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Date: 08/07/2026 12:44:41

           

Revision of the Maritime Spatial Planning 
Directive/the Ocean Act

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

Activities in European seas and ocean continue to increase and . the demand for maritime space is rising
Managing diverse uses and activities, such as marine renewable energy, maritime transport, fishing, 
aquaculture , tourism, in a fair and sustainable way and ensuring biodiversity conservation and restoration, 
requires an integrated and ecosystem-based  approach to planning and management. Maritime spatial 
planning is a process by which the relevant authorities analyse and plan the spatial and temporal distribution 
of human activities in marine areas to achieve economic, ecological and social objectives. 

The  (‘MSP Directive’), adopted in 2014, serves as Maritime Spatial Planning Directive (Directive 2014/89/EU)
a tool to manage coherently these uses, based on an ecosystem-based approach, ensuring that human 
activities are conducted in an efficient, safe and sustainable way.
On 5 June 2025, the European Commission adopted the . A cornerstone initiative of the European Ocean Pact
Ocean Pact is the , which will build on the  and seeks European Ocean Act revision of the MSP Directive
to improve the coherence and effective implementation of maritime governance in the EU, in synergy with the 
parallel revision of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), for which a separate public consultation 
was carried out between 15 December 2025 and 9 March 2026.

The adoption of a legislative proposal for an Ocean Act is planned in 2026. It will serve several objectives:

Support the  of the European Ocean Pact.six strategic priorities
Reference  making them identifiable  [see for relevant Ocean-related EU targets under one roof
example the Annex in the ]European Ocean Pact Communication
Modernise maritime spatial planning through strengthened national cross-sectoral coordination and 
a strengthened sea-basin approach.
Create a  and coordinated planning of legal basis for the EU Ocean Observation governance
observation campaigns.
Align with the ongoing revision of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive to improve policy 
coherence and better integrate ecological considerations in planning

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2014/89/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025DC0281
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025DC0281
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Support coherent and effective implementation of EU Ocean Governance, streamline and 
onsidering notably the existing efforts under the proposal for a Regulation to speed reduce reporting, c

up environmental assessment (COM/2025/984 final) and the Industrial Accelerator Act.

The reply to the questions should take between 15 to 35 minutes. At the end of the questionnaire, you have the 
possibility to upload documents in word or pdf format up to 1 MB.

About you

Language of my contribution
Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch
English
Estonian
Finnish
French
German
Greek
Hungarian
Irish
Italian
Latvian
Lithuanian
Maltese
Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Slovak
Slovenian
Spanish
Swedish

*
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I am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Company/business
Consumer organisation
EU citizen
Environmental organisation
Non-EU citizen
Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
Public authority
Trade union
Other

First name

Eloisa Esther

Surname

Viloria Rosquete

Email (this won't be published)

eloisa@carbongap.org

Organisation name
255 character(s) maximum

Carbon Gap

Organisation size
Micro (1 to 9 employees)
Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 or more)

*

*

*

*

*

*
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Transparency register number
Check if your organisation is on the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to 
influence EU decision-making.

159208346089-06

Country of origin
Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.
 
This list does not represent the official position of the European institutions with regard to the legal status or policy of 
the entities mentioned. It is a harmonisation of often divergent lists and practices.

Afghanistan Djibouti Libya Saint Martin
Åland Islands Dominica Liechtenstein Saint Pierre and 

Miquelon
Albania Dominican 

Republic
Lithuania Saint Vincent 

and the 
Grenadines

Algeria Ecuador Luxembourg Samoa
American Samoa Egypt Macau San Marino
Andorra El Salvador Madagascar São Tomé and 

Príncipe
Angola Equatorial Guinea Malawi Saudi Arabia
Anguilla Eritrea Malaysia Senegal
Antarctica Estonia Maldives Serbia
Antigua and 
Barbuda

Eswatini Mali Seychelles

Argentina Ethiopia Malta Sierra Leone
Armenia Falkland Islands Marshall Islands Singapore
Aruba Faroe Islands Martinique Sint Maarten
Australia Fiji Mauritania Slovakia
Austria Finland Mauritius Slovenia
Azerbaijan France Mayotte Solomon Islands
Bahamas French Guiana Mexico Somalia
Bahrain French Polynesia Micronesia South Africa
Bangladesh Moldova

*
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French Southern 
and Antarctic 
Lands

South Georgia 
and the South 
Sandwich Islands

Barbados Gabon Monaco South Korea
Belarus Georgia Mongolia South Sudan
Belgium Germany Montenegro Spain
Belize Ghana Montserrat Sri Lanka
Benin Gibraltar Morocco Sudan
Bermuda Greece Mozambique Suriname
Bhutan Greenland Myanmar/Burma Svalbard and 

Jan Mayen
Bolivia Grenada Namibia Sweden
Bonaire Saint 
Eustatius and 
Saba

Guadeloupe Nauru Switzerland

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Guam Nepal Syria

Botswana Guatemala Netherlands Taiwan
Bouvet Island Guernsey New Caledonia Tajikistan
Brazil Guinea New Zealand Tanzania
British Indian 
Ocean Territory

Guinea-Bissau Nicaragua Thailand

British Virgin 
Islands

Guyana Niger The Gambia

Brunei Haiti Nigeria Timor-Leste
Bulgaria Heard Island and 

McDonald Islands
Niue Togo

Burkina Faso Honduras Norfolk Island Tokelau
Burundi Hong Kong Northern Mariana 

Islands
Tonga

Cambodia Hungary North Korea Trinidad and 
Tobago
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Cameroon Iceland North Macedonia Tunisia
Canada India Norway Türkiye
Cape Verde Indonesia Oman Turkmenistan
Cayman Islands Iran Pakistan Turks and 

Caicos Islands
Central African 
Republic

Iraq Palau Tuvalu

Chad Ireland Palestine Uganda
Chile Isle of Man Panama Ukraine
China Israel Papua New 

Guinea
United Arab 
Emirates

Christmas Island Italy Paraguay United Kingdom
Clipperton Jamaica Peru United States
Cocos (Keeling) 
Islands

Japan Philippines United States 
Minor Outlying 
Islands

Colombia Jersey Pitcairn Islands Uruguay
Comoros Jordan Poland US Virgin Islands
Congo Kazakhstan Portugal Uzbekistan
Cook Islands Kenya Puerto Rico Vanuatu
Costa Rica Kiribati Qatar Vatican City
Côte d’Ivoire Kosovo Réunion Venezuela
Croatia Kuwait Romania Vietnam
Cuba Kyrgyzstan Russia Wallis and 

Futuna
Curaçao Laos Rwanda Western Sahara
Cyprus Latvia Saint Barthélemy Yemen
Czechia Lebanon Saint Helena 

Ascension and 
Tristan da Cunha

Zambia

Lesotho Saint Kitts and 
Nevis

Zimbabwe
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Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo
Denmark Liberia Saint Lucia

The Commission will publish all contributions to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would 
prefer to have your details published or to remain anonymous when your contribution is published. For the 
purpose of transparency, the type of respondent (for example, ‘business association, ‘consumer 
association’, ‘EU citizen’) country of origin, organisation name and size, and its transparency 

 Opt in to select register number, are always published. Your e-mail address will never be published.
the privacy option that best suits you. Privacy options default based on the type of respondent selected

Contribution publication privacy settings
The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your 
details to be made public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous
Only organisation details are published: The type of respondent that you 
responded to this consultation as, the name of the organisation on whose behalf 
you reply as well as its transparency number, its size, its country of origin and 
your contribution will be published as received. Your name will not be published. 
Please do not include any personal data in the contribution itself if you want to 
remain anonymous.
Public 
Organisation details and respondent details are published: The type of 
respondent that you responded to this consultation as, the name of the 
organisation on whose behalf you reply as well as its transparency number, its 
size, its country of origin and your contribution will be published. Your name will 
also be published.

I agree with the personal data protection provisions

Part I: General questions (all respondents)

1. How familiar are you with maritime spatial planning?
Maximum 1 selection(s)

Not at all

*

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/specific-privacy-statement
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Slightly familiar
Somewhat familiar
Very familiar
Extremely familiar
Don't know

2. Were you aware that the EU has a law to plan maritime space called the Maritime 
Spatial Planning Directive (MSPD)?

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Yes, and I am familiar with its objectives and requirements
Yes, but I only have a general understanding of it
I have heard of i, but don't know what it does
No, I was not aware of it
Not sure/cannot recall

3. The Maritime Spatial Planning Directive, adopted by the EU in 2014, requires 
Member States to develop and implement maritime spatial plans for their marine 
waters by 2021. In your opinion, what impact have these plans had on:

Very 
positive

Positive Neutral Negative
Very 

negative
Don't 
know

a. The contribution to the growth of 
maritime economies

b. The sustainable use of marine 
resources

c. The planning of existing and 
future uses of the marine waters

d. The protection of the marine 
environment

e. the contribution to increasing 
knowledge in maritime areas

f. Contribution to achieving Good 
Environmental Status under the 
MSFD

g. Other
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If other, please specify:
250 character(s) maximum

4. To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
Strongly 

agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Don't 
know

a. Stronger EU rules are necessary 
to help use the space more efficiently

b. The protection of marine 
ecosystem should be a priority in 
maritime planning decisions

c. Governments should be required 
to trace and share ocean data used 
to improve decision-making on EU 
national, regional and local levels.

d. The EU should ensure that ocean 
policies support both environmental 
protection and economic 
competitiveness.

e. A new EU Ocean governance 
framework should be created to 
better plan and utilize maritime space

f. Ocean planning should 
systematically address climate 
change impacts on coasts, seas and 
oceans

5. How important is cooperation between neighbouring countries for managing shared 
sea areas?

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Very important
Somewhat important
Neutral
Not important
Don't know
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6. Do you wish to respond to the second part of the questionnaire, which focuses on 
more detailed aspects of the revision of the current MSPD and development of the 
Ocean Act?

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Yes (if ticked, the respondent goes to ‘PART II’)
No (if ticked, the respondent directly goes to ‘Conclusion’ or "PART III" if the 
respondent is an SME)

Part II: Specific questions: Ocean Act development and MSP Directive 
revision (Expert respondents)

1. Objectives and priorities of the Maritime Spatial Panning Directive (MSPD) Revision

Current objectives of the MSP Directive are:

Reducing conflicts and creating synergies between different activities
Encouraging investment through predictability, transparency and legal certainty
Increasing cross-border cooperation between EU countries to develop renewable energy, allocate 
shipping lanes, lay pipelines and submarine cables, etc.
Protecting the environment by assigning protected areas, calculating impacts on ecosystems and 
identifying opportunities for multiple uses of space

7. The MSPD, as currently implemented, is effective in achieving its objectives.
Maximum 1 selection(s)

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know

8. Which objectives should the revision of the MSPD prioritise? (choose up to 4)
Between 1 and 4 selections

Increase cross-sectoral coordination at national administration level
Making maritime spatial planning ecosystem based meaning that maritime 
activities need to operate within the ecological boundaries of marine ecosystems
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Making climate smart, meaning that climate mitigation and adaptation are 
integrated into planning
Integration of EU’s Biodiversity objectives and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
Better co-existence/multi-use
Better monitoring of how maritime spatial planning contributes to achieving 
environmental, social and economic objectives
Improved stakeholder cooperation and engagement
Better inclusion of coastal, island communities and outermost regions
Better organised sea-basin approach to maritime spatial planning
Digital data-sharing and centralised monitoring data
Strengthening land-sea interactions and the source-to-sea approach
Support the integration of maritime security and defence in maritime spatial 
planning
Boosting sustainable competitiveness
Strengthening EU diplomacy and international rules-based governance
Advancing ocean research, knowledge, skills and innovation
Effective conflict prevention between different activities
Other

If other, please specify:
500 character(s) maximum

Climate mitigation and adaptation should explicitly include ocean-based carbon dioxide removal (CDR). Both 
blue carbon and engineered techniques, including their associated storage, require maritime space and interact 
with other uses, yet are not currently recognised under the MSPD. The revision should identify CDR as an 
emerging maritime activity requiring spatial allocation and consideration, while upholding high environmental 
and ethical standards. 

9. Maritime spatial plans support the achievement of good environmental status, of 
EU seas and ocean, as defined under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
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Strongly disagree
Don't know

10. To what extent do you believe that referencing the relevant EU Ocean-related 
targets (for example in the ) in the European Ocean Pact Communication Annex
Ocean Act will facilitate their coherent and effective implementation?

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Extremely effective
Effective
Neither effective nor ineffective
Ineffective
Extremely ineffective
Don't know

Comments:
500 character(s) maximum

Referencing EU Ocean-related targets in the Ocean Act is useful, as it consolidates fragmented objectives 
under one coherent framework. However, visibility alone will not ensure delivery. The Act should pair this 
reference with a clear implementation roadmap. Without such a plan, referencing targets risks becoming 
symbolic rather than a genuine driver of coherent, effective implementation.

2. Blue economy activities and multi-use considerations

11. To what extent do you think that multi-use of maritime space (for example 
combining energy, transport and nature protection) should be encouraged where 
possible?

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Strongly in favour
In favour
Neutral
Against
Strongly against
Don't know

12. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025DC0281
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For planning maritime activities, cumulative environmental impacts of human 
activities should be considered.

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Always
Often
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don't know

13. To what extent do you agree that the revised MSP Directive should require 
security considerations to be included in maritime spatial planning?

Maximum 1 selection(s)

Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know

3. Stakeholder engagement and public participation

14. To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
Strongly 

agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Don't 
know

a. Minimum stakeholder 
engagement requirements should be 
established

b. Clear guidance on stakeholder 
engagement should be established

c. Public access to ocean 
information should be improved to 
increase transparency
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d. The competent authority should 
document public consultations and 
provide feedback on how comments 
were addressed

e. Stronger participation in ocean 
planning decisions from local 
communities and authorities should 
be encouraged

4. Scientific data and ocean observation

15. To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
Strongly 

agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Don't 
know

a. Member States should be 
required to share the data used for 
maritime spatial planning to improve 
decision-making

b. Centralised data across EU 
Member States would help improve 
national and regional maritime 
spatial planning

c. The introduction of ocean 
observation governance system 
should help to avoid fragmented 
ocean observation across and within 
Member States

16. What is your assessment of the current European ocean observation system? 
(multiple choice is allowed)

Is well coordinated, operational and effective
Efficient IT tools and mechanisms for coordinating in-situ ocean campaign plans 
are broadly in place and functioning
Would significantly benefit from improved governance at national level
Would significantly benefit from improved governance at EU level
Would significantly benefit from improved governance at regional level (sea 
basin)
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Would significantly benefit from improved governance at EU level to contribute to 
the international level
Would significantly benefit from the development of efficient IT tools and 
mechanisms for better coordinating in-situ ocean campaign plans
Other

If other, please specify
500 character(s) maximum

Ocean observation in Europe remains fragmented. Emerging climate-relevant uses of the ocean, including 
mCDR, must be explicitly considered within ocean observation governance, supporting data collection, 
modelling and monitoring capacities. The effectiveness and environmental impacts of marine CDR vary by 
region, so high-quality European datasets are essential to assess removal potential, understand risks, and 
ground deployment in scientific evidence, precaution, and ecosystem protection.  

17. Should a European Forum on Ocean Observation be established to enhance 
governance (presumably composed of Member States and the European 
Commission), it should (multiple choice is allowed):

Provide advice to the European Commission
Provide advice to Member States
Be able to take decision with an impact at EU level (e.g. using common 
standards, tools for collaboration)
Be able to take decision with an impact on Member Sates (e.g. adapting national 
strategies following Forum recommendations)

Conclusion: Additional comments (all respondents)

22. If you have any further comments on the MSPD revision and the development of 
the Ocean Act, please provide them below.

500 character(s) maximum

Please see attached document. 

 Please upload a document if you wish to share a more extensive contribution or any 
background materials that will help us to understand your answers.
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

b07d4063-7e33-4cb9-b31f-4cc1661a668d/CG__response_Ocean_Act_public_consultation_.pdf



16

Contact

MARE-A2@ec.europa.eu




