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Abstract In recent years, maritime spatial planning (MSP)
has become an internationally emerging, promising tool for
the implementation of integrated ocean management. MSP
provides the appropriate framework for public authorities
and stakeholders to coordinate their action across sectors
and administrative boundaries, and to optimize the use of
natural resources. In November 2008 the European Com-
mission adopted the Communication “Roadmap for Mari-
time Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in the
EU” (COM(2008) 791 final) aiming to facilitate the
development of MSP by Member States and to stimulate
its implementation at national and EU level. Core element
of this Roadmap is a set of ten key principles for MSP in
Europe. Although endorsed as valid and comprehensive,
further discussion and research is needed to identify
challenges, measures and tools for the key principle’s
practical application. This special issue of the Journal of
Coastal Conservation: Planning and Management (JCCPM)
seeks to contribute to this discussion. Its purpose is to shed
light from different angles on the various aspects of the
mentioned ten key principles and provide lessons learned
from experience in different maritime areas around the

world. Taking a more scientific, rather than a political point
of view, the following articles will debate the different
principles, their practical handling, as well as the con-
sequences linked to their application.
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Introduction

The European Seas exhibit a wide spectrum of environmental
traits, ranging from pristine marine reserves to regions
impacted by a large variety of economic and recreational
activities. Managing maritime areas—with the aim of recon-
ciling the discordant needs of protecting their ecological
balance and exploiting their natural resources—requires
adequate policies and the integration of differing sectoral
approaches and interests in a coherent set of measures.

Given the pressing need for a better coordination of
maritime affairs at the European level, the European
Commission (EC) adopted on 10 October 2007 the so-
called “Blue Book” (COM(2007a) 575)1 introducing a new
Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) for the European Union
(EU), together with an accompanying Action Plan (SEC
(2007b) 1278).2 The policy was endorsed by the European

1 Communication from the Commission “An Integrated Maritime Policy
for the European Union”, COM(2007a) 575 final of 10.10.2007.
Available at http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/policy_documents_en.
html
2 Communication from the Commission “An Integrated Maritime Policy
for the European Union”, SEC(2007b) 1278 final of 10.10.2007.
Available at http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/policy_documents_en.
html
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Council in December 2007. Maritime spatial planning (MSP)3

can be defined as the “public process of analysing and
allocating the spatial and temporal distribution of human
activities in marine areas to achieve ecological, economic,
and social objectives that are usually specified through a
political process”.4 It is considered a key instrument for the
implementation of the IMP, in that it will help public
authorities and stakeholders to coordinate their action and to
optimize the use of natural resources, benefiting both
economic development and environmental protection at sea.

As a consequence, a Communication titled “Roadmap for
Maritime Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in
the EU”5 was adopted by the EC on 25 November 2008,
aiming to facilitate the development of MSP by Member
States and to stimulate its implementation at national and EU
level. Core element of this Roadmap is a set of ten key
principles for MSP which should form the “backbone” of a
common approach on MSP and its implementation in the
EU. The principles have been identified based on existing
practice in MSP, as well as international and EU instruments
that have to be respected while setting up a MSP process.

As a Roadmap follow-up, the European Commission
organized a series of four workshops throughout 2009, in
order to facilitate a debate that would help guide the further
development of MSP in the EU. These workshops brought
together stakeholders from all relevant areas, such as policy,
maritime industries and NGOs. One of the results of this
debate was the endorsement of the mentioned ten key
principles for the integrated process that is needed to
implement MSP. However, it was felt that further research
and in-depth discussion is also needed to identify challenges
that will likely occur with the key principles’ practical
application, including measures and tools needed therefore.

This special issue seeks to contribute with its articles to this
discussion. Only a few fully integrated MSP processes are
currently in place or under development, around the world, yet

the political interest and international debate on the topic
increases constantly. MSP is a promising tool that can offer a
sustainable and appropriate way to manage maritime space,
not only in national waters, but particularly in maritime
regions shared by several countries. All of the oceans are
interconnected and human development has significant
impact on the ecological status of marine ecosystems, whether
this development is land- or sea-based. However, knowledge
about complex marine ecosystems and how to best manage
the manner and intensity of human maritime uses, remains
limited. It is therefore our responsibility to continue the debate
on MSP and encourage further attempts to develop instru-
ments that are tailor-made for the ecosystem-based manage-
ment of our seas and oceans.

MSP Rationale

Although fairly new at the European level, MSP originally
started as a management approach for nature conservation
in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, with the Great
Barrier Reef Marine Park Act, already in 1975. What is
important to recognize, however, is that fully integrated
MSP stretches beyond the mere management of the seas
and oceans for conservation purposes.

MSP is a neutral instrument for improved decision-making,
providing a framework for arbitrating between human
activities at sea and for managing their impact on the marine
environment. Its objective is to balance sectoral interests,
achieve sustainable use of marine resources and optimize the
use of marine space. The sustainable management of marine
regions, however, depends on the condition and capacity of
the respective ecosystem(s). The capacity of ecosystems, i.e.
the impacts of human activities a given ecosystem can cope
with, is not negotiable. MSP seeks to both benefit economic
development and the marine environment. The ecosystem-
based approach is consequently the overarching principle of
any MSP process, as planning must seek to protect and
improve the marine environment.

Oceans and seas encompass highly complex ecosystems
that cut across administrative borders. Past experience has
shown that mainly sectoral approaches to the exploitation of
marine resources do not lead to long-term, well-balanced and
responsible development. Equally inappropriate are unilateral
decisions made by a state in its own best interests, which take
no consideration of the effect any decision will have on
neighbouring states.

Maritime activities always have a cross-border dimension.
The world’s oceans and seas are interlinked, and action taken in
one maritime area will have (whether intended or unintended)
effects on other activities either in the same or in adjacent areas.
The ever more intense use of the oceans and seas by maritime
sectors have added to the pressure on the marine environment.

3 The term “maritime” spatial planning will be used throughout the
article, although in international practice the terms “marine spatial
planning” or “coastal and marine spatial planning” are more
commonly used. In an EU context the term “maritime spatial
planning” was chosen to emphasize the cross-sectoral approach of
the process. “Maritime” refers to all maritime human activities
including the protection of the marine environment. As the European
Commissioner for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries Maria Damanaki
explains it”spatial planning of the sea was [initially] perceived in the
EU as an environmental policy. However, it is now regarded as a
sector-neutral approach with the objective not only to protect the
marine environment but also to promote economic growth of the
maritime economy.” (published in Marine Ecosystems and Manage-
ment (MEAM), Vol. 4, No. 4, February-March 2011, available at
http://depts.washington.edu/meam/)
4 Ehler, C. and Douvere, F., UNESCO. 2009, page 18
5 Communication from the Commission “Roadmap for Maritime
Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in the EU” COM
(2008a) 791 final of 25.11.2008. Available at http://ec.europa.eu/
maritimeaffairs/spatial_planning_en.html
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Challenges like the globalization of trade, the worldwide
transport of goods, and particularly the changing climate, and
the need to adapt to its effects, require cross-sectoral and cross-
border management approaches. MSP provides the appropriate
framework to meet these requirements.

Coastal states sharing a common approach to the
management of maritime areas, an approach that takes into
account its own cross-border impacts, will find it easier to
avoid conflicts between competing interests, to coordinate
the use of limited space and resources for the greater benefit
of all, and finally to reduce the economic costs of non-
coordination. In this context, MSP can provide the basis for
simplified licensing procedures and for reducing the costs
of regulatory and administrative processes, constituting a
transparent and reliable planning framework.

In fact, it’s not only the different maritime sectors and
the various human activities that have to be coordinated
(horizontal coordination). It’s also the responsible authori-
ties and different governance levels (vertical coordination).
The multiple challenges of maritime affairs and the powers
to tackle them are presently dealt with by numerous public
and private players at different governance levels, from the
United Nations to small coastal communities. However,
there is a maritime dimension to virtually every major issue
facing countries around the world today, including the need
to adapt to climate change, environmental protection and
conservation, international trade, transport and logistics, the
security of energy supply, research and innovation and so
forth. An integrated approach is needed that allows for an
effective and efficient coordination of the various author-
ities and agencies involved in ocean related decision-
making. Improved cross-sectoral coordination is considered
as one of the key elements for modern policy-making. It
can lead to the systematic identification of synergies
between sectors or inefficiencies in regulations which in
turn will help to accomplish more effective and cost-
efficient political decisions. MSP provides the appropriate
framework to organise governance levels in a cross-sectoral
and integrated manner. It can thus help to increases the
coherence of national and international policies.

It is important to understand that MSP is not static. MSP
is a process, in contrast to a one-time plan that once
achieved will remain unchanged for decades. MSP can be
characterized as a “circular process” that evolves from the
agreement on overarching goals and the subsequent
definition of future oriented development objectives, via a
data gathering and assessment phase, to the consultation of
stakeholder, the participatory development of a spatial plan,
to measures for the plan’s enforcement, and finally to the
monitoring of the entire process, the evaluation of the
achievements and the revision of planning where needed.

MSP has to be adaptive, in order to maintain its strength
and full potential as an integrated tool. Though planning must

be reliable and provide certainty, it is essential to retain
enough flexibility so as to enable a reaction to changing
framework conditions or political priorities. A silver bullet
does not exist, but current practice shows that a MSP process
should be reviewed after a period of 5 to 7 years.

Given the lack of obvious geographical constraints in the
marine environment, aside from continental margins and
bottom relief, the MSP process must be based on the
specificities of individual basins or sub-basins (e.g. ecological
characteristics, natural processes impacting the local environ-
ment, presence of coastal features or infrastructures, human
activities, etc.). The scope of MSP in terms of geographic
coverage will differ according to regional conditions. Al-
though activities on land may have a direct impact on marine
regions, MSP manages only maritime activities and activities
in coastal waters. It has to be stressed, however, that MSP in
the long-term will not be successful if an integration of land-
based planning, in particular coastal planning, with maritime
planning is not achieved.

The EC ten key principles for MSP—explained

Core element of the above mentioned EC “Roadmap on
MSP” are ten key principles that should form the corner-
stones of MSP implementation across the EU. These
principles have been devolved from current approaches
towards MSP in European Countries, Canada, Australia and
the United States of America. Additionally international
and EU regulations have been reviewed that have to be
respected during the development and implementation of a
MSP process.

Of particular relevance in this regard is the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).6 It
balances the rights and interests of e.g. flag states, coastal
states and port states. The division of seas and oceans into
maritime zones, some of which must be claimed by coastal
states in order to have legal effect, is particularly relevant as
it has direct impact on the set up and potential regulations
within MSP. Also of importance is the principle of freedom
of navigation, guaranteed under UNCLOS, which is
conditional upon rules and standards on maritime safety
and protection of the marine environment being met.

At the EU level, a substantial body of environmental
legislation exists that must be taken into account. The
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (2008/56/
EC)7 is to be highlighted, as it constitutes the environmen-

6 Adopted in 1982, entered into force in 1994.
7 Directive 2008/56/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 17 June 2008 establishing a Framework for Community Action in
the Field of Marine Environmental Policy (Marine Strategy Frame-
work Directive). Available at http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/
marine/index_en.htm
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tal pillar of the IMP8 and is of direct relevance for MSP in
the EU. The Directive requires EU Member States to
achieve good environmental status of their seas by 2020, to
apply an ecosystem approach, and to ensure that pressure
from human activities is compatible with good environ-
mental status. Member States are further required to
cooperate where they share a marine region or sub-region
and use existing regional structures for coordination
purposes, including with third countries. The MSFD does
not directly regulate maritime activities, but their impact
must be taken into account for the determination of good
environmental status. In fact, the MSFD forms an important
piece of environmental legislation that provides legitimacy
for MSP processes not only at national but particularly at
international level, i.e. for sea areas that are shared by
several states.

Using MSP according to area and type of activity

MSP is a place-based process. Thus, an assessment of
ongoing and predictable future activities in the maritime
area that is considered for MSP implementation is essential
at the beginning of any MSP process. Subsequent manage-
ment decisions regarding the desired development and use
of the area in question should be based on the results of
such an assessment.

Sectors are used to define their own development
objectives, which follow mainly a single-sector-related
interest, and usually are not coordinated with objectives of
other sectors. Attempting to accommodate all desired
sectoral objectives within the limited capacity of a given
ecosystem always leads to severe overload of the system.
The ecosystem-based approach is the underpinning princi-
ple of MSP. Hence, any MSP process must be adapted to
the particular, area-specific state and condition of the
ecosystem. Ideally, criteria and indicators should be in
place to measure cumulative effects of all activities in a
given area. Sector- or project-based assessments, such as
currently undertaken environmental impact assessments
(EIA), should be overcome in favour of an integrated,
region- or ecosystem-based impact assessment.

MSP operates within three dimensions, addressing
activities (a) on the sea bed; (b) in the water column; and
(c) on the surface at the same time. This allows for the
multi-purpose use of marine space. However, the compat-
ibility of different maritime uses and the “management
need” of a particular maritime region might vary over time.
This is especially relevant given the differing intensities of
human activities at sea and the vulnerability of specific
important habitats, for example spawning grounds, or
resting areas for migrating species during certain periods

of the year Time should therefore be taken into account as
the fourth dimension in MSP.

Although a MSP regime should be implemented for the
entire area that is under the jurisdiction of a given state (e.g.
the state’s EEZ or territorial waters), a prescriptive maritime
spatial plan may not need to cover the same area. For
densely used or particularly vulnerable areas, a compre-
hensive maritime spatial plan should be developed that
reflects the different dimensions of the marine ecosystem
and uses tools, such as ocean zoning, to designate areas for
maritime uses including rules for their enforcement. For
areas with a lower density of use, the definition of general
management principles might suffice. The decision to opt
for a stricter or more flexible approach should be subject to
a thorough assessment and evaluation process.

The paper of Olsen et.al. in this special issue tackles the
principle of place-based management at different spatial
scales. Norway is one of the leading European countries
that has developed integrated MSP plans for its national
waters. The paper is based on the experience gained during
the development of these plans.

Defining objectives to guide MSP

MSP is a forward looking process. It should be used to
manage both ongoing activities and guide future develop-
ment in a given sea area. Current practice emphasizes that
objectives have to be developed at different levels of detail.
Objectives should be defined at a rather general strategic
level as well as at a concrete, more specific level that is
suitable for operationalisation, implementation and mea-
surement. Although MSP is a neutral instrument seeking to
integrate all maritime sectors in an equal manner, particular
circumstances might influence the general starting point of
objective setting (e.g. environmental objectives to protect
vulnerable ecosystems or objectives to secure the develop-
ment of a particular maritime sector due to political
priorities). It is therefore of utmost importance to develop
an overarching strategy or vision for a given sea area that is
appropriate to guide the activities in this area. Objectives at
all levels of detail should be derived from this overarching
strategy. Generally, the defined objectives should be able to
provide a reliable and sound framework for the manage-
ment of maritime activities and should allow arbitration in
the case of conflicting sectoral interests.

In its recent Communication “Maritime Spatial Planning
in the EU—Achievements and Future Development”,9 the
EC further specifies that objectives should be based on

8 cf. Recital 3 of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive

9 Communication from the Commission “Maritime Spatial Planning in
the EU—Achievements and Future Development” (COM (2010) 771
final of 17.12.2010. Available at http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/
spatial_planning_en.html#6
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long-term perspectives and must be future-oriented. Plan-
ning objectives should take entire regional seas or sea
basins into account, and strategic as well as operational
objectives on different spatial scales (global, European,
regional, national, local) should be seen as components of
the same planning framework.10

The Integrated Ocean Management (IOM) process for
the Eastern Scotian Shelf in Nova Scotia, Canada, is one of
the furthest developed processes of this kind in Canada.
Significant effort has been made to assess the human
activities in this area and shape sound objectives that are
able to guide the future development of this maritime area.
The paper of Hall et.al. illustrates the current and future
directions in Eastern Canada.

Developing MSP in a transparent manner

MSP is a participatory approach that seeks to involve all
relevant parties and stakeholders as early as possible. The
participatory development of a maritime spatial plan is the
subsequent step that follows on the identification of an
overarching development strategy for a given sea area and
on the definition of measurable objectives within a MSP
process. Ultimately, it is an interim step and not the final
stage. A maritime spatial plan is, however, an important
tool for MSP implementation.

In order to involve stakeholders appropriately through-
out an entire MSP process, this must be set up in a
transparent manner. Its different steps should be easy to
follow and understand, not only for the maritime sectors
affected by a MSP regime, but also for the general public.
All documents and procedures of a MSP process should be
easily accessible and written in a common language. Broad
acceptance and buy in by all involved stakeholders is
essential for the success of any MSP approach. A
transparent set up will allow full information to all parties
concerned at every step of the process and therefore
improve predictability and increase acceptance. Further-
more, it is important to adequately address expectations
concerning the decision-making process and to communi-
cate and justify reasons for decisions taken within the
process to all relevant and concerned stakeholders.11

Governance structures are complex and have usually
evolved over many decades. In order to be able to establish
a transparent process that cuts across existing governance
structures and seeks to integrate them it is important to
understand why similar processes may or may not have

worked out in the past. The paper on governance baselines
by Olsen et.al. in this special issue discusses the potential
benefits of baseline information that may help to shape any
MSP process in a successful way.

Stakeholder participation

In order to achieve broad acceptance, ownership and
support for implementation, it is equally important to
involve all relevant stakeholders, including coastal regions,
at the earliest possible stage in the planning process.
Stakeholder involvement against this background means
not only the involvement of maritime sectors or representa-
tives of certain maritime activities. It includes as well the
general public, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs),
and anybody who might be concerned or have an interest in
the development of a given sea region. Stakeholders are an
important source of knowledge that can significantly raise
the quality of MSP. Local and regional knowledge is
important to incorporate into a MSP process and might be
only available via people that live for generations in the
same area. A broad ownership by stakeholders can be the
key factor for success of the entire approach.

It is considered important to demarcate roles and
responsibilities and to encourage interaction between
stakeholder groups, rather than just between policy-
makers and stakeholders. A broad stakeholder participation
lengthens the whole process. It is therefore essential to
design a MSP process in a way that allows enough time and
that plans ahead for several stakeholder involvement
rounds. Depending on the complexity of the challenges
that have to be tackled during an MSP process, it might be
beneficial to plan for multiple stakeholder involvement
stages, allowing for an in-depth exchange of opinions and
discussion of the issues involved. It is widely agreed that
the additional time taken for a thorough stakeholder
involvement will be recouped later on in the implementa-
tion phase, through an increased sense of ownership
resulting from continuous involvement.12

Coordination within member states—simplifying decision
processes

MSP provides the appropriate framework to simplify
decision making processes and speed up licensing and
permit procedures, for the benefit of maritime users and
maritime investment alike. However, in order to use MSP
in an ideal, crosscutting manner and up to its full capacity,
an appropriate governance structure for its implementation10 cf. Communication from the Commission “Maritime Spatial

Planning in the EU—Achievements and Future Development”
(COM (2010) 771 final of 17.12.2010. page 4
11 cf. Communication from the Commission “Maritime Spatial
Planning in the EU—Achievements and Future Development”
(COM (2010) 771 final of 17.12.2010. page 4

12 cf. Communication from the Commission “Maritime Spatial
Planning in the EU—Achievements and Future Development”
(COM (2010) 771 final of 17.12.2010. page 4
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is needed.13 Currently, the expertise to deal with the
multiple challenges of maritime affairs, and also the powers
to tackle them, are spread between numerous public and
private players at different levels of governance. A
responsible administrative body should be identified that
is able to steer the entire MSP process and ensure the
involvement of all relevant services and sectors related to
maritime affairs. The coordinating function does not
necessarily require the creation of a new authority but can
be realised within established governance structures. It is
important to take both the horizontal coordination (between
sectors) and vertical coordination (between different gover-
nance levels) into account. The administrative body thus has
to be equipped with suitable long-term resources.

A strengthened internal coordination of maritime affairs
should benefit the development of the so-called “one-stop-
shop” approach. This will lead to simplified decision
processes, streamlined application procedures and a better
overview of the ongoing and foreseen maritime uses in a
given sea area. Cumulative effects of human activities at
sea can easier be taken into account.

Ensuring the legal effect of national MSP

Although MSP appears to be somewhat similar to land-use
planning—it seeks to allocate limited space in a rational
and sustainable manner and arbitrates between competing
sectoral interests—it is different from terrestrial planning.
This results mainly from (a) the very complex and
interrelated marine ecosystems, shared by numerous highly
migratory species, (b) the different set of laws, rules and
regulatory processes applicable for MSP (terrestrial plan-
ning is largely concerned with the regulation of privately
owned land), and (c) the particular role time plays regarding
the compatibility of uses. The same sea area can host
multiple uses provided they are compatible. However, the
vulnerability of marine ecosystem and thus the basis for
compatibility of uses vary over time, which makes time-
related management of human activities at sea highly
important.

MSP has to have regulatory power and be legally
binding if it is to be effective. This might also raise the
issue of the appropriate administrative level/framework for
MSP as the legal and institutional frameworks for terrestrial
planning are not necessarily appropriate for the implemen-
tation of MSP. Current practice in EU Member States
suggests that several tools of a different nature can be used
in a legally binding maritime spatial plan. Such tools follow
the tradition of land-use planning and can be e.g. planning
targets which are legally binding for sectorial planning at
project level (like for wind farms) or planning principles

which are guidelines that need to be particularly considered
in the decision process.

It is important to recognize that both legally binding
tools and tools of a more indicative nature can be used—
and combined with each other—to implement a maritime
spatial plan. What is essential, however, is to clarify who is
to be bound by the plan (i.e. economic actors, public
authorities, general public) and who is to held accountable
for its implementation and enforcement.

One of the tools that can be used to implement a
maritime spatial plan is ocean zoning. Experience with the
use of zoning as a fundamental component of MSP has
been gained for the management of the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park, in Australia, for more than two decades.
Zoning is used aside other management measures that
include even non-spatial measures such as education or
industry partnership. The paper of Kenchington et.al.
discusses some common misunderstandings of zoning and
identifies lessons to be learned that may be relevant for
others, addressing management and use of marine ecosys-
tems and natural resources.

Cross-border cooperation and consultation

Cooperation across borders is essential, particularly at EU
level, as all European seas and oceans are shared by several
Member States and third countries. Effective cross-border
MSP requires the development of a joint vision based on
exploration of common interests (e.g. offshore electricity
grid, fisheries, shipping).14 The world’s seas and oceans are
interlinked, and action in one sea or policy area that impact
the sea may have positive or negative, intended or
unintended effects on other sea or policy areas. As stated
before, the ecosystem-based approach is the overarching
principle of MSP. Thus, it is of utmost importance to ensure
coherence of development and planning within a given
marine ecosystem—especially if it stretches beyond admin-
istrative borders—and even between different interlinked
ecosystems.

Cross-border cooperation in MSP will also lead to the
development of common standards and processes. This in
turn will improve communication and exchange of knowl-
edge and information between different states and raise the
overall quality of MSP.

H. Backer addresses in his paper the particular circum-
stances of regional transboundary MSP in the Baltic Sea.
Here, as elsewhere, a regional MSP process would require
increased dialogue between sectors and the development of
joint information gathering and management of both

13 cf. European Commission, COM(2008b) 395 final, 2008

14 Communication from the Commission “Maritime Spatial Planning
in the EU—Achievements and Future Development” (COM (2010)
771 final of 17.12.2010. page 5
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environmental and socio-economic data. The paper elabo-
rates on how this could be achieved.

Incorporating monitoring and evaluation in the MSP
process

MSP operates in an environment exposed to constant
change. It is based on data and information likely to vary
over time. The planning process must be flexible enough to
react to such changes and allow plans to be revised in due
course. To meet these two requirements, a transparent
regular monitoring and evaluation mechanism should be
part of MSP.

It is important to prepare for the necessary steps and
arrangements of a sound monitoring and evaluation process
right at the starting point of MSP. The fact that natural
marine environmental processes and different uses of
marine space have different spatial/temporal scales should
be fully built into the monitoring and evaluation systems.15

Equally important is the allocation of appropriate funds
and resources for monitoring and evaluation. Current
practice shows that high efforts are made for the first steps
of MSP (e.g. objective setting, data collection, or develop-
ment of a maritime spatial plan) whereas the preparation for
monitoring and evaluation remains half hearted or is not
foreseen at all. MSP has to be adaptive and flexible in order
to utilise its full potential as management instrument. This
can only be achieved by a regular evaluation of the set MSP
objectives and a monitoring of the process’s performance.

The paper of Douvere et.al. discusses the different steps
that must be involved in an adaptive approach to MSP:
alternative ways need to be explored to meet management
objectives; a monitoring and evaluation plan should be
designed; ecological and socio-economic objectives of the
spatial management plan must be clearly stated up front.
The paper addresses the importance of monitoring and
evaluation for adaptive MSP.

Achieving coherence between terrestrial and maritime
spatial planning - relation with ICZM

Achieving consistency between terrestrial planning (includ-
ing coastal zones) and maritime planning systems is a
challenge. Drainage areas or land-based impacts from
activities such as agriculture and urban growth are relevant
in the context of MSP. Equally, offshore infrastructure like
wind farms or other developments like the installation of
pipelines and cables need a connection on land. This is why
terrestrial and maritime spatial planning should be coherent.

Coastal zones are the “hinge” between maritime and
terrestrial development. Integrated Coastal Zone Manage-
ment (ICZM) seeks to apply a cross-sectoral, trans-
disciplinary approach to manage the transitional areas
between the land and the sea in a sustainable manner.
While in general ICZM covers only a limited stretch of
water close to the shoreline, and does not typically address
maritime activities offshore, MSP is specifically concerned
with planning and management of maritime activities.

The challenges of integrating terrestrial and maritime
spatial planning result from their different legal and
institutional frameworks, relevant stakeholders, involved
parties and governmental authorities that have responsibil-
ity over either of the two. The respective services should
cooperate to ensure coherence. Procedures should be
established to ensure the exchange of information about
ongoing and foreseen developments that are relevant to
both maritime and terrestrial planning. This might also
involve the organisation of regular coordination meetings
and the development of structures for stakeholder involve-
ment that cover both land-side and maritime stakeholders.

H.D. Smith et.al. make an attempt to solve the challenge
of how to integrate the different planning systems. The
integration of spatial planning systems is considered,
followed by evaluation of relationships between spatial
planning, and the wider field of environmental manage-
ment. The paper identifies the significant factors which
must be considered in the integration of marine and
terrestrial planning systems over the coming decades.

A strong data and knowledge base

MSP has to be based on sound information and scientific
knowledge. Planning needs to evolve with knowledge
(adaptive management). The Commission has started
several scientific and data gathering tools that will assist
MSP in this process. These include a European Marine
Observation and Data Network (EMODNET),16 an inte-
grated database for maritime socio-economic statistics
(currently under development by ESTAT), the European
Atlas of the Seas17 and the Global Monitoring for
Environment and Security initiative.

However, it has to be acknowledged that there is no ideal
data and perfect information. MSP should thus be built up on
the best available data and knowledge. Lagging information
should not be used as an excuse to delay the preparations for
and the start of implementing MSP. A foreseen monitoring
and evaluation process creates the appropriate framework to

15 Communication from the Commission “Maritime Spatial Planning
in the EU—Achievements and Future Development” (COM (2010)
771 final of 17.12.2010. page 5

16 cf. Commission Staff Working Document “Building a European
marine knowledge infrastructure: Roadmap for a European Marine
Observation and Data Network” SEC(2009) 499 final of 7.4.2009.
Available at http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/emodnet_en.html
17 Available at http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/atlas/index_en.htm
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incorporate new knowledge, information and available data.
The monitoring and evaluation of an MSP process itself will
provide new information and knowledge (e.g. have the set
objectives been achieved? Where the set priorities the right
ones? Does the planning process appear to be sound and
transparent?) which will increase the quality level of MSP and
thus provide for increasingly informed maritime spatial
planning over time.

Conclusion and outlook

The continuous proliferation of economic activities in the
European Seas is leading to an ever increasing competition
between sectoral interests—such as shipping and maritime
transport, settlements and ports development, offshore energy,
fisheries and aquaculture, recreation and tourism—and with
environmental conservation concerns. The effects of climate
change, in particular the expected sea level rise, higher
temperatures and acidification, and frequency of extreme
weather events, are likely to induce changes in the ecosys-
tems, and the maritime activities, of many marine basins.

MSP can play an important role in the mitigation of
these effects, by promoting a sustainable and efficient use
of marine space and in a cost-efficient adaptation to the
impact of changes not only offshore but in coastal waters
and pelagic regions as well.

Experience in implementing MSP currently remains
limited in Europe and around the world, perhaps with the
sole exception of Australia. Some European states are more
advanced in planning their coastal and offshore waters, like
the Netherlands, Belgium, Germany or Norway, while others
have developed new legislation to advance MSP (e.g. the
United Kingdom, Sweden and France). Nevertheless, numer-
ous challenging issues for a sound implementation of MSP
remain and are very similar at at the international and global
scale. Some of the most important questions are listed below:

How can socio-economic issues be best incorporated in
MSP?
How can diverging sectoral interests best be integrated?
What are the economic benefits of MSP and what

data can be used to measure them?
How can cumulative effects of human activities at sea

be measured, particularly if several nations share the
same sea basin?
How can different intensities of human interaction

with the sea be measured?
What is the way forward to take the temporal

dimension into account for adaptive MSP?
What is the best way to involve stakeholders and

interest groups across different sectors and administra-
tive boundaries?

How can coherence between terrestrial planning and
MSP be achieved?
How can data that have been collected according to

different standards be harmonized?

In order to answer at least some of these questions, the EC
has launched several projects and studies as a follow up to the
Roadmap and the discussion that got started in 2009. This
includes two preparatory actions in the Baltic Sea and the
North Sea/North East Atlantic that seek to test MSP, including
the key principles set out in the Roadmap, in a cross-border set
up, i.e. in a sea area shared by several Member States.
Furthermore, a study has been finalized that aims to identify
economic benefits of MSP for different maritime sectors.18

The scope of this study does not include the ecosystem
benefits of MSP which might be tackled by a later initiative.

The reason why the EC became so active in supporting the
development of MSP can be mainly derived from the need of
enhanced cross-border cooperation. This could be seen as a
specific European issue, given the relatively small seas
(compared for example with United States or Canadian
waters) that are shared by numerous countries. But seeing it
this way would be too short sighted. Cross-border cooperation
for the sake of maritime management becomes increasingly
relevant as migratory resources such as fish stocks do not
respect national borders and activities one one side of a border
have almost certainly effects on activities on the other side. In
the marine environment, administrative or jurisdictional
borderlines loose their dividing character. A common ap-
proach to managing marine space on each side of the border
would thus enable efficient and smooth application of MSP,
favouring the development of maritime activities and the
protection of the marine environment based on a common
framework and similar legislative implications.

MSP is seen as a process that can enhance sustainable
growth as it provides legal certainty, predictability and
transparency, thus reducing costs for investors and operators,
in particular those operating in more than one country. These
elements are instrumental in promoting investments and
creating growth and jobs. In times of changing framework
conditions and economic challenges it might offer a way to
smart ocean management, aiding investment and development
that is in line with healthy ecosystems.

MSP as an integrative, cross-cutting tool that is gaining
momentum, not only in Europe but also in Canada, the
United States of America and Japan. We hope that this
special issue helps to enlighten some aspects of MSP, to
understand the capacity of the instrument but, also its
limits, and to carry the discussion about MSP implemen-
tation further.

18 Study on the economic effects of Maritime Spatial Planning. Final
report and report on case studies available at http://ec.europa.eu/
maritimeaffairs/study_msp_en.html

244 N. Schaefer, V. Barale

http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/study_msp_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/study_msp_en.html


References

Commission of the European Communities (2001) A sustainable
Europe for a better world: a European union strategy for
sustainable development, COM(2001) 264 final

Commission of the European Communities (2007a) Commission staff
working document. Accompanying document to the communi-
cation from the commission to the European parliament, the
council, the European economic and social committee and the
committee of the regions. An Integrated Maritime Policy for the
European Union, SEC(2007) 1278

Commission of the European Communities (2007b) Communication
from the commission to the European parliament, the council, the
European economic and social committee and the committee of
the regions. An Integrated Maritime Policy for the European
Union. COM(2007) 575 final

Commission of the European Communities (2008a) Communica-
tion from the commission. Roadmap for maritime spatial
planning: achieving common principles in the EU. COM
(2008) 791 final

Commission of the European Communities (2008b) Communication
to the council, the European parliament, the European economic

and social committee and the committee of the regions. Guide-
lines for an integrated approach to maritime policy: towards best
practice in integrated maritime governance and stakeholder
consultation. COM(2008) 395 final

Commission Staff Working Document (2009) Building a European
marine knowledge infrastructure: roadmap for a European marine
observation and data network. SEC (2009) 499 final

Communication from the Commission (2010) Maritime spatial
planning in the EU—achievements and future development.
(COM (2010) 771 final

Directive 2008/56/EC of the European parliament and of the council
of 17 June 2008 establishing a framework for community action
in the field of marine environmental policy (Marine Strategy
Framework Directive)

Ehler C, Douvere F (2009) Marine spatial planning: a step-by-step
approach towards ecosystem-based management. Intergovernmen-
tal Oceanographic Commission and Man and the Biosphere
Programme. IOC Manual and Guides No.53, ICAM Dossier No.
6. UNSECO, Paris

Marine Ecosystems and Management (MEAM), Vol. 4, No. 4,
February-March 2011, available at http://depts.washington.edu/
meam/

Maritime spatial planning: opportunities and challenges in the EU 245

http://depts.washington.edu/meam/
http://depts.washington.edu/meam/

	Maritime spatial planning: opportunities & challenges in the framework of the EU integrated maritime policy
	Abstract
	Introduction
	MSP Rationale
	The EC ten key principles for MSP—explained
	Using MSP according to area and type of activity
	Defining objectives to guide MSP
	Developing MSP in a transparent manner
	Stakeholder participation
	Coordination within member states—simplifying decision processes
	Ensuring the legal effect of national MSP
	Cross-border cooperation and consultation
	Incorporating monitoring and evaluation in the MSP process
	Achieving coherence between terrestrial and maritime spatial planning - relation with ICZM
	A strong data and knowledge base

	Conclusion and outlook
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


