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Executive summary

The joint HE LCOM/VASAB, OSPAR and ICES workshop on Multi-Discipli nary Case
Studies of M SP (WKM CMSP) was hel d at the IPIMAR in stitute in Lisbon, Portugal
from 2—4 November 2011.

The overall objective of this works hop was to demons trate how HELCOM/VASAB,
OSPAR, and ICES c an contribute and cooperate to the fu rther development of the
process of ecosystem-based marine spatial planning.

The workshop was attended by 72 participants.

The main conclusions from the workshop were:

There should be continued coop eration between HE LCOM-VASAB, OSPAR
and ICES th rough future joint worksho ps and the excha nging i nformation
and best practices. Working jointly has significant benefits and delivers more
than each organisation could achieve individually. The ICES Working Group
on Marine Planning and Coastal Zone Management is one significant plat-
form to support cooperation between the four sponsoring organisations
Transnational consultations on national planning should take place as early
as possible in planning process.

In planning multipliable use of space should be encouraged in preference to
single use.

Planning processes should be clear and transparent but it is also important
that they are flexible and adaptive in order to respond to issues as they arise.
Establishing mileston es within the process itself is helpful as it  brea ks it
down into manageable work packages.

The links between marine and land use planning are important and mecha-
nisms to achieve co nsistency bet ween both sh ould be develo ped. The
HELCOM VASAB approach in the Baltic exemplifies this.

Communication between scientists and planners needs to be strength ened
so that planners understand what science can deliver and science delivers it
in an appropriate format for use in the planning process e.g. habitat vulnera-
bility maps rather than habitat maps and maps of goods and services.
High-tech mapping can be useful in the planning process but can also be a
barrier to participation - paper map s can be a more effective communication
method and ensure wider participation.

The realisation of ambitious goals for offshore wind farms should be accom-
panied by transnational ecosystem planning to ensure others users and eco-
logical values are adequately considered.

Changing financial environments can result in perm itted develop ments not
taking place. This makes the asse ssment of cumulative enviro nmental ef-
fects difficult and methods for estimating cumulative effects need to evaluate
which projects (existing, permitted and planned) should be considered.

MSP Challenge 2011 is an extremely useful learning and trainin g tool and
the worksho p participants recommend its inclusion in national an d interna-
tional training courses such as the ICES training programme.
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Introduction

The Co-Chairs of the workshop, Anita Makinen, Erik Olsen and Eugene Nixo n wel-
comed the p articipants, who numb ered 72 and covered a wi de range of disci plines
including natural and social science and planning.

The objectives of the workshop were to:

¢ Demonstrate how HELCOM/VASAB, OSPAR, and ICES can contribute and
cooperate to further development of the process of ecosystem-based marine
spatial planning
Reinforcing and extending the existing networks of MSP practitioners by
sharing knowledge and experience between scientists, managers and plan-
ners

o Test how spatial data from the various organisations can be used in devel-
opment of an MSP plan

o Explore how the socioeconomic and environmental aspects can be jointly in-
corporated into the development of a Marine Spatial Plan

e Share knowledge and exchange experiences on MSP

o |dentify significant cross border constraints and opportunities and explore
ways of resolving or capitalising on these

e Use serious gaming to stress-test the plan making process to identify the
main scientific, planning and governance challenges facing development of
MSP plans

e Follow-up and build on the ICES CMSP Workshop held in Lisbon, Nov 2010
as well as the work of the joint HELCOM/VASAB Working Group on MSP and
the OPSAR working group on marine spatial management

e Capture and report on experiences

The host, IPIMAR, was warmly thanked for provid ing the excellent facilities at the
IPIMAR laboratory in Lisb on and al so the impre ssive Sophia ro om, Ocean ario de
Lisboa, Parc de Nacoes, Lisbon, which was used to play the MS P simulation game
MSP Challenge 2011.

The first morning (2 Nove mber) was ta ken up by p resentation from the spon soring
organisations, HELCOM/VASAB, OSPAR and ICES outlining developments on MSP
in each of the organisations. In th e afternoon there were four parallel “Inter-vision”
sessions in whi ch the pa rticipants introdu ced spe cific challe nges they experi enced
with regard to the p ractical implementation of ma rine spatial pl anning. T hese were
discussed by each of th e Inter-vision groups and experiences and solutions shared.
The facilitator of each inter-vision session provided feedback to the plenary an d pre-
pared a short report of the discussions for inclusion in this report of the Workshop.

The first day wa s concluded with a n introduction of the MSP Challenge 2011 from
Igor Mayer of Delft University of Technology (head of the game design team) in which
the principles of the game were introduced to the participants. The game centred on
the fictitious “Sea of Colou rs” and the four countries that surround it. Each country
was required to develop a marine spatial plan for the maritime area under its jurisdic-
tion and in accord ance with the provided profile for that country. Countri es were re-
quired to un dertake cross bo rder consultation with a view to p reparing inte grated
ecosystem based plans. Following the introductions participants were allocated roles
in the gam e and initial di scussion was facilitated over a working dinner. Thi s ap-
proach successfully avoided logistical delays in starting the game the follow day and
also allowed the participants get to kn ow each other and their roles prior to starting
the game.

The second day was spent playing the MSP simulation game “MSP Challenge 2011".
The game design and attention to detail mirrored, to the extent possible, reality and
the participants entered their roles in a very enthusiastic manner. The fantastic facili-
ties at Oceanario de Lisboa added enormously to the experience and overall success
of the game.
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On the final day of the worksh op th e participants shared their e xperiences of the
game and what lessons they had learned from the game and the workshop generally.
This was followed by summing up of the workshop by Erik Olsen and a discussion on
next steps and conclusions. The report of the wo rkshop was prepared by the Co-
Chairs and made available to all participants to comment prior to being finalised.

IPIMAR kindly provided rooms to each of the sponsoring organisations to hold sepa-
rate meeting if they so wished.

Terms of reference, workshop programme and all presentations and reports from the
workshop are available on the Workshop Sharepoint at:

https://groupnet.ices.dk/ACOMSCICOM/SIASM/STIGMSPNOV2011/default.aspx .

The list of participants is available at Annex 1 and the programme for the workshop at
Annex 2.

2 Presentations on MSP Developments in the Sponsoring Organisations:

2.1 Opening of Workshop
Erik Olsen (ICES SIASM Co-chair) welcomed the partic ipants to the Works hop, re-
minded them of its objectives and introduced the agenda before inviting presentations
on MSP developments from each of the sponsoring organisations.
All presentations are available at:-
https://groupnet.ices.dk/ACOMSCICOM/SIASM/STIGMSPNOV2011/Presentations/F
orms/Allltems.aspx

2.2 Joint HELCOM-VASAB work on Maritime Spatial Planning in the Baltic

Sea

2.2.1 HELCOM-VASAB Maritime Spatial Planning Working Group

The first part of this presentation outlining the work and achievements of the Group in
the Baltic Sea was given by the Co-Chair of the Joint HE LCOM-VASAB Maritime
Spatial Planning Work ing Group (HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG), Anita M&k inen, from
the Finnish Transport Safety Agency.

HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG was la unched in October 2010 with a view to ensure
cooperation among the B altic Sea Re gion co untries on co herent regional Ma ritime
Spatial Planning (MSP). This was based on a decision by HELCOM Moscow Ministe-
rial Meeting in May 2010 and promoted by the VASAB Ministeri al Declaration in Oc-
tober 2009.

The Mandate for the Working Group was adopted in 2010 by HELCOM and VASAB
CSPD, setting out the overall aims as well as the anticipated tasks of the Group.

The HELCOM-VASAB Baltic Sea Broad — scal e Maritime Spatial Planning Principles
were adopted by HELCOM and VASAB CSPD in the end of 2010. MSP is under-
stood as a key tool for sustain able management by balancing between e conomic,
environmental, social and other interests in spatial allocations, by managing specific
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uses and co herently integrating sectoral pla nning, and by ap plying the e cosystem
approach as the overa rching principle. Long-term sustainable management should
have priority when balancing interests and allo cating uses in space and time. MSP
should be based on b est available, h igh quality, u p to date co mprehensive infor-
mation and implemented through the application of the Precautionary Principle.

HELCOM and VASAB see a need for further cooperation between HELCOM-VASAB,
OSPAR and ICES. One possib le way could be through fu ture joint workshops and
exchanging information and best practices. Furthermore, it wa s suggested that the
Black Sea Commission and Mediterranean Science Commission (CIESM) could also
be invited for collaboration.

2.2.2 BaltSeaPlan

Nico Nolte, representing the lead partner, BSH, Germany, presented the work done in
the BaltSeaPlan. There are 14 proj ect partners from seven countries (Germany, Po-
land, Denmark, Sweden, Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia). The project has a duration of
three years from January 2009 to January 2012 and a budget of 3.7 m Euro.

There are eight regional and cross-border pilot marine spatial plans. BaltSeaPlan
has developed “Vision 2030” towards sustainable planning of the Baltic Sea space.
The transnational topics of the Vision 2030 were outlined and include:

e A healthy marine environment

¢ A coherent pan-Baltic energy policy

o Safe, clean & efficient maritime transport
e Sustainable fisheries and aquaculture

These topics were selected as they h ave the potential to affect all or several Baltic
Sea states, have associated international targets and required cooperation between
two or more Baltic Sea states to achieve them.

The final conference “A dvancing Ma ritime Spatia | Planning: Results f rom the

BaltSeaPlan project and beyond” will be held in Berlin on 12 January 2012. The con-
ference aims to sho w and trigg er discussions on the late st MS P develop ments at
policy as well as implementation level within the European Commission and the Baltic
Sea Region. Itis ope n to maritim e spatial pla nning expe rts a nd de cision m akers
around all European countries. All participants at the workshop were invited to partic-
ipate.

2.2.3 Plan Bothnia

Hermanni Backer, Project Manager at the HELCOM Secretariat, presented the work
of the Plan B othnia project (www.planbothnia.org), a preparatory action project fund-
ed under the EC’s Integrated Maritime Policy (DG Mare). T he project involves the
lead partner HELCOM Secretariat and six partners: four public institutions from Fin-
land and Sweden, the Nordic spatial planning institution Nordregio as well as VASAB
Secretariat hosted by Latvia. The proj ect has involved 20 sub-national and national
agencies in its work to develop a pilot transboundary MSP plan for the Bothnian Sea,
a sub-bassin of the Baltic Sea between Finland and Sweden. The 18 month (0.5 mil-
lion euro) project will conclude with a public final confere nce in conjunction to the
European Maritime Day May 2012, where the final results will be released.

Development of marine spatial planning in the OSPAR maritime area

Deputy Secretary of OSPAR, John M ouat, presented OSPAR progress and priorities
in this field.

OSPAR involvement in MSP was endorsed by the Ministerial Meeting in 2003. From
this followed the establishment of ICG Working Group on MSP.
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Examples of good practice within OSPAR R egion were identified with a view to ex-
change experiences within OSPAR, i.e. the Bare nts Sea Management Plan and the
German and Dutch Marine Spatial Plans.

Political commitment for MSP by OSPAR Co ntracting Parties was provided in the
Bergen Ministerial Statement 2010 and the OSPAR North-East Atlantic Environmen-
tal Strategy promote s the ecosystem based approach to mana ging human activities
using MSP and ICZM.

The OSPAR Quality Status  Report 2010 statest hat OSPAR Contracting Parties
should cooperate:

e to improve in ternational coordination o n integrated management of human
activities, including marine spatial planning, building on existing experience in
some OSPA R co untries and in co njunction with the EU Mari ne Strategy
Framework Directive;

e to monitor the impacts from growing human uses of the sea and to agree on
methods for cumulative impact assessment.

The following key messages were highlighted:

e Marine Spatial Planning is an important tool in the implementation of the eco-
system approach

e Contributes to Member states commitments under the MSFD
e Complementary Work Strands Cumulative Effects Analysis
e Social and Economic Analysis

From a Regional Seas perspective, the 15 OSPAR Contracting Parties are at differ-
ent stages of MSP develo pment and i mplementation. It is recog nised that national
MSP frameworks need to be developed before meaningful progress at a co nvention
wide level can take place, however, progress at a sub-regional level, involving coun-
tries that have developed MSP frameworks, is and will develop at a faster pace, e.g.
the North Sea. Some of th e tasks for the ICG Working Group on MSP is to co nsider
what are the priority issues for transnational consultation on plans and how this might
take place and to exchange information on relevant projects and initiatives.

MSP development in ICES

Co-Chair of the ICES Stra tegic Initiative on Area B ased Science and Ma nagement,
Erik Olsen, gave a presentation on MSP developments in ICES. ICES got involved in
2009, when the ne w ICES Science and Advisory Plans were d eveloped. The Strate-
gic Initiative on Area-based Science (SIASM) started in 2010, and SIASM established
a steering group (STIG-MSP) to help steer the initiative.

SIASM has been working with ICES Ex pert Groups (EGs) to h eighten awareness of
MSP via a questionnaire and specific MSP related ToRs given to all EGs. These ToR
included to:

e provide info rmation that could b e u sed in setting pre ssure i ndicators that
would compl ement bio diversity indi cators currently being developed by the
Strategic Initi ative on Biodiversity Ad vice and S cience (SIBAS). Particular
consideration should be given to assessing the im pacts of very large renew-
able energy plans with a view to identifying/predicting potentially catastrophic
outcomes.

¢ identify spati ally re solved data, for e. g. spawning grounds, fish ery a ctivity,
habitats, etc.

So far of 48 grou ps, 22 have dealt wi th the ToRs and ma de sp ecific reference to
SIASM.

In recent years interest in MSP has in creased significantly. This is reflected i n the
number of EU funde d international MSP research projects ongoing in the ICE S area
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e.g. Coastal Futures (2004—-2010), MESMA (2009-2013), MASPNOSE (2010-2012),
PLAN BOTHNIA (2011-2012), BaltSeaPlan (2009-2012), COEXIST (2010-2013).

A spatial facility has been set up in the ICES Data Centre and is based on distributed
data but with centrally collected meta data. ICES EGs a re being encouraged to use
and contribute to this facility.

The 2010 WKCMSP wo rkshop on the scientific b asis for MSP m ade a num ber of
recommendations and progress on these was presented and includes:

e Theme session at the ASC 2012 has been organised
e The current workshop resulted from a recommendation in 2010

o A popularized article about ICES & CMSP was p ublished in August 2011 in
ICES Insight

e Prepare two review papers:

o What are the tools u sed in natural and social sciences to develop
MSP? Opinion paper based on a study of case studies is in prepara-
tion

o0 Areview of differences between EIA, M SP and Inte grated manage-
ment also in preparation.

The ICES WGMPCZM is actively involved in delivering some of these recommenda-
tions and will be the group to continue the work of the strategic initiative. WGMPCZM
will meet in ICES from the 20 to 23 March 2012. This WG is also involved in organis-
ing a Worksh op on Q uality assurance of scientific and integrated management pro-
cesses for u se in ma rine plannin g an d coa stal zo ne mana gement to be he Idin
Halifax, Canada from 28 February to 1 March 2012.

Multi-disciplinary case study of MSP: PORTUGUESE MARITIME
SPATIAL PLAN (presented by Margarida Almodovar, INAG)

Margarida Almodova r pre sented the o0 ngoing devel opments for a MSP planning
framework for Portuguese waters. This planning framework is developed to serve as
a way of improving decision-making and delivering an ecosystem based approach to
managing human activities in the marine environment.

This pla nning framework is base d onthe National Strategy for the Seas (RCM
163/2006) "Maritime sp ace and activi ties planning”, the National Strategy f or Inte-
grated Coastal Zone M anagement — ICZM (RCM 8 2/2009) and the Com munication
from the Commission — Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning (COM 2008 791 fi-
nal).

The objectives of the plan are to:
o Identify the present and future uses and activities integrated with the ICZM

e Mapping Activities and determining the maritime space settled for each activi-
ty

e Ensure the sustainable use, conservation and regeneration of the maritime
resources

¢ Promote the economical, social and environmental importance of the sea

e Establish a set of indicato rs to eval uate the su stainable performance of the
activities and their monitoring.

The plan is developed by government entities in collaboration with universities.

The Portuguese EEZ is 1.7 million km2, about 18 times the continental area (without
the extension area). This is an extremely large area which will be covered by the mar-
itime spatial plan. T he Maritime Spatial Plan, which not o nly includes the E EZ but
also the Continental Shelf is being d eveloped through a phase ap proach and is sub-
jected to a Strategic E nvironmental Assessment. A series of thematic workshops
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have been held and allo wed to have the involv ement of all sectors of a ctivity and
helped to define and Sector General Guidelines. It has also prepared an Action Plan
setting out the measures and to develop a monitoring program is being developed. A
web-based GIS mapping service has also been developed.

It is intended to align the Maritime Spa tial Planning to the requi rements of the MSFD
and to use it to improve coordinated administration and governance.

EIA/SEA/ICOM/MSP Do you know the difference? (Roland Cormier,
Canada)

Roland Cormier presented the work in progress on a manu script prep ared through
the WG MPCZM with the aim of revie wing th e differen ces b etween Enviro nmental
Impact Assessments (EIA), Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA), Integrated
Ocean and Coast Management (ICOM) and M arine Spatial Planning (MSP) (Figures
1-4).

In terms of concepts, approaches and principals, EA, ICOM and MSP operate within
sustainable d evelopment goals, preca utionary approaches, e cosystem-based man-
agement approaches as well as multi-sector inte gration of objectives, stakeholder
inclusiveness and adaptiv e manag ement. Although differen ces could be argu ed in
terms of the scope and the spatial extent of each, the differences lie within their intent
and deliverables. EA is impact centric where the resulting management measures are
in the form of mitigation proce dures, practices, and regulatory limits where the scope
may be related to a spe cific project foot print or sector development proposals within
a regio nal context. ICOM is su stainable developm ent centric wh ere the p rocesses
identify ecosystem o r conservation o bjectives to guide multi-sectoral m anagement
strategies as well as MPA or MEQ implementation operating at a bioregional or EEZ
scale. MSP is spatial centric where the resulting management measures are in the

form of zoning plan that re duces conflicts between drivers of human activities occur-
ring within a given are a and exclusion zones to protect sig nificant ecological compo-
nents.

Each has a missing element that can be found in the other. The scope of an EA lacks
the ecological context at the bioregional or EEZ scale limiting its capacity to deal with
cumulative e nvironmental effects. It la cks the ecosystem level management obje c-
tives found i n ICOM initi atives be cause it is fo cused in redu cing immediate direct
impact of a g iven development project. In IC OM initiatives, the objectives ten d to be
high level ecosystem management objectives that do not easily translate into sector
specific management measures and targets as would be found in an EA. On the oth-
er hand, MSP is a spatial and temporal management tools that, sometimes, lack eco-
system level management objectives that would require a broader suite of non spatial
management measures.
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By combining each ap proach into a co mprehensive DPSI cause and effects risk as-
sessment, the effectivene ss EA style spatia |, temp oral a nd ta ctical ma nagement
strategies against clear e cosystem management objective. In usi ng a ri sk manage-
ment ap proach, m anagement me asures (Responses) are m ost effective when im -
plemented closest to the source of the risk namely the pre ssures that are rel ated to
drivers occurring in a given area. Management measures i mplemented around the
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impact simply mitigates th e magnitude of the environmental effects caused by pres-
sures occurring without control mechanisms (Figure 5).

/ / State / / Goods &
Ecosystem

Ecosystem Impacts Services
Health P Impacts

Driver Pressures

Marine Spatial Plan Marine Environmental Quality Marine Protected Area Good Environmental Status
Best Management Practices Thresholds
Standard Operating Procedures
Management Targets

Remediation Costs

Figure 5. Ecosystem-based management DPSIR Cause and Effects Risk Assessment.

2.7 Other presentations

2.7.1 MSP and Sweden (Joacim Johannesson)

Sweden has set up a new agency: ‘Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Manage-
ment’ (SwWAM). Its main tasks are management of freshwater, the marine environment
(including marine spatial planning) and fisheries. In Sweden MSP is cu rrently limited
to planning of the territorial sea by municipalities through the general plan instrument.
There is reco gnition in Sweden that de mands on sea space are increasing, both by
the expansion of existing uses and also through new uses. Thi s demand and the
implementation of the MSFD require MSP.

Work is on-going on preparing new marine spatial planning legislation to be adopted
in 2012. In 2010 a Government Commission recommended that the legislation should
include the following:

1) The MSP plans should be comprehensive and holistic and be, ecosystem-
based

2) Three plans should b e d eveloped: G ulf of Bothni a, Baltic Se a prope r,
Skagerrak/Kattegat

3) Should cover the area seawards of 1 nm from the baseline (incl. EEZ)

4) Should be guiding, directing and binding (for authorities in th eir decision-
making)

5) SwAM should responsible for the plann ing process with the a ssistance of
the Government County Offices (linking to municipalities)

6 ) Cooperation should b e sought with sector autho rities a nd n eighbouring
countries

7 ) Should include an planning process of 4 years
8) Should be finally adopted by the government.

2.7.2 MASPNOSE (Martin Pastoors, coordinator of MASPNOSE)

This is al so a DGMare Preparatory Action project similar to Plan Bothnia but for the
North Sea. lItis loo king at cross border coordination, working on two test cases, the
Thornton Ba nk which is shared by th e Nethe rlands and Belgi um and the Dogge r
Bank, shared by Denmark, Germany, Netherlands and UK. The goal is, working with
stakeholders and memb er states, to come up with share d, common objectives and
management plans.
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3.1

Inter-visions: 2 November from 1330 — 1630

PlanBothnia (conveners: Hermanni Backer and Manuel Frias)

Participants: Cristina Silva, Alberto M urta, Andrey Lappo, Gongalo Carneiro, Hugo
Mendes, Jose Cruz, Juan L Suarez, Marga rida Almodovar, Maria F atima, Maria
Quadrado, M artin Pa stoors, Sharon T hompson, St even Vand enborre, Victo r Hen -
riques, Xander Keijser, Sarah Twomey.

The session was organized by the PlanBothnia project. The 17 participants contribut-
ed to the session by doin g a hands-on planning exercise as well as thro ugh general
comments to the proj ect activities following an introduction by Project Ma nager Her-
manni Backer and Project Officer Manuel Frias.

3.1.1 Results of group exercise and general comments received

Figure 5. Right: Result of group number 1 (South Bothnian Sea). Green refers to environmen-
tal priority areas and MPA, blue to fisheries priority areas, red to renewables and black to
military areas and shipping. Left: North group in action.

South:

The group prepared a sketch map of the South Bothnian Sea (Figure 5) based on the
following assumptions

e The formally designated MPAs and oth er environmental sites were taken
as fixed.

o Current areas delineated for use as m ilitary areas were assum ed to be
fixed.

o Present TSS (Traffic Separation Scheme) and IMO routing measures were
assumed as fixed. These can be moved, as experiences from P ortugal
have shown, but this is a long and complex process. Also, th ere is much
more space in the Atlantic to make changes compared to Bothnian Sea.

e Sandbanks were treated as area s of ¢ onflicts as they are the i nterest of
sand extra ction, are targ eted by MSF D de scriptor 6 and commonly fish
spawning areas. These were protected as far as possible.

e Renewables to be produced in areas of "less interest”.
e The traffic lanes can be flexible.
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North:

The group did not produce a similar map for the North Bothnian but came to the fol-
lowing comments and conclusions for the Plan Bothnia process:

e Important issues are missed if coastal zone is not included in the planning
process

e The link to planning on land could be made more explicit

e There seem to be no clear conflicts in the planning area, overlaps perhaps
- but they seem to be manageable

e Specified objectives from both the Finnish and Swedish point of view are
needed for the plan. On e possible lin k to the landsi de might be tourism,
especially recreational fishing.

¢ In addition to the comments above the group raised the foll owing p oints
during a ge neral discussion of the Pla nBothnia Project: The p roject could
propose ways and procedures on how to deal with eventual co nflicts be-
tween interests in the planning area.

¢ IMO routing (including TSS etc) can be changed even if it is a difficult pro-
cess. Such changes can and should be indicated/suggested in the plan.

e Objectives are impo rtant for the fu rther process. However, it should be
noted that different meaning of th e word objective exist as "sectoral aim”
and as "aims of plan”. The latter is the most important for planning itself.

o The used maps largely define the point of view ado pted. It should be kept
in mind that other information /maps than those selected/presented might
be just as relevant.

e The rationale behind Plan Bothnia — i.e. why a re we doing planning in the
Bothnian sea could be better defined. T he possibilities of the plan, what
exactly we can influence with it, could also be better defined.

Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) (chaired by Nico Nolte) and
Setting ecological value (chaired by Erik Olsen)

Participants: Erik Olsen, Norway; Nico Nolte, Germany; Leo de Vrees, DG Environ-
ment (p reviously the Net herlands); S amantha Horsey, DEFRA (Englan d); L orraine
Gray, Shetland Isles (Scotland); Beatriz Mendes, Portugal; and Joanna Piwowarczyk,
Poland.

3.2.1 Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) (Chair: Nico Nolte)

Session question: What does SEA mean in the planning process? How is it applied?
What is the relationship between SEA and EIA and MSP and MSFD?

SEA Directive: The main aim is to int egrate environmental ¢ onsiderations into the
planning pro cess: What a re the likely significant effects of the Plan on the m  arine
environment? SEA is an integral part of the planning process; drafting the plan and
the SEA report run parallel and are influencing each other.

Experiences from participants: SEA report on structure of the planning process. Shet-
land Islands did SEA retrospectively beca use the first draft MSP preceded the SEA
obligations. Becau se stakeholder participation wa s so high, there were n ot really
many issues highlighted through SEA.

The minimum requirements for SEA are given in  article 5 and annex 1 of Directive
2001/42/EC of the EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 27 June
2011 on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the envi-
ronment.

It was clear that differe nt member states had interpreted the Directive differently; es-
pecially re garding soci oeconomics. In the UK socio-economics can be assessed
under the SEA directive to an extent. In Englan d the Marine Management Organiza-
tion (MMO) are assessing socioeconomics as part of the su stainable appraisal pro-
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cess. Germany has take n the position that socio e conomics are not include d, but
should be covered in the MSP process and in the Netherlands the SEA process does
not fully address socio-economic issues. Regardless, the consensus of the group was
that either in the SEA environmental report or in the MSP documents socioeconomics
should be covered (and that planners were responsible for this). Similarly, there were
differences in the interpretation of transboundary obligations between member states.

SEA was used for the Dutch North Sea spatial plan and there were some lessons
learned: 1. Defining the scope for the SEA: SEA h as to deal with likely significant
effects of the plan; there is a challenge on how to distinguish it from EIA for a project,
there you look into all aspects; 2. Itis unclear what thresholds to apply especially in
the light of the requirements by Marine Strategy Framework Directive (targets such as
GES); 3. A big challenge is the assessment of cumulative impacts because there is
so mu ch uncertainty on this; and 4. Th e transboundary issues, how to han dle it in
practice.

In the ca se of the Shetland Isles MSP, a lot of the conflicts had been dealt with al-
ready during the pl anning process (prior to a formal SEA process) e.g. intensive
stakeholder participation, the use of the information i n the Marin e Atlas as the envi-
ronmental baseline, the planning process identified the environmental responsibilities
of the different authorities, etc. The important output is the policy objectives — it estab-
lishes a baseline on which to monitor the added value of the Plan.

There is presently no marine spatial plan in Poland. The BaltSeaPlan project is used
to write a SEA report for Gulf of Gdansk, but no M SP plan is ready for this area ei-
ther. The spatial plan and the SEA were prepared by the same team, but it do es not
include alternative scenarios.

Norway is not bound by the SEA directive and therefore SEAs are not done the same
way as in th e EU, instea d the strate gic environmental issues are considered in the
plan making pro cess. So cioeconomics are la cking here to 0. Ge nerally, MSP pro-
cesses are led by natural scientists, they are more technically inclined and there is a
knowledge barrier on socioeconomics (getting the right team together is a challenge).
The socio economic part has to some degree been hijacked by interest groups, e.g.,
oil and gas / politics - what is best for the human population becomes very political.

Defining boundaries and borders was also recognised as a ch allenge, e.g. Norway
coastal overlap with WFD requirements, and so MSP does n ot deal with nearshore
which is very contentious.

There was a common agreement in t he group that fisheries should be included in
SEA and MSP processes.

Scoping — what should be the content of the SEA Environmental Report? It was rec-
ognised that the knowledge gaps are the most challenging aspect. Who should do the
SEA? There was a difference i n opinion as to whether the same people writing the
MSP should do SEA or whether it should be contracted out. This really depended on
the resources available to the MSP team. Germany has had good experiences with
inviting agencies and NGOs to discuss the scope of SEA report.

Concerning the relation between SEA and EIA it was most common to delegate some
responsibilities to EIA process because this can more sp ecifically target the relevant
specific knowledge gaps. There was consensus within the group that SEA should be
done prior to developing MSP plans, and checks should be done on the EIA to en -
sure it has fulfilled the SEA criteria.

3.2.2 Valuing the ecosystem (Chair: Erik Olsen)

In this topic the group discussed their experiences and explored thoughts on the the-
oretical approaches to valuing e cosystems. CMSP involves eval uating different spa-
tial management options. The first pa rt of the discussion revolved around prioritising
different species and habitats that were important to an area. The last part of the dis-
cussions discussed how to understand the monetary costs and be nefits of different
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spatial management options including ecosystem goods and services (Cost Benefit
Analyses).

Some key questions that should be asked are: How do you d efine ecological value?
What criteria are used? How do you analyze e cological value empirically? How do
you tran slate ecol ogical value to m onetary value? How do you combine ecological
value acro ss comp onents? How do yo u com municate ecolo gical value in an MSP
process? What role should ecological value play in an MSP process?

Erik Olsen shared his experience from Norway on the designation of valued areas —
challenges in data quality (ho w to treat kno wledge gaps) and la ck of consistency on
scale / resolution meant that there was a risk of misinterpretation (e.g. not every user
understanding patterns in breeding seasons or foraging behaviour).

In the case of the Shetlands it was recognised from the be ginning that it was a chal-
lenge to p resent bo undaries on mobile sp ecies. Caveats had to be clear on static
maps and pre-ap plication consultation was encouraged. The most authoritative data
was used bu t this varied from sta ndard monitoring t 0 ane cdotal evidence and local
experts then scrutinised the areas and decided on boundaries.

In the Shetland and Netherlands MSP processes the sensitive / important areas were
identified and their importance specified.

It was re cognised that without having criteria, the process of prioritisation would be
impossible.

Germany used MSP for status quo analysis to be able to compare if an area is better
suited for certain activities than others. Standard monitoring pro cedures are a tool
used for this.

Portugal is at the survey stage regarding seabed habitats (to EUNIS level).

Poland is in a process of differentiatin g betwe en importa nt habitats and spe cies —
some are more important than others and this was based on criteria such as rarity or
invasiveness. They a re also mapping the seabed biodiversity (effort came after the
Natura 2000 areas were designated - the group conceded that many member states
had some failings regarding the designation of these sites).

There are many efforts currently trying to put a value on goods and services. How to
take qualitative information and turn it into m onetary value: it is relatively easy to put

monetary figures on market goods (like commercial fish), but harder to put a price on
an important species or habitat. It is a growth area and as a support for political deci-
sions on GES, it was re cognised that scientists have to get involved in this. M ember
states are all busy m aking socio economic analysis of the use of the sea. Thisis a
very big met hodological p rocess. Economic value... Free h orizon value? Healthy
environment — how is that valued?

The methods to a ssess the cost of d egradation we re mentioned: 1. compa ring the
value of the activity and the co st of the measures and 2. Total economic value. Both
methods are reviewed in an EU-MSFD Working Group ESA report (finished in April
2011). It will be a living document and will be developed further. At this stage, there
are differences b etween t he ap proaches ta ken by different member state s. There
were differences in opinions among the participants on whether the choice of frame-
work should be coherent between all member states or whether it should be flexible.

The question of scal e was also di scussed, it was agreed that whatever method was
chosen it had to be applied at the local level.

In Nor way, where oil in dustry has considerable r esources, it b ecomes difficult to
match the we alth of oil productio n, and this is wh en the discu ssion on monetary fig-
ures on the environment becomes difficult. Environmentalists are concerned that they
are being dragged into a method that only benefits the in dustry without taki ng due
consideration of the in direct costs. Where do we as a society get the biggest benefit
for our money? Now they are forced to communicate and come up with results.



HELCOM/VASAB, OSPAR and ICES WKMCMSP REPORT 2011

3.3

Leo De Vrees pointed out that the oil i ndustry are taking part in the di scussion on
their impacts and are now inve sting money for surveys on und erwater water noise
(report due Jan 2012).

Transboundry planning in the Southern North Sea (chaired by Titia
Kalker and Lodewijk Abspoel)

Participants: Dorina luga, Andreas Kannen, Sarah Thomp son, Kasp er Jespersen,
Saskia Hommes, Odile Ganne, Betty Queffe lec, Sandra Vége, Steve Brooker, Ollie
Payne, Bettin a Kappeler, Thomas Kirk, Joacim Joh annesson, Sarah T womey, and
Antonio Santos.

Introduction

Titia Kalker introduced the intra vision session with a brief explanation of the themes
which she identified for cross border discussion when making an integrated planning
map for the southern North Sea. The m ap was made in the ¢ ontext of the OSPAR
working group on MSP and illustrates current and proposed uses of the sea area.

The following topics were discussed:

1) Cross border cooperation on wind energy.
2) Co-use of wind farms by recreational use or fisheries.
) Cumulative effects and the impact of this issue on planners.
) Uncertainties - in actual use of sea space.
)

3
4
5) Managing cross border nature conservation areas.

3.3.1 Cross-border cooperation in relation to MSP and wind energy

¢ Ingeneral different uses of MSP ca n be distinguished: to solve conflicts
between different uses of the sea; to achieve sustainable use of the sea, to
anticipate on future issue s and resolve them before they occur. A MSP is
not a driver in itself, but a vehicle to achieve societies’ aims.

e |Ifthe driveri s not st rong enough to ga in political i nterest, itis up to the
regulators and pla nners to ide ntify one of the thre e reason s m entioned
above. Newcomers and those with vested interests can be helpful in driv-
ing a process to address the issue(s).

¢ With regard to the que stion of planni ng of wind farm s in the co ntext of a
possible future offshore grid, there are choices to be made. At present the
transnational focus is on th e short term and countries are con sulting each
other when making spatial plans and when licensing wind farms. From a
long term perspective, especially when ambitious goals are set for offshore
wind energy, joint efforts a re required to make sure that others users a nd
ecological values will be adequately considered. In general planning fur-
ther ahead and back casting is the appropriate way to go forward . Future
(medium to long term) planning gives more possibilities for addressing cu-
mulative effects. International ¢ onsultation, even bef ore the pla nning pro-
cess has a ctually sta rted, can hel p n eighbouring countries ma ke their
interests explicit. Subsequently, those interests can be taken into account
in research, information sharing, t he draft plan, and finally in the SEA con-
sultations.

e Within each country, establishing the authority with responsibility for plan-
ning is vital for addressing cross border issues.

e |deally the starting point of a ne w planning p hase should be to bring all
needs and aims of society to the table. Ideally the starting point of a new
planning phase should be to bring all needs and aims of society to the ta-
ble. Informal contacts and a close network of marine spatial planners, wind
energy planners, ecologists, fishers, shipping experts and will help to start
international cooperation in early stages.
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3.3.2 Co-use of wind farms

e The question here is how to deal with a ccess of vessel s, both fishing an d
recreational, to wind farms. In the Netherlan ds the need to ke ep the cost
of wind farms developments as low as possible was one of the main driv-
ers and this has resulted in the construction of wind farms in which individ-
ual turbines were separated by a distance of n ot more than 1 km apart.
This, cou pled with the regulato ry requirement to have safety exclu sion
zones of 500 meters around each turbine, has resulted in an effective ban
of access to wind farms. In the Neth erlands that ap proach is not consid-
ered suitable for futu re wind farm d evelopments as the multipl e use of
space is seen as important in the planning process.

e The Dutch government could introduce measures to force the multiple use
of space and only grant a permit if co-use is possible. This could encour-
age the co-use by having parties with an interest negotiate the terms e.g.
wind farm developers and recreational use and/or fisheries. Therefore, at
a strategic level there would be a preference in both planning and permit-
ting towards multiple use of space as opposed to single use. This would
encourage innovation and the use of modern technique(s) accurate vessel
positioning and recording systems such as AIS in with a ccuraciesinth e
order of meters. The example of the pipeline in the Baltic was referred to
where a new use was willing to invest in accurate positioni ng systems to
be used by the fishing industry which would minimize exclusion zones and
promote the co-use of marine space.

o With developments in turbine technology leading to larger turbines the dis-
tances b etween turbine s and the size of exclu sions zones will increase
pointing to the need for an iterative approach to planning and regulation. In
general, innovation is the key to promoting multiple use of marine space in
MSP processes.

3.3.3 Cumulative effects

e The issue of cumulative effects of different human use in the sea is proving
difficult to resolve. Many human activities can result in the same or similar
effects on th e marine environment and its eco systems. The techniqu es
required to attribute or separate out such effect to a particular single use in
multi-use areas has not yet be developed. This equally applies to separat-
ing the effects of natural disturbance from that caused by human activities
e.g. sepa rating the effects on benthi ¢ habitats ca used by storm events
from those caused by bottom trawling. This was a major issue for OSPAR
during the preparation of the QSR and will also be a significant challenge
for EU Member States during the implementation of the MSFD. Thereis a
lack of empiri cal data and modelling methodologies to undertake the inte-
grated assessments needed to manage cumulative effects of human activi-
ties.

¢ One possible approach that could help manage cumulative effects is to de-
velop plans at a large, e cosystem scale such as proposed in t he Wind-
speed Roadmap1. This considers constructing 135 GW of wind power in
the North Sea as a maximum, but deliverable result. The use of qualitative
assessment and strategic environmental assessment for such plans could
allow for better assessment of the relevant and cumulative effects.

¢ Inrelation to environmental assessment of offsh ore wind farms, both stra-
tegic and project assessments, the is sue of inco rporating planned or pe r-
mitted wind farms into the assessment is proving to be a contentious issue.

1 Roadmap to the deployment of offshore wind energy in the Central and Southern North Sea
(2020 - 2030). Available from: http://www.ecn.nl/docs/library/report/2011/011065.pdf
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3.4

Should the effect of plann ed and permitted projects be taken into the as-
sessment of cumulative impacts for new development applications? Due
to the curre nt financial environment it could be argued that whe re all
planned or permitted developments are taken into account it would proba-
bly lead to an overe stimation of overall ecological effects as some permit-
ted developments will not take place. Therefore, methods for estimating
cumulative effects need to evaluate which projects should be considered

3.3.4 Uncertainties in planning

e Planning is about dealing with uncertainties in a pra ctical manner. It is im-
portant to identify all possi ble options and use them to facilitate discussion
and debate among stakeholders. This should be done in a forward looking
manner, e.g. what-if scenarios.

3.3.5 Managing cross border nature conservation areas

o Fisheries are a major issu e when defining management measures for na-
ture conservation. In fish eries, re gional mana gement organi zations (e.g.
NEAFC, EC) play a major role, while fisheries — conservation issues are of-
ten dealt with at a transna tional regional level. This lead s to difficulties in
dealing with fisheries in spatial planning.

e Good practical transnatio nal experi ence is cu rrent obtained in the No rth
Sea in both the Dogger and Thornton Banks. On the Dogger Bank, the UK,
Netherlands and Ge rmany each h ave designated Natura 2 000 sites and
Dogger Bank Process i s attempting to develop fisheries measures to en -
sure th e imp act of fishing activities do es not prohibit the delivery of the
Natura 2000 conservation objectives for each of the se protected sites. An
internationally coordinate d fishe ries m anagement p roposal from the rele -
vant Member States will have a better chance of successful adoption under
the Common Fisheries Policy than thre e separate proposals from each of
the states.

Assessing total human impact (chaired by Roland Cormier)

In Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning all human activities in an area a re managed
in an integrated manner. Understanding the total and integrated human impacts in the
area is central to the plan ning process. What meth ods exist/are used to add up im-
pact, a ssess cumul ative impacts and evaluate secondary or te rtiary ecol ogical ef-
fects? Assessing total imp act is a tri cky question as one is basically struggling with
understanding effects in a compl ex ecolo gical system and trying to compa re very
different components and effects. Although the session followed a set of que stions,
the discussions were rather focused on clarifying or defining various aspects of the
topic.

Total human impacts (cumulative effects) were defined as the “Net effect of cumula-
tive pressures” as a result of the residual effects of implemented management meas-
ure. To develop effective management strategies, pressures and their related drivers
implicated in these effe cts must be able to be ranked in terms of the relate d ecosys-
tem, social, cultural and economics vulnerabilities.

Direct effects versus indirect effects

Direct effects are considered as effe cts that a re directly linked to Driver/Pre ssure
combinations. These form the basis for the development and implementation of oper-
ational, spatial and tem poral management measures to re duce the risk of Direct Ef-
fects. Direct Effects are ecosystem, social, cultural and economic impacts. Monitoring
program of Direct Effect s should tra ck the effectiveness of the man agement
measures while auditing of implemented measures should tra ck the implem entation
of the m anagement measures. Based on th e results of th ese monitoring activities,
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adaptive management would include enhancements or redesign of the mana gement
measures.

Indirect Effects are considered as secondary effects occurring once a Direct Effect
has occurred (see Figure 6). These would include impacts to ecosyste m processes
and components as well as so cio-economics impacts. Indirect Effects are difficult to
model or predict because their occurrence may also be amplified by natural variations
of ecosystem processes. Effective management measures cannot be devel oped to
avoid Indirect Effects. Indirect Effect s can be u sed to formulate eco system-based
management objectives and provide the basis for a precautionary approach for socio-
economic de velopment. Monitori ng of Indire ct E ffects at the ecosystem and socio -
economic levels would provide the basis for changes in objective setting and n eeded
adaptive management strategies in response to changes at these levels.

Natural Variation of

Ecosystem
Processes

Goods &
—» | Services
Impacts

Ecosystem

Driver —m | Pressures
Impacts

Direct Indirect
Effects Effects

Figure 6. Direct and indirect effects of drivers and pressures (human activities).
MSP Challenge 2011

The se cond day (3 No  vember)

was s pento n MSP Ch allenge =

2011, an interactive serious game '

(developed by the Univ ersity of &

Delft) w here the W K participants M%Pb\ﬂ&“@ﬂa é}//ZOH
were splitin to four team s, ea ch J

teamrep resentinga fictitious Il

country (red, blue, g reen and yel-

low) who all bordered a commo n

sea area called ‘the Sea of Colou rs’, Figure 7. As can be seen the Sea of Colours
loosely resembled the Kattega tt/Skagerrak area. E ach participant was given a role,
either as a planner, scientist, maritime user or NGO. The aim of the game was for all
countries to develop a spatial plan for th eir sea area. Planning wa s carried out on a
dedicated game system running on PCs where the map of the are a and different lay-
ers of information could be overlayed and edited. At the outset the different roles had
access to a li mited, but often differe nt, number of inf ormation layers e.g. the fisher-
men had access to the informatio n layer showing where different fishe ries activities
took place. A key challenge within each country was to bring the information about
the sea areas together and based on this develop their country specific spatial plans.
No objectives for the plan had been set, but all countries adopted an approach seek-
ing agreement between interests and trying to achieve pre-defined international obli-
gations regarding protection. Each cou ntry had different focu ses with some have a
strong dependence on fossil energy production while others had an aim of becoming
carbon neutral. To the extent possi ble the game repre sented the diversity found in
reality in terms of different national profiles and objectives.
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Figure 7. Map of the Sea of Colours with the four countries surrounding it (red, green, blue
and yellow).

International collaboration between the countries, maritime sectors and NG Os were
encouraged and through several ‘international convention’ meetings during the game
play, countries were expected to apply a transn ational ecosystem based approach to
developing their plans. At the end of the game each country had successfully devel-
oped a marine spatial plan for the wate rs within its jurisdiction. These were present-
ed in plenary to the participants where there were discussed and critically reviewed.

There was unanimous agreement amongst the participants that the game contained
many of the elements of real life ma rine spatial planning particularly in terms of the
mimicking th e different, often stro ngly held, views of the different stake holders and
participants in the planning process. It was a very useful traini ng experience on pre-
paring marine spatial plans. In this regar d the de parture from the traditional way of
working at scientific workshops proved very successful and there was strong support
to rerunning the game as an ongoing training exercise in marine spatial planning.

General discussion and conclusions

The simulation game, MSP Challen ge 2011, will be reported on elsewhere and TU

Delft are currently pre paring p ublications on the game. In terms of the Joint HEL-
COM-VASAB/OSPAR/ICES Works hop the purpos e of the game was to provide the
participants with an experience that was as close as possible to real life marine spa-
tial planning. The game succeeded in this and resulted in some very incisive com-
ments from the participants that it was considered important to include in this report.
The gameis an excellent traini ng to ols a nd i nterest was hig hlighted foritt o be
brought into the ICES training program me and to Canada. Practical exp erience in
actual planning is ve ry important as marine zoning is at the core of MSP. The dis-

cussion below refle cts many of these comments but it is importa nt to keep i n mind
that these are the views of the participants and do not represent views or positions of
any of the spon soring organisations. T he format was the wo rkshop was novel in
many respects and did not conform to the normal workshop format of the sponsoring
organisations. For that reaso n the re commendations and conclusions of the work-

shop were limited to those listed below.
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General discussion

Marine spatial planning is relative new but its appli cation as a to ol to prom ote sus-
tainable development and the ecosystem based approach to the planning and man-
agement of all human activities in the marine environment is supported by each of the
sponsoring organisations. That said, integrated marine planning is difficult and trans-
national i ntegrated pla nning i s even more difficult . Differe ntlegal, a dministrative,
planning systems; planning systems at different stages of development, from none to
well established; and planning systems in diffe rent phases are significant barriers to
ecosystem based marine spatial planning.

Access to da ta/knowledge/information has the pote ntial to impro ve the delive ry of
evidence based planning but it ca n also overwhelm practitioners and stakeholders.
Thinking of the planning process as an activity with different phases can help manage
the complexity. These phases can be seen as:

e inputs to the process such as policies, spatial resolved data, information and
stakeholder desires;

e the planning process itself where conflicts are resolved and synergies identi-
fied (identifying opportunities);

e the outputs of the process which include spatial plans and decisions; and

e the outcomes of the process such as the development of networks, new ide-
as and approaches, capacity building, monitoring systems.

During the game the use of questionnaires to monitor the experi ence of participants
at different stages of the  plannin g proc ess provid ed useful feedba ck and i dentify
where it works well or otherwise for the different participants. It was observed that
during the different stages of the plan making process the relationship between plan-
ners and stakeholders and betwe en stakeholders can switch b etween collaborators
and competitors.

5.1.1 Stakeholders

A number of the participants identified the need to carefully consider whether a plan
for a particular sea areas was needed or not and the focus should be on areas where
marine planning is needed. Within the game the process started with an emphasis
on the ecosystem based approach, defining clear visions and objectives, but as the
process proceeded and difficulties and complexity increased a emphasis changed to
resolving conflict between users and allocating space to particular uses. T his identi-
fied the need for planners to keep an open mind and avoid the risk of listening to and
appeasing the stron ger and more vocal stakeholders. It also resu Ited in a focu s on
national priorities and a way from tran snational e cosystem b ased planning. These

shortfalls can be avoid ed by defined a planning process with clear o bjectives and

responsibilities and ensuring it i s delivered in an open participatory manner. Other-
wise it is ea sy to make a plan that suits the stakeholders, but th at overall i s not the
best solution for society as a whole (although maximizing benefits for all stakeholders
is a tremendous challenge in itself). Also, som e stakeholders were less successful in
achieving their objectives than others. These were the losers of the planning process
and one must carefully consider how to manage such losses in a polite and consider-
ate way to ensu re societal backing. Estranged stakeholders can easily laun ch mas-
sive and long-lasting negative public campaigns that can compromise the success of
a plan.

In the plans made in the MSPChallenge there was a tendency to plan exclusive use
zones, thereby separating different uses and reducing future conflicts. This was prob-
ably a result of the time-pressure in the game. In a real-world setting it is unlikely that
users will give up areas to others as easily as in the game therefore creating a great-
er incentive for finding multiple-use solutions to marine space.
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5.1.2 Governance and planning the process

The process of planning should be clear and transparent but it is important to be flex-
ible and adaptive within the plan ning process itself as different issue s arise. This is
central to getting broad buy-in for the plan, engaging society and securing responsi-
bility for the plan. E stablishing milestones within the process i s helpful as it breaks
the whole process down into manageable work packages.

Governance of the pl anning process was another key learning point. Roles and re-
sponsibilities should be established and made transparent at a very early stage in the
planning process, in parti cular who are the decisions makers and leaders in the pro-
cess. This means involving all partie s, including NGOs from the start of the proce ss.
Similarly, the expectations of all parties in the process should be clarified at the start
in order for them to be m anaged and taken into a ccount. This i ncludes setting rules
and procedures on how input to the planning process is to be handled — in particular
ensuring that all relevant data are considered (if not used).

Setting of go als and objectives early on in the p rocess is im portant to identif y and
highlight the most important issues at stake in any given MSP process i.e. how major
economic activities are handled, conservation of unique habitats or sp ecies, trans-
boundary issues that need international collaboration etc.

It is also imp ortant to iden tify the links between MSP and land b ased planning. The
relevance of this depends of course on the boundaries of the planning process. Plans
that border on land need a closer and more direct link to land-based planning than
oceanic MSP plans with no land border.

5.1.3 Roles, use of data and knowledge

The participants were given clear roles at the start of the game, but as it progressed
these roles became more unclear. Especially the scientist roles changed from being
purely advisors to the process to actual being planners as, in many cases, they were
the ones with the most detailed data and knowledge of the marine environment. This
is a realistic result as has been seen in real-world MSP developments where scientist
have taken on the role of marin e planners simply because they have the kno wledge
and skills necessary to develop a zoning plan for the marine environment.

Although scientists were d rawn into the planning process very a ctively the scie ntific
information was underutilized by many of the teams who rather concentrated on user
needs rather than the requirements for conservation etc. This illustrated that planning
processes are anthropoc entric, focussing on the human ac tivities. It also illustrates

that scientific input into a planning process needs to be of a form at and type that is

directly useful to planners and can be directly spatially compared to be to the human
uses. Habitat vulnerability maps to human activities are more useful than just habitat
maps in themselves.

Similarly, the sectoral knowledge and expertise is often underutilized i n MS P pro-
cesses. This was also reflected in the game where the experience and spatial data of
different sectors were n ot bro ught i nto the p rocess ina timely fashion. Se ctoral
knowledge a nd expe rtise should the refore b e recognized and i ncluded early on in
MSP.

The ap plicability of spatial management to t he activities of different se ctors v aries
considerably. The sedentary ones like wind-farming, petroleum developments etc are
more easily managed spatial than transitory and more dynamic activities like fisheries
which occurs where the highe st aggregations of fish able resources are at any given
time and shipping which tends to take the shortest most economical route. Managing
fisheries in ways to avoid conflicts with other activities and environmental issues can
often be a chieved thro ugh other m eans than spatial manag ement, e.g. technical

regulations, covering cables, making installations trawl-proof, etc.
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5.1.4 Transboundary issues

Dealing with transbou ndary issue s in the game proved a chall enge. Althou gh the
game had several “international meetings”, throughout the game there was no gov-
ernance established for these meetings. Therefore the outcome was not clear or de-
cisive. Interg overnmental organizations, treaties and conventions play an imp ortant
role in these issues in the real world, and the game’s lack of these duly illustrated the
necessity in establishing functioning marine management on trans-boundary issues.
Additionally, international collaboration did not start at the beginning of the game and
most of the teams came to the international conventions with clear views on how their
own MSP should be developed. This is not unlike the real world situation and clearly
demonstrates the need for international coordination and exchange of views at a very
early stage of the planning process and plan making. While there is a requirement for
transnational consultation on projects (EIS) and plans (SEA) this quite often happens
at later stages of the planning process. Therefore, at the start of a transnational MSP
process it would be useful for national plans to be aligned, however, this seldom hap-
pens in reality for many re asons including the fact that countries start their MS P pro-
cesses at different time s. However, sectoral trans-national coordination can be more
easily a chieved as the sectors often have co mmon goal s and objective s a cross
boundaries.

5.1.5 Socioeconomics

Socioeconomic issues need to be clarified and established early on so that tradeoffs
between different planning options can be properly evaluated. The game had no met-
rics to measure this — it only concentrated on space allocation to different uses. In the
real world th e socioeconomic implications of the pla ns are at the centre of th e pro-
cess. Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) is required for MSP in the EU and
this will consider the ecological and socioeconomic consequences of the plan.

The game map layers provided good data on uses and ecosystem components and
habitats, but there were no maps or information on ecosystem goods and services or
the blue infra structure available. Information on g oods and services is necessary to
make the connections between ecosystem and socioeconomics and in turn have the
best basis for management decisions balancing different uses and conservation.

5.1.6 Cumulative effects

There is a need to consider both direct and indirect effects and the net effect of cumu-
lative pressures from different activities. Direct effects can be measured but indirect
effects are more difficult — therefore focus s hould be on dire ct effect to monito r, miti-
gate and modify plans. Indire ct effects can still b e monitored b ut an ada ptive man-
agement process is needed to respond to them.

5.1.7 Implementation, monitoring and evaluation

The end-point of the game was the establishment of MSP plans for the four countries,
while the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of the plans
were not evaluated. In real-world MSP planning for the implementation and revision
phase is of equal importance as establishing the plan itself.

5.1.8 Visual aspects (limits of the game)

The nature of the gam e was ve ry visual, focusing on the ma p and the zoning plan-
ning. MSP is more than just zoning and preparing spatial maps. Issues like govern-
ance, establishing obje ctives and goals are e ssential. One ne eds to keep in mind
both developing the actual plan and managing the process at the same time. Howev-
er, itis around the map that the spatial conflicts have to be re solved, tasks that have
been proven to be the most challenging in real-world MSP developments. Therefore it
is positive that the game stressed these most challenging parts of MSP development,
highlighting the needs for good objectives and aims and governance to achieve the-
se.
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5.2

The technical aspects of the game — pl anning and zo ning on a co mputer system
proved a challenge. Even though the system was intuitive and fairly easy to use, pa-
per maps proved to be more effective communication method to ensure wider partici-
pation. The experience in the game was that technical tools, however simple they are
designed, add complexity and limits participation.

Conclusions

Marine Spatial Planning is a field un der rapid development with many new planning
processes under way or in the pipeline arou nd the North Atlantic and the Baltic Sea.
It was a gen eral consensus that regular meetings between the spo nsoring organisa-
tions to sh are experiences and to dev elop the scie nce and methods for MSP is of
significant value. The WKMCMSP is a continuation of a strategic process started by
ICES in 2010 leading to the Workshop on the “Science for area-based management:
Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning in Practice* (WKCMSP) in 2010 and to the cur-
rent workshop. Further cooperation between HELCOM, VASAB, OSPAR and ICES in
organising workshops and meetings is strongly supported.

5.2.1 Further the collaboration between the organizers

The workshop has shown that all four IGOs can cooperate successfully to achieve

joint objectives. This success should be built on an d the wo rkshop participants rec-
ommend that the colla boration should continue in t he future th rough participation in
each other’s working groups and further joint meetings and workshops. The network
created is unique and places the sp onsoring organisations in a central position for
leading the development of MSP in t he ICES, OSPAR, HELCOM and VASAB areas.
The challenge now is to capitalize on the co nnections and network that h as been
established to maximise the b enefits of these networks and use them in an efficient
way to develop and promote MSP. Working jointly has significant benefits and deliv-
ers more than what each organisation could achieve individually.

5.2.2 Stress-testing MSP through the serious game

One of the major aims of the workshop was to stress-test the plan making process to
identify the main scie ntific, planning and governance challenges facing develo pment
of MSP plans. Through the professional guidance of the serious gaming team of TU
Delft (Igor Mayer et. al.) we were able to simulate the MSP planning process for four
countries around the fictitious “Sea of Colours”. The game was well pre pared and
organized and it wa s a valuabl e learning experience for all p articipants. The focus
was on th e actual spatial zoning part of an MSP proce ss and showed clearly how
challenging it is to allocate marine space while taking into account NGOs, users, con-
servation needs, national environmental and socioeconomic objectives, international
regulations and cross border issues all within a limited time frame. In addition to tak-
ing into account all the se overlapping and conflicting interests the game showed the
need to properly organise and run the planning process.

Several of th e participants and organising institutions thought the game was such a
novel and good way to learn a nd test MSP that they con sider setting it up ag ain in
national or international meetings and training courses.

5.2.3 Key science needs

The inte r-vision sessions and the g ame highlig hted some ve ry con crete ne eds for
scientific development to support MSP such as:

1) Vulnerability and ecological ri sk a ssessment. Fo cus on pressures a nd
risks (e.g. further develop Scottish sensitivity matrix)

2) Total and cumulative effects of multiple human activities o ccurring in the
same area

3 ) Ecosystem goods and services, e specially method s for setting v alue to
these
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4) Merging socioeconomic information with ecological spatial data into an in-
tegrated analysis

5) Identify spatial claims by different sectors to map the effects of that sector.
Especially important for the transient activities fisheries and shipping.

MSP should be seen as the p ractical implementation of th e ecosystem approach to
management through holistic and integrated analysis of the entire ecosystem includ-
ing all human activities, pressures and impacts within the planning area. Holistic and
integrated analysis requires much better understanding of the inte rconnectedness of
the e cosystem, its g oods and services and the socioeconomic factors affecting hu-
man activities therein than traditional sectoral management. The key science needs
outlined above are challe nging and difficult ones to get to grips with. Although we

have been aware of these for a long time, heretofore we have been able to circu m-
vent the holistic ap proach through p ragmatic sectoral and sin gle spe cies manage-
ment. To succeed in M arine Spatial Planning the scientific co mmunity must take up
these challenging questions and find methods solutions on how to deal with them.

Additional information provided by participants

Upcoming meetings and activities

Andreas Kannen, Chair of the ICES Working Group for Marine Planning and Coastal
Zone Management (WGMPCZM) announced a workshop to b e held under WGMP -
CZM. Thisi s ajoint DF O, KnowSeas and ICES Workshop: Quality assurance of
scientific and integrated management processes for use in marine planning
and coastal zone management (WKQAMSP), chaired by Roland Cormier, Canada,
and Andreas Kannen, Ge rmany, to be held in Halif ax, Canada, in 28 February to 1
March 2012. All WKMCMSP participa nts are wel come to partici pate. The ne ed for
the workshop had ari sen through the in creasing imp ortance of m arine spatial plan-
ning throug hout the ICES area, and more widely. It is la rgely an untested process,
and as yet there is little guidance available on how to assess the quality of the output
of plans and mana gement activities. T he quality of the a dvice (e.g. scientific data,
modelling of environmental proce sses, proposals for man agement actions) e ntering
the planning process will inevitably affect t he quality of the outputs, as will the inter-
mediate stages of data p rocessing, consultations etc. The purpose of WHQAMSP is
to bring together and document best current practice in the quality assurance of all
stages in the marine spati al plannin g process, so th at practition ers have g uidance
available on how to assess, and challenge, quality throughout the MSP process.

WGMPCZM is preparing an ICES Coop erative Research Report (CRR) covering the
output from Theme Session B (Marine spatial planning) of the ASC 2010 and is plan-
ning another CRR publication covering a discussion of risk a ssessment approaches
and their application in form of a Handbook on Risk Assessment which will be submit-
ted for approval next year. The g roup also submitted a the me session for the ICES
Annual Science Conference 2012 to b e held in Bergen, Norway, on Multidiscip linary
perspectives in the use (and misuse) of science and scientific advice in Marine Spa-
tial Planning. The abstract deadline will be announced on the ICES website. It is pos-
sible to apply for membership of WG MPCZM, either via nomination by the national
delegate or by Chair-invitation.

HELCOM-VASAB, announced the next meeting of the HELCOM-VASAB MSP group
in February 2012, we woul d like to i nvite representatives from OSPAR and | CES to
establish further contacts. ICES can add scientific knowledge, perhaps together with
BONUS.
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Name Address

E-mail

Tejedor, Ana

Kai Marine Services Nalon 16 28240
Hoyo de Manzanares Madrid

ana@kaimarineservices.
com

Thompson,
Sharon

BirdLife International
Cl/o The RSPB

UK Headquarters

The Lodge

Sandy

Bedfordshire SG19 2DL
UK

sharon.thompson@rspb.
org.uk

Twomey, Sarah
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Environmental Research Institute
Glucksman Marine Facility,

Naval Base

Haulbowline,

Cobh,

County Cork,

Ireland

s.twomey@ucc.ie

van Nuland,
Bas

(MSP
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game design
team)

Delft University of Technology, Faculty
Technology, Policy and Management,
Department Policy, Organization, Law
and Gaming.

Jaffalaan 5
2628 BX Delft
The Netherlands

B.vanNuland@tudelft.nl
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Linda
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game design
team)

Delft University of Technology, Faculty
Technology, Policy and Management,

Department Policy, Organization, Law

and Gaming.

Jaffalaan 5

2628 BX Delft

The Netherlands

a.j.vanveen@tudelft.nl

Vandenborre,
Steven

DG Environment

Marine Environment Unit
Victor Hortaplein 40, bus 10
1060 Brussels

Belgium

steven.vandenborre@mili
eu.belgie.be

Varela, Anténio

Portuguese Maritime Authority
General Directorate

Rua dos Platanos 4A - Pinhal do Vidal
2855-277 Corroios

Portugal

dionisio.varela@marinha.
pt

V6ge, Sandra

Senckenberg am Meer Marine
Research Department

Sudstrand 40
D-26382 Wilhelmshaven
Germany

sandra.voege@senckenb
erg.de

Zhou, Qiqi

(MSP
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game design
team)

Delft University of Technology
P.O.Box 5015

2600 GA Delft

The Netherlands
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Annex 2: WKMCMSP Programme

€> OSPAR ICES
COMMISSION
OVASAB = e CIEM

PROGRAMME
Joint HELCOM /VASAB, OSPAR and ICES

Workshop on Multi-Disciplinary Case Studies of MSP

Date: 2-4 November 2011
Venue: [IPIMAR, Lisbon, Portugal

Objectives: The following are the main objectives of the workshop

. Demonstrate how HELCOM/VASAB, OSFAR, and ICES can contribute and cooperate to further
development of the process of ecosystem-based marine spatial planning

. Reinforcing and extending the existing networks of MSP practitioners by sharing knowledge and
experience between scientists, managers and planners

. Test how spatial data from the various organisations can be used in development of an M5P
plan

. Explore how the socioeconomic and environmental aspects can be jointly incorporated into the
development of a Marine Spatial Plan

. Share knowledge and exchange experiences on MSP

. Identify significant cross boarder constraints and opportunities and explore ways of resolving or
capitalising on these

. Use serious gaming to stress-test the plan making process to identify the main scientific,

planning and governance challenges facing development of MSP plans

. Follow-up and build on the ICES CMSP Workshop held in Lishon, Mov 2010 as well as the work of
the joint HELCOM/VASAB Working Group on MSP and the OPSAR working group on marine
spatial management

. Capture and report on experiences
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Detailed Program

Wednesday 2. November Thursday 3. November Friday 4. November

Venue: IPIMAR Venue: Sophia room, Venue: IPIMAR
Oceanario de Lisboa,

Parc de Nacoes

10:00 | Start of Workshop 09:00 | MSPChaollenge2011 09:00 | Discussion of experiences from
10:00 | Presentations on the - Simulation game on - MSPChallenge2011. What did
- development of MSP in 17:00 | marine spatial planning in 11:00 we learn?
12:00 HELCOM/VASAB, OSPAR the “Sea of Colours”
and ICES
12:00 | Lunch 17:00 | Summing up of 11:00 Conclusions.
= = experiences from - Recommendations and Next
13:30 18:00 | MSPChallenge2011 11:50 Steps. How do we take on the
13:30 | Group discussions and 20:00 | Dinner at your own experiences in developing the
- reflections session (inter- expense, WK will book science, advice and planning?
16:20 | vision): Sharing and tables at a suitable
discussion of challenges for restaurant.
practitioners (small groups
w maoderataor)

16:20 | Coffee break There will be two coffee breaks and o | 11:50 | Closing of WKMCMSP
16:40 | Preparations for the lunch break during the game (0900-1700) | 12.p0 Coffee break
= Case Studies/Simulation and snack + beverages will be served |55 "1 CES STIG-MSP meeting
18:00 | (plenary information after the end of the simulation game. The
’ 7N ot ) exact times will be determined during the )
initial discussions). 14:00 | An opportunity for the

First meeting of the
Simulation groups

20:00 | Groups meet for working
dinner.
(50% sponsored by WK}

game to fit with what is going on to avoid
interrupting important events.

HELCOM/VASAB/OSPAR to

meet.

Group discussions (Inter-vision), 2 November, 13:30-16:20
The aim of the afternoon session on the first day is to discuss and share experiences of challenging topics
central to the science and implementation of MSP through group discussions called Inter-vision.

The participants will be split in small groups of maximum 8 to 10 people. The time for the session is shared
among the participants who present their experiences in relation to the overall cases, get replies,
suggestions, guestions and comments from the other people in the group.

Below are short overviews of the different sessions. More detailed descriptions can be found at the end of

this document.

You are asked to sign up for one of the sessions before the workshop by filling out

the following on-line poll: http://www.doodle.com/ysr9k55fn3cprg5hb .
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Inter-vision topics
PlanBothnia (chaired by Hermanni Backer)

By November Swedish and Finnish planning authorities and national agencies, facilitated by the Plan Bothnia
project (www.planbothnia.org) coordinated by the HELCOM Secretariat and in partnership with VASAB, have
identified sectorial interest areas and discussed overlaps of uses for offshore Bothnian Sea, a ca. 80,000 km’
sub-basin of the Baltic Sea. The final end-product is a transboundary MSP plan proposal by May 2012.

Focus of this session will be on practical (and fun!) hands-on work around maps and on interactions between
windpower, fisheries, marine traffic and nature protection -even if also other material is available through
the project online map service.

Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) (Chaired by Nico Nolte)

Strategic Environmental Assessment for MSP plans is compulsory homework because of the EU-Directive .
SEA report is the fundamental environmental report covering all aspects (analysis of status guo, assessments
of impacts, monitoring, Natura 2000 assessment), and a foundation for all CMSP plans.

Transhoundry Planning in the Southern North Sea (Chaired by Titia Kalker & Lodewijk Abspoel)

Based on a combined activity map of the Southern North Sea to identify and discuss important transnational
issues relevant to forward planning and space allocation. Combining the spatial plans from different
countries has brought into focus some import issues for maritime sectors, planners and regulators. Main
issues are: (1) how to improve cross border cooperation when it comes to spatial claims for windenergy and
co use of wind farms, (2) how to deal with “empty” spatial claims (eg when no finances are available for
realization), (3) how to deal with cumulative effects and the total ecological carrying capacity of a sea basin
when elaborating a marine spatial plan for a part of the sea region, (4) how to improve cross border
cooperation when it comes to nature conservation and management plans, (5) how to include fisheries into
marine spatial planning.

Setting ecological value (Chaired by Erik Olsen)

CMSP planning involves evaluating different spatial management options. Understanding the monetary costs
and benefits of these options involves comparing the value of ecosystem services in relation to the
socioeconomic effects of different management options (development scenarios for differing sectors. In this
topic we will explore the experiences, thoughts and ideas of the participants from real world cases as well as
from a theoretical approaches.

Assessing total human impact (Chaired by Roland Cormier)

In Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning all human activities in an area are managed in an integrated manner.
Understanding the total and integrated human impacts in the area is central to the planning process. What
methods exist/are used to add up impact, assess cumulative impacts and evaluate secondary or tertiary
ecological effects?
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Inter-vision topics - Detailed description
PlanBothnia

Joint HELCOM/VASAB, OSPAR and ICES Workshop on Multi-Disciplinary Case Studies of MSP (2-4 November
2011, IPIMAR, Lisbon, Portugal) afternoon (13:30 - 16:30) day 1 (2 November 2011)

Interactive session onday 1, 13:30 — 16:30:

Plan Bothnia -a test of joint MSP across the Swedish-Finnish border

By November Swedish and Finnish planning authorities and national agencies, facilitated by the Plan Bothnia
project (www.planbothnia.org) coordinated by the HELCOM Secretariat and in partnership with VASAB, have
identified sectorial interest areas and discussed overlaps of uses for offshore Bothnian Sea, a ca. 80,000 km:
sub-basin of the Baltic Sea. The final end-product is a transboundary MSP plan proposal by May 2012.

Focus of this session will be on practical (and fun!) hands-on work around maps and on interactions between
windpower, fisheries, marine traffic and nature protection -even if also other material is available through
the project online map service.

Programme:

1. General context, map material and planning questions emerging from the Plan Bothnia process are
presented to participants (ca. 30min)

2. Division to small groups and hands-on work on planning on map material provided by organisers (two
45min sessions with 20+20 min plenary discussions)

3. Discuss the initiative in the European and global context (ca. 20min)

Background:

Plan Bothnia is the Baltic Sea transboundary Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) “preparatory action” funded
by EU Commission DG MARE Integrated Maritime Policy and runs from December 2010 until June 2012 (18
months). The project will test ecosystem based Maritime Spatial Planning in the offshore (baseline +1nm)
Bothnian Sea as a case between Sweden and Finland. The project is contributes to fulfillment of HELCOM
Ministerial Declarations from 2007 and 2010 as well as to the work of the joint regional HELCOM-VASAB
MSP WG working since 2010.

Contact: Project Manager Hermanni Backer, Email: Hermanni.Backer@helcom.fi Mobile: +358-468509199.
www.planbothnia.org .

Strategic Environmental Assessments

Starting point for Maritime Spatial Planning is the guiding principle of sustainable spatial development,
which brings the social and economic demands regarding space in harmony with its ecological functions and
leads to a permanent, large scale balanced order. In the process of planning it is very important to have
sufficient knowledge of the marine environment, because it constitutes a special large-scale planning area,
and to identify the needs of the marine environment which must be safeguarded in the future plan. That
requires in the first place a sound information and knowledge base regarding the marine environment and
its features. This task can be performed in the framework of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
which is compulsory according the SEA-Directive for plans and programmes.

Therefore a SEA report must inter alia cover a description and assessment of the marine environment (status
quo analysis), a description and evaluation of any substantial impacts on the marine environment that are
likely to be caused by the implementation of the plan, measures aiming at preventing or reducing such
substantial impacts as best possible including monitoring, and a compatibility assessment regarding
MNatura2000 areas.
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Session aims to discuss on how to carry out SEA in practice, how to manage transboundary participation in
the SEA-process and, if time allows, to discuss the potential benefit of the SEA for the Marine Strategy
Framework Directive.

Setting ecological value

CMSP planning involves evaluating different spatial management options. Understanding the monetary costs
and benefits of these options involves comparing the value of ecosystem services in relation to the
socioeconomic effects of different management options {development scenarios for differing sectors. In this
topic we will explore the experiences, thoughts and ideas of the participants from real world cases as well as

from a theoretical approaches.

Some key questions that we would like to explore are:
- How do you define ecological value?
- What criteria can you use?
- How do you analyze ecological value empirically?
- How do you translate ecological value to monetary value?
- How do you combine ecological value across components?
- How do you communicate ecological value in an MSP process?
- What role should ecological value play in an MSP process?

Assessing total human impact

In Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning all human activities in an area are managed in an integrated manner.
Understanding the total and integrated human impacts in the area is central to the planning process. What
methods exist/are used to add up impact, assess cumulative impacts and evaluate secondary or tertiary

ecological effects?

Assessing total impact is a tricky question as one is basically struggling with understanding effects in a
complex ecological system and trying to compare very different components and effects. There session will
deal with how total impact been dealt with in different areas:

- How does one deal with direct vs. indirect effects (effects through ecological interactions)?

- How does one add up effects across different components and pressures? (eg. How do you compare
apples and pears)

- How do you determine whether the effects are additive or cumulative?

- How do you treat differing opinions and uncertainty?

- To what degree can total impacts be measured/analyze empirically?

- How do you communicate this in an MSP planning process?



WKMCMSP REPORT 2011
HELCOM - VASAB - OSPAR - ICES



