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The REGINMSP project aims to greater integrate regional and-
regional needs, perspectives and stakeholders into Maritime S
Planning (MSP). The development and access to laeddlyant anc
up to date data is one important way to better engaggional actor
in the elaboration and implementation of MSP action. Through its
3.2 dedicated to data, the REGHNKSP project engaged Europe
case study regions to address their diverse data needs, tailor
their unique characteristics, through lkaborative efforts. Building ¢
the insights from previous European projects as well as workshoy
online meetings conducted as part of the REGNE&P project wit
regional representatives, this report explores the complex

landscape to address riamal needs for MSP initiatives. This rej
also describes the various actions undertaken as part of this ta
and their outcomes, such as the development of a platform
stakeholders to share insights, explore strategies, and id¢
opportunities for enhancing data accessibility and use in N
Presentations and discussions (including an interactive activi
exploring regional conflicts of use) also highlighted initiatives
tools supporting MSP processes, which are further illustrated i
report.
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CORILAConsortium for the coordination of research relatedth@ Venice lagoon system
CPMRConference of Peripheral Maritime Regions
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EU:European Union

GEMAPIManagement of aquatic environments and flood prevention
GIS:Geographical Information System

IEO:Spanish Institute of Oceanography

Inspire:Infrastructure of Spatial Information in Europe

IMC: International Maritime Center

MaREIMarine Renewable Energy Ireland

MPA:Marine Protected Area

MSFDMarine Strategy Framework Directive

MSP:Maritime Spatial Planning

MSPdFMaritime SpatiaPlanning Data Framework

PSSAParticular Sensitive Sea Area

PUSPSanteion Universitpf Social and Political Science

REGINAMSP:Regions to boost National Maritime Spatial Planning



Deliverable 3.2 Data report
SH M

Co-funded by
the European Union

Shom: French Hydrographic and Oceanographic Servicé&ervice hydrographue et
océanographique de la Marine

SPAMI:Specially Protected Areas of Mediterranean Importance
TEG orData for MSP:Technical Expert Group @ata for MSP
UCH:Underwater Cultural Heritage

WFD:Water Framework Directive

WP:Work Package


https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjj9v_txqiFAxWERqQEHUfZC-EQFnoECBUQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FSpecially_Protected_Areas_of_Mediterranean_Importance&usg=AOvVaw164qhFQPAKE7BCXlxIFuAx&opi=89978449
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjj9v_txqiFAxWERqQEHUfZC-EQFnoECBUQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FSpecially_Protected_Areas_of_Mediterranean_Importance&usg=AOvVaw164qhFQPAKE7BCXlxIFuAx&opi=89978449

Deliverable 3.2 Data report S H M

Co-funded by
the European Union

I. Introduction

REGINASP is a twgyear project running fronthe end o0f2022 tothe end of2024. It
aims to make it easier for regions, local authorities, and other groups to get involved in Maritime
Spatial Planing MSP).MSPis mostlycarried outby naional governmentsut regionshave a
more local level of governance that enable them to bring togetherBEheopean, national, and
local policies, considering each area's specific needs. Raginmsiplement MSP plans and make
sure they are coherenwith other marine and coastal policies, like thoset in EU directive
2014/89/EU of the European Parliament and of the Coudaind 7) establishing a framework
for MSPandthe European Green Deaf 2019 for a sustainable blue econorByinvolving the
regions more closely in the planning and implementation of MSP strategies and plans, REGINA
a{t K2L)Sa (2 F2adSNJ 0KS RS@St2LISyd 2F AydS3ail
environmental and blue economy objectives

REGINA/SPadopts a twelevel approach, by (ijooking at the big picture across Europdgth
WP2 and(ii) analysing deeper MSP processesight specific regions in five countries across two
seabasins the Atlantic and the Mediterranean S@&/P3). Thesease studyegions areGalicia
and Murcia in Spain, Sardinia in Italy, ProveAgesFrenchRivieraand Paysle-la-Loire in
France, Crete and Central Macedonia in Greece thacCounty of Mayo in Irelan(seeFgure

1).

The eight case studies highlight significant differencethé@r governance modethe role of
regions in MSP, and the environmental and sagonomic situations. Tbetter understandthe
similarities and differences between the case study regions, WP3 uses common approach,
divided into four taskseplicated for each use case study

1 Task 3.1 looks at the strategies and plans already in place along the coast sewl
focusing on thosé¢hat affect how themaritime space is planned and managed.

1 Task 3.2dentifieswhat data is available and what datmmeeded for MSP at the regional
level.

Task 3.&ims to facilitate the involvement of regional and local stakeholders in.MSP

Task 3.4based orthe outcomes of tasks 3.1, 3.2 and 3liBe new opportunities, gaps,
challenges, and needsgims to identify the need# 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 thiskitawe look into the databases and
geoportals available at the regional level (in gtediedareas), as well as how regional authorities
might use other geoportals from national or international sources.

Co-funded by
the European Unio

| Legend

Shom 06/2024 (E. Delaroche) - For
REGINA-MSP Deliverable 3.2 on Data
. and geoportals for Regional MSP

Sources: Shom, Marine Regions

Basemaps: Imagery reproduced from
the GEBCO_2022 Grid, GEBCO
Compilation Group (2022) GEBCO 2022
Grid (doi: 10.5285/e0f0bb80-
ab44-2739-e053-6c86abc0289c¢)

REGINA-MSP regional use cases

Figurel: Distribution of REGINMSP case studigitalian EER 2 y Q0 | LILISIF NJ KSNB | &) Al Kl
The objectives of this report are to

1 CQeate a list of all the differenGeographical Information Syster@I§ portals anddata
providersregionallyavailable

Assessvhat 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 dasaichas thework of theTechnical Expert
Graup (TEGon Data for MSP antthe European Maritime Spatial Planning Network and
Blue Spatial Referen€e@MSPNBSRproject;

1 Make a focus omlata needed for monitoring and evaluating plans, withcmmon the
roles of regional and local authorise
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Thiswork was done by supporting exchanges between regional and national data providers and
users through workshopsnd surveglaunchedat the EU level

The interest in collecting scalled "regional” data for MSfRegion is identified here dsvel 2
units inthe NUTS classificatioand 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 scaleit has been identified as an objective ever since the MSP became the modern
and holistic sealse managemensystem 8), in particular to provideeferenceinput data for
national plans and/or to aggregate regional plans at national level. The challeingady well
identified by land use planning systems since the 1970s, is to integrate data in theory with a fine
spatial and temporal granularity (smaltale unit, longerm time series) into public policy
planning, particularly at regional administratiseales). This is why data on operative maritime
uses and activities should be collecfeom the local, and regional data providers, as they usually
include the most updated and precise informatig).

Secondly, th&eUMaritime Spatial Planning Direee 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”. Tis 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 vié&ral gateway and

a series of thematic data portals are already underway as part of the European Commission's
European Marine Observation and Data NetwdikiODne) longterm initiative.

Il.  Methodology

The methodologyof the projectwas developed based on the requirements from the
Grant Agreement of the projet and the outputs of meetings kere needs and expectations from
the cases were made cledRé€gional request at the project outset)

a) Regional requesit the projectoutset

At REGINAMMSP project's outset(during the creation of the Grant Agreement of the
project), eachEuropeancase studyrRegion expressed distinct data needs tailored to its specific

1 Example of institutional data provided by regional administratioiRegional Sea Conventions (RSSLPSPAR.
9
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characteristics. To addressffectively these varied requiremens, we collaborated with
representatives from eachkase study of REGINMSPto identify their unique dataset needs
basing our researchpon the findings of thengoingeuropean MSP projeeMSPNBSR in which
a list of Minimal Data RequirementsrfMSP(5) was compiledwhich is theEcosystem Based
approachg Sustainable Blue EcononigBASBE) list of datéhe list is available in B. Lequesne
2023a paper)

Furthermore,specific needs spotlighted by the representants of the Regions of RENEBRA
project at the beginning of the project aoeitlined inTable 1 These specificatioserves abases
on data needs for each case stuBggion

/' +asS addzRe 5F40FasSd ySSRa

Murcia, Spain - Minimal data requirements for MSfased on checklist and clusters
= data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documerih

terms of upto-date and improvement of spad#éme accuracy for MSP

- Maérl habitat distribution

- Nonregulated anchorage zones

- Data on:

Marine aquaculture

Underwater cultural heritage

Military uses

Other uses (recreational and professional)

Marine protected areas: Natura2000, marine reserves, SPAMI

Important habitats (seagrass meadows, coraliges)ou

If relevant, sites of importance for protected species (cetace

birds, turtles)

d

"] Murca

Coordinates:

oy cwic pon 2
Area:11 313 km2(2.2% of
national territory)
Coastline:73km (45mi)
Population:1 511251 (3%
of Spain)

=4 =4 =4 -4 -8 -8 9

Galicia, Spain

- Minimal data requirements for MSpased on checklist and clusters
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documernih
terms of upto-date and improvement of spadiéme accuracy for MSP
- Data on:

Tourism andecreational activities data

Aquaculture data; Current lack of zonal planning

Ports

Other uses (recreational and professional)

Marine protected areas: Natura2000, reserves, SPAMI sites

, ~Galicia

Coordinates: =«
nHCcNi7gp W
Area:29574km? (6.4% of
national territory)
Coastline:150km (L030mi)
Population:2 691213
(5,5%%0f Spain)

—m —a = _a _a

10


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: =
nncmwndpcbhnn 9
Area: 24 090km? 8% of
national territory)
Coastline:1 849km (1
149mi)

Population:1 628384
(2,77% ofltaly)

Pays de la Loirésrance

Coordinates: =«
NnTCHIpncbhpm 2
Area:32 082km2 (6.7% of
national territory)
Coastline:450km 279 mi)
Population:3 853999
(5,64% ofFrance

ProvenceAlps-French
Rivierg France

Coordinates:
44°N 06°E

Co-funded by
the European Union

- Minimal data requirements for MSfpased on checklist and clusters
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documerni(
terms of upto-date and improvement of spadéme accuracy for MSP

- Any data used igectoral plans

- Local applicability of existing datasets

- Tourism and recreational activitiesmpacts

- International data available in the Strait of Bonifacio (with Corsica

1 Transport

1 Maritime tradec ports, traffic

9 Fisleries

1 Agquaculture

9 Safety and security at sea hotspots

1 Military uses

1 Marine protected areas (including Marine Mammal Sanctuary)
9 Cultural heritage sites

- Minimal data requirements for MSfased on checklist and clusters
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documernih
terms of upto-date and improvement of spaei@me accuracy for MSP

- How to access the data collectedragjional leve?

- Gaps, discrepancies

- Data on:

Commercial ports, navigation, commercial traffic
Fishing(Small Scale Fishery data)

Aquacultureg Shellfish farming

Salt farming

Marine energy Offshore windmill farming

Marine Protected Areas

1 Water quality

= =4 =8 -4 -4 -9

- Minimal data requirements for MSgpased on checklist and clusters
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documeri(
terms of upto-date and improvementf spacetime accuracy for MSP

- How to access the data collected at regional level?

- Data on:

1 Military activities

9 Trade ports, Shipbuilding areas

1 Maritime transport

9 Habitats (Littophylum, Posidonia, coraligenous)

T MPAs

11


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:31400km? @4.67% of
nationalterritory)
Coastline:700km @35mi)
Population:5127840
(7,5% ofFrancé

Coordinates:
opcwHpcbhbnn 9
Area:8 336km? (6.32% of
national territory)
Coastline:1 046 km
(650mi)
Population:621340
(5,930 ofGreecé

Central Macedonia
North Aegean Sea,
Greece

Coordinates: =
OopcmHpchnn 9
Area:18 810km?2 (6.32% of
national territory)
Coastline:1 046 km
(650mi)

Population: 621340
(5,93% ofGreece

County Mayo, Republic
of Ireland

Co-funded by
the European Union

1 Marine energies
9 Aquaculture

- Minimal data requirements for MSkbased on checklist and clusters
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documernit(
terms of upto-date and improvement of spadéne accuracy for MSP

- Data on:

Zones of intense maritime transport

Ports andanchorage

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 planed/considered for marine energies

=4 =4 =4 =8 -4 -8 -8 -8 -9 9

=

- Minimal data requirements for MSgpased on checklist and clusters
data stated in the TEG on Data for MSP data framework documerin(
terms of upto-date and improvement o§pacetime accuracy for MSP
- Identification of sukregions in need of detailed and regulatory plannir
- Conflicts between different uses, or between uses and environment
- Data on:

1 Transportation

1 Tourism: developments in marine tourism, existiagtivities in
seaside
Fisheries
Aquaculture
Underwater cables
Marine protected areas and marine protected cultural heriti
sites

9 PosidoniaOceanica habitats where mapped

=A =4 -4 =9

- Minimal data requirements for MS@ased onchecklist and clusters «
data stated in the TEGn Data for MSP data framework document (ib)
terms of upto-date and improvement of spad#éme accuracy for MSP

- Data, tools for MSP as well as gaps.

- Data on:

12
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Potential in renewable energy
Hydrocarbon deposits
Maritime traffic

Fishing vesselsnder 12 meters
Aquaculture

Fish farms

Data cables

Marine protected areas

Coordinates "=

53°p MN9°m W
Area:5586 km2 (7.9%% of
national territory)
Coastline 1 168km

(726 mi)

Population: 137 231
(2,74% oflreland

= =4 =4 -8 -8 -8 -4 -

¢FLofS mY 9ELISOISRY RI (G asSia oe

During workshops and online meetingsganized for the task 3,2we 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 undedstg of the data landscape

and facilitating the fulfillment of regional data needs for MSP initiatives.

The main dataset needs specified in theable lare being answered in this repdsased orthe
work carried out as part afhe task 3.AseeFigure 3, described below

1 3online meetingon data organized by Shom

1 1newslettersent aftereachmeeting

1 3surveys sent on data and geopor{éfst one presented in details in part Ill.b) of this
report, the two others served to filled the part IV. ¢) on regional data access and VI on
geoportal sharing MSP data for the use cases regions of the project)

1 1 faceto-face meeting with regional representants and partners in the projsee

Minute of Medings inAnnex land participant list ilAnnex 2

Asurveybased orthe geoportal sekassessment criteridevelopedby Shom

Ageoportal listing presented in this report

A data base developednd filled for the projectwith the help of use cas®egion

representants in the projectThis data base is nhamedrcaand it isShom internal

database for MSP

= =4 =

13
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Newsletters

Sent to all online meetings' participants,
partners and case study Region's
representatives :

« 4th of Moy 2023

+ 8th of June 2023

+ 5th of July 2023

'Online meetings with case study Worshop 3.2: on regional data

regions : and geoportal for MSP needs
= 12th of April 2023
« 16th of May 2023 in Paris
» 23rd of June 2023

MARCH TO SEPTEMBER

27TH AND 28TH OF SEPTEMBER
2023 2025

APRIL TO JULY
2023

JUNE
6TH OF SEPTEMBER 2024
2023 i

Shom tasks on qu report 3.2 )
regional data and
geoportal for REGINA-

MSP project

CAIdwdNB&| odw 2y REGE yR 3IS2LRNIFta FO0GA2ya (A

Themethodology applied to creatdhese various tasks are presented in the following sections of
this report.

b) Workshops

In this part we incorporate insights from bothonline meetings on regional data and
geoportal for national MSP organized by Shaduing REGINMSP project timeline, as wedk
results fromtask 3.2 workshop held in Paris at the French Secretariat of thetiseafficial
representant of France for the maritime domain whidnmulates and implements government
policies regarding méme affairs, encompassing environmental, economic, and geopolitical
dimensions at both national and international leyelé/e will utilize the results obtained from
Slido discussions (s&&gure3) doneduring these online meetings between regional amdional
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 regiatath usage for
national MSP efforts. This collaborative approach underscores the importance of engaging

14
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stakeholders and incorporating diverse viewpoints to optimize the effectiveness and relevance
of our findings.

What is the most important feature or trait of a
geoportal for you?

Metadata
user friendly

Accurate data
comprehensive data

Figure3: Results from Slidmteraction during the regional data and geoportal for national MSP workshops

C) Surveys

For the Task 3.2 of REGINASP project, Shom conductediree surveys aimed at
collecting crucial information fromse caseegions, while the Conference of Periphavidritime
RegionfCPMRadministered a comprehensive survey as part of Work Package 2. These surveys
served as vital tools for gathering insights on data and geopoetated aspects. The first survey
focused on data, aligning with the TEG bata for MSPframework directiveq1). The second
survey introduced a geoportal grading scheme, designed to evaluate the harmonization and
effectiveness of data sharing practices across differegtonal and national ggmrtals Lastly,
the third survey presented a teplate outlining the required data categories for MSP, derived
from the eMSINBSR EBB8BEEcosystem Based ApproagBustainable Blue Econonugta list
established by the project Community of Practice (CoP) on(@atd this European projecEach
casestudy 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 coefensive analysis and
informing strategic decisions moving forward.

15
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d) Geoportal Assessment criteria and survey

After developing a list of Geoportal Assessment Criteria Ase®x4) in cooperation with
multiple project partners, Shom presentéuls list of criterigseeFigure 4to the project partners
during the Workshop on data and geoportal taisk 3.2 for REGINASP in Paris. It was then
decided to organize a Geoportal SAEsessment Survey (séenex5), during which project
partners woud use the Geoportal Assessment Criteria to-asBess the geoportals available in
their own region, including those managed by their own institution. Theasséssment was
open to European, national, regional geoportals, as well as geoportals coeriegtire sea

basin.
This progect has received Tundng from the Euwropeon Morieme,
Faheres ond Aguacuiture Fund (EMFAF) wrnder Gront Agreemend
A0S Vet ond openatnd enpretied ore Those of The
CUIRR(L) Dy O 35 AT PO (TN TROSE OF th Ewropenn

Cirurded by ——
et [ iahopaban Limagen

Category 1 - Metadata

14 criteria - 7 High prigrity, & Medium, 1Low

Criterion |Metodata objects exist for every dota set, preferably in Priority
harmonized farmaot
Details |Metadato objects can be pages, files, or any sort of digital High
object

Notation |0 = Mo metadata found

1= Only a few datasets haove associated metadata

2 = Most if not all datasets have metadata, not harmonized
3 = Most if not oll dotosets have hormonized metodata

Criterion | The metadata of o dataset contains access and reuse Prigrity
infarmation for this set

Details |This includes the data identifier, any relevant information to  |High
access the data including limitations and restrictions or need
for authentication, and license and openness

Notation (0 = Metadota does not give enough information 1o access the dato

1 = Metadata describes occess to data {e.g. link, 1D}, but not the
restrictions

2 = Metodata gives enough access information but not reuse information
(license)

3 = All occess and reuse information ore provided

Figure4: Geoportal SelAssessment survey

A complete list of Geoportal Assessment Criteria was created comprising the 36 criteria
developed by Shortall criteria are presented iAnnex4 of this report to visualize the criteria
please refer to this Anngxin 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 (apsfer the survey to anyone they
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Deliverable 3.2 Data report S H M

Co-funded by
the European Union

thought could answer. This survey was launched on Octob@r2023. An initial deadline was
provided around the end of October, but was then extended until tHé df3November in order
to meet the requirement of gatheringt 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 succesdie

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/Gigure5). WK A f S af S@St 2F (y26f S
not explicitly defined in the survey, it was understood as a general knowledge of the MSP process
FYR GKS £S3IFf FNIXYSe2N] Ay GKS NBaLRyRSyaoa O

Figureb: Selfestimation ofknowledge on MSP in the participants' countries

{AYLIX S AYFT2NNIOGA2Y 2y (KS NBaAaLRYyRSyGaQ I OUA QA
could indicate more than one activity). Among the respondents, 5 different respondents
described themselves as Resdagrs, and 3 as GIS managers/geomatics officers or data
managers (one of which was also a researcher). These activities were the most represented
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