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* Maritime Spatial Planning.... since 2001 =
* Blue-green economy .... EU Blue Growth studies 2 :
L

* Regional development .... Smart Specialisation

TOWARDS AN IMPLEMENTATION
oo o STRATEGY FOR THE SUSTAINABLE
. BLUE GROWTH AGENDA FOR THE
BALTIC SEA REGION

What do we do

* Project Development & Application .... INTERREG, Horizon, etc.

* Project & Platform Management .... MSP Platform, SUBMARINER T
; FINAL
. . . . < MARISM 0 s
* Policy Advice, Strategy design, Roadmaps, Action Plans.... S e "
““lnterreg |
* Capacity Building .... LME Learn, Blue Solutions, MARISMA I FE— |
. .. MSP Platform Funded by the
* Stakeholder processes and meetings .... Baltic Blue Growth Agenda
. . e M -
e Studies, Research, Reports, Publications .... MSP for Blue Growth @ BALTSPACE 7~ |BEACAPP



SUBMARINER Network

Connecting the blue-green economy throughout the Baltic Sea Region

\ AN EPNETWORK

SUBMARINER
Network
a hub for promoting
a sustainable marine

bioeconomy
in the BSR



Current SUBMARINER network members ....
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" SUBMARINER Network projects

1%t Gen 2015-2019 2" Gen 2018-2021
Baltic Blue ’
: InnoAquaTech ™% Blue Platform
Biotechnology
Alliance Cross-border Bioeconomy for
o development & blue growth
Afivancmg marine 3 transfer of innovative g
bio-based product = ﬁ,} : E%lq and sustainable
development | . aquaculture "
terr technologies ~

W Baltic Sea Region,

Baltic o0 SH BalticRIM

Blue Growth
Baltic Sea Region

Integrated Maritime
Cultural Heritage
Management

Initiating full scale
mussel farming in
the Baltic Sea

O
SmartBlue-O
REGIONS °

Smart Specialisation i ': = Multi-use of
and Blue Growth in
the Baltic Sea Region

BioCon Valley®

European seas

LATVIJAS

Y S

INSTITUTS




And more projects to come......

 GRASS: macroalgae
* Operational Pilots: monitoring technologies
* BalticPROBLUE: promoting blue-bio based products

* Blue Forest: introducing an entrepreneurial discovery
process for the blue bioeconomy

But mixed finance ....

membership, ,freemium’, services, direct EU tenders,
H2020, BONUS, foundations, private money

MUSES ‘i
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Multi-Use - in the realm of marine resource utilization —

is understood as the intentional joint resource use
by two or more users

A radical change from the concept of exclusive resource rights to
the inclusive sharing of resources by two or more users.
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What's the difference?

Conflicts Coexistence Synergy
Level 1 Level 2

“Negative ‘Passive “Active coexistence”

coexistence” coexistence” (co-location; co-use)

e ——

Passive Proactive
%
Unplanned, mutual Unplanned, Indirect benefits Planned, mutual
disadvantages benefits

Increased leadership of MSP

Efficientresource use

ICES WGMPCZM (2018) Workshop on Coexistence and Synergies in Marine Spatial Planning. Edinburgh

European Seas
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Multi-Use Typology

Type Dimensions Description Examples
— = —
s S E 5
MU where existing primary s g @ %
. . . (%] (<] S g
use (i.e. offshore wind) is =2 2
being combined with the _
. Type 1 Takes place in same exact German FINO Platforms,
new Secondary use (l-e- place and time, with shared PLOCAN, Scottish Floating
shellfish aq uacultu re) services and core Power Plant (FPP)
infrastructure
Type 2 Peripheral infrastructure or  Proposed aquaculture in OWF
services on sea or land are in the Germany and Scotland
shared
Type 3 Takes place in same ocean  Fisheries in Offshore Windfarms
space at the same time in the UK
MU where two (or more)

. . Type 4 Takes place in the same Repurposing of offshore
com!:)med uses are apply_lng ocean space but structures for new uses like
for licenses and developlng subsequently recreational fishing, tourism,

in the same tlme aquaculture or environmental

conservation (Italy)



&
Project aims

JBuilding on existing knowledge

/Contribute to policy, legal and

administrative harmonization and
Improvement
to overcome barriers to Multi-Use

Germany

v" Investigate environmental, spatial, .
o E . etherianas
economic and societal benefits of MU, s

v Highlight inappropriate requlatory,
operational, environmental, health
&safety, societal and legal barriers to
Multi-Use

v' Distinguish between real and perceived &
barriers; :

v' Propose solutions and actions to'be / |
taken. 2

’ \ BLACK SEA

MEDITERRANEAN SEA e 12
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10 PARTNERS WORK PACKAGE 2

Scotland (2) Multi-use sea basins WORK 'PHCKH.EE 4 Prasent practical solutions
Poland (1) analysis Action Plan to overcome existing
G 2 Identify real multi-use barriers and minimize
ermany (2) opportunities, actors and risks associated with
ltaly (2) WORK PACKAGE 3 specific actions needed to miulti-use developmeant

advance development of
multi-use in European Seas

whilst maximising
common benefits.

Metherlands (1)
Greece (1)

Multi-use case
studies analysis

Azores (1) - . @
ore wind energy

5 SEA BASINS

) Wave Energy—a
Baltic Sea

North Sea Tidal energy @
I
Eastern Atlantic Fisheries -
Ocean Aquaculture - Fish/Shellfish =
Mediterranean Sea Aquaculture - Seaweed )

Black Sea

il and gas %
Marine Protected Areas :m

Marine transport @

Tourlsm @J

Netherlands Underwater cultural herttage ﬁ

CASE STUDIES

i MNORTH SEA: North Coast of
Scotland, East Coast of
Scotland & Southerm North
Saa

@ MNORTHERMN ATLAMNTIC SEA :
Wast Coast of Scotland == : BLACK SEA
SOUTHERN ATLANTIC SEA:
South Coast of malnland
Portugal, Azores
archipelago
BALTIC SEA: Island of
Gotland [Sweden)

BALTIC SEA: Southoast
Denmark
MEDITERRAMNEANM SEA:
Morthern Adratic
MEDITERRANEAN SEA:

Aegean Sea / Cydades “  MEDITERRANEAN SEA

b= '-.-.-.-..._L_




Sea b

¥

5 EU Sea " COUNTRIES
BASINS REVIEWED

ANALYSED

EASTERN ATLANTIC OCEAN ‘ Y Netherla‘n'd-s

. aal : BLACK SEA
14 MU ;
COMBINATIONS = & ary.
195 ANALYSED A58 -
STAKEHOLDER

INTERVIEWS

™
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Case

@ Offshore wind energy

-'e Wave energy

@ Tidal energy

ENGAGEMENT: & Fisnerics
117 INTERVIEWS , 5 % Aquaculture - Fish/Shellfish
1 WORKSHOP / e O ¥ 2
1 FOCUS GROUP / = . v- 23 ; ». =L Af]uaculture-Seaweed
EXTEDED k _ & Oil and gas

b NETWORKING | " MOST % | 5o @ Marine Protected Areas

@ Marine transport

PROMISING ,
| - N o ,- @J Tourism
.. Comglﬂl'AL_ﬁE)Ns .I : Netherland$ . By o 9 lUnderwatercuIturaI heritage
Azores IDENTIFIED AR, y
Wy Oﬁom : _4 ol .. ; BLACK SEA
. ’
MO
THAN 90
ACTIONS
SUGGESTED
[ b

MEDITERRANEAN SEA
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Evaluating MU

WP2 / WP3 DESK ANALYSIS

- factorsidentification
- factors analysis and description

background knowledge-base

DRIVERS
BARRIERS | [catatogue
ADDED VALUE of factors
IMPACTS

WP2 /WP3 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

- scoring of factors by stakeholders
- additional factors identification

MU evaluation from stakeholder perspective

ﬁRlVERs

categories

factors &
average score‘
BARRIERS

categories score

average score‘

et

Wu POTENTIAL /

@DED VALUE \

categories
factors &

average score’

IMPACTS

categories score
/
factors &

average score‘

$
\MU EFFECT /

MUSES

16
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MU drivers & barriers

More efficient use
of ocean space
and resources

Enable certain
use “:_‘ng ~=y 5
all

Economic benefits i O

to marine users
e .

sl @ Permitting
Alternative source O ® regime
i LSZAm = 1y
of revenue L L
{18
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Why an Action Plan?

« provide orientation and recommendations on

what should be done
by whom and
where

in order to further develop the MU concept.

* comes at right time ....

» Address barriers not only in relation to technology:

MSP Directive
Blue Investment
SDGs 14

regulatory

financing

liability issues
environmental concerns

stakeholder perceptions
lack of skills

Focus on 9 MU combinations

Eastern _
"" A[lantic Balt“: S‘BH

OWF E Fisheries

Mediterrane-
an Sea

A

MUSES ‘' s

Black Sea

".Z %

OWF & Aguaculture

OWF & Tourism

OWF & Wave energy

Wave energy & Aguaculture

Tourism & Aguaculture

b

Tourism & Fisheries

COl=a Jviea

Tourism & UCH &
Emvirenmental protection

o

Re-use of OEG
decommissioned installations




Actors for MU Development

A MU does NOT only involve TWO sectors ....
e.g. commercial enterprises BUT
regulatory body / bodies ...

and ..... Insurance, finance, stakeholders ! regulatory

For a MU to happen, interest needs to come from at least two
sides: both uses
or
one use and the regulatory body



ETWORK

International

institutions

e.g. UNESCO, IUCN,OSPAR,
UNEP-MAP, HELCOM/VASAB

Planning /regulatory

authorities e.g. Marine
Scotland, Danish Maritime
Authority, Greek Ministry of
Environment and Energy,
Swedish Agency for Marine and
Water Management

actors/institutions

EU/Sea Basin

Stakeholder

networks

DG MARE, DG Research,
EUSBSR, EUSAIR, West
Med, Maritime Strategy,
Atlantic Strategy, North
Sea Energy Initiative

Blue Growth Forums

e.g. Baltic Development Forum,
Ocean Energy Forum, EWEA
(Wind Europe),German Offshore
‘ Wind Energy Foundation, Baltic
Sea Fisheries Forum, European
Aquaculture Society
Research
Institutions/
ongoing &
upcoming

projects... Industry

e.g. E.ON, Vattenfall,
EDF Energy, DONG

Funding sources Energy, Iberdrola,

e.g H2020
Life Programme,EMFF
Regional Development
Fund, Operational
Programmes

Statoil ...

CPMR,
SUBMARINER
Network, ERRIN

Local

enterprises

e.g tourism,
aquaculture...

Local actors

e.g FLAGS,
tourism/UCH
authorities

A

Insurance
companies,
Classification
bodies - Lioyd’s
Register...




MUSES Action Plan

« Definition/Scope of the MU > priority steps - easy

targets as 'low hanging fruits’
?

« State of Development / Potentials...

: i ) ) —> Who are the relevant
 Drivers / Benefits .... Barriers / Negative Impacts actors ?

p— —> What are the
« Objectives interdependencies ?

 Action/Recommendations

21



MU Opportunities: Baltic See ‘

Offshore wind related MU
UCH and Tourism, pescatourism ....

« Combinations with the OWF sector e.g. Aquaculture &
Tourism:
an opportunity to reduce conflicts, save space, ‘open’ space,
combat eutrophication

« UCH/Tourism: Most well preserved wooden shipwrecks in
Europe

Most releant -
Baltic Sea

« Short tourism season in the Baltic : MU combinations can
contribute to prolong tourism season and
possibility of diversifying fishing

€&

Offshore Wind (OW)

Aquaculture

Tourism

Ol

Fisheries

Underwater Cultural
Heritage (UCH)

Environmental Protection

b Qb

0 100 200 300 400 ki
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\@ ; o | e MU at national | Mu at individual Economic Mu at MsP level - explicit &

policy level administrative incentives for | reference to Mu in National

MUSES ‘i

decision level MU Marine Plans

Baltic Sea in focus: NO NO NO YES (not explicitly MU, but

other terms)

MU in pOIicy ? NO NO NO YES (not explicitly MU, but

other terms)

NO NO NO NO

NO NO NO NO (rather based on avoiding
conflicts)

NO ? NO YES (MSP under develop-

ment, incl. key sea areas
with assigned priorities and
secondary functions)

YES NO Yes
(Swedish msp Roadmap
Marine Spatial Planning -
Current Status, 2016)

YES YES (for NO YES
The Act on MSP, individual themes
2016 such as fishing)

NO YES NO YES/NO
(endorsement of MU, (rather integrative planning
referring to specific in order to co-ordinate

MU combinations) growing spatial conflicts of

maritime uses)
23
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Tourl d UCH in Finland
Benefits: ‘ ra e
1. 2. UCH sites benefit, in Shapes cultural LRI b 5
most cases, from the identity and fosters o <%y ¥

conservation measures
of environmental

protection

interaction between
the community and
their history

Ruotsinsalmi naval battle

Existing Examples:

* Ruotsinsalmi naval battle area (Kymenlaakso), o o

* The Story of Vrouw Maria (3D virtual available)

* The Kronprins Gustav Adolf underwater park
(15t maritime historical underwater park)

ETRS-TM35FIN

357 0 17,85 357 km
)

Projects:
* Nordic Blue Parks project in Denmark, Finland and Sweden
(Dalaré Blue Park)

 BalticRIM project




Barriers — Recommendations

Barriers: T Recommendation/Best Practices gum

— Clear information resulting management
policy

— Strict protection and limited access

— Other options for ‘dry foot’ access to UCH
sites can be explored for areas where there is
low visibility and strict protection e.g virtual
tours and walking cultural trails.

— Systematic  approach to UCH
management: which sites can be opened?
Which should be strictly closed?

—Low visibility of the sectors involved and
associated services, low individual funding
power

— Projects should involve the business
community /regional development =>
innovative financing methods

—The Finnish Heritage Agency shares
information with the public on UCH diving
permitted areas. Led to better coordination
with diving clubs

—Short season limiting suitable sites and
economic sustainability throughout the year.

25
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MUs with offshore wind farms

Benefits:

1.

Potentially
ensure green
credentials for

energy/aquaculture shared operations
products to be
marketed at a
premium.

Existing Examples:

OFW and aquaculture: explored in Kriegers Flak, Sweden (MERMAID
project) and tests around the Radsand 2 OWP in Lolland, Denmark
(SUBMARINER project)

OFW and Tourism: in Middelgrunden OWF (Denmark)

EU projects such as 4POWER, OFEE.R and Baltic InteGrid are
exploring OWE development from tourism perspectives

Costs saving
through joint
development and

and maintenance.

MUSES ‘i

© Elena von Sperbé

POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS WITH OFFSHORE WIND PARKS

Harvesting of
natural foul-
ing agents Macroalgae
d

Cultivation
Combinations of a . l:i:ssfl
i ultivation
Offshore led o
farme & 2 E) Farming

Wave Energy
‘ v | Microalgae
WWAV’;"/L Cultivation
b:l 02

)

ocPﬁ

lllllllllllll
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Barriers — Recommendations

— Early engagement of local communities to discuss site
, _ selection, layout/design, relevant regulations, funding and
— Primary & secondary user issue: OWF more power vs ownership of an OWF

individual aquaculture & tourism operators
— Positive incentives in MSP & licenses; make MU a condition

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
|
— Negative perceptions about financial viability (resulting i
from the high insurance premiums, distance to shore) . — Entrepreneurial guidance, financial support and wider
' promotion for local tour operator activities is necessary, E.g in
o _ ' Germany, the new Arkona wind farm and tourism
— Lack of legal and planning incentives to promote MU of | |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

OWFs with other activities — Site specific studies/pilots in the real environment will be

needed to assess cumulative impacts and identify profitable

— Difficulty obtaining necessary environmental permits sites

due to environmental impact uncertainties and varying

perceptions. — Cooperative ownership used in the Middelgrunden OWF

case.

27



Q“ JNETWORK S P ro

ik Jt inable MUSES ‘i

Diversification of Fisheries in Finland

Benefits:

1. 2. 3. Improves image of External benefits
the profession: and added value:
maintaining marketing the
workforce/attracting products and
young people culture of local

fisheries

© Pro Fishing Lapland

Existing Examples:

* Fishers in Lapland (Municipality of Sodankyla).

 Fishers developed 7 marketable products on facebook/website.
Tourist can join fishing trips in both summer and winter organlsed
by fishers .



Barriers — Recommendations

— Unclear legislation about diversifying fishing activities
into tourism e.g refitting fishing vessels to conform to
tourism requirement, specific tax regime, safety issues etc

— Create and align legislative and regulatory frameworks
on pescatourism by undertaking comprehensive assessment
of existing legal framework for the relevant sectors.

— Low capacity and skills of fishers in service oriented
business and limited comprehensive  training

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

I - -

.| — Cost-benefit analyses at local and national level to

|
manuals/courses |

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

inform policy recommendations

— Training and capacity building initiatives such as in the

— Limited knowledge about its demand and benefits Lapland case must be encouraged

— Good experience and practices in the Southern European
countries such Italy, France, Greece and Spain to learn from

29
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Cross Cutting Issues and Actions

Integration & Coordination
between different sectoral structures,
institutions and actors through cross
sectoral platforms

Capacity building
training and knowledge
exchange

Regulation & Policy
clarity of licensing and planning
processes, harmonization;
implementation of EU policies

Funding

innovative and technological
solutions

Research and pilot studies
informs business models,

understanding of the value chain

Marketing & Dissemination
integrated platform
to market good practices
and benefits of MU

Maritime Spatial Planning
suitable areas and
comprehensive policies
promoting MU especially for new
joint developments.

MUSES ‘i

Local
National
Sea Basin
S—

EU scale

International

30
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Actors to drive MU in the Baltic

BASREC

Baltic Sea Region Energy
Cooperation

BSSSC

Baltic Sea States Sub
Regional Co-operation

HELCOM

Baltic Marine Envi-
ronment Protection
Commission

BALTFISH FORUM

CBSS

Council of the Baltic Sea

States (Monitoring Group

on (underwater) cultural
heritage)

NCM

Nordic Council of
Ministers

VASAB

Vision and Strategies
Around the Baltic Sea

BDF

Baltic Development
Forum

CCB
Coalition Clean Baltic

SUBMARINER

SUBMARINER Network
for Blue Growth EEIG

WWF — Baltic
World Wildlife Fund

BSAG

The Baltic Sea Action
Group

CPMR BSC

CPMR Baltic Sea
Commission

Interreg BSR

EU Strategy for the
Baltic Sea Region (array
of instances participat-
ing in the coordination

and implementation)

31
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Thank youl!

Angela Schultz-Zehden

Managing Director, SUBMARINER NETWORK/s.Pro

Kérntener Str. 20 | DE-10827 Berlin
Tel.: +49 30 832 141740
Email: asz@sustalnable projects.eu
asz@submariner-network.eu

B evon s Pro
sustainable
prOJects

Join us at the MUSES Final Conference
in Brussels on 10" October 2018 !
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