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Executive summary 

The aims of this workshop were to establish the current scientific state of  knowledge 
within ICES on Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning (CMSP) and to identify gaps and 
scientific limitations to support CMSP.  Based on this, to identify the science that 
ICES should stimulate to service the management needs. The workshop was attended 
by 38 participants. 

The main conclusions from the workshop and the Strategic Initiative Group on Ma-
rine Spatial Planning (STIG-MSP) meeting were that the ICES Strategic Initiative on 
Area Bases Science and Management (SIASM) is a very important and valuable initia-
tive by ICES and should be continued.  In addition STIG-MSP will: 

• Prepare ToRs for the relevant EG’s 2011 cycle on CMSP for approval by 
SICOM and ACOM  

• Prepare and assist in the preparation on two publications, one an opinion 
paper tools for MSP based on the cased studies and discussions from the 
workshop and the second a review of differences between EIA, MSP and 
Integrated management in support of the work initiated by the Working 
Group for Marine Planning and Coastal Zone Management (WGMPCZM).  

• Submit a theme session proposal for ASC 2012: Integration of different sectors 
in MSP.  

• Hold the next STIG-MSP meeting in Copenhagen in June 2011  
• Propose a follow-up workshop to the WKCMSP on the topic: Develop a 

multi-disciplinary case study for MSP in ICES area (WKMDCMSP).   
• Prepare a popularized article about CMSP and the SIASM initiative for 

ICES Insight.  
• Consider options for further funding of SIASM activities.  
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1 Opening of the meeting 

The organisers, Ernesto Jardim, Eugene Nixon and Erik Olsen welcomed the partici-
pants, who numbered 38, and covered a wide range of disciplines including natural 
and social science and planning.  The first afternoon was dedicated to keynote speak-
ers, the morning of Day 2 to presentations of case studies and the afternoon to brain-
storming using the World Café technique. Day 3 consisted of more in-depth 
discussions, in four Breakout Groups, of key questions developed by STIG at its 
meeting in May 2010 and of the outcomes of the World Café.  On the morning of 
Day 4 the Chairs of the Breakout Group reported back and this was followed by a 
plenary discussion. 

In the introduction to the workshop the participants were reminded of the goals and 
objectives of the ICES Strategic Initiative, the value and extent of the ICES network 
and key questions for the workshop to address.  The need for the participants to be 
creative and innovative was also emphasised. 

Terms of reference, workshop programme and all presentations and reports from the 
World Café and Breakout Group Chairs are available on the Workshop SharePoint at 
http://groupnet.ices.dk/ACOMSCICOM/SIASM/STIGMSPNOV2010/default.aspx.  

A STIG-MSP meeting took place on the afternoon of Day 4 and all Workshop partici-
pants were invited to partake. 

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

2 Day 1: Key Note Presentations 

The focus of these presentations was on policy drivers for Marine and Coastal Spatial 
Planning (CMSP). 

Steve Murawski, NOAA, USA: Marine Spatial Planning – US ocean policy drivers 
for the development of CMSP 

In this talk the philosophy and priorities of the new National Ocean Policy in the 
United States was outlined along with the requirements for CMSP.  The complexity 
of the institutional jurisdictions covering 24 different federal bodies was described, 
including the need for special consideration to be given to military 
needs/requirements. In July of 2010, a National Ocean Council was formed and 
charged with the coordination of CMSP. 

The Key Elements of the Policy are to:  

• Balance ocean health and community prosperity,  
• Level the playing field for All Stakeholders 
• Make Decisions Based on the Best Available Science 
• Respect the Unique Character of Each U.S. Region 

The technical Requirements were identified as: 

• Enhanced Mapping & Cadastre (record of ownership) 
• Ocean Habitat Characterization Studies  
• Monitoring  

http://groupnet.ices.dk/ACOMSCICOM/SIASM/STIGMSPNOV2010/default.aspx
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• Enforcement  
• Hydrodynamic Models  
• Living Marine Resource Assessments 
• Characterization of Human Use Patterns  
• Integrated Ecosystem Assessments (IEAs)  

Jan Olavi Ekebom, DG MARE, EU: Processes and policies for CMSP within the EU  

The importance of the EU Integrated Maritime Policy was stressed and in particular 
the European Commission’s view that “all matters relating to Europe's oceans and 
seas are interlinked, and that sea-related policies must develop in a joined-up way if 
we are to reap the desired results” and that it is “based on excellence in marine re-
search, technology and innovation” and “anchored in the Lisbon agenda for jobs and 
growth, and the Gothenburg agenda for sustainability.”  The need for planning and 
good governance to ensure safe, clean, healthy and productive seas for the benefit of 
present and future generations was emphasized.  The series of initiatives undertaken 
by the EC were outlined along with the 10 Key Principles for MSP adopted in 2008.  It 
was pointed out that the Ecosystem Approach is a key concept in the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive, the Integrated Maritime Policy and MSP and will be central to 
the new Common Fisheries Policy.  Developments in the area of data and knowledge 
through the European Atlas of the Sea and developments under EMODNET and 
other research programmes were highlighted.   

The next steps for DG MARE in terms of MSP are that the Commission will bring 
forward a proposal on MSP requiring a common approach by Member States in order 
to facilitate cross-border cooperation.  Both binding and non-binding instruments are 
being considered in an impact assessment, which is expected to be completed by the 
end of 2010. 

Hermanni Backer, HELCOM: Development of CMSP from a Baltic Perspective. 

This presentation provided an overview of the main policy drivers for Marine Spatial 
Planning as a means to integrated and sustainable management and described the 
work of, and principles used by, the HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG.  The establishment 
of the joint HELCOM-VASAB MSP WG in May 2010 will help to clarify and integrate 
the diverse regulatory regimes at play in the Baltic (e.g. HELCOM BSAP, MSFD, 
Maritime policy) and develop regional transboundary MSP approaches through di-
rect ministerial cooperation across sectors. During autumn 2010 the joint group has 
finalised set of 10 draft principles for further MSP work, to be adopted by VASAB 
and HELCOM in December 2010, with the following headlines and accompanying 
explanatory text (omitted here): 

1 ) Sustainable management 
2 ) Ecosystem approach 
3 ) Long term perspective and objectives 
4 ) Precautionary Principle 
5 ) Participation and Transparency 
6 ) High quality data and information basis 
7 ) Transnational coordination and consultation 
8 ) Coherent terrestrial and maritime spatial planning 
9 ) Planning adapted to characteristics and special conditions at different  
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areas 
10 ) Continuous planning 

The 2010 HELCOM Holistic Assessment is an overview of ecosystem health status as 
well as an analysis of the anthropogenic pressures and economic value of the Baltic 
Sea.  It also provides methods for measuring the effectiveness of measures taken and 
of the implementation of marine spatial planning.  The assessment utilises the Baltic 
Sea Impact Index, a method of relating cumulative impacts with ecosystem compo-
nents which is easily mapped and communicated for the purposes of MSP. 

A brief description of the EU funded preparatory action project on MSP in the Bot-
nian Sea, PLAN BOTHNIA, was also provided. This transboundary MSP project 
starts December 2010 and is due to be completed in spring 2012. 

Neil Holdsworth, ICES Data Centre: The ICES spatial facility and the role and pos-
sibilities of the ICES data centre 

Due to unforeseen difficulties, this presentation was made via WebEx which worked 
reasonably well for the audience.   

The presentation was divided into two parts.  The first outlined the many reporting 
responsibilities of EU Member States under the various directives and policies.  Exist-
ing data flows between the various databases and institutions are currently quite 
complicated and the implementation of EMODNET is designed to simplify as well as 
make the data more accessible for the identification of indicators by providing one 
portal for the extraction of all data reported by Member States.   

The second part focused on the data reported to ICES and stored in the ICES data 
bases.  These include data on commercial catches, fish trawl surveys, oceanography, 
ecosystems and environment monitoring.  These presentations demonstrated the 
enormous potential of the data held by ICES for further analyses, particularly in 
terms of spatial management and MSP. 

2.1 Plenary Discussions Day One 

In the discussions that followed the presentations the following points were made: 

The importance of the MSFD in terms of activities was stressed and it was noted that 
most data collected in the future will be for the purpose of its implementation.  It 
would be wise therefore to pay particular attention to these data in preparing marine 
spatial plans.  This should however be balanced with an analysis of the critical data 
needed for MSP.  

It was suggested that the cost of data collection should be incorporated into the li-
censing fee charged to marine users. 

A note of caution was sounded in that too much data can swamp the process and it is 
not unusual for only a small amount of the data actually collected to be used in the 
process. 

The maps prepared for the Great Barrier Reef management plan are an excellent ex-
ample and could be duplicated by ICES.  

There was a call for ICES to use its experience and become involved in defining sce-
narios and priority setting for both user activities (pressures) and ecosystems. There 
is a need to frame and define scenarios carefully to cover needs of planners, manag-
ers and decision-makers.  
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There is a need to make a connection between natural science and social science in an 
MSP process.  It was noted that the economic valuation and social benefit of marine 
uses is not sufficiently understood. 

MSP requires data on both pressures and effects on marine ecosystems. 

3 Day 2 Morning: Case Studies 

Ingela Isakson, Sweden. Collaboration plans for valuable coastal- and sea areas 
in Sweden 

Collaboration Plans for Valuable Coastal and Marine Areas is a national pilot project 
initiated by the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency over the period 2008 to 
2011. It covers five areas and involves the administrative boards of from Väster-
norrland, Stockholm, Östergötland, Blekinge and Västra Götaland counties. The four 
Baltic Sea areas are designated as Baltic Sea Protected Areas (BSPA) under HELCOM. 
And part of the fifth area is designated as a Marine Protected Area (MPA) under 
OSPAR.  The five project areas vary with regard to their dimensions, populations, 
knowledge of marine valuable areas and users interests. The objective is to develop 
plans for conservation, protection and sustainable use of the five areas that will con-
tribute to the long term management and fulfil the national and Regional Seas Con-
ventions requirements.  The implementation of the ecosystem approach, adaptive 
management and ICZM are the guiding principles for developing governance for the 
areas. A strong emphasis is placed on the approval, participation and co-operation 
with municipalities and stakeholders.  

The presentation focused on Norra Bohuslän, constituting five municipalities, on the 
west-coast of Sweden in the County of Västra Götaland.  More than 6000 marine spe-
cies are found in Norra Bohuslän harbour, of which 200 are found nowhere else in 
Sweden. The tourism industry is the most important economical sector in the area 
and, together with other activities such as commercial fishing and aquaculture, places 
significant pressure on the land and water resources of the area.  Current and 
planned future activities are the driving forces for proactive planning.  An important 
deliverable of the pilot project has been to increase the knowledge of the area through 
basic mapping and environmental impact assessment of both marine and land based 
activities.  The combined land/marine approach to mapping and assessment helps to 
minimise the negative impact on the marine environment. Another important aspect 
is working with stakeholders and at different political levels and across administra-
tive borders to develop consensus on strategies for sustainable development.  Where 
Open standards www.FOSonline.org has been successfully used as a tool for the sys-
tematic development of adaptive management processes.  It is the intention to inte-
grate the outcome of this collaborative land/marine approach into the democratic 
planning process at municipality level.    

Steven Murawski, NOAA: Marine Spatial Planning in the USA: Implementation 
Experience and the Search for Best Practices 

(Due to the limited time Steve had at the workshop this presentation was given on 
Day 1 but was intended as part of the case studies session.) 

This presentation described selected MSP examples in US waters and an ongoing 
analysis of the characteristics of various global examples of best practices and con-
tinuing challenges.  
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Most current examples of plans in the US have specific goals such as species protec-
tion, MPA, fisheries management, offshore energy or military uses – none are com-
prehensive dealing with trade-offs between various activities.  However, there are 
good examples of spatial management of activities; e.g. relocation of shipping lanes 
to reduce strikes with marine mammals and changing patterns of fishing pressures as 
a result of temporal and spatial restrictions.   

The presentation also provided preliminary results of an analysis of best practice in 
MSP around the world.  This analysis poses a series of questions on the objectives, 
scope, governance, data, participation, decision making and performance monitoring.  
The study systematically evaluates 18 plans from around the world and is due to be 
completed shortly.  The series of questions could be applied to the evaluation all 
types MSP and planning processes. 

Bettina Käppeler, Germany: BaltSeaPlan Pilot Project - Pomeranian Bight / Arkona 
Basin 

This presentation identified the complex nature of the Baltic Sea in terms of the com-
peting interests and objectives and lack of a common language to express concepts.  
The BaltSea Plan started in 2008 with a view to supporting the application of MSP in 
the Baltic by creating a joint understanding and learning together.  Agreement was 
reached on the planning steps to be covered within project, on delineation of pilot 
project area and the main issues to be taken into consideration within Maritime Spa-
tial Planning.  Data on human uses, existing and future plans and benthic habitats 
were compiled and given spatial expression in compatible GIS layers.  Stakeholder 
mapping and the various legal frameworks were also described.  Following an analy-
sis of demographic and economic developments and the trends and drivers the main 
planning principles were agree.  These included: 

• working towards sustainability with regard to the ecosystem and to eco-
nomic and social aspects;  

• resolving  conflicts  between human uses as well as between human uses 
and the natural environment; 

• applying  different planning approaches with regard to different planning 
issues; 

• ensuring effective protection of valuable nature conservation sites (e.g. 
habitats, spawning and nursery areas for fish etc.); 

• achieving good water quality; 
• ensuring safe and clean shipping/transport and development of ports; 
• identifying appropriate areas for infrastructure corridors; 
• finding suitable areas for renewable energy (wind farms); 
• ensuring favourable conditions for tourism. 

Miguel Neves dos Santos, Portugal: The usefulness of artificial reefs as an in-
strument for MSP: the Portuguese case  

This presentation dealt with the use of artificial reefs as an instrument for MSP in 
Portugal.  The difficulty in agreeing on a common definition for artificial reefs and 
their various uses around the world was described.  These uses include fisheries pro-
tection and management, recreational activities and environmental mitigation.  The 
use of artificial reefs in the Algarve, initially in pilot studies, and evolving towards 
full scale operational objectives, was described.  The Algarve coast currently has 
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75 km2 with a further 45 km2 planned for artificial reefs for fisheries management, 
diving parks and enhanced biodiversity.  Monitoring has shown that biodiversity 
around artificial reefs is similar to, and in some instances greater that, measured 
around natural reefs.  The use of artificial reefs can have the following benefits:  

• Environmental level - increasing biological production, mitigating habitat 
loss, promoting biodiversity, protecting habitats, etc. 

• Fisheries level - increasing catches, reducing exploitation costs, rebuilding 
fisheries, alleviating pressure on natural habitats, etc. 

• Scientific and planning level - experimental sites, allowing a holistic plan-
ning approach, easy to set and remove, promoting stakeholders involve-
ment, etc. 

• Management level - promoting other uses and developing new activities, 
facilitating co-responsible management and stakeholder involvement, 
promoting compliance and control, etc. 

• Socio-economic level – improved conditions as a consequence of the effects 
mentioned above. 

Roland Cormier, Canada: CMSP implementation in the Canadian Ocean policy  

The example of oyster aquaculture in New Brunswick was used to illustrate the po-
tential benefit of MSP in Canada.  The complex nature of jurisdictional governance 
was described in terms of formulation of objectives, risk assessment and management 
and communication between various state bodies and stakeholders.  Once integrated 
policy objectives were established, MSP was seen as the appropriate framework/tool 
to deliver them in practice.  Integrated policy objectives covered the following: 

• Ecosystem Objectives 
• Maintain carrying capacity of the estuary 
• Minimize cumulative effects to ecosystem components 

• Environmental Objectives 
• Minimize environmental effects on human activities 

• Sector Objectives 
• Sustained development 
• Equitable environmental management measures 

• Regulatory Objectives 
• Meet regulatory requirements 
• Effective Management Measures 
• Efficient Approval Processes 

Integrated management measures were established for the industry which consid-
ered issues such as carrying capacity, both ecological and economic, interaction with 
other users, cultural sites and conservation, particularly of birds.  Based on these 
constraints, marine spatial plans were drawn up which provided space and buffer 
zones to minimise the impacts from the oyster aquaculture industry. 

Erik Olsen, Norway: The Norwegian Integrated Management plans  

Olsen presented the development of the Norwegian integrated management plans 
for the Barents Sea (2006), Norwegian Sea (2009) and North Sea (under development) 
with a focus on the Barents Sea plan which is now undergoing its first revision. Pres-
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sure from the petroleum industry, together with a growing understanding of the 
need for integrated management (and international obligations) were the main driv-
ers for initiating the development of the management plans. The planning process 
was led by a cross-ministerial group and carried out by government agencies and 
institutes. Stakeholders were involved through consultations, but without any real 
decision making power. Three government groups were established to carry out the 
plans; an Advisory Group, a Management Forum, and a Forum for Environmental 
Risk. The plans were developed through a three-stage process involving scoping, 
environmental impact assessment and an aggregated analysis of vulnerabilities and 
opportunities. The main outcomes of the plans are higher-level management goals for 
the state of the ecosystem and its management which are to be used to guide the spe-
cific sector-based management. Other main outcomes were various zoning plans for 
both petroleum and shipping seen in relation to fishing activities and ecologically 
valuable areas.  

In the revision process for the Barents Sea plan currently under way, new risk as-
sessment of environmental risks was conducted, in particular in relation to large ac-
cidental oil spills. The recent Deepwater Horizon disaster has had direct impact on 
the way risk is perceived and evaluated in the Norwegian management plan context.  

Key Scientific challenges: 

• Effects of climate change and ocean acidification 
• Environmental risks and consequences of human activities 
• Effect of fisheries on benthic habitats 
• Better understanding of trophic interactions in the system 
• Defining and setting value to ecosystem components and habitats 
• Assessing vulnerability, cumulative impacts and cumulative vulnerability 

Key possibilities for improvement: 

• Based on science, but need transparency and peer review 
• Socioeconomic effects are not assessed although they are instrumental in 

the decision-making process 
• Economic impact on communities, region and nation should be better 

assessed  
• Ecosystem services should be assessed 
• Improve sectoral cooperation, especially at ministerial level 
• Identifying and clarifying disagreements (between sectors) to improve de-

cision-making and enhancing the scientific ethos 
• Communication of uncertainties! 

Titia Kalker, Netherlands: Dutch MSP plan 

The development of, and principles for, spatial planning in the Dutch EEZ was pre-
sented.  The southern North Sea is one of the most intensity used marine areas in the 
world and comes under the jurisdiction of six different states.  In the Netherlands 
there has been a progression from management plans describing the status quo to a 
more pro-active, forward looking planning system which seeks transnational coop-
eration.  One of the main driving forces for MSP in the Netherlands is the demand for 
space from offshore wind farms and conflict resolution between conservation, sand 
extraction, shipping and fishing.  The Dutch plan is sectorally neutral and based on 



ICES WKCMSP REPORT 2011 |  9 

 

sustainable development.  Stakeholder participation is central where interests are 
discussed but firm positions avoided so that optimum solutions are arrived at in a 
flexible manner. There are still national issues such as interaction of fisheries and 
wind farms and long term coastal management and transnational issues such as 
shipping lanes, fishing and energy grids to be further resolved  

Martin Pastoors: Preparatory Action on Maritime Spatial Planning in the North 
Sea (MASPNOSE) 

This is one of two preparatory action projects funded by DG MARE on maritime spa-
tial planning, the other is in the Baltic and was mentioned above.  The project will run 
for 18 months from December 2010 and its objectives are to: 

• Encourage and facilitate concrete, cross-border cooperation among Euro-
pean countries 

• Test applicability of the 10 key principles for Marine Spatial Planning 
• Identify potential barriers in implementation of national and cross-border 

Marine Spatial Plans 

4 Day 2 Afternoon: World Café 

(Chair Reports are available at the WKCMSP SharePoint site).  

The main points identified during the World Café included: 

• The planning process should incorporate geo-spatial and temporal aspects 
of the human activities taking into account ecosystem vulnerabilities in the 
design of ecosystem-based management measures. 

• In a costal context, an MSP may need to account for land-based planning 
objectives and interactions when being developed in a coastal setting. 

• Planning process should include regularly updated or reviewed - adaptive 
management. 

• Overarching principles to be agreed upon by stakeholders that protect the 
ecosystem’s ability to deliver the goods and services for the needs of the 
present and future generations.  MSP processes are goal driven and aiming 
as much as possible at consensus between stakeholders. Data and maps 
should facilitate pragmatic discussions between stakeholders. 

• Stakeholders must be involved and one way they could be motivated is by 
involvement in the development of principles and by the use of ‘messen-
gers’ e.g. UK Finding Sanctuary: fishermen talking to fishermen as “mes-
sengers” enables communication. 

• Using common language in the process to enhance understanding between 
planners/scientists/stakeholders/decision makers.  

• It is essential that the decision makers have the tools to make the “right” 
decisions.  
• Maps should be of the scale and detail required.   
• People, not tools and models, make decisions – societal choices are 

fundamental to decision making  
• Use models to forecast – make scenarios based upon today’s knowl-

edge  and revise – important to develop together with stakeholders 
• Scientists should be involved at an early stage. 
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• Publicly funded data (and its analysis) should be available free of charge. 
• Establish strong links and clear common and ongoing working structures 

between scientists / scientific institutes and planners / planning institu-
tions. 

• Learn from each other: What are the planners’ needs? What do they want 
to know with regard to planning decisions? What are the scientists able to 
provide? How should they aggregate and process data in order to being 
able to assess impacts and support decisions (provide products for “easy-
to-apply products” for planning)?  

• Planners have to make decisions or offer choices to decision-makers – to 
support these choices scientists should be able to make value judgements 
regarding their findings and the reliability and validation of their data, 
convey this information, and translate the data into useful, applicable and 
widely accessible (to stakeholders, decision-makers) ratings. 

• Political reality and decision making is ongoing and scientists are often 
“too late” with their response. Scientists should adopt a more open and 
transparent way of working, especially regarding how to deal with uncer-
tainties. Otherwise their knowledge will not be used at all. 

• Transparency about required scientific information. It is important to es-
tablish in which phase of the project scientific input is required. If MSP is 
being considered as “dividing space,” maybe the information required at 
that stage does not need to be as precise as sometimes thought. In other 
stages more detailed information can be of more use, for example, when 
developing management plans or when setting environmental goals. 

• Monitoring programmes should be designed with input from a broad 
range of interests including various government institutes, planners, deci-
sion makers, and project developers, both state and private.  Discuss what 
is being measured and whether it is really providing the information 
needed in a MSP process.  Be critical about cost effectiveness of monitor-
ing.  

• ICES can bring together and review information, and can give advice, es-
pecially on ecological and environmental impacts and the seriousness of 
effects for the total ecosystem. ICES should take on a broader, more holistic 
approach in its advisory role so as to serve the needs of integrated man-
agement plans.  A stronger capacity in economic and social issues could 
facilitate this. 

• Future policies for fisheries might get a more spatial dimension, e.g. desig-
nation of specific areas for specific types of fisheries. ICES may consider 
developing strategies how to deal with fisheries in the future in intensively 
used seas.  

• Environmental regulatory systems can be too rigid and therefore some-
times hinder sustainable development instead of enhancing it. ICES may 
consider developing a more flexible regulatory system that guarantees sus-
tainable development.  

• Future oriented way of thinking by scientists is needed for input to the 
Marine Spatial Plans of tomorrow and into the future.  Scientists can help 
to develop innovations needed for sustainable development.  



ICES WKCMSP REPORT 2011 |  11 

 

5 Day 3: Breakout Groups 

The following questions were presented to the four Breakout Groups to help focus 
their discussions. 

Overarching question: 

What is the way forward for this group (STIG-MSP) to handle the issues identified 
through the WKCMSP? 

Session 1 – The present state: 

1 ) What is the role of scientists and planners in Coastal and Marine Spatial 
Planning processes and reviewing spatial plans?  
1.1 ) What are the important stages of the CMSP process where science 

can have an input? 
1.1.1 ) What are the main scientific inputs (products) at these most 

important stages? 
2 ) What are the main policy drivers for existing CMSP plans? 

2.1 ) How are they affected by the scale of the CMSP plans? 
3 ) Identify the strengths and weaknesses of present science in the CMSP 

process. 

Session 2 – The way forward to stimulate the development of science for CMSP 

1 ) What are the key gaps in scientific knowledge related to CMSP?  
1.1 ) What products are needed to fill these gaps? (eg. assessment of eco-

system blue infrastructure, synergies and vulnerabilities) 
1.2 ) What methods need to be developed? 
1.3 ) How can ICES assist in the integration of socioeconomics into the 

CMSP process? 
1.4 ) What data need to be analysed? 
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6 Day 4: Breakout Groups - Plenary Discussion following report 
from Breakout Group Chairs 

The full reports from the Chairs are available on the WKCMSP SharePoint site. 

Question 1: What is the role of scientists and planners in the Marine Spatial 
Planning Processes and reviewing spatial plans? What are the important stages of 
the CMSP process where science can have an input? What are the main scientific 
inputs (products) at these most important stages? 

One Breakout Group provided the following diagram with the associated comments 
in Table 1. For each step of the CMSP process the science needs have been identified 
from planners’ and scientists’ perspectives with a subsequent assessment of potential 
roles and tasks for ICES. 

CMSP process: 

 

 

Figure 1: Illustration of CMSP process taken from PlanCoast Handbook on IMSP 
(www.plancoast.eu). 

http://www.plancoast.eu/
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Table 1: Science needs identified and the possible role for ICES and STIG-MSP in filling these 
needs. 

STEP SCIENCE NEEDS ICES ROLE 
STIG-MSP 

ROLE 

0  Facilitate meeting between admin 
bodies, policy makers and scientist 
to discuss cross-boundary 
planning issues Interface role 
between science and planning 
body 

Provide 
contact 
points and 
network 

1 More social science to facilitate dialog Provision of context beyond 
spatial planning scales. 
Transnational dialog to address 
cross-boundaries issues 

 

2 Observer, facilitator, social science Provision of context beyond 
spatial planning scales. 
Transnational dialog 

 

3 Detailed habitat maps covering system 
function and process. 
Methods to assess resistance and 
resilience of ecosystem components 
(vulnerability).  Assessment of 
connectivity (considering for instance 
life-history traits) and carrying 
capacity. 

 Missing link 
between 
planners and 
scientist 
Distribution 
of pressing 
questions to 
WGs 

4 Methods for impact assessment 
including cumulative impacts 
evaluation of impact, risk based 
output (probabilities). 
Evaluation of potential synergies and 
assessment of socio-economic 
consequences 

Provision of standardized methods 
* 
 

 

5 Methods for scenario development 
including validation of probable 
outcomes.  Behavior modeling (e.g. 
fishing effort displacement) 

Facilitation of network (NGOs, 
RACs) 
Guidance for stakeholder 
communication and collation of 
best practice 

 

6 Definition of targets and measures 
(spatial/non-spatial) 
 

Review process for spatial plans 
Use of network and experience to 
assess management measures 

 

7  ICES support on a case-by-case 
basis 

 

8 Methods for standardized audits of 
plans. 
Assessment of changes since the 
development. 

Provision of network and interface 
between science and policy ¤ 

 

*) There may be a need for an alternative process to draft advice in relation to spatial management that 
is not dependent on the schedule of the WGs annual meetings. 

¤) When is a marine spatial plan successful? The process is the plan and it is likely that a plan is never 
successful. A plan would be successful when conflicts are solved by implemented regulations. There-
fore the expertise of STIG-MSP will grow with time as it is a learning process. In the long term STIG-
MSP could be an established institution to facilitate the dialog to and between WGs. 

In the Plenary, the importance of pre-planning/scoping was discussed and was iden-
tified as an area where ICES could play an important role.  ICES could facilitate meet-
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ings between administrators, policy makers and scientists to discuss cross border 
issues.  Scientists have an important role in defining the correct questions in every 
phase of the planning process.  ICES could use its data, information and networks to 
identify what data is available and where the knowledge gaps exist and how these 
might be filled. An important aspect of this would be to point out the interconnec-
tions between the different data/information that is available.  It could also identify 
what indicators are available for assessment purposes, suggest indicators where they 
are lacking and also identify which species and habitats need protection, i.e., what the 
key species and habitats are.  ICES could also look at the possibility of providing, for 
example, spawning site maps and habitat maps covering ecosystem function and 
process, methods to assess resistance and resilience of ecosystems (vulnerability 
mapping), assessment of connectivity (e.g., life history traits), carrying capacity, im-
pacts (including cumulative) and potential synergies.  ICES has lots of data but 
should look at what format they need to be in and when they should be provided. 

ICES could act in an advisory/review capacity for marine spatial plans. 

The annual cycle of ICES and delays in response to requests was identified as a prob-
lem. ICES needed to be flexible at the present stage of MSFD development and 
should align itself to the 6 year review cycle as it becomes established.  It was sug-
gested that the permanency of ICES could help to develop the work initiated in the 
many funded projects on MSP.  The current Workshop is a good example of building 
connections between planners and scientists and the ASC could be a good plat-
form/forum for strengthen these connections.  ICES could have a role in transnational 
communication and planning. An important aspect where ICES could provide input 
was scenario building through modelling of behaviours and ecosystems. ICES could 
review plans, measures and standards used.  It is important that plans have strong 
and clear objectives although some saw planning as having more to do with process 
rather than outcomes.  The use of the ICES working groups to answer pressing ques-
tions, standardisation of methods for conflict analyses, plan audits and evaluation 
and to collate best practices was suggested.  

Key gaps in scientific knowledge:  

• Carrying capacity 
• Assessment of cumulative impacts 
• Detailed habitat mapping 
• Assessment of ecosystem functions and structure (which indicators?) 
• Connectivity (land/sea/air) of processes 
• Integrated ecosystem behavior (spatial) 
• Understanding on the linkages of scales (management scales, process 

scales, evaluation/monitoring scales) 
• Behavior modes (e.g. to assess direct and indirect consequences of meas-

ures including benefits) 
• How can existing models, e.g. hydrodynamic models, be used or adapted 

to support decision making 
• Risk assessment models based on probabilities and accounting for proc-

esses 
• Operational objectives to define targets 
• Small scale fisheries – patterns, socio-economic consequences 
• Spatial optimization methods 
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It was pointed out that science is not structured to provide advice and that there is a 
need for technical translation of pure/research science into science that can be used as 
policy or planning advice. There was a distinction drawn between planners and 
managers and it was suggested that scientists are not stakeholders but should advo-
cate for particular outcomes – this may not always be scientific and evidence based 
but based on their judgment and experience. There is a need for different science to 
resolve different problems e.g. resolving conflicts between for example shipping and 
conservation and shipping and offshore renewables. 

The question of uncertainty was discussed and it was pointed out that when uncer-
tainty is high, often nothing is done.  In these situations clarity is needed on how 
much science is needed to bridge the gap to know enough to make decisions.  A shar-
ing of the responsibility for uncertainty between scientists and managers and an ac-
knowledgement that there will always be uncertainty will make the planning process 
easier. 

In any plan making process it is important that roles are clear – scientists can have an 
important role in defining and clarifying the questions in an interactive manner at the 
beginning of the process, i.e. problem formulation and risk/hazard analyses – this has 
worked well in the IPPC process and lessons could be learned from that process. 

Question 2: What are the main policy drivers for existing CMSP plans?  How are 
they affected by the scale of the CMSP plans? 

It is important at the outset to establish the scale of the drivers, pressures and zone of 
influence of different activities – this requires a pathway-effect analysis.  It is also 
important to establish who manages what and at what scale and to compare the pol-
icy/management scale with the effects scale.   

There are two types of planning, one reactive, that focuses on conflict resolution, and 
the other pro-active, seeking synergies, sustainable development and the efficient use 
of space – it is helpful to establish which type of planning is being undertaken, bear-
ing in mind that there is a continuum between full protection and full exploitation.  
Scale and number of interests add complexity to the planning process – interests are 
not confined to users -- institutional and competency turf wars are also often factors. 
These can have a serious negative effect on credibility   

Along with conflict resolution and the efficient use of space, policy changes can be a 
driver for MSP. 

Scientists must make it clear to planners what geographical scale the science applies 
to, bearing in mind that management at one scale can have effects at a different scale, 
e.g. effects of micro scale management in MPAs on macro scale biodiversity or the 
effects of fishing effort displacement. 

Question 3: Identify the strengths and weaknesses of present science in the 
CMSP process 

There are difficulties in that the knowledge cycle is not often in line with the planning 
cycle, e.g. research funded projects are not in line with demands of directives such as 
the MSFD and WFD. 

There is a need to recognise and to measure and manage uncertainty and cumulative 
uncertainty.  ICES could look at developing uncertainty maps; however, it must be 
recognised that uncertainty exists in every natural system.  ICES could identify the 
known unknowns. 
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We need to be able to assess socio-economic consequences and this is very difficult in 
small scale coastal fisheries where data is limited.  The complexity of inter-
disciplinary research and knowledge production is so large that natural scientists lose 
ownership of the end product and this is seen as a disincentive. 

Science should look at the impacts of very large plans, e.g. 8000 turbines in Scotland, 
for potential catastrophic outcomes.  For such plans tipping point/carrying capacity 
analyses, models and indicators are needed.  ICES could look at such plans as and 
run a case study, as it is seen as generally objective, neutral and knowledgeable.  
There is currently hardly any knowledge of impacts of new industries on the envi-
ronment. 

Question 4: The way forward to stimulate the development of science for CMSP – 
gaps and methods 

ICES should strive to change and broaden the way society and politicians view the 
marine environments and create awareness among ICES scientists on modern tech-
niques of stakeholder management for seas and coastal areas. 

ICES needs to ensure that its data can be shared and combined with external data in 
terms of compatibility, resolution and scale. It could look at the streamlining of data 
collection and presentation of data in GIS maps consistent with the requirements of 
INSPIRE and EMODNET.  ICES could be a portal for many marine data and informa-
tion sets.  ICES could take a lead on establishing data standards, identifying research 
priorities, glossary of terms.  Providing data to new or joint EG could provide valu-
able insight into how data could be used innovatively – can we use what we have in a 
different ways? 

Information on bottom currents is lacking. 

Experience from the forestry industry could be useful to inform MSP. 

There was a discussion on web-based applications such as the use of crawlers, and an 
MSP wiki; however, there are quality assurance problems that would need human 
resources to control.  Google has off the shelf products or may develop products for 
ICES if we approach them with a well defined problem and ideas for solutions, e.g. a 
web crawler/keyword spy for MSP.  There was also a suggestion for a wiki glossary 
for MSP and it was pointed out that the ANCORA Project also used wiki. 

Where small scale research is carried out ICES could set out a series of harmonised 
questions that should be addressed so that the results of these small scale projects can 
be combined to give information at a larger scale. 

We need to prepare questions for the ICES groups to draw out an aggregate view, 
e.g. are there gaps in the SEA/EIA process?  Gaps in knowledge could also be identi-
fied through reviews of existing SEA’s and EIA’s for the paragraph on “knowledge 
still lacking.” 

6.1 General Conclusions and Recommendations  

These are based on the Initiative itself, Workshop and STIG-MSP Discussions, ideas 
provided by participants following the Workshop, and the STIG-MSP meeting held 
immediately after the Workshop.  All Workshop Participants were invited to the 
STIG-MSP Meeting. 



ICES WKCMSP REPORT 2011 |  17 

 

1 ) WKCMSP is a starting point for the state of science in support of MSP, and 
it was agreed that STIG-MSP should initiate and support the writing of 
two review papers for publication in the scientific literature: 
1.1 ) Paper 1. What are the tools used in natural and social sciences to de-

velop MSP? Opinion paper based on a study of case studies  
1.1.1 ) Erik Olsen will take a lead to initiate this paper by preparing 

an outline by 1 April 2011. This outline will be sent to all 
WKCMSP participants and STIG-MSP members who will be 
invited to participate in writing the review paper 

1.2 ) Paper 2. A review of differences between EIA, MSP and Integrated 
management.  
1.2.1 ) Roland Cormier et al. take a lead. Work on this MS has al-

ready been initiated and planned through the Working 
Group for Marine Planning and Coastal Zone Management 
(WGMPCZM). The author group will seek additional par-
ticipation and assistance from STIG-MSP if needed.  

2 ) Submit a theme session proposal for ASC 2012: “Integration of different 
sectors in MSP”. STIG-MSP will develop a draft proposal for the next 
meeting to be submitted in time for the selection process at SCICOM in 
2011.  

3 ) The next STIG-MSP meeting will take place in Copenhagen from 20 - 21 
June 2011. Details of the STIG-MSP meeting are to be found in the proposal 
at the end of the present report. 

4 ) STIG-MSP proposes a follow-up workshop to the WKCMSP on the topic: 
Develop a multi-disciplinary case study for MSP in ICES area 
(WKMDCMSP).  This will be an active workshop where real data will be 
used to illustrate or simulate how and when ICES can give input into an 
MSP process. Planning of this case study will be done in collaboration with 
the ICES data centre and with advice from SCICOM and ACOM if a real-
world example is chosen. The details for the WKMDCMSP will be devel-
oped at the STIG-MSP meeting in June 2011. 

5 ) The SIASM initiative has gathered a broad interest in ICES, and ICES 
members and clients are keen to know more about the progress and work 
of SIASM. STIG-MSP will therefore contact ICES Insight (through Editor 
Bill Anthony) to write a popularized article about CMSP and the SIASM 
initiative. Erik Olsen will follow up on this by 1 May 2011. 

STIG-MSP developed a set of questions on how EGs contribute or can be useful for 
MSP. By the deadline of mid-October only 28 EGs have answered, and STIG-MSP is 
aware of MSP related activities in EGs that have not answered. STIG-MSP will there-
fore take steps to seek out these EG chairs to gain a more comprehensive overview of 
the state of MSP related science in ICES. The SIASM co-chairs will participate at the 
WGCHAIRS meeting in January 2011 and will seek further replies from the relevant 
EG chairs either in writing or through an interview.  

EG chairs not present at the WGCHAIRS meeting will be contacted directly by the 
SIASM co-chairs and asked to answer the questionnaire.  

In 2010 SIASM activities have been funded by allocations from the ICES SIF fund. 
Only a small amount of funds from this allocation is left to continue this imitative in 
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2011. At the STIG-MSP meeting following the workshop several suggestions for 
funding sources were made.  These include potential funding from: 

• European Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST) 
www.cost.esf.org/ 

• NGOs 
• US-NOR-CAN MSP initiative currently being developed 

The SIASM Co-chairs will investigate these suggestions, as well as the possibility of 
additional funding from the SIF and report to the next STIG-MSP meeting in June. 

Potential Spatial Planning Needs Requests to ICES Working Groups 

A list of Potential Spatial Planning Needs Requests to ICES Working Groups was 
presented at the Workshop. These will be translated into recommendations for Terms 
of Reference (ToR) to be passed to relevant Working Groups meeting during 2011 
and approval for their transmission sought from SCICOM and ACOM. T 

• ICES should define scenarios and set priorities for both pressures and ecosys-
tems status. These should reflect the needs of planners, managers and deci-
sion-makers.  Has or can the WG considered, identified or developed 
priorities or scenarios (or behaviour or ecosystem models that could be used)  
in terms of natural or anthropogenic pressures and/or ecosystem status, func-
tion,  structure, and/or process that could be helpful in setting good envi-
ronmental status (MSFD-GES) or for marine spatial planning. 

• ICES should identify what indicators are available for assessment purposes 
and suggest ones where these are lacking and also identify which species and 
habitats need protection, i.e. what are the key species and habitats.  Has or 
can the WG identify indicators for assessing which species or habitats need 
protection or which might be key indicator species for assessing the effects of 
human activities.  Particular consideration should be give to assessing the 
impacts of very large renewable energy plans with a view to identify-
ing/predicting the potentially catastrophic outcomes.  For such plans tipping 
point/carrying capacity analyses, models and indicators are needed.   

• ICES should also prepare spawning site maps, fishery activity maps and 
habitat maps covering system function and process, methods to assess resis-
tance and resilience of ecosystems (vulnerability mapping), assessment of 
connectivity (e.g. life history traits), carrying capacity, impacts (including 
cumulative) and potential synergies.  Can the WG provide or identify where 
any such maps may exist?  Suggestions on how such maps could be gener-
ated or where data for their production could be found should also be pro-
vided. 

• ICES should prepare a spatial/temporal map of fisheries manage-
ment/regulation under the CFP or national regulation – 
scale/extent/duration/ closures/restrictions etc. In addition the maps showing 
the areas of each of the RAC would be helpful.  This will facilitate the incor-
poration of fisheries management into the planning process at an early stage.  
Has the WG prepared or is it aware of the existence of such maps or could it 
provide data / information that assist in their preparation? 
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Annex 2: Programme 

MONDAY, 1 NOVEMBER  

14:00 Welcome and presentation of the SIASM and STIG-MSP 
By: Ernesto Jardim, Eugene Nixon and Erik Olsen  

14:10 Setting the Scene for WKCSMP . Introductions,  workshop plan and working 
procedures, scope of discussions, definition of CMSP, possible outcomes and ICES 
core business.  
By: Eugene Nixon and Erik Olsen 

14:30 The US ocean policy as a drivers for development of CMSP 
By: Dr.Steve Murawski, NOAA, USA 

15:00 Case 1: The practical development of US CMSP plans 
By: Dr.Steve Murawski, NOAA, USA 

15:30 Processes and policies for CMSP within the EU 
By: Jan Olavi Ekebom, DG MARE, EU 

16:00 Coffee 

16:30 Development of CMSP from a Baltic Perspective 
By: Hermanni Backer, HELCOM, Finland 

17:00 The ICES spatial facility and the role and possibilities of the ICES data center 
By: TBA 

17:30 Plenary discussion 
Summarize policy drivers 

18:00  End Day 1 

TUESDAY, 2 NOVEMBER 

09:00 Case 2: Collaboration plans for valuable coastal- and sea areas in Sweden 
By: Ingela Isakson 

09:30 Case 3: CMSP in the Pommeranian bay, Germany 
By: Bettina Kaeppeler 

10:00 Case 4: Use of artificial reefs as an instrument for MSP in Portugal 
By: Miguel Neves dos Santos 

10:30 Coffee 

11:15 Case 5: CMSP implementation in the Canadian Ocean policy 
By: Roland Cormier, Canada 

11:45 Case 6: The Norwegian Integrated Management plans  
By: Erik Olsen, Institute of Marine Research, Norway 

12:15 Case 7: Dutch MSP plan 
By: Titia Kalker 

12:45 Preparation for World Café 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 World Café. Four sessions of 30 minutes  spread on 6 tables with questions about 
how to develop the science of:  data, socioeconomics, ecosystem and managing 
human activities in relation to the policy drivers identified on Monday and the 
case studies.  
Table hosts sum up discussions in bullet points. 

16:30 Plenary get together after World Cafe – presentation of main points  

16:45 Meeting of WS Chairs and World café group leaders to sum up the days 
discussions and prepare the questions for breakout sessions on day 2 

17:30 End of day 2 

20:00 WS dinner (at own expense) venue announced on Monday. Sign up by Monday.  
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WEDNESDAY, 3 NOVEMBER 

09:00 Presentation of present state of MSP science in ICES based on questionnaires 
By: Erik Olsen and Eugene Nixon 

09:30 Breakout session 1 
Gap analysis based on questions from World Café + presentation of present state 
of knowledge in ICES (SWAT analysis). Work in 4 groups.  

12:30 Lunch 

14:00 Breakout session 2 
The way forward for ICES to stimulate the development of science for CMSP. 
Work in 4 groups.  

16:00 Plenary discussion – summing up, conclusions from the groups 

16:30 Chairs meeting –pull out main issues, reporting 

17:30 End of day 3 

THURSDAY, 4 NOVEMBER 

09:00 Groups report in plenary 

10:00 Plenary discussion – the way forward. How should the initiative progress in 2011? 

12:00 Summing up 

12:30 End of WS – Lunch 

14:00 STIG meeting 
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Annex 3: Proposal for STIG-MSP meeting 

2010/2/SSGHIE00  The STIG-MSP group chaired by Erik Olsen*, Norway, and Eugene 
Nixon*, Ireland, will meet at ICES Headquarters from 20–21 June 2011 to: 

a ) Make plans for the Workshop to Develop a Multi disciplinary Case Study 
for CMSP in an ICES area (WKMDCMSP) and prepare them as TORs for 
approval by SCICOM/ACOM 

b ) Report on progress of the SIASM in relation to the plans set down in 
WKCMSP report 

c ) Prepare a theme session proposal for ICES ASC 2012.  

STIG-MSP will report by 15 July 2011 for the attention of the SCICOM/ACOM. 

Supporting information 
  

Priority The STIG-MSP meeting  is an essential element of the Joint ACOM/SCICOM 
Strategic Initiative on Area Based Science and Management. 

Scientific justification The STIG-MSP meeting is an open planning meeting for steering the 
activities of the SIASM initiative. Activities under the SIASM initiative are 
described in the SIASM proposal, STIG-MSP reports and the WKCMSP 
report..  

Resource requirements No additional resource requirements beyond that already provided to STIG-
MSP will be needed. 

Participants This meeting will be open to all wishing to attend across all declipines 
relevant to ICES 

Secretariat facilities This meeting will require attendance by the Secretariat and assistance in 
completing the report. 

Financial Covered in budget allocated to STIG-MSP for the Initative 

Linkages to advisory 
committees 

Joint initative of SCICOM and ACOM. 

Linkages to other 
committees or groups 

ICES, as a trans-Atlantic international, but independent, network of ma-
rine scientific expertise, is ideally positioned to make a valuable contribu-
tion to advancing science towards resolving challenges of MSP.  
Consistent with the principles of sustainable development and the ecosys-
tem approach to management of human activities, this network can also 
be used (or extended) to ensure socio-economics considerations are incor-
porated into the process at the earliest stage. 
The joint initiative is the start of a process to facilitate new interest and think
ing, at all levels in ICES, on integrated area-based management and spatial 
planning.  In the short to medium term it is not intended to set up new struc-
tures, rather to modify existing work practices so as to better harness the 
potential of existing data and expertise within ICES.  It is designed to demon
strate to ICES clients, Member Countries and stakeholders alike that ICES is 
responding to this need and has the expertise and facilities to develop the 
science and advisory services needed to deliver solid, robust and independ-
ent  science and advice on marine area based management and spatial plan-
ning.  This Workshop is the start of this process. 

Linkages to other 
organizations 

NA 
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