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Summary
This report of the international Stakeholders Workshop - Innovative Tools & Transferability

in MSP Projects, presents a description of the workshop, containing its structure and applied
methodology, as well as the respective results. This Workshop was held in the framework
of the European Maritime Day 2019 (EMD2019) on the theme of Maritime Spatial Planning
in Lisbon, on 17 May 2019, and counted with the participation of 144 registered attendees.

3

Content
Introduction

7

Workshop

8

Structure

8

Dynamics

11

Dynamic 1: Show practical solutions – EASME sister projects

12

Dynamic 2: Innovative tools & Good practices

18

Dynamic 3 & 4: Interactive format & Open discussion

23

Results

24

Sli.do – Word Cloud

24

Sli.do – Question polls

24

Sli.do – Audience open questions

27

Main Conclusions

30

Final Considerations

30

Acknowledgements

31

ANNEXES

32

ANNEX I. Workshop Agenda

33

ANNEX II. Workshop presentations

34

ANNEX III. Workshop Pictures

35

4

List of figures
Figure 1. Workshop Poster……………………………………………………………...

8

Figure 2. Workshop Programme………………………………………………………...

9

Figure 3. Speakers from Dynamic 1…………………………………………………….

1
1

Figure 4. Moderator from Dynamic 1 - Valentina Mabilia (DGMARE)……………….

1
2

Figure 5. PAN BALTIC SCOPE Project (Ingela Isaksson)…………………………….

1
3

Figure 6. SEANSE Project (Leo de Vrees)……………………………………………...

1
4

Figure 7. OCEAN METISS Project (Anna Svegvari-Mas)…………………………….

1
5

Figure 8. MarSP Project (Luz Paramio)………………………………………………...

1
6

Figure 9. Moderator from Dynamic 2 - Helena Calado (UAc-MARE)………………...

1
7

Figure 10. Speakers from Dynamic 2…………………………………………………...

1
8

Figure 11. MSP Platform – MSP Hub initiative (Angela Schultz-Zehden)……………. 1
9
Figure 12. EMODNet – Mapping Human activities (Alessandro Pititto)……………… 1
9
Figure 13. DGPM – SEAMind project, monitoring and indicators as a tool for MSP
1
(Paulo Machado)………………………………………………………………………..
9
Figure 14. SEANSE project – CEAF as a tool for MSP (Rob Gerits)………………….

2
0

Figure 15. SIMNORAT project – MSP Collaboration between 2 EU countries
2
(Cristina Nuñez)…………………………………………………………………………………...
0
Figure 16. CPMR – MSP specificities in Maritime Regions (Lise Guennal)…………... 2
0
Figure 17. PADDLE project – EU MSP project transferability to the outside (Marta
2
Vergílio)…………………………………………………………………………………
1
Figure 18. IOC-UNESCO – MSP-Global initiative as an innovative tool to involve
2
international players (Alejandro Iglesias)……………………………………………….
1

5

Figure 19. Questions launched through the platform Sli.do…………………………….

2
2

Figure 20. Sli.do: Topics highlighted by the World Cloud……………………………...

2
3

Figure 21. Sli.do: The Total number of votes and respective average in the 2
question polls….
4
Figure 22. Sli.do: Results of the 1st Poll question - Which perspective has a higher

impact
on
MSP
Implementation?......................................................................................
Figure 23. Sli.do: Results of the 2nd Poll question - Which tool is more innovative
and
transferable?................................................................................................

2
4
2
5

.....................

Figure 24. Sli.do: Results of the 3rd Poll question - In one word, state the next

challenge
for 2
MSP?............................................................................................................ 5
...............

Figure 25. Sli.do: The
submitted…………………

number

of

likes

in

the

open

questions 2
6

Figure 26. Sli.do: Top three questions…………………………………………………...

List of tables
Table 1. Sli.do: Rank of the audience 15 open questions……………………………………... 26

6

2
7

Introduction
Under the framework of the project MarSP - Macaronesian Maritime Spatial Planning
(2018-2020), it was submitted an application for the international Stakeholder
Workshop in the European Maritime Day 2019 (EMD 2019), submitted to DG MARE,
European Commission - Commissariat for Environment, Fisheries and Maritime Affairs.
This application had to comply with some requirements regarding the logistics and
dinamics, such as a workshop of 90 minutes from which at least 45 minutes had to be
an interactive discussion, and the panel had to composed of four speakers. This
workshop had as a requirement to present an interactive format able to engage the
audience into a discussion, with the purpose of showcase practical solutions and good
practices as well as to deliver actionable conclusions. This submitted application was
successfully evaluated being this document the report of the stakeholder workshop in
the EMD2019 entitled - Innovative tools & transferability in MSP projects, which was
held on the 17th May 2019 in Lisbon (Portugal).
MarSP Project
The Project “Macaronesian Maritime Spatial Planning” (MarSP), aims to establish specific
actions to develop capacity building and tools in order to apply on the archipelagos of the
Macaronesia region according to the directive 2014/89/UE of the European Parliament and
Council from the 23 July, 2014, establishing the framework for Maritime Spatial Planning
(MSP) integrating cross border cooperation mechanisms. Some European Regions have
developed their MSP processes, mainly in continental Europe. The specific context of the
Macaronesia region, due to its isolation and oceanic features, constrain the development of
tailored methodologies to the insular and maritime territory. As so, this project will propose
management tools and approaches to MSP on the three outermost regions of the
archipelagos of Azores, Madeira and Canary, according to the Directive 2014/89/UE. The
development of a working methodology for MSP at the Macaronesia level will facilitate the
exchange of experiences and knowledge.
Therefore, MarSP seeks to reinforce the Macaronesia position at the global context
considering the economic potential of the extensive maritime area under EU countries
jurisdiction, including the growing demands of different Blue Economy Sectors and
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potential/unknown threats to marine ecosystems (as is the case of deep sea mining). The
project aims to reinforce cross border cooperation between the two countries and to develop
a geospatial platform guided by the principles of the INSPIRE Directive promoting data
sharing between the Member States.

Workshop
This international workshop aimed to launch a joint discussion between the several
MSP projects about the use of innovative tools developed under the projects with the
objective to improve the support of the implementation of the MSP Directive.
This Workshop (Fig.1) was an opportunity to identify innovative tools & best practices
applied or to be applied with the potential of transferability.

Figure 1. Workshop Poster.

Structure
The Workshop took place on the 17th May 2019 at the Camões Auditorium in Lisbon
Congress Centre. It lasted for 90 minutes, starting with the opening session by Luz
Paramio (MarSP Project Coordinator), followed by the presentation of the MarSP
Dissemination Video. Subsequently, the four dynamics of the Workshop took place,
8

according to the agenda (Fig.2). and the closure of the works was done by FRCT
President, Bruno Pacheco.

9

Figure 2. Workshop Programme.
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Dynamics
Under this workshop, an interactive methodology was adopted to facilitate an
environment to present innovative tools and good practices in a pitch and flash format.
In addition, an open and dynamic discussion was prepared to engage the audience
and provide a debate regarding the effectiveness and transferability of the good
practices for future actions.
This workshop was divided into two sessions with four dynamics:
PRESENTATION SESSION:


Dynamic 1: Show practical solutions – EASME sister projects

INTERACTIVE DISCUSSION SESSION:
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Dynamic 2: Innovative tools & Good practices



Dynamic 3: Interactive format



Dynamic 4: Open discussion

Dynamic 1: Show practical solutions – EASME sister projects
This dynamic consisted of one moderator and four speakers with presentations of 5
minutes each (Fig.3).

Figure 3. Speakers from Dynamic 1.

This dynamic started with the participation of DGMARE as moderator, represented by
Valentina Mabilia (Fig.4). Valentina Mabilia presented an overview of the importance
of MSP projects financing, their interconnection, and potential of transferability.
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Figure 4. Moderator from Dynamic 1 - Valentina Mabilia (DGMARE).

Afterwards, the four EASME sister projects – PAN BALTIC SCOPE (Fig.5), SEANSE
(Fig.6), OCEAN METISS (Fig.7) and MarSP (Fig.8), showed the practical solutions,
innovative tools and processes of their respective projects:
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1. PAN BALTIC SCOPE

Figure 5. PAN BALTIC SCOPE Project (Ingela Isaksson).
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2. SEANSE

Figure 6. SEANSE Project (Leo de Vrees).
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3. OCEAN METISS

Figure 7. OCEAN METISS Project (Anna Svegvari-Mas).
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4. MarSP

Figure 8. MarSP Project (Luz Paramio).
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Dynamic 2: Innovative tools & Good practices
The 2nd dynamic of this workshop was moderated by Professor Helena Calado (UAçMARE) (Fig.9) and consisted of 8 speakers with presentations of 3 minutes each
(Fig.10).

Figure 9. Moderator from Dynamic 2 - Helena Calado (UAc-MARE).
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Figure 10. Speakers from Dynamic 2.

The 8 speakers of the 2nd Dynamic – MSP Platform (Fig.11), EMODNet (Fig.12), DGPM
(Fig.13), SEANSE Project (Fig.14), SIMNORAT Project (Fig.15), CPMR (Fig.16), PADDLE
Project (Fig.17) and IOC-UNESCO (Fig.18), presented their different perspectives of
innovative tools and good practices:
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Figure 11. MSP Platform – MSP Hub initiative (Angela Schultz-Zehden).

Figure 12. EMODNet – Mapping Human activities (Alessandro Pititto).

Figure 13. DGPM – SEAMind Project, monitoring and indicators as a tool for MSP (Paulo Machado).
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Figure 14. SEANSE Project – CEAF as a tool for MSP (Rob Gerits).

Figure 15. SIMNORAT Project – MSP Collaboration between 2 EU countries (Cristina Nuñez).

Figure 16. CPMR – MSP specificities in Maritime Regions (Lise Guennal).
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Figure 17. PADDLE Project – EU MSP project transferability to the outside (Marta Vergílio).

Figure 18. IOC-UNESCO – MSP-Global initiative as an innovative tool to involve international
players (Alejandro Iglesias).
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Dynamic 3 & 4: Interactive format & Open discussion
Under the 3rd Dynamic, an interactive format was applied to obtain the maximum
engagement from the workshop audience. A practical exercise was developed through
the platform Sli.do, being three questions launched to the audience (Fig.19), to attain
their feedback regarding the tools and best practices considered as the “best” by the
audience. Furthermore, a Word Cloud was produced, having in consideration the inputs
from the audience. This exercise was used as a base for the 4 th Dynamic – Open
discussion. Also, under this last dynamic, the audience had the opportunity to submit
open questions to be discussed afterwards.

Figure 19. Questions launched through the platform Sli.do.
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Results
This workshop counted with the participation of 144 registered attendees, two
moderators, four-panel speakers and eight flash speakers.

Sli.do – Word Cloud
Overall, the Word Cloud provided the topics that were highlighted by the audience
during the workshop, being the main topic selected – MSP (Fig.20).

Figure 20. Sli.do: Topics highlighted by the World Cloud.

Sli.do – Question polls
Under the set of the three launched questions, it was gathered 189 inputs from the
audience, which means that an average of 63% of the persons in the audience has
voted for each question (Fig. 21).
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Figure 21. Sli.do: The total number of votes and respective average in the question polls.

1st Question: Which perspective has a higher impact on MSP Implementation?

With the total input of 67 people, the audience voted the Stakeholder Engagement
presented by the Pan Baltic Scope Project has the perspective with the highest impact
on MSP implementation. The second most voted perspective was the International

Initiative from the MSP Global, followed by the EMODNET perspective Mapping Human
Activities (Fig.22).

Figure 22. Sli.do: Results of the 1st Poll question - Which perspective has a higher impact on MSP
Implementation?

2nd Question: Which tool is more innovative and transferable?
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With the total input of 62 people, the audience votes have reflected a tie between two
tools. The audience considered both the Stakeholder Engagement by the Pan Baltic
Scope Project and the Mapping Human Activites by EMODNET has equally innovative
and transferable (Fig.23).

Figure 23. Sli.do: Results of the 2nd Poll question - Which tool is more innovative and transferable?

3rd Question: In one word, state the next challenge for MSP?

With the input of 60 people, the audience considered that the major future challenge
for MSP is the Implementation of the MSP processes. The Cooperation,

Communication, Climate Change, and Governance were also highlighted as the next
challenges for the MSP (Fig.24).
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Figure 24. Sli.do: Results of the 3rd Poll question - In one word, state the next challenge for MSP?

Sli.do – Audience open questions
Throughout the Workshop, the audience had the opportunity to submit their open
questions, trough the Sli.do platform to be discussed later. This session was very
active, being submitted 15 questions, which gathered 118 likes in total (Fig.25).

Figure 25. Sli.do: The number of likes in the open questions submitted.

Since the workshop time was limited, it was impossible to discuss all the 15 submitted
open questions (Tab.1). The moderator selected the most voted questions, and these
were discussed between the speakers and the audience in the workshop (Fig.26).

Table 1. Sli.do: Rank of the audience 15 open questions.
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OPEN QUESTION (Participant)

28

NºLike
s

1.

Are you considering climate change impacts on MSP? And how? (Catarina FrazãoSantos)

19

2.

Have you map/list your ecosystem services and take them into account somehow
in your MSP process? (Victor Cordero Penín)

15

3.

Beyond the capability building, anyone knows successful experiences on awareness
(less technical & more strategic) to the decision makers (politicians) about MSP?
(Cristina Pallero)

12

4.

Following all MSs adopting Marine Spatial Plans, what steps will be taken at a
European level to ensure plans are used and continually updated & relevant?

10

5.

Unlike land planning, MSP currently does not have a mature legal framework
attached to it, e.g. case law. How might this evolve & how might MSP practice
change?

10

6.

Are data and information contained in the various portals, projects communicated
back to - and scrutinised by - Stakeholders? How?

8

7.

Is the economic valuation of ecosystem services based on preferences
(stakeholders/experts/public) being used to inform MSP? Do you recognize its
potential?

8

8.

How have you bridged the gap between technical-scientific conclusions of your
projects and the agenda and priorities of public policy processes?

8

9.

What are some ways to track and quantify equitability in MSP?

5

10. Supporting MSP implementation - is it better to target many orgs that make lots of
small-scale decisions or fewer large orgs that may make few large-scale ones?

4

11. Re: CEAF - why this new framework when we already have SEA and EIA Directives?
What are the key differences?

4

12. Is EMODNET data about human activities includes the identification of companies
and business and its spatial distribution in the coastal and marine area?

4

13. Are you aware of a decision made on a marine activity being challenged on the
basis of how a marine spatial plan has been used in making the decision?

3

14. Who should write MSP data harmonisation guidelines to ensure interoperability
beyond INSPIRE? (Maria Gomez Ballesteros)

3

15. Is the data of human activities been used for making environmental policy at NUTS
III nivel in Europe? If not, how do you think this can be implemented? (Lina
Arroyave)

2

Figure 26. Sli.do: Top three questions.
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Main Conclusions
As main pratical conclusion we identified this workshop has an excellent opportunity to
demonstrate the sinergies and real cooperation existing in the different projects and
iniciatives through Europe and also at an interancional level. This provide us evidences that
an important dynamic exists and that this allows an effective exchange of Knowledge and
Practices on creating a transferability environment on MSP.
As an overall conclusion, there is a great interest in maintain this cooperation and dynamics
for the projects and for the funding institutions.

Final Considerations
European Maritime Day 2019, was attended by a total number of 1468 participants from 73
countries’ around the globe. This international Workshop has occurred accordingly with the
Agenda and had high affluence with a total number of 144 participants. Participants shown
a high willingness to participate, engaging themselves entirely in an open, productive,
interactive discussion, which contributed highly for the achievement of the previewed goals
for this workshop and going even further in the expected accomplishment. We consider that
the discussion generated under this workshop has given an important contribution to the
MSP and highlighted the MSP next challenges that will arise.
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