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Introduction

A key inspiration for this book is Neuman and Zonneveld’s (2018) paper discussing the resurgence of regional design. They observe that new conditions of urbanisation are increasingly highlighting the need for spatial strategy formulation and application at new supra regional scales in order to address the challenges and opportunities associated with new patterns of urban change in an appropriate way. They note that it is not just the new scale of the urbanising forces and interactions that is revealing the limitations of traditional urban planning at neighbourhood, district, city or metropolitan scales, it is also the substantive scope of issues that require consideration including in particular renewed appreciation of the interconnections between urban places and ecological processes. Furthermore, the intensification of sustainability concerns are prompting an important field of regional design innovation that can be linked back to ideas related to bio-regional planning. These include for example regional design initiatives concerning water and coastal management.
This chapter can be viewed, at one level, as providing a case study of new bio-regional design practices. However, it also raises questions about the necessary scale and substantive scope of urban planning more generally in the 21st century. Its aim is to reveal how regional design is ‘stepping into the sea’ and how the emerging field of Maritime / Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) is being carrying forward, in new and interesting ways, in what Neuman and Zonneveld (2018) describe as the ‘disruptive force’ of regional design.
The chapter starts with a discussion of the new conditions of urbanisation that are highlighting the need for new scales of spatial strategy formation and application for the sea. Here marine parallels are drawn with the urbanising forces that are prompting a resurgence of regional design interest and activities on land. The objective is to illustrate that the drivers of change on land, and in the sea, have much in common and are interlinked in many ways. The discussion then reviews the evolution of MSP as an internationally recognised new tool in spatial strategy and spatial management for the sea. Subsequently case study examples of the ways in which MSP are being tailored to different contexts are presented. In conclusion, MSP as a ‘disruptive’ regional design force that can inform the future of established patterns of land use planning and spatial governance more generally is explored.
New Conditions of Urbanisation of the Sea

Previous chapters have revealed how booming urban populations, globalisation, increased mobility and interconnectivity, climate change, and new infrastructure and technology are among the forces driving new conditions of urbanisation on the land and in so doing are stimulating a resurgence of interest and innovation in regional design. It would be wrong however to assume that these phenomena are restricted to terrestrial areas. 
The reality is that urbanising forces on the land have always had significant seaward impacts.  Since historic times, humans have looked to the sea for food, transport and trade, waste disposal and cultural and spiritual fulfilment, and coastal areas have long been favoured places for human settlement. More recently, we have experienced a dramatic uplift in the scale of coastal development. For example, today 16 of the world’s 23 mega cities (with populations exceeding 10 million) are in coastal locations (Pelling and Blackburn, 2014), and with the prospect of the global population rising from 7.7 billion in 2019 to over 11 billion by 2100 (United Nations, 2019) ongoing, extensive and rapid urbanisation of coastal areas is anticipated.  
In addition to the long-established attraction of coastal locations for human settlement, globalisation and the growing importance of international connectivity are providing fresh impetus to coastal development trends. It is worth noting that more than three-quarters of all global freight is carried by sea and global freight demand is anticipated to triple between 2015 and 2050, based on the current demand pathways (ITF, 2019). Climate change considerations are bound up in these trends. For although the carbon footprint of international shipping leaves much scope for improvement, water borne transport is placed at the top of the sustainable transport hierarchy for freight movement and is being supported as the most climate friendly freight transport option by governmental organizations such as the European Union (European Commission, 2004). 
Climate change and sustainability ambitions are increasingly turning to ocean space in other ways too. A prominent example relates to marine renewable energy, including offshore wind and ocean energy derived from the power of ocean currents, tides and waves and to a lesser extent, in some locations, thermal and salient gradients. The growing significance of such energy resources is highlighted by experience in Europe. Here it is estimated that offshore wind energy generation in the North Sea alone could play and important role in decarbonizing the EU’s electricity supply, offering the potential to provide up to 12 % of all EU’s electricity needs by 2030, and much more over a longer time frame (European Commission, 2019). As a result, northern European seas are experiencing offshore wind farm development on a substantial scale.
Similar space demands are envisaged from other maritime sectors, as the sea is increasingly being seen as source of new ‘Blue Economy’ or ‘Blue Growth’ opportunities (European Commission, 2019). Traditional, mature maritime industries, such as fishing, shipping and offshore oil and gas production, are now frequently accompanied by a range of other offshore uses, such as aquaculture and offshore energy production. Meanwhile, technological advances are opening new business possibilities in sectors such as blue biotechnology and expansion of marine mineral extraction. In a speech to the European Parliament in 2011 Maria Damanaki, EU Commissioner for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries acknowledged these developments by saying ‘Governments are waking up to the fact that we have just about reached the limit of what can be squeezed from the 29% of the planet that is land. Therefore, it becomes clear that we need to look even more to the sea’. 
It is in this context that calls for innovation in regional design have begun to step into the sea. However, the drivers of this interest are not confined to matters of accommodating the increasing and potentially conflicting space demands of human activities in our oceans. Growing appreciation of the ecological consequences of human pressure on ocean health has been also been important. For example, the United Nations’ Millennium Ecosystem Assessment marked an important staging point in collating global understanding about ecosystem change and human well-being. The key messages related to marine and coastal ecosystems were concerning. It concluded that not only are people dependent on the ocean and coasts and their resources for their survival and well-being, but also, that most services derived from marine and coastal ecosystems are being degraded, used unsustainably and are deteriorating faster than other ecosystems. In addition, it noted that the major drivers of change, degradation or loss of marine and coastal ecosystems and services are predominantly anthropogenic (UNEP, 2006). 
These headline messages are re-iterated in the most recent global review of the state of the oceans - the First Global Integrated Marine Assessment (UN, 2016) which was carried out under the auspices of the United Nations. It was the product of the first cycle of a new regular reporting process on the environmental, economic and social aspects of the ocean. It concluded that today no part of the ocean has completely escaped the impact of human pressures, including even the most remote areas. The main drivers for change identified in the assessment are illustrated in Figure 22.1.
Insert Figure 22.1 about here
It can therefore be argued, that the rational for regional design initiatives for the sea have strong parallels with those identified by Neuman and Zonneveld for the land (See Table 22.1). However, they also bring different regional design interpretations and imperatives to the fore, not least, in relation to what is meant by region. In a maritime context, the scale of regional concerns could typically be sub-national, cross border or transnational relating for example, to identified regional sea areas such as the Baltic or the Mediterranean. The interaction between the land and the sea provides yet another opportunity for new regional design spaces, by considering the land and the sea as an integrated whole.   The significance of such maritime regional perspectives for regional design more generally will be explored later in this chapter.

Insert Table 22.1 about here
 The Evolution of MSP
It is against this backcloth that calls for improved planning and management of the ocean emerged and a new era of innovation in regional design for the sea was born (Kidd et al, 2011; Kidd, 2019). 
The initial focus of attention was coastal areas where human interactions with the sea and adverse environmental impacts of human development tend to be most concentrated and obvious. As understanding of the complexity and intensity of interactions at the coast grew, the inadequacies of established legal / institutional systems at the land-sea interface became increasingly apparent. Significantly, the absence of joined up governance was identified, not only as inadequate to respond to increasing human interaction with the sea, but also a major reason for coastal ecosystem decline.  Consequently, Integrated Coastal Management (ICM (or Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) as it is often also known) emerged as an experimental regional design arena that aimed to overcome governance complexity and fragmentation at the coast by establishing processes for integrated and rational decision making related to the conservation and sustainable use of coastal resources and space (Cicin-Sain, et al., 1998). 
Stimulated by agreements made at the 1992 United Nations Rio Earth Summit, by the late 1990s over 90 coastal countries had engaged in ICM related activities, mostly in the form of local scale initiatives (Sorensen, 1997). Europe in particular proved an important testbed, for example, through the EU ICZM Demonstration Programme. This ran between 1996 and 1999.  Although ICM initiatives remain an important focus of regional design initiatives in many parts of the world, they have not been without their challenges. For example, research concerning the implementation of ICM in Europe revealed that ICM coverage was highly variable and even where arrangements were in place the complexity of responsibilities at the coast continued to prevent agencies from taking a “joined-up” approach. A critical factor here was that ICM mainly took the form of short term “pilot” or “demonstration” projects. The review concluded that such a project-based approach was unlikely to provide an adequate long-term response to coastal planning and management concerns (Shipman and Stojanovic, 2007). 
Despite the evident limitations of many ICM initiatives to date, their influence in prompting further experimentation in regional design should not be underestimated. In particular, ICM experience has been important in highlighting not only the complexity of human interactions with the marine environment, but also the case for regional design innovation extending beyond the coast, including the need for appropriate inland action and more effective planning of human interaction with all marine areas. Consequently, MSP has emerged as a new tool, defined by UNESCO as ‘a public process of analysing and allocating the spatial and temporal distribution of human activities in marine areas to achieve ecological, economic and social objectives that are usually specified through a political process’ (Ehler and Douvere, 2009, p18). 
Indeed, UNESCO has played a prominent role in championing MSP as an arena for regional design innovation. For example, it hosted one of the first international workshops on MSP in 2006. Subsequently, in 2009, it produced its influential guide MSP: A Step by Step Approach Towards Ecosystem-based Management (Ehler and Douvere, 2009) which has informed the development of MSP worldwide. In 2017, it co-hosted a second International Conference on MSP, in Paris, in association with the European Commission’s DG Mare. Here it was reported that over 60 countries were now active in some way in the development of MSP (see Figure 22.2). This represented a considerable advance on the position in 2006 when only six marine plans had received approval. In addition, it was forecast that by 2030, 80 out of the 150 countries worldwide with marine waters would have engaged with MSP. It is therefore evident that regional design experimentation and innovation, on an immense scale, is currently underway for the sea. The following section provides examples of the ways in which MSP is being tailored to different country contexts.
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Tailoring MSP ‘Regional Design’ Approaches 
The development of MSP provides an interesting illustration of why the creativity highlighted by Neuman and Zonneveld (2018) as an inherent feature of regional design is so important. Indeed, growing recognition of the need for such creativity and the challenges inherent in this, reach to the very roots of MSP as a new arena for spatial planning. For unlike planning for the land which has its origins in design orientated professions such as architecture, MSP in the main, has its origins in natural sciences and as a consequence much of the early efforts in the activity has been devoted to establishing MSP systems that follow rational planning principles. A prominent demonstration of the significance of this approach is evident in UNESCO’s guide to the MSP process (Ehler and Douvere, 2009) (See Figure 22.3).
Insert Figure 22.3 about here
In  many ways the guide has been valuable in distilling key elements of good practice in the planning process, drawn from 100 years of planning experience on the land and presenting them in a clear and digestible manner to the emerging MSP community. However, the apparent simplicity of MSP establishment presented has come under increasing criticism.  An important aspect of the critique relates to what some see as the guide’s understatement of the significance of contextual and political factors in shaping MSP and the complexities involved in locating MSP responsibilities within established governance frameworks (Kidd and Shaw, 2014). Just as much as the process of MSP itself, this is a challenge that is requiring considerable regional design creativity, especially at the present time. 
To gain an insight into this experience, Europe provides an interesting range of examples. Figure 22.2 shows, that to date; Europe has by far the greatest number of MSP initiatives. This in part reflects the enactment, by the European Union (EU), of the 2014 MSP Directive. This requires coastal states of the EU to establish complete coverage of maritime plans by 31 March 2021. Significantly, beyond some general framework guidance, the Directive does not specify how coastal states should respond and a spectrum of approaches are emerging. These range from those that are formal and based in established or new governmental institutions, to those that are more informal and collaborative in nature. Approaches also range in scale, from subnational arrangements to those that are transnational in their reach. There is an additional variable dimension as well which relates to the degree to which MSP and terrestrial planning arrangements are separate or integrated. We have selected three examples for discussion here that illustrate ways in which the new MSP responsibilities are being tailored to the particular contexts of different territorial spaces. Each in their own way reveals innovative regional design responses. They also illustrate how MSP is proving to be a disruptive force in relation to established notions of spatial planning more generally by:

· Reconceptualising the geography of planning. For the past 100 years and more spatial planning has been envisaged essentially as a landward activity. This is reflected for example in the recent ESPON COMPASS project (Nadin, et al., 2018) which explored changes in territorial governance and spatial planning systems across Europe over the past 15 years where only a passing reference is made to planning for the maritime environment. This is perhaps surprising because several European countries, in part as a response to the 2014 MSP Directive, now have an integrating single piece of spatial planning legislation covering both land and sea, and responsibility for planning both environs sits within a single institutional body. In this way MSP, development is disrupting established notions of the geographic reach of spatial planning and heralding a new era where its legal remit extends to both terrestrial and marine areas.
· Bringing new planning issues to the fore. In line with the extended geography of planning, MSP is also extending its substantive scope. This is reflected in the MSP Directive. This states that MSP should be aimed at promoting the sustainable growth of maritime economies, the sustainable development of marine areas and the sustainable use of marine resources. More specifically, the directive indicates that MSP consideration can cover issues which have previously received limited planning attention including: e.g. mariculture, fishing, marine oil and gas extraction and production of marine energy from renewable sources, marine minerals and aggregates, maritime transport routes and traffic flows, seaward military training areas, marine nature and species conservation sites and protected areas, submarine cables and pipelines, and underwater cultural heritage. In addition, the Directive requires MSP to consider related land-sea interactions as a two-way process, from the land to the sea and from the sea to the land. In this way MSP is disrupting established notions regarding the spread of issues of spatial planning concern.

· Introducing new stakeholders to planning processes. As MSP is widening the geographic and substantive scope of planning, the range of those engaged in spatial planning is also extending. Many maritime actors may have had limited involvement with spatial planning in the past but are now finding themselves involved with new conversations not only about future priorities for the use of marine space but also, in line with MSP’s land-sea interaction remit, their increasing involvement with landward agendas may be anticipated. In this way, MSP is disrupting established patterns of stakeholder interaction with planning processes and introducing a new dynamic into associated power relations. 

· Revisiting the role, purpose and process of planning. Finally, early MSP experiences are raising questions about the process of MSP and what role MSP can be expected to play within the wider set of conditions that frame placed based change. For example, to date much MSP attention has been focused on the production of new marine plans, but as implementation issues increasingly come into view, the limitations of the written documents and significance of the planning process itself are becoming apparent. Research related to land-sea interactions in MSP is coming to similar conclusions and providing new insights into the role of planning within wider framework conditions that shape the future of places (Kidd et al, 2019). In this way, MSP is adding another dimension to broader debates about the role, purpose and process of planning in the 21st century in which discussions about regional design are also playing a part. 
In the following short sections, we explore some illustrative selected examples of how the perspectives outlined above are playing out in practice. We start by looking at subnational MSP experience in Scotland, then examine MSP developments at a national level in Slovenia and finally turn to transnational MSP initiatives in the Baltic Sea.
Sub-national Marine Planning in Scotland

Within the context of the United Kingdom, planning on both the land and the sea is a devolved nation responsibility, which in this case sits within the remit of the Scottish government. The Marine (Scotland) Act of 2010 includes provisions for the creation of a new government body – Marine Scotland - charged with leading planning and licensing in Scottish territorial waters and preparing an overarching National Marine Plan (Slater, 2011). We are however focussing on the Act’s provisions for the preparation of regional marine plans in Scotland here to illustrate how MSP is carrying forward the disruptive traditions of regional design at sub-national level. 

Following the provisions of the 2010 Act, eleven new Scottish Marine Regions have been created which cover sea areas extending from Mean High Water Spring (MHWS) tide out to 12 nautical miles (see Figure 22.4). This illustrates how spatial planning activities in Scotland are now are extending well beyond the land. It is also notable that the boundaries of the new marine plan regions have broken loose of established spatial planning geographies in other ways too. At an early stage, it was recognised that the number of local authorities (the main planning bodies in Scotland) and the large variation in the size of their coastal and marine areas mitigated against using the boundaries of local authorities in defining the new marine regions. In fact, following several rounds of public consultation a preference to establish marine regions that were based on physical characteristics reflecting distinct islands and firths that were readily identifiable by local communities came to the fore. Boundary specification was also informed by other administrative geographies such as those related to Inshore Fishing Groups and coastal partnerships (Scottish Government, 2011). 

Insert Figure 22.4 about here
To date, the roll out of these new regional marine plan arrangements have been confined to the Clyde and the Shetland Islands. Both areas are in the early stages of preparing their plans, but draft plan documents have been released (Clyde Marine Planning Partnership, 2019; Shetland Islands Regional Marine Planning Partnership, 2019). These reveal the ways in which MSP is also bringing a new range of issues and agendas within the remit of spatial planning. Table 2 highlights how some topics are entirely new to spatial planning, such as sea fisheries, marine litter and seaweed cultivation. Others such as the historic environment, natural heritage and transport appear familiar, but closer scrutiny reveals how these considerations tend to be distinctively different – for example related to underwater heritage (including shipwrecks), seabed habitats and harbours and ferries.  Table 22.2  is also interesting in highlighting the balance of issues within marine plans in comparison to landward plans, with agendas related to the environment arguably being more extensive and more to the fore. 

Insert Table 22.2 about here
The scope of the emerging regional marine plans in Scotland, illustrated in Table 22.3, provides insights into how MSP is also extending the range of stakeholders engaged in spatial planning activity. The Scottish Regional Marine Plan experience is notable however, not just in relation to this but also in the nature of the involvement that is expected. For example, the 2010 Act makes provisions for new Marine Planning Partnerships (MPPs) to be established for each region made up of local marine stakeholders who will provide guidance and oversight of regional plan production in each area. The legislation anticipates that the MPPs will vary in size and composition depending on the issues to be addressed and existing groups in the area. Table 3 shows the pattern of representation that has emerged for the Clyde (Clyde Marine Planning Partnership, 2016) and Shetland Islands MPPs (Shetland Islands Marine Planning Partnership, ND). In addition, the Act provides flexibility regarding which stakeholder will be charged with taking the lead on plan preparation. In the Clyde, for example, the MPP itself has been nominated as the delegate for taking forward regional marine planning, while in the Shetland Islands it is the Shetland Fisheries Training Centre Trust and the Shetland Islands Council that have received delegate status, reflecting their joint lead in preparing an earlier marine plan for the area.
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The regional marine plan arrangements in Scotland clearly exhibit a flexibility that is not typical of established statutory planning activity on the land and they present some intriguing inspiration into how the role, purpose and process of statutory planning more broadly could perhaps develop in future. Notable here is that the regional marine plan provisions in Scotland include a commitment that the MSP statutory agency - Marine Scotland -  will support the regional MPP’s, not only by providing a national marine plan framework that they must comply with but also by providing technical input to help them in their work. In this way, Marine Scotland can be envisaged as both a national marine planning and licensing authority, but also, as an enabling agency of bottom up marine plan production. 
Such an approach is not entirely new to wider planning experiences. For example, within the UK context, there are some similarities with the MPP arrangements in Scotland and Neighborhood Planning arrangements in England.  However, the English Planning legislation makes provision for local groups to produce small area plans if they wish that can become part of the statutory planning system (Sturzaker and Shaw, 2015) while in Scotland there is a presumption that regional marine plans will be produced by local groups as a key part of the MSP architecture.

National level MSP in Slovenia 

In comparison to Scotland, Slovenia is a country with a relatively small (but at the same time a strategically important) coastline of some 46km sandwiched between Italy and Croatia in the Adriatic part of the Mediterranean Sea (see Figure 22.5). For Slovenia, as with many countries, marine spatial planning is a new idea and the requirements of the MSP Directive is prompting innovation not only in meeting MSP requirements but also in its approach to spatial planning more generally. 
Aspects of this innovation are reflected in Slovenia’s 2017 Spatial Planning Act (enacted in 2018).  This Act extended the geographic coverage of spatial planning to include the country’s entire territory (land and sea) and made provision for the preparation, by the Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning, of a new national Spatial Development Strategy of Slovenia, covering both terrestrial and marine areas. The Spatial Planning Act also requires a separate MSP plan to be prepared in the form of the Action Programme for the implementation of the Slovenian Spatial Development Strategy at sea thereby placing it within the hierarchy of planning documents that will constitute a reference for subordinate terrestrial planning documents at regional and local levels (European MSP Platform, 2018). 
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Work on the Slovenian Spatial Development Strategy and Action Plan is still at an early stage but studies informing their preparation have highlighted the following as the largest marine/maritime sectors requiring consideration at the present time: coastal tourism, fishing for human consumption, short sea shipping, deep sea shipping, shipbuilding and repair and cruise tourism. In addition, the following are reported to be the six most promising marine activities in terms of future growth potential: blue technologies; short sea shipping; coastal tourism; deep-sea shipping; cruise tourism; and marine aquaculture. (EUNETMAR, 2014). This listing has been developed to guide the substantive focus of the marine elements of the national spatial development strategy and MSP Action Plan. However, it is also useful in highlighting why the MSP Directive draws particular attention to the need to consider land-sea interactions in MSP, because many of the activities clearly have both landward and seaward implications that require spatial planning responses beyond those in marine plans. In this way, the listing similarly provides support for the integrated land-sea planning approach being established in Slovenia.
The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning is working towards the preparation of the new plans with a target date of 2021. An interesting process of collaborative planning is being used to develop the planning proposals for the sea. For example, through the EU sponsored SUPREME project, consultants have been engaging with critical maritime stakeholders that have both a sectoral interest (fishing groups, environmental interests, port authorities) and those that have a spatial interest (the four municipalities of Piran, Izola, Koper and Ankaran). The scope of engagement is designed to ensure that, as according to Article 6 of the Act ‘development on the Slovenian coast and at sea requires the cooperation of all coastal municipalities as well as the state.’ Hence, many stakeholders are being engaged with this new planning process, including some like the fishing groups and port authorities that have had limited connections with terrestrial planning in the past. 
There is no doubt that the new MSP related requirements are bringing an interesting new dynamic to spatial planning discussions. For example, tensions are emerging between those municipalities whose local economies are dependent on tourism and wish to see development limited and environmental protection ensured, versus a national priority that sees the development of the Port of Koper and associated transport infrastructure to connect the coast to inland Slovenia as the priority. The tourism sector, supported by the municipalities and to a lesser extent the smaller fishing and aquaculture sectors fear that port expansion and more frequent, and larger, shipping movements could pose a threat in terms of pollution, which could adversely affect the sensitive and heavily protected environment upon which these sectors are reliant. It remains to be seen how these agendas will be resolved (Kidd, et al., 2019). The process of collaboration and consensus building is however particularly important because once the MSP Action Plan is approved, there is a requirement that each of the four coastal municipalities will adopt the plan and therefore it will de facto become a regional plan of the municipalities.

MSP and the Baltic Sea Macro-Region

The creative regional design challenges and opportunities presented by MSP are perhaps no better illustrated than by experience in the Baltic Sea region (Zaucha, 2014). Here innovative approaches to spatial planning at a macro-regional scale have been in train since the early 1990s under the auspices of the long-term vision for the Baltic - VASAB. Initially with a terrestrial planning focus, VASAB activities running alongside the work of HELCOM (the regional sea convention for the Baltic focusing on protecting the marine environment) raised awareness and support not only for MSP and collaborative approaches to MSP development but also for coordinated territorial planning approaches spanning land and sea. It is therefore no surprise that the area saw the adoption, in 2009, of the first in a series of EU macro-regional strategies – the European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) (European Commission, 2009) (See Figure 22.6). This is an agreement between Baltic Sea member states (Sweden, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland) and the European Commission to strengthen cooperation related around shared objectives for land and sea areas.
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An examination of  these objectives and associated policy areas reveals the central place that maritime agendas hold within the overall strategy. These are not just confined under a Save the Sea objective, where action to reduce problems of eutrophication of the sea and pollution associated with shipping are complemented by increased protection of marine species and habitats. They are also prominent within a Connect the Region objective. This considers improvements of key logistics routes spanning land and sea, and increased energy security for the region through offshore windfarm development.

This highlights how the scope of the Baltic Sea strategy extends beyond typical spatial planning concerns to incorporate, for example, economic development and wider governance agendas. However, the strategy identifies Spatial Planning as a key horizontal action. This is concerned with encouraging the use of maritime and land-based spatial planning in all Member States around the Baltic Sea and developing a common approach for cross-border cooperation. HELCOM jointly with VASAB is the Horizontal Action Coordinator on MSP with a strategic target to draw up and apply trans-boundary, ecosystem-based Maritime Spatial Plans throughout the Region by 2020/2021. This means the Baltic Sea countries are collaborating in developing their national maritime spatial plans in a way that facilitates coherence across borders. The approach is guided by a jointly agreed Regional Baltic MSP Roadmap 2013-2020 (HELCOM, 2013). This document is interesting in the context of this paper, because it does not specify the substantive focus for MSP activities in the region. Instead, it is concerned with harmonising MSP processes related to: intergovernmental cooperation on MSP; public participation; the application of the Ecosystem Approach in MSP; creating and sharing information and data for MSP; education for MSP; the establishment of national and Baltic Sea regional frameworks for MSP; and associated evaluation and follow-up activities.
Appropriate engagement of MSP related stakeholders is a central issue, both in relation to the Baltic Sea Strategy as a whole, but also in relation MSP development in particular and can be considered an area of notable regional design innovation. This is evident at many levels. For example, collaborative working related to MSP development in the region is guided by a joint HELCOM-VASAB MSP Working Group. Participation is open to representatives from relevant ministries or government agencies in all VASAB and HELCOM Member Countries / Contracting Parties, as well as for experts delegated by them. In addition, other guests, organisations and initiatives from around the Baltic Sea and from other parts of Europe with a substantial maritime spatial planning interest can attend meetings as observers. In addition, overall Guidelines on Transboundary Consultations, Public Participation and Co-operation have been established (HELCOM-VASAB MSP Working Group, 2016). Again, the focus here is process considerations rather than specifying the detail of which stakeholders should be engaged. In relation to MSP, the guidance includes recommendations related to: broadening the scope of transboundary dialogue; establishing a formal process of transboundary information exchange and consultation early in the MSP process; organising stakeholder involvement in the transboundary consultation process; developing a transboundary consultation strategy; and strengthening informal transboundary cooperation processes.
From the above discussion, it is apparent the Baltic Sea Strategy and the MSP elements within this are entailing an imaginative revisiting of the role, purpose and process of planning in the Baltic Sea region. It illustrates an international consensus that the many 21st century challenges and opportunities presented to the region require strategy and action well beyond the scope of traditional urban planning at neighbourhood, district, and city, metropolitan or national scales. It also illustrates how regional seas can act as natural bio-regional units for spatial strategy making and action not just in relation to developing MSP activities but in land-sea planning more broadly. The macro-regional scale does however necessitate innovative thinking, as the complexities and uncertainties involved in any spatial planning process are clearly multiplied as the geographic scope extends. Finding an appropriate balance between formality and informality seems to be a central issue for regional design, particularly at transnational scales. 
The Baltic Sea experience is of great interest in this respect in that it combines a sophisticated formal governance architecture with what may be considered as opportunistic approaches to strategy delivery through joint transnational ‘Flagship’ projects (mainly supported through EU funds) which serve as pilot examples for desired change. These flagships are wide-ranging but those related to MSP have a central place and have included: Baltic Scope – Towards coherence and cross-border solutions in Baltic Maritime Spatial Plans; Coherent Linear Infrastructures in Baltic Maritime Spatial Plans – Baltic LINes. Baltic Energy Areas – A Planning Perspective (BEA-APP); and Pan Baltic Scope and Multi-level Governance in Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) throughout the Baltic Sea region – PartiSEApate.  
Source: EUBSR, nd
The Disruptive Forces of the Sea – Some Conclusions
In this chapter we have argued how there is a growing interest in the sea as a space for new forms of planning, and the associated development of MSP is acting as a disrupting influence on the type of regional design activities that are now taking place. We would argue that many established planning practices have failed to keep up with these trends and consider how far they too might also need to step into the sea.  Nevertheless many nation states, especially within Europe, are now enacting planning legislation that address both land and sea areas bounded by national boundaries and consider these as one territorial space from a planning perspective. Indeed, in several countries the same national institution has responsibility for planning both land and sea areas.  In this way the idea of ‘one space planning’ is gaining traction and providing new insights into the nature and scale of land sea interactions and how integrated planning can help to address the challenges and opportunities they present. This reconceptualization of the territory of planning as combining land and sea is one disruptive force flowing from MSP.
A second disruptive force relates to ideas about the scales which planning should consider. Within the marine environment, planning relates to many more dimensions than on the land. There is the sea surface, the water column and the seabed all of which for different types of user create different spaces where their activities takes place. In addition, there is an important temporal dimension, as for example, tidal regimes change the nature and use of sea space on a daily and seasonal basis and ocean current flows such as El Niño have cyclical impacts over longer timeframes. MSP highlights the poverty of established notions of territorialisation as a mosaic of spatial containers (Faludi, 2018) in other ways too. For although lines can be drawn on maps, these are of little consequence for the flows of water, pollution and resources (notably fish) within sea space. This raises interesting questions to what scale or scales of activity are appropriate to deal with these new spaces for planning activities. In the MSP case studies discussed above, it can be seen that experiments in regional design are taking place at sub-national, national and transnational levels. Furthermore, given the flows taking place within marine space the importance of excellent cross-border and transnational collaboration is being revealed and is resulting in an interesting interweaving of formal, and more flexible, and informal planning responses.  
A third disruptive force relates to planning processes and the new insights that are consequent upon planning stepping into the sea. For example, MSP is extending the substantive scope of issues which planning processes are expected to address and is bringing a different disciplinary mix into planning practice. In particular, environmental agendas are more obviously to the fore in MSP and an influx of natural science expertise and perspectives is refreshing debates about the nature of planning processes and illustrating how 21st century natural science approaches are building, in innovative ways, upon the practices developed over 100 years of planning in the land. Similarly, the substantive scope of MSP is changing the mix of stakeholders engaged in planning processes and raising interesting new questions about how and whose interests are being served (or compromised) in the way we plan for and use space. Often marine planning is highlighting tensions between agendas of local landward importance (such as those related to coastal tourism) and marine development agendas of strategic national interest (such as those related to maritime transport and expansion of offshore renewable energy) which may be perceived to have negative consequences for local coastal communities. How planning processes related to both sea and the land can better address land-sea interactions such as these is still at an early stage of investigation and experimentation.
Finally, by stepping into the sea, MSP is reframing perspectives on what is meant by national territory. For those territories such as France, Ireland, Portugal, Spain and the UK, significantly more than 50% of their national territory is in the sea. Acknowledging the importance of this sea space, not just for countries such as these, but also of its significance for all landlocked countries might reframe the way we think about territorial planning in the future.  
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