=103:1 

• Black Sea: https://maritime-spatial-
planning.ec.europa.eu/practices/conservation-and-protection-black-sea-
through-new-mpas  

b. Add a column in the Excel sheet to categorise identified designations as 
subnational, national, regional, European or international 

c. For each designation, find 

→ What knowledge guided the MPAs/EBSAs identification and designation? 
List the scientific knowledge and the related data sources in an Excel table, the 
following template can be used to summarise this information per identified 
MPA/OECM/EBSA (example for Belgium is included). Important here as well is to 
list the ecological criteria used for the designation (e.g. is the area designated for 
a bird species, a reef, …) 

 

MPA/OECM/EBSA Ecological 
criteria: 
Relevant 
species/habitat 
(‘who’) 

Criteria 
related to 
area to be 
designated 
(‘where’) 

Scientific 
knowledge 
used to 
underpin 
designation 

Data used 
to inform 
designation 

Source 
(document 
ref) (save 
document 
on Teams) 

SBZ1, SBZ2, SBZ3 Seabird species 
listed in BD 
Annex 1 

Need to 
occur 
regularly and 
in sufficient 
numbers 
(Minimal 
concentration 
of selected 
species in 
certain 
areas) 

 

Behaviour of 
bird species 
such as 
foraging 
radius 

Seabird 
counts by 
the institute 
of nature 
conservation 
from 1992-
2002 

Haelters et 
al., 2004 

 

→ Conservation objectives 

http://www.birdlife.org/datazone/
https://www.marinemammalhabitat.org/imma-eatlas/
https://www.cbd.int/ebsa/
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/natura-13
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/nationally-designated-areas-national-cdda-17
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/nationally-designated-areas-national-cdda-17
http://www.mapamed.org/
http://www.fao.org/gfcm/data/map-fisheries-restricted-areas/en/
https://mpa.ospar.org/home_ospar
http://mpas.helcom.fi/apex/f?p=103:1
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/practices/conservation-and-protection-black-sea-through-new-mpas
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/practices/conservation-and-protection-black-sea-through-new-mpas
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/practices/conservation-and-protection-black-sea-through-new-mpas
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Per identified conservation objective for the list of MPAs/OECMs/EBSAs, the 
following information can be documented in an Excel sheet (example for Belgium 
included). If conservation objectives are formulated in the native language, please 
translate to English. 

 

Objective description Within the 3 areas, the seabird species for which the SPA was 

designated should have enough rest during the periods at which 

they occur at their highest density (e.g. breeding and winter 

seasons)  

Objective code 18.1 

Protected area SBZ 1,2,3 

Language of document NL 

Focal Species/Habitat Seabirds 

Species/habitats 

mentioned in 

description of objective 

4 species for which the SPA was designated (little gull, sandwich 

tern, common tern and great crested grebe)  

 
 

→ Management plans 
Document all management plans in an Excel file with specific information related 
to date published, author, title, type, availability, relevant legislation and other 
relevant information (example below). If some documents are not publicly 
available, please request from the relevant authorities.  

 

Date Author Title Type Language 
document  

Publicly 
available? 

Relevant 
legislation 

February 
2022, 
2016 

Belgische 
Staat 

Maatregelenprogramma 
voor de Belgische 
mariene wateren: 
Natura 2000 en 
Kaderrichtlijn Mariene 
Strategie - Art 13 

 

Programme 
of 
measures 

NL yes MSFD, 
Natura 
2000 

Then, use the management plans and other relevant documents to list the conservation and 
restoration measures in place using the headings as in the table below. An international source 
of information about management measures can be found per country by doing a data 
download from the protectedseas.net database (https://protectedseas.net/mpa-download-data). 
This is a global inventory of MPA legislation, which is used to calculate a ‘Level of Fishing 
Protection’ score. However, when we consulted it for the Belgian case some inaccuracies were 
identified, so please use the national documentation as a priority source. 

https://protectedseas.net/mpa-download-data


 
 

 
 
 

Page 146 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
Protected 
area 

Relevant 
conservation 
objective 

Management 
measure 

Description Underpinning 
legislation (if 
specified) 

Species/habitat 
relevant to 
measure and/or 
MSFD 
descriptor (if 
specified) 

      

3. Collect relevant maritime spatial plans 

• EU source: 
i. Per sea basin: https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-

practice/seabasins  
ii. Per country: https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-

practice/countries 
(Some MSPs from the Baltic and North Sea are also available at 

https://www.emodnet- humanactivities.eu/view-data.php) 
 

4. Identify other relevant area-based management plans and collect information on those 
measures that could be relevant for biodiversity considerations in the test site. 

• OECMs (Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures) 
i. Global database: https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/search-

areas?filters%5Bdb_type%5D%5B%5D=oecm  

• MSFD documentation (Relevant info on MSFD and biodiversity 
data/tools/interaction with other policy initiatives: https://water.europa.eu/marine) 

• Measures related to the Water Framework Directive 

• Sectoral plans (maritime transport, aquaculture, tourism, ) 
i. CFP measures 

• For test sites focusing on land/sea interface: 
i. Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) 
ii. Terrestrial planning 
iii. Municipal plans 

 

B. Data availability 

Data on biotic, abiotic and environmental features at the test sites are crucial to assess the current 
state of the protection and restoration measures as well as the identification of a set of improved 
criteria for biodiversity protection and restoration. A good knowledge on the data availability for 
these parameters is a first step in the project. 

We would request from each case study lead to make up an Excel inventory with the information 
on topics listed below. It is not the actual data we want to obtain but an inventory of which data is 
available with the metadata describing the origin, status,… of the data. 

An overview of data sources should be compiled in an Excel table for every test site. A template 
is provided on Teams (click here), please make a copy of this template and save it in the case 
study directory under 5.1. Separate tables can be made per dataset, database, type of data (biotic, 
abiotic, environmental data) to allow more specific table headings. 

Datasets providing information on following aspects/variables should be included: 

https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-practice/seabasins
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-practice/seabasins
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-practice/countries
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-practice/countries
https://www.emodnet-humanactivities.eu/view-data.php
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/search-areas?filters%5Bdb_type%5D%5B%5D=oecm
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/search-areas?filters%5Bdb_type%5D%5B%5D=oecm
https://water.europa.eu/marine
https://sustainableprojects921.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/sites/MSP4BIO/Freigegebene%20Dokumente/WP5_Validation%20and%20participatory%20process/Task%205.1/dataavailability_template.xlsx?d=w65581cf642e14be4ae7a1a8b604143b3&csf=1&web=1&e=lGbyZZ
https://sustainableprojects921.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/sites/MSP4BIO/Freigegebene%20Dokumente/WP5_Validation%20and%20participatory%20process/Task%205.1/dataavailability_template.xlsx?d=w65581cf642e14be4ae7a1a8b604143b3&csf=1&web=1&e=lGbyZZ
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- Species and habitats which guide the designation on MPAs/OECM/EBSA (see Section 

A, 2c above) 

- Other habitats of interest in the test sites (IUCN , Red books, …) 

- Other species of interest in the test sites (keystone species, habitat formers, invasive, 

species of commercial relevance, conservation relevant, food web key functioning) 

- Environmental (abiotic) data (temperature, salinity, acidification, currents, ...) in the test 

sites. 

- Additional monitoring data to assess the conservation status (e.g. data collected as part 

of the management plan of a protected area) 

- Data on human uses (e.g. wind parks, aquaculture, shipping, fishing efforts …) 

- Data on future planned developments (wind/aquaculture farms, ports, coastal protected 

measures,..) and predicted resulting changes in biotic/abiotic conditions (nutrient loads, 

invasive species, …) 

Per dataset or type of data, information (and other relevant information, i.e. metadata) should be 
described as columns in the tables (see template). If this information can be automatically 
retrieved, it’s sufficient to provide a metadata link and way of downloading these metadata.  

• Dataset name 

• Type of data (biotic/abiotic/human activities) 

• Subtype/variables (e.g. species/habitat relevance, salinity/temperature for abiotic, 

wind park/aquaculture for human use,…) 

• Scale of the dataset ( test site, regional sea basin, all European seas) 

• Data ownership (institute/agency owning the data) 

• Data file format (e.g. pdf, shp, csv,…) 

• Data accessibility (open access, to be requested, other)  

• Spatial coverage (extent) 

• Spatial resolution 

• Temporal coverage (start and end date dataset) 

• Temporal resolution (frequency of data collection) 

• Time series available? (Y/N) 

• Future scenario available? (Y/N, specify details) 

• Link/metadata page for automatic (meta)data retrieval 

• ...other relevant information 

 

The data availability on specific test sites will be compared/merged with the list of data sources 
compiled in Task 2.1, which will include, amongst others, the data sources below (based on 
UNEP, 2019). These can also be screened by the test case leads to complete the data availability 
table in the context of the test sites. 

International sources  

• Oceanic Biogeographic Information System (OBIS): http://www.iobis.org  

• OBIS Seamap: http://seamap.env.duke.edu  

• GOOS Bio-Eco portal: an overview of monitoring programmes: 

https://bioeco.goosocean.org/ 

https://sustainableprojects921.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/sites/MSP4BIO/Freigegebene%20Dokumente/WP5_Validation%20and%20participatory%20process/Task%205.1/dataavailability_template.xlsx?d=w65581cf642e14be4ae7a1a8b604143b3&csf=1&web=1&e=lGbyZZ
https://www.vliz.be/en/imis?module=ref&refid=350576
http://www.iobis.org/
http://seamap.env.duke.edu/
https://bioeco.goosocean.org/
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• World Register of Marine Species: https://www.marinespecies.org/ 

• FISHBASE: http://www.fishbase.org  

• AquaMaps: http://www.aquamaps.org  

• Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF): http://www.gbif.org/developer/maps  

• OCEAN DATA VIEWER (UN WCMC): 

o Global distribution of seagrasses: http://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/7  

o Global distribution of salt marshes: https://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/43 

o Global distribution of cold-water corals: https://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/3 

o Global distribution of seamounts and knolls: https://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/41 

• IUCN Red List of threatened species-spatial data: 

https://www.iucnredlist.org/resources/grid 

• Important Marine Mammal Area E-Atlas: 

https://www.marinemammalhabitat.org/imma-eatlas/  

• Ecological classifications etc.: https://marineregions.org/sources.php 

• European: 

• EMODnet: European Marine Observation and Data Network: http://www.emodnet.eu  

Regional: 

• Baltic Data Flows ( https://balticdataflows.helcom.fi/ ) 

• Biodiversity data from SPA/RAC (Mediterranean) 

• OSPAR data information and management (https://odims.ospar.org/en/) 

 

C. Evaluation of current state 

To identify gaps and opportunities for each of the test sites, an evaluation of the current state 
should be conducted. This will be used as the basis to conduct a round of interactions with the 
stakeholders (Phase 2 of Task 5.1).  
 
The evaluation of the current status should link to 1) which ecological criteria (habitats/species) 
were used for the designation of protected sites, 2) what conservation objectives were defined for 
the sites, 3) how these are operationalised with conservation measures, 4) how these measures 
are implemented in practice and 5) how MPAs are integrated into the maritime spatial planning 
process.  

 

http://www.fishbase.org/
http://www.aquamaps.org/
http://www.gbif.org/developer/maps
http://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/7
https://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/43
https://data.unep-wcmc.org/datasets/3
https://www.marinemammalhabitat.org/imma-eatlas/
https://marineregions.org/sources.php
http://www.emodnet.eu/
https://balticdataflows.helcom.fi/
https://odims.ospar.org/en/
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As well as the information collected in parts A and B, existing evaluations will be needed to answer 
the evaluation questions formulated below. These can include for example existing environmental 
assessments that have been conducted in relation to the identified protected areas, which make 
conclusions on the status of the protected features. 
 
The following links provide a starting point to find existing evaluations: 

• Progress monitoring: 6-yearly biogeographic evaluations for Natura 2000 reporting  

• Library: 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/knowledge/rep_habitats/index_en.htm#hea
ding2013/18  

• Explanation about the process: 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/platform/knowledge_exchange/i
ndex_en.htm 

• MSFD reporting: https://water.europa.eu/marine/policy-and-reporting/msfd-reports-
and-assessments 

• MSP Practices database: https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-
practice/database  

• Regional reports 

• Sea basin analyses 

• Med: 
i. Useful regional report: ‘The 2016 Status of MPAs in the Mediterranean’ 

(https://medpan.org/release-of-the-2016-status-of-mpas-in-the-
mediterranean-with-corrected-figures/)  

ii. Outputs similar project for NW-Med (https://maritime-spatial-
planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_wes
tern_mediterranean_region_-
_mediterranean_database_completion_and_analysis_r27.pdf)  

• Atlantic 
i. Outputs similar project https://maritime-spatial-

planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_bay
_of_biscay_and_iberian_coasts_-
_database_completion_and_analysis_d10.pdf  

• Other relevant studies from other projects  

Based on the test site descriptions and needs in the project proposal and at the kick-off meeting, 
four important themes for the initial assessment have been identified. A few examples are 
included with reference to the test sites that mention these topics. All test site leads are requested 
to answer the questions for every theme. The information in the evaluation documents, from 
personal experiences or from consultation with specific people can be used. Please do not consult 
the members of the CoP in the initial assessment as they will be contacted in November-
December with a more updated questionnaire based on the results of this assessment. 

 

Evaluation themes with specific reference to examples in the test sites: 

1. The expansion and strengthening of the current network of MPAs, based on the 

environmental features of interest in the study areas, with a focus on climate change 

resilience and connectivity (and setting up management processes) 

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/knowledge/rep_habitats/index_en.htm#heading2013/18
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/knowledge/rep_habitats/index_en.htm#heading2013/18
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/platform/knowledge_exchange/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/platform/knowledge_exchange/index_en.htm
https://water.europa.eu/marine/policy-and-reporting/msfd-reports-and-assessments
https://water.europa.eu/marine/policy-and-reporting/msfd-reports-and-assessments
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-practice/database
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/msp-practice/database
https://medpan.org/release-of-the-2016-status-of-mpas-in-the-mediterranean-with-corrected-figures/
https://medpan.org/release-of-the-2016-status-of-mpas-in-the-mediterranean-with-corrected-figures/
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_western_mediterranean_region_-_mediterranean_database_completion_and_analysis_r27.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_western_mediterranean_region_-_mediterranean_database_completion_and_analysis_r27.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_western_mediterranean_region_-_mediterranean_database_completion_and_analysis_r27.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_western_mediterranean_region_-_mediterranean_database_completion_and_analysis_r27.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_bay_of_biscay_and_iberian_coasts_-_database_completion_and_analysis_d10.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_bay_of_biscay_and_iberian_coasts_-_database_completion_and_analysis_d10.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_bay_of_biscay_and_iberian_coasts_-_database_completion_and_analysis_d10.pdf
https://maritime-spatial-planning.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/marine_protected_areas_in_the_bay_of_biscay_and_iberian_coasts_-_database_completion_and_analysis_d10.pdf


 
 

 
 
 

Page 150 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
a. Cetacean conservation (NW-MED)  

b. Protection of pelagic habitats (Belgium) 

c. Protection of migratory species such as tuna (Gulf of Cadiz)  

2. The coherence between MPAs/OECMs and the (transboundary) MSP process as 

well as related governance such as MSFD  

a. The need to foster regional agreements in MPA networks management and 

MSP setting or implementation (Baltic Sea).  

b. The need to consider connectivity in MSP at cross-border and transboundary 

level (Western Black Sea) 

a. The need to consider better land-sea integration in MSP (coastal-offshore) 

(Western Black Sea) 

3. The integration of socio-economic aspects with MPAs  

b. Tourism management and lowering its impacts on MPAs (NW MED, Azores, 

Gulf of Cadiz) 

c. Fisheries management in accordance with MPAs’ objectives (Azores, Gulf of 

Cadiz) 

d. Aquaculture planning (NW MED, Gulf of Cadiz, Black Sea) 

e. Marine renewables management to meet environmental and MPA targets (NW-

MED) 

f. Coastal risks management in the context of climate change (NW-MED)  

g. Maritime traffic management in relation to cetacean conservation (NW-MED) 

h. Invasive species management and alignment with MPA regulation (Gulf of 

Cadiz) 

4. The (Re)building of stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation  

  

Evaluation questions: 

The evaluation questions that are derived from an existing MSP review (Walsh and Loch, 2022. 

Are EU Member State’s Maritime Spatial Plans Fit for Nature and Climate ? Birdlife International. 

34pp.) are marked with an asterisk.  

1. The expansion and strengthening of the current network of MPAs, based on the 

environmental features of interest in the study areas, with a focus on climate change 

resilience and connectivity (and setting up management processes) 
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1.1. Is the location of protected areas founded on a clear and transparent scientific rationale 

(3.1a)*? 

1.2. Are the management plans in place successful for achieving the conservation 

objectives? 

1.3. Are there features of interest (species, habitats) currently lacking protection?  

1.4. Which are the gaps in the current conservation objectives? 

1.5. Which are the gaps in the current management practices?  

 

2. The coherence between MPAs/OECMs and the (transboundary) MSP process as well 

as related governance such as MSFD  

2.1. How are the MSP and MPA/OECM/EBSA processes linked?  

2.2. How do MSP(s) relevant to the test site regions mention/include the existing MPAs 

(which will usually already exist longer than the MSP’s)  

2.3. Does the MSP allow for the future expansion of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) to meet 

the targets set out in the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030? (1.1c)* 

2.4. Does the MSP indicate how the MSFD implementation process has informed the MSP? 
(2.8B)* 

2.5. Does the MSP provide a clear and transparent scientific rationale for the colocation 

(multi-use) of conservation areas and economic activities? (3.1d)* 

2.6. Does the MSP provide for protected ecological corridors ensuring connectivity between 

conservation areas? (3.2a)* 

2.7. Does the MSP take explicit account of the life cycles of mobile marine species (birds, 

bats, fish and marine mammals)? (3.2b)* 

2.8. Are migratory routes for birds protected by the provisions of the MSP? (3.2c)* 

2.9. Does the MSP include explicit measures to ensure the protection of species in 

accordance with EU legislation and international commitments? (3.3a)* 

2.10. Does the MSP make specific provisions for the restoration of ecosystems? (4.1a)* 

2.11. Does the MSP include specific measures to mitigate the impacts of climate 

change on the marine ecosystem and allow for adaptation (e.g. migration of species)? 
(4.1c)* 

 
 Walsh and Loch, 2022. Are EU Member State’s Maritime Spatial Plans Fit for Nature and 

Climate ? Birdlife International. 34pp. 
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2.12. Does the MSP include specific measures to ensure marine ecosystems are not 

negatively impacted by marine traffic, fishing activity, tourism, aquaculture, marine 

renewables, coastal protection? * 

2.13. Does the MSP include specific measures to minimise the impact of noise and 

light pollution (e.g. from shipping and harbour activities)? (5.5b,c)* 

2.14. Is there consideration of how land-sea interactions can influence the focal 

biodiversity elements? 

2.15. Are the MPAs/MSPs coherent with those of neighbouring countries? Can 

improvements be made? 

3. The integration of socio-economic aspects with MPAs 

3.1. Do conservation areas explicitly exclude the following from taking place within or 

adjacent to their boundaries: commercial fishing; wind energy development; shipping; 

sand and gravel extraction; military use? (3.1b)* 

3.2. How is tourism taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 

improvements be made? 

3.3. How are fisheries taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 

improvements be made? 

3.4. How is aquaculture taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 

improvements be made? 

3.5. How are renewables taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 

improvements be made? 

3.6. How is marine traffic taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 

improvements be made? 

3.7. How is coastal protection taken into account during MPA planning and management? 

Can improvements be made? 

4. The (Re)building of stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation  

4.1. How are relevant actors involved in the MPA/MSP planning and management process? 

4.2. Are there any user needs you can already identify prior to engaging with the CoP? 
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Annex 4B: Phase Two - Scoping round Community of Practice in 
MSP4BIO  

Purpose 

Understanding the local state of play and needs & expectations that can be addressed by 
the project. Engagement with the CoP members to introduce the project and discuss its 
relevance to the test site. How can MSP4BIO contribute to the ongoing MPA and MSP 
processes.  

- To clarify current state of play 

- Validate and complete the initial desktop study (phase one) 

- Aim: to collect missing local information and potentially some specific datasets  

Method 

The preferred approach is for test site leads to conduct qualitative semi-structured interviews 
with the Community of Practice members. Semi-structured interviews are guided by questions but 
also allow unexpected insights to be included in the qualitative data collection. The list of 
questions is used as an interview guide2.  

The format of these interviews should be flexible to adapt as much as possible to local contexts 
regarding potential ongoing consultations with stakeholders and also to consider their availability. 
They could be carried out either through individual interviews, written questionnaires, participatory 
meetings, a mix of them or any other appropriate method. 

No matter the method, the essential point is to end up with a shared vision of test sites priority 
topics and collect relevant information on them (see the purpose part above). 

Interview guide 

The questions in Part C of the Phase One Guidelines (Annex 4A) were used to form the interview 
guide (Annex 4C), and is organised into four themes. Core questions are identified per theme to 
prioritise the data collection.  

Four themes of the study: 

2. Status of the current network of MPAs 

3. The coherence between MPAs/OECMs and the (transboundary) MSP process as well as 

related governance such as MSFD   

4. The integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

5. The (re)building of stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

 

The core questions for each of the 4 themes (see Annex 4C) need to be addressed in every test 
site to ensure a minimum of homogeneity and enable a cross comparison at the project scale. 

 
2 Bernard, H. Russell. Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative approaches. 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2006, Chapter 9 p. 212. 
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Answers to these core questions should enable prioritisation of issues, needs or data/knowledge 
gaps for each of the 4 themes and could drive the selection of additional questions. 

Then, depending on the test site context and the profile of the CoP member, several additional 
questions (see Annex 4C) could be addressed. The additional questions can be seen as sub-
questions to the core questions or side topics. Questions in bold with an asterisk (*) indicate 
questions that are useful for other WPs, so these can be prioritised, and can also be revisited in 
the second round of interactions with the CoP members. This also holds true for the reserve list 
questions which will feed into other WPs. Please find a table below with an explanation of the 
different question types. 

Question type Explanation 

Core questions Each question should be asked to at least one 
CoP member per test site 

Additional questions from other WPs These questions, marked in bold and with an 
*, will feed into the work of other WPs and 
should be prioritised as additional questions, 
and can asked to CoP members with relevant 
expertise 

Additional questions These questions are optional, and answers to 
these questions might also result from asking 
the core questions 

Reserve list questions Questions from WP4 that can also be asked to 
CoP members with relevant expertise now or 
if not possible, at a later stage 

 

The interview questions may need to be rephrased and not all additional questions might be 
relevant for all CoP members. We expect that based on the desktop analysis or on CoP member 
feedbacks, test leads will be able to gauge which questions should be prioritised. Each test lead 
may also include any new additional questions focusing on identified user needs and local issues 
to get more information and complement the gap analysis. The relevance of each question for the 
test site will depend on the scale of the test site and on the specific issues and needs identified 
in the desktop analysis. It is therefore understandable the range of questions asked will be 
different for each test site. 

The interview guide questions are similar to the Section C Evaluation Questions already answered 
by the test site leads in the desktop analysis. The idea is to capture the perspectives on the CoP 
members on these questions as well, to enable a comprehensive picture to be formed of the 
current state of the art, encompassing multiple perspectives.  
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Practical interview tips 

- Preparation 

o It can be useful to practice the questions on someone beforehand 

o Send the questions to the participants before the interview so they have the 

opportunity to prepare answers 

o If you have permission from the participants, it can be handy to record the 

interview in case you missed points you want to revisit 

o For some participants it might be necessary to first introduce the MSP4BIO 

project and the test site before starting with the questions 

o If an event with multiple CoP members will be organised, be sure to keep 

record of a participant list, as included in the Event Preparation Toolkit of WP7 

- Tips on asking the questions during the interview 

o Language: Different language may need to be used depending on who you are 

talking to (e.g. a policymaker or a recreational fisher will use different 

terminologies for the same topics) 

o Translation: Deepl.com is a useful website for translating 

o Probes: It can help to ask questions you already know to make sure you and the 

CoP member have a mutual understanding of the topics (e.g. repeat an answer 

by the CoP member as a question to make sure you understood, also called “The 

Echo Probe” in interview techniques, see link for more info and more types of 

probes) 

o Sequence: In the ordering of the questions, we tried to keep a sequence going 

from broad questions to more specific questions, as this can ease the flow of the 

communication 

o Validation: To validate the desktop findings, it could be interesting to guide the 

conversation based on outputs you already identified in parts A, B and C in 

Phase One, e.g. “we saw that the conservation objectives for this MPA have 

been recently updated, do you think this will contribute to meeting the targets of 

the Biodiversity Strategy” 

 this can help you collect useful specific information  

- Wrapping up the interview 

o It could be handy to ask the participants if they are okay with you getting in touch 

with them for any follow-up questions 

o Let the participants know you will keep them informed on progress of the project 

and further engagement opportunities (more information on upcoming CoP 

interactions here) 

https://sustainableprojects921.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/MSP4BIO/Freigegebene%20Dokumente/WP7_Communication,%20dissemination,%20exploitation/Events/Event_Preparation_ToolKit?csf=1&web=1&e=CPEEef
https://medium.com/think-big-work-smart/mastering-user-interviews-using-probes-7a5bb40286df
https://sustainableprojects921.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/MSP4BIO/Freigegebene%20Dokumente/WP5_Validation%20and%20participatory%20process/CoP/20221006_CoP%20in%20MSP4BIO.docx?d=w687e20235e0f409a9e6dc86865730b73&csf=1&web=1&e=hVTwdz
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- Recording results 

o When collecting answers for the questions, make sure you keep originals of filled 

in questionnaires by the CoP members 
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Annex 4C: Interview guide 

Theme 1: The expansion and strengthening of the current network of MPAs, based on 
the features of interest in the study areas, with a focus on climate change resilience and 
connectivity (and setting up management processes) 

Theme 1 Core Questions: 

1.1. Do you think that the current protection provided by the MPA network is appropriate?  

1.2. Are there gaps in network coverage or in network management? 

1.3. What do you think about how protected areas are currently designated – do you think 
the criteria and underpinning data used to inform designations is appropriate? 

Theme 1 Additional Questions: 

Prioritisation criteria MPA design 

1.4. What are useful criteria (e.g. biological diversity, fragile and sensitive habitats, 
etc.) / tools (e.g. cumulative impact assessment, scenario building for 
conservation prioritization, etc.) you recommend to be used for identification of 
new MPAs/OECMs?*  

1.5. Were there any social and economic criteria used for identification of existing 
MPAs? And prioritisation of areas for protection?* 

1.6. Is the location of protected areas founded on a clear and transparent scientific 
rationale? 

1.7. Are there specific social and economic features to be considered for the 
designation of new areas?* 

Current MPA network and measures 

1.8. Does the actual network of MPAs in place incorporate principles of ecological 
connectivity?* 

1.9. Do the measures in place in MPAs address climate change impacts on ecological 
features?* 

1.10. Do the measures in place incorporate social and economic dimensions? 
(if yes, how)* 

1.11. Are there features of interest (species, habitats, abiotic features) currently 
lacking protection?   

1.12. Which are the gaps in the current conservation objectives?  

1.13. Are the management plans in place successful for achieving the conservation 
objectives?  

1.14. Which are the gaps in the current management practices?  

7 Theme 1 Reserve questions 

1.15. What is the process to establish a MPA?*  
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1.16. Do the MPAs already established have monitoring and assessment 

programs going on?* 

1.17. How mature is the MPA process and how does that affect MPA 
effectiveness?* 

Theme 2: The coherence between MPAs/OECMs and the (transboundary) MSP process 
as well as related governance such as MSFD    

Theme 2 Core Questions: 

2.1. Do you think that MPA and MSP policies are well connected?  

2.2. Does the MSP process support the progression toward MPA conservation objectives 
(within or outside of the MPAs)?  

2.3. Do you consider that articulation with other environmental policies, such as MSFD or 
WFD implementation, is effective and clear enough?  

2.4. Do you think that MSP provides sufficient guidance to maritime uses to prevent 
environmental impacts? 

Theme 2 Additional Questions: 

Consideration of MPAs in MSP 

2.5. How are the MSP and MPA/OECM/EBSA processes linked?   

2.6. How do MSP(s) relevant to the test site regions mention/include the existing 
MPAs (which will usually already exist longer than the MSP’s)  

2.7. Does the MSP include explicit measures to ensure the protection of species in 
accordance with EU legislation and international commitments? 

2.8. Does the MSP allow for the future expansion of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) 
to meet the targets set out in the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030? 

2.9. How are new MPAs included in MSP?*  

Other questions 

2.10. Does the MSP indicate how the MSFD implementation process has 
informed the MSP? 

2.11. Does the MSP provide a clear and transparent scientific rationale for the 
colocation (multi-use) of conservation areas and economic activities? 

2.12. Does the MSP provide for protected ecological corridors ensuring connectivity 
between conservation areas? 

2.13. Are migratory routes for birds protected by the provisions of the MSP? 

2.14. Does the MSP take explicit account of the life cycles of mobile marine species 
(birds, bats, fish and marine mammals)? 

2.15. Does the MSP make specific provisions for the restoration of ecosystems? 

2.16. Does the MSP include specific measures to mitigate the impacts of climate 
change on the marine ecosystem and allow for adaptation (e.g. migration of species)? 
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2.17. Does the MSP include specific measures to ensure marine ecosystems are not 

negatively impacted by marine traffic, fishing activity, tourism, aquaculture, marine 
renewables, coastal protection? 

2.18. Does the MSP include specific measures to minimise the impact of noise and 
light pollution (e.g. from shipping and harbour activities) 

2.19. Is there consideration of how land-sea interactions can influence the focal 
biodiversity elements?  

2.20. Are the MPAs/MSPs coherent with those of neighbouring countries? Can 
improvements be made? 

Theme 2 Reserve questions 

2.21. How mature is the MSP process and how does that affect MSP 
effectiveness?* 

Theme 3: The integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs  

Theme 3 Core Questions: 

3.1. Do you think that maritime uses are properly managed within MPA limits and through 
MSP with regards to MPA conservation objectives?  

3.2. What are the main gaps or needs for management improvement? 

3.2.1. What are the most important management issues in your area: e.g. better 
understanding of multiple-pressures/impacts; improving co-existence between 
conservation and maritime activities; identifying trade-off between different 
stakeholder ambition, etc.?* 

Theme 3 Additional Questions: 

Criteria, tools and trade off methods 

3.3. Are you aware of any criteria (e.g. ecosystem services) and tool useful to assess 
socio-economic aspects within MPAs?*  

3.4. Are you aware of any trade off methods useful to support decision making in 
MPAs prioritization?* 

Consideration of human activities at sea 

3.5. Do conservation areas explicitly exclude the following from taking place within or 
adjacent to their boundaries: commercial fishing; wind energy development; shipping; 
sand and gravel extraction; military use? 

3.6. How is tourism taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 
improvements be made?  

3.7. How are fisheries taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 
improvements be made?  

3.8. How is aquaculture taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 
improvements be made?  



 
 

 
 
 

Page 160 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
3.9. How are renewables taken into account during MPA planning and management? Can 

improvements be made?  

3.10. How is marine traffic taken into account during MPA planning and management? 
Can improvements be made?  

3.11. How is coastal protection taken into account during MPA planning and 
management? Can improvements be made?   

Theme 3 Reserve Questions 

3.12. - Does the licensing process of different economic sectors take into 
consideration MPAs? How is it done?* 

3.13. - How are sectors monitoring their impact on MPAs in their surroundings?* 

3.14. - What is the compensation of sectors for society and the environment? 
How is it measured/ managed?* 

Theme 4: The (re)building of stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP implementation 

Theme 4 Core Questions: 

4.1. How are relevant actors involved in the MPA/MSP planning and management 
process?  

4.2. Does the current organisation of engagement efficiently build confidence and address 
properly the conservation and stakeholders’ needs? 

4.3. Are there any gaps in current practice of stakeholder engagement? 

4.4. What could be the direction of improvement? 

Stakeholder engagement tools 

4.5. What type of tool would you recommend in order to facilitate stakeholder understanding 
of management issues and stakeholder engagement (e.g. graphical web interfaces, 
interactive maps, etc.)?* 

 

  



 
 

 
 
 

Page 161 of 170                                      D5.1 Site specific gaps and opportunities to support knowledge-based MSP 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and 
innovation programme. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and 
do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the 
granting authority can be held responsible for them.  
 

 
Annex 4D: Phase Three - Expected output and format of 
integrated report 

A template for reporting the output is proposed in Annex 4E  

It is expected, per theme: 

- A summary text prioritising needs, expectations and data/knowledge gaps in the 

considered test site. 

- Answers to the core questions  

- If relevant, answer(s) to several selected additional questions.  

NB: Additional themes can be added if relevant information comes out of the interviews outside 
of the scope of the defined themes/questions. 

The Phase Three summary and answers to questions (core and additional) should be the 
integration of results from the desktop study (Phase One) and results captured with the 
interviews with the CoP members (Phase Two).  

Examples on how to integrate desktop analysis and interviews output. 

The two following examples should only be taken as illustration of approaches to carry out the 
interviews and complete the gap analysis report. It is up to each test site leader to shape its own 
interview approach depending on local contexts. 
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1/ This first example shows how an open discussion (with one or several CoP members 
depending on the chosen format) from a core question could provide answers to core questions 
but also to additional ones. The additional sub-topics popping up could be considered as priorities 
(to be checked by the interviewer) and specified through additional questions. 

Question introducing theme 1: Do you think that current protection offered by the MPA 
network is appropriate (core question 1.1)? Are there some gaps (core question 1.2)? 

Answer from the interviewee: I think that the MPA network covers quite a lot of environmental 
features at stake on the coasts (feeds into core question 1.2). However, there is no clear 
protection rule established in lot of them. For instance, nothing changes within the Natura 2000 
xxx site. There is a clear gap in MPA management and regulation standards, excepted for 
Nature Reserves and the hearth of national parks (feeds into detailed question 1.13). On the 
other side, mobile species are poorly addressed in offshore waters. The point is that there isn’t 
almost any MPA beyond the continental shelf and the one existing such as Pelagos is poorly 
managed (feeds into core question 1.2 and detailed question 1.13). And we know that there is 
important migration routes for both marine birds and marine mammals in the study area (feeds 
into detailed question 1.11 and also detailed questions for theme 2: 2.12 and 2.13). 

Extra-question from the interviewer: You pointed out the lack of coverage of the MPA 
network in offshore areas. Is it due to lack of scientific knowledge (detailed question 1.6) or 
other reason? 

Answer from the interviewee: The point is that we don’t have enough long-term monitoring 
to really figure out what are the important areas for birds and mammals. Moreover, these areas 
are not stable over years (feeds into detailed question 1.6). It is the same for migratory routes 
(feeds into detailed questions 2.12 and 2.13). The extent of potential important areas offshore 
could be addressed by regulations, provided by MSP, rather than MPA designation (feeds into 
detailed question 2.5 and 2.12). 

Extra question from the interviewer: You mentioned the shortcomings in MPA management 
or regulation. Can you specify these shortcomings (detailed questions 1.12 and 1.14)? Are they 
due to a lack of knowledge (detailed question 1.6)? Or to a lack of political will? 

Answer from the interviewee: … 

2/ This second example show how different answers to the same detailed questions, from several 
CoP members and from the desktop analysis, can be compiled to complete the gap analysis 
report. 
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Question 2.12: Does the MSP provide for protected ecological corridors ensuring 
connectivity between conservation areas?  

Question 2.13: Are migratory routes for birds protected by the provisions of the MSP? 

Desktop analysis results: 

- No ecological corridors provided at this moment 

- Migration corridor maps specifically for seabirds are a research priority to help meet 

the conservation objective to avoid a reduction in the area available for seabird use 

within the Belgian part of the North Sea (so work is undergoing) 

Results interview CoP member #1: 

“Yes, research on these maps are underway” 

Results interview CoP member #2: 

“We understand the value of such research but what about other potential receptors of impact 
such as pelagic fish?” 

Results interview CoP member #3: 

“The targets of the EU Biodiversity Strategy are ambitious and urgent so we need immediate 
action as well as research initiatives” 

Connectivity, ecological corridors and migratory routes (2.12,2.13) 

For the Belgian case, to meet the conservation objective of avoiding a reduction in the area 
available for seabirds to use, research is underway that should identify migration corridors used 
by seabirds. However, CoP members have iterated that this does not progress conservation of 
other ecological features of interest such as pelagic fish, and as well as research, other actions 
need to be put in place to meet the urgent and ambitious EU Biodiversity Strategy targets.  

 

How the outputs will be used 

As well as reporting on these outputs in the D5.1 Deliverable, gaps identified during this study will 
inform how the project can be relevant for each of the test sites. This will be useful for the tasks 
from other work packages so they can fine-tune their approach according to specific test site 
needs identified during this gap analysis. For example, answers to Q1.3 will inform T3.1 to 
understand how current ecological/environmental criteria can be improved.  
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Annex 4E: Template summary report desktop study and interviews 
with CoPs members  

Background of interview participants 

# participants  Type of stakeholder  

(Planning authority, MPA 
manager, Env. NGO, 
economic sector (which ?), 
Researcher…) 

Any further details 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 

Interview format # interviews 

Face-to-face interviews  

(Online) calls  

Other (pls specify)  

 

Gender # participants 

Male  

Female  

Other  
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Country # participants 

  

  

  

 

Please find below the template for the integrated report for filling in the collected 

information (desktop analysis results part C combined with interview data). We 

require content for each theme, but subtopics can be removed where appropriate. 

Questions with an * were not part of the desktop analysis but were requested as 

information for other WPs, and some are linked with questions we already 

included so those are combined with existing questions in the report template. 

Thanks! WP5 

 

Theme 1: Current status of MPA network 

1/ Synthesis paragraph 

2/ Core questions (each of them should be answered) 

Reflections on current protection provided by network (1.1) 

Any identified gaps in network coverage or network management (1.2) 

Reflections on criteria and underpinning data for area designations (1.3) 

3/ Detailed questions (Up to test site leader to select one or several to be 

answered) 

Ecological and socio-economic criteria 

Reflections on the criteria used for the identification of MPAs/OECMS and the 

underpinning scientific rationale (1.4*, 1.6) 

Reflections on how social and economic criteria were addressed and/or could be 

addressed (1.5*, 1.7*) 

Current MPA network and measures 

Consideration of ecological connectivity in current MPA network (1.8*) 
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Consideration of MPA measures of climate change impacts on ecological 

features (1.9*) 

Consideration of MPA measures of social and economic dimensions (1.10*) 

Any features of interest (species, habitats, oceanographic, social, economic) 

currently lacking protection (1.11, 1.12*) 

Any gaps in current conservation objectives (1.13) 

Effectiveness of management plans and management practices in achieving 

conservation objectives (1.14, 1.15) 

Other findings/identified user needs related to this theme (including any answers 

to reserve questions) 

 

Theme 2: The coherence between area designations and the (transboundary) 

MSP process as well as related governance such as MSFD 

1/ Synthesis paragraph 

2/ Core questions (each of them should be answered) 

Coherence MPA and MSP processes (2.1, 2.2*) 

Coherence MPA process with other environmental legislation such as MSFD or 

WFD (2.3) 

MSP’s role in avoidance of environmental impacts by maritime users (2.4) 

3/ Detailed questions (Up to test site leader to select one or several to be 

answered) 

Consideration of MPAs in MSP 

MPA/MSP linkages and integration of new MPAs in MSP (2.5, 2.6, 2.9*) 

Consideration by MSP of environmental EU legislation and international 

commitments, including the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 targets (2.7, 2.8) 

Other subtopics 

Indication of how MSFD has informed MSP (2.10) 

Colocation of conservation areas and economic activities (2.11) 

Connectivity, ecological corridors and migratory routes (2.12, 2.13) 
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Consideration of life cycles mobile marine species (birds, bats, fish and marine 

mammals) (2.14) 

MSP initiatives related to ecosystem restoration (2.15) 

MSP initiatives related to climate change mitigation and adaptation (2.16) 

Any specific measures included in MSP to avoid environmental impacts of 

marine traffic, fishing activity, tourism, aquaculture, marine renewables, coastal 

protection on marine ecosystems (2.17) 

Any specific measures included to minimise impact of noise and light pollution 

(e.g. from shipping and harbour activities) (2.18) 

Influence of land-sea interactions on focal biodiversity elements (2.19) 

Coherence MPAs/MSPs of neighbouring countries (2.20) 

Other findings/identified user needs related to this theme (including any answers 

to reserve questions) 

 

Theme 3: The integration of social and economic aspects with MPAs 

1/ Synthesis paragraph 

2/ Core questions (each of them should be answered) 

Management of maritime uses within MPA limits and through MSP in line with 

MPA conservation objectives, and any identified gaps (i.e. tourism, fisheries, 

aquaculture, renewables, marine traffic…) (3.1, 3.2, 3.2.1*) 

3/ Detailed questions (Up to test site leader to select one or several to be 

answered) 

Criteria, tools and trade off methods 

Awareness interviewee of any criteria (e.g. ecosystem services) or tools to 

assess socio-economic impacts within MPAs (3.3*) 

Awareness interviewee of any trade off methods used to prioritise MPAs (3.4*) 

Consideration human activities at sea 

Any exclusion of maritime uses in conservation areas (commercial fishing; wind 

energy development; shipping; sand and gravel extraction; military use) (3.5) 
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Consideration of maritime uses, such as coastal protection, during MPA planning 

and any identified gaps (3.6-3.11) Other findings/identified user needs related to this 

theme (including any answers to reserve questions) 

 

Theme 4: The (re)building of stakeholder confidence in the MPA/MSP 

implementation 

1/ Synthesis paragraph 

2/ Core questions (each of them should be answered) 

How are relevant actors involved in the MPA/MSP planning and management 

process? (4.1) 

Does the current organisation of engagement efficiently build confidence and 

address properly the conservation and stakeholders' needs? (4.2) 

Any gaps in current practice of stakeholder engagement and any indication of 

potential direction of improvement (4.3, 4.4) 

Stakeholder engagement tools 

Any recommended tools to facilitate stakeholder engagement and their 

understanding of management issues (e.g. graphical web interfaces, interactive maps, 

etc.) (4.5*) 

Other findings/identified user needs related to this theme (including any answers 

to reserve questions) 

Any other themes identified during the data collection 
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Annex 5: Background information Community of Practice interviews 

Test site # 
interviews 

Gender 
balance 

Mode of interviews Background of participants 

X F M 

The Azores Graciosa 
Island – Portugal test 
site 

5 (All 
Portuguese) 

0 3 2 4 online calls, 1 phone call - Environmental NGO 
- Fisherman’s Association President 
- Planning authority 
- Planning authority (MSP) 
- Researcher 

Cadiz test site: Cadiz 
Bay (Gulf of Cadiz, 
Spain) 

14 (All 
Spanish) 

0 4 10 All face to face - Environmental consultancy 
- Regional authority (management/regulation) 
- MPA former manager / planning authority 
- MPA manager 
- MPA worker 
- National Research Institution 
- NGO 
- Researcher 

Belgian part of the 
North Sea test site 

13 (All 
Belgian) 

0 9 4 4 face to face (3 individual, 1 
with two participants of the 
same organisation), 4 online 
calls (1 individual, 3 with 2-3 
participants of the same 
organisation) 

- Blue economy cluster organisation 
- Environmental consultancy 
- National authority (management) 
- MPAs competent authority 
- MSFD competent authority 
- NGO 
- Planning authority (MSP) 
- Researchers (ecological/economic) 

Western Black Sea 
test site (Bulgarian 
part) 

8 (All 
Bulgarian) 

0 4 4 Questionnaire sent by email - Environmental NGO 
- Maritime museum 
- MSFD competent authority 
- Planning authority (MSP) 

Western Black Sea 
test site (Romanian 
part) 

9 (All 
Romanian) 

0 2 7 3 face to face, 6 online calls - National authority 
- Maritime Ports Administration 
- National Agency for Fishery and Aquaculture 
- MSFD competent authority 
- Researcher 
- MPAs competent authority 
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Test site # interviews Gender 

balance 
Mode of interviews Background of participants 

X F M 

Northwest Mediterranean 
test site (French part) 

12 (9 French, 3 Italian) 0 7 7 3 online calls (2 
individual calls, one 
group interview) 

- Fishing sector 
- French biodiversity office 
- MPA coordination 
- Environmental NGO 
- Planning authority 
- Regional agreement coordination 
- Regional authority 
- Researcher 
- Water agency 

Northwest Mediterranean 
test site (Italian part) 

7 (6 from Italy, 1 from 
France) 

0 4 3 5 online calls, 1 phone 
call and 1 email 
interaction 

- Environmental NGO 
- MSP Technical Committee 
- Sea basin authority 
- Regional agreement coordination 
- Regional authority 
- Researcher 

Baltic Sea test site: 
Insights from Estonia, 
Sweden, Finland, and 
Latvia 

6 (2 Estonian, 2 Finnish, 1 
Swedish (plus colleagues) 
and 1 Latvian (plus 
colleagues) 

0 5 1 1 face to face, 5 
questionnaires sent by 
email (and responses 
also included 
responses from 
colleagues) 

- Conservation expert 
- National authority 
- MSP expert 
- Regional sea basin authority 
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