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Abstract 

The REGINA-MSP project aims to greater integrate regional and sub-
regional needs, perspectives and stakeholders into Maritime Spatial 
Planning (MSP). The development and access to locally-relevant and 
up to date data is one important way to better engage regional actors 
in the elaboration and implementation of MSP action. Through its task 
3.2 dedicated to data, the REGINA-MSP project engaged European 
case study regions to address their diverse data needs, tailored to 
their unique characteristics, through collaborative efforts. Building on 
the insights from previous European projects as well as workshops and 
online meetings conducted as part of the REGINA-MSP project with 
regional representatives, this report explores the complex data 
landscape to address regional needs for MSP initiatives. This report 
also describes the various actions undertaken as part of this task 3.2 
and their outcomes, such as the development of a platform for 
stakeholders to share insights, explore strategies, and identify 
opportunities for enhancing data accessibility and use in MSP.  
Presentations and discussions (including an interactive activity on 
exploring regional conflicts of use) also highlighted initiatives and 
tools supporting MSP processes, which are further illustrated in this 
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I. Introduction  
 

 REGINA-MSP is a two-year project running from the end of 2022 to the end of 2024. It 
aims to make it easier for regions, local authorities, and other groups to get involved in Maritime 
Spatial Planning (MSP). MSP is mostly carried out by national governments but regions have a 
more local level of governance that enable them to bring together the European, national, and 
local policies, considering each area's specific needs. Regions can implement MSP plans and make 
sure they are coherent with other marine and coastal policies, like those set in EU directive 
2014/89/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council (4 and 7) establishing a framework 
for MSP and the European Green Deal of 2019 for a sustainable blue economy. By involving the 
regions more closely in the planning and implementation of MSP strategies and plans, REGINA-
a{t ƘƻǇŜǎ ǘƻ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ 
environmental and blue economy objectives. 
 

REGINA-MSP adopts a two-level approach, by (i) looking at the big picture across Europe with 
WP2 and (ii) analysing deeper MSP processes in eight specific regions in five countries across two 
sea basins: the Atlantic and the Mediterranean Sea (WP3). These case study regions are: Galicia 
and Murcia in Spain, Sardinia in Italy, Provence-Alps-French-Riviera and Pays-de-la-Loire in 
France, Crete and Central Macedonia in Greece, and the County of Mayo in Ireland (see Figure 
1). 

 

The eight case studies highlight significant differences in their governance mode, the role of 
regions in MSP, and the environmental and socio-economic situations. To better understand the 
similarities and differences between the case study regions, WP3 uses common approach, 
divided into four tasks replicated for each use case study: 

¶ Task 3.1 looks at the strategies and plans already in place along the coast and at sea, 
focusing on those that affect how the maritime space is planned and managed. 

¶ Task 3.2 identifies what data is available and what data is needed for MSP at the regional 
level.  

¶ Task 3.3 aims to facilitate the involvement of regional and local stakeholders in MSP. 

¶ Task 3.4, based on the outcomes of tasks 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 (like new opportunities, gaps, 
challenges, and needs), aims to identify the needs to get more input from the regional 
and local stakeholders into MSP.  
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This report marks the completion of task 3.2. In this task, we look into the databases and 
geoportals available at the regional level (in the studied areas), as well as how regional authorities 
might use other geoportals from national or international sources.  

 
Figure 1: Distribution of REGINA-MSP case studies (Italian EEZ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ) 

The objectives of this report are to:  

¶ Create a list of all the different Geographical Information System (GIS) portals and data 
providers regionally available; 

¶ Assess what data is needed for MSP at the regional level; 

¶ Discuss the results of this assessment across the case studies, looking at data availability, 
and international work already existing on data, such as the work of the Technical Expert 
Group (TEG) on Data for MSP and the European Maritime Spatial Planning Network and 
Blue Spatial ReferenceΩǎ όeMSP-NBSR) project; 

¶ Make a focus on data needed for monitoring and evaluating plans, with a zoom on the 
roles of regional and local authorities. 
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This work was done by supporting exchanges between regional and national data providers and 
users through workshops and surveys launched at the EU level. 

The interest in collecting so-called "regional" data for MSP (Region is identified here as level 2 
units in the NUTS classification) and the effectiveness of marine plans responds to several 
concomitant challenges and objectives. 
 

Firstly, although there is no precise definition of what constitutes regional data in terms of 
geographical scale1, it has been identified as an objective ever since the MSP became the modern 
and holistic sea-use management system (3), in particular to provide reference input data for 
national plans and/or to aggregate regional plans at national level. The challenge, already well 
identified by land use planning systems since the 1970s, is to integrate data in theory with a fine 
spatial and temporal granularity (small-scale unit, long-term time series) into public policy 
planning, particularly at regional administrative scales (8). This is why data on operative maritime 
uses and activities should be collected from the local, and regional data providers, as they usually 
include the most updated and precise information (1). 

Secondly, the EU Maritime Spatial Planning Directive 2014/89/EU (4) clearly states in its corpus 
and more specifically through Article 10 that "Member States shall organise the use of the best 
available data, and decide how to organise the sharing of information, necessary for maritime 
spatial plans". This objective of having the best available data naturally concerns the geographic 
scale. Efforts to make the wealth of marine data and observations currently stored in a myriad of 
national and regional databases within Europe more easily accessible via a central gateway and 
a series of thematic data portals are already underway as part of the European Commission's 
European Marine Observation and Data Network (EMODnet) long-term initiative. 
 

II. Methodology  
 

 The methodology of the project was developed based on the requirements from the 
Grant Agreement of the project and the outputs of meetings where needs and expectations from 
the cases were made clear (Regional request at the project outset). 

 

a) Regional request at the project outset 
 

 At REGINA-MSP project's outset (during the creation of the Grant Agreement of the 
project), each European case study Region expressed distinct data needs tailored to its specific 

                                                      
1 Example of institutional data provided by regional administration or Regional Sea Conventions (RSCs) as OSPAR. 

https://emodnet.ec.europa.eu/en
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/oceans-seas/what-we-do/working-regional-seas/why-does-working-regional-seas-matter
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characteristics. To address effectively these varied requirements, we collaborated with 
representatives from each case study of REGINA-MSP to identify their unique dataset needs, 
basing our research upon the findings of the ongoing European MSP project eMSP-NBSR in which 
a list of Minimal Data Requirements for MSP (5) was compiled which is the Ecosystem Based 
approach ς Sustainable Blue Economy (EBA-SBE) list of data (the list is available in B. Lequesne 
2023a paper).  
 
Furthermore, specific needs spotlighted by the representants of the Regions of REGINA-MSP 
project at the beginning of the project are outlined in Table 1. These specification serves as bases 
on data needs for each case study Region. 

 
/ŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ 

 

 
5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ 

 

Murcia, Spain 

 
Coordinates:  
оуϲлл b мϲрл ² 
Area: 11 313 km² (2.2% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 73km (45mi) 
Population: 1 511 251 (3% 
of Spain) 

- Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
- Maërl habitat distribution 
- Non-regulated anchorage zones 
- Data on: 

¶ Marine aquaculture 

¶ Underwater cultural heritage 

¶ Military uses 

¶ Other uses (recreational and professional) 

¶ Marine protected areas: Natura2000, marine reserves, SPAMI sites 

¶ Important habitats (seagrass meadows, coraligenous) 

¶ If relevant, sites of importance for protected species (cetaceans, 
birds, turtles) 

Galicia, Spain 

 
Coordinates:  
пнϲпуN 7° рпW  
Area: 29 574 km² (5.4% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 1500km (1030 mi) 
Population: 2 691 213 
(5,54% of Spain) 

   - Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
   - Data on: 

¶ Tourism and recreational activities data 

¶ Aquaculture data ς Current lack of zonal planning  

¶ Ports 

¶ Other uses (recreational and professional) 

¶ Marine protected areas: Natura2000, reserves, SPAMI sites 

https://geohack.toolforge.org/geohack.php?pagename=Region_of_Murcia&params=38_00_N_1_50_W_region:ES-MU_type:adm1st_source:GNS-enwiki
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Sardinia, Italy 

 
Coordinates:  
плϲлл b лфϲлл 9 
Area: 24 090 km² (8% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 1 849 km (1 
149 mi)  
Population: 1 628 384 
(2,77% of Italy) 

   - Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
   - Any data used in sectoral plans 
   - Local applicability of existing datasets 
   - Tourism and recreational activities ς impacts 
   - International data available in the Strait of Bonifacio (with Corsica) for 
MPA 
   - Data on: 

¶ Transport 

¶ Maritime trade ς ports, traffic 

¶ Fisheries 

¶ Aquaculture 

¶ Safety and security at sea hotspots 

¶ Military uses 

¶ Marine protected areas (including Marine Mammal Sanctuary) 

¶ Cultural heritage sites 

Pays de la Loire, France 

 
Coordinates:  
птϲнр b ллϲрм ² 
Area: 32 082 km² (5.7% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 450 km (279 mi)  
Population: 3 853 999 
(5,64% of France) 

- Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
- How to access the data collected at regional level? 
- Gaps, discrepancies 
- Data on: 

¶ Commercial ports, navigation, commercial traffic 

¶ Fishing (Small Scale Fishery data) 

¶ Aquaculture ς Shellfish farming 

¶ Salt farming 

¶ Marine energy ς Offshore windmill farming 

¶ Marine Protected Areas 

¶ Water quality 

Provence-Alps-French-
Riviera, France 

 
Coordinates:  
44°N 06°E 

- Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
- How to access the data collected at regional level? 
- Data on:  

¶ Military activities 

¶ Trade ports, Shipbuilding areas 

¶ Maritime transport 

¶ Habitats (Littophylum, Posidonia, coraligenous) 

¶ MPAs 

https://geohack.toolforge.org/geohack.php?pagename=Sardinia&params=40_00_N_09_00_E_region:IT-88_type:isle_scale:2500000_source:GNS
https://geohack.toolforge.org/geohack.php?pagename=Pays_de_la_Loire&params=47_25_03_N_00_51_18_W_region:FR_type:adm1st
https://geohack.toolforge.org/geohack.php?pagename=Pays_de_la_Loire&params=47_25_03_N_00_51_18_W_region:FR_type:adm1st
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Area: 31 400 km² (4.67% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 700 km (435 mi)  
Population: 5 127 840 
(7,5% of France) 

¶ Marine energies 

¶ Aquaculture 

Crete, Greece 

 
Coordinates:  
орϲмн b нрϲлл 9 
Area: 8 336 km² (6.32% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 1 046 km 
(650 mi)  
Population: 621 340 
(5,93% of Greece) 

- Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
- Data on: 

¶ Zones of intense maritime transport 

¶ Ports and anchorage 

¶ Pipelines and cables 

¶ Fisheries 

¶ Aquaculture 

¶ Oil and gas extraction zones 

¶ Underwater cultural heritage and archaeological sites 

¶ Marine protected areas (Natural heritage) 

¶ Bathing beaches and zones of recreational activities 

¶ Military uses 

¶ Areas planned/considered for marine energies 

Central Macedonia 
North Aegean Sea, 
Greece 

 
Coordinates:  
орϲмн b нрϲлл 9 
Area: 18 810 km² (6.32% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 1 046 km 
(650 mi)  
Population: 621 340 
(5,93% of Greece) 

- Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
- Identification of sub-regions in need of detailed and regulatory planning 
- Conflicts between different uses, or between uses and environment 
- Data on: 

¶ Transportation 

¶ Tourism: developments in marine tourism, existing activities in 
seaside 

¶ Fisheries 

¶ Aquaculture 

¶ Underwater cables 

¶ Marine protected areas and marine protected cultural heritage 
sites 

¶ Posidonia Oceanica habitats where mapped 

County Mayo, Republic 
of Ireland 

- Minimal data requirements for MSP (based on checklist and clusters of 
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework document (1)) in 
terms of up-to-date and improvement of space-time accuracy for MSP 
- Data, tools for MSP as well as gaps. 
- Data on: 

https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cr%C3%A8te#/maplink/1
https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cr%C3%A8te#/maplink/1
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Coordinates:  
53° рпN 9° мрW  
Area: 5 586 km² (7.95% of 
national territory) 
Coastline: 1 168 km 
(726 mi)  
Population: 137 231 
(2,74% of Ireland) 

¶ Potential in renewable energy 

¶ Hydrocarbon deposits 

¶ Maritime traffic 

¶ Fishing vessels under 12 meters 

¶ Aquaculture 

¶ Fish farms 

¶ Data cables 

¶ Marine protected areas 

¢ŀōƭŜ мΥ 9ȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ ōȅ wŜƎƛƻƴ 

 

During workshops and online meetings organized for the task 3.2, we engaged with these 
regional representatives to understand the availability and accessibility of data within their areas. 
This process allowed us to gather insights into the diverse geoportals and data providers 
operating in each region, enabling a more comprehensive understanding of the data landscape 
and facilitating the fulfillment of regional data needs for MSP initiatives. 

The main dataset needs specified in the Table 1 are being answered in this report based on the 
work carried out as part of the task 3.2 (see Figure 2), described below: 

¶ 3 online meetings on data organized by Shom  

¶ 1 newsletter sent after each meeting 

¶ 3 surveys sent on data and geoportal (first one presented in details in part III.b) of this 
report, the two others served to filled the part IV. c) on regional data access and VI on 
geoportal sharing MSP data for the use cases regions of the project) 

¶ 1 face-to-face meeting with regional representants and partners in the project (see 
Minute of Meetings in Annex 1 and participant list in Annex 2) 

¶ A survey based on the geoportal self-assessment criteria developed by Shom  

¶ A geoportal listing presented in this report 

¶ A data base developed and filled for the project with the help of use case Region 
representants in the project. This data base is named Orca and it is Shom internal 
database for MSP. 
 

https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comt%C3%A9_de_Mayo#/maplink/1
https://www.regina-msp.eu/regina-msp-newsletter
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CƛƎǳǊŜ нΥ ǘŀǎƪ оΦн ƻƴ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻǇƻǊǘŀƭǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ 

 
The methodology applied to create these various tasks are presented in the following sections of 
this report. 
 

b) Workshops 

 In this part we incorporate insights from both 3 online meetings on regional data and 
geoportal for national MSP organized by Shom during REGINA-MSP project timeline, as well as 
results from task 3.2 workshop held in Paris at the French Secretariat of the Sea (the official 
representant of France for the maritime domain which formulates and implements government 
policies regarding maritime affairs, encompassing environmental, economic, and geopolitical 
dimensions at both national and international levels). We will utilize the results obtained from 
Slido discussions (see Figure 3) done during these online meetings between regional and national 
data providers and users to inform our analysis and recommendations. By integrating the 
feedback and perspectives shared during these events we aim to ensure a comprehensive 
understanding of the current state and potential improvements in regional data usage for 
national MSP efforts. This collaborative approach underscores the importance of engaging 
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stakeholders and incorporating diverse viewpoints to optimize the effectiveness and relevance 
of our findings. 

 

 
Figure 3: Results from Slido interaction during the regional data and geoportal for national MSP workshops 

 

c) Surveys 
 

 For the Task 3.2 of REGINA-MSP project, Shom conducted three surveys aimed at 

collecting crucial information from use case regions, while the Conference of Peripheral Maritime 

Regions (CPMR) administered a comprehensive survey as part of Work Package 2. These surveys 

served as vital tools for gathering insights on data and geoportal-related aspects. The first survey 

focused on data, aligning with the TEG on Data for MSP framework directives (1). The second 

survey introduced a geoportal grading scheme, designed to evaluate the harmonization and 

effectiveness of data sharing practices across different regional and national geoportals Lastly, 

the third survey presented a template outlining the required data categories for MSP, derived 

from the eMSP-NBSR EBA-SBE (Ecosystem Based Approach ς Sustainable Blue Economy) data list 

established by the project Community of Practice (CoP) on data (5) of this European project. Each 

case study representative within the project was tasked with completing this template. The 

findings from these surveys, along with the outcomes of our recent meetings, will serve as the 

foundation for the forthcoming sections of our report, facilitating a comprehensive analysis and 

informing strategic decisions moving forward. 
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d) Geoportal Assessment criteria and survey 
 

 After developing a list of Geoportal Assessment Criteria (see Annex 4) in cooperation with 
multiple project partners, Shom presented this list of criteria (see Figure 4) to the project partners 
during the Workshop on data and geoportal for task 3.2 for REGINA-MSP in Paris. It was then 
decided to organize a Geoportal Self-Assessment Survey (see Annex 5), during which project 
partners would use the Geoportal Assessment Criteria to self-assess the geoportals available in 
their own region, including those managed by their own institution. The self-assessment was 
open to European, national, regional geoportals, as well as geoportals covering an entire sea 
basin.  

 

 
Figure 4: Geoportal Self-Assessment survey 

A complete list of Geoportal Assessment Criteria was created comprising the 36 criteria 
developed by Shom (all criteria are presented in Annex 4 of this report, to visualize the criteria 
please refer to this Annex). In the survey sent a few additional questions regarding the assessed 
geoportal and the background of the respondent was provided to the project partners, who were 
invited to: (i) assess the geoportals of their choice or (ii) transfer the survey to anyone they 
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thought could answer. This survey was launched on October 11th 2023. An initial deadline was 
provided around the end of October, but was then extended until the 13th of November in order 
to meet the requirement of gathering at least one reply from each country. 

 
A total of 13 responses were received from every country involved in the project: France, Italy, 
Ireland, Spain, and Greece. One respondent participated more than one time (i.e. assessed 
several geoportals successively). 
Participants were requested to estimate their level of knowledge of MSP in their country on a 
scale from 1 to 5. Most of the participants indicated a level of knowledge of MSP in their country 
of 4/5 or 5/5, with only one response at 3/5 (Figure 5). WƘƛƭŜ άƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ a{tέ ǿŀǎ 
not explicitly defined in the survey, it was understood as a general knowledge of the MSP process 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ƛǘǎ ǎǘŀƪŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ 

 
Figure 5: Self-estimation of knowledge on MSP in the participants' countries 

{ƛƳǇƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ a{t ǿŀǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ όǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 
could indicate more than one activity). Among the respondents, 5 different respondents 
described themselves as Researchers, and 3 as GIS managers/geomatics officers or data 
managers (one of which was also a researcher). These activities were the most represented 






















































































































































































































