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Summary
Background
In its strategic objectives the EU Commission recognised that there is a need for an all-embracing maritime
policy aimed at developing a thriving maritime economy, in an environmentally sustainable manner. Such a
policy should be supported by excellence in marine scientific research, technology and innovation. The
European research networks dealing with the marine and maritime research sectors transport and maritime
industries, tourism, coastal development, security, living resources, fisheries and aquaculture have decided to
join forces and form a consortium in order to take further steps in integrating their science activities. These
networks established a Task Force which has created the MARCOM+ Consortium, which comprises the key
representative marine and maritime research stakeholders. This Consortium proposed a two-year work
programme comprising six work packages and five cross-cutting panels in order to develop a long-term and selfsustaining European Marine and Maritime Science and Technology Forum. This report is one of the deliverables
of that programme.
Assignment
Before the programme started, it was insufficiently known what relevance regional research governance
frameworks and partnerships have for the future articulation of maritime governance at EU level. Therefore, a
review of regional research governance frameworks and partnerships of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at the EU level was incorporated as a work package in the project, which
included:
 Inventory of key players and key structures at regional seas levels (Atlantic Ocean and Celtic Seas; Baltic
Sea and North Sea; Mediterranean and Black Sea);
 Review of the value of the regional seas science partnerships;
 Review of the value of stakeholder consultation structures operating at regional seas levels;
 Review of strengths and weaknesses in funding mechanisms, specialised infrastructures, data collection and
information management, and capacity building.
The assessment consisted of literature research, an Internet search and interviews.
Conclusions
The phrasing of the main research questions is: “What regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships exist that are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU
level?” According to the assessment the definition of this term consists of two parts:
Regional Research Governance Framework:“The structure of independent public and private bodies, that work
collectively to build, to develop and to support by both financial and other means, strategies for research
principles, requirements and standards of research, to reach agreed objectives and monitor the performance
outcomes of research with regard to a regional sea basin"
Regional Research Governance Partnership: “Independent public and private bodies that agreed legally to
cooperate in building, developing and supporting strategies for research principles, requirements and standards
of research, in reaching agreed objectives and monitor the performance outcomes of research with regard to a
regional sea basin"
Regional Research Governance Partnerships show resemblance with Regional Research Governance
Frameworks, but differ especially by the facts that Regional Research Governance Partnerships aim more on
cooperation and less on (extensive) funding.
But what regional research governance frameworks and partnerships are actually present per regional sea? At
European level, a number of 42 key-stakeholders, organisations and platforms could be identified. Of these
structures, only one could be considered a real (key) Regional Research Governance Framework: the Baltic
Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG (BONUS EEIG for short). Nonetheless, per regional sea there
are at least four partnerships and/or networks present.
Most important is however, the topographic scale that applies to a Regional Research Governance Framework.
Depending on the sector e.g. maritime, commerce, science and governance, the scale of a regional sea basin
might be considered by stakeholders too small or too big for being effective and manageable.

The value of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks is high according to the outcomes of the
interviews. The value is determined by how these frameworks and partnerships could contribute to engage
scientists, policy-makers and the public, so as to achieve shared understanding and informed decision-making
based on sound scientific knowledge. A sound governance model built upon a strong and lasting science
partnership, is essential for this purpose as well. This will facilitate the process of integration between marine
science and maritime science. The stakeholders that were interviewed were aware that stakeholder consultation
structures are of high to very high importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU
level.
Strengths and weaknesses in funding mechanisms:
The outcomes of the assessment show that current funding structures at EU level have a high administrative load
and are perceived to be too dogmatic to provide an adequate response time to changes. Except for BONUS,
Regional Research Governance Frameworks at regional seas level do not exist yet. Working groups are present
but are quite fragmented and the level of the integration is very limited. Funding mechanisms that include
participation of Neighbouring Countries of the European Union effectively, are also not well developed yet. A
need for this is present, especially in the Black Sea basin and Mediterranean Sea basin. To strengthen funding
mechanisms, it was recommended to lower the administrative load. The response time to changes of the
mechanisms is perceived being too low on regional seas level. According to the Ocean Energy sector, EU
programmes seem not to be aligned with the development of blue technology. Fisheries funds have a focus on
leverage and work well for regional issues. Industry could be more cooperative in supporting research to increase
the efficiency of research processes.
Strengths and weaknesses in specialised infrastructures:
At regional seas level, there are neither specialized infrastructures nor structural funding mechanisms present to
provide a firm financial base for such structures. Member States generally do not focus on common interests and
economic development of their regional sea as a whole and neither on further integration of structures for
economic development and natural resources management.
Strengths and weaknesses in data collection:
The current way of data collection is not cost-efficient and there is no strategy present to increase Europe‟s
competitiveness by integrating data collection of regional sea basins for economic development and natural
resources (management).
Strengths and weaknesses in information management:
An integrated approach with the focus on coordination of the management of information of the regional seas
does not exist at this moment, which is perceived to be a problem. Information exchange with EU‟s
Neighbouring Countries is of utmost importance as well. Up-to-date information is of utmost importance to
maritime governance and its management should therefore be defined and implemented sufficiently.
Strengths and weaknesses in capacity building:
There is no strong focus on bilateral capacity building nor a focus on organizational development. Exchange of
knowledge is hardly present at and between regional sea frameworks and partnerships. Capacity building of
Neighbouring Countries present at regional sea basins is also not well included in EU programmes. There is no
network present to address these issues further.
Recommendations
1. At EU level, a strategic maritime & marine research governance plan should be written in which research
priorities for the European Union as a whole are defined. This plan needs to address integrated management
of sectors and natural resources. This has to be the basis for elaboration of a strategic research governance
plan for every regional sea basin. These regional plans have to reflect the needs of the regional sea basins,
including the needs of relevant Neighbouring Countries as well. Additionally these plans have to connect to
the Pan-European plan to ensure coherence.
2. Existing regional frameworks and partnerships have to connect to the Marine Stakeholder Platforms (MSPs)
at EU level. Therefore an integrated structure should be established for all stakeholders per regional sea, the
Regional Marine Stakeholder Platform, in case there are not well developed structures in the region present
yet. Neighbouring Countries should be addressed as well. The regional MSPs should have direct linkage to
the Maritime Stakeholder Platform at EU level.

Recommendations continued:
3. Investigate what concept is the best solution for the establishment of Regional Research Governance
Frameworks (RRGFs) for the European regional sea basins (monitoring of developments with regard to
Article 169 (currently Article 185) and BONUS might be useful for this purpose). The issue of the right
topographic scale must be considered carefully.
4. Encourage the establishment of a Regional Research Governance Framework in every regional sea basin.
Every RRGF should focus on regional cooperation, and it therefore explicitly also needs to take into account
in what way non-EU Neighbouring Countries that are present along that sea basin can participate.
5. Investigate what funding mechanisms might be best applicable for the establishment and support of RRGFs
and connected platforms (monitoring of an integrated approach and establishment of a structure like SEASERA is recommended).
6. Since RRGFs and connected platforms cannot exist without structural funding, structural funding should be
provided in order to make the concept a success. Without structural funding RRGFs and connected
platforms cannot exist on the longer term.
7. The administrative load of funding mechanisms for RRGFs and connected platforms should become as low
as possible to create an efficient structure.
8. Investigate how private stakeholders, like e.g. industry, could contribute and participate in RRGFs and
connected platforms, this, to focus more on common interests and economic development of the regional sea
basins.
9. Account as well for the proper management of natural resources and nature values, by integrating a natural
resources strategy and an economic development strategy.
10. Define an EU strategy on data collection and data management. It is recommended to apply an integrated
approach for data management of the regional seas. For this purpose the focus should be on coordination of
regional seas, and cooperation with relevant Neighbouring Countries as well. Explore whether the
Mediterranean Sea Region could facilitate its knowledge and experiences to support other regional seas
information management systems. Existing programmes like the MED Programme, EATIP,
SEADATANET and EMODNET should be used for sharing experiences on the development process for the
development of regional seas information management systems.
11. Develop joint programmes, structural support and GIS Platforms for further integration of different data
sets. Structures like MARBEF could be helpful for sharing data and could decrease the current lack of data
management.
12. With regard to capacity building, a stronger focus on bilateral capacity building and sufficient coordination
is recommended. A focus on organizational development and exchange of knowledge is hardly present at
and between regional seas frameworks and partnerships, which therefore should be improved.
13. At European level, it is recommended to provide a solution to address the insufficient capacity building in
the regional sea basins in a coordinated way. This should include addressing the needs of Neighbouring
Countries at the relevant sea basins as well. The European Union‟s Neighbouring Countries should be
involved to ensure an integrated approach per regional sea, leading to sufficient capacity and exchange of
knowledge for mutual interest.
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1.

Introduction

1.1.
Background
In its strategic objectives (2005-2009) the EU Commission recognised that there is a need for an allembracing maritime policy aimed at developing a thriving maritime economy, in an environmentally
sustainable manner. Such a policy should be supported by excellence in marine scientific research,
technology and innovation. Human activities are exerting environmental pressures threatening safety
of coastal settlements, ecosystems and biodiversity and preventing sustainable maritime activities.
Science and technology provide one of the keys for reconciling promotion of sustainable economic
growth in maritime activities with environmental conservation. Consequently, the large number of
ongoing research activities need coordination and cross sectorial integration in order to address system
complexity and interactions, and to introduce new forms of governance in research through consensus
and continuous dialogue. The way forward is described in the Communication on the European
Strategy for Marine and Maritime Research, a coherent European Research Area framework in support
of a sustainable use of oceans and seas, released 3 September 2008, adopted by the Council.
The European research networks dealing with the marine and maritime research sectors transport and
maritime industries, tourism, coastal development, security, living resources, fisheries and aquaculture
have decided to join forces and form a consortium in order to take further steps in integrating their
science activities. Following the first gathering of marine scientists and the maritime industry at the
EurOcean Conference in May 2004, a series of events lead to the 2007 EurOcean conference,
culminating in the Aberdeen Declaration calling for a joint effort from European research networks to
develop the European Research Area. On the initiative of the European Science Foundation Marine
Board, the Aberdeen plus interest group met in April 2008 maintaining the momentum of the
Declaration. The group, comprising a large number of European research networks established a Task
Force charged with responding to a call envisaged by the Commission in order to provide the means to
support the future EU Maritime Policy.
The Task Force represents and is empowered by the wider Partnership mentioned above. It has created
the MARCOM+ Consortium, which comprises the key representative marine and maritime research
stakeholders. This Consortium is supported by the wider Aberdeen Plus Partnership. The Consortium
proposed a two-year work programme comprising six work packages and five cross-cutting panels in
order to develop a long-term and self-sustaining European Marine and Maritime Science and
Technology Forum.
During the project, the consortium tested and improved modalities in order to achieve long-term
sustainability, based on shared interests and shared leadership. The Forum will continue its core
activity of guiding the implementation of the European Strategy for Marine and Maritime Research
beyond the support action and will serve the two-way feedback needs of dialogue between marine
science and maritime policy.
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1.2.
Problem definition
Before the project started, it was insufficiently known what relevance regional research governance
frameworks and partnerships have for the future articulation of maritime governance at EU level.
Therefore, a review of regional research governance frameworks and partnerships was incorporated as
a work package in the project, which included:
 Inventory of key players and key structures at regional seas level (Atlantic Ocean and Celtic Seas;
Baltic Sea and North Sea; Mediterranean and Black Sea) (of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at the EU level);
 Review of the value of the regional seas science partnerships (of importance to the purpose of
future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level);
 Review of the value of stakeholder consultation structures operating at regional seas levels (of
importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level);
 Review of strengths and weaknesses in funding mechanisms, specialised infrastructures, data
collection and information management, and capacity building (of importance to the purpose of
future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level).
The outcome of the review is presented in this report, which provides an answer to the research
question and is the fulfilment of task 3.1 of the work plan of the MARCOM+ project. Although the
assignment defined to assess maritime governance, this study includes marine governance as well,
since both fields are interconnected. When the term maritime is mentioned in this report, marine
applies as well.

1.3.
Regional seas that are included in the assessment
The deliverable marine waters that are included in this assessment are: the Atlantic Ocean, the Baltic
Sea, the Black Sea, the Celtic Sea (including the Irish Sea), the Mediterranean Sea and the North Sea
(for an overview refer to figure 1). Countries bordering these seas are:
The North East Atlantic:
Countries around this sea basin: Greenland, Norway, Iceland, Finland and Russia (the Arctic waters
include the Barents Sea and White Sea near Russia). Countries bordering the Bay of Biscay and
Iberian Coast: France, Spain and Portugal
(OSPAR 11/05/10a).
The Baltic Sea:
Countries around this sea basin: Denmark, Germany, Sweden, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia,
Finland and Russia. Geographic guide a, 11/05/10) .
The Black Sea:
Countries around this sea basin: Turkey, Bulgaria, Greece, Georgia, Russia and Ukraine (ClimateLab,
11/05/10).
The Celtic Sea:
Countries around this sea basin: Ireland and the United Kingdom
The Mediterranean Sea:
Countries around this sea basin: Spain, France, Monaco, Italy, Malta, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania, Greece, Turkey, Cyprus, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya,
Egypt, Israel and Syria (Geographic guide b, 11/05/10)
The Greater North Sea:
Countries around this sea basin: Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway and
the United Kingdom (OSPAR b, 11/05/10).
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Figure 1. An overview of the seas that are included in this assessment (source: http://europa.eu/abc/maps/ index_nl.htm).

1.4.
Contents of this report
Next to this introduction, chapter 2 addresses the research methodology which is applied to this
assessment. Subsequently, chapter 3 defines regional research government frameworks and
partnerships and provides information on these in the European regional seas. Chapter 4 is devoted to
the values of these frameworks and partnerships, after which chapter 5 provides information on the
value of stakeholder consultation structures. In addition, chapter 6 aims at strengths and weaknesses in
existing structures and components of regional research governance frameworks and partnerships.
After this, the results are discussed in the chapter discussion, conclusions and recommendations (7),
after which the References (8) are presented. The annexes conclude this report.
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2.

Research methodology

2.1.
Introduction
The assessment that has been conducted had to include an inventory of key players and key structures,
a review of the value of the regional seas science partnerships, a review of the value of stakeholder
consultation structures and of strengths and weaknesses in funding mechanisms, specialised
infrastructures, data collection and information management, and capacity building. A research
methodology had to be defined that included all these components, this methodology is described in
the next paragraph. It was not only designed for work package 3.1 but for 3.3 as well, since both work
packages are strongly interconnected.
2.2.
Methodology
1. The basis for the research strategy lies in the documents:
 MARCOM+ Consortium. (2009). Seventh Framework Programme Theme [#6] Environment.
Grant agreement for MARCOM+: Towards an Integrated Marine and Maritime Science
Community, Annex I –Description of Work. Copenhagen: 29 October 2009.
 Commission of European Communities. (2008). Communication from the Commission to the
Council: A European Strategy for Marine and Maritime Research, A coherent European
Research Area framework in support of a sustainable use of oceans and seas. Brussels,
3.9.2008. COM (2008). 534 final.
a. The focus of this document is on six economical sectors: 1) maritime transport, 2)
shipbuilding, 3) energy, 4) fisheries (including mariculture), 5) tourism and coastal
zones and 6) new resources and blue technology. All sectors mentioned will be used
as a basis for research of stakeholders, partnerships and frameworks. Since
partnerships and framework of the sectors 1) maritime transport and 2) shipbuilding
are well developed, the emphasis will be on the sectors: 3) energy, 4) fisheries, 5)
tourism and coastal zones and 6) new resources and blue biotechnology. In addition
the "environmental and ecological research sector" were regarded as well.
b.
Six topics are mentioned as well, including: a) climate change and oceans, b) impact
of human activities on coastal & marine ecosystems and their management, c)
ecosystem approach to resources management and spatial planning, d) marine
biodiversity and biotechnology, e) continental margins and deep sea and f) operational
oceanography and marine technology.
 The main focus was on the interrelationship between economic sectors and natural resources
management.
2. The interests at the EU-level were the focal point for the research to be conducted.
3. The regional level was regarded of interest only when of importance to the EU-level.
4. The research approach selected was the multiple case study methodology according to R.K. Yin,
2003.
5.
The European regional seas (at least the Atlantic Ocean, Baltic Sea, Black Sea, Celtic Sea,
Mediterranean and North Sea) were regarded to be separate cases to be assessed.
The methodology applied to this research was a multi case study approach, which consisted of
three general parts:
1.

Literature research
Literature research that was conducted, aimed primarily at legal and policy documents of the
European Union and of the regional seas regions. In addition also websites of the various
governments, key organizations, partnerships and frameworks were examined.
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2.

The selection of cases (areas and experts)
Selection of areas
The research area was limited to the regional seas of the European Union and the countries
adjacent to these seas. These countries included also nations outside the EU.
Selection of key-stakeholders
Professionals involved in maritime and marine science governance, or that have knowledge of
or are belonging to the economic sectors and topics addressed in the document of the
Commission of European Communities (2008) were invited to participate. Professionals that
have knowledge of or are belonging to regional seas networks and European networks were
invited as well.
Experts that were consulted were policy officers, politicians, entrepreneurs, scientists and
consultants.

3.

Interviews of experts to obtain additional information
Methodology
Interviews were conducted in order to investigate the implementation process in the field. The
propositions of these interviews should be complementary to the information collected by
literature research. Literature research showed primarily theoretical data, while the prime
objective of the assessment is to compare practical experiences. The list of questions applied
consists of two parts. The first part (A) contains questions of a general nature. This is meant to
collect general information of the experts and the regional seas networks involved. The second
part (B) consists of questions that allow creating a more detailed overview of the background
of the marine science governance frameworks and partnerships involved. The list of questions
was sent by means of electronic mail and additionally interviews by telephone were
conducted.
Data processing
The results of the interviews were presented in tables and compared, being integrated parts of
this research report.
The research was conducted by Coastal & Marine Union (EUCC). The external guidance was
provided by the MARCOM+ Steering Committee.

This set up applied to both the research tasks of MARCOM+ work package 3.1 as well as work
package 3.3. The research questions addressed from both tasks differed considerably, the basis
however was similar. The latter task will be described in an separate report in a later stage of the
project and will be presented in the summer of 2011.
2.3.

Research questions

2.3.1 Main Research Question
The main research question to be addressed was: what regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships exist that are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance
at EU level?
2.3.2 Derived questions
The derived questions were divided into questions with a general character and questions
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aiming on specific topics with regard to # 3.1 Review of regional research governance frameworks
(and partnerships) for the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level,
including:
1. Regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
2. Value of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks
3. Consultation structures
4. Funding mechanisms
5. Specialised infrastructures
6. Data collection
7. Information management
8. Capacity building
Elaboration of these topics leads to derived questions which are presented down below.
Regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
1. What is a regional research governance framework with regard to the marine?
2. What is a regional research governance partnership with regard to the marine?
3. What means article 1.6.9 in the Baltic in this respect?
4. Are HELCOM and OSPAR regional research governance frameworks?
5. What are the elements of a regional research governance framework?
6. What are the elements of a regional research governance framework of importance to the regional
seas?
7. What are the elements of a regional research governance partnership with regard to the marine?
8. What are the elements of a regional research governance partnership of importance to the regional
seas from a regional perspective?
9. What key stakeholders of importance to regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships are present per regional sea?
10. What regional research governance frameworks and partnerships exist along the regional seas
which are of importance to the future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
11. How can these frameworks be connected to Marine Stakeholder Platforms of the EU level?
Value of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks
12. What is the definition of the value of the regional seas science partnerships and frameworks?
13. What is the value of the regional seas science partnerships and frameworks (per regional sea) for
the future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
14. What elements of regional seas science partnerships are of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
15. What aspects of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks are relevant for the
determination of the research priorities of the EU with regard to maritime governance?
16. How can regional seas science partnerships and frameworks add to prioritising research
governance at the EU level?
Consultation structures
17. What are stakeholder consultation structures?
18. What is the definition of the value of stakeholder consultation structures?
19. What stakeholder consultation structures are present at regional seas levels per regional sea?
20. What is the value of stakeholder consultation structures operating at regional seas levels per
regional sea to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
21. What is the opinion of key-players on how existing structures can be strengthened, extended and
maintained for an optimal use of regional resources of knowledge and experience?
22. What important elements of a research governance framework exist from the regional perspective?
23. What are important elements of a European stakeholder consultation structure, feeding into further
development of the EU Maritime Policy.
24. How can a dialogue between stakeholders and European institutions be established?
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Funding mechanisms
25. What are strengths and weaknesses of funding mechanisms?
26. What funding mechanisms are present at regional seas levels per regional sea?
27. What strengths and weaknesses are present in the funding mechanisms of the regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships per regional sea?
28. What funding mechanisms of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships per
regional sea are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at the
EU level?
29. What strengths and weaknesses of funding mechanisms of the regional research governance
frameworks and partnerships per regional sea are of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
30. Who is funding stakeholder structures at regional seas level?
31. What kind of funding programmes are present at regional seas level?
32. Who determines the priorities of funding programmes?
33. Who are the key-players that are funded at the regional level per regional sea?
Specialised infrastructures
34. What are strengths and weaknesses of specialised infrastructures?
35. What specialised infrastructures of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
exist per regional sea?
36. What specialised infrastructures of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
per regional sea are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at
the EU level?
37. What strengths and weaknesses are present in the specialised infrastructures of the regional
research governance frameworks and partnerships per regional sea and of importance to the
purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
Data collection
38. What are strengths and weaknesses of data collection?
39. What data collections of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships occur per
regional sea and are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at
the EU level?
40. What strengths and weaknesses are present in data collection of the regional research governance
frameworks and partnerships per regional sea and of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
Information management
41. What are strengths and weaknesses of information management?
42. What information management of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
is present per regional sea and of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime
governance at the EU level?
43. What strengths and weaknesses are present in information management of the regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships per regional sea and of importance to the purpose of
future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
Capacity building
44. What are strengths and weaknesses of capacity building?
45. What capacity building of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships per
regional sea occurs and is of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime
governance at the EU level?
46. What strengths and weaknesses are present in capacity building of the regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships per regional sea and to the purpose of future articulation
of maritime governance at the EU level?
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3.

Regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships

3.1.
Introduction
What are Regional Research Governance Frameworks and Partnerships? Although it seems that these
are commonly accepted terms, even experts define these often differently. Literature research that was
conducted did not result in the full definition of these terms either. Information that was collected with
regard to these terms, aimed at three topics mainly: “research governance”, “framework” and
“partnership”. Therefore, a combination of these three resulted in the definitions presented in this
chapter.
According to the British Department of Health (2005), research governance has to:
 Set out principles, requirements and standards
 Define mechanisms to deliver them
 Describe monitoring and assessment arrangements
 Improve research and safeguards the public by:
o enhancing ethical awareness and scientific quality
o promoting good practice
o reducing adverse incidents and ensuring lessons are learned
o forestalling poor performance and misconduct
In addition it is for all those who:
 design research studies
 participate in research
 host research in their organisation
 fund research proposals or infrastructure
 manage research
 undertake research (British Department of Health, 2005)
According to Walker Read (1996), the term framework is: “a (…) structure for supporting or enclosing
something”. According to the State Service Authority (2010), a governance framework is: “the
structure upon which to build and develop the strategies of the public entity to reach the agreed
objectives and monitor the performance outcomes”. Since development of strategies for reaching
objectives need funding and the reseach to be conducted as well, it is concluded that the financial and
funding aspects of regional research governance frameworks are of major importance to distinguish
networks from other groups of entities.
Partnership are defined by Leeds (n.d.) as: ”…if there is an agreement between two or more
independent bodies to work collectively to achieve an objective…”
This leads to the definitions of a regional research governance framework, and partnership. Because of
the requirements of the assignment, its regional marine character was emphasized:
Regional Research Governance Framework:
“The structure of independent public and private bodies, that work collectively to build, to develop
and to support by both financial and other means, strategies for research principles, requirements and
standards of research, to reach agreed objectives and monitor the performance outcomes of research
with regard to a regional sea basin"
characteristics: independent bodies, work collectively to define & support research, support by
financial and other means.
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Regional Research Governance Partnership:
“Independent public and private bodies that agreed legally to cooperate in building, developing and
supporting strategies for research principles, requirements and standards of research, in reaching
agreed objectives and monitor the performance outcomes of research with regard to a regional sea
basin"
characteristics: independent bodies, legal agreement, cooperate to define & support research.
The definition resembles the one of the RRGF very much, however, this kind of entities differ with
Regional Research Governance Frameworks by the fact that RRGPs aim more on cooperation and less
on (extensive) funding.
3.2.

Key stakeholders

3.2.1. Overview of key stakeholders of Europe‟s seas
An Internet search and interviews that were conducted, resulted in an overview of key stakeholders of
importance to regional research governance frameworks and partnerships. The ones that work both
internationally and on a pan-European scale are presented in table 3.1. Background information on key
stakeholders, organisations and platforms is provided in annex I.
An overview of key stakeholders of importance to the regional research governance frameworks is
presented in table 3.1. Of importance is that partnerships (refer to table 3.3) often include national
institutes or governments as partners. During interviews a number of these, like: Deltares Institute (the
Netherlands), the Hellenic Centre for Marine Research (HCMR, Greece), Hydraulics and Maritime
Research centre at the University of Cork (HMRC, Ireland), the Leibniz institute for Baltic Sea
Research (Germany), the Management Unit of North Sea Mathematical Models, Royal Belgian
Institute of Natural Sciences (MUMM, Belgium), the Mediterranean Institute (France), Queens
University Belfast (Ireland) and the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW, the
Netherlands) were mentioned. Inventorying all of these would produce, of course, a very extensive
list, since every coastal EU Member State has a substantial number of such organisations. The
research however, aims at stakeholders of importance at supranational level, which, except for the
national institutes and governments referred to before, were not easily identified. Therefore, only a
limited number were identified, which are presented in table 3.2.
Table 3.1 Overview of key stakeholders, organisations and platforms of importance to regional marine
and maritime research governance frameworks and partnerships, at PAN-European level
Region Key-stakeholders, organisations and platforms
All
 Aberdeen Plus Interest Group
 European Science Foundation (ESF)
Europe
 Central Dredging Association (CEDA)
 European Sediment Network (SedNet)
 Commission Int. pour l‟Exploration
 European Sea Ports Organisation (ESPO)
Scientifique de la mer Méditerranée (CIESM)
 European Union
 Coastal & Marine Union (EUCC)
 Europêche
 Community of European Shipyards
 Federation of European Aquaculture
Associations (CESA)
Producers (FEAP)
 Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions
 Forum Euroméditerranéen des Instituts de
(CPMR)
Sciences Économiques (FEMISE)
 Eurofleets
 International Council for the Exploration of
 European Global Ocean Observing System
the Sea (ICES)
(EuroGOOS)
 International Energy Agency (IEA)
 European Aquaculture Society (EAS)
 LifeWatch
 European Aquaculture Technology and
 MareLife
Innovation Platform (EATIP)
 Marine Biodiversity and Ecosystem
 European Consortium for Ocean Drilling
Functioning (MarBEF+)
Research (ECORD)
 Marine Board – European Science
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Region Key-stakeholders, organisations and platforms
 European Council for Maritime Applied R&D
Association (ECMAR)
 European Dredging Association (EUDA)
 European Educational Research Association
(EERA)
 Euromarine
 European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research
Organisation (EFARO)
 European Marine Sand and Gravel Group
(EMSAGG)
 European Network of Marine Research
Institutes and Stations (MARS)
 European Ocean Energy Association (EUOEA)
 European Research Area Networks (ERANET)

3.2.2.











Foundation (ESF- MB)
MARIFISH
MARS Network
Mediterranean Global Ocean Observing
System (MedGoos)
Overarching Marine Network of Research
Funding Organizations (SEAS-ERA)
Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the
Celtic Sea Eco-System (PISCES)
Regional Advisory Councils (RACs
connected to the Common Fisheries Policy)
Venice Platform
Waterborne Technology Platform
World Association of Marine Stations
(WAMS)

Overview of key stakeholders, partnerships and frameworks per regional sea

3.2.2.1 Introduction
This paragraph presents key stakeholders, partnerships and frameworks per regional sea. An overview
of key stakeholders is presented in table 3.2. An overview of key frameworks and partnerships is
presented in table 3.3. An explanation per sea is provided below that table.
Table 3.2. Overview of key stakeholders of importance to regional maritime research governance
frameworks and partnerships
Region
Key stakeholders to frameworks and partnerships
Atlantic Ocean
 Governments and scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Wave Energy Centre (WAVEC)
Baltic Sea
 Governments and scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Nordic Energy Research
 Nordisk Innovation Centre
 Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
Black Sea
 Governments and scientific institutes of bordering countries
 International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS)
Celtic Sea
 Governments and scientific institutes of bordering countries
Mediterranean Sea
 Governments, Industry and scientific institutes of bordering countries
North Sea
 Governments and scientific institutes of bordering countries

The important frameworks and partnerships per regional sea region are presented in table 3.3:
Table 3.3.
Region
Atlantic Ocean

Baltic Sea

Overview of key regional research governance frameworks and key partnerships
Key frameworks
Key partnerships
 Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
 International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
 Nordic Energy Research*
 Nordisk Innovation Centre*
 Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy*
 North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC) 1
 OSPAR Commission
 Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC) 1
 South Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (SWWRAC) 1
 Baltic
 Baltic Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime
Organisation
Regions of Europe (CPMR)
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Region

Black Sea

Celtic Sea

Key frameworks
for Funding
Science
(BONUS
EEIG)
-








-










Mediterranean
Sea

-









North Sea

-







Key partnerships
Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council (BS RAC) 1
Helsinki Commission (HELCOM)
Nordic Energy Research*
Nordisk Innovation Centre*
Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy*
Balkan & Black Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution
Long Distance Waters Regional Advisory Council (LD RAC) 1
Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC) 1
OSPAR Commission
Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System
(PISCES)
Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC) 1
General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean Sea (GFCM)
Inter-mediterranean Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
Mediterranean Global Ocean Observing System (MedGoos)
Mediterranean Regional Advisory Council (MedRAC) 1
Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
United Nations Environment Programme/ Mediterranean Action
Plan (UNEP/MAP)
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
North Sea Regional Advisory Council (NS RAC) 1
North Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime
Regions of Europe (CPMR)
OSPAR Commission
Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC) 1

Explanation of symbols:
* These organisations provide funding for research as well and are in between a framework and a partnership.
They however, do not aim on the marine environment specifically, but have a more general character.
1
This organisation is part of the EU Regional Advisory Council (RAC) structure which is connected to the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP)

3.2.2.2 The North East Atlantic Region
In the North East Atlantic region nine frameworks and partnerships of importance to maritime
research governance have been identified. Due to the size of the North East Atlantic Region, these
frameworks and partnerships partly overlap the Baltic Sea, Celtic Sea and North Sea Regions.
1. Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
The Atlantic Arc Commission is part of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR) that brings together some 160 European Regions from both within and outside the European
Union, which is lobbying for a more balanced development across Europe as a whole. The CPMR
strives to promote the common interests of its member Regions. To achieve this, it works on policies
which have a strong territorial impact (EU regional policy, sustainable development, transport,
agriculture, competition, fisheries and research). The CPMR is independent from EU institutions. It is
a representative voice of the Regions, a free and respected source of proposals and a mine of
cooperation projects (CPMR, 2010). In this report the organisation is regarded to be a partnership.
2. International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
ICES is the organisation that coordinates and promotes marine research in the North
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Atlantic. This includes adjacent seas such as the Baltic Sea, North Sea and Celtic Sea. The Council
acts as a meeting point for a community of more than 1600 marine scientists from 20 countries
around the North Atlantic. ICES advice is then used by the 20 member countries, which fund and
support ICES, to help them manage the North Atlantic Ocean and adjacent seas (MARCOM+, 2009).
In this report the organisation is regarded to be a partnership.
3. Nordic Energy Research
Nordic Energy Research is the funding institution for energy research under the Nordic Council of
Ministers – an intergovernmental body between Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Norway and Iceland. It
promotes research and innovation in new energy technologies and systems by fostering
competitiveness, cooperation and increased knowledge creation in Nordic research initiatives (Nordic
energy research, 2010). In this report the organisation is regarded partly to be a maritime RRGF only,
since it aims primarily at energy research and not at maritime research as a whole.
4. Nordisk Innovation Centre
Nordic Innovation Centre initiates and finances projects that stimulate innovation. It works with
industry, authorities and research. Its role is also to disseminate knowledge about innovation and
spread the results of their projects. It shall contribute to increasing innovation and competitiveness of
Nordic industry through enhancing innovation work and collaboration across borders. Nordic
Innovation Centre is governed by the Nordic Council of Ministers and is co-located with other Nordic
organizations in Oslo (NICe, 2010). In this report the organisation is regarded only partly to be a
maritime RRGF, since it aims at research for all the Nordic region and not at maritime research only.
5.Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
NordForsk is a Nordic organisation with responsibility for cooperation on research and researcher
training in the Nordic region. The organisation focuses on research areas in which the Nordic countries
are international leaders, and promotes research and researcher training of high international calibre.
The Board of NordForsk is comprised of representatives from the five Nordic research councils, the
Nordic University Association, and trade and industry. NordForsk is one of three organisations at the
Nordic Centre in Oslo. The other two are: Nordic Innovation Centre and Nordic Energy Research
(NordForsk, 2010). In this report the organisation is regarded only partly to be a maritime RRGF,
since it aims at research for all the Nordic region and not at maritime research only.
7. OSPAR Commission
OSPAR is the mechanism by which fifteen Governments of the western coasts and catchments of
Europe, together with the European Community, cooperate to protect the marine environment of the
North-East Atlantic. It started in 1972 with the Oslo Convention against dumping. It was broadened to
cover land-based sources and the offshore industry by the Paris Convention of 1974. These two
conventions were unified, up-dated and extended by the 1992 OSPAR Convention. The new annex on
biodiversity and ecosystems was adopted in 1998 to cover non-polluting human activities that can
adversely affect the sea. The fifteen Governments are Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and
United Kingdom (OSPAR, 2010). In this report the organisation is regarded to be a partnership.
6,8 & 9. Regional Advisory Councils (RACs)
North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC), Pelagic Stock Regional Waters
Advisory Council (PRAC) & the South Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (SWWRAC). The
creation of Regional Advisory Councils (RACs) was one of the pillars of the 2002 reform of the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). They came about as a response to calls from stakeholders in the
fisheries sector who wanted to be more involved in the way fisheries is managed in the EU. The RACs
prepare recommendations and suggestions on fisheries issues relevant to the area they cover and
submit them to the Commission and/or to the relevant national authorities. Submissions may be in
response to a request from these bodies or on the RACs‟ own initiative. The RACs are made up of
representatives of the fisheries sector and other groups affected by the CFP, while scientists are invited
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to participate in the meetings of the RACs as experts. In each RAC, 2/3 of the members are industry
representatives, while 1/3 represents “other interest groups” such as NGOs. The latter group also
includes aquaculture producers. The Commission and regional and national representatives of Member
States may be present at the meetings as observers. There are 7 RACs of which three are active in the
Atlantic region. Although RACs are advisory councils to the EU and no RRGF nor real partnerships,
these are of such large importance to the fisheries sector and include such a large number of
representatives of that sector that these are therefore included.
3.2.2.3 The Baltic Sea Region
In the Baltic seven important frameworks and partnerships to maritime research governance have been
identified:
1. Baltic Organisation for Funding Science (BONUS EEIG)
BONUS EEIG was established in April 2007 to serve as the dedicated legal structure for the
implementation of the BONUS-169 Programme1. For this a new dedicated legal structure was
required. BONUS Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG, BONUS EEIG in short,
was established for this purpose in the spring 2007. The Secretariat of BONUS EEIG was established
in Helsinki and, in addition to running the everyday administration of BONUS EEIG, the Secretariat
also took care of the coordination of BONUS ERA-NET until the end of 2008 and manages the
BONUS-169 Joint Baltic Sea Research Programme. First countries to join were Finland, Sweden,
Denmark, Lithuania and Estonia, which were soon followed by Poland and Latvia. Germany joined in
December 2007. Negotiations with Russia are ongoing. BONUS EEIG is funded by the member fees
and the Finnish Ministry of Education (BONUS, 2010). BONUS EEIG is considered to be a RRGF in
this report.
2. Baltic Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
The Baltic Sea Commission is part of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR). Refer to the Atlantic Arc Commission of the North East Atlantic. In this report, this
organisation is regarded a partnership.
3. Helsinki Commission (HELCOM)
The Helsinki Commission, or HELCOM, works to protect the marine environment of the Baltic Sea
from all sources of pollution through intergovernmental co-operation between Denmark, Estonia, the
European Community, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Sweden. HELCOM is
the governing body of the "Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea
Area" - more usually known as the Helsinki Convention. HELCOM‟s vision for the future is a healthy
Baltic Sea environment with diverse biological components functioning in balance, resulting in a good
ecological status and supporting a wide range of sustainable economic and social activities
(HELCOM, 2010). In this report, this organisation is regarded a partnership.
4. Nordic Energy Research
Refer to the North East Atlantic.

5. Nordisk Innovation Centre
Refer to the North East Atlantic.
1

What is an Article 185 TFEU (ex Article 169 TEC) initiative? Article 185 TFEU (ex Article 169 TEC) of the EC
Treaty states that: "in implementing the multiannual framework programme, the Union may make provision, in
agreement with the Member States concerned, for participation in research and development programmes
undertaken by several Member States, including participation in the structures created for the execution of
those programmes." Thus, Article 185 TFEU enables the Union to participate financially in research programmes
undertaken jointly by several Member States, including participation in the structures created for the execution
of national programmes. In practical terms, in an Article 185 TFEU initiative, the EU participates in the joint
implementation of (parts of) national programmes. (European Commission, 2010)
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6. Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
Refer to the North East Atlantic.
7. Regional Advisory Council: Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council (BS RAC)
This organisation is a RAC. Refer to the NE Atlantic.
3.2.2.4 The Black Sea Region
In the Baltic, four important frameworks and partnerships to maritime research governance have been
identified:
1. Balkan & Black Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR)
The Balkan & Black Sea Commission is part of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of
Europe (CPMR). Refer to the Atlantic Arc Commission of the North East Atlantic. In this report, this
organisation is regarded a partnership.
2. Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
CIESM was founded to federate marine research and explorations across the Mediterranean and Black
Seas. Working at the frontiers of marine science, and supported by 23 Member States, the Commission
keeps a scientific watch over the Mediterranean and Black Seas, relying on a pool of vast human
resources - 4,200 marine scientists distributed in some 500 research institutes around the whole Basin.
CIESM produces authoritative, independent reports on the status and trends of their marine systems
(MARCOM+, 2009). In this report the organisation is regarded to be a partnership.
3. Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution
The Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution (the Black Sea Commission or
BSC) via its Permanent Secretariat is the intergovernmental body established in implementation of the
Convention on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution (Bucharest Convention), its Protocols
and the Strategic Action Plan for the Environmental Protection and Rehabilitation of the Black Sea
(latest version adopted in 2009) (Black Sea Commission, 2010). In this report, this organisation is
regarded a partnership.
4. Regional Advisory Council: Long Distance Waters Regional Advisory Council (LD RAC)
This organisation is a RAC. Refer to the NE Atlantic for more details. This RAC is different than
regular RACs since it aims at long distance waters and not to the Black Sea Region in particular. This
means that stakeholders groups participating in this RAC are much broader than in other RACs and
will represent the Black Sea Region for a small part only.
3.2.2.5 The Celtic Sea Region
In the Celtic Sea Region six important frameworks and partnerships to maritime research governance
have been identified:
1. Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
The Atlantic Arc Commission is part of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR). Refer to the Atlantic Arc Commission of the North East Atlantic. In this report, this
organisation is regarded a partnership.
2. International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
Refer to the North East Atlantic Region.
3. OSPAR Commission
Refer to the North East Atlantic Region.
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4. Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System (PISCES)
PISCES (Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System) is a three-year project
funded by the European Commission to unite people in order to safeguard the future of the marine
ecosystem. PISCES is bringing together the major sectors operating within the Celtic Sea. This
international partnership will be working with a common goal – to find a way to manage everyone‟s
activities sustainably. It aims to introduce an ecosystem approach to marine management that will be
relevant and useful to people operating within and around the Celtic Sea. (WWF, 2010). In this report
this initiative is regarded to be a partnership.
5-6. Regional Advisory Councils (RACs)
North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC) & Pelagic Stock Regional Waters
Advisory Council (PRAC). These organisations are RACs. For details refer to the NE Atlantic.
3.2.2.6 The Mediterranean Sea Region
In the Mediterranean Sea Region 6 important frameworks and partnerships to maritime research
governance have been identified:
1. General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean Sea (GFCM)
Consisting of 23 Member countries along with the European Union, the GFCM‟s objectives are to
promote the development, conservation, rational management and best utilization of living marine
resources, as well as the sustainable development of aquaculture in the Mediterranean, Black Sea and
connecting waters. Membership is open to both Mediterranean coastal states and regional economic
organizations as well as to United Nations member states whose vessels engage in fishing in
Mediterranean waters. In this report, this organisation is regarded a partnership.
2. Inter-mediterranean Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR)
This Commission is part of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR). Refer
to the Atlantic Arc Commission of the North East Atlantic. In this report, this organisation is regarded
a partnership.
3. Mediterranean Global Ocean Observing System (MedGoos)
MedGOOS is the GOOS Regional Alliance for the Mediterranean Sea, established under the
auspices of UNESCO-IOC to provide a regional framework for partnerships, synergies and
capacity building for operational oceanography to the benefit of all coastal states in the
region. It embraces a partnership of 19 members from 16 riparian countries including nonEU countries such as Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Lebanon, Albania, Montenegro and
Bosnia-Herzegovina (MARCOM+, 2009). Since it aims at a very specific topic (oceanography), in this
report this organisation is regarded to be a partnership.
4. Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
Refer to the Black Sea Region
5. Regional Advisory Council: Mediterranean Regional Advisory Council (MedRAC)
This organisation is a RACs. For details refer to the NE Atlantic.
6. United Nations Environment Programme/ Mediterranean Action Plan (UNEP/MEP)
In 1975, only three years after the Stockholm Ministerial Conference that set up the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), 16 Mediterranean countries and the European Community adopted
the Mediterranean Action Plan (MAP). The MAP was the first-ever plan adopted as a Regional Seas
Programme under UNEP's umbrella. The main objectives of the MAP were to assist the Mediterranean
countries to assess and control marine pollution, to formulate their national environment policies, to
improve the ability of governments to identify better options for alternative patterns of development,
and to optimize the choices for allocation of resources. The secretatiat is based in Athens, Greece. In
this report the organisation is regarded to be a partnership.
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3.2.2.7 The Greater North Sea Region
In the Greater North Sea Region five important frameworks and partnerships to maritime research
governance have been identified:
1. International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
Refer to the North East Atlantic Region.
2. North Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
The North Sea Commission is part of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR). Refer to the Atlantic Arc Commission of the North East Atlantic. In this report, this
organisation is regarded a partnership.
3. OSPAR Commission
Refer to the North East Atlantic Region.
4-5. Regional Advisory Councils (RACs)
North Sea Regional Advisory Council (NS RAC) and the Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory
Council (PRAC). These organisations are RACs. For details refer to the North East Atlantic.
Of these structures, only one (key) regional research governance framework could be identified: the
Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG (BONUS EEIG for short). Nonetheless, per
regional sea there are at least four partnerships and/or networks present.
3.3.
Topographic level to be considered
As shown by the previous paragraph, a number of Regional Research Governance Partnerships
(RRGPs) are present at a regional sea basin scale. However, Regional Research Governance
Frameworks (RRGFs) are hardly present at this scale. The only RRGF identified, was the BONUS
EEIG, that has been established only recently. This might point to the direction that RRGF-like
organisations operate more on a smaller scale. The reasons for this might be sought in the facts that
RRGFs require more confidence, stricter cooperation, and more input from the participating
stakeholders than RRGPs, since the entity requires mutual allocation, sharing and management of
considerable budgets. Participating stakeholders need to have a mutual interest, and confidence in the
way the allocation of the budget provided by them will be managed. Therefore, cooperation by means
of a RRGF-like structure, between a smaller number of (neighbouring2) countries present along a
(sub-)regional sea basin could be a more natural way of developing research governance. The size of a
region, i.e. the topographic scale, as chosen by us (e.g. the Mediterranean Sea basin) might then be too
large with regard to the governing processes that are at stake. The relevant topographic scale may be
dependent on the sectors in question, as e.g.: the maritime, commerce, science or governance sector.
The maritime sector, acts at a global scale and is not limited by topographic boundaries, except for the
division between sea and land. At one location ships are build, at another far distant location shipping
companies are located. With regard to the maritime sector a regional sea basin is of a small scale only.
The topographic scale of the commercial sector in regional sea basins, depends very much on the
products that are traded. Some products are transported to another part of the globe, while others are
traded on a more regional or even national scale.
Science is also a global sector, but depending on the funding or topics, it can be aiming at a much
smaller regional sea basin as well. E.g. when specific habitats are present in a regional sea basin, the
research can be limited to that area. In other cases this research can be conducted on a global scale to
compare specific parameters like chemical compounds, species or habitats.
2

Neighbouring Countries: countries not being part of the European Union, but located close to its territory
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Governance will probably be limited to the smallest topographic scale of the four sectors presented. It
addresses the management of a specific topographic area, and in case of a regional sea basin it will
address that sea basin and the hinterland connected to it. Nonetheless, governance is often limited to
national scale, not accounting for a whole regional sea basin. The appropriate topic geographic scale
should thus be taken into account when policies for RRGFs are being developed.
3.4.
Elements of a regional research governance framework
The elements needed for establishing a regional research governance framework can be derived from
both the definition of the RRGF, the set-up of the RRGF BONUS EEIG and the interviews conducted.
This resulted in an overview of elements needed for a RRGF in general and of the regional level as
well. Elements needed for a RRGF, have to include:
1. Legal agreements and contracts with the establishing parties (governments and EU) to provide a
firm and structural base for funding.
2. a well defined organisation structure that consists of:
a. a centralised implementing body that includes at least a Steering Committee and secretariat
b. a well defined external linkage to external bodies that consist of:
i. Funding bodies (participating governments and EU)
ii. Consultation and support bodies (Advisory Board, project coordinators,
representatives of the research sector)
iii. Call management bodies (for calls)
3. Professional staff that is capable to deal with scientific context, governance issues and policies,
communication strategies and who can handle finance well
4. A Strategic Research Agenda that outlines the fields of research supported, with a strong focus on
multi-regional funding and cooperation
The structure where most of these elements are present, which applies to the BONUS EEIG, is
presented in figure 2.

Figure 2. Governance and management structure of the BONUS EEIG (BONUS, 2009)
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An explanation of the organisation model of BONUS is presented below (according to Bonus, 2009):
The Steering Committee is the highest authority of the BONUS EEIG, forming its decision-making
body and board governing its dedicated legal structure. The Steering Committee is comprised of senior
officers of the research funding and management institutions appointed by the EEIG members. It is
presided by the Chair, a position that is rotated annually between the EEIG members. The previous,
current and future chairs form the Strategy Task Force that supports the Secretariat concerning matters
of strategic importance. The Steering Committee decides about the prioritization of the
recommendations by the Strategic orientation Workshop in consultation with the Advisory Board and
Forum of Sector Research.
The Secretariat, headed by the Executive Director, implements the decisions of the Steering
Committee and acts as the principal representative of the Programme to both the European
Commission and the various national funding agencies. The Secretariat is responsible for the
overall coordination and monitoring of programme activities and for reporting on progress to the
Steering Committee. The composition of the staff and consultants to the Secretariat shall reflect the
size and width of the tasks properly.
The Advisory Board assists the Steering Committee and Secretariat. Its role is to provide
independent advice, guidance and recommendations, and strategic planning regarding scientific and
policy related issues of the Programme. Its members are scientists of high international reputation,
representatives of relevant stakeholders, other integrated Baltic research programmes, and other
European regional seas.
Call management bodies are set up separately for each call. They include: the Call Steering
Committee including representatives of the participating funding agencies that allocate funds for the
specific call; the Call Task Force composed of the national programme managers for dealing with
national managerial issues; the Call Evaluation panel that carries out the scientific and relevance
evaluation of the project proposals; and the Call Advisory Board that makes recommendations as to
the projects‟ relevance.
The Forum of Sector Research is a body of representatives from ministries and other actors
dealing with marine/maritime research and governance. It convenes once a year as a consultation.
The Call Advisory Board may have members in addition to the EEIG Advisory Board, if specific
expertise otherwise lacking in the EEIG Advisory Board is needed.
The Forum of Project Coordinators supports the Secretariat in matters dealing with the
Programme‟s scientific coordination (BONUS, 2009).

3.5.

Stakeholder consultation structures: a dialogue between regional stakeholders and EU

Regional research governance frameworks and partnerships of importance to the future articulation of
maritime governance at EU level are presented in table 3.4.

Review of regional research governance frameworks for the purpose of future articulation of maritime
governance at the EU level
19

Table 3.4. Overview of regional research governance frameworks and partnerships of importance to the
future articulation of maritime governance at EU level
Region
Key frameworks
Key partnerships
Atlantic Ocean
 Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
 International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
 Nordic Energy Research
 Nordisk Innovation Centre
 Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
 North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC)
 OSPAR Commission
 Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC)
 South Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (SWWRAC)
Baltic Sea
 Baltic
 Baltic Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime
Organisation for
Regions of Europe (CPMR)
Funding Science  Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council (BS RAC)
(BONUS EEIG)
 Helsinki Commission (HELCOM)
 Nordic Energy Research
 Nordisk Innovation Centre
 Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
Black Sea
 Balkan & Black Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
 Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution
 Long Distance Waters Regional Advisory Council (LD RAC)
 Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
Celtic Sea
 Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
 International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
 North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC)
 OSPAR Commission
 Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System
(PISCES)
 Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC)

Mediterranean
Sea

-








North Sea

-








General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean Sea
(GFCM)
Inter-mediterranean Commission of the Conference of Peripheral
Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR)
Mediterranean Global Ocean Observing System (MedGoos)
Mediterranean Regional Advisory Council (MedRAC) 1
Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
United Nations Environment Programme/ Mediterranean Action
Plan (UNEP/MAP)
Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
North Sea Regional Advisory Council (NS RAC)
North Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime
Regions of Europe (CPMR)
OSPAR Commission
Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC)

For future articulation of maritime governance at EU level, regional research governance frameworks
and partnerships have to be connected to Marine Stakeholder Platforms (MSPs) at EU level. One
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challenge is the fact that there exists one RRGF only up to now: the BONUS EEIG in the Baltic Sea.
More RRGFs are needed before connection tot the MSPs is possible. To achieve this, a phased
approach is needed, including the following steps:
1. At EU level, a strategic maritime and marine research governance plan should be written in which
research priorities for the European Union as a whole are defined, that aim at the integrated
management of both sectors and natural resources. This plan has to be the basis for elaboration of
strategic research governance plans for every regional sea basin. These regional plans have to
reflect the needs of the regional sea basins, but need to connect to the Pan-European plan to ensure
coherence. When well written and well connected to plans of other European sea basins, these
regional strategic research governance plans can increase the efficiency of research and the
allocation of financial, human resources and other means. They can increase the competitiveness
of Europe‟s regional seas as well, enhancing the position of Europe as a maritime key-player on a
global scale. The strategic research governance plans should be used as an umbrella for defining
strategic research agendas, coordination and funding of research programmes. Next to the regional
MSP a Regional Research Governance Framework and connected platforms need to be established
in the regions: NE Atlantic, Black Sea, Celtic Sea, Mediterranean Sea and North Sea. The RRGF
will build, develop and (financially) support strategies for research principles, requirements and
standards of research, to reach agreed objectives and monitor the performance outcomes of
research in the regional sea. The RTD Framework Programme and ERA-NET schemes could
financially support the establishment of MSPs and RRGFs and joint regional research agendas and
programmes as well (Eurolex, 2010).
2. In addition to the elaboration of strategic research governance plans, at the level of organisations
changes are needed as well. Existing regional frameworks and partnerships have to connect to the
Marine Stakeholder Platforms (MSPs) at EU level. Since this however is still very much sectorial,
an integrated regional approach is much more likely to result into more direct communication and
more efficient actions.
3. Establish an integrated structure for all stakeholders per regional sea, the Regional Marine
Stakeholder Platform, in case these are not well developed structures in the region yet. European
stakeholder platforms, associations and closer cooperation with industry can be useful for this
purpose. An integrated Regional Marine Stakeholder Platform should aim especially at:
o Achieving consensus among stakeholders on strategic maritime issues at regional
levels with a link to the Pan-European level;
o Stimulating interdisciplinary cooperation and generate integrated (scientific)
knowledge on maritime issues and disseminate knowledge;
o Promoting exchanges between maritime and marine stakeholders as a way to identify
issues of common interest and potential cooperation between both sides;
o Fostering a concerted dialogue between policy-makers, science community, industry
and other stakeholders, delivering greater consistency between research objectives and
policy goals, and channelling findings of research towards policies;
o Strengthening partnerships with the European Union and third countries, in particular
toward countries with which Europe shares sea basins in order to enhance sustainable
management of these common seas.
These regional MSPs should have direct linkage to a Maritime Stakeholder Platform at EU level.
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4.

Value of regional seas science partnerships and
frameworks

4.1.

Introduction

4.1.1.
Definition
The value of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks is determined by how these
frameworks and partnerships could contribute to engage scientists, policy-makers and the public, so as
to achieve shared understanding and informed decision-making based on sound scientific knowledge.
A sound governance model built upon a strong and lasting science partnership, is essential for this
purpose as well. This will facilitate the process of integration between marine science and maritime
science (Eurolex, 2010). The interviews showed that key-stakeholders regard this value to be high.
The regional seas frameworks and partnerships will contribute to the European Strategy for Maritime
research, to create a more EU Integrated Maritime Policy. The value of the frameworks will be that
they:
 Create an umbrella for the coordination of research (science and technology) activities along the
regional seas of Europe.
 Will create cross sectorial integration in order to address system complexity.
 Because of the integrated approach at every level, are also a cost-efficient solution.
 Will provide a common knowledge pool of data research and will be more efficient (ESF c,
2010).
The maritime science communities (in the EU) will be supported as is determined in the Aberdeen
Declaration, to make concrete the concept of a partnership through the establishment of a European
marine science partnership that would contribute to developing interactions between partners (Member
States, regional authorities, the research community, industry and other stakeholders) (ESF c, 2010).
4.1.2.

Suggestions from regional seas key stakeholders

4.1.2.1 Elements of regional seas science partnerships of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at EU level
What elements of regional seas science partnerships are of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at EU level? On the basis of the interviews was determined that
main elements that at least should be included are elements with regard to: structure, approach &
strategy, policy, involvement of the regional level, knowledge sharing and research. Topics which are
part of these elements are presented in table 4.1
Table 4.1 Elements of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at the
EU level
Main elements
Topic
Structure
1 Unite research institutes at EU level
2 Establish a Pan-European structure/cooperation with a regional focus
3 Create a better participation of industry and development of collaborative
measures
Approach & strategy
1 Apply a bottom up approach
2 Improve the cooperation between EU & the marine basin regions, including
EU‟s Neighbouring Countries
3 Better coordination of problem segmentation
4 The EU model should be copied to the local level
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Main elements

Policy

Involvement of the
regional level
Knowledge sharing and
research

Topic
5 Development of a strategy for adaptation between EU research and the EU
maritime policy
6 Multi level governance system with corporate governance
7 Decision making on best scientific knowledge which should be problem
solving oriented
8 Regions should become a more common priority of the EU
9 Cross sectorial involvement
10 Strong cooperation with stakeholders, communication by conference, events
and advisory boards
11 Involvement of industry of all fields
12 Undertake concrete activities in the territory
1 Joined/collaborative policy development
2 Create advocacy of general policies
3 Conduct monitoring of specific policies
4 Bridge the gap between regional & EU research programmes
1 Increased involvement of the regional level, including the Neighbouring
Countries, and value for money
2 Give the regional seas a larger role in the EU Maritime Policy
1 Enhance knowledge management and exchange between partners
2 Exchange of scientific experts and cooperation at EU level
3 Conduct more fundamental research
4 Conduct more strategic research

4.1.2.2 Aspects of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks that are relevant for the
determination of the research priorities of the EU
What aspects of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks are relevant for the determination
of the research priorities of the EU with regard to research maritime governance? The interviewees
referred to aspects that should include at least: structure, approach & strategy, policy, involvement of
the regional level. Knowledge sharing and research, funding and content. This is elaborated more in
detail in table 4.2.
Table 4.2 Aspects of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks are relevant for the determination of the
research priorities of the EU
Main aspects
Topics
Structure
1 Establish a Pan-European structure/cooperation with a regional seas focus, as
well including Neighbouring Countries when appropriate
2 Development of a more complete framework in the regions
3 Let regions become part of a network like the Venice Platform
Approach & strategy
1 Stronger communication of results of research and research is needed from the
seas regions towards the DGs
2 Governance from regional seas bodies from a stakeholder perspective and
with a bottom up approach
3 Work more with regional seas governance
4 Improve the link between partnership and corporate strategy
5 Organise regular and structural meetings with working groups and EC
representatives
6 Organizing joint conferences, events and advisory boards
7 Enhance the lobbying process at both EU level and regional seas level
Policy
1 Adaptation of EU Maritime Strategy by using the regional seas visions and
strategic research agendas
2 Join programmes like MARBEF and networks of Excellence
Involvement of the
1 Enhance the role of the regional seas in addition to EU Maritime Policy
regional level
2 Regions should have a more common priority with the EU
3 Expert role of the regional seas must become more profound
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Main aspects
Knowledge sharing and
research

Funding
Content

Topics
Enhance the knowledge management (like ERANET)
Organise events and platforms with specialists at EU level, and for the seas
with bordering Neighbouring Countries, include their experts as well
3 Improvement of the cooperation with the industry to develop best practices
1 Establish more joined funding
1 Focus on carbon reduction, competitiveness, global export industry
1
2

4.1.2.3 How regional seas science partnerships and frameworks can add to prioritising
research governance at EU level
How can regional seas science partnerships and frameworks add to prioritising research governance at
EU level? The interviewees referred to aspects that should include at least: structure, approach &
strategy, policy, involvement of the regional level, knowledge sharing and research. This is presented
in more detail in table 4.3.
Table 4.3 How regional seas science partnerships and frameworks can add to prioritising research governance at
EU level
Main aspects
Topics
Structure & organisation
1 Establish territorial cooperation of the regional commissions of CPMR
2 Establish a stakeholder platform per regional sea
3 Closer cooperation of research institutes and industry by becoming an active
member of networks like MARBEF & IMCORE
4 Establish/asssign an office/representative for every region that is
located/works regionally
Approach & strategy
1 Fine tuning of the strategic research agenda
2 Collaborative feedback to the EC
3 Extending the process and focus on the 2020 goals
4 Good communication between regional seas and EU
5 Priorities within the DGs are shifting so regions need a lot of lobby
6 possibilities/communication at that level
7 Working with a bottom up approach and an open plan process
8 Cross sectorial approach
9 Apply the Baltic Sea Strategy as an example for other regions
10 Through OSPAR‟s Quality System Report that describes the research
priorities for every sector
11 Set the regional points of view on the EU agenda
12 Cluster projects
Policy
1. Use projects like MAREMED (within the MED transnational cooperation
programme) to support regional and transnational governance
2. Framework programmes need to integrate into the industrial sectors
Involvement of the
1 By territorial cooperation of the regional commissions of CPMR
regional level
2 By a stakeholder platform per regional sea
Knowledge sharing and
1 Use the Venice Platform and Venice as a place for experimenting best
research
practices
2 Use the technology platforms as a good example

4.2. Conclusions
The value of regional seas science partnerships and frameworks is determined by how these
frameworks and partnerships could contribute to engage scientists, policy-makers and the public, so as
to achieve shared understanding and informed decision-making based on sound scientific knowledge.
Main elements of regional seas science partnerships of importance to the purpose of future articulation
of maritime governance at EU level, include topics like: unite research at EU level, improvement of
cooperation between the EU and marine basin regions and between the EU and its Neighbouring
Countries at shared regional sea basins. Additionally, joint policy development and increased
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involvement of the marine regions and enhancement of knowledge management are of importance as
well. Aspects for the determination of the research priorities of the EU include: improvement of
cooperation and communication between EU and the regional sea basins, joint policy development and
governance, and improved funding of the regions. In general this applies as well to prioritising
research governance at EU level.
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5.

Value of stakeholder consultation structures

5.1

Introduction

5.1.1 Definition of stakeholder consultation structures
Stakeholder consultation structures will bring together knowledge, know-how and expertise dispersed
across countries, coastal regions, sectors, research institutions, international organisations and civil
society. The success of its implementation will depend on the continued involvement and sense of
ownership by stakeholders. (European Commission, 2008)
5.1.2 Value of stakeholder consultation structures
The Commission considers the views of stakeholders of importance because of:
 increased transparency leading to increased accountability
 awareness raising among stakeholders
 stakeholder involvement and input in policy development
 increased dialogue among stakeholders themselves to allow exchange of best practices and to
strengthen dialogue between different sectors, encouraging stakeholder ownership and a sense of
shared responsibility during the policy development and implementation process
 ensuring efficiency through an effective use of scarce resources (both human and financial)
(European Commission, 2008).
In addition, involvement of stakeholders in the consultation process could lead to further involvement
and enhancement of contacts for further development between:
 governments of the Member States located around different sea basins, including organisations in
which they are represented such as the Council of Baltic Sea States,
 Intergovernmental organisations dealing with specific maritime related issues, e.g. environment
(HELCOM, OSPAR),
 interregional organisations of coastal regions (e.g. CPMR Regional Commissions, Atlantic Arch,
Baltic Sea States Sub-regional Cooperation –BSSSC, Wadden Secretariat),
 Regional Advisory Councils for Fisheries (RACs) established under the CFP,
 business/science/educational institutions/civil society/cultural groupings etc. (European
Commission, 2008)

5.2

Suggestions from regional seas key stakeholders

5.2.1 Stakeholder consultation structures present at regional seas levels per regional sea
What stakeholder consultation structures are present at regional seas levels per regional sea? The
answers to this question by the interviewees matched the previously mentioned regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships. An overview of this information is presented in table 5.1.
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Table 5.1 Overview of stakeholder consultation structures of Europe‟s regional seas
Region
Stakeholder consultation structures1)
Atlantic Ocean
 Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR)
 International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
 Nordic Energy Research
 Nordisk Innovation Centre
 Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
 North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC)
 OSPAR Commission
 Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC)
 South Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (SWWRAC)
Baltic Sea
 Baltic Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR)
 Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council (BS RAC)
 Helsinki Commission (HELCOM)
 Nordic Energy Research
 Nordisk Innovation Centre
 Nordforsk Research Advisory Board on Nordic Research Policy
Black Sea
 Balkan & Black Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of
Europe (CPMR)
 Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution
 Long Distance Waters Regional Advisory Council (LD RAC)
 Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
Celtic Sea
 Atlantic Arc Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR)
 International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
 North Western Waters Regional Advisory Council (NWW RAC)
 OSPAR Commission
 Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System (PISCES)
 Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC)
Mediterranean
Sea

North Sea














General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean Sea (GFCM)
Inter-mediterranean Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of
Europe (CPMR)
Mediterranean Global Ocean Observing System (MedGoos)
Mediterranean Regional Advisory Council (MedRAC) 1
Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
United Nations Environment Programme/ Mediterranean Action Plan (UNEP/MAP)
Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
North Sea Regional Advisory Council (NS RAC)
North Sea Commission of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe
(CPMR)
OSPAR Commission
Pelagic Stock Regional Waters Advisory Council (PRAC)

1) Two seas in particular, the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea, border a large number of countries that are not EU Member States. The
consultation structures presented, do not include most consultation structures that are specifically dealing with or organized by
Neighbouring Countries of the EU. However, incorporation of Neighbouring Countries in structures for research governance of seas that
are shared with other nations than EU Member States is of great importance and should not be neglected.
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5.2.2

The value of stakeholder consultation structures operating at regional seas level per regional
sea to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level

What is the value of stakeholder consultation structures operating at regional seas level per regional
sea to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level? All stakeholders that
were interviewed were aware that stakeholder consultation structures are of high to very high
importance.
5.2.3 The opinion of key-players on how existing structures can be optimized
What is the opinion of key-players on how existing structures can be strengthened, extended and
maintained for an optimal use of regional resources of knowledge and experience? The answers to this
question are presented in table 5.2.
Table 5.2 The opinion of key-players on how existing structures can be strengthened, extended and maintained
for an optimal use of regional resources of knowledge and experience
Main elements
Topic
Structure & organisation
1 Establish a demand driven regional stakeholder consultation structure (e.g.
desirable for the Baltic Sea)
2 The structure should include both a Stakeholder Consultation Structure and a
RRGF
3 Establish an open structure
4 Do not make it more complex with new structures. The sector should move
faster
5 Use examples like the ERANET Network or Public Private Expertise
Platforms (e.g. Technology Platform), these support a good coordination and
communication when compared with existing structures
6 The structure needs to allow all regional countries to participate in the process
and to stimulate the dialogue
Approach & strategy
1 A good coordination and a strong bottom up approach is needed
2 Better cooperation and better problem segmentation is needed
3 The communication process should become more professional
4 For the consultation structures the EU needs to provide feedback and facilitate
stakeholder-policy dialogue at the regional level
5 Consultation structures need structural support, also when projects are
finished
6 The EC should support a certain focus within those structures and should not
invite everybody
7 A high level of transparency is desirable
8 Very valuable to build strong and long term relationships
9 Closer cooperation between research institutes and stakeholders is needed
(compare CIES-ERA)
10 Strong cooperation with industry is desirable
11 Minority stakeholders (often indirectly involved stakeholders) should become
more active in the process and should be involved more
Governance &Policy
1 Long term management plans at regional seas level are needed
2 A strong link to the objectives of the local, regional & European policies
should be established
3 The governmental aspect is often lacking right now and should be
incorporated
4 These structures should get more power in the final part of the policy
development process
Communication
1 Strong communication with a bottom up approach is needed
Projects
1 Projects at a transnational level should be established more often

One interviewee proposed that the structures do not need to be strengthened because the complexity
will be too high for many, hampering the achievement of concrete results.
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In addition comments were also received on the fact that incorporation of Neighbouring Countries in
structures for research governance of seas that are shared with other nations than EU Member States is
of great importance and should not be neglected.
5.2.4 Important elements of a European stakeholder consultation structure from the regional
perspective
Important elements of a European stakeholder consultation structure from the regional perspective,
feeding into further development of the EU Maritime Policy according to the interviewees are
presented in table 5.3.
Table 5.3 Important elements and characteristics of a European stakeholder consultation structure from the
regional perspective, feeding into further development of the EU Maritime Policy
Main aspects
Elements and characteristics
Structure & organisation 1 Open structure
2 Elements that improve the integration of maritime issues
3 There should be a European Network extending to the regions
Approach & strategy
1 Equity
2 Respect
3 Cross departmental communication through all governmental bodies is very
useful
4 Very valuable to build strong and long term relationships
5 Openness of the discussions and communication at the meetings of partnerships
6 Open plan process approach
7 High level of transparency
8 A bottom up approach is needed that includes all stakeholders
9 Strong bottom up communication
10 Open learning environment
11 Good cooperation and better problem segmentation
12 Promotion
13 Direct contact with stakeholders,
14 Possibility of inviting special interest groups to create a clear problem
segregation. This lowers the threshold on all stakeholder levels
15 Regional level (scale) and better organisation
16 Involvement from the regional seas level
17 Informing stakeholders well
18 Consultation with the EC
19 EU consultation structures need to provide feedback and facilitate stakeholderpolicy dialogue
20 Strong cooperation with industry and the Living Lab Model
21 Increasing project competence
22 Collective driving force
23 Regional study presentations with support knowledge management (Good results
determine the success)
Governance & policy
1 The structure has to cover all areas of interest (research, industry, governance &
legislation)
2 The European Marine Strategy Framework Directive needs implementation on a
regional level
3 Joined policy development
4 EC has to take the recommendations of the Technology Platforms seriously
5 Cross sectorial knowledge and multi disciplinary development
6 Neighbouring Countries should be included as well in case of seas where these
are present
Outcome
1 Clear benefits needed for participating organisations
2 It needs to have a significant level of influencing on the decision processes
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5.2.5 The establishment of a dialogue between stakeholders and European institutions
How could a dialogue between stakeholders and European institutions be established? The answers to
this question are presented in table 5.4.
Table 5.4 Efforts needed to establish a dialogue between stakeholders and European institutions
Main aspects
Efforts
Structure & organisation
1 Establish cooperation at multinational level
2 There should come a new structure on a regional seas level
3 Create this structure like EATIP, ERANET, European Ocean Energy
Organisation, European Safety Shipping Organisation, Maritime Safety
Umbrella Operation or the Regional Advisory Councils (RACs) for fisheries
(these could be seen as one of the best practices in the development process of
such structures for the regional seas)
4 Establish work groups for every indicator of the Marine Strategy Framework
Directive
5 Create an organisation that can support the process sufficiently
Approach & strategy
1 Create stronger coordination and governance at a strategic level
2 Organise meetings and e-event at the operational level
3 Organise a stakeholder day
4 Re-structure the European Maritime Day in distributing knowledge. There
should be a stronger dialogue between the EC and stakeholders present
5 Allocate more resources which enables the increase the level of
professionalism of the organisation
6 By showing genuine interest in what stakeholders have to say
7 By learning from each other
Policy
1 Sit around the table and calibrate the politics of EU and regional seas
Knowledge sharing and
1 Organise more local events with information about stakeholders at EU level
research

5.2.6 Conclusions
Stakeholder consultation structures are crucial to policy development at regional seas level. Therefore,
strengthening the dialogue at regional seas level is needed e.g. by organising meetings for stakeholder
consultation at least two times a year. In case Neighbouring Countries border regional seas, these
countries should be included in these structures and consultation actions as well. Establishment of a
dialogue between structures at the regional seas level and European level is of importance, which
could be done by means of an annual event. The consultation structures at regional seas level should
connect to the agendas of the regional seas strategic research governance management plan. This could
be funded on a regional seas level, based on member state contributions. The input for the European
Marine Strategy Framework Directive and the European Maritime Policy should be funded at EU level
and coordinated at regional seas level.
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6.

Strengths and weaknesses in existing structures
and its components

6.1
Introduction
Without an adequate organizational structure, regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships will not be effective. The components of these structures need to be well defined and
therefore, the requirements of those components have been assessed. The results of that assessment are
presented in this chapter. Topics that will be addressed are: funding mechanisms, capacity building,
information management, specialised infrastructures and data collection. The research questions of
these separate topics, and the answers to it, are presented and elaborated in separate paragraphs.
6.2

Funding mechanisms

6.2.1

Funding mechanisms at regional seas level for science partnerships and science
frameworks
Mechanisms that provide a financial basis for regional seas partnerships and frameworks, of relevance
to the regional sea perspective are presented in table 6.1. Funding mechanisms of relevance for sectors
are presented in table 6.2.
Table 6.1 Geographical overview of funding mechanisms per regional sea
Region
National level
Regional Seas
EU level
level
Atlantic Ocean  Member state
 None
 FP7
contributions
 LIFE+
 Private funding

INTERREG
 Local authorities
Baltic Sea
 Member state
 BONUS
 FP7
contributions
 LIFE+
 INTERREG
 ERDF
 ERFP
Black Sea
 Member state
 Black Sea
 ERDF
contributions
Environment
 FP7
Programme
 Neighbouring
 LIFE+
Countries contrib.  Programmes of

INTERREG
Neighbouring
Countries
Celtic Seas
 Member state
 None
 FP7
contributions
 LIFE+
 IINTERREG
 Intelligence
Energy
Program
 ERDF
Mediterranean  Member state
 None
 SEAS-ERA
Sea
contributions
 Program
 FP7
 Neighbouring
mes of
 MED
Countries
NeighbouPROGRAM
contributions
ring
 LIFE+
Countries
 Territorial
Cooperation
Fund

International


Unknown



Unknown





UNEP
NATO
World
Bank



Unknown

 Unknown
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Region

National level

North Sea



Member state
contributions
Private funding
Local authorities




Regional Seas
level
 None

EU level

International






FP7
INTERREG

Unknown

Except for the Black Sea Environment Program (BSEP) and BONUS (Baltic Sea), there are no
funding mechanisms known on a regional seas level. However, the BSEP seems to be exhausted and is
currently only of very limited importance as funding mechanism. The BONUS Program has just
started but could be an interesting example of a structure that can be established in other regional seas
as well. All funding programmes besides the BONUS and BSEP are based on member state
contributions in combination with EU mechanisms.
Table 6.2 Overview of sectorial funding mechanisms
Sector
Private
National
Pan European
Ocean Energy
 Private
 Member state
funding
contributions

EU




INTERREG
FP7
INTELLIGENCE
ENERGY
PROGRAM
FP7
INTERREG
EFF
DG
RESEARCH
LIFE+

Regional


SINTEF
SCANDINAVIA



SINTEF
SCANDINAVIA

Fisheries &
Aquaculture

-



Member state
contributions








Maritime
Transport

-



Member state
contributions





ERDF
FP7
INTERREG



SINTEF
SCANDINAVIA

Shipbuilding





Member state
contributions
16%



EU Funding 4%



SINTEF
SCANDINAVIA

Environmental
and
Ecological

-



Member state
contributions
80% - 90%



EU Funding



SINTEF
SCANDINAVIA

Blue Technology -



Member state
contributions





FP7
INTERREG
INTELLIGENCE
ENERGY
PROGRAM



SINTEF
SCANDINAVIA

Private
Funding
80%

Scandinavia has a funding mechanism which has a strong focus on strengthening the regional
cooperation and research emphasizing: 1.Technology 2. Environment and 3. Climate. For some sectors
such as shipbuilding and ocean energy, industry provides funding of research up to 80% by private
means. This is sector specific as the interests of market parties in the shipbuilding sector seem to be
quite high.
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6.2.2 Strengths and weaknesses in funding mechanisms of regional research governance frameworks
and partnerships
What strengths and weaknesses are present in the funding mechanisms of regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships? The interviews showed that aspects that should be included
are: structure, approach & strategy, policy, involvement of the regional level, sharing of knowledge,
research, funding and content. An overview of the results is presented in table 6.3.
Table 6.3 Strengths and weaknesses of funding mechanisms
Main elements
Strengths
1 Ocean Energy: rapid implementation
Structure
structure
2 Ocean Energy: simple reporting
structures
3 Funds need to have a focus on stimulating
leverage (the lower economy) which
works well for regional issues
4 The Intelligence Energy Program is
inbetween the FP7 and Interreg
programme and is clustering programmes.

Approach &
Strategy

1
2
3

Systems &
programmes

1
2

Ocean Energy: alignment to individual
businesses is needed
ICES has a market and can survive
without the existing funding mechanisms
Mechanisms with regard to climate
change are well adapted to the Baltic Sea
Strategy

Ocean Energy: Easy access
Interreg has a quick payment system

Weaknesses
1 There are no regional seas funding
programmes
2 There is a lack of multilateral
cooperation and coordination (also
with regard to Neighbouring
Countries)
3 Too many countries are involved
4 In the Irish Sea it is difficult to attract
more than three member state partners
in such a small region, while most of
the funding mechanisms demand that
5 For Interreg the partners need cofunding what makes it quite difficult
for SMEs to participate
6 Participating members are very
demanding
1 There are no regional seas funding
programmes
2 A low level of adaptation to member
state funding mechanisms
3 Programmes should take at least 5
years but focus now to much on the
short term
4 Funding of stakeholder platforms is
not included
5 No ICZM applications included in the
existing mechanisms
4 No focus on applied research for
shipbuilding
6 Aquaculture is not on the Strategic
Research Agenda
1 There are no regional seas funding
programmes
2 Member state contributions are to low
3 Complicated administration
4 Transnational cooperation
programmes are often complex
5 The programmes keep growing,
which will become a problem in the
near future because of the complexity
of projects.
6 Time limited processes (which is how
projects are funded) are very difficult
in open ended processes such as
stakeholder engagement.
7 FP7 has a very slow payment system
8 External funding expectations are
often too high
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Main elements
Management
style
Skills & Staff

Strengths
1 A strong focus on security which has a
high administrative effect at a regional
and transnational level
1 In the Mediterranean there already existed
a skilled research group before the
funding groups worked collectively.

Weaknesses
1 lack of coordination between the
funding mechanisms
1
2

There is hardly money for a
secretariat and skilled staff
One should work more with PhD
students

Except for the Black Sea, there are no regional seas funding mechanisms operational at this moment.
This is regarded to be a problem for the development of Europe‟s regional seas. In addition, EU
funding mechanisms are generally not well adapted to regional issues yet. For the Irish Sea Region it
seems to be rather difficult to apply for EU funding because most of the programmes demand the
participation of at least three Member States. However, in that region, often it is not possible to find
more than three partners (Member States), and this might lead to insufficient sustainable economic
development.
Stakeholder consultation structures are generally not funded but are seen by all interviewees as crucial
for the development of regional seas. If they are funded, it is often for a short term without follow up,
while stakeholder consultation structures often deal with open ended processes. The administrative
load of all EU programmes is regarded as being too high and all interviewees suggested that it should
be simplified.
6.2.3 Funding mechanisms of regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
What funding mechanisms of the regional research governance framework/partnership are of
importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level? During the
interviews reference was made to funding mechanisms, relevant to regional seas perspective or from a
sectorial perspective. This information is presented in table 6.4
Table 6.4 Funding mechanisms of importance to regional research frameworks and partnerships
Region
National
Regional Seas
EU
Atlantic Ocean  Member State
 no suggestions
 FP7
contributions
 LIFE+
 INTERREG
Baltic Sea
 Member state
 BONUS
 FP7
contributions
 LIFE+
 INTERREG
 ERDF
 ERFP
Black Sea
 Member State
 Black Sea
 ERDF
contributions
Environment
 FP7
Programme
 LIFE+
 INTERREG
Celtic Seas
 Member State
 Regional Seas Fund
 FP7
contributions
 LIFE+
 ERDF
Mediterranean  Member State
 Regional Seas Fund
 SEAS-ERA
Sea
contributions
 FP8
 MED PROGRAM
North Sea
 Member State
 no suggestions
 FP7
contributions
 INTERREG

In all regional seas there seems to be a need for funding, although this was not articulated in a direct
manner for the Greater North Sea and the Atlantic Ocean. Since there were no suggestions provided
against the development of a regional seas funding mechanism, it is assumed that one is open to
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explore the best way funding mechanisms should be developed and applied. For the North Sea, this
could be well adapted to the plan of developing a Strategic Plan for that specific region. It was stressed
as well, that at sea basins where Neighbouring Countries are of importance (especially at the Baltic
Sea and Mediterranean Sea), these should be included in the structures as well.
During all interviews it was suggested that regional seas funding mechanisms are of importance for
the future articulation of maritime governance at EU level. The structure from SEAS-ERA is presented
as an interesting one because it brings together Member States to invest in maritime issues. Some
interviewees suggested that this structure should be adopted and expanded to a PAN-European
coordination structure.
From the sectorial perspective, the shipbuilding sector seems to be most dependent on the market
itself. Of all sectors assessed, the fisheries sector seems to be depending mainly on Member State
contributions and FP7 funding. The “Ocean Energy” sector suggests to establish an energy-wide EU
funded “Ocean Energy Program”.
6.2.4 Strengths and weaknesses of funding mechanisms
What strengths and weaknesses of funding mechanisms of your regional research governance
framework/partnerships are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance
at EU level? During the interviews it was pointed out that the aspects that should be included are at
least: structure, approach & strategy, systems, management style and skills and staff. The assessment
showed that current funding structures at EU level have a high administrative load and are perceived
to be too dogmatic, resulting in a slow response to changes. Regional Research Governance
Frameworks at regional seas level do not exist yet, except for BONUS. Current working groups are
present but quite fragmented and the level of the integration is very limited. To strengthen funding
mechanisms, it was recommended to lower the administrative load. The response time of the
mechanisms to changes is perceived being to long by the regional seas level. Such a mechanism
should focus on regional cooperation, while also should be taken into account the non-EU countries
bordering the regional seas. For enhancement of regional cooperation and as an example of an
integrated approach, a structure like SEAS-ERA could be used.
According to the Ocean Energy sector, EU programmes seem not to be aligned with the development
of blue technology. Fisheries funds have a focus on leverage and works well for regional issues.
However, industry could be more cooperative in supporting research to increase the efficiency of
research processes. An overview of the result of the answers to this question is presented in table 6.5
Table 6.5 Elements of funding mechanisms of importance to regional research frameworks and partnerships
Weaknesses
Main elements
Strengths
1 Good cooperation between different
1. Funding mechanisms are too large
Structure
levels and Member States
and to complex to be understood
2 Structures with large scale projects seem 2. DG Research structure is very
to have the most useful output
complex, asks for many partners and
3 Clear structure of DG ENVI
has large scale projects
3. Programmes should be organized the
other way around
4. Participation in EU Programmes is
difficult for Norwegian partnerships
5. Accessibility for in the Mediterranean
tenders is minimal
6. The Framework Programmes have a
strong focus on academic
programmes, A restyled FP with a
stronger focus on stakeholder
engagement for the marine would be
very useful
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Weaknesses
1 No framework at regional seas level
2 Not all stakeholders are involved (e.g.
Neighbouring Countries)
3 A macro regional approach is difficult
for some of the Member States. The
problems differ to much to specify
4 Dependence on fees from members,
of which annual changes in
membership numbers cause
undesirable fluctuations of income
CIES-ERA Projects cooperate well with
1 The current system seems very
the member state contributions from a
dogmatic and reacts slow on
transnational (EU) perspective
actualities
2 High level of administration
1 Funding depends on the strategic
choices of observers
2 Coordination is not well done since
four Directorates are envolved
3 A strong focus on security which has
a high administrative effect at a
regional and transnational level
In the Mediterranean there already existed a skilled research group before the
funding groups worked collectively.

Main elements
Approach &
Strategy

Strengths
1 The integrated approach
2 Paying members are committed

Systems

1

Management
style

Skills & Staff

2

6.2.5 Funding of stakeholder structures at regional seas level
During most interviews was mentioned that stakeholder consultation structures are mainly self funded.
When structures are funded by FP7 or ERDF programmes this is only for a very limited part of the
budget and the time spent by staff is not funded by these programmes. It seems that the effectiveness
of stakeholder consultation structures has to increase and professionalise by means of a funding
structure on regional seas level.
Interesting examples of funding programmes are the PISCES Project where the focus is on stakeholder
engagement at regional seas level. Another good example is the Stakeholder Engagement Programme
of the Ocean Energy sector.
The absence of a coordinating body and some individual running programmes indicate the
fragmentation and ineffectiveness of structures which are linked to each other. This while they should
share knowledge to increase the level of competitiveness in Europe at a global scale.
6.2.6 Funding programmes present at regional seas level
As presented in table 6.1 there are, except for the BONUS Programme in the Baltic Sea, no funding
programmes on a regional seas level present. However, a number of funding programmes are active
such as ERDF, the European Research Framework Programme, Interreg, FP7, LIFE+, EU
Neighbourhoods Programmes, Marinera, SEA-ERA, the Integrated Oceans Call and the Data
Collection Framework. On a national level there are numerous programmes, like the Finding
Sanctuary Programme, Coastal Partnerships Programme, National Fisheries Programme, Mapping
Programme, Climate Programme and the Sea Change programme.
A much more extensive list of different funding programmes on several levels could have been
created. This, however, should not create a clearer picture of the complex situation. Nonetheless, an
important conclusion is that there is not a good coordination present between different funding
programmes on a regional seas level for the development of Europe‟s regional seas.
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6.2.7 Determination of the priorities of funding programmes
The determination of funding priorities is done by Member States with support from expert groups,
science institutes and networks of excellence. It does not seem that stakeholder consultation structures
have a very strong role in this part of the process, while this group has the capability to provide
information on important issues from the field.
There are some structures like EFARO for fisheries and like MARINERA and SEAS-ERA for a more
broader approach. According to the interviews, in some regions like the Mediterranean Sea,
cooperation of enterprises can influence the determination of priorities considerably. The shipbuilding
sector and the Norwegian MareLife Network have the opinion that industry has a lot of influence on
the process. Some of the interviewees suggested that it would be very useful to develop a regional seas
strategy for the priority setting of research programmes. The way in which the priority setting of
research issues is carried out should become more a task of the European Commission, ensuring that
the priority setting is done by a uniform structure and in a more balanced way. This must also ensure
that both industrial, governmental and environmental issues can strengthen each other, which can lead
to synergy.
6.2.8 Funding of key-stakeholders at the regional level
What key-stakeholders are funded at the regional level? Except for the Baltic Sea BONUS Programme
there are no key-stakeholders that receive structural funding at a regional seas level. The key-players
which are funded in general, are research institutes and governmental bodies. However, in some
regions, sectors like Ocean Energy, Shipbuilding and Industry, receive funding as well.
Continuation of the EU-funding of programmes like BONUS, SEAS-ERA, MARINERA, and
ERANET is likely to be of high importance because it seems the only way to support sectors and
regional seas in a broader way. The financial support of these programmes is not determined yet and
coordination at EU level and regional seas level is lacking right now. An overview of key-stakeholders
that are funded at the regional level is presented in table 6.6.
Table 6.6. Overview of key stakeholders that are funded at a regional level
Region
Key stakeholders
Atlantic Ocean
 Scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Governments of bordering countries
 Universities
 Industry
 Expert Groups
Baltic Sea
 Scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Universities
Black Sea
 Scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Governments of bordering countries
 Universities
 Industry
 Expert Groups
Celtic Sea
 Scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Governments of bordering countries
 Universities
Mediterranean Sea
 Scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Governments of bordering countries
 Trade Unions
North Sea
 Scientific institutes of bordering countries
 Governments of bordering countries
 Universities
 Expert Groups
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Region
PAN EU

6.3

Key stakeholders
 BONUS
 SEAS-ERA
 MARINERA
 ERANET

Capacity building

6.3.1 Strengths and weaknesses in capacity building of the regional research governance frameworks
and partnerships
What strengths and weaknesses in capacity building of the regional research governance frameworks
and partnerships are present? During all interviews was suggested that a stronger focus on bilateral
capacity building and a good coordination of capacity building could eliminate problems. Problems
that were met included problems such as certain sectors that stay behind, and that scientists from less
economically powerful Member States are likely to move to countries outside Europe with upcoming
or strong economies. A focus on organizational development and exchange of knowledge is hardly
present at regional seas frameworks and partnerships. Capacity building, as well at Neighbouring
Countries, at regional sea basins is also not included well in EU programmes. There is no network to
develop and address these issues further. An overview of relevant strengths and weaknesses is
presented in table 6.7.
Table 6.7 Aspects of importance capacity building from a regional seas perspective
Main elements
Strengths
Weaknesses
1. Structures are supported bilaterally
1. No coordination on bilateral basis
Structure
2. There exist a large number of exchange
2. Primarily local initiatives
programmes in the Greater North Sea
3. No general course for young scientists
4. Lack of international education and
exchange programmes
1. MareLife supports a learning arena for
1. Topic is under exposed and strategy is
Approach &
all stakeholders
lacking
Strategy
2. Scottish government has an effective
2. There are no large investments done
strategy towards ocean energy, based on
on a bilateral basis
technological development and business 3. Less economically powerful Member
support
States have to invest a lot to attract
and keep professionals
4. Not much attention for Neighbouring
Countries
5. No focus on research and innovation
at regional seas level
6. No focus on organizational
development within frameworks and
partnerships
7. Aquaculture suffers because of a
limited vision on agricultural
education
8. Education for aquaculture is lacking
1. Lack of funding for organizing
Systems
courses
1. Individual experiences are not
Management
combined and disseminated
style
1. Lack of PhD students
Skills & Staff
2. Hard to get new fisheries specialists
3 Lack of capacity to manage capacity
building properly
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6.4

Information management

6.4.1 Organisation of current information management systems
How is information management of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
organised? The interviewees referred to aspects that should include at least: structure, approach &
strategy, policy, systems, style of management, skills and staff. The interviews showed that the way
information systems are organized is very fragmented and there are a large number of separate tools
and systems being used. It was suggested that sharing experiences with the Black Sea Monitoring &
Information System, would be very useful for the establishment of an information management system
for regional seas. It seems to be a fully integrated system which is used by the regional sea‟s Member
States for different objectives. Networks like INSPIRE (the Inspire Directive as well), MEDGOOS,
MOON and SINTEF could be valuable as well for sharing experiences for developing one information
management system at EU level.
Besides for the Black Sea, at this moment there are no specific or centralized structures and
information management systems present. Additionally, individual experiences are not combined nor
shared and there is a lack of professionalism yet. It is desirable to involve the private sector and
universities in sharing data and information management to a larger extend than occurs at the moment.
An overview of the information acquired on the topic information management is provided in table 6.8
Table 6.8 Relevant aspects of importance to Information Management from a regional seas perspective
Main elements
Strengths
Weaknesses
1. A Working Group Data Information
1. No specific or centralized
Structure
management (DIM)
structure
2. A Communication Management Platform
3. Mediterranean Sea has advanced systems
2. No integrated system with
Approach &
4. Meetings with EC representatives
universities and the private sector
Strategy
3. Intellectual Property Rights limit
sectorial and regional
development
5. Black Sea Information System
4. No specific or central system
Systems
6. News attempts like ENCORA
5. ENCORA had no long-term
7. (Meta) Networks like INSIPRE, MEDGOOS,
impact
MOON, SINTEF
8. Not professionalized yet
6. Individual experiences are not
Management
9. Bottom up management approach
combined
style
10. Collaborative approaches
7. No coordination
11. Coordination by communication specialists
8. Skills & Staff

6.4.2

Elements of regional information management of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at EU level
What elements of regional information management are of importance to the purpose of future
articulation of maritime governance at EU level? The interviewees referred to aspects that should
include at least: structure, approach & strategy, policy, systems, style of management, skills and staff.
In general the answers to this question are that at EU level a corporate information management
system would be very valuable, which has clear scope and could bridge gaps between organizations.
This could be implemented per regional sea, integrating public and private interests. An overview of
the information is provided in table 6.9
Table 6.9 Main elements of importance to a regional Information Management System
Aspects
Main elements
1. Structure that includes local experts on a regional seas scale
Structure
2. Imbed structural events with EC representatives
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Aspects
Approach & Strategy

Systems

Management style

Main elements
1. A clear scope
2. Bridging gaps between organizations
3. Focus on corporate communications and reputation management
4. A highly accessible system to marine networks and the private sector
5. Adjust corporate system to protect Intellectual Property Rights
6. Adaptation of national systems to regional and EU policies
7. Improved interoperability of national data centres
8. Personal contact
1.
2.
3.
1.

2.
Skills & Staff

1.

High transparency
For data a geographical system which integrates in-situ and remote
sensing data
System like in EMODNET with science and technology information
Through the INSPIRE DIRECTIVE
Let the EC develop a directive for interoperability
Dedicated experts

6.4.3 Relevant strengths and weaknesses in information management systems
What strengths and weaknesses are present in information management of the regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships and of importance to the purpose of future articulation of
maritime governance at EU level? The interviewees referred to aspects that should include at least:
structure, approach & strategy, systems, style of management, skills and staff. The interviews showed
that existing programmes like the MED Programme, EATIP, SEADATANET and EMODNET should
be used for sharing experiences by the development process of regional seas information management
systems. An integrated approach should focus on a regional seas coordination. Advised was to explore
whether the Mediterranean Sea Region could facilitate its knowledge and experiences to support other
regional seas information management systems.
An overview of the answers to this paragraph‟s question is presented in table 6.10
Table 6.10 Strengths and weaknesses of regional Information Management Systems
Main elements
Strengths
Weaknesses
1. MED Programme exchanges knowledge
Structure
2. Divide the organization structure in divisions,
like EATIP for aquaculture. It makes creating
an overview of interests more easy.
3. The SEADATANET structure is working well
for marine data management
1. A coordinated regional seas maritime
1. No information management
Approach &
capitalization approach like the MED
system on a regional seas level
Strategy
Programme
2. No consolidated regional or
2. MED Programme improves regional policy
national policy on coastal and
implementation
marine data management are
present
3. Systems are often technology
driven only
4. Lack of marine data issues in the
last century
5. Lack of long term commitments
9. Private sector is not easily
willing to share information,
initiatives have not often enough
a common interest
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Main elements
Systems

Strengths
1. EMODNET system could improve data
handling issues
2. Mediterranean Sea Region has a combined
information distribution system for all
Member States
3. Mediterranean Sea Region has a combined
information distribution system with all EU
and International Standards
4. Reporting of monitoring results goes very
well, but the data management needs
improvement

Weaknesses
1. Difficulties in adaptation of data
within EU Projects

Management
style
Skills & Staff

-

1.

-

1.
2.

Lack of coordination from EU to
regional seas level
Limited management capacity
Personal contact requires extra
staff

6.4.4 The way information of regional seas frameworks is shared
How is information of frameworks shared with the regional partners and the EU? The way information
is shared is very situation dependent. The most important conclusion is that all regional seas could use
the same tools for sharing information. Existing programmes like EMODNET and BONUS are
suitable to give it a (corporate) structure which can be used in every regional sea. Private sectors do
not like to share information because its too valuable. This is, however, of great importance since the
private sector has access to information that is not always easy accessible for other parties. An
overview of the answers to the research question is presented in table 6.11
Table 6.11 Ways of sharing information with the regional partners and at EU level
Region
Regional Partners
EU Level
Atlantic Ocean









Online with public access
The Internet
Papers
Articles
Reports
Conferences
Events











Online with public access
The Internet
Papers
Articles
Reports
Conferences
Events
Through Interreg Projects
BONUS

Baltic Sea





Black Sea



The Internet
Meetings and events
Build on relationships with
stakeholders
EMODNET



EMODNET

Celtic Seas




Asset Project Team
WWF Network



PISCES Stakeholder Platform

Mediterranean Sea





INSPIRE
Meetings
Minutes form meetings




INSPIRE
Through Interreg Projects

North Sea




Through Interreg Projects
General committee structures




Through Interreg Projects
General committee structures
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6.5

Specialised infrastructures

6.5.1

Specialised infrastructures of the regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships
What specialised infrastructures of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
exist at regional seas level, and what kind of specialized infrastructures are of importance to the
purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level? The interviewees referred to
funding mechanisms as being of relevance to their regional sea perspective or a sectorial perspective.
There exist an extensive number of specialized research infrastructures but none of them have a focus
on developing synergy at regional seas level. During the interviews was suggested that there is a need
for strategic initiatives on a regional level. Suggested as well was that existing research structures
could be expanded. The structure of ICES, INFRA and SEADATANET are useful for further
development. In addition also more sectorial initiatives like EUROFLEETS and SINTEF are useful as
well. In infrastructures a high level of fragmentation exists. In all regional seas, ad hoc policies on
organization set-up and a lack of coordination occur, both limiting the growth of long term regional
development goals. The structure of MARS is a very interesting example to enhance this, but it seems
to have a limited focus on the structural integration of specialized research infrastructures on a
regional seas level.
The main conclusion with regard to the current situation is that synergy between Member States and
organizations, with regard to regional governance frameworks and partnerships, is lacking at this
moment. To the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level, there is a strong
need for a more centralized European structure, which has a focus on the development of regional sea
basins by creating synergy on an interregional level. Table 6.12 presents the overview of information
collected to provide an answer to the research question.
Table 6.12 Information on current Specialized infrastructures (SIs) per regional sea
Region or Sector
Current SIs
Essential Future SIs
Atlantic Ocean

Baltic Sea

Black Sea
Celtic Seas

Mediterranean Sea

North Sea

Ocean Energy

























ICES
Science committees with national
delegates
Expert groups
No such example in Norway
ICES
Several national structures without
coordination
ICES
IUC Centres of Excellence
Several national structures without
coordination
ICES
SEADATANET
National Biodiversity Datanet
CMRV Cork
Sams Scottish
High level of fragmentation
INFRA
EROMED
ICES
Very fragmented
Through Interreg Projects
General committee structures
SINTEF





Strategic initiatives
Joint Ventures in Science
Regional seas cooperation
with a coordinating body





Specialised and effective
infrastructures have to be
developed
Expansion of BONUS
MARS





KNOWSEAS
MARINE ADDLIST
MARS




INFRA
EROMED





Coastal Wiki
ESA
EMBC



-
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Region or Sector

Current SIs

Shipbuilding



Agro Dynamic Basins at WUR

Aquaculture



Fisheries




Essential Future SIs

SINTEF





ECMAR
Network of Excellence
No need

EUROFLEETS
SINTEF




EUROFLEETS
SINTEF

6.5.2

Relevant strengths and weaknesses in specialised infrastructures of the regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships
What strengths and weaknesses are present in the specialised infrastructures of the regional research
governance frameworks and partnerships at regional seas level and of importance to the purpose of
future articulation of maritime governance at EU level? The interviewees referred to funding
mechanisms, relevant to their regional sea perspective or to a sectorial perspective. The most
important conclusion is that there are no specialized infrastructures present at regional seas level. In
general, there are no structural funding mechanisms present that create a firm financial base for such
structures. Member States should focus more on common interests and economic development of their
regional sea as a whole and on further integration with sustainable natural resources management. The
information on the answers to the research question is presented in table 6.13.
Table 6.13 Strengths and weaknesses of specialized infrastructures on regional seas level
Main elements
Strengths
Weaknesses
1. No centralized regional infrastructure
Structure
present
2. Sub nationally organized
3. No coordination present
1. Future strategic initiatives should create 1. High level of fragmentation
Approach &
synergy between Member States
2. No mechanism to ensure continuity of
Strategy
2. Scientific Joint Ventures have a focus
funding
on common interests for regional
3. Working on a „best practices” system
development
with the industry, but this is difficult
without a contribution of the EC
4. No integration of data from research
institutes and the industry like in the
USA
5. Budgets on research infrastructures are
decreasing by all Member States
1. There are no protocols for interregional
Systems
cooperation
2. There are no requirements for wave and
tidal energy data
1. Member States are competing too much
Management
which is not very cost effective
style
2. Sensitivities in management about
sharing data and data formats
1. Staff should coordinate from a EU level
Skills & Staff
and regional seas level

6.6 Data collection
6.6.1 Data collection of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships
What data collection of the regional research governance frameworks and partnerships occurs at
regional seas, and are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU
level? The majority of the interviewees provided recommendations on specific data that is needed. In
general it was recommended to create an integrated approach where environmental data and socioeconomical data are combined. During the interviews was referred to the need for strategic research
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governance plans on regional seas level, which should be a leading issue since this is not present at the
moment. The information provided to the research question is presented in table 6.14.
Table 6.14 Data collection of regional seas and a number of sectors
Region or Sector
Data collection topics











Environmental
Mixed fisheries and cumulative effects
Knowledge based data, gathered in cooperation with commercial players
GIS disciplines
Non-encrypted species
Litter
Noise
Socio-economic parameters
Monitoring data as collected by HELCOM
Data collections as hosted by ICES






















Issues mentioned in EU legislation
Issues of the Black Sea Strategic Plan
Biology
Geography
Empirical data
Climate change
Mitigation
Adaptation
Lack of remote sensing data, but especially data from North African countries
and the Middle East
Data from the functional ecosystem
Maritime traffic
Deep sea data (very important i.r.t. earthquakes)
Biodiversity data
GIS disciplines
Non-encrypted species
Litter
Noise
Socio-economic parameters
Environmental data
Bathymetry data for coastal and offshore regions

Shipbuilding



Maritime data

Fisheries



Management indicators for strategic fishing plans

Atlantic Ocean

Baltic Sea
Black Sea

Celtic Seas

Mediterranean Sea

North Sea

Ocean Energy

6.6.2 Strengths and weaknesses in data collection
What strengths and weaknesses in data collection of regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships are present at regional seas level and of importance to the purpose of future articulation of
maritime governance at EU level? The interviewees referred to the aspects: funding mechanisms, or
aspects of relevance to their regional sea perspective or from a sectorial perspective. It is clear that the
current way of data collection has a lot of weaknesses, is not cost-efficient and there is no active
strategy in increasing Europe‟s competitiveness by integrating a natural resources strategy and
economical development in a sustainable way.
A fast implementation of Article 169 of the EU Treaty (currently Article 185) should be used to
improve the cooperation between Member States, and with Neighbouring Countries of shared sea
basins as well. It should be used to create an umbrella for developing joint programmes, structural
support and GIS Platforms for further integration of different data sets. Structures like MARBEF
could be helpful for the establishment of a system for data sharing and to improve data management.
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The European Union could increase its competitiveness and that of its regional seas both on a global
scale, by coordinated and joined data collection. Refer to the overview of the information acquired in
table 6.15
Table 6.15 Strengths and weakness in data collection
Main elements
Strengths
1. Mayor progress has been made in sharing
Structure
data of which MARBEF is a good
example

Approach &
Strategy

1.
2.

3.

4.

Weaknesses
1. There is no joint programme and/or
structural support from the Member
States
2. There is no Joint Data Bases present
3. There is no GIS Platform

Article 169 (currently 185)
1.
Joined data collecting that helps to
forecasting events for industry and creates 2.
high competitiveness for Europe
Data collection is seen as an ongoing
3.
process which is being continuously
adapted to changing situations
National Seabed Survey
4.
5.
6.

Systems

1.

The OSPAR system takes care of the
implementation reporting of the available
data from the various Member States

1.

2.
3.
4.
Management
style

-

1.

2.
3.
Skills & Staff

-

1.

No long term funding and research
priorities present
Complicated to get data from other
Member States
Data should be funded by the EC so
the process will be less competing,
more cost effective and Europe‟s
competitive edges on a global scale
will grow
Lack of coordination at all levels.
Fragmentation of data collection
Lack of historical marine data
A European data management system
is lacking, especially for coastal
issues.
Not many observation points for
remote sensing
Lack of data of the human impact on
the environment
Standardization system for data from
different resources is expensive
Member States are competing too
much which is not very cost effective
and weakens EU position globally
Sensitivities in management about
sharing data and data formats
No funding present for the acquisition
phase
Staff should be coordinated from a
EU level and a regional seas level
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7.

Discussion, conclusions and recommendations

7.1
Introduction
This chapter presents the discussion and the conclusions of the conducted research and the
recommendations provided. The conclusions are based upon literature research, an Internet search and
data provided by experts that participated in interviews.
7.2

Discussion

Literature research
During the literature research and the Internet search a number of challenges was encountered. The
search for a definition of the term “Regional Research Governance Frameworks and Partnerships”
showed that satisfactory definitions were not present. This resulted in the necessity to define a term by
ourselves.
The inventory needed to produce an overview of the Regional Research Governance Frameworks and
Partnerships, which resulted in the identification of an extensive number of these organisations.
Eventually it became clear that it was not possible to produce an all-inclusive overview of these
organisations. This was therefore limited to an inventory of frameworks and partnerships at a
supranational level only. At the national level however, these structures exist as well, which are often
of considerable importance to (funding of) the regional level. Unfortunately these organisations could
not be incorporated in this overview due to their extensive number and the limited time that was
available.
Interviews
A considerable number of experts were interviewed to collect information on Regional Research
Governance Frameworks of the regional seas. Identifying these experts was a challenging task as well
as making appointments for interviews. This limited the number of experts that were interviewed.
Nonetheless, the stakeholders that were interviewed, were generally key stakeholders of their region
and had the knowledge to provide a good overview of the current situation in their regional sea basin.
7.3
Conclusions
The phrasing of the main research questions is: “What regional research governance frameworks and
partnerships exist that are of importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance
at EU level?”
The answer to this question starts with the definition of the term regional research governance
frameworks and partnerships. According to the assessment the definition of this term consists of two
parts: frameworks and partnerships of which the definitions are:
Regional Research Governance Framework:
“The structure of independent public and private bodies, that work collectively to build, develop and
to support by both financial and other means, strategies for research principles, requirements and
standards of research, to reach agreed objectives and monitor the performance outcomes of research
with regard to a regional sea basin"
Regional Research Governance Partnership:
“Independent public and private bodies that agreed legally to cooperate in building, developing and
supporting strategies for research principles, requirements and standards of research, in reaching
agreed objectives and monitor the performance outcomes of research with regard to a regional sea
basin"
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This kind of entities differ with Regional Research Governance Frameworks by the fact that these aim
more on cooperation and less on (extensive) funding.
But what regional research governance frameworks and partnerships are actually present per regional
sea? The number of identified key-stakeholders, organisations and platforms at a European level is 42.
Of the structures identified, only one real (key) Regional Research Governance Framework could be
identified: the Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG (BONUS EEIG for short).
Nonetheless, per regional sea there are at least four partnerships and/or networks present.
What is the value of the regional seas science partnerships and frameworks (per regional sea) for the
future articulation of maritime governance at the EU level?
The interviews showed that key-stakeholders regard this value to be high. The value of regional seas
science partnerships and frameworks is determined by how these frameworks and partnerships could
contribute to engage scientists, policy-makers and the public, so as to achieve shared understanding
and informed decision-making based on sound scientific knowledge. A sound governance model built
upon a strong and lasting science partnership, is essential for this purpose as well. This will facilitate
the process of integration between marine science and maritime science (Eurolex, 2010).
The regional seas frameworks and partnerships will contribute to the European Strategy for Maritime
research, to create a more EU Integrated Maritime Policy. The value of the frameworks will be that
they:
 Create an umbrella for the coordination of research (science and technology) activities along the
regional seas of Europe.
 Will create cross sectorial integration in order to address system complexity.
 Because of the integrated approach at every level, are also a cost-efficient solution.
 Will provide a common knowledge pool of data research and will be more efficient (ESF c,
2010).
Most important is however, the topographic scale that applies to a Regional Research Governance
Framework. Depending on the sector e.g. maritime, commerce, science and governance, the scale of a
regional sea basin might be considered by stakeholders too small or too big for being effective and
manageable.
What is the value of stakeholder consultation structures operating at regional seas levels per regional
sea to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level?
All interviewed stakeholders were aware that stakeholder consultation structures are of high to very
high importance to the purpose of future articulation of maritime governance at EU level.
What are strengths and weaknesses in funding mechanisms, specialised infrastructures, data
collection and information management, and capacity building? The answer to this question is split up
into 5 separate answers, which are presented below.
Funding mechanisms:
The outcomes of the assessment show that EU funding programmes have a high administrative load.
The mechanisms are perceived to be too dogmatic to provide an adequate response to changes over
time. Regional Research Governance Frameworks at a regional seas level do not exist yet, except for
BONUS. Working groups are present but are quite fragmented and the level of the integration is very
limited. Funding mechanisms that include Neighbouring Countries of the European Union effectively,
are also not well developed yet. A need for this is present, especially in the Black Sea basin and
Mediterranean Sea basin.
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According to the Ocean Energy sector, EU programmes seem not to be aligned with the development
of blue technology. Fishery funds have a focus on leverage and work well for regional issues. Industry
could be more cooperative in supporting research to increase the efficiency of research processes.
Specialised infrastructures:
The most important conclusion is that there are no specialized infrastructures present at regional seas
level. There are no structural funding mechanisms to create a firm financial base for such structures.
Member States generally do not focus on common interests and the economic development of their
regional sea as a whole, and they focus neither on structures for further integration of economic
development and natural resources management.
Data collection
Data is not collected in the most cost-efficient way and there is no active strategy in increasing
Europe‟s competitiveness by integrating data collection of regional sea basins for economic
development and natural resources (management).
Information management,
An integrated approach with the focus on coordination of the management of information of the
regional seas does not exist at this moment, which is perceived to be a problem. Information exchange
with Neighbouring Countries is of great importance as well. Up-to-date information is of utmost
importance to maritime governance and its management should therefore be defined and implemented
sufficiently.
Capacity building:
Problems that were met in the field of capacity building included problems such as e.g. sectors that
stay behind, and the fact that scientists from less economically powerful Member States are likely to
move to countries with upcoming or strong economies outside Europe. There is no strong focus on
bilateral capacity building, and appropriate coordination that could eliminate these problems is
lacking. Capacity building of Neighbouring Countries present at regional sea basins is also not well
included in EU programmes. A focus on organizational development and exchange of knowledge is
hardly present at and between regional seas frameworks and partnerships. There is no network present
to address these issues further.
7.4

Recommendations
1. At EU level, a strategic maritime & marine research governance plan should be written in which
research priorities for the European Union as a whole are defined. This plan needs to address
integrated management of sectors and natural resources. This has to be the basis for elaboration of
a strategic research governance plan for every regional sea basin. These regional plans have to
reflect the needs of the regional sea basins, including the needs of relevant Neighbouring
Countries as well. Additionally these plans have to connect to the Pan-European plan to ensure
coherence.
2. Existing regional frameworks and partnerships have to connect to the Marine Stakeholder
Platforms (MSPs) at EU level. Therefore an integrated structure should be established for all
stakeholders per regional sea, the Regional Marine Stakeholder Platform, in case there are not well
developed structures in the region present yet. Neighbouring Countries should be addressed as
well. The regional MSPs should have direct linkage to the Maritime Stakeholder Platform at EU
level.
3. Investigate what concept is the best solution for the establishment of Regional Research
Governance Frameworks (RRGFs) for the European regional sea basins (monitoring of
developments with regard to Article 169 (currently Article 185) and BONUS might be useful for
this purpose). The issue of the right topographic scale must be considered carefully.
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Recommendations continued:
4. Encourage the establishment of a Regional Research Governance Framework in every regional sea
basin. Every RRGF should focus on regional cooperation, and it therefore explicitly also needs to
take into account in what way Neighbouring Countries that are present along that basin can
participate.
5. Investigate what funding mechanisms might be best applicable for the establishment and support
of RRGFs and connected platforms (monitoring of an integrated approach and establishment of a
structure like SEAS-ERA is recommended).
6. Since RRGFs and connected platforms cannot exist without structural funding, structural funding
should be provided in order to make the concept a success. Without structural funding RRGFs and
connected platforms cannot exist on the longer term.
7. The administrative load of funding mechanisms for RRGFs and connected platforms should
become as low as possible to create an efficient structure.
8. Investigate how private stakeholders, like e.g. industry, could contribute and participate in RRGFs
and connected platforms, this, to focus more on common interests and economic development of
the regional sea basins.
9. Account as well for the proper management of natural resources and nature values, by integrating
a natural resources strategy and an economic development strategy.
10. Define an EU strategy on data collection and data management. It is recommended to apply an
integrated approach for data management of the regional seas. For this purpose the focus should be
on coordination of regional seas, and cooperation with relevant Neighbouring Countries as well.
Explore whether the Mediterranean Sea Region could facilitate its knowledge and experiences to
support other regional seas information management systems. Existing programmes like the MED
Programme, EATIP, SEADATANET and EMODNET should be used for sharing experiences on
the development process for the development of regional seas information management systems.
11. Develop joint programmes, structural support and GIS Platforms for further integration of
different data sets. Structures like MARBEF could be helpful for sharing data and could decrease
the current lack of data management.
12. With regard to capacity building, a stronger focus on bilateral capacity building and sufficient
coordination is recommended. A focus on organizational development and exchange of knowledge
is hardly present at and between regional seas frameworks and partnerships, which therefore
should be improved.
13. At European level, it is recommended to provide a solution to address the insufficient capacity
building in the regional sea basins in a coordinated way. This should include addressing the needs
of Neighbouring Countries of the relevant sea basins as well. Neighbouring Countries should be
involved to ensure an integrated approach per regional sea leading to sufficient capacity and a
mutual exchange of knowledge.
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Annex I. Background information on relevant stakeholders, organisations and
platforms
Aberdeen Plus Interest Group
Following the first gathering of marine scientists and the maritime industry at the EurOcean 2004
conference, a series of events led to the EurOcean 2007 conference and the adoption of the “Aberdeen
Declaration” calling for a joint effort from European research networks to develop the European
Research Area. The “Aberdeen plus” interest group, comprising a large number of European research
networks - among them the ESF Marine Board, ICES and CIESM, aims at the establishment of a
marine science platform in connection to the EU Maritime Policy and especially to the EU Strategy for
Marine and Maritime Research (Coastal & Marine Union, 2010).
Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG (BONUS)
BONUS EEIG was established in April 2007 to serve as the dedicated legal structure for the
implementation of the BONUS-169 Programme. The history of BONUS dates back to the year 2003,
when BONUS ERA-NET started. At that time, there was no large-scale cooperation between the
Baltic Sea research funding organisations, only two- or three-lateral cooperation activities between
different countries. The ERA-NET instrument of the EU‟s 6th Framework Programme was considered
as an appropriate tool to develop and broaden the Baltic Sea research funding cooperation.
In the year 2005, BONUS ERA-NET was invited to Article-169 negotiations along with some other
initiatives. In 2006, the European Commission decided that BONUS would proceed to Article-169
phase in 2008/2009. In order to the Article-169 to be implemented, a new dedicated legal structure
was required. BONUS Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG, BONUS EEIG in
short, was established for this purpose in the spring 2007. The Secretariat of BONUS EEIG was
established in Helsinki and, in addition to running the everyday administration of BONUS EEIG, the
Secretariat also took care of the coordination of BONUS ERA-NET until the end of 2008 and manages
the BONUS-169 Joint Baltic Sea Research Programme.First countries to join were Finland, Sweden,
Denmark, Lithuania and Estonia, which were soon followed by Poland and Latvia. Germany joined in
December 2007. Negotiations with Russia are ongoing. BONUS EEIG is funded by the member fees
and the Finnish Ministry of Education. The highest decision-making body is BONUS EEIG Steering
Committee that convenes approximately three times a year. The Steering Committee decides e.g. on
the budget and strategic activities. Each member has its representative in the Steering Committee. The
chairmanship is rotating and its period is one year. (BONUS, 2010).
Central Dredging Association (CEDA)
About CEDAEstablished in 1978, CEDA is the only independent, international, professional
association in Africa, Europe, or the Middle-East whose sole interest is dredging and marine
construction. It is the authoritative reference point and the meeting place for academics and industry
professionals, decision makers and stakeholders. As a technical association, CEDA is not engaged in
lobbying and does not promote the interests of any particular industry sector. CEDA's mission is to be
an independent, easy-to-access, leading platform for corporations, professionals and stakeholders
involved in any kind of activity related to dredging and marine construction. Through CEDA's
programmes, products and services to members, it advances professional development and corporate
and personal success. It fosters technological innovation and advancement of best practice. CEDA's
vision is to be essential to corporations,professionals and stakeholders in the fields of dredging and
marine construction and to be universally recognized for its professional expertise and balanced views
(CEDA, 2010).
CIESM-Commission Int. pour l Exploration Scientifique de la mer Méditerranée
CIESM was founded in 1910 to federate marine research and explorations across the
Mediterranean and Black Seas. Working at the frontiers of marine science, and supported by
23 Member States, the Commission keeps a scientific watch over the Mediterranean and
Black Seas, relying on a pool of vast human resources - 4,200 marine scientists distributed
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in some 500 research institutes around the whole Basin. CIESM produces authoritative,
independent reports on the status and trends of their marine systems. These widely-read
Monographs cover a diversity of issues, from coastal erosion to deepsea research, from the
role of cetaceans to that of marine viruses, from the bioaccumulation of novel contaminants
to mesoscale processes. CIESM manages a great variety of research programs on key parameters,
focused on:unprecedented changes in marine biodiversity through CIESM Programmes on Exotic
Species , Tropicalization - extension/ retreat of sensitive, indicator species) and Jellywatch (extent of
massive jellyfish outbreaks); climatic change through the Programmes MedGLOSS (setting an alert
system for Mediterranean tsunamis), Hydrochanges (deepsea warming trends) and Zooplankton
Indicators ; deep waters of poorly known areas of the Mediterranean Sea via multi-disciplinary, multinational CIESMSUB oceanographic cruises; novel contaminants in foodwebs via its MusselWatch
Programme; the Mediterranean seabed with high-resolution CIESM / Ifremer maps; and
blue biotechnologies with special attention to ethical (MARCOM+, 2009).
Coastal & Marine Union - EUCC
The Coastal and Marine Union (EUCC, name till January 2009: EUCC - The Coastal Union) is a
network of coastal and marine managers, practitioners, policy makers, NGOs and scientists, with ca.
3000 members and member organisations in over 40 countries world-wide. While the headquarters are
located in Leiden (NL), regional offices exist for the Mediterranean and Baltic Seas. The number of
staff of EUCC and its branches is app. 25. EUCC is dedicated to conserving and maintaining healthy
seas and attractive coasts for both people and nature. Information is tailored specifically to
aid policy formulation and decision making. EUCC is specialised in the development policy and
communication tools for biodiversity, ecological networks, MPAs, coastal erosion management
(EUROSION), Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM), policy indicators for ICZM, public
participation, capacity building and training, stakeholder communication, and access to coastal
information (MARCOM+, 2009).
Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution
The Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution (the Black Sea Commission or
BSC) via its Permanent Secretariat is the intergovernmental body established in implementation of the
Convention on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution (Bucharest Convention), its Protocols
and the Strategic Action Plan for the Environmental Protection and Rehabilitation of the Black Sea
(latest version adopted in 2009) (Black Sea Commission, 2010).
Community of European Shipyards Associations (CESA)
Founded in 1937, the Association of Western European Shipbuilders (AWES) merged with
the Committee of EU Shipbuilders Associations (CESA) in May 2004 to form the
Community of European Shipyards Associations (CESA). CESA, representing the
shipyards in 15 European countries, covers 99% of the EU shipbuilding production and
more than 85% of wider geographical Europe. European shipyards offer products in three
areas: construction of merchant vessels, repair and conversion and naval production. CESA
members provide jobs for about 140,000 highly skilled employees. Through its R&D
working group COREDES, CESA has been for many years actively contributing to the
shaping of the European waterborne R&D policy, e.g. being the secretariat of the MIFRDSPG
and of the WATERBORNE Support Group (MARCOM+, 2009).
Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions (CPMR)
The Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR) brings together some 160
European Regions from both within and outside the European Union. Since 1973, it has been
advocating an alternative to this spontaneous concentration of people, activity and infrastructure in the
centre of Europe, and has been lobbying for more balanced development across Europe as a whole
The CPMR strives to promote the common interests of its member Regions. To achieve this, it works
on policies which have a strong territorial impact (EU regional policy, sustainable development,
transport, agriculture, competition, fisheries and research) and has three main aims:
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To limit the negative effects of the Regions‟ peripheral situation by promoting their
development;
To enhance their assets, notably those arising as a result of their proximity to the sea, by
cooperating on practical projects;
To exploit the benefits of the regional level‟s closeness to European citizens;

The CPMR is independent from EU institutions. It is a representative voice of the Regions, a free and
respected source of proposals and a mine of cooperation projects. There are 6 Geographical, these aim
to ensure that work is as decentralised and as close to the reality of each sea basin as possible. There
are six in all: Atlantic Arc, Balkan and Black Sea, Islands, Intermediterranean, Baltic Sea, North Sea
(CPMR, 2010).
Eurofleets: Towards an Alliance of European Research Fleets
The marine environment represents a vast universe of natural resources that has yet to be fully
explored. This universe holds a myriad of ossibilities that can help support European economic
development. While the marine environment holds such potential, it is costly to access, highly variable
and very unpredictable. This, together with increasing societal demands, means that marine research
needs to come together and work in a holistic fashion with a long-term approach. The EU-funded
EUROFLEETS project will work to do just this by creating an alliance of marine research centres
across Europe that will be able to work together and share resources, improving the quality of marine
research in Europe exploring the open seas. (Eurofleets, 2010)
Euromarine
A pan-European network that will integrate the former Marine Networks of Excellence: Marine
Genomics Europe; MarBEF and EurOceans (University of Gothenburg, 2010)
European Aquaculture Society (EAS)
The idea for establishing the European Mariculture Society was launched at the occasion of the Tenth
European Symposium of Marine Biologists, which took place in Oostende, Belgium, in 1975. The
original name "European Mariculture Society" was changed into "EUROPEAN AQUACULTURE
SOCIETY" in 1984 to better reflect the activity field of the society.
EAS has four principal objectives
 To promote contacts between all involved or interested in marine and freshwater aquaculture;
 To facilitate the circulation of aquaculture related information;
 To promote the sponsorship of multi-disciplinary research concerning aquaculture;
 To enhance cooperation among governmental, scientific and commercial organizations and
individuals on all matters dealing (EAS, 2010).
European Aquaculture Technology and Innovation Platform (EATIP)
The European Aquaculture Technology and Innovation Platform (EATIP) was initiated
following 2 Stakeholder Meetings in 2007, where more than 120 representatives of the
aquaculture value chain and the research sector agreed to create this European Technology
Platform. The Federation of European Aquaculture Producers (FEAP) coordinates the Secretariat of
the EATIP, with support from the European Federation of Compound Feed manufacturers
(FEFAC) and SINTEF Fisheries and Aquaculture. The FEAP Secretariat organised 5 multidisciplinary
workshops on European aquaculture (PROFET workshops) and co-organised 9 multidisciplinary
workshops on European fisheries and aquaculture (PROFET POLICY workshops) 2 European support
actions. The FEAP and the FEFAC also participate in the Advisory Committee on Fisheries and
Aquaculture (Working Groups, Bureau, Plenary), have established professional relations
with different DGs of the Commission, and have provided assistance to the organisation of
meetings of the Intergroup on Sustainable Development of the European Parliament and a
recent hearing (September 2008) on European Aquaculture (MARCOM+, 2009).
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European Consortium for Ocean Drilling Research (ECORD)
ECORD, the European Consortium for Ocean Research Drilling, is a management structure of 16
European member countries and Canada for scientific ocean drilling within the Integrated Ocean
Drilling Program (IODP). The European research funding organisations, which have participated in
the Ocean Drilling Program - ODP from 1985 to 2003, aggreed to join its successor - the Integrated
Ocean Drilling Program - IODP, under a single European umbrella. Since October 2003, they have
formed the European Consortium for Ocean Research Drillling - ECORD through a joint action to
represent and fund European ocean drilling studies at an international level. As a coordinated unit,
ECORD enables to achieve critical mass and economies of scale in its progress towards equal
partnership with the U.S.A. and Japan, which are currently considered as the world leaders in marine
geosciences. The proposed research in IODP concerns wide range of fundamental and applied issues
for society, such as global climate change, bio-diversity, origin of life, natural hazards involving the
study of earthquakes processes, mineral and energy resources along continental margins as well the
internal structure and dynamics of our planet. Under IODP, officially launched in October 2003, a
multiple platform approach has been required: the U.S.A. and Japan operate deep-sea drillships,
JOIDES Resolution and Chikyu respectively. ECORD's role is to extend the scientific capability of the
program by providing support for mission-specific platform (MSP) operations. MSPs operate in key
areas such as ice-covered regions - Arctic Coring Expedition - and shallow seas - Tahiti Sea Level,
Great Barrier Reef Environmental Changes and New Jersey Shallow Shelf Expeditions - nonaccessible to the US and Japanese drilling vessels. Providing mission-specific platforms to become a
Contributing Member and the third Operational Component for IODP needs a concerted action driven
by the European scientific community together with the funding organisations which have intensely
participated in the planning of IODP. Such a common approach was initiated by European Funding
Agencies forming the European Consortium for Ocean Research Drilling - ECORD, supported by the
European Commission as an ERA-Net Coordinated Action, named ECORD-Net, of the 6th
Framework Programme from December 2003 to August 2008 (ECORD, 2010).
European Council for Maritime Applied R&D Association (ECMAR)
The ECMAR Association was formed in April 2007, although it can trace its origins back to
June 1955 when the first meeting of the International Cooperation in Ship Research (ICSR)
took place in London at the initiative of the British Shipbuilding Research Association
(BSRA). ICSR changed its name to ECMAR in 1989. The new ECMAR Association, formed in 2007,
has 25 member organisations in 15 European Countries, representing all the major European major
institutes in the Maritime Applied Research Sector. The founding members of the ECMAR
Association were BMT Group, CETENA, CMT, FORCE, HSVA, MARIN, MARINTEK, SIREHNA,
SSPA and VTT. The major objectives of ECMAR include: promoting interest within European
Maritime Applied Research and Development organisations, developing a European maritime R&D
strategy, enhancing cooperation between members by (virtual) networks and by organising
conferences and European Educational Research Association (EERA)(MARCOM+, 2009).
EuDA is a non-profit industry organisation for dredging companies and related organisations. It
represents the interests of the dredging industry, primarily at the European institutions.
The European dredging companies represent approximately 8.000 European employees "on land and
on board of the vessels" (in direct employment) and more than 30.000 in indirect employment (supply
and service companies). Approximately 750 seaworthy vessels with European flag are servicing the
ports and maritime channels worldwide.
The Association: Will pursue its goals by endorsing polities to create fair and equitable conditions for
competition; commits to respecting applicable national, European and international rules and
regulations; commits to operating its fleet safely, effectively and responsibly. Founded in 1993, the
Association serves its members in all kind of requests related to dredging issues, presently strongly
emphasizing on the Social and Environmental affairs. These issues are followed and organized by the

Annexes - Review of regional research governance frameworks for the purpose of future articulation of maritime
governance at the EU level

Secretariat and executed by its specialised working groups existing out of experts from the member
companies (EUDA, 2010).
EuroGOOS
EuroGOOS is an Association of Agencies (33 Members in 17 European countries), founded in 1994 to
further the goals of GOOS, and in particular the development of Operational Oceanography in the
European Sea areas and adjacent oceans. GOOS is an international program preparing the permanent
global framework of observations, modeling and analysis of ocean variables needed to
support operational ocean services wherever they are undertaken around the world. It was
launched at the Second World Climate Conference in 1990 and is sponsored by IOC, WMO,
UNEP and ICSU. EuroGOOS activities are designed to collaborate with and maximize the
benefits from existing activities in operational oceanography in Europe, promoting the
integration of these activities within the framework of GOOS (MARCOM+, 2009).
European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research Organisation (EFARO)
The European Fisheries and Aquaculture Organization (EFARO) is an association
composed of the Directors of the main European Research Institutes involved in Fisheries
and Aquaculture research founded under a consensus agreement in 1989. The starting point
was the desire to achieve greater cohesion and coordination of Community fisheries and
aquaculture R + D. Today EFARO unites 3000 researchers and research assistants in 23
institutes in 19 European countries. As an association EFARO is involved in the production
of position papers for example on fisheries and aquaculture research, is coordinator of EU
framework programmes and contractor in framework contracts (MARCOM+, 2009).
European Marine Sand and Gravel Group (EMSAGG)
The European Marine Sand and Gravel Group (EMSAGG), established in 1998 by European
professionals, is an independent body which draws together stakeholders from across industry,
including dredging organisations, European Government departments and agencies, regulators,
economists, resource planners, environmental bodies and academic as well as research bodies.
EMSAGG provides a forum for the exchange of ideas and learning across Europe.
Marine sand and gravel continues to make an important contribution to the development of European
economies, with demand expanding for numerous end uses. Planning to meet future demand, by
ensuring long-term resources are available and responsibly managed, is an important factor towards
achieving sustainable development at a European level.
To address this potential for increased demand around Europe, techniques for the investigation,
development and management of marine sand and gravel require continuous improvement.
EMSAGG helps identify developments and information needs for the marine sand and gravel
constituents, concerning all aspects of the industry. EMSAGG enables exchange of information on,
and experiences of, the research, licensing, execution and monitoring relating to the extraction and use
of marine sand and gravel throughout Europe. EMSAGG allows for the wider interest groups, such as
clients, government, regulators, planners, economists and environmentalists to engage in sharing of
information and discussion of the issues – particularly at a European level. Improved communication
and understanding on the issues will be of benefit to all involved in marine sand and gravel.
EMSAGG facilitates information and knowledge building visits to European countries, to discuss
developments and information needs concerning sand and gravel and to identify specific EMSAGG
initiatives. EMSAGG disseminates information to public and private marine sand and gravel
stakeholders through bi-annual meetings, its bulletins, the web and its popular conference (EMSAGG,
2010).
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European Network of Marine Research Institutes and Stations (MARS)
The MARS network is a foundation created by, and open to, Europe's marine research institutes and
stations. MARS member organisations are world leaders in fundamental marine research and have
important research infrastructure facilities available with direct access to the sea. MARS
communicates with international organisations, including the Commission of the European
Community in Brussels and the Marine Board of the European Science Foundation in Strasbourg and
Ostend. MARS members are located all over Europe, along the shores of the Atlantic Ocean, the
North, Irish, Baltic, Adriatic, White, Black and Mediterranean Seas. MARS provides a unique
framework or umbrella for uniting these diverse marine disciplines where ecosystem and
biodiversity research goes hand in hand with genomics and marine biogeochemistry. Many
members are partners in one or more of the currently existing European Networks of
Excellence: Marine Genomics Europe (MGE) and Marine Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Functioning (MarBEF) have agreed to establish a virtual network status within an umbrella provided
by MARS. Other relevant networks, like LAGUNET, ILNET, and symposium series EMBS and
ECSA, have also expressed their interest to join MARS (MARCOM+, 2009).
European Ocean Energy Association (EU-OEA)
The European Ocean Energy Association (EU-OEA) is a non-profit association with a growing
international membership of more than 60 of the world‟s leading companies involved in marine and
tidal energy technologies. The association is actively engaged in promoting the development and use
of these technologies through a mixture of policy, legislative, educational and communications
activities. The EU-OEA hosts conferences, workshops and site visits, providing members and
legislators with the ability to monitor commercial developments, and to assess emerging technologies
for their commercial readiness, relative competitive position, and deployment prospects. The
association's international conference features authoritative presentations from key stakeholders in the
industry about a wide range of new technologies being deployed, and under development, worldwide,
and an opportunity to participate in the informal professional network that the group supports. The
EU-OEA is incorporated in Brussels, Belgium as a business trade association. (EU-OEA, 2010)
European Research Area Networks (ERA-NET)
The objective of the ERA-NET scheme is to step up the cooperation and coordination of research
activities carried out at national or regional level in the Member States and Associated States through:
 the networking of research activities conducted at national or regional level, and
 the mutual opening of national and regional research programmes.
The scheme will contribute to making a reality of the European Research Area by improving the
coherence and coordination across Europe of such research programmes. The scheme will also enable
national systems to take on tasks collectively that they would not have been able to tackle
independently. Both networking and mutual opening require a progressive approach. The ERA-NET
scheme therefore has a long-term perspective that must also allow for the different way that research is
organised in different Member States and Associated States (CORDIS, 2010).
European Science Foundation (ESF)
The European Science Foundation (ESF) is an association of 79 member organisations devoted to
scientific research in 30 European countries. Since we were established in 1974, we have coordinated
a wide range of pan-European scientific initiatives, and our flexible organisation structure means we
can respond quickly to new developments. ESF's core purpose is to promote high quality science at a
European level. The ESF is committed to facilitating cooperation and collaboration in European
science on behalf of its principal stakeholders (Member Organisations and Europe's scientific
community). This cross-border activity combines both 'top-down' and 'bottom-up' approaches in the
long-term development of science. The Foundation is committed to providing scientific leadership
through its networking expertise and by ensuring that there is a European added value to all of its
initiatives and projects (ESF, 2010).
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European Sea Ports Organisation (ESPO)
ESPO represents the seaports of the Member States of the European Union and has observer members
from several other European countries. ESPO‟s mission is to influence public policy in the EU in
order to achieve a safe, efficient and environmentally sustainable European port sector, operating as a
key element of a transport industry where free and undistorted market conditions prevail, as far as
practicable. ESPO key objectives are:
To ensure that the economic importance of European ports is recognised in the EU and its Member
States and that the sector is consulted substantively on any measure likely to affect it;
To promote free and fair competition in the port sector;
To ensure that European ports play their full part in delivering economic efficiency;
To promote the highest possible safety standards in European ports;
To encourage ports to be proactive in protecting the environment (ESPO, 2010).
European Sediment Network
SedNet is a European network aimed at incorporating sediment issues and knowledge into European
strategies to support the achievement of a good environmental status and to develop new tools for
sediment management. Our focus is on all sediment quality and quantity issues on a river basin scale,
ranging from freshwater to estuarine and marine sediments.
SedNet brings together experts from science, administration and industry. It interacts with the various
networks in Europe that operate at a national or international level or that focus on specific fields (such
as science, policy making, sediment management, industry, education). On this website you will find
information from SedNet as well as from other sources. Please read our disclaimer before making use
of this information (SedNet, 2010).
Europêche, the Association of National Organisations of Fishery Enterprises
Since founded in 1962, Europêche, the Association of National Organisations of Fishery Enterprises in
the European Union, participates in elaborating and managing the Common Fisheries Policy
and defends the interests of the fishing enterprises of which the vessels are listed in the Community
data base, regardless of their length, volume or power. Europêche is a European organisation of
shipowners, fishermen and employers that today counts 18 member organisations from 11 European
countries and pursues diversified objectives and activities, such as:

promote the relationships between the member organisations by creating co-operation and
collaboration links between them;

adopt common position papers and draw up proposals for actions, reform or measures envisaging
the improvement of the activities of the fisheries enterprises represented by the national
organisations;

keep their members informed about draft Community regulations, dossiers, events, studies and
orientations that might directly or indirectly affect the fishing industry (Europeche, 2010).
Federation of European Aquaculture Producers (FEAP)
The Federation of European Aquaculture Producers (FEAP) is an international organisation that is
composed of the National Aquaculture Associations of European countries. The basic aims of the
Federation are:
 to develop and establish a common policy on questions relating to the production and the
commercialisation of aquaculture species are reared professionally.
 to make known to the appropriate authorities the common policies envisaged above.
Membership of the Federation is restricted to National Aquaculture Associations. In certain cases,
countries have National Associations for defined species (e.g. the United Kingdom has National
Associations for Trout, Salmon..) while others have National Associations for all species (e.g. Italy
and France have National Aquaculture Associations that incorporate all species). At present, the
FEAP is composed primarily of Associations concerned with finfish production (FEAP, 2010).
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Forum Euroméditerranéen des Instituts de Sciences Économiques (FEMISE)
The FEMISE Association is a Euro-Mediterranean network established in June 2005 as non-profit
organization under the French Law of 1 July 1901. The network gathers more than 80 members of
economic research institutes, representing the 37 partners of the Barcelona Process. Supported by the
European Commission within the framework of the MEDA regional programme since 1997, the
FEMISE is coordinated by the Institut de la Méditerranée (France) and the Economic Research Forum
(Egypt). The association was established with 52 Founding members of EU-Med national non-profit
institutes that undertake economic and social research and represent the two sides of the
Mediterranean and it has the following objectives:
1. To conduct policy research and make recommendations with respect to economic relations
between Europe and their Mediterranean partners;
2. To publish and disseminate this research for the benefit of public and private, national and
multilateral institutions,
3. To work for the broadest possible dissemination by the most appropriate means (FEMISE, 2010).
General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM)
The Agreement for the establishment of the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean
(GFCM), under the provisions of Article XIV of the FAO constitution, was approved by the FAO
Conference in 1949 and entered into force in 1952. Amendments to this Agreement were approved in
1963, 1976 and 1997. The latter amendments were related to the change in name of GFCM previously
"General Fisheries Council for the Mediterranean" and to new obligations for the Contracting Parties
including their contributions to an autonomous budget for the functioning of the Commission. These
new obligations came into force on 29 April 2004.
Consisting of 23 Member countries along with the European Union, the GFCM‟s objectives are to
promote the development, conservation, rational management and best utilization of living marine
resources, as well as the sustainable development of aquaculture in the Mediterranean, Black Sea and
connecting waters. Membership is open to both Mediterranean coastal states and regional economic
organizations as well as to United Nations member states whose vessels engage in fishing in
Mediterranean waters.
In cooperation with other Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs), the GFCM is
instrumental in coordinating efforts by governments to effectively manage fisheries at regional level
following the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries.The GFCM has the authority to adopt
binding recommendations for fisheries conservation and management in its Convention Area and
plays a critical role in fisheries governance in the Region.
The GFCM holds its regular session annually. It implements its policy and activities through the
Secretariat, based at its headquarters in Rome, Italy, and operates during the intersessional period by
means of its committees, namely the Scientific Advisory Committee (SAC), the Committee on
Aquaculture (CAQ), the Compliance Committee (CoC), the Committee of Administration and Finance
(CAF) and their respective subsidiaries. The GFCM also enjoys the support of cooperative projects at
sub-regional and regional level which enhance, in particular, scientific cooperation and capacity
building in participating countries in line with GFCM priorities and strategies. In addition, the
Commission cooperates closely with other international organizations in matters of mutual interest.
Functions
The purpose of the Commission shall be to promote the development, conservation, rational
management and best utilization of living marine resources, as well as the sustainable development of
aquaculture in the Region. In particular, the Commission has the following responsibilities:
 to keep under review the state of the Mediterranean living resources, including their
abundance and the level of their exploitation, as well as the state of the fisheries based
thereon;
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to formulate and recommend, appropriate measures: (i) for the conservation and rational
management of living marine resources; and (ii) for the implementation of these
recommendations;
to keep under review the economic and social aspects of the fishing industry and recommend
any measures aimed at its development;
to encourage, recommend, coordinate and, as appropriate, undertake training and extension
activities in all aspects of fisheries;
to encourage, recommend, coordinate and, as appropriate, undertake research and
development activities, including cooperative projects in the areas of fisheries and the
protection of living marine resources;
to assemble, publish or disseminate information regarding exploitable living marine resources
and fisheries based on these resources;
to promote programmes for marine and brackish water aquaculture and coastal fisheries
enhancement;
to carry out such other activities as may be necessary for the Commission to achieve its
purpose as defined above.

Area of competence: Mediterranean, Black Sea and connecting waters, high seas, National waters
(GFCM, 2011).
Helsinki Commission (HELCOM)
The Helsinki Commission, or HELCOM, works to protect the marine environment of the Baltic Sea
from all sources of pollution through intergovernmental co-operation between Denmark, Estonia, the
European Community, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Sweden. HELCOM is
the governing body of the "Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea
Area" - more usually known as the Helsinki Convention. HELCOM‟s vision for the future is a healthy
Baltic Sea environment with diverse biological components functioning in balance, resulting in a good
ecological status and supporting a wide range of sustainable economic and social activities.
In pursuing this objective and vision the riparian countries have jointly pooled their efforts in
HELCOM, which is works as:
 an environmental policy maker for the Baltic Sea area by developing common environmental
objectives and actions;
 an environmental focal point providing information about (i) the state of/trends in the marine
environment; (ii) the efficiency of measures to protect it and (iii) common initiatives and positions
which can form the basis for decision-making in other international fora;
 a body for developing, according to the specific needs of the Baltic Sea, Recommendations of its
own and Recommendations supplementary to measures imposed by other international
organisations;
 a supervisory body dedicated to ensuring that HELCOM environmental standards are fully
implemented by all parties throughout the Baltic Sea and its catchment area; and
 a co-ordinating body, ascertaining multilateral response in case of major maritime incidents
(HELCOM, 2010).
Hydraulics and Maritime Research Centre (HMRC)
The Hydraulics and Maritime Research Centre (HMRC) at University College Cork was established in
1979. It is a centre of excellence within Ireland for Ocean Renewables and Coastal Engineering
providing support to the maritime industry as well as fundamental R&D.
The staff at the HMRC have been selected from a wide range of engineering backgrounds; including
civil, environmental, electrical and electronic, mechanical, aeronautical and oceanographic. This
provides a diverse assortment of experience and skills to explore the multi disciplinary technology.
Further growth is expected over the next few months, taking on a number of Post-doctoral researchers,
engineers and PhD students. The Centre, which is principally a dedicated research facility, also offers
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a teaching and education function. It houses the only facilities for wave simulation in Ireland with a
Wave Flume and an Ocean Wave Basin (HMRC, 2010).
International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS)
The International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) was founded in 1998 as a non-profit
organisation. It has since fulfilled a dual function: (a) it is an independent research and training
institution focusing on the wider Black Sea region, (b) it is a related body of the Organisation of the
Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) and serves as its acknowledged think-tank.
The ICBSS is a proactive member of the BSEC institutional family and participates in the
deliberations of the BSEC decision-making, related, and subsidiary bodies, mainly in a consultative
role. Upon specific mandates the ICBSS drafts policy documents (ministerial declarations, action
plans, background papers), coordinates the work of ad hoc Groups of Experts and is actively involved
in permanent BSEC Working Groups. The ICBSS regularly reports on these activities to the BSEC
Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs. As an independent research and training institution, the
ICBSS exploits synergies with its institutional role and develops complementary activities, including
the elaboration and publication of research papers and studies, the organisation of a variety of
scientific events, the management of research projects on a contract basis, as well as networking
activities (ICBSS, 2010).
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)
ICES is the organisation that coordinates and promotes marine research in the North
Atlantic. This includes adjacent seas such as the Baltic Sea and North Sea. The Council acts
as a meeting point for a community of more than 1600 marine scientists from 20 countries
around the North Atlantic. Scientists working through ICES gather information about the
marine ecosystem. As well as filling gaps in existing knowledge, this information is also
developed into unbiased, non-political advice. ICES advice is then used by the 20 member
countries, which fund and support ICES, to help them manage the North Atlantic Ocean and
adjacent seas. ICES secretariat has been based in Copenhagen, Denmark, since 1902. In the
Task Force, ICES represents also the EUROCEANS, ESONET and Seadatanet networks
(MARCOM+, 2009).
International Energy Agency (IEA)
The International Energy Agency (IEA) is an intergovernmental organisation which acts as energy
policy advisor to 28 member countries in their effort to ensure reliable, affordable and clean energy for
their citizens. Founded during the oil crisis of 1973-74, the IEA‟s initial role was to co-ordinate
measures in times of oil supply emergencies. As energy markets have changed, so has the IEA. Its
mandate has broadened to incorporate the “Three E‟s” of balanced energy policy making: energy
security, economic development and environmental protection. Current work focuses on climate
change policies, market reform, energy technology collaboration and outreach to the rest of the world,
especially major consumers and producers of energy like China, India, Russia and the OPEC
countries. The most recent meeting of the Governing Board of IEA member countries at Ministerial
level was held on 14-15 October 2009 in Paris. With a staff of around 220, mainly energy experts and
statisticians from its 28 member countries, the IEA conducts a broad programme of energy research,
data compilation, publications and public dissemination of the latest energy policy analysis and
recommendations on good practices (IEA, 2010).
LifeWatch
LifeWatch will construct and bring into operation the facilities, hardware, software and governance
structures for all aspects of biodiversity research. It will consist of: facilities for data generation and
processing; a network of observatories; facilities for data integration and interoperability; virtual
laboratories offering a range of analytical and modelling tools; and a Service Centre providing special
services for scientific and policy users, including training and research opportunities for young
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scientists. The infrastructure has the support of all major European biodiversity research networks
(LifeWatch, 2010).
MareLife
MARELIFE is an independent science-based marine innovation network organized on a membership
basis. It is one of the few networks worldwide covering all three major industrial bio marine fields:
aquaculture, fisheries and marine by-products. At the same time our membership is truly cross sector,
embracing leading international players and trend setters from industry, finance, public and private
investors, universities and a range of science and technology organizations.
Stakeholders range from manufacturing and solution providers, start ups and venture companies to
R&D organizations and public sector facilitators of innovation and commercialization.
•Legal status: Member Association (in Norwegian "Forening/lag/innretning") Facilitating
collaboration between members to create and run membership forums and launch generic projects
addressing major challenges and opportunities in the sector, which are too ambitious to be undertaken
by individual members.
•Oslo Teknopol, a non-profit regional development agency serves as its secretariat (MARELIFE,
2010).
Marine Biodiversity and Ecosystem Functioning (MarBEF+)
MarBEF, a network of excellence funded by the European Union and consisting of 94 European
marine institutes, is a platform to integrate and disseminate knowledge and expertise on marine
biodiversity, with links to researchers, industry, stakeholders and the general public. MarBEF is
funded within the sustainable development, global change and ecosystems RTD Programme of the
EU's Sixth Framework Programme. More information is also available on CORDIS (Community
Research & Development Information Service). The specific integration effort of MarBEF is focused
into the following major activities:
 Creating a virtual centre for durable integration
 Creating and improving access to resources
 Providing specialist training
 Developing an integrated data and information management system
 The transformation of MarBEF's long-term, strategic approach into policy (MarBEF, 2010).
Marine Board – European Science Foundation (ESF- MB)
The Marine Board-ESF (established 1995) provides a forum for the strategic co-ordination
of the activities and policies of national marine research funding agencies and national
marine research facilities, towards enhanced synergy. With its current membership of 31
marine research organisations from 20 European countries, the Marine Board addresses four
main objectives: creating a forum for its member organisations; identifying scientific
strategic issues through foresight activities; providing a voice for European marine science;
and promoting synergy among national programmes and research facilities. Emphasis is on
increasing the uptake and impact of research output into the policy interface; this is
achieved through hosting regular science policy workshops, publication of position papers
targeted at policy makers, issuing statements in response to EU initiatives, and through an
annual forum. It annually hosts approximately 15 workshops of interdisciplinary nature, and
also holds an annual Forum. Since 2001, the Marine Board has published 10 position
papers. The Marine Board was instrumental in (i) organizing EurOCEAN 2004 Conference
(2004, Galway) and in drafting the Galway Declaration; (ii) convening the organizing
committee for EurOCEAN 2007 conference (2007, Aberdeen) and drafting the resulting
Declaration; (iii) preparing the Portuguese EU Presidency conference (2007, Lisbon) on the
options to create a network of existing marine and maritime networks; (iv) maintaining the
Aberdeen momentum, creating the Aberdeen+ Group (MARCOM+, 2009).
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Marifish
Is part of the ERA-NET project, and aims at strengthening the links between European marine
fisheries science and fisheries management (Marifish, 2010).
Mediterranean Global Ocean Observing System (MedGoos)
MedGOOS is the GOOS Regional Alliance for the Mediterranean Sea, established under the
auspices of UNESCO-IOC to provide a regional framework for partnerships, synergies and
capacity building for operational oceanography to the benefit of all coastal states in the
region. It embraces a partnership of 19 members from 16 riparian countries including nonEU countries such as Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Lebanon, Albania, Montenegro and
Bosnia-Herzegovina. MedGOOS aims to build awareness on operational oceanography,
promote capacity building and synergize efforts to facilitate the development of an
operational ocean observing and forecasting system with regional and coastal scales to the
benefit of a wide group of stakeholders and users in the region. Such a system requires an
enduring collaboration among the neighboring countries and a strong will to share efforts,
resources and knowledge (MARCOM+, 2009).
Nordic Energy Research
Nordic Energy Research is the funding institution for energy research under the Nordic Council of
Ministers – an intergovernmental body between Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Norway and Iceland. It
promotes research and innovation in new energy technologies and systems by fostering
competitiveness, cooperation and increased knowledge creation in Nordic research initiatives.
It supports areas of energy research that are of common interest to Nordic stakeholders and have
potential for transnational research cooperation. These thematic areas are renewable energy, energy
efficiency, the hydrogen economy, energy market integration and the impact of climate change on the
energy sector. Nordic Energy Research funds and coordinates research, as well as providing
administrative expertise, network building and advice. It funds projects and networks throughout the
Nordic region, and also offer direct grants and mobility support. We are currently funding 16 research
and innovation projects, ranging from basic scientific research to cleantech business development. It is
also funding 7 projects focussing on energy technology policy. Our funding has supported more than
300 Ph.D.s over the last 20 years. It applies its experience in coordinating trans-national research
cooperation to providing administrative support to EU projects under the ERA-NET umbrella, and to
working groups under the Nordic Council of Ministers. Is also facilitates network building by acting as
a central hub for energy researchers and institutions in the Nordic region. Nordic Energy Research
began as the Nordic Energy Research Programme in 1985, before becoming the institution it is today
in 1999 (Nordic energy research, 2010).
Nordisk Innovations Centre
Nordic Innovation Centre initiates and finances projects that stimulate innovation. It works with
industry, authorities and research. Its role is also to disseminate knowledge about innovation and
spread the results of their projects. It shall contribute to increasing innovation and competitiveness of
Nordic industry through enhancing innovation work and collaboration across borders. Nordic
Innovation Centre is governed by the Nordic Council of Ministers and is co-located with other Nordic
organizations in Oslo. The total project portfolio of the Nordic Innovation Centre consists of
approximately 120 ongoing projects and networks. Together with several hundred completed projects
of great value to Nordic businesses, these projects involve the Centre in nearly all strategically
important Nordic areas (NICe, 2010).
NordForsk Research Advisory Body on Nordic Research Policy
NordForsk is a Nordic organisation with responsibility for cooperation on research and researcher
training in the Nordic region. The organisation focuses on research areas in which the Nordic countries
are international leaders, and promotes research and researcher training of high international calibre.
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NordForsk has three main functions – coordination, funding and policy advice:




The objective of NordForsk‟s coordination role is to develop the Nordic Research and Innovation
Area (NORIA) into an attractive, cutting-edge region for research and innovation.
NordForsk‟s research funding instruments seek to create synergies that supplement existing
national investments in research.
NordForsk is the Nordic Council of Ministers„ advisory body in the area of research. NordForsk
uses its policy, analysis and communication activities to build a platform from which the Nordic
countries can take full advantage of their shares opportunities.

NordForsk was established on 1 January 2005 following a consolidation of the activities of the former
Nordic Research Policy Council and the Nordic Research Training Academy. The Board of NordForsk
is comprised of representatives from the five Nordic research councils, the Nordic University
Association, and trade and industry. NordForsk is one of three organisations at the Nordic Centre in
Oslo. The other two are: Nordic Innovation Centre and Nordic Energy Research (NordForsk, 2010).
OSPAR Commission
OSPAR is the mechanism by which fifteen Governments of the western coasts and catchments of
Europe, together with the European Community, cooperate to protect the marine environment of the
North-East Atlantic. It started in 1972 with the Oslo Convention against dumping. It was broadened to
cover land-based sources and the offshore industry by the Paris Convention of 1974. These two
conventions were unified, up-dated and extended by the 1992 OSPAR Convention. The new annex on
biodiversity and ecosystems was adopted in 1998 to cover non-polluting human activities that can
adversely affect the sea. The fifteen Governments are Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and
United Kingdom. Finland is not on the western coasts of Europe, but some of its rivers flow to the
Barents Sea, and historically it was involved in the efforts to control the dumping of hazardous waste
in the Atlantic and the North Sea. Luxembourg and Switzerland are Contracting Parties due to their
location within the catchments of the River Rhine (OSPAR, 2010).
Overarching Marine Network of Research Funding Organizations (SEAS-ERA)
Towards Integrated Marine Research Strategy and Programmes (SEAS-ERA)
SEAS-ERA, as an overarching marine FP7 ERA-NET, is of strategic importance for the European
Research Area. Several European strategic fora (e.g. ESFRI) and European Commission‟s
Communications (e.g. Communication on Joint programming – 2008) have emphasised marine
research as a field where major synergistic benefits can be reached by improving the coordination of
research and infrastructure investments. SEAS-ERA overall objective is to facilitate the establishment
of a stable and durable structure for strengthening marine research across the European Sea Basins. To
do so the project brings together 20 major European Marine Research Funding Organisations from 20
countries in the basin regions of the Atlantic, the Mediterranean and the Black Sea, and the Marine
Board-ESF.
SEAS-ERA aims to:
• Contribute to setting up of a European Marine and Maritime Research Agenda and develop a stable
European overarching operational structure for its implementation;
• Enhance cooperation between Member States and avoid fragmentation by fostering synergies at
regional and European levels towards achievement of Joint Programming;
• Propose a plan for a better and sustainable use of Marine Research Infrastructures;
• Improve science development and its utilization in Europe through human capacity building;
• Enhance public awareness of marine and maritime scientific and policy issues in Europe.
The launch of the SEAS-ERA project confirms the realisation of the impact of the MarinERA FP6
ERA-NET (whose deputy coordinator was the Marine Board), and awareness of the benefits and
opportunities for increased cooperation between national funding programmes (see MarinERA legacy
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publication, April 2009 Download). To ensure that past achievements are integrated in future
developments , the Marine Board will be leading SEAS-ERA strategic analysis activities.
SEAS-ERA started on 01 May 2010 for a 48-month period under the coordination of Spanish Ministry
of Science and Innovation (MICINN) (ESF, 2010).
Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System (PISCES)
PISCES (Partnerships Involving Stakeholders in the Celtic Sea Eco-System) is a three-year project
funded by the European Commission to unite people in order to safeguard the future of the marine
ecosystem. PISCES is bringing together the major sectors operating within the Celtic Sea. This
international partnership will be working with a common goal – to find a way to manage everyone‟s
activities sustainably. It aims to introduce an ecosystem approach to marine management that will be
relevant and useful to people operating within and around the Celtic Sea. The key to the success of this
project will be a set of practical guidelines (WWF, 2010).
Regional Advisory Councils (RACs)
The creation of Regional Advisory Councils (RACs) was one of the pillars of the 2002 reform of the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). They came about as a response to calls from stakeholders in the
fisheries sector who wanted to be more involved in the way fisheries is managed in the EU.
The RACs prepare recommendations and suggestions on fisheries issues relevant to the area they
cover and submit them to the Commission and/or to the relevant national authorities. Submissions may
be in response to a request from these bodies or on the RACs‟ own initiative. The RACs are made up
of representatives of the fisheries sector and other groups affected by the CFP, while scientists are
invited to participate in the meetings of the RACs as experts. In each RAC, 2/3 of the members are
industry representatives, while 1/3 represents “other interest groups” such as NGOs. The latter group
also includes aquaculture producers. The Commission and regional and national representatives of
Member States may be present at the meetings as observers.
Seven RACs have been established to cover the following areas or fisheries:
 Baltic Sea BS RAC (operational since March 2006)
 Mediterranean Sea MedRAC (operational since September 2008)
 North Sea NS RAC (operational since November 2004)
 North Western Waters NWW RAC (operational since September 2005)
 South Western Waters SWW RAC (operational since April 2007)
 Pelagic stocks (blue whiting, mackerel, horse mackerel and herring) in all areas, PRAC (operational
since August 2005)
 High seas/long distance fleet fishing in all non-EU waters LD RAC (operational since March 2007).
The European Commission meets with the RACs on a regular basis to discuss current policy initiatives
and priorities, as well as to ensure coordination on issues that concern all RACs. The RACs have also
established an Inter-RAC Committee to deal with issues of common interest, such as budgetary
questions and their participation in the Community Fisheries Control Agency. (The Fisheries
Secretariat, 2010)
United Nations Environment Programme/ Mediterranean Action Plan (UNEP/MEP)
In 1975, only three years after the Stockholm Ministerial Conference that set up the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), 16 Mediterranean countries and the European Community adopted
the Mediterranean Action Plan (MAP). The MAP was the first-ever plan adopted as a Regional Seas
Programme under UNEP's umbrella. The main objectives of the MAP were to assist the Mediterranean
countries to assess and control marine pollution, to formulate their national environment policies, to
improve the ability of governments to identify better options for alternative patterns of development,
and to optimize the choices for allocation of resources.
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Although the initial focus of the MAP was on marine pollution control, experience confirmed that
socio-economic trends, combined with inadequate development planning and management are the root
of most environmental problems. Consequently, the focus of MAP gradually shifted to include
integrated coastal zone planning and management as the key tool through which solutions are being
sought. The Contracting Parties decide on MAP strategies, budget and programme in pursuit of
MAP‟s goal at their Ministerial level meetings, held every two years. They appoint Focal Points to
review the progress of work and ensure the implementation of recommendations at the national level.
A rotating Bureau of six representatives of the Contracting Parties guides and advises the MAP
Secretariat in the interim period between the biannual meetings.
The 22 Contracting Parties to the Barcelona Convention are:
Albania, Algeria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Cyprus, Egypt, the European Community, France,
Greece, Israel, Italy, Lebanon, Libya, Malta, Monaco, Morocco, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovenia,
Spain, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey.
Since 1982, the MAP Coordinating Unit (MEDU) has been based in Athens on the basis of a Host
Country Agreement signed between Greece and UNEP. The Greek Government provides financial and
logistical support to MAP and accords the Secretariat Diplomatic status. The MAP Coordinating Unit
is the Secretariat of the Mediterranean Action Plan. It performs diplomatic, political and
communications roles, supervising the main MAP components (Regional Activity Centres) and
organizes major meetings and programmes. (UNEPMAP, 2011)
Venice Platform
The subscribing parties to the Venice Declaration, representatives of maritime, marine and coastal
networks, express their intention to engage in a cooperation process, which will support the European
Maritime Policy in several ways: By assisting in the definition of policy priorities related to coastal
and maritime matters; By cooperating on issues of common concern; By taking greater Benefit of the
widespread available knowledge and experience in Europe; By making a more efficient use of mutual
resources and investments.
The parties will strive for the establishment of a common European Platform with the following
principles and objectives:






The Platform is a joint venture of networking organizations, which contribute in diverse ways to
sustainable coastal development and sustainable use of the sea.
The Platform coordinates теmber actions through debate and exchange of experience and
knowledge at the platform level, while respecting the management arrangements, objectives and
legal status of the member organizations.
The Platform facilitates improved delivery of services, through greater communication, liaison,
and joint working between (platform members; it will not duplicate services already provided By
the member organizations to coastal and maritime professionals at European, national and regional
scales.
The Platform voices at the European level the shared objectives and concerns of the network
organisations and seekş to achieve a permanent and constructive dialogue with the different
authorities and more specifically the European institutions (Europa, 2010).

Waterborne Technology Platform
WATERBORNE TP is an initiative that came forth from the Maritime Industries Forum (MIF) and its
R&D committee in 2005 and is making strident efforts to regularly update R&D requirements for
European competitiveness, innovation and the meeting of regulations like safety and environment. The
stakeholders include EU associations covering deep and short sea shipping, inland waterways, yards,
equipment manufacturers, marine leisure industry, research and university institutions, classification
societies etc. The so-called stakeholder Support Group is matched by a Mirror Group of government
appointed delegates.
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The WATERBORNE TP is one of the some 30 technology platforms in the EU and where appropriate
possibilities for exchanges or other ways of cooperation are investigated.
The WATERBORNE TP published a VISION 2020 paper in 2005, a Strategic Research Agenda in
2006 and an Implementation Plan in 2007. The contents are been used by industry sectors, national
R&D programs and not in the last place by the European Commission for defining the outline of and
calls under the R&D Framework Programs (Waterborne-TP, 2010).
Wave Energy Centre (WAVEC)
The Wave Energy Centre (WavEC) is a non-profit organisation, founded in 2003 dedicated to the
development and promotion of Ocean Wave Energy through technical and strategic support to
companies, R&D institutions and public entities. The Centre also strives to collaborate with companies
and other institutions outside Portugal that recognise the necessity of International Cooperation, in
particular those who seek an association with Portuguese companies / institutions. The Wave Energy
Centre renders services to entities that intend to explore the attractive natural and legal conditions of
Portugal for testing and demonstration of wave energy structures. Further, the Centre co-ordinates or
participates in R&D projects to support the development of wave energy on national and international
level, as e.g. Wavetrain2, CORES, EQUIMAR, WAVEPLAM. The most valuable asset of WavEC is
the 400 kW OWC pilot plant (Azores), providing important field experience and monitoring activities
to the centre's staff and invited researchers (Wavec, 2010).
World Association of Marine Stations (WAMS)
In accordance with measures adopted at the 25th session of the Assembly of UNESCOIntergovernmental Oceanographic Commission IOC (16-25 June 2009), a meeting of a planning group
was held at IOC, Paris, April 13th – 14th 2010, to discuss the creation of a “World Association of
Marine Stations” (WAMS). This group agreed unanimously that WAMS was urgently needed and on
April 14th 2010 WAMS was established. The World Association of Marine Stations, WAMS, will
collaborate closely with POGO and MAB. WAMS can also offer crucial support to global scientific
programmes and organizations such as IGBP; WCRP; IPCC, GOOS, LME; DIVERSITAS, IABO and
GEO/GEOSS. This cooperation could be implemented quickly and at reasonable cost, insofar as
human resources and logistics of marine stations and their parent universities and/or inland research
institutes can assist (or perhaps even support), at least partially, specific operations for example carried
out under OBIS. This first phase in the development of WAMS will be developed by a Steering group
that comprises representatives from the main world networks of marine stations together with
representatives from IOC and MAB (POGO, 2010).
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Annex II. Overview of participants of the interviews
Baltic Sea
 Holger Janßen PhD, Scientist with the Leipzig Institute for Baltic Sea Research (information
provided: 3 August 2010)
 Kaisa Kononen PhD, Director of BONUS EEIG (information provided: 2 July 2010)
 Damien Perisse MSc, Director - Responsible for innovation and competitiveness and follow-up of
the Baltic Sea Commission (information provided: 27 July 2010)
Black Sea
 Rieks Bosch MSc, Team leader with Euroconsult Mott McDonald (information provided: 20
October 2010)
 Violeta Velikova PhD, Member of the Black Sea Commission (information provided: 27 July
2010)
Celtic Sea
 Jeremy Gault MSc, Managing Director with the Coastal & Marine Resources Centre. (information
provided: 3 September 2010)
 Sue Kidd PhD, Senior Lecturer with the University of Liverpool (information provided: 21
October 2010)
 Patricia Potter MSc, Director of Dublin Regional Authority (information provided: 10 September
2010)
 Colin Pringle MSc, Project Manager of the PISCES Project at WWF-UK (information provided:
15 September 2010)
 Gerry Sutton, Deputy Director with the Coastal & Marine Resources Centre and Project Manager
of MESMA (information provided: 9 September 2010)
Greater North Sea
 Steve Degraer PhD, Scientist with the Royal Belgium Institute of Natural Sciences at the Marine
Ecosystem Section (information provided: 12 August 2010)
 Prof. Dr. Job Dronkers, Consultant at Deltaris Research Institute, the Netherlands. (information
provided: 7 June 2010)
 Rinske Kruisinga MSc, Vice Governor, Province of Noord Holland and Chairman of the North
Sea Commission (information provided: 9 September 2010)
 Anne Marie O'Hagan PhD, Researcher at Coastal & Marine Resources Centre (information
provided: 18 May 2010)
Mediterranean Sea
 Thierry Arpin-Pont MSc, Head of the "European Territorial Cooperation Programmes", by which
with regard to the Mediterranean sea transnational programs are funded by ERDF and ENPI
(information provided: 3 August 2010).
 Paolo Lupino MSc, Head of Marine Protect Areas Office in the Environmental Directorate of the
Lazio Region Administration Italy and Chairman of the InterMediterranean Commission.
(information provided: 12 August 2010)
 Kostas Nittis PhD, Scientific Coordinator with the Hellenic Centre for Marine Research
(information provided: 7 July 2010)
 Professor Pierpaolo Campostrini PhD, Managing Director of CORILA and President of Lagunet.
(information provided: 28 July 2010).
 Jean-Claude Tourret MSc, General Director of the Mediterranean Institute (information provided:
3 August 2010)
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North East Atlantic
 Prof. Dr. Herman Hummel, Executive Secretary of the European Marine Research Institutes and
Stations, MARS (information provided: 4 June 2010)
 Professor David Johnson, Executive Secretary to the OSPAR Commission (information provided:
17 august 2010)
 Adi Kellermann PhD, Head of Science Programme with ICES (information provided: 4 Agust
2010)
 Professor Øystein Lie, Executive Manager with MareLife (information provided: 28 July 2010)
 Sebastian Unger MSc, Deputy Secretary of OSPAR (information provided: 17 August 2010)
 Sytse Ybema PhD, Expert on Ocean Matters with MareLife (information provided: 28 July 2010).
PAN European level
 Karl Andreas Almås PhD, President of SINTEF Fisheries and Aquaculture, a branch of the
Foundation of Industrial and Technological Research at the Norwegian University of Science and
Technology (SINTEF) in Trondheim, Norway which is a private research organisation with 1800
staff conducting contract research for private industry and the public sector (information provided:
1 July 2010).
 Neil Davidson BSc, Public Affairs Manager with Aquamarine Power (information provided: 6
August 2010)
 Torgeir Edvardsen MSc, Board Member with the European Aquaculture Technology and
Innovation Platform (EATIP) (information provided: 3 June 2010)
 Luc van Hoof PhD, Director European Research with IMARES and Executive Secretary of
European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research Organisation, EFARO (information provided: 3
September 2010)
 Willem Laros MSc, Policy Advisor with CESA (information provided: 18 August 2010)
 John Lock PhD, Coordinator with MariFish (information provided: 19 August 2010)
 Niall McDonough PhD, Member of the Marine Board at the European Science Foundation
(information provided: 8 June 2010).

Additional information was provided by
 Prof. Dr. Frederic Briand, Director General of the Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM)
&
 Prof. Dr. Herman Hummel, Executive Secretary of the European Marine Research Institutes and
Stations (MARS).
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Annex III. Summary of interviews
(Interviews are presented in alphabetical order)
Karl Andreas Almås PhD (involved in SINTEF)
Sintef is member of several frameworks. Important: member of two Technology Platforms (refer to:
http://cordis.europa.eu/technology-platforms/home_en.html) and a member of Nordic networks. A
framework could be of importance since in Europe there are limited resources present. The European
fish and aqua cultural sector is very small compared to ones outside Europe. So this needs to be
strengthened. A framework is a good meeting place. The Joined Calls are coming up now which are
also encouraging cross-sectorial use. The difference between a network and a framework: a network is
only used for discussions. In a framework the parties do projects together, funding and so on. A
bilateral framework has lots of potential, of which especially cross sectorial cooperation is an
important element. Resulting into the fact that in a framework organization different fields need to be
involved. Industry has to be more involved in the future frameworks, and especially industry of all
fields. Technology platforms are a good example of this. There is a need for framework programmes
that integrate the industrial sectors. Of the 150 projects of SINTEF 80% is financed by contract work
(by private parties, industries and public). 5% is financed through governmental grants and 15% by the
EU. A strength in our funding possibilities is that we are very closely linked with the market and
industry. The SINTEF information system binds together different industries and most of our research
is owned by industry, which is the intellectual owner of the information involved.
Thierry Arpin-Pont MSc (involved in European Territorial Cooperation Programmes)
The Mediterranean Sea needs more research with regard to governance, like there is in the MED
Programme. Officially there is no RRGF, but there is an intermediate body which has a similar
function and has the name “Pôle de compétitivité Mer”. This expert network is an international (also
regional based) membership organization which has a focus on professionalism, high return on
investments, innovation and resource based competiveness. The network bridges the gap between
regional programmes and EU programmes and has a close cooperation approach. Programmes like
MAREMED add value to the network and especially in combination with the MED Programme
competiveness can be reached for the long term. The Maritime Safety Umbrella Operation could be an
interesting structure to improve the dialogue between regional and European consultation structures. A
weakness in funding programmes is that transnational cooperation programmes in the Mediterranean
Sea are often complex and have a high administrative overhead. On Capacity building there is not
much known and done within the “Pôle de compétitivité Mer”. A more coordinated approach of
capitalization is needed at a transnational level : this is a goal of the MED programme and an
information management system should follow out of that.
Rieks Bosch MSc (involved as Marine Research Consultant and with WWF Russia)
Research on marine biodiversity, MPAs, the sea floor and the integration of coastal erosion processes
with the development of mussel beds need a focus now. We are not part of a RRGF but partner in
EMO, NATO, Black Sea Scientific Network, SESAME and MEECE. Most of these are EU projects
and have also a temporary but legal status. The most important element is that we stimulate fieldwork
and new data collection, which are direct links for data integration and policy development. A regional
seas framework could be easily connected to Marine Stakeholder Platforms on EU level through the
Black Sea Scientific Network and MEECE. There should be focussed on developments on the national
level before regional seas development will be established. Policy makers should be more involved in
this processes. The Black Sea basin does need more EU Funding for maritime projects. One could add
value to the existing partnerships by becoming an EU Member State which leads to more EU Projects
and subsequently direct links to the European Commission. In the Black Sea Basin are no structural
stakeholder consultation structures, except for the NGO Platform. Land and/or marine spatial planning
is not very developed around the Black Sea. Due to this, stakeholder consultation structures are not
much integrated yet. Consultation structures create more budget for implementation and strengthen the
focus on the integration of different interests. They are essential to policy development in the Black
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Sea. But to become successful one needs more involvement from non-EU Member States. EUROPE8
as a funding mechanism, should focus more on development on regional seas level. EUROPE8 cannot
fund Member States, and a link with INTERREG and the Member States Programmes is not present.
EUROPE8 should have a stronger co-funding component towards EU Member States. There is
(time)limited funding provided by EU programmes while stakeholder consultation processes are open
ended and not time limited. There is also some funding from the Black Sea Convention, which is very
fragmented, not transparent and devoid of coordination. A programme like SEADATANET could be
very useful as information management system. However, it is not very easy to share data and
information between Member States. There are many networks but there does not exist much
cooperation between these networks.
Professor Pierpaolo Campostrini (involved in the Lagunet Network)
The CORILA Partnership is a network of universities devoted to the coordination of scientific
activities. Part of the partnership is the LAGUNET Network which focuses on the Venice Lagoons
and integrated approaches for scientific development. The structure has interesting elements of a
RRGF and could be very well connected to the Marine Stakeholder Platforms at EU level through the
VENICE PLATFORM. Other networks as CONISMA could be interesting as well for the
development of a RRGF. The big advantage of stakeholder consultation structures like the Venice
Platform is that they add value to political processes both in Europe as in North Africa. In Italy, the
administrative load of EU programmes is very high and on regional seas level we seem to miss a
strategy for the priority setting of research programmes. Capacity building is a useful tool for the
development of the European Maritime Policy. However, international education and exchange
programmes are still under exposed. Education in Member States which are economically not as far
developed as the UK and France, have to do a lot of investments to attract and keep professionals. A
meta network such as INSPIRE is very useful for the enhanced professionalism of information
management systems and should be extended. There is a high level of fragmentation on specialised
infrastructures, but good examples are INFRA and EROMED. What is lacking is remote sensing data,
but especially data from North African countries and the Middle East. What makes it even harder is
that there is no funding for the acquisition phase, no joint programme and/or support from the Member
States. Application of Article 169 would be very helpful for further development of research of the
Mediterranean Sea basin.
Neil Davidson BSc (involved in Blue technology)
Data which is needed for the sector includes: detailed bathymetry for coastal and offshore regions,
environmental monitoring, wave and tidal energy, and PAN European research. This all needs a focus
in the near future. We established a research partnership with Queens University Belfast and are
undertaking research together with BAE Systems (a private sector defence manufacturer), which is
legalized by a contract. Recognition of research needs for marine energy via an European Marine
Energy Initiative such as the existing European Industrial Initiative. The value of these research
partnerships is modest at the moment. Europe should focus more on carbon reduction, competitiveness
and the global export industry. The European Ocean Energy Association is the consultation structure
representing the marine energy industry in Europe. General structures are compliant to EU Directives.
The value of these structures is that it motivates consensus for more marine energy (blue technology)
development. It should not be made more complex with new structures. The sector itself should
become more fast moving. A dialogue cold be improved through the European Ocean Energy
Organization. Funding mechanisms are created by means of Member State contributions, some money
via FP7, but this is very much limited and not well targeted at marine energy. Private funding
structures have the strength that they are aligned with individual business need, easy access, rapid
implementation, simple reporting structures. An energy wide Ocean Energy Programme from the EU
could be very useful for the future. The structures of current EU programmes are not aligned to the
development of marine energy (Blue technology). Needs for capacity building are very well described
by the Scottish Government, to create a more technological infrastructure which supports the
businesses. Our information management system is managed by an information officer and is
intellectual property. I do not know any specialized structures with a structural character and a
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weakness is that there is no coordination or strategy. Another weaknesses are a lack of data in 1)
environmental data 2) and bathymetrical data for coastal and offshore regions.
Steve Degraer PhD (involved in maritime research)
Topics that should have more focus include: sustainable development, ecological status of the North
Sea and multidisciplinary research. If you call OSPAR a RRGF, yes we are a member but besides that
we are only involved per project. We do not participate in any structural process. Elements of our
research partnerships are a highly skilled staff and expertise, but we are also using each others
expertise. Exchange of scientific specialists and cooperation on EU level is one of the elements of our
partnerships. Joining programmes like MARBEF and Networks of Excellence are useful steps to get
more grip on the determination of the strategic research agenda. Being an active member in such
networks could even improve the dialogue on the agenda. A maturation process on stakeholder
consultation structures is necessary. Communication processes should become more professional. The
dialogue could be improved by recognizing regional seas and learning from each other. The
specialized infrastructures are very fragmented, however, a good example of a specialized
infrastructure is MARS. The EU Programmes have a high level of administration. A strength is that
CIES-ERA Projects collaborate well with the member state contributions from a transnational (EU)
perspective
Prof. Dr. Job Dronkers (involved in coastal research)
The network of marine observatories should be extended. The EU Member States have to be
convinced that this is urgent; support for this idea is growing. The EU Marine Directive creates
incentives for the establishment of a marine observatories network. Nowadays, there is still not much
money spent on this. The Venice Platform might contribute to the articulation of maritime governance,
but presently it does not really fulfil this role. An example such as BONUS-169 (that could be
considered as RRGF for the Baltic sea) does not exist for the North Sea. Several industrial sectors
have stakeholder consultation structures, with their own lobby office in Brussels. For instance, the
shipbuilding industry has CESA, which itself is part of the overall marine industry network MIF.
Many NGOs also have a stakeholder consultation organization. The present EU consultation structures
are not very effective, because there is no organisation behind that provides feedback and that
facilitates the stakeholder-policy dialogue. Stakeholders do not get much in return for their
contribution. There is no strong incentive for stakeholders in the marine sector to engage in stronger
cooperation within Europe. An all-embracing European maritime stakeholder organisation should
receive more (financial) support from the EU, to enhance its capacity to generate added value for the
stakeholders (i.e. by running a programme of networking activities). An institute like the Dutch
Deltares, for instance, is not willing to put effort (=money) in contributing to a European stakeholder
organisation if it is not clear what benefits this might generate. For an effective dialogue, it is
important that genuine interest is shown in what stakeholders have to say, even if it is not possible to
achieve consensus. Stakeholders generally understand that consensus is not always possible. The
willingness to accept adverse decisions strongly depends on their perception of the integrity of the
process. For being effective, a consultation process should therefore be facilitated by an organisation
that can spend sufficient effort on the process. The Inspire Directive is important for sharing data. The
EC is preparing a directive for improving the interoperability of national data centres. There are many
specialised coastal and marine research infrastructures. Monitoring vessels are operated by
Rijkswaterstaat (part of the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management). Most coastal
and marine research institutes have laboratory facilities. Deltares has laboratory flumes and basins.
The Open Earth system at Deltares is an important coastal and marine data management system. The
Coastal Wiki is a policy information tool. It covers all EU regions. Maintenance of specialised
information infrastructures is a problem, because there is no mechanism to ensure continuity of
funding.
Torgeir Edvardsen MSc (involved inEATIP)
EATIP is not a member of a regional research governance framework and the organization itself is
also not a RRGF. The key-stakeholders of the EATIP region are its members. That are the key players
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of the region. The smaller institutions are not member because of the lack of their management
capacities and they often do not have a research department. The main goal of members is to come
together to make a research agenda for agriculture technology. EATIP is a Stakeholder Consultation
Structure. All members are stakeholders and the main organization acts as a platform for them. The
organization provides a framework for stakeholders, led by industry, to define research and
development priorities. A weakness is that people need to travel to promote the strategic research
agenda to the funding organisation. This costs money. The EATIP does not have enough money to
fund this for a few years from no on. So in a few years there need to be a solution (more money) for
this. The specialised infrastructures are not presented very strong in the EATIP. But in future they
expect a large investment. Some of the members develop a important full size industrial testing facility
for aqua cultural structures. For data collection (structures) they use other organizations (members).
EU Federation of Agricultural Producers for example. The fact that they use data from other
organization is a weakness because then they are not independent. The members are now the
consumers and the supplier. A strength is the possibility of making data collection sufficient.
Jeremy Gault MSc, (involved in regional seas research)
For the Celtic Sea strategic research agenda: Ocean Energy, aquaculture, Marine Spatial Planning,
recreation, fisheries, remote sensing and security are important issues. There is no RRGF at regional
seas level but within the existing partnerships cross sectorial and cross level knowledge exchanges are
very important challenges. Our partnerships should have a closer cooperation with industry. This
would also help to connect them to Marine Stakeholder Platforms at EU level. The establishment of an
RRGF at the Celtic Sea is of importance to the involvement from a regional level and the value for
money. The results should be communicated directly to the DGs and the clustering of projects should
become now more into the majority phase where a strategic plan at regional seas level will navigate
the implementation of the European Maritime Policy. PISCES is an interesting example of a
stakeholder consultation structure at regional seas level. This will stimulate involvement at a regional
level, but consultation structures do need a structural support mechanism, also when projects are
finished. For Interreg the partners need co-funding what makes it quite difficult for SMEs to
participate. Interreg has a quick payment, while FP7 has a very slow payment. The strength of the
Intelligence Energy Program is that between the FPs‟ and Interregional Programmes are clustering
programmes. Sometimes the mechanisms are to big and to complex to understand. On national level
we have funding programmes like National Fisheries Program, Mapping Program, Climate Program
and Sea Change, which have an important role. Our specialized infrastructures have a very ad hoc
system with no structural appointments, beside that there is no structural organization for the Celtic
Sea. We need more bathymetry data, the National Seabed survey is very important to that.
Luc van Hoof PhD (involved in EFARO)
Fisheries, aquaculture, ecosystem consideration, consumer preference, market development, socio
economics and governance are of importance to the strategic research agenda for the fisheries sector.
EFARO is a membership organization for the top level management in fisheries research. The EU
Marine Stakeholder Platforms should be better supported by regional cooperation structures. So could
the participation and implementation of VIEWFAR be very valuable. The value of structures like
EFARO is very high because the unite research institutes at EU level. This could also be done at
regional seas level. We lobby at both EU level and regional level. Since the priorities within the DGs
are shifting we need a lot of lobby activities at that level. The dialogue in stakeholder consultation
structures could be strengthened by a new sub level, like a structure on a regional seas level such as
the RACs have created for the fisheries. In terms of capacity building it is very hard to get staff for
fisheries research and there is no money available for that. We manage our information through our
website, positioning papers, and letters to the EC. EFARO has a strong focus on bridging gaps and
organizations. EUROFLEETS is a European specialized infrastructure, but there is no structural
specialised research infrastructure for the regional seas. Besides that there is no regional cooperation,
Member States are competing to much which is not very cost effective. There should be a Program on
EU Data Collection for Obtaining data. Data should be funded by the EC so the process will be less
competing, more cost effective and Europe‟s competitive edges on a global scale will grow.
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Prof. Dr. Herman Hummel (involved in MARS)
The NIOO is member of several frameworks, such as: MARS (foundation), MarBEF+ (association),
LifeWatch, EuroMarine and MARCOM+. MARS is a research framework, which does not have a
governmental obligation to fulfil and needs only a little bit of management. There is too little funding
for the tasks available. MARS is also an advising party to the ESF and the EEA. The Dutch
Organization for Scientific Research (NWO) could be an example of a Dutch (regional) research
governance framework. This operates also on EU level. In addition, the Dutch KNAW could be an
example of this as well. On EU level MARINERA could be an example. MarinERA is a partnership
of the leading Marine RTD Funding Organisations in 13 European Member States. Elements of the
MARS Network is that this includes the important players of Europe and focuses on fundamental
research. A RRGF could be connected through the networks involved in the above mentioned
platforms. Also meetings between all MARS stakeholders helps to connect issues to an EU level.
MARS connects all the directors of the fundamental marine research institutes in special meetings.
The Venice Platform and MARCOM+ had to be merged together so that a better link and better
overview of research and the key players could be given (on EU level). The value of these partnerships
is to communicate in an integrated way at EU level, so that research topics and issues could be brought
together in the future. Consultation structures operate only on applied research, according to Mr
Hummel. NIOO and MARS only operate on the fundamental research so there is a gap.
Holger Janßen PhD (involved in IOW Research)
Fundamental oceanographic research as well as applied research and research on “Governance”level
are needed. The IOW is engaged in the Leibniz Society, KDM and through KDM member of the
European Science Foundation. However, there is no specific research framework or partnership for the
Baltic Sea which I am aware of. There is a close cooperation of Baltic Sea Research Institutes and
common approaches e.g. on the level of HELCOM, Baltic Sea Science Congress and BONUS, which
could be considered as a RRGF. Important elements of our partnerships are that it is benefit-driven
and has a strong focus on cooperation and exchange. These partnerships could be connected to the
European Stakeholder Platforms through local network development and with workshops to the EC, as
happened in the framework of the Baltic Sea Strategy. The events and platforms with specialists in
Brussels are important, but a platform for the Baltic Sea should be very valuable. Since stakeholder
consultation structures are very fragmented. There is no common network for the Baltic Sea and it
seems that the current structures do not cover the issues in the Baltic Sea Strategy for 100%. A
structure at regional level would supports a better cooperation and better problem segmentation
directly. So I would suggest to establish stakeholder consultation structure for the Baltic Sea at
regional seas level. A weakness is that Stakeholder platforms are not included and that there is a low
level of adaptation to member state funding mechanisms. A strength is that it seems to work well at
the topic “Climate Change” and it is well adapted to the Baltic Sea Strategy. Another strength of the
current funding mechanisms is the cooperation between different levels and Member States. A
weakness is the current funding system is very dogmatic and reacts slow on actualities. Our
information system is managed by News Status. Attempts like ENCORA were very helpful but had no
long-term impact because of their project character. There are different specialized infrastructures
which do not work very effective together and therefore it is complicated to get data from other
Member States, a European data management system could solve is, especially with regard to coastal
issues.
David Johnson PhD, Sebastian Unger MSC (involved in OSPAR)
Research: in a) GIS disciplines, non-encrypted species, litter and noise, b) mixed fisheries and
cumulative effects and c) emerging aspects and socio economic parameters which are now crucial for
the OSPAR region. OSPAR has quite some elements of a RRGF, which are very useful for the long
term goals of Europe‟s regional seas. OSPAR has also a lot of experience in this field since we are a
regional seas convention, are legally binding for Member States and we have a joined monitoring
programme. These kind of frameworks add value to the role of regional sea basins in addition to the
development and implementation of the European Maritime Policy. Through our “Quality System
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Report” we describe the research priorities for every sector. Existing stakeholder consultation
structures could be strengthened with structures like in the ERANET Network. They support a better
coordination and communication for the existing structures. OSPAR is not only binding for the
Member States but is also funded by the Member States and our observers. A weakness is that our
funding depends on the strategic choices of our observers and that we only can respect their choices.
Data handling issues could be improved such as by EMODNED. A regional organized specialized
infrastructure and a centralized structure are still missing. However this is lacking, strength of the
system is the implementation reporting of the available data from the various Member States. This will
ensure that every Member State reports its status to us, with the result that we have at end a clear
overview of what is lacking on the data and measurements itself.
Adi Kellerman PhD (involved in ICES)
ICES itself is a research partnership but no RRGF. ICES is an Inter-Governmental Organization with a
strong focus on the duplication of research issues, a high multidisciplinary level on research themes
with high level professionals (+1600 professionals). The organization could be very well linked to
Marine Stakeholder Platforms at EU level through GOOS and CIESM. Important elements that create
value for ICES are dialogue meetings, NICE meetings (Meeting with ICES and Client Meetings),
regular stakeholder meetings and our bottom up approach. At stakeholder consultation structures there
should be more focus on consensus and collective interests during the meetings instead of individual
lobbying at the EU Maritime Day. By this and a stronger bottom up structure during the European
Maritime Day the dialogue can still be improved. A structure of local specialists and the high level of
integration possibilities within the data sets will be crucial elements for a regional seas information
system. At this moment there are quite some difficulties in the adaptation of data within EU Projects.
Our existing science committees with national delegates and expert groups could play an important
role at the development of a specialised infrastructure at regional seas level. For enhanced
professionalism of these infrastructures we need strategic initiatives, which are below the line
translated to joint ventures of science, biodiversity and climate change.
Sue Kidd PhD (University of Liverpool)
There is a strong need for research in governance and the development of a marine spatial planning
system. We participate in the FP7 Project ESPON European Seas Project. This is kind of a follow up
of the Irish Sea Platform and could be a solid base for a RRGF at regional seas level. The partnership
focuses on stakeholder engagement, integration of socio-economic interests and participation of the
industry. A future framework can be connected to Marine Stakeholder Platforms at EU level through
our ESPON project and in combination with an Irish Sea Platform. The facilitation of exchange of
experiences of regional seas initiatives of a RRGF, through (web) conferences and an annual event
would be crucial for a next step. Strategic decision making, regional seas agreements and cross border
learning are essential elements in our current partnership. A Celtic Sea regional agreement and a Celtic
Sea Strategic Plan could be a solid base for the determination of the research priorities of the EU with
regard to research maritime governance. This should be established by a regional seas funding
mechanism and with support from the European Commission. There are many stakeholder
consultation structures at national level, but these are very fragmented. The Irish Sea stakeholder
Marine Conservation Zone is an interesting structure, but has a focus on only the English territorial
waters. It helps to achieve engagement at different levels, but should get financial support for events
and overnight stay. The current funding mechanisms have a high administrative load and there are no
funding mechanisms at regional seas level. The mechanisms should also have a stronger focus on
marine spatial planning. There is no structural organization for the Celtic Sea regarding to specialized
infrastructures. The structure of the Irish Sea Observatory could be seen as tool to explore the
possibilities for an infrastructure at regional seas level.
Kaisa Kononen PhD (involved in BONUS)
The Bonus - Baltic Organization for Funding Science EEIG (http://www.bonusportal.org/) is a
regional research governance framework itself. It has a multinational and transparent research funding
structure. For more information about the structure of this, refer to: http://www.euAnnexes - Review of regional research governance frameworks for the purpose of future articulation of maritime
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access.info/GOR2010/Kaisa%20Kononen.pdf. European Economic Interest grouping is the legal
status. Helcom (http://www.helcom.fi/) is the most important stakeholder / key player. This is a Inter
Governance organization. Our processes has to be open for suggestions from members, are transparent
and have joined monitoring programmes. Nordforsk: http://www.nordforsk.org/index.cfm might be a
kind of similar organization. The strength of BONUS is that it is somehow a sister/parallel
organization of the Helcom. Helcom checks the environmental situation. Bonus does parallel on this
work for Helcom by means of environmental research. Both organisations influence the environmental
management system. Helcom is a more political body, but Bonus can do „more‟. In both organizations
the same countries are involved. The dialogue could be improved by stakeholder consultation
structures at multinational level. Bonus has created a research group. In this group Helcom is
participating. In that way, Bonus both stays in contact with Helcom and cooperates with that
organization as well. Bonus only funds projects and does not implement projects by itself. BONUS is
funded by member organisations, the national funding agencies. These are paid by their national
governments, but are not directly members of Bonus. This creates added value and supports an
effective coordination of means and common goals. A weakness is that it results in a quite
complicated administration.
Rinske Kruisinga MSc, (Vice Governor and involved in the North Sea Commission)
Research on climate and response on safety is needed for the North Sea. We are not a member of an
RRGF but have currently an ESPON Project running. One of the outcomes is to start with the
development of a strategic management plan for the North Sea. An important element of the ESPON
project is the exchange of best practices with other Member States around the North Sea Basin. We
have established stakeholder consultation structures on coastal defence for the Weak-link Projects, and
additionally for the Regional Committee of the Wadden Sea as well. The last one is an interesting
example of a structure of how policies can be developed at regional seas level. For the North Sea we
focus on knowledge exchange and funding mechanisms such as ESPON and Interreg. The Deltaplan
structure we have in the Netherlands could be a base to marine spatial planning at regional seas level,
but also at European level.
Willem Laros M.Sc. (involved in CESA)
Research in Efficiency in the operations (of ships) towards sustainability is needed. CESA is the
initiator of Waterborne, a research network which is no legal entity but has a focus on vessel issues
with a very specific regional or European interest. Beside that, CESA is the largest cooperation in
Europe which makes Waterborne a solid partner. The Maritime Technology Platform for the
Mediterranean and Black Sea (PTMB) is active on a regional sub level. This way we have created a
better coordination of problem segmentation. The European Model is copied to a local level. Our
vision and Strategic Research Agenda are adapted to the European Maritime Strategy and fine tuning
of the Strategic Research Agenda could improve the output of our organisation. The dialogue between
the European Stakeholder Platform and our structures could be improved by re-structuring the
European Maritime Day in distributing knowledge. There should be a stronger dialogue between the
EC and stakeholders present. The ratio between funding mechanisms of our sector are Member State
contributions (16%), private means (80%) and EU Programmes (4%). Another weakness is that there
is no focus on applied research and very modest funding from EU programmes (4% of the total budget
comes from the EC). Programmes should take at least 5 years and are now too much focused on a
short term. Within the current partnerships there are no means for the development professional
RRGFs. The most important elements of our information system are meetings we organize with EC
representatives , 2 high events and 3 technical workshops. Communication at EC consultations to
Member State representatives and the industry could be highly improved, so that is a weakness in the
communication process. Specialized infrastructures which have Cooperation Programmes like
ECMAR , Networks of Excellence are of importance for Europe. However, a European structure is
still missing. A strength is that joined data collecting helps to predict situations for the industry which
creates high competitive edges for Europe.
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Øystein Lie MSc and Sytse Ybema PhD (involved in MareLife Research Partnership)
Knowledge based research in cooperation with the sector and commercial players needs a focus.
MareLife is a membership organization that bridges the gap between policy, research and the industry.
It has a flat organization structure, existing of public-private partnerships with open innovation, 5
working groups and has a pyramid structure. The European Maritime Stakeholder Platforms should
use a holistic and cross sectorial approach such as the European Science Foundation uses for its
position papers, so individual networks and partnerships can create better connections. A goal for
RRGFs should be to create a closer cooperation with the industry to develop best practices. Important
elements of our partnership organization are the structure, participation of the industry and
development of collaborative measurements. A dialogue between regional partnerships and EU
partnerships could be improved by programmes like the EATIP. MareLife supports a learning arena
for all stakeholders involved in the process and has a strong focus on capacity building. Our
communication platform and one of the 5 working groups is only focussed on the management of
communication and reputation. MareLife has a strong focus on corporate communications and
reputation management which is very useful. Our strength is that MareLife is no competitor for other
research institutes and brings facilities from the industry and research institutes together. We
communicate as open as we can and have a focus on branding. Our weakness is that there is no
integration of data from research institutes and the industry like in the USA. We are working on a
„best practices” system with the industry, but without a contribution of the EC which is difficult.
John Lock PhD (involved in MARIFISH)
Research on the management indicators for strategic fishing plans needs a focus. MARIFISH is a
research partnership which is under contract by the EC and with other partners though a letter of
agreement. Elements are strategic research, collaborative programme development and knowledge
management between partners. A connection to marine stakeholder platforms at EU level could be
achieved through ERANET and key policy development. Other partnerships are MARINE-ERA .
SEAS-ERA. The value is in our expert role, joined funding and knowledge management. Like in
ERANET. This parternship could add even more value by extending this process and focus on the
2020 goals. Collaborative feedback to the EC could help as well. To support the sector with a
stakeholder consultation structure MARIFISH Workshops for several (Regional Advisory
Committees), but the minorities are missing. These structures support a clear problem segmentation on
a regional level and consultation structures on a lower level are much more manageable. These
structures could be strengthened by long term management plans on a interregional level. For funding
we organized a joined call for Member State contributions and the Framework Programmes. This has a
focus on stimulating leverage (the lower economy) and works well for regional issues. There is no
central organization for specialized infrastructures and budgets on research infra structures are fading
by all Member States.
Paolo Lupino MSc (involved in the InterMediterranean Commission)
The InterMediterranean Commission has a special interest for sediment management, sea rise level
measures in relation to storms and coastal defence, sustainable programmes like in BEACHMED,
Morphology and exploitation studies. These kind of partnerships have usually long lasting effects
(www.beachmed.eu) but without any legal status so far. There is a hypothesis (currently studied in the
EU project COASTANCE www.coastance.eu) about a permanent partnership which should be
realized by an EGTC (European Grouping for Territorial Cooperation) focused on coastal matters.
The growing of the competences of the regional administrations is one of the elements of the IMC.
The Inter Mediterranean Commission is a platform for sharing territorial experiences and providing
Member States with original and well tested solutions about coastal governance (EU project
MAREMED) and other specific affairs related to. We define priorities and propose new development
from a local level. the flood risk due to CC effects will push administrations in charge to adopt
measures and in many cases these ones will concern the coastal defence by beach nourishment.
Consequently sediments have to be considered a strategic resource to face CC and in the
Mediterranean sea this resources is limited and still to be known (need of research of sand resources
in the Mediterranean sea). For stakeholder consultation structures the strong cooperation with the
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industry and the Living Lab Model is of importance, but a closer cooperation with the industry, also
from a financial perspective could strengthen these structures. Funding mechanisms could be better
coordinated by the four Directorates. Cooperation structures in industry, are often dominating the
determination of priorities of funding programmes at national level.
Niall McDonough PhD (involved in ESF)
The ESF is not a member of a RRGF. Mr McDonough likes to add some comments on this.
ESF is a pan European organization and does not have a regional focus. Mainly because of this, it is
not a RRGF, but also because it does not fit into the definition. It is no body with governmental tasks.
However, the ESF is a partner of for example SEAS-ERA. The only example of a RRGF is BONUS
for the Baltic (www.bonusportal.org). It is a jointly funded EU project, which has just started. BONUS
185 is an initiative in which Member States (MS) and the EC work together. The MS wants to invest
in it. How funding will be established and managed is not yet clear, because BONUS is not yet in the
project process. Most of the times in projects like this, MS (or other stakeholders) want the exact
amount of investment it has invested back from the EC and the running project. This makes the
creating of frameworks like BONUS (RRGF) very difficult. SEAS-ERA, MarinEra and ERA-NET are
interesting to mention as well. To manage our information systems ESF produces position papers and
has a broad audience. EurOcean could be a good example of a European system which is a portal for
science & technology information. Also the possibilities of EMODNET should be explored. Much
data is collected by funding approaches and projects. There is a need for long term funding and long
term research priorities. But then one needs the will of Member States again to cooperate.
Kostas Nittis PhD (involved in regional seas marine research though the HCMR)
HMRC is not a member of a RRGF. There is not such a framework in the Mediterranean Sea
according to Mr Nittis. The main networks in the Mediterranean are: CIESM: Med. Intergovernmental
organizations (like ICES). HCMR is a member of CIESM. Thematic groups include: a) MEDGOOS,
Med. Global Oceans Observing System, ww.medgoos.net (belongs to EURGOOS) b) MOON, Med.
Operational Oceanography System, http://www.moon-oceanforecasting.eu/. UNEP MAP (UNEP
Mediterranen Action Programme, www.unepmap.org). Bonus is probably the only example of a
RRGF. A research funding agency, like MARINERA and SEASERA and a regional approach should
be some of the elements of a RRGF. Also Joint Calls/ Joint Initiative Programme, see
http://ec.europa.eu/research/press/2008/pdf/com_2008_468_en.pdf is a good element. Going towards
the establishment of a Bonus system should be the purpose. A RRGF should be a combination of the
networks that now exist on research like CIESM, MedGoos and Moon. And with the research funding
networks, like SeasEra and Joint Initiative Programme. A combination between Thematic networks
(Mars, NEFARO and so on, who are specialised on a certain topic) and Federal organizations (like
CIESM, ICES) is possible as well. A RRGF should be strong on EU level. But also the
implementation is important in the national states. Therefore also the regional aspect is important for
the framework. This should be extended in the future: work more with regional governances. Funding
is the main activity in a governance framework. If there is no funding, there is also no governance. A
future framework should also take into account regional activities. Try to involve all stakeholders.
Such a framework should take into account capacity building as well of non EU countries, especially
to enable these to become partner of the RRGF. Information management is quite advanced in the
Mediterranean region compared with other regions. It has grown bottom up and MEDGOOS &
MOON are good networks for this. Spain, Greece and France have very advanced observing systems.
The systems are nationally funded. It works quite well, but not yet balanced. The networks of fleets
are maintained by institutes. There should be more EU coordination of this, which is not yet funded.
Anne Marie O’Hagan PhD (involved in HMRC and Ocean Energy)
HRMC is not a member of a regional research governance framework. No frameworks are presented
in Ireland as well. Furthermore, no frameworks do exist on the research field of ocean energy, because
it is still a very new development. There is no strategic programme for data collection on ocean
energy. A RRGF could be needed, but probably the EU has to take care of this. HRMC has adapted
some important partnerships programmes under FP5 of the EU. This had resulted in some coordinated
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actions on ocean energy. It worked as a catalyst for other projects within the HRMC. For example, the
partnership agreement with Wavetrain (see www.wavetrain2.eu.). Also this organisation has
partnership agreements with the European Ocean Energy Association (http://www.eu-oea.com/).
There are no stakeholder consultation structures for ocean energy – I am not aware of the existence in
other sectors, but there may be consultation structures for other sectors. There are no stable funding
mechanisms for ocean energy research. It is not a continuous mechanism. It is only periodically;
project based. Capacity building in general has a low profile limited but the capacity for ocean energy
progressing through initiatives such as WAVETRAIN and for post-graduates through the INORE
network (http://www.inore.org/). INORE is made by, for and with PhD students and Post Docs who
work with issues relating to Offshore Renewable Energy (offshore wind, wave or tidal energy). I do
not know whether it is for the collection of data possible to create some kind of master database for all
survey information for example. This was created for the Irish National Seabed Survey and the followup INFORMAR project. As the collected data was paid from public money there is a requirement that
it is made freely available to everyone.
Damien Perisse MSc (involved in CPMR)
A focus on research in renewable energy and blue technology should be necessary. CPMR is not a
member of an RRGF but of the Venice Platform, EC Expert Group on Marine Research and
infrastructures and the EU4Seas Programme. These platforms are no legal entity. However, we strive
to focus on elements as coordination and governance. The frameworks could be connected to Marine
Stakeholder Platforms of the EU level by EUROMED. The most important value of research
partnerships which should be integrated in an RRGF is the regional perspective and focus on regional
basins. At EU level this is the strategy development for the adaptation between EU research and the
EU maritime policy. A new partnership or RRGF could add value to this process by territorial
cooperation by the ESFRI and a European strategy for the Baltic Sea. Stakeholder consultation
structures coordinated by the Regional Commissions of the CPMR. However, this works well, it could
be strengthened by a closer cooperation of the research institutes and stakeholders (CIES-ERA). In
terms of capacity building there is no focus on research and innovation at the regional seas level. The
current information system is linked to institutions but not to the universities and the private sector. A
fully integrated network would be very useful.
Patricia Potter MSc (involved in Dublin Regional Authority)
Governance research at a sub regional level to improve further integration of environmental and
economical issues based on a multi national approach is of importance now. There is no RRGF at the
Celtic Sea, but the establishment of a Irish Sea Regional Platform would be very useful.
Unfortunately this is still in the development phase. Integration of environmental and economical
issues based on a multi national approach and a strategic management plan for the Celtic Seas should
be the base for such a platform. There are no similar partnerships yet. Not for maritime spatial
planning, but for land based issues there is a special Task Force which has a system that could be
useful for maritime planning issues. Important stakeholders are Defra, Marine Institute, Coastwatch,
WWF, Natural England and the Marine Federation, but the input of community groups is still absent.
An Irish Sea Regional Platform shall be essential for the implementation from the EU Marine Strategy
Framework to a regional level. Adapting regional objectives with a multi stakeholder approach to the
objectives of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive could add value to prioritising points at our
strategic research agenda. Stakeholder consultation structures are crucial and the only way to
integrated management and a holistic approach. The fragmentation of the structures should come
together under the structure of the Marine Strategy Plan and have a strong regional seas element.
European representatives should be physically involved on a regional and national level.
Colin Pringle MSc (involved in PISCES)
Empirical research, research on conflict management and marine spatial planning and effective
stakeholder engagement are important challenges for this moment. We are a member of RAC, CFP
Reform Project and GAP2 and we function as a network. With this network we build evidence based
strategies with a multi stakeholder approach. Our aim is to enable rational decision making by marine
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stakeholder by marine stakeholders and industries. We could make connection to Marine stakeholder
Platforms at EU level by 1) programmes and structures like PISCES and 2) a constructive relationship
with other stakeholder platforms and marine areas as the North Sea and the, RAC‟s. With PISCES we
have a multi stakeholder approach that includes all major human activities & impacts i.e. all major
industries, other stakeholders, and national bodies and representatives. We perceive the value as very
high because it is the only way to deliver the stated requirements of an Ecosystem Approach through a
stakeholder approach. One of the core competences of PIUSCES is sharing best practices between
regions and Member States; including sharing products/findings but also enabling dialogue with
relevant bodies; and providing a route by which marine stakeholders can influence policy
implementation. An RRGF could create a They create a better balance between economical and
environmental issues, an informed balance. PISCES offers an opportunity for marine stakeholders to
comment and feed back on research in a constructive manner. The PISCES stakeholder forum has the
intention to continue after the project. The perceived value is very high, because PISCES is the link
between EU policies and the regional level at all stages, from declaration to implementation to
committed support and resulting actions. The Celtic Seas need stronger EC support by extending the
running period of projects and have commissioners more often and more active participated.
Stakeholder Engagement is much more than a consultation, and requires active facilitation and
support. If this is provided, the stakeholders engaged will provide the strength and sustainability and
optimal use of resources. Time limited processes (which is how things are funded) are very difficult in
open ended processes such as stakeholder engagement. We follow the strategic agenda of the Marine
Strategy Framework Directive and which can be implemented with the input of out multi stakeholder
approach. In terms of capacity building there are a lot of individual experiences, they are not bundled
which is a weakness. We share our information through the Asset Project Team, the WWF Network
and the PICSES stakeholder forum. Specialized infrastructures who are of importance are
KNOWSEAS, MARINE ADDLIST, but none of them are operational at regional seas level.
Gerry Sutton MSc (involved as Marine Research Consultant and with MESMA)
The Celtic Sea needs more research on marine spatial planning and management. We have no RRGF
but we are member of MESMA and PISCES, two structures who could be very well used and
integrated for the development of an RRGF. Beside that these structures are easy to link to Marine
Stakeholder Platforms at EU level. Other similar structures are the National Development Plan, has a
focus on fisheries(Beaufort Program) and the MMO but currently its too fragmented. The current
value of these partnerships is modest and could be improved by bridging policy development and
research on a regional seas level, a regional seas development fund and with ICES and its members. A
new sublevel structure which can manage issues and priorities on a regional seas level could be very
useful for the determination of research priorities on regional seas level. KNOWSEAS, IMCORE and
PISCES are important stakeholder consultation structures which build on joined policy development.
The structures could be strengthened by an EU funded structure with authorization above the Member
States which focus core values as “legitimate, understood, focus, clear function, clear communication
to the stakeholders”. The dialogue could then be improved by more empowerment of the stakeholder
consultation structures. Interreg has a very high administrative load. Interreg funding should be more
flexible in terms of rates. FP7 is much more about co-funding i.r.t. member state contributions. On the
regional level their needs to be more integration and coordination for the Celtic Sea area. Interreg, FP
and Member state Programmes (such as the National Development Program) should follow the
Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIA). The development of a strategic plan for the
Celtic Sea would help a lot. IN terms of capacity building it is not clear who is responsible for the
implementation of legal frameworks and directives. There is a lack of continuity in keeping
knowledge. What we miss in the current information management systems is a flexible number of
interfaces at data centres. There is no coordination of data centres. Interoperability is the key to
improve meta data usage for the end user. Specialized infrastructures at a regional seas level could be
integrated through ICES, OSPAR, SEADATANET and the National Biodiversity DATANET. On A
European level are EUROFLEETS,PIP, HABMAP, MESH interesting to learn from and work with.
Unfortunately we have no coordinating body for this which is a lack for the development of marine
spatial planning on a regional seas level. For data collection are seabed mapping, integration of water
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column and air data into one system key challenges. However, the lack of integration within research
bodies is very limited.
Jean-Claude Tourret MSc (involved in the Mediterranean Institute)
There is a lot of cooperation on research topics and maritime policy development, but the biggest
challenge seems to be the governance level. It was quite surprising that it seems to have all aspects of
a RRGF, except it operates as network and has a legal status. Interesting is that it finds the current
decision making system conservative and is willing to work towards a more corporate structure, but
where the bottom up approach has a stronger appearance. The current consultation structures already
work bottom up and it seems to provide a better problem segmentation. The structure does take care of
a better allocation of public resources. The funding mechanisms are primarily European and regional
organized. A weakness is that these grow bigger and bigger and that projects will become to complex
in the near future. Furthermore there are funding mechanisms with a PAN Mediterranean coordination
to strengthen the macro regional approach. Capacity building occurs mainly by training, while it
should also have a focus organizational development. The networks could enhance professionalism
further and could cooperate better by exposing this aspect more. There is not just one information
system available, this differs with every project. There are no specialised infrastructures known and
there seems to be no protocol for planning these activities. There is no structure available. Data
collection is done in all required fields for maritime research but there is a lack of coordination on all
levels.
Violeta Velikova PhD (involved in the Black Sea Commission)
Research in ICZM and spatial planning, land based pollution, environmental safety and shipping need
a focus. Preserve commercial marine living resources (with focus on fisheries), Conservation of
biodiversity and habitats, reduce eutrophication and water quality for human health, recreational use
and aquatic biota needs to be on the research agenda as well. We are partner of the From the Black Sea
Scene Network. Elements of our network are indicated by the subsidiary boarders of the European
Commission but have in the specific case of the Black Sea an integrated and centralized structure. We
have the BSEC, which is a similar organization is more economical orientated. The stakeholder
consultation structures are present per topic and per Member State and according to the Black Sea
strategic management plan. The good results determine the success. Second is the cross departmental
communication through all governmental bodies which is very useful. The activity centre in the Black
Sea could be strengthened by being more active as it is now. This should be stimulated. The dialogue
between regional stakeholders consultation structures and European institutions can be improved by
becoming part of the Boekarest Convention. A weakness in our funding mechanisms is that member
state contributions are to low and external funding expectations are often to high. An important
element is the DG ENVI structure because it is very clear. The DG Research structure is very
complex, asks for many partners and has large scale projects. However, these large scale projects seem
to have the most useful output. Information management happens though the Black Sea Monitoring
and Information System. The adaptation of the system to regional policies is a very important element,
but the system is in relation to others not very advanced. The coastal observations are sufficient, but
after the 12 mile zone it gets much more difficult. The reporting goes very well, but the data
management needs quite some improvement. It could be shared well through EMODNET. The IUC
Centres of Excellence coordinate the specialized infrastructures at a regional seas level. This works
very well. Our data collection strategy is fully adapted to the strategic plan and EU legislation. A
strength is that our strategy on data collection is an ongoing process which being continuously adapted
to changing situations.
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