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Introduction

Organized by the Intergovernmental Oceanograph-
ic Commission of UNESCO (IOC) and the Directo-
rate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries of 
the European Commission, the 2nd International 

Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning brought to-
gether more than 350 experts from all regions of the world.

Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning is described as the process 
that consists in regulating human activities in the waters border-
ing coastal areas in order to preserve marine ecosystems, avoid 
conflicts between sectors of commercial and industrial activity, 
and promote international cooperation.

The conference provided an opportunity to take stock of ex-
isting experiences in marine spatial planning (MSP), exchange of 
best practices, encourage cooperation among countries sharing 
coastal and marine waters and establish priorities for the years 
to come.

On the sidelines of the conference, participants were able to 
take part in a role-playing game led by the Ministry of Environ-
ment and Infrastructures of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, 
by taking on the role of an environmental advocate, an industry 
representative or a decision-maker, in order to better under-
stand the stakes involved in this planning process.

Intensified activities in coastal and marine waters increasingly 
require the implementation of marine spatial planning. Tradi-
tional activities such as fishing and navigation have begun com-
peting in recent decades with practices such as the extraction of 
marine aggregates, offshore aquaculture or renewable marine 
energies, which can lead to overexploitation of resources and 
conflicts between different users. MSP aims to bring together 
the different users of the ocean in order to make coordinat-
ed decisions that allow for a more sustainable use of marine 
resources. Marine spatial plans now covers almost 10% of the 
world's exclusive economic zones.

Since 2006, through its Marine Spatial Planning initiative, 
IOC is assisting countries in implementing this type of ecosys-
tem-based management of marine areas. In 2009, IOC pub-
lished Marine spatial planning: a step-by-step approach to 
ecosystem-based management [available in English, Spanish 
and Vietnamese], a guide to support countries implementing 
management plans for their marine regions.

In 2014, the European Union adopted legislation to create 
a common framework for maritime spatial planning in 
Europe. The European Commission is funding cross-border 
planning projects worth € 18 million for the period 2014–2017.

At the end of the conference, the Intergovernmental Ocean-
ographic Commission of UNESCO and the Directorate-General 
for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries adopted a roadmap to encour-
age marine spatial planning in all seas and oceans. The objective 
is to triple the area of territorial waters benefiting from marine 
spatial planning by 2025, reaching a coverage of one third of the 
total surface area of waters under national jurisdictions. 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/ulis/cgi-bin/ulis.pl?lin=1&catno=186559
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/ulis/cgi-bin/ulis.pl?lin=1&catno=186559
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2014.257.01.0135.01.FRA
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2014.257.01.0135.01.FRA
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2014.257.01.0135.01.FRA
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SESSION 1

Welcome session
High-level representatives of UNESCO, IOC, and the European Commission 
welcomed all participants showing the institutional support to the conference 
and the importance of marine/maritime spatial planning in the context of 
ocean governance.

SPEAKERS

ʓʓ Getachew ENGIDA, Deputy Director-General of the Unit-
ed Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation 
(UNESCO), Paris, France

ʓʓ Vladimir RYABININ, Executive Secretary, Intergovern-
mental Oceanographic Commission, UNESCO, Paris, France

ʓʓ Jürgen MÜLLER, Head of Cabinet on behalf of Karmenu 
VELLA, Commissioner, Environment, Maritime Affairs, and 
Fisheries, European Commission, Brussels, Belgium
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SESSION 2

Keynote: The World-wide Status and 
Trends of MSP
An overview of the recent developments of Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning 
and how to achieve and accelerate successful MSP worldwide.

SPEAKER

ʓʓ Charles EHLER, Marine Planning Consultant to the Inter-
governmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC), UNESCO, 
Paris, France

Charles EHLER opened the technical program of the 
conference with an overview of progress in MSP since 
the first international MSP workshop organised by 
IOC in November 2006. Over the past 10 years MSP 

has matured from a concept to an operational approach for 
moving to sustainable development of the ocean. Integrated 
marine spatial plans have already been implemented in about 
20 countries . If current trends continue, by 2030 at least a third 
of the surface area of the world’s exclusive economic zones 
(EEZs) could have government-approved marine spatial plans.

Prior to 2006 only about seven countries were experiment-
ing with MSP, mostly in western Europe’s densely-used seas, but 
also including China (marine functional zoning) and Australia (re-
gional marine planning). Canada (1997), China (1997) and Aus-
tralia (1998), were the first countries to have integrated ocean 
management legislation that eventually led to MSP in those 
countries.

In 2006 the IOC held the first international workshop on MSP 
in Paris followed by publication of a guide to “Marine Spatial 
Planning: a step-by-step approach to ecosystem-based manage-

ment” of marine areas. In 2007 the European Commission pub-
lished a “blue paper” proposing an Integrated Maritime Policy 
for the European Union and an Action Plan that identified MSP 
as a key instrument for implementing the policy. A “Roadmap 
for MSP” that identified 10 principles for MSP followed in 2008. 
A sea change in ocean legislation occurred when the EU in 2014 
passed the MSP Directive that established a framework for MSP 
and requires Member States (22 have marine waters) to devel-
op approved marine spatial plans by 2021. Today almost half of 
the MSP initiatives in the world are located in western European 
countries.

Of the 60 MSP plans that have been initiated just over a third 
are in the pre-planning stage, about a third have advanced to 
the development of marine plans, and about a fifth have imple-
mented marine spatial plans. Ten percent of the plans devel-
oped have already gone through one round of plan revision. Just 
over half of the plans cover the entire EEZ, about 40% cover 
only the territorial sea, and 10% have been developed at the 
municipal or local level. Forty percent of the plans are statutory 
or regulatory; 60% are strategic or advisory.
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Today only a few countries have legislation that explicitly 
authorises MSP; most countries rely on existing legislation or 
other arrangements to undertake and implement MSP. Most 
MSP plans take about 3-4 years to complete. The costs of MSP 
vary widely depending on resources available. No rule of thumb 
exists for estimating the costs of MSP. One conclusion is clear—
MSP is not free. The costs vary from hundreds of thousands to 
several millions of dollars for the first round of marine planning. 
Most counties rely on national government funding from gen-
eral revenues.

Almost all MSP initiatives claim stakeholder engagement. 
However the definition of stakeholder engagement is widely var-
iable across countries, so its scope and effectiveness is difficult 
to validate. While MSP should be comprehensive and integrat-
ed, fishing is often not included in marine spatial planning. Ma-
rine protected areas are also often identified and implemented 
through a separate planning process. It would be more effective 
to integrated MSP and MPA planning in the same process.

Almost all MSP initiatives claim to be “ecosystem-based”, but 
this is difficult to validate since there is no standard definition 
of what EBM is. Management objectives are often poorly speci-
fied and management actions are not linked to objectives—this 
make plans difficult to evaluate—monitoring and evaluation of 
MSP plans remains elusive. Very few transboundary MSP exam-
ples exist in practice, although the European Union is encour-
aging a regional, transboundary approach among its Member 
States and all its sea basins.

While substantial progress has been made in MSP in many 
countries, much remains to be done, for example:

\\ Integrating MSP into the larger planning and man-
agement process
How can we coordinate and cooperate better with author-
ities responsible for land use planning, economic develop-
ment, water quality management, sectoral management 
authorities, and the private sector?

\\ Moving toward a “Blue Economy” while maintaining 
essential ecosystem services
How can we ensure that investments and other manage-
ment actions toward a sustainable “Blue Economy” will in-
clude restoring and maintaining ecosystem services that 
support economic development?

\\ Incorporating the future in MSP
Planning is a future-oriented activity. How can we better 
think about “where we want to go”, e.g., spatial scenarios, 
and “how do we get there” in MSP?

\\ Monitoring and evaluation of MSP plans
How can we better define and measure “successful” MSP? 
How can we better determine the equity of MSP plans?

\\ Transboundary MSP
Management actions in one jurisdiction often affect neigh-
bouring jurisdictions. How can we manage these interac-
tions through MSP?

\\ MSP in the Arctic Ocean
Climate change is opening the Arctic Ocean to develop-
ment pressures—without an integrated spatial plan. Once 
infrastructure is in place, it will be difficult to change. Can 
we develop a transboundary marine spatial plan for the 
Arctic before development takes place?

\\ MSP in the High Seas
60% of the World Ocean lies in the High Seas or Areas 
Beyond National Jurisdiction—how can we demonstrate 
MSP as an effective area-based management process in 
the High Seas?

More information of the world-wide status of MSP can be found 
at the IOC-UNESCO website on MSP: msp.ioc-unesco.org

http://msp.ioc-unesco.org
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SESSION 3

Lessons Learnt from Countries
This session discussed lessons learned from national experiences with MSP.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Leo DE VREES, Senior Advisor, Ministry of Infrastructure 
and the Environment (Rijkswaterstaat), The Netherlands

ʓʓ Steve DIGGON, Regional Marine Stewardship and Plan-
ning Coordinator, Coastal First Nations-Great Bear Initiative, 
British Columbia, Canada

ʓʓ Anja KREINER, Senior Fisheries Biologist, Ministry of Fish-
eries and Marine Resources, Swakopmund, Namibia

ʓʓ Alain DE COMARMOND, Principal Secretary, Environment 
Department, Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate 
Change, Victoria, Seychelles

ʓʓ Jungho NAM, Research Fellow, Marine Policy Research De-
partment, Korea Maritime Institute, Seoul, Korea

ʓʓ Wei XU, Professor, Deputy Director of Sea Area and Islands 
Office, National Marine Functional Zoning, Expert Commit-
tee Office, National Ocean Technology Centre, State Ocean-
ic Administration, Tianjin, China

ʒʒ Facilitator: Jacki DAVIS, Meade Davis Communications, 
Brussels, Belgium

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Damon STANWELL-SMITH, NIRAS Consult-
ing, Cambridge, UK

Leo DE VREES began the discussion of lessons from ex-
periences with MSP by reviewing the start of work in the 
Netherlands in 2005 when traditional and new marine 
activities really began to compete for space. Prior to 

2005 only marine transport, commercial fishing, and oil and gas 
activities were in the sea—and everyone was happy. When plan-
ning took place, it was on a sector-by-sector approach. Howev-
er, when “new kids on the block”, especially offshore wind farms 
and offshore aquaculture, wanted to locate in the North Sea, 
space conflicts arose. The government received about 75 ap-
plications for wind farms, but subsidies were available for only 
three. Discussions with applicants brought the proposals down 
to 17, but how to decide who should get permits and where? 
The need for planning was quickly recognised by government. 
Where does the government and society want developments to 
take place? The first plan (2005-2015) focused on finding space 

for offshore wind and identifying areas for sand mining required 
for responding to sea level rise. The plan created certainty to 
developers where priority activities are going to take place. The 
plan also provided an assessment framework for deciding about 
proposed activities and if and where and when they should be 
located. Priorities included oil and gas, offshore wind, shipping 
lanes, sand mining areas, and marine protected areas. The sec-
ond plan (2009-2015 ) got down to the more detailed specifi-
cation of the operations of different activities, e.g., how much 
distance between wind farms and shipping lanes? The third plan 
(2016-2021) added an ecosystem-based approach. Little discus-
sion has taken place across borders with our neighboring states, 
but we are now committed to improve this situation in future 
planning efforts. We have gotten to know each other well (Brexit 
will likely complicate future planning for the North Sea).
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Steve DIGGON mentioned the failure of the Canadian na-
tional government to develop MSP as the stimulus for Coast-
al First Nations to meet the challenge of determining what it 
wants to develop or not develop in the marine areas under its 
jurisdiction. The Coastal First Nations initiative involved commu-
nity-level engagement in four communities and the province of 
British Columbia—the federal government did not engage in 
this process with the consequence of the Coastal First Nations 
process not engaging in fishing and marine transport. The MSP 
process produced four sub-regional plans and an over-arching 
“action framework” that lays out how the sub-regional plans can 
work together. The plans have monitoring and evaluation com-
ponents. The Coastal First Nations communities and the Prov-
ince of British Columbia now have a common vision. Each of the 
plans have a zoning plan, including marine protected areas. The 
current emphasis is on developing an incident response plan 
for each community-level plan. The plans are continuing and 
are adaptive on a five-year cycle.

Anja KREINER emphasized that Namibia is only starting its 
MSP process. The 1500 km of Namibian coast is already protect-
ed by national parks except for a few coastal areas of small com-
munities and ports. Principal activities include fishing, marine di-
amond mining, tourism, and ports (that expect to expand in the 
future). The government of Namibia has decided to undertake 
MSP under its National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. A 
National MSP Working Group was formed in August 2016 and 
has begun stakeholder engagement and data/information for 
planning and decision making. The Namibian MSP process is 
supported by the MARISMA (Marine Spatial Management and 
Governance Process) of the Benguela Current Commission with 
the financial support of the German government’s Ministry of 
Environment through the German financial aid agency and GIZ.

Alain DE COMARMOND stated that the Seychelles govern-
ment started MSP two years ago, under an initiative of its former 

president. It set an aspirational target of declaring 30% of its 
EEZ as marine protected areas—three times the Aichi target of 
the CBD. The Seychelles is the smallest state in Africa with the 
second largest EEZ in Africa. Donor and technical support for 
the initiative has come from the Global Environmental Facility 
and The Nature Conservancy. The stimulus for MSP came from 
concern about the interactions and conflicts between fishing, 
tourism, marine transport, and security, including piracy. The 
interest of the Seychelles is in conserving marine resources—it 
is a biological hot spot—while developing its “blue economy.” 
A management structure is in place that ensures stakeholder 
involvement and an interim target of designating 15% of the EEZ 
and MPAs is on track.

Jungho NAM began by stating that confusion exists about 
concepts in Korea about MSP. Is it the same as ocean planning, 
integrated coastal zone management, ecosystem-based man-
agement. In Korea, MSP is considered the same as coastal zone 
management with its boundary extended to the EEZ. However, 
Korea only applies management to its territorial sea, not its EEZ. 
A problem also exists in implementation since the agency re-
sponsible for CZM does not have authority to manage sand and 
gravel mining, etc. Korea would also like to apply the value of 
ecosystem services to its approach to ICM (and MSP). The chal-
lenge is to develop the methods and data that would quantify 
the value of ecosystem services at the micro-level.

Wei XU stated that in China marine functional zoning is the 
same as MSP and has been underway for almost 30 years. MFZ 
in China is now in its third generation and covers 2011-2020. 
MFZ is now developed at three nested levels: national, provin-
cial and municipal. Goals are established at the national level, 
specific objectives are set at the provincial level, and local prior-
ities set at the municipal level. Marine activities are divided into 
eight classes, including MPAs, with 22 subclasses for sectoral 
zoning.

QUESTIONS BY THE FACILITATOR

xx What has been the biggest challenge for your MSP 
process?

NAM: It has been identifying who is responsible within 
government for each component of MSP, especially to re-
solve conflicts, e.g., sand mining is under the Ministry of 
Land Use, and Fisheries the under Ministry of Oceans and 
Fisheries.

DE COMARMOND: Getting the sectors together on a 
common purpose; many new techniques to learn and lim-
ited data available, with limited capacity since Seychelles is 
a very small country.

KREINER: The lack of understanding of MSP at a senior 
governmental level; relatively few Namibians live near the 
coast so few relate to the ocean.

DIGGON: Canadian marine planning was originally a na-
tional top-down approach. Since 1996, there has been a 

legacy of a lack of political will at the national level to un-
dertake spatially-driven planning especially across sectors; 
MAPP tackled problems at the community level.

DE VREES: User conflicts were the major challenge, until 
users started looking “across” sectors and boundaries, 
e.g., oil and gas, offshore wind and nature conservation 
sectors have recently started working together to explore 
cooperative work. Another challenge is how to incorporate 
the fishing sector who are “hunters” and are frustrated by 
spatially-bound activities.

xx What are your National experiences in target setting 
for MSP?

DIGGON: Targets are set by government and are usually 
in contentious areas, that can make them an issue with 
other, apprehensive, governmental departments.
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DE VREES: Prefer to identify a “shared vision”, before set-
ting targets per se for the shorter term.

KREINER: Agree that a vision is important, that is being 
developed together.

NAM: Identify cause and effect, in order to specify targets.

xx What are the key success ingredients to MSP?

XU: Ensure different departments and ministries are all 
involved in stakeholder engagement.

DE COMARMOND: Political commitment needed, as well 
as human and financial resources in order to implement 
an MSP plan. Starting on a high point (e.g. presidential in-
volvement) has been useful.

xx What aspects of your MSP might be applicable, and 
what is unique?

KREINER: “Learn by doing” approach is more practical 
than “don’t start before legislation” approach—the focus 
should be on what can be done.

DE COMARMOND: “Learn as you go”, and “implement as 
you go”, and keep an open mind.

DE COMARMOND: Stakeholders must feel invested or 
MSP process will fail, even if high levels of commitment are 
initially experienced.

xx What are the new threats?

XU: In order to respond to new threats, the Chinese Sea 
Area law allows local government to revise reporting every 
two years.

NAM: The new threat is resource depletion.

DE VREES: Important to learn from one another, and simi-
lar processes, e.g., 20 yrs of ICZM has developed principles 
which also apply to MSP, but are not always used.

TAKE HOME MESSAGES: ONE PRIORITY FOR THE FUTURE

þþ XU: An MSP platform should be developed for use by a “community of practice”.

þþ NAM: Reliable data linking MSP and Blue Growth.

þþ DE COMARMOND: “Don’t reinvent the wheel”… share knowledge and adapt processes.

þþ KREINER: Embed MSP into an impartial institution, not a project.

þþ DIGGON: Increase capacity to undertake MSP, creating “champions”/MSP ambassadors for the future.

þþ DE VREES: “Keep it Simple”, “learn by doing”, and undertake planning for high-
priority issues initially as subsequent plan cycles become easier.
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SESSION 4

Engaging Stakeholders in MSP
A panel of experts discussed lessons learned from engaging stakeholders in 
MSP.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Jacek ZAUCHA, Professor of Economics, University of 
Gdansk, Poland

ʓʓ Anne LANGAAS GOSSÉ, Senior Advisor, Norwegian Envi-
ronmental Agency, Oslo, Norway

ʓʓ Joanna SMITH, MSP Science Manager, TNC Canada, British 
Columbia, Canada

ʓʓ Laurent VIGIER, Director, ACTIMAR, Brest, France

ʓʓ Maria DELIGIANNI, Senior Policy Advisor, European Com-
munity Shipowners Associations, Brussels, Belgium

ʒʒ Facilitator: Jacki DAVIS, Meade Davis Communications, 
Brussels, Belgium

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Damon STANWELL-SMITH, NIRAS Consult-
ing, Cambridge, UK

Jacek ZAUCHA described the emphasis of Baltic engage-
ment as “caring about people” as well as “caring about en-
vironment”. We like to debate and we have many networks. 
“MSP thinking” in Poland started in 2003. Lots of talking to-

gether was undertaken, including through two regional bodies: 
HELCOM (Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission) 
and VASAB (Vision and Strategy around the Baltic Sea), to un-
derstand each other. Most challenging networks to establish 
have been with commercial/private business. The key issue was 
how to build trust among stakeholders, especially when interest 
compete with one another.

Anne LANGAAS GOSSÉ identified Integrated management 
plans for three ocean areas of Norway: Barents Sea, Norwe-
gian Sea, North Sea. The first plan (Barents Sea) was started in 
2003 and completed in 2006, updated every four years and re-
vised every 12 years. In Norway, MSP is steered by a round-ta-

ble group of seven ministries, with a round-table management 
group of 10 agencies, informing an openly accessible knowledge 
base. All stakeholders in official positions are at the table, and 
other stakeholders contribute in consultations. Final decisions 
are made by the governance/steering group. Significant effort 
and time is put into describing/communicating MSP. A key issue 
is that transparency and predictability are essential.

Joanna SMITH spoke for The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
which has 600 scientists, in 72 countries. NGO’s (like TNC) 
can play a supporting role to MSP processes, providing “good 
practices” guidance. TNC plays multiple roles in MSP process-
es, including facilitation, fund-raising, planning, technical prod-
ucts, advisor, and developing financial mechanisms, currently 
fulfilling this in 22 countries, representing 9 million km2. TNC 
looking to encourage, enhance and improve “communities of 
practice”. “MSP a Tween”—it is only 11 years old! We are still 
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learning. Mindful of the sensitivities working with both data-rich 
and data-poor environments. A key Issue is that it’s Important 
to understand the decision-making culture in each specific MSP 
location. Understanding MSP is understanding culture.

Laurent VIGIER represented the SUEZ group of private 
companies. SUEZ has a major water treatment and coastal de-
velopment portfolio, together with oil & gas exploration and 
production. Spatial planning and managing its impacts on the 
ocean is essential for its work. A “desperate need” exists to 
move into remote areas, in a sustainable manner, that mitigates 
risk to complex environmental issues/potential impacts. Exam-
ple of engagement with other planning sectors through IPIECA 

(International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation 
Association), as it is important to coordinate with other marine 
users. A key Issue is the importance of distilling data into useful 
knowledge.

Maria DELIGIANNI represented ship owners associations 
across the EU and Norway. Engagement differs from country to 
country. Important for MSP authorities and stakeholders in MSP 
processes to understand the specific challenges of shipping, 
including the UNCLOS principles of safe navigation. Conflicts 
occur with stationary infrastructure, e.g., offshore wind farms 
and the resultant potential modifications expected in shipping 
routes. A key Issue is that MSP can assist in conflict resolution.

QUESTIONS BY THE FACILITATOR

xx What does stakeholder engagement mean to you?

DELIGIANNI: An understanding of what benefit accrues 
(to the stakeholder) from each stakeholder’s involvement.

VIGIER: Essential to involve stakeholders from the begin-
ning, so that they are “engaged”, rather than simply having 
information “imparted” to them.

SMITH: MSP is about people—and culture, so engage-
ment refers to understanding the stakeholders’ profes-
sional/working culture and being informed about the prac-
tice and needs of particular marine industries.

SMITH: Being respectful of stakeholder input, e.g., confi-
dential/proprietary data provided by commercial sectors.

ZAUCHA: Engagement means “ownership”, so stakehold-
ers must be able to (1) influence and (2) must be listened 
to.

ZAUCHA: MSP is not a “win-win” situation, rather it is all 
about trade-offs, and so the necessary setting of priorities 
must be discussed.

SMITH: Presenting maps or other spatial representations 
is the best way to engage stakeholders to “get a reaction.” 

DELIGIANNI: For trust to be enhanced, an objective ap-
proach from the competent authority is important. “En-
gagement” is a learning process.

xx Which stakeholders should be involved?

SMITH: Good idea to ensure any potential conflicts are 
represented.

SMITH: Stakeholders can range from very large industries 
to recreational kayakers. A process can be very inclusive, 
alternatively take a targeted approach to involve only 
stakeholders directly affected – depending on the scope 
and objectives of the planning process.

GOSSÉ: There can be different levels of stakeholder in-
volvement, with authorities from relevant sectors using 
working time to develop basis, which can then be supple-
mented by voluntary engagement from other stakehold-
ers.

ZAUCHA: To encourage swift MSP adoption a smaller 
group of stakeholders, representing the most influential, 
should be involved; however if the plan is to be of high 
quality and implemented, then important to consider 
those stakeholders who do not have a loud voice.

ZAUCHA: The smaller stakeholders should be consider-
ately treated (e.g., ensuring costs covered, sensitive to fish-
ing times for small-scale fishers, etc.).
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xx What are your top three indicators of stakeholder en-
gagement?

ZAUCHA: (1) Stakeholders want to share information; (2) 
At end of consultation, stakeholders still want to remain 
involved; and (3) the level of political commitment.

SMITH: (1) the percent of sectors attending every meeting 
= enduring attendance value; (2) calculate the number of 
new issues arising in an “advice log”, looking to reach an 
asymptote (when no longer getting new issues); and (3) 
qualitative indicator: closed, reserved body language at 
beginning of a consultation becomes open, positive and 
friendly body language by the end.

xx How to share information?

DELIGIANNI: Important to understand sectoral rules/lim-
itations on data sharing.

SMITH: Funding support should be available to assist un-
der-resourced stakeholders to share information and re-
spond to the MSP process outputs.

GOSSÉ: Data, “not only maps”, that can be divisive at the 
beginning of a consultation by highlighting conflicts, before 
trust has been encouraged between stakeholders to com-
municate.

SMITH: Information sharing can start small and simple, 
and be expanded in subsequent planning cycles.

ZAUCHA: MSP platforms are a useful online resource to 
assist information sharing.

ZAUCHA: Numerous/regular roundtable meetings sug-
gested, to encourage information sharing.

SMITH: When facilitating information sharing among 
stakeholders, single topic engagements can be more fruit-
ful than trying to cover all topics in one attempt.

SMITH/ZAUCHA: Lessons can be learnt from failures and 
successes elsewhere.

TAKE HOME MESSAGES: ONE PIECE OF ADVICE TO OFFER A 
NEW MSP PROCESS ON STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

þþ DELIGIANNI: Competent MSP authority should understand stakeholder needs, set 
tangible goals, concrete timeframe, underpinned by good evidence.

þþ VIGIER: MSP needs a good manager – with leadership and responsibility, rather than a coordinator or administrator.

þþ SMITH: Ensure both current and future priorities are mapped/planned.

þþ SMITH: Since MSP is a team process, ensure the decision-making process is agreed from the outset, 
to ensure efficiency with the hundreds of decisions required during any MSP process.

þþ GOSSÉ: Cooperation is more important than dialogue – so clarity of objectives and roles is important.

þþ ZAUCHA: Ensure a stage in the planning process is included when stakeholders have to 
perform different roles, to encourage understanding of each other’s issues.

þþ ZAUCHA: Stakeholder engagement can be a parallel process to the planning 
process, rather than one being contingent upon the other.

þþ THE FACILITATOR’S CONCLUSION: “Ownership” of an MSP plan is what effective stakeholder 
engagement can deliver, which is central to successful MSP implementation.
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SESSION 5

The Connection between MSP and 
Global Governance Goals
A panel of experts discussed the connection between MSP and global 
governance goals.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Julian BARBIÈRE, Head of Marine Policy and Regional Co-
ordination Section, IOC-UNESCO, Paris, France

ʓʓ Felix LEINEMANN, Head of Unit Blue Economy Sectors, 
Aquaculture and Maritime Spatial Planning, Directorate 
General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, European Com-
mission, Brussels, Belgium

ʓʓ Lisa Emelia SVENSSON, Director for Ocean and Marine 
Programmes, UN Environment (DROP PROGRAMME), Nai-
robi, Kenya

ʓʓ Jihyun LEE, Coordinator for Marine and Coastal Biodiversi-
ty, Environmental Affairs Officer, Secretariat of the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity (CBD), Montreal, Canada

ʒʒ Facilitator: Ida REUTERSWÄRD, Ministry of the Environ-
ment and Energy, Sweden

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Alejandro IGLESIAS CAMPOS, IOC-UNESCO, 
Paris, France

Ida REUTERSWÄRD introduced the session by reminding us 
that we have made great progress on MSP but we need to 
move ahead. And to do this the connection between MSP 
and global ocean governance is crucial to address. This is the 

purpose of this session. How can MSP be used to achieve global 
ocean governance goals? How can we form new partnerships to 
make this happen?

Julian BARBIÈRE began by asking how can we highlight the 
importance of MSP in achieving the Sustainable Development 
Goal (SDG) 14? More than ever, maintaining the quality of goods 
and services from marine ecosystem requires a change in the 
way we are using and governing ocean space. How to bring 

different elements of ocean sectors into one integrated global 
framework with measurable targets? The SDGs are integrated 
and mutually support one another.

SDG 14 has 10 targets, including target 14.2 focused sustain-
ably managing and protecting marine and coastal ecosystem 
to avoid significant adverse impacts, this target is measured 
through an indicator the proportion of EEZ managed using eco-
system-based approaches. MSP has a clear contribution to make 
in achieving this target. Similarly, the target 14.5 on conserving 
at least 10 percent of coastal and marine areas, can be sup-
ported by MSP by considering the larger marine environment 
in which marine protected areas (MPAs) exist. MPAs should be 
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considered in the broader context of MSP. MSP can also be 
used as a process to achieve fishery management objectives 
and sustainable blue growth (Targets 14.6 and 14.7). BARBIÈRE 
highlighted the role of marine research, ocean data (including 
access to data), and marine technology transfer as enabling fac-
tors in achieving SDG 14.

Felix LEINEMANN described the joint European Commis-
sion / External Action Service initiative on international ocean 
governance launched in November 2016, stating that ocean 
governance is a matter of (inter)national security in economic, 
environmental and societal terms. The challenge is global, but 
the current international framework is not effective enough. 
Ocean space is currently under-used. While land makes up 
30% of the Earth and supports 95% of its economic activity, the 
ocean make up 70% of the Earth, but supports only 5% of eco-
nomic activity (Europe’s collective EEZ is five times larger than 
the EU land surface area). Humankind has no alternative but to 
turn to the ocean—in a sustainable way. If we don’t act today, 
we compromise our future. The oceans need better care and 
better management. We need to keep ocean clean, safe, secure 
and sustainably managed within the context of a global strategy.

The EU agenda for the future of the ocean is: (1) a compre-
hensive framework of rules and actions at the European level; 
and (2) work regionally and globally with our partners. Three 
priority areas: (1) improving the international ocean governance 
framework; (2) reducing the pressures on the ocean and pro-
moting sustainable “Blue Economy”; (3) strengthening ocean 
research and data. One action that the EU has put forward is to 
promote MSP at the global level and to maximise the potential 
of maritime uses and ocean space.

The EU is currently working with its Member States to: put in 
place maritime plans by 2021; funding MSP cross-border pro-
jects; establishing a EU MSP platform to provide technical sup-
port; forming a MSP expert group to exchange best practices; 
and promoting International MSP.

Finally LEINEMANN mentioned the EU’s hosting of the “Our 
Ocean” conference in Malta in 5-6 October 2017 to obtain addi-
tional commitments to achieve sustainable development of the 
ocean.

Lisa Emelia SVENSSON began by asserting that MSP was 
ocean governance at a national level. We need an integrated 
and holistic approach when we talk about planning. MSP is 
about collaboration, collaboration, and collaboration! We need 
to map ocean resources—we need to know what we have. We 
need to value ocean resources—not only economic, but social 
and cultural values. We need to make sure it is integrated in 
policy and decision making level. She emphasized the impor-
tance of the “regional” (multi-national) scale in MSP—and the 
link to the 18 Regional Seas—a patchwork that needs improved 
collaboration. What is the UN Environment vision for MSP? Ar-
ea-based management as a common and practical tool for sus-
tainable development. Science, both natural and social, should 
be better integrated into policy making. Single-sector and mul-
ti-sector approaches should be combined. We should advance 
cross-border uses of MSP, ICZM, and MPAs. We should ensure 
benefits-sharing among stakeholders. Develop practical trade-

off analysis for planning. And use risk analysis and investment 
scenarios for private sector engagement. But in the context of 
harmonization of legal and regulatory approaches across-bor-
ders, that one size fits all.

Finally, SVENSSON proposed two ideas to realise UN Envi-
ronment vision: (1) a global ocean information facility to sup-
port national and regional SDG implementation; and (2) for-
mation of global capacity-building partnerships on area-based 
management (e.g., MSP).

Jihyun LEE began by asserting that MSP is a tool—the most 
important aspect is how we intend to use the tool. We need 
to understand the full potential of the tool, e.g., for achieving 
the Aichi targets and sustainable development targets. She re-
minded us that the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 
has a very ambitious vision that “by 2050, biodiversity is valued, 
conserved, restored, and widely used”. So what are we trying 
to achieve by using this tool—MSP? Since 2010 MSP has been 
recognised by the CBD as a useful tool to achieve its goals (COP 
13 recognised that “MSP is a participatory tool to facilitate the 
application of the ecosystem approach…and that long-term in-
vestment in the development of human and institutional capaci-
ty for MSP-related activities is essential for success”. MSP should 
be linked closely to existing efforts to implement integrated 
marine and coastal area management, MSP and other effective 
area-based conservation measures. LEE finished by explaining 
how the identification of EBSAs (Ecologically and Biologically 
Sensitive Areas) can be used in the context of MSP.
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QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

xx How can we make sure that the SDGs are enforceable 
and legally meaningful at global and national levels? 

LEE mentioned a recent workshop in Costa Rica where 
Caribbean and South American countries were asked to 
assess where they stood with respect to the SDG goals and 
to identify management actions to progress achievement 
of the targets—what would be the next steps?

SVENSSON emphasized the role of Regional Seas pro-
grams in implementing the SDGs.

xx There are a great number of UN agencies with respon-
sibilities for implementing the SDGs, could streamlin-
ing help? What are the next steps for IOC in bringing 
MSP forward?

BARBIÈRE agreed that many UN agencies are involved in 
implementing the SDGs. He mentioned the “UN Oceans” 
as the main integrative mechanism for bringing UN agen-
cies together. IOC plans to continue with its clearinghouse 
mechanism through its MSP, its “step-by-step approach” 
to MSP, and its new partnership with the EC-DG Mare on 
MSP.

LEINEMANN mentioned about the joint development on 
transboundary guidance by DG Mare and IOC.

xx What has been the role of academic and marine sci-
entists in MSP and what is needed from academia and 
science?

LEE mentioned the central contributions from academia to 
the EBSA process.

BARBIÈRE emphasized the importance of MSP capacity 
building by academia—universities slowly developing cur-
ricula focussed on MSP. Universities have the responsibility 
to advance the concept of MSP.



2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris | 15

SESSION 6

Cross-border Cooperation in MSP
This session consisted of panel presentations summarising results from an 
European Commission-funded study on international cross practice for cross-
border cooperation in MSP.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Steve FLETCHER, Head of Marine Programme, UN Envi-
ronment - World Conservation Monitoring Centre, Cam-
bridge, United Kingdom

ʓʓ Dominique BENZAKEN, Senior Ocean Governance Advi-
sor, Commonwealth Fund for Technical Cooperation, Office 
of the Vice-President, Government of Seychelles

ʓʓ Jennifer MCCANN, Director of US Coastal Programs, URI 
Coastal Resources Centre, Narragansett, Rhode Island, USA

ʓʓ Gonçalo CARNEIRO, Senior Consultant, NIRAS, Stock-
holm, Sweden

ʓʓ Mark BELCHIER, Chair of Scientific Committee, Commis-
sion for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Re-
sources (CCAMLR), Hobart, Tasmania, Australia

ʓʓ Hannah THOMAS, Senior Programme Officer, UN Environ-
ment - World Conservation Monitoring Centre, Cambridge, 
United Kingdom

ʓʓ Stephen OLSEN, Director Emeritus, URI Coastal Resources 
Centre, Narragansett, Rhode Island, USA

ʓʓ Qinhua FANG, Professor, Coastal and Ocean Management 
Institute, Environmental Science Research Centre, Xiamen 
University, Xiamen, China

ʓʓ Laura WHITFORD, Director of Development Policy and 
Partnerships Asia Pacific, The Nature Conservancy, Mel-
bourne, Australia

ʒʒ Facilitator: Damon STANWELL-SMITH, Head of Marine 
Environment, NIRAS UK

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Sara MÉNDEZ ROLDÁN, Environmental Con-
sultant, NIRAS UK

Damon STANWELL-SMITH introduced the session 
noting that different contexts provide different “good 
practice” lessons that may be relevant to or inspire 
different MSP planners of the present and future. 

The intent of the study was to assist EC and European Mem-

ber States in the implementation of the EC MSP directive with a 
focus on cross-border cooperation. Cross-border cooperation 
is defined as collaboration across jurisdictions, i.e., between re-
gional, national or sub-national divisions with competency for 
MSP.
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Steve FLETCHER explained that cross-border cooperation 
in MSP is limited, but very variable, ranging from large well-es-
tablished formal processes to much more informal linkages 
and activities. Cooperative mechanisms included legally-binding 
treaties, political agreements, cooperative organisations and 
the establishment of ‘social infrastructure’, which can inspire co-
operation with third countries. At the sub-national level, cooper-
ation across borders occurs through tailored social infrastruc-
ture (committees, forums, working groups, etc.) that convene in 
regular meetings. Sub-national MSP processes are frequently 
undertaken in isolation with little consideration given to poten-
tial connectors with other MSP processes. ’Effective’ practice in 
one context may not be comparable to effective practice else-
where. The use of a structured analytical framework, applicable 
consistently across multiple MSP processes can help to identify 
effective practices. The majority of cross-border cooperation 
occurs at the sub-national level, is variable in format, and sup-
ported by social infrastructure. One size does not fit all.

Stephen OLSEN provided background of the study that 
undertook context-specific analysis of MSP processes in order 
to identify what, if any, cross-cutting characteristics are shared 
between MSP processes. The analytical framework of the study 
is based on the 2003 “Order of Outcomes” framework, that digs 
through the outcomes of the process at different stages. The 
framework has been used through the gathering of facts and 
assessment of different elements using “graduated indicators”, 
e.g., “at the beginning of the MSP process, to what extent was 
there support for MSP within the relevant government institu-
tions?” or “to what extent have cross-border issues shaped this 
MSP?”. These are important to insert discipline for thinking in a 
standard manner, but the key is on justifications given.

Dominique BENZAKEN suggested that consideration of 
climate change in MSP brings the concept of reliance to the 
table. Contextual governance (legal basis, prior history of de-
cision-making and existing linkages, political culture or geopol-
itics) has a strong influence on MSP processes, including on 
the degree to which cross-border collaboration is achieved. 
MSP can be initiated at different geographical/ decision making 
scales, but it typically engages several levels of decision making. 
A history of joint-decision making accelerates MSP development 
and implementation. MSP provides certainty and encourages 
investment. Resource mobilisation is a significant challenge and 
needs innovation.

Jennifer MCCANN reviewed the State of Rhode Island 
Ocean Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) that was driven 
by offshore wind development, used as a regulatory tool that 
helped bring people to the driver’s seat, and framed under a set 
of principles aimed at building trust. The Rhode Island Ocean 
SAMP responded to the numerous data/assessment require-
ments of existing regulations. The process engaged regulators 
to make sure the final product was actually practical and useful 
for relevant agencies. The Ocean SAMP also facilitated a voice 
for fishermen to provide input into the planning process (Fisher-
ies Advisory Board), that is still used during the implementation 
and revision stages. There was early recognition that both reg-
ulators and scientists had to engage with people to build trust. 
The Ocean SAMP also facilitated some collaboration with the 
adjacent state of Massachusetts to develop offshore wind in a 
shared area (federal waters), developed through a memoran-
dum of understanding and a designated Area of Mutual Inter-
est.

Gonçalo CARNEIRO then shared some reflections across 
these first presentations. The process of stakeholder engage-
ment needs to be tailored to the context, expectation and ca-
pacity of stakeholders, e.g., governance context can determine 
capacity for engagement. The extent to which stakeholders en-
gage depends on how they see they may be affected, but also 
whether they feel they will be able to influence the process. The 
key purpose of engaging stakeholders should be to build a con-
stituency of individuals (“leaders”) committed to taking the MSP 
process forward.

Hannah THOMAS and Mark BELCHIER next reviewed an 
application of the “ecosystem approach” in the context of the 
CCAMLR (Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Ma-
rine Living Resources), an area of 32 million km2. CCAMLR was 
negotiated to conserve marine life in the Southern Ocean, but 
does not exclude harvesting. “Antarctic marine living resourc-
es” means all fin fish, molluscs, crustaceans and all other spe-
cies of living organisms, including birds, but does not include 
seals or whales. In practice, implementation of the ecosystem 
approach comprehensively in a rapidly changing and uncertain 
environment, certainly in any one management process, is dif-
ficult. Focus on making ecosystem-based decisions despite the 
unknowns and strengthening coordination and integration be-
tween the multiple management systems interacting with the 
ecosystem. At CCAMLR while there is an explicit mandate to take 
the precautionary approach to EBM (ecosystem-based manage-
ment) while allowing ‘rational use’ of living resources, the lack of 
uniform understanding of the EBM concept posed challenges. 
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CCAMLR is a conservation body that acts as a Regional Fisheries 
Management Organisation (RFMO). Spatial planning is limited to 
the establishment of marine protected areas, including the Ross 
Sea region.

Hannah THOMAS reflected on these presentations. All case 
studies combine informal and formal platforms for cooperation. 
Formal platforms at transnational level seem useful to commit 
organisations, engage sectors and document the process. Infor-
mal platforms seem useful to commit individuals and build trust, 
particularly if there is a lack of formal structures. They are less 
resourced and tend to be more inclusive. Platforms for “behind-
the-scenes” negotiation are important and useful for learning. 
Enforcement capability is limited by sovereignty rights, and in 
multi-national cross-border context, volunteering means seem 
more useful to improve coordination.

Qinhua FANG summarised experience with implementing 
hierarchical MSP plans and policies focussing on marine func-
tional zoning (MFZ) in Xiamen, China, a harbor city and tourism 
destination—the sea area of Xiamen is 390 km2. MFZ is an en-
forceable process that allows vertical implementation across 
different levels (lower level plans are consistent with higher 
level plans), ensuring consistency between local level plans and 
national goals, while addressing cross-border issues. Strategic 
Environmental Assessment has allowed addressing competing 
demands and assess cumulative impacts. Feasibility is assessed 
based on multi-dimension decision-making.

Laura WHITFORD explained an approach to making mon-
itoring and evaluation effective illustrated through work in the 
Coral Triangle Initiative (CTI). The development of a M&E (mon-
itoring and evaluation) framework to measure CTI-CFF goals 
was used to define roles and accountability, and has been a key 
process in strengthening cross-border cooperation and build 
relationships in the CTI. The CTI-CFF also developed the Coral 
Triangle Atlas, that contributed to a sense of common identify 
and achievement. A well-designed, relevant, and easy to under-
stand M&E system with simple but robust indicators can build a 
common identity, assist adaptive management and ensure con-
sistency. Simple objectives will also gain political support more 
easily. An overly complex system with too many or difficult indi-
cators can help make a program unmeasurable and risks long-
term failure.

Hannah THOMAS reflected on thoughts about monitoring 
and evaluation (M&E) across the four case studies in cross-bor-
der MSP. M&E measures collective progress of MSP. It also en-
ables adaptive management, supports ecosystem approaches, 
ensures consistency across jurisdictions, attracts investment, 
and fosters cooperative work. Some other lessons learned in-
clude: use simple, easily available data; use simple indicators 
since complex indicators slow progress; make M&E relevant to 
managers; and remember that M&E can enhance collaboration.

Stephen OLSEN concluded the presentations of this ses-
sion by identifying good practices in MSP cross-border collab-
oration. The practice of MSP is as much, often more, of a social 
and political process with major economic implications—as it 
is a scientific and technical challenge. The limiting factor is the 
capacity to practice the ecosystem approach—not gaps in nat-

ural science. Mandates and experience in cross-border collab-
oration in existing, largely sectoral institutions is uneven, often 
weak. Central to successful MSP is recognition of strengths and 
weaknesses within the existing governance system.

OLSEN identified six good practices of MSP:

\\ Designs that build trust and common purpose have great 
value, e.g. use of non-politicised coordinating body;

\\ Invest in understanding the existing governance system, 
traditions and local knowledge;

\\ Adopt an issue-driven approach in order to motivate en-
gagement;

\\ Adopt a long-term perspective;

\\ Manage expectations for stakeholder involvement;

\\ Adaptive MSP requires effective long-term monitoring and 
evaluation.



18 | 2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris

QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

xx What is the best example of transboundary MSP until 
now?

OLSEN: There is no “best” example; what can be consid-
ered “successful” in one place may be irrelevant in anoth-
er. There are examples that work (or not) under different 
circumstances.

xx What is the biggest challenge in cross-border coop-
eration?

CARNEIRO/MCCANN: The need for a common purpose 
that moves forward MSP in the same direction. In Rhode 
Island, the limited collaboration with Massachusetts during 
the planning process was mainly caused by competition to 
become the first state to develop offshore wind and create 
new jobs.

THOMAS: In a multinational context, the fact that there is 
no complete control, and that there is a need to cooperate 
with ongoing / parallel governance structures in place.

BELCHIER: Although a challenge, aligning of thinking is 
possible, CCAMLR experience shows that consensus-based 
decision making makes this possible.

xx Can the approach used at CCAMLR be applied in the 
Arctic?

BELCHIER: There are parallels between the Arctic and 
Antarctic and definitely lessons that can be learned from 
CCAMLR, it would be disappointing that the Arctic manage-
ment ended up falling under a RFMO regime. There are 
also big differences, the Arctic has some population in con-
trast with the relatively deserted Southern Ocean. The Ant-
arctic has also been managed through the Antarctic Treaty 
System for over 35 years, while this does not exist in the 
Arctic.

xx To Jennifer McCann, is it necessary to establish spa-
tial planning regulations for fisheries? Can it be inte-
grated into MSP?

MCCANN/CARNEIRO: In the US, as a traditional activi-
ty, regulations and management of fisheries have been in 
place for a long time. The Ocean SAMP had very clear guid-
ance that could not change the way fisheries were being 
managed/regulated, but instead made sure that policies 
were developed to protect existing uses and give them 
a voice during the planning and implementation process 
through the establishment of a dedicated Fisheries Advi-
sory Board.

xx Can “dynamic ocean management” strategies be in-
tegrated in MSP?

FLETCHER: If dynamic ocean management is understood 
as the process of using real-time data updates to keep 
MSP up to date, yes, it should be part of the process.

BELCHIER: In CCAMLR there is a feedback management 
system used to ensure the use of data updates in deci-
sion-making.

xx Last question, advice on cross-border cooperation?

FLETCHER: Understand motivations for cooperation 
through social sciences.

FANG: Learn by doing.

CARNEIRO: MSP as an issue-driven process can assist in 
bringing people to the table more effectively.

WHITFORD: Political will.

BELCHIER: Remain flexible.

THOMAS: Use existing region-based tools, frameworks, 
institutions to facilitate cross-border cooperation.

MCCANN: Set realistic expectations from the beginning.

BENZAKEN: One size does not fit all, collaboration is not a 
done deal, drivers for collaboration need to be there.

OLSEN: Need to identify how to learn together more ef-
fectively, stop reinventing the wheel, plea for more effort 
to collaborative learning.
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SESSION 7

Good Practices for Science-based MSP
This session presented some of the latest developments in the natural and 
social sciences, both to support MSP.

The scientific basis of MSP has been evolving rapidly in recent years hand in 
hand with the progress in the practice of MSP. Recently progress has occurred 
also in application of findings from social sciences and economics into the 
practice of MSP.

The session proved also the importance of strengthening the links between 
MSP and assessments on impacts of climate change and adaptation to climate 
change.

THE PANEL 

ʓʓ Paul GILLILAND, Head of Marine Planning, Marine Man-
agement Organisation (MMO), Newcastle upon Tyne, United 
Kingdom

ʓʓ Jan SCHMIDTBAUER CRONA, Senior Analyst, Marine Spa-
tial Planning and Maritime Affairs, Swedish Agency for Ma-
rine and Water Management, Göteborg, Sweden

ʓʓ Adrian JUDD, Centre for Environment Fisheries and Aqua-
culture Science (CEFAS), Lowestoft, United Kingdom

ʓʓ Paul MARSHALL, Adjunct Associate Professor, University 
of Queensland, and Director, Reef Ecologic, Brisbane, Aus-
tralia

ʓʓ Steven VANDENBORRE, Legal and Policy Advisor at Bel-
gian Marine Spatial Planning Unit, Marine Environment, 
Brussels, Belgium

ʒʒ Facilitator: Ingela ISAKSSON, Swedish Agency for Marine 
and Water Management

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Riku VARJOPURO, Finnish Environmental 
Agency



20 | 2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris

The presentations fell into four themes:

\\ Socio-economic information and stakeholders;

\\ Cumulative assessments and ecosystem approach;

\\ Climate change;

\\ Flexible and learning approaches in knowledge produc-
tion.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC INFORMATION, STAKEHOLDERS, 
AND MSP

Paul GILLILAND and Steven VANDENBORRE both spoke 
about socio-economic information and stakeholders. GILLI-
LAND emphasized that as late as 2010 very little socio-eco-
nomic research related to MSP existed in the published liter-
ature, but it has steadily increased, including work done by the 
MMO in the preparation of its regional plans. In the end, so-
cio-economics is about people. Partnerships with people and 
institutions that have data are essential, as is working across 
disciplines. Ecologists/biologists have to work with social scien-
tists—and collaborate. Multidisciplinary projects are what you 
are in for when undertaking MSP.

VANDENBORRE discussed the process for developing the 
Belgian plan for the North Sea (2014-2020)—the planning cycle 
is six years. Belgium has now produced three successive plans. 
The Belgian plan relies heavily on spatial analysis, a long-term 
(20-30 years) vision of spatial use, clear economic, social and 
ecological objectives, including indicators, and an identification 
of management actions to implement the plan. He emphasized 
that stakeholder engagement is continuous throughout the 

MSP process (planning to implementation) through informal 
questionnaires and informal contacts, and through formal con-
sultations. Stakeholders in Belgium have already evaluated the 
process and content of the latest plan. He emphasized building 
trust and noted that “trust arrives on foot and leaves on horse-
back!” Stakeholders are also important on upgrading the data 
base for planning by cross-checking. Seduce stakeholders to 
share. Don’t cross the threshold of “no return” if data are not 
mature. However, a sub-optimal MSP is better than one that 
arrives too late. Work toward co-ownership of the plan.

Presentations and questions from the audience addressed 
the roles of stakeholders in MSP and the related topic of the 
utilisation of socio-economic evidence in MSP. It is noteworthy 
that actually all of the scientific methods and tools that were 
presented emphasized the importance of socio-economic evi-
dence and stakeholder engagement.

Socio-economic matters are important, so think about them 
throughout the MSP process. Collection of this kind of evidence 
requires new types of partnerships as the sources of informa-
tion are different from the collection of environmental evidence. 
Starting with “quick wins” – evidence that is readily available – is 
a good strategy to show value of socio-economic evidence to all 
parties that are involved in the process.

Stakeholders have important roles as knowledge providers 
for MSP. They can bring into the processes not only the essen-
tial socio-economic evidence as their inputs can also improve 
the contents of the plans and knowledge base of MSP. Even 
commercially-sensitive data can be obtained, if the planners 
can show that there is a value for the data holders to provide it.

Participatory evaluation of both the process of planning and 
the content of the plan is useful for the success of the process 
and for the quality of the plan. Getting stakeholders on board 
in all stages of planning creates trust and co-ownership that are 
keys to legitimacy and, ultimately, to success of MSP. Collabora-
tion takes time, but it´s worth it!

Politicians and policy makers are important actors as their 
support to the MSP process is a critical success factor. These 
actors need to be engaged in the processes frequently to gain 
their trust and to ensure that they are informed about the pro-
cess and its objectives. It is also important to allow them to give 
their own comments and input to the processes.

CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENTS AND THE ECOSYSTEM 
APPROACH IN MSP

Adrian JUDD summarised the importance of the assess-
ment of cumulative effects in the MSP process—and the impor-
tance of MSP as a vehicle to manage cumulative effects. When 
we start talking about cumulative effects, it’s important to be 
clear about what we are actually trying to do. What’s the pur-
pose of the plan? What are the objectives of the plan? What 
is the information available? Cumulative impacts assessment is 
not always about producing maps.

The importance of applying an ecosystem approach in MSP 
was raised several times during the conference. Practical tools 
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to apply the ecosystem approach have been developed. The 
scientific basis of the ecosystem approach requires assessment 
methods that can address impacts of human activities on sev-
eral components of the ecosystems – as well as on ecological 
processes. Cumulative impact assessments are developed for 
that purpose.

\\ The ecosystem approach is a change in the way how we 
understand ecosystems and impacts of human activities. 
It changes focus from parts of the ecosystems to relation-
ships between the parts and to processes. Furthermore, 
the ecosystem approach understands humans as compo-
nents of the ecosystems. It is important that tools to imple-
ment ecosystem approach foster this change of thinking.

\\ Cumulative impact assessment can address several possi-
ble combinations of effects of human pressures on several 
ecosystem components. This can, however, lead to very 
complex approaches, the results of which are difficult to 
communicate. Therefore, there is a need to apply filters 
to ensure that the assessment targets the relevant ques-
tions.

\\ Cumulative assessment can significantly support maritime 
planning and implementation of the ecosystem approach, 
but it must be understood only as a means to an end. The 
ultimate goal of applying cumulative assessments is to help 
MSP to manage cumulative impacts on the ecosystems.

\\ Ecosystem approach and cumulative assessments are es-
sentially multidisciplinary efforts. They should be based on 
an understanding of the social, economic and environmen-
tal drivers and consequences of the policies described in 
a Marine Spatial Plan. For this purpose they need to bring 
together the political, engineering, economic, social and 
environmental sciences – and should utilise stakeholder 
engagement to ensure quality of the assessments and 
“buy in” of the results.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND MSP

Paul MARSHALL described the potential impact of climate 
change on MSP. MSP is about the future. It’s about thinking 
about the future. Climate change is a major driver of existing 
and future conditions and trends for marine systems—a game 
changer—and must be a central consideration for marine spa-
tial planning efforts. An analytical framework for strengthening 
the linkage was presented. MSP is future-oriented and it should 
take into account different drivers and changes of conditions, 
but climate change is often neglected as a factor. Climate 
change brings very specific aspects to thinking in future-orient-
ed ways as due to the climate change conditions for spatial plan-
ning change as well. But there are things we can do—including 
actions through MSP, such as building resilience.

\\ As the climate change is proceeding the vulnerabilities of 
the environment and human communities are increasing. 
A research approach based on a vulnerability framework 
brings social and ecological linkages to the fore in a study 
of impacts of the climate change.

\\ Mapping of social and ecological vulnerabilities produces 
applicable results for MSP. This analysis should also pres-
ent differences – including spatial differences – in vulnera-
bilities as the effects of climate change do not affect evenly 
all locations and all groups of people.

\\ Adaptiveness and responsiveness are important aspects 
in vulnerability analysis. Analysis should identify what com-
munities can do to adapt to the climate change and how 
to increase resilience against manifestation of the climate 
change.

\\ People can easily become disempowered when the antici-
pated consequences of the climate change are explained. 
Vulnerability analysis and mapping that help to reduce 
local pressures help also show that there are means avail-
able to improve adaptive capacity.

In summary, climate change is here to stay. Unprecedented 
changes in the time period that MSP has been evolving. The sys-
tems we are dealing with are not just lines on maps, they are 
the foundations of human well-being. As planners we have a re-
sponsibility to get MSP right. Vulnerability and resilience provide 
concepts and frameworks to do that. If we don’t get this right, 
then the relevance of MSP might be in question.

FLEXIBLE AND LEARNING APPROACHES IN MSP

Jan SCHMIDTBAUER CRONA emphasized the importance 
of fostering adaptive and flexible approaches in MSP – as well as 
in production and use of scientific evidence in MSP and illustrat-
ed these approaches through the work of HELCOM and VASAB. 
Spatial planning must be started even if all of the expected evi-
dence is not available or scientifically validated. MSP processes 
have to be smart and adaptive: Better a MSP in a suboptimal 
state, than one that arrives too late.

\\ Complete, sound and robust evidence is not usually avail-
able, nor is it even always necessary. New data can be re-
ceived when it becomes available to inform and improve 
implementation or review of the plans. In many cases the 
legal provisions or policies of MSP do not even require that 
all evidence need to be scientifically validated.

\\ A key to adaptive and successful MSP is to accept early on 
that some things may go wrong as long as the planning 
system can correct them. Aiming for the perfect can be the 
enemy of good maritime spatial planning, if the planning 
process is choked by attempts to collect perfect evidence 
before the process can be started.

\\ Necessity of taking adaptive and flexible approaches 
was highlighted also in the sense that different contexts 
require different approaches to MSP. The conditions for 
planning and the issues relevant in planning are different. 
Furthermore, countries have very different possibilities of 
conducting MSP and presently MSP is mainly happening 
in highly developed countries. Alternative approaches are 
needed for MSP to fit into different contexts.
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QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

xx One question asked by the audience divided the pan-
elists in their responses. This was a question that 
asked about the differences between the “ecosystem 
approach” to MSP and an approach that is based on 
the concept of a “social-ecological system”.

GILLILAND warned against too easy adoption of new ac-
ademic concepts, which would risk confusing more than 
improving the practices of MSP. The ecosystem approach 
that was made widely known in the CBD process is pres-
ently endorsed in many important high-level processes 
and policies.

MARSHALL reminded the social-ecological system ap-
proach can be useful in some contexts especially if the 
research aims to understand dynamics of the contexts in 
which marine and maritime activities take place. It’s im-
portant to look at the outcomes of these approaches. In 
that consideration the differences between the ecosystem 
approach and the social-ecological systems thinking may 
prove to be merely semantic.

xx Another important question asked was whether one 
should start MSP processes from the Regional Seas 
level or from the national level.

Here the responses of the panelists emphasized the im-
portance of understanding the contexts and scales in 
more qualified ways. EEZs of countries around the world 
are of very different sizes, making some sub-national sea 
areas as big as some Regional Seas. Here again the flexible 
approach was suggested. It was also reminded that it is im-
portant to be aware of the specified mandates of planning 
authorities in context of Regional Seas MSP collaboration. 
Those can be limiting factors in a Regional Seas approach.
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Communication Workshop
The workshop showcased good practices on how to communicate MSP.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Jochen LAMP, Head of Baltic Sea Office, WWF-Germany, 
Hamburg, Germany

ʓʓ Marian STUIVER, Senior Researcher, Wageningen Univer-
sity & Research, Wageningen, The Netherlands

ʓʓ Lodewijk ABSPOEL, Advisor, Integrated Maritime Policy, 
Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment, The Hague, 
The Netherlands

ʓʓ Thierry OHAYON, Contract Manager, Service of Sanitation 
Marseille Métropole, Marseille, France

ʒʒ Facilitator: Christopher MALAPITAN, Visuality, Belgium
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SESSION 8

MSP Toward Sustainable Blue Growth
This session discussed the untapped potential of sustainable “Blue Growth” 
for creating jobs, growth, and investments.

Speakers discussed how in practice MSP processes could lead to certainty and 
sustainability of our ocean economies.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Xin TENG, Associate Professor, Sea Area and Islands Office, 
National Ocean Technology Center, State Oceanic Adminis-
tration (SOA) and National Marine Functional Zoning Expert 
Committee Office, Tianjin, China

ʓʓ Jessica HJERPE OLAUSSON, Maritime Expert, Region 
Västra Götaland, Kungsbacka, Sweden

ʓʓ Marc-Philip BUCKHOUT, Vice-Chair, Aquaculture Adviso-
ry Council, Seas at Risk, Brussels, Belgium

ʓʓ Marian STUIVER, Senior Researcher, Wageningen Univer-
sity & Research, Wageningen, The Netherlands

ʒʒ Facilitator: Bernhard FRIESS, DG Mare, Brussels, Belgium

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Marie COLOMBIER, DG Mare, Brussels, Bel-
gium

Bernhard FRIESS introduced the panel by emphasis-
ing the importance of sustainable Blue Growth and 
the “Blue Economy (five million jobs in the European 
Blue Economy). It’s a concept that has a lot of potential 

for innovation. But Blue Growth should be discussed in a very 
specific way—our problems cannot be solved simply by eco-
nomic development—we have to be smarter than that. When 
we only focus on growth, we can do a lot of damage to the ma-
rine environment. Whenever we develop economic activities in 
the sea, we need to know about environmental impacts—and 
to minimise those impacts. If we extract resources from the sea, 
we should do it in a way that is renewable. MSP is very impor-

tant in that context by avoiding conflicts, including conflicts with 
nature.

Xin TENG began the panel by citing four major points: (1) 
What is the Blue Economy in China? (2) What is the current sit-
uation of the Blue Economy in China? In March 2012 the State 
Council of China approved the National Marine Functional Zon-
ing program (2011-2020) and approved all 11 provincial MFZ 
plans. The Blue Economy is about 10% of China’s GDP. Coast-
al tourism is growing at an annual rate of 12%. (3) How does 
MFZ promote the Blue Economy? Six MFZ objectives promote 
the Blue Economy, including aquaculture and marine protected 



2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris | 25

areas (11% of territorial waters by 2020). Provincial waters have 
been divided into over 1900 functional zones that supply the 
space for development of the Blue Economy, and (4) How will 
the Blue Economy develop over the next five years? The plan is 
to increase the Blue Economy in a stable manner, including the 
tourism sector. To develop cross-border MSP capacity, in 2016 
China established a Working Group on Cambodia-China Marine 
Spatial Planning with the Ministry of Environment of Cambodia 
and the Royal University of Phnom Penh to apply China’s MFZ 
approach to the development of Cambodia’s marine spatial 
plan.

Jessica Hjerpe OLAUSSON discussed the combination of 
MSP and regional development in the Västra Götaland region 
(southwest coast of Sweden). The region has 49 municipalities 
(municipalities are responsible for coastal lands and out to 12 
nautical miles at sea. Blue growth is included in the VGR region. 
What is done on land affects the sea. Cooperation among users 
of the sea and coast is critical. A “Maritime Cluster” has been 
created with working groups on maritime operations, marine bi-
otechnology, seafood, tourism, ocean management, and marine 
energy. The groups create awareness and discuss solutions to 
problems at the municipal level. In response to a question from 
the audience about the involvement of municipalities in MSP, 
Olausson explained that the issue was often better communi-
cations with local authorities about the potential of the sea, not 
only the problems related to development and how some of 
these problems can be resolved at the municipal level. Local au-
thorities have to deal with hundreds of issues and traditionally 
have not focused on development of ocean areas.

Marc-Philip BUCKHOUT talked about how MSP can sup-
port sustainable aquaculture. The Aquaculture Advisory Council 
(AAC) includes MSP in its work programme. It provides advice on 
aquaculture and related matters to European institutions. MSP 
provides the tool to reach “good environmental status” of the 
Marine Strategy Framework Directive. MSP can identify where 
aquaculture can take place with minimum environmental im-
pacts. Environmental carrying capacity should be defined prior 
to development, including aquaculture development. Aquacul-
ture should take place in existing marine protected areas only 

if can be shown to have minimal or no environmental effects. 
Important steps have been taken by the industry to make it 
more sustainable. In response to a question from the audience, 
FRIESS explained that the EU is encouraging its Member States 
to develop national plans for aquaculture so that requirements 
for ocean space and environmental impacts can be better eval-
uated and dealt with in marine spatial plans.

Marian STUIVER talked about multi-use platforms at sea 
and Blue Growth. Project MERMAID (2012-2016) explored the 
possibilities of co-locating multi-uses on one platform, e.g., mus-
sels, seaweed, and wind energy generation in the North Sea, fish 
farms and wind in the Baltic Sea, and wave and wind energy in 
the Atlantic. Assessment was from a technical and environmen-
tal point of view with a focus on knowledge and participatory as-
pects. Almost no existing business cases of multi-use platforms. 
She next discussed Project MARIBE (Marine Investments for the 
Blue Economy)—a 2015-2016 project to help partners develop 
the best business structure for the Blue Economy. MSP is hardly 
mentioned; when business focuses on the economy, the plan-
ning and the ecosystem are forgotten. In conclusion, STUIVER 
described the SOMOS project (Safe Production of Marine Plants 
and Use of Ocean Space).

QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

STUIVER responded to a question about who bears the 
risks and costs of multi-use marine investments—espe-
cially to society. Who should pay for the costs of safety—to 
both society and the environment.

A question also was raised about very real proposal for a 
multi-use platform in the Dogger Bank (North Sea) particu-
larly the implications on other uses such as NATURA 2000 
sites and fishing.

xx How should we manage the Blue Economy?

Panelists generally agreed that MSP is a very good tool 
to manage the Blue Economy and to balance trade-offs 
among the various uses and the environment.

FRIESS summarised the discussion emphasized that 
the coastal economy and sea-based economy should be 
separated—coastal economies are much larger than sea-
based economy (the Blue Economy). How do we manage 
the Blue Economy? We should be humble about econom-
ic growth in the ocean—if you grow economic activities in 
the oceans you can’t measure progress through growth in 
GDP (economic growth is a dogma that is coming to its lim-
its). It’s not just the economic activities that have value; its 
the ocean itself that has value. We need to do only things 
that keep the whole marine system afloat.
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SESSION 9

Institutional Capacity Development 
for MSP
This session discussed the institutional capacity needs at the regional and 
national level, including financial aspects, to promote adaptive management 
within MSP.

THE PANEL 

ʓʓ Joseph ONWONA ANSONG, Research Assistant, Centre 
for Marine and Renewable Energy Ireland, University Col-
lege Cork, Ireland

ʓʓ Norma Patricia MUÑOZ-SEVILLA, Professor, National 
Polytechnic Institute, Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies 
on Environment and Development (CIIEMAD), Mexico City, 
Mexico

ʓʓ Badal REZAH, Director General, Continental Shelf, Mari-
time Zone Administration and Exploration, Port Louis, Mau-
ritius

ʓʓ NGUYEN Chu Hoi, Professor, Department of Environmen-
tal Management, University of Sciences, Vietnam National 
University (VNU), Hanoi, Vietnam

ʒʒ Facilitator: Angela SCHULTZ-ZEHDEN, S.Pro, Germany

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Claudia DELGADO, IOC-UNESCO/IODE, Os-
tend, Belgium

Angela SCHULTZ-ZEHDEN introduced the purpose 
of the panel—to come up with recommendations 
that can guide policy makers in how to promote ca-
pacity building for MSP over the next decade. Her 

experience with MSP began in 2001 with the development of a 
Länder-level plan approved in 2005 for Mecklenburg-Vorpom-
mern covering coast and territorial sea. The Baltic Sea, a place 
where capacity was developed through various projects funded 
by the EC since 2001, e.g., BaltCoast, PlanCoast, PlanBothnia, 
PartiSEApate, and BaltSpace. European countries that are now 

implementing MSP through the EC Directive on MSP have taken 
on board the capacities developed through these projects. A 
European MSP Platform (www.msp-platform.eu) has been 
developed over the past several years to provide information on 
European experiences to countries beginning MSP processes.

Joseph ONWONA ANSONG, a former student of the Eras-
mus Mundus masters course on MSP, kicked off his presenta-
tion by emphasising the importance the EU Directive on MSP in 
creating competent authorities and the transposition of the Di-

http://www.msp-platform.eu
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rective into national legislation and guidelines. The Directive has 
stimulated many MSP educational activities, and created knowl-
edge, research, networks, and partnerships throughout Europe. 
The EU MSP Platform is a good example. There are over 37 
MSP-related courses evenly distributed across Europe—most 
at the Masters level. He described his very positive MSP educa-
tion through the Erasmus Mundus course, a two-year advanced 
professional masters program, in three European universities: 
Università Iuav di Venezia, the University of Seville, and the 
University of Azores. 61% of its graduates are in MSP-related 
jobs. He concluded with four ideas about MSP capacity building: 
(1) training diversification, e.g., short courses, webinars, work-
shops that would be more flexible and adaptable to different 
demands of professionals; (2) development of training and 
educational modules that reflect the trans-disciplinary nature 
of MSP; (3) cross-border capacity building for MSP should go 
beyond actors and authorities to involve administrative sectors 
and departments, both national and transnational; and (4) the 
statutory and governance elements of MSP should be a core 
module of MSP courses.

Norma Patricia MUÑOZ-SEVILLA shared experiences 
with capacity development for MSP in Mexico. She began by 
characterising the marine and coastal areas of Mexico—one of 
the most biologically diverse in the world. It has a very diverse 
set of stakeholders as well—including indigenous people. The 
Gulf of Mexico is dominated by oil and gas production and fish-
eries; the Gulf of California by tourism and fisheries. Like many 
countries, Mexico has many institutions involved with manag-
ing coastal and marine areas. Any project in the coastal zone or 
marine areas has to deal with a minimum of two federal, state, 
and municipal agencies, or even more. At least 38 national laws 
apply to marine areas. MSP in Mexico grew from the bottom up. 
A national policy for seas and coasts was completed in 2010, 
including principles for an integrated vision, coordination, adap-
tive, transparency and participation, best scientific information, 
ecosystem approach, and the precautionary principle. 80% of 
the country now has MSP plans. The university system works 
well with government on coastal and marine issues in Mexico, 
but we need more people working in the marine sciences. Re-
newable marine energy is a particular challenge for capacity de-
velopment in Mexico.

Badal REZAH summarised MSP activities in Mauritius. The 
ratio of land to water is 1:1,000. Since 2000 the ocean economy 
has been identified as an area for growth. Mauritius is using the 
IOC ten-step approach to MSP with outputs including a com-
prehensive marine spatial management plan, a vision for the fu-
ture, and a zoning map and a permit system. In 2013 Mauritius 
embarked on the development of an ocean economy roadm-
ap. He used two case studies of port development and aqua-
culture zones as examples of MSP activity. In December 2016 
a Cabinet Decision was taken to develop a Marine Spatial Plan 
for the EEZ of Mauritius. Its purpose will be to identify the use 
of marine space for different uses consistent with national pol-
icies and legislation while preserving, protecting, and restoring 
the marine environment, including resilience to climate change 
impacts—all in line with the implementation of the UN SDGs 
of Agenda 2030. He closed with a brief overview of a new data 
management project—a centralised information system for ma-
rine spatial planning— to support MSP in Mauritius. The ocean 

economy is clearly on the government agenda and MSP is im-
portant to grow the ocean economy.

NGUYEN Chu Hoi shared some lessons learned from MSM 
in Vietnam and recommendations for capacity development. 
Vietnam is a maritime country. Its coastal and marine econo-
my contributes about 22-30 of national GDP. It has marine ac-
tivities, e.g., marine transport, oil and gas, mineral extraction, 
tourism, fishing, aquaculture and renewable energy—and all of 
these uses need space, resulting in increased use conflicts in 
the context of multi-use of the sea. Capacity building for MSP 
has been taking place since about 2009 when the IOC-UNESCO 
initiative on MSP conducted a pilot study in Halong Bay to test its 
draft guidelines. The IOC-UNESCO guidelines on MSP have been 
translated into Vietnamese. COBSEA/UNEP-Sida carried out a 
capacity building project to apply MSP in the East Asian Seas; 
and NOAA, the World Bank, and Sida have supported MSP in Vi-
etnam from 2015-2017. Vietnam has passed national legislation 
for sea use planning (2012), for marine environmental resources 
(2015), and drafted a national law for MSP, hopefully passed by 
National Assembly in 2017. Ten pilot MSP project supported by 
the World Bank are currently working on a national MSP plan 
focussed on the territorial sea. Some of the lessons learned in-
clude: (1) human resource development through short training 
courses and in universities have been effective; (2) MSP plan-
ners should be skilled in the MSP process; (3) capacity building 
in mapping, zoning, and the development of MSP plans is nec-
essary; (4) and strengthened institutional capacity to develop 
legal authority for MSP is needed. Vietnam supports the EC-DG 
Mare/IOC-UNESCO initiative to develop international guidelines 
for MSP.

http://www.us.es
http://www.uac.pt
http://www.uac.pt


28 | 2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris

QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

xx What is a “Marine Spatial Planner” and what are his 
or her three major competences?

ANSONG: Interesting question. A MSP planner should 
know all aspects of the job from an ecological, economic, 
and social perspective. A MSP planner should be a facilita-
tor and a visionary.

REZAH: A “MSP planner” is not a single person, but needs 
to be collegial—a team.

MUÑOZ-SEVILLA: The planner should have vision, should 
know the area, the marine science, and the legal frame-
work.

NGUYEN: Focused on long-term, space conflicts, integra-
tion.

xx Is emphasis too much on natural sciences?

ANSONG: It’s important to have the social sciences built 
into capacity development. It is in the Erasmus Mundus 
MSP training.

MUÑOZ-SEVILLA: Humans are part of the problem and 
the solutions.

xx What should MSP institutions look like?

MUÑOZ-SEVILLA: Interdisciplinary.

REZAH: Access to information and data sharing.

xx In Vietnam, what capacity to you need to put togeth-
er a national plan?

NGUYEN: In Vietnam we are working in 10 coastal prov-
inces. We have a MSP team that presents courses to pro-
vincial planners from three provinces at a time.

xx What is the role of experts in MSP?

REZAH: In Mauritius and the Seychelles we have used ex-
perts extensively, even diplomats for help with a legal and 
financial framework.

xx How is training funded? In Europe, for example, we 
have an effective MSP training program, Erasmus 
Mundus, but we don’t train European students, only 
international students. We will wind up in the future 
with trained planners in other countries, but none in 
Europe? What is experience with funding for educa-
tion and training in other countries?

MUÑOZ-SEVILLA: In Mexico we have the National Council 
for Science and Technology that provides grants for stu-
dents in Masters or PhD programmes, including for study 
abroad. Normally the private sector does not give educa-
tional grants.

A final round of the speakers:

xx What kind of advice would you give to IOC-UNESCO or 
the EC-DG Mare in terms of next steps for MSP capac-
ity development?

ANSONG: More training events, summer schools, work-
shops, seminars for professional around the world to kick-
start MSP.

REZAH: The only constant in a dynamic ocean is change. 
MSP is an adaptive process that can deal with change. We 
have to keep that in mind.

NGUYEN: MSP is a public responsibility, not a private one.
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SESSION 10

Ocean Planning in Areas Beyond 
National Jurisdiction
The session discussed the potential use of MSP to manage the 60% of the 
surface area of the world ocean that is beyond national jurisdiction—and 
about which significantly less is known compared to national waters.

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Kristina Maria GJERDE, Senior High Seas Advisor, IUCN 
Global Marine and Polar Programme, Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, USA

ʓʓ Dixon WARUINGE, Head of Nairobi Convention Secretari-
at, UN Environment, Nairobi, Kenya

ʓʓ Darius CAMPBELL, Executive Secretary, OSPAR Commis-
sion, London, United Kingdom

ʓʓ Julian REYNA-MORENO, Secretary General of the Perma-
nent Commission of the Southeast Pacific (CPPS), Guayaquil, 
Ecuador

ʒʒ Facilitator: David JOHNSON, Seascape Consultants, Rom-
sey, UK

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Alessandra LAMOTTE, DG Mare, Brussels, 
Belgium

David JOHNSON introduced the panel by reviewing 
some issues to be discussed including the different 
boundaries between the “High Seas” (the water col-
umn) and the “Area” (the seafloor). The High Seas 

extend over the extended continental shelves of some coun-
tries and could present an interesting challenge to MSP in those 
places. Significantly less is known about ABNJ in terms of both 
science and the human activities taking place there. He men-
tioned restoration of deep sea environments as a concept that 
we need to be thinking about in terms of MSP. Is MSP relevant 
at all to ABNJ either now or in the future? What are the main 
stressors and who are the stakeholders—different from MSP in 
national waters. How to fund MSP in ABNJ?

Kristina GJERDE reminded the conference that the drafters 
of the Law of the Sea Convention looked at the ocean area be-
yond national jurisdiction as a calm, lifeless, flat, empty horizon 
with no life in it. The challenge is that we lack a legally-binding 
framework, a lack of clear mandates and shared principles, and 
an absence of common goals, objectives, criteria, guidelines for 
ecosystem-based management, for the management of marine 
biodiversity—let alone for MSP.

How can we come together to better plan our ocean and—
at the same time—plan for marine conservation? We do have 
a set of area-based management tools that have been applied 
to ABNJ: vulnerable marine ecosystems and fishery closures by 
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Regional Fishery Management Organisations (RFMOs); Particu-
larly Sensitive Sea Areas and Special Areas of the International 
Maritime Organisation; and Areas of Particular Environmental 
Interest and Preservation Reference Zones of the International 
Seabed Authority. They are often applied too little and too late. 
We hardly have tools to establish marine protected areas, let 
alone MSP.

So how do we scale up to MSP? We have a process, a UN 
ad-hoc open-ended information working group to study issues 
related to the conservation and sustainable use of marine bi-
ological diversity in ABNJ, including area-based management 
tools, MPAs, strategic environmental assessments—what would 
they look like at a global level? A role for a new UN implement-
ing Agreement should have a common purpose, common oper-
ating principles, conservation tools, compliance requirements, 
and building a scientific bases for action as an obligation for MSP 
across borders.

Dixon WARUINGE described the boundary of the Nairobi 
Convention, a legal framework and platform for regional co-
operation that covers the Western Indian Ocean (WIO)—an 
important marine region for its human and ecological charac-
teristics. But change is coming, the most important is oil and 
gas—a disruptive economic activity—one that will be disruptive 
to the region. Most of the governance arrangements we have 
discussed, ICZM, MPAs, the ecosystem approach, are limited to 
the first 12-nautical miles—the territorial sea. Very few countries 
within the Nairobi Convention have MPAs, for example, beyond 
their territorial seas, so we need to do more thinking about the 
continuum between the territorial seas and the high seas. Since 
our countries contain five of the poorest in the world, the Blue 
Economy is attractive as a way to address the SDG goals related 
to health, education and poverty. The problem is governance. 
What is the “ecosystem approach”? The existing regional gov-
ernance structures do not talk to each other. What framework 

do we have to manage the activities that may be coming—deep 
seabed mining, luxury tourism, oil and gas? All of this is a rea-
son to discuss MSP. But only the Seychelles and South Africa 
have initiatives to implement MSP. So we need to implement 
MSP through existing regional projects: Northern Mozambique 
Channel (Comoros, Madagascar, France, Tanzania, and Mozam-
bique); Western Indian Ocean Strategic Action Programme (9 
WIO countries); and a focus on ocean governance in ABNJ (FAO, 
UNEP, and Nairobi Convention). The Nairobi Convention plans 
to enhance the capacity of WIO governments through the de-
velopment and implementation of MSP (five countries with MSP 
plans within five years), support the development of ocean poli-
cies to better explain EBM, ICZM, and MSP. Other actions focus 
on share resources in transboundary areas and the connectivity 
among EBSAs for sustainable blue growth.

Darius CAMPBELL spoke about OSPAR’s (Convention for 
the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-east 
Atlantic) cooperation with other institutions within the area of 
ABNJ. OSPAR has EEZs and ABNJ within its boundaries. One of 
its basic principles is the “ecosystem approach” (EA). To imple-
ment the EA we need a multi-sectoral approach—and coop-
eration and collaboration among those sectors. Many species 
and habitats to protect—and OSPAR does this by establishing 
a network of MPAs including in ABNJ. Areas in ABNJ are simpler 
than areas within the EEZ or coastal zone of countries—but no 
single authority is responsible for managing economic activi-
ties similar to what you might have in EEZ or coastal areas. It’s 
a different situation. OSPAR has established MPAs within ABNJ 
in close cooperation with the North-east Atlantic Fisheries Com-
mission and its designation of “vulnerable marine ecosystems”, 
and that cooperation if critical in achieving OSPAR’s objectives. 
One mechanism for cooperation is the “collective arrangement”, 
a non-legally binding text among international organisations to 
cooperate and coordinate specific management actions in areas 
in ABNJ. It’s important not to undermine each other’s work. An-
other challenge is for regional organisations such as OSPAR to 
gain the cooperation of global organisations such as the ISA or 
IMO. Finally, Campbell discussed the “ladder of coordination” 
including (1) information and knowledge sharing; (2) common 
discussions and deliberations, coordinating world views; (3) ad-
justment of behaviour within own sector; and (4) joint measures 
(management actions) across sectors and levels of government.

Julian REYNA-MORENO provided his thoughts on MSP in 
ABNJ from the perspective of the Permanent Commission of the 
Southeast Pacific (the CPPS region) comprised of Colombia, Ec-
uador, Peru, Chile, and Panama founded by the Declaration of 
Maritime Zone (the Santiago Declaration, 1952) to defend the 
rights of coastal states over the adjacent sea and its resources 
in an extension of 200 nautical miles. The CPPS operates under 
the principle of the “ecosystem approach. The CPPS is an inter-
governmental organisation, a regional maritime system, and a 
political and operative alliance to consolidate the presence of 
the countries of the region of the Eastern Pacific and the effec-
tive and coordinated projection to the adjoining zones and to 
link the region to the Pacific Basin. CPPS has identified Vulner-
able Marine Ecosystems and Ecologically and Biologically Signif-
icant Marine Areas in the CPPS region. The SPINCAM project is 
an important conservation project on governance and ecosys-
tem-based management of the coastal zone.
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QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

xx How to persuade countries to finance?

CAMPBELL: MSP is happening now, existing organisations 
are doing a lot of work in this sense and new organisations 
might be needed at regional scale, in the context of the Re-
gional Seas, in order to support MSP and other area-based 
processes.

xx Is immigration an issue for ABNJ and MSP?

WARUINGE responded that this is a difficult question 
since we’re supposed to be talking about ABNJ, not terres-
trial space issues. The answer is “yes” and “no”.

xx How to engage more people in the Common Heritage?

GJERDE emphasized that a MSP process seems appropri-
ate to engage a full range of stakeholders and the public 
through global and regional organisations. She empha-
sized the importance of engaging the public throughout 
the process—too often, e.g., the ISA or IMO, it’s only those 
with economic interests that have access to the process. A 
lot of people are left out of the arena.

xx More emphasis on MSP in the PrepCom?

GJERDE replied “yes” this is a good idea. A lot of question-
ing about the strategic role of strategic environmental as-
sessments, environmental impact assessments, and then 
developing an environment management plan as a logical 
consequence. Lots of confusion on strategic environmen-
tal assessments.

xx How to get ocean users to comply?

REYNA-MORENO: often not all stakeholders are not 
around the table. When all stakeholders, e.g., NGOs, are at 
the table compliance is more likely.

xx Who should lead the charge?

CAMPBELL: It’s happening already. It’s about trade-offs. I 
don’t see a leader; we’ll have to negotiate it.

WARUINGE: Countries should lead the charge and be 
aware of dealing with it.

GJERDE: It should be a mix of global and regional involve-
ment. ABNJs are an area of common concern. You need 
global principles, policies, concern to apply at the regional 
level and a mechanism to ensure participation by the glob-
al public. There is a great discrepancy in the development 
of regional institutions; they need to be strengthened to 
take over MSP and to address new scientific findings about 
the ocean.

REYNA-MORENO agreed with CAMPBELL that MSP is 
happening now. The leader in ABNJ should be guided by 
regional organisations.
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SESSION 11

Priorities for the Next Decade and 
Concluding Remarks
This final session summarised the previous panel sessions of the conference 
and reviewed what should be the priorities for MSP.

CONFERENCE RAPPORTEURS

ʒʒ Anja KREINER, Senior Fisheries Biologist, Ministry of Fish-
eries and Marine Resources, Swakopmund, Namibia

ʒʒ Jacek ZAUCHA, Professor of Economics, University of 
Gdansk, Poland

ʒʒ Alejandro IGLESIAS CAMPOS, Programme Specialist, 
Marine Policy and Regional Coordination Section, Intergov-
ernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO, Paris, 
France

ʒʒ Damon STANWELL-SMITH, Head of Marine Environment, 
NIRAS, Cambridge, UK

ʒʒ Ingela ISAKSSON, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management, Göteborg, Sweden

ʒʒ Marie COLOMBIER, Policy Officer, Directorate General for 
Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, European Commission, Brus-
sels, Belgium

ʒʒ Angela SCHULTZ-ZEHDEN, Managing Director, S-Pro, 
Berlin, Germany

ʒʒ David JOHNSON, Director, Seascape Consultants, Rom-
sey, United Kingdom

THE PANEL

ʓʓ Vincent BOUVIER, Secretary General for the Sea (SGMer), 
Paris, France

ʓʓ Lisa Emelia SVENSSON, Director for Ocean and Marine 
Programmes, UN Environment (DROP PROGRAMME), Nai-
robi, Kenya

ʓʓ Bernhard FRIESS, Director, Directorate General for Mari-
time Affairs and Fisheries, European Commission, Brussels, 
Belgium

ʓʓ Hashali HAMUKUAYA, Executive Secretary of the Ben-
guela Current Convention (South Africa, Namibia, and Ango-
la), Swakopmund, Namibia

ʓʓ Ida REUTERSWÄRD, Policy Officer, Ministry of the Environ-
ment and Energy, Stockholm, Sweden

ʒʒ Facilitator: Julian BARBIÈRE, IOC-UNESCO, Paris, France

ʒʒ Rapporteur: Marie COLOMBIER, DG Mare, Brussels, Bel-
gium
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Julian BARBIÈRE opened this final session by stating that 
we would review the main messages of the conference 
underlining the key challenges for planner and identifying 
key challenges for MSP. We are no longer just talking to 

marine planners, but to many experts from different disciplines 
such as marine scientists, politicians, biologists, etc. We had over 
400 participants in this conference with an important variety of 
backgrounds. Where do we want to be in 2030? What was the 
experience of the conference with the “MSP Challenge” game? 
About 60 people from 26 countries participated in the game. 
Collectively they had more than 300 years of experience with 
MSP. But one conclusion of the game that is very relevant to 
this conference was that there was limited transnational coop-
eration established during the game. He then introduced the 
rapporteurs of each session for two-minute summaries of their 
sessions.

FEEDBACK FROM THE SESSIONS

Anja KREINER reported that it’s important to develop a 
vision for any plan, keep the plan simple, and learn by doing, 
involve stakeholders, gather political support, and find an insti-
tutional home for MSP.

Jacek ZAUCHA thought that it was a great conference; en-
gage stakeholders from beginning, ultimate goal is stakeholder 
ownership of the plan; must find a balance between complete 
engagement of stakeholders and no engagement.

Alejandro IGLESIAS CAMPOS reported that MSP will defi-
nitely play a major role in the implementation of Agenda 2030; 
MSP is important in advancing ocean governance, including 
areas beyond national jurisdiction; and a final point on the im-
portance of collaboration, collaboration, and collaboration; eco-
system approach is very difficult to implement in practice.

Damon STANWELL-SMITH reported on cross-border MSP: 
good practice not best practice; cross-borders was defined as 
cross-jurisdictions; the key is to build a constituency to progress 
MSP; a simple monitoring and evaluation system with simple in-
dicators is preferred since a complicated system risks failure and 
MSP is a social-political process rather than a scientific-technical 
one; to engender trust leads to successful cross-border MSP.

Ingela ISAKSSON summarised important messages: better 
a sub-optimal plan than one that comes too late; socio-econom-
ic issues matter; cumulative effects assessments should have a 
clearly defined purpose; climate change is a major driver and 
must be a central consideration of marine spatial plans; collabo-
ration makes a difference.

Marie COLOMBIER identified three messages: the mari-
time economy offers a great opportunity, but emphasising Blue 
Growth is like playing Monopoly for the seas—and stakeholders 
are important in preventing this; all maritime sectors are subject 
to a multiplicity of rules and regulations and MSP is a process 
that offers a way to organise and rationalise this complexity and 
while multiple use of ocean space is an attractive idea more 
needs to be done to make it commercially viable; and the envi-
ronment is not just another sector, it is the basis for sustainable 
development.

Angela SCHULTZ-ZEHDEN echoed some of the points 
made by other rapporteurs: no lack of institutions, in fact there 
is a plethora of institutions, strong need for a strong coordinat-
ing body that takes on MSP; key competencies for MSP include 
strong facilitation skills, strong coordination; social skills devel-
opment should be taken on board; a planner or planning team 
should be visionary; MSP is a long-term process that needs long-
term financing.

David JOHNSON emphasized the need for strategic, long-
term MSP in areas beyond national jurisdiction, rather than a 
retrofit; high-lighted the important UN negotiations toward a 
legal implementing agreement for biodiversity in ABNJ and re-
gional interests that can move this toward implementation; 
while this is a long-term prospect there is a need for urgency to 
start to think about this, imperative for cost accounting; MSP in 
ABNJ should be about benefit sharing.

PRIORITIES FOR MSP

Vincent BOUVIER pointed out that there are more and 
more uses of the sea that are often causing conflicts. MSP can 
be used to avoid or solve these conflicts. MSP must be estab-
lished on the basis of consensus. In France there are the "Con-
seils Maritimes de Façade” in the context of national strategy 
and the EU initiatives related to MSP. MSP should be carried out 
at the appropriate economic scale—MSP will not be the same in 
planning an area close to a port as planning an area in the high 
seas. Finally, planning across borders is critical.
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Lisa SVENSSON emphasized that MSP needs to be a practi-
cal tool to achieve a purpose. MSP is not a goal in itself. We have 
to take into account the human dimension (scientific, social). 
She emphasized the inter-connection between land and sea, 
and the inter-connection within and among regions. We must 
link MSP with other SDGs—oceans are a critical link to reach 
other goals. Ocean governance is MSP in a regional context. Fi-
nally, one size does not fit all.

Bernhard FRIESS stressed the importance of maintaining 
momentum. Rich ideas and accomplishments presented at the 
conference. We should try to implement MSP initiatives in most, 
if not all, the sea regions of the world. It’s the big opportunity; it’s 
a big responsibility.

Hashali HAMUKUAYA pointed out that regional conven-
tions on Large Marine Ecosystems (LMEs), such as the Benguela 
Current Commission, can be useful platforms or building blocks 
to achieve MSP in a transboundary context. He emphasized the 
importance of regional cooperation and stakeholder engage-
ment early in the process.

Ida REUTERSWÄRD emphasized that this conference was 
a team-building event. We are on a journey—getting together 
as a group. We have made a lot of progress and we have now 
a lot of information and new tools. We should also visualise this 
progress of the “policy journey”. Agenda 2030 is the politically 
agreed global vision of the future. For MSP this is crucial—what 
we see on the horizon—MSP is a means to move toward the 
agenda. What is unique about us as humans is our ability to 
make plans—where will we be in the next 10 years—our “visual 
journey”.

QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE

xx What about defence policy?

BOUVIER responded that there is a need for defence pol-
icy because sovereign states legitimately defend their in-
terests in the territorial sea, the EEZ and the high seas with 
the presence of their navies. The threats are numerous.

xx What about fisheries and MSP?

FRIESS responded that the key challenge in the European 
context is to maintain fish stocks at a sustainable level. All 

the economic data show that as we move toward sustaina-
bility, the economy improves.

HAMUKUAYA responded that this is an issue in the con-
text of the Benguela Current Convention—in theory the 
BCC practices ecosystem-based management including 
fishing—with difficulty, but we are improving.

A statement from the floor stimulated a discussion on 
when we should meet next. The consensus of the con-
ference was every two years.

LAST WORDS

Bernhard FRIESS offered concluding remarks emphasising:

\\ Creating a positive atmosphere and spirit during and fol-
lowing up on the conference;

\\ Continuing the momentum, tremendous progress over 
past 10 years;

\\ Finding political commitment, need to provide political im-
pulse to move forward.

FRIESS announced development of a joint IOC-UNESCO/EC-DG-
Mare “road map” around five priority areas:

\\ Encouraging Transboundary MSP;

\\ Promoting the Blue Economy in cooperation with Agenda 
2030;

\\ Stimulating Ecosystem-based MSP;

\\ Capacity building in all dimensions;

\\ Mutual understanding and communication about the im-
portance of what we are doing.
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Julian BARBIÈRE provided last words on the conference 
and future plans. IOC will commit to continuing its work on MSP 
by providing a hub for international work through its website 
(msp.ioc-unesco.org), by trying to build empirical evidence of 
the environmental, economic, and social benefits of MSP, con-
tinue to focus our work on SDGs in its formal role responsible 
for ocean science, technology, and capacity development, on 
communications for decision makers to support MSP imple-
mentation, and through the IOC-UNESCO/EC DGMare Roadmap 
on Transboundary MSP, especially international guidelines.

Thank you all and good-bye!

http://msp.ioc-unesco.org
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APPENDIX 1

Joint IOC EC Roadmap for MSP
The conference concluded with the adoption of a Joint Roadmap to accelerate 
Maritime/Marine Spatial Planning processes worldwide.

INTRODUCTION

Oceans have an essential role for life on earth, sus-
tainable development, employment and inno-
vation. However there are increasing pressures 
facing oceans: climate change, acidification, eu-

trophication, biodiversity loss, pollution, over-exploitation and 
illegal activities. Many countries have undertaken the transition 
to move towards a more integrated and ecosystem-based man-
agement of the marine environment, in the pursuit of sustaina-
ble development of the ocean and seas.

The Joint Communication on International Ocean Govern-
ance by the High Representative of the EU for Foreign Affairs 
and Security Policy and the European Commission identifies 
priority areas for EU action; in particular action 10 on maritime 
spatial planning.

The objectives and programme of work of the IOC/UNESCO 
are aimed at promoting ecosystem based management, includ-
ing through the development and dissemination of the marine 
spatial planning approach and building of related technical ca-
pacity within Member States.

There are different levels of implementation of marine/mar-
itime spatial planning (MSP) processes in the world, including 
areas where MSP is in its infancy and where joint learning, im-
proved cooperation or capacity building is needed, or areas 
where arrangements for MSP may exist but a strategic approach 
to facilitate coordination would be beneficial.

The Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries 
of the European Commission, (DG MARE) and the Intergovern-
mental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO (IOC-UNESCO) 
are committed to support the implementation of the universally 
agreed Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development, and in par-
ticular the dedicated goal SDG 14, in a comprehensive, consist-
ent and holistic way, both within the EU and beyond at the inter-
national level, and the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 
and its 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

In the interest of both sides to move forward the global agen-
da on the oceans - in particular promoting maritime spatial plan-
ning at global level - this Joint Roadmap defines priority areas 
and strategic objectives for mutual cooperation. It will contrib-
ute to sketching out a vision and a role for MSP in implementing 
Agenda 2030.

Within UN agencies there is already important experience re-
garding marine spatial planning to build further on. In order to 
accelerate MSP globally, we believe that we should join efforts 
together towards protecting the oceans and seas, in particular 
promoting the conservation and sustainable use of the oceans 
and their resources.
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PRIORITY AREA 1: TRANSBOUNDARY MARITIME/
MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE

In the European Union, a key requirement of the Directive on 
Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP Directive) and one that should 
contribute to the overall coherence of ecosystem-based MSP is 
the obligation for the EU Member States to cooperate within a 
sea-basin. It is a very challenging requirement implying coordi-
nation within a sea-basin between Member States and coopera-
tion with relevant third countries. In the context of implementing 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the next logical 
step for the EU is to encourage and strengthen transboundary 
MSP globally. This is also convergent with the efforts of the in-
ternational community and various UN agencies to promote the 
development of strategic action plans at transboundary to scale 
to achieve long-term sustainable use of ocean resources.

ACTION I: DEVELOPING GUIDELINES ON TRANS-
BOUNDARY MSP

Ongoing MSP transboundary initiatives, especially coopera-
tion between responsible national agencies, have contributed 
to increasing knowledge, experience and data sharing among 
neighbouring countries. They have helped building capacity or 
even triggered a political drive in certain countries.

Based on these experiences, IOC-UNESCO and DG MARE will 
aim at developing, together with the involvement of their Mem-

ber States and other UN agencies, guidance to facilitate the im-
plementation of transboundary MSP.

ACTION II: TRANSBOUNDARY PROJECTS

DG MARE supports the establishment of lasting mechanisms 
for cross-border cooperation by providing grants covering all EU 
sea-basins until 2020. However cooperation between EU Mem-
ber States and third countries should be strengthened. In that 
context, DG MARE will launch a pilot project in 2018 to test prac-
tices of cross-border cooperation with non EU Member States.

At global level, IOC-UNESCO will act as the technical support 
agency for Large Marine Ecosystem (LME) partnerships aimed at 
establishing transboundary management frameworks at region-
al level. In particular, through the GEF/UNDP/IOC LME: Learn 
Project, and in collaboration with other UN agencies, IOC will 
implement pilot activities in 2 or 3 LME projects in Africa, South 
America/Caribbean region, and South East Asia.

ACTION III: INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

The final output of the cross-border projects as well as the 
final guidance document on transboundary MSP will be present-
ed at an international conference on transboundary MSP fore-
seen end of 2020/early 2021.

PRIORITY AREA 2: BLUE ECONOMY 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE

Most countries and regions are currently rethinking their 
ocean ecosystem based economies. The ocean economy is the 
sum of the economic activities of ocean based industries, and 
the assets, goods and services of marine ecosystems. Prelimi-
nary analysis and evaluations are being developed on the im-
pact of MSP to increase the stability, transparency and predicta-
bility of the investment climate.

MSP processes are expanding worldwide. EU Member States 
are gradually advancing in their implementation of the EU Direc-
tive on Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP). Investment in ocean-
based businesses becomes less risky with proper maritime spa-
tial planning.

ACTION IV: STUDIES ON MSP AND BLUE GROWTH

In 2017, DG MARE will launch two studies on MSP and Blue 
Growth. The first study will focus on how MSP processes and 
plans may underpin Blue Growth. The second study will focus on 
the economic benefits of having MSP processes.

IOC-UNESCO will build on the results of these studies to re-
view their common set of principles to design and implement 

MSP processes for Blue Growth, with emphasis on end-users 
knowledge needs in terms of science, data and information re-
quirements.

ACTION V: MSP AND BLUE GROWTH CONFERENCES

In October 2017, DG MARE will organise its first conference 
on MSP for Blue Growth to share best practices on how MSP 
can lead to certainty and sustainability of our ocean economies 
and can facilitate cross-sector integration. Thematic sessions 
will focus on vision development processes, current needs, con-
ditions and conflict resolution between sectors, opportunities 
for environmental/social/economic enhancements, synergies 
via collocation of uses and the inclusion of future developments 
in MSP processes. A manual could be developed for possible 
indicators to assist maritime spatial planners in meeting their 
sustainable blue economy planning objectives and support MSP 
review processes.

IOC-UNESCO will contribute to the organization of this con-
ference, by facilitating the participation of non-EU Member 
states and will promote the use of science-based approach and 
decision support tools to facilitate MSP implementation and 
Blue Growth approach.



38 | 2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris

PRIORITY AREA 3: ECOSYSTEM-BASED MARITIME/
MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE

Coherent planning at the (sub) regional sea scale should re-
quire sharing of MSP-relevant information. National authorities 
face the double challenge of measuring cumulative effects on 
ecosystems and assessing the needs of interconnected ecosys-
tems (including relevant EU and international legislation) across 
borders. In Europe, the Marine Strategy Framework Directive re-
quires the Good Environmental Status of marine environments 
in Europe's regional seas. The MSP Directive requires the use 
of an ecosystem-based approach, which should ensure that 
the collective pressure of maritime activities is kept within levels 
compatible with the achievement of good environmental status. 
Yet, maritime activities, including sources of marine degradation, 
are diversifying and intensifying worldwide. By resolving conflicts 
and regulating maritime activities, MSP can make a significant 
contribution to achieving Good Environmental Status.

ACTION VI: STRENGTHEN KNOWLEDGE ON ENVIRON-
MENTAL PRESSURES ACROSS BORDERS

DG MARE has been launching projects and collecting a series 
of good practices on ecosystem based MSP. It will pursue its 
work with its Member States and the Regional seas conventions 
to translate this into practical decision making. In particular DG 
MARE will launch a study in 2018 to strengthen knowledge on 
cumulative impacts, on levels compatible with the achievement 
of good environmental status, on the valuation of ecosystem 
services.

IOC-UNESCO will contribute through the provision of indi-
cator-based assessment tools focusing on ecosystems health, 
socio-economic impacts, and governance processes, building 
on the results of the Transboundary Water Assessment Pro-
gramme and work on SDG 14 indicator development.

PRIORITY AREA 4: CAPACITY BUILDING 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE

Whilst the concept of MSP is relatively recent, several coun-
tries in the EU and beyond have embarked in the development 
of marine/maritime spatial plans within their national waters, 
and are starting to work across borders as well. However the 
degree of implementation of MSP is not uniform, nor is the level 
of institutional, technical and human capacities at national level. 
In order to accelerate MSP implementation around the world, a 
demand-driven training programme on MSP is required taking 
into account regional and socio-cultural contexts as well as ex-
isting training activities from other UN agencies.

ACTION VII: TRAINING FOR PLANNERS AROUND THE 
WORLD

With a view to building the technical and institutional capac-
ities of nations around the world, the IOC-UNESCO has doc-
umented international MSP practices around the world. DG 
MARE has achieved similar work in the EU with the creation of 
the EU MSP Platform. Lessons learnt and technical guidance on 
various aspects of MSP design and implementation have been 
synthesized.

IOC-UNESCO and DG MARE will join efforts and complement 
each other in providing training worldwide, in cooperation with 
other UN agencies. To identify specific training needs, a global 
survey will be implemented as a first step of this activity with a 
view to tailor MSP training to regional needs. IOC-UNESCO will 
make available its training platform, the Ocean Teacher Global 
Training Academy, to deliver training in all regions.

ACTION VIII: PILOT PROJECT TO BUILD CAPACITY FOR 
MSP

DG MARE will launch a pilot project in 2018 in the Pacific re-
gion to kick off MSP between non EU MS and start building ca-
pacity for MSP in that region.

IOC-UNESCO will propose that a ‘Twinning programme’ is put 
in place with a view to facilitating the exchange of MSP expertise 
between European institutions and those from other parts of 
the world. This could be modelled on the IW: Learn twinning ap-
proach that IOC-UNESCO is currently implementing.



2nd International Conference on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 15–17 March 2017, Paris | 39

PRIORITY AREA 5: BUILDING MUTUAL 
UNDERSTANDING AND COMMUNICATING MSP

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE

With the objective of achieving overall coherence of ecosys-
tem-based MSP in our seas and oceans, it is crucial to obtain a 
better mutual understanding of maritime spatial planning pro-
cesses undertaken in the world and to learn from each other's 
experience through exchange of views and best practices.

ACTION IX: CREATION OF AN INTERNATIONAL FORUM 
FOR MSP

DG MARE and IOC-UNESCO will launch the creation of an in-
ternational forum for all stakeholders involved in MSP. The plat-

form's overarching objective would be to empower a new gener-
ation of planners, sectors, businesses and civil society to identify 
solutions and commit to cross-sectoral actions to conserve our 
ocean and to use its resources in a sustainable way. The first 
workshop will be held the course of 2018.

ACTION X: DEVELOPING COMMUNICATION STRATE-
GIES FOR MSP

Building on existing initiatives to communicate better on MSP 
and on the MSP Communication workshop held in March 2017 
in Paris, IOC-UNESCO and DG MARE will support and develop 
further communication tools and materials on MSP.

WAY FORWARD: MSP FOR IMPLEMENTING AGENDA 2030 

There is a growing recognition that MSP is an important 
means to achieve global ocean governance goals and Agenda 
2030. Healthy seas which are sustainably managed will contrib-
ute to economic growth.

This Joint Roadmap brings a clear forward looking and global 
perspective towards 2030. All the above-mentioned actions in-
tegrate the perspective that MSP should be a means for imple-
menting Agenda 2030 and should demonstrate how MSP deliv-
er on economic, social and environmental values in that context. 

In order to highlight the contribution of MSP to the imple-
mentation of the Agenda 2030, IOC-UNESCO and DG MARE will 
submit this roadmap as part of a joint voluntary commitment to 
the UN Conference on the SDG 14, 5-9 June 2017. It is proposed 
to hold a special joint side event on MSP at the Conference.
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Abderraouf Hzami INSTM: National Institute of Science & Technology of the Sea Tunisia
Abramic Andrej EcoAqua Institute @ University of Las Palmas de Gran Canaria Spain
Abspoel Lodewijk Ministry Transports & Environment Netherlands
Adegbie Adesina Nigerian Institute for Oceanography Nigeria
Adewumi Ibukun Jacob MSP Erasmus Mundus France
Aguilar-Manjarrez Jose Food & Agriculture Organization of the United Nations Italy
Ahmed Inal National Center for Research & Development of fischeries & Aquaculture Algeria
Aish Annabelle Natural Heritage Service, French Natural History Museum France
Alexandrov Mihaela Laurenta National Institute for Marine Research & Development G.Antipa Romania
Almeida Estefania Benguela Current Comission (BCC)/ Oil Ministry of Angola Angola
Almodovar Margarida Portuguese Environment Agency Portugal
Altvater Susanne s.Pro - Sustainable Projects Germany
Alves Maria de Fátima University of Aveiro Portugal
Amrani Ayoub Moroccan Agency for Aquaculture Development Morocco
Andersson Tomas Swedish Agency For Marine & Water Managment Sweden
Ansong Joseph Onwona University College Cork-MaREI Ireland
Assouline Michael European Environment Agency (EEA) Denmark
Auerbach Susanne Freie Universität Berlin Germany
Azizpour Jafar Iranian National Institute for Oceanography & Atmospheric Science Iran
Babb-Brott Deerin National Ocean Council USA
Badal Mohammed Rezah Prime Minister’s Office Mauritius
Baffalie Aline French Parliament (National Assembly) France
Banda-Cruz Gonzalo University of California Santa Barbara USA
Banousis Dimitrios Panteion University Greece
Barale Vittorio European Commission, Joint Research Centre Italy
Barbière Julian IOC-UNESCO UN
Barbosa Jorge Guillermo World Bank Italy
Bassan Niccolò Erasmus Mundus MSP Italy
Bayle-Sempere Just University of Alicante Spain
Belchier Mark CCMLAR- Scientific Committee UK
Belpaeme Kathy Province West-Flanders; Belgian ICM Belgium
Belpaeme Euis Ministry of Marine Affairs & Fisheries Indonesia
Benosa Maria Emilynda 

Jeddahlyn Pia
University of the Philippines Institute for Maritime Affairs & Law of the Sea Philippines

Benzaken Dominique Commonwealth Fund for Technical Cooperation Seychelles

APPENDIX 2

List of participants
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Bissessur Dass Mauritius Oceanography Institute Mauritius
Bituapa Milambo Ministry of Sustainable Development, Forest Economy & Environment Democratic Republic 

of the Congo
Blivi Adote Blim Cgile Universite Togo
Bochkarev Danila EastWest Institute Russian Federation
Bonn Christine Regional Council of Ostrobothnia Finland
Bonnin Marie Institut de Recherche pour le Développement France
Bouquet Olivia SUEZ France
Bouvier Vincent Secretary General for the Sea France
Bray Laura Hellenic Centre for Marine Research Greece
Breier Nicola Ministry for the Environment Germany
Brock Robert University of Massachusetts-Boston USA
Buckhout Marc-Philip Aquaculture Avisory Council Belgium
Bui Thi Thu Hien IUCN Viet Nam Vietnam
Burgess Samantha WWF Belgium
Burton Darilyn Government Antiuga & Barbuda Antigua & Barbuda
Burton Ogden Kelly Codrington Lagoon National Park Antigua & Barbuda
Cabecinha Edna UTAD - University of Tras-os-Montes & Alto Douro Portugal
Cadic Nadou Ministry of Environment, Energy & Sea France
Calado Helena Azores University Portugal
Calcari-Campbell Meaghan Moore Foundation USA
Calewaert Jan-Bart Secretariat of the European Marine Observation & Data Network Belgium
Campbell Darius OSPAR UK
Campos Gian Pierre Permanent Delegation of Peru to UNESCO France
Canhanga Sinibaldo National Institute for Hydrography & Navigation Mozambique
Carballo Arturo MarViva Foundation Costa Rica
Carbonniere Aurelien IFREMER France
Carneiro Gonçalo NIRAS Sweden
Carval Dominique SHOM France
Carvalho Joao Paulo Santos 

de
MARISMA Project of the Benguela Current Comission (BCC)--German 
Corporation for International Cooperation (GIZ)

Angola

Carvalho Thaysa City Hall Caucaia/CE Brazil
Caushi Xhesika QED Belgium
Cavaleri 
Gerhardinger

Leopoldo Brazilian Future Ocean Panel Brazil

Celliers Louis CSIR South Africa
Censi Isabelle SUEZ France
Cervera-Núñez Cristina Erasmus Mundus Spain
Chadid Alexandra Colombian Ocean Commission Colombia
Chalastani Vasiliki Independent France
Champseix Elodie SUEZ France
Chang Jeong-In Korea Maritime Institute Republic of Korea
Chatzigianni Eleni Region of Crete Greece
Chavez Isabel IOC-UNESCO UN
Cheikh Mohamed 
Vadel

Cheikh Tourad Ministère de l’Environnement et du Développement Durable Mauritania

Chirek Max Maritime Office Gdynia Poland
Choa Meerha Korea Maritime Institute Republic of Korea
Choi Hee-Jung Korea Maritime Institute Republic of Korea
Chowdhury Mohammad University of Chittagong Bangladesh
Cisneros Castillo Sebastian UNMSM Peru
Ciszewski Krzysztof West Pomeranian University of Technology, Szczecin Poland
Coelho Nelson Ministry of Petroleum - Angola Angola
Colombier Marie European Commission, DG MARE EU
Cordova Maria Ministry for Environment Ecuador
Costalunga Ana Lúcia Brazilian Navy Brazil
Cosulich Agnese Erasmus Mundus MSP Italy
Culetu Sorin Black Sea Services Romania
Cumberbatch Catherine National Meteorological Service of Belize Belize
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Dada Olusegun Federal University of Technology, Akure Nigeria
Dael Suzanne Danish Maritime Authority Denmark
Damar Ario Center for Coastal & Marine Resources Studies - Bogor Agricultural University 

- Bogor - West Java
Indonesia

Davey Madeline University of Queensland Australia
Davis Jacki Professional UK
Dawson Claire The Nature Conservancy USA
De Grunt Lisa Simone s. Pro GmbH Germany
De Nardo Alessandra CSMARE Italy
De Vrees Leo Ministry of Infrastructure & the Environmen Netherlands
Decomarmond Alain Ministry of Environment Seychelles
Defaux Vincent Poseidon Aquatic Resource Management Ltd France
Del Barrio Irene EEA Denmark
Delgado Claudia IOC-UNESCO UN
Deligianni Maria ECSA EU
Dempsey Padraic Department of Housing, Planning, Community & Local Government Ireland
Desmond Amanda Defra (UK Government) UK
Devos Sandrine European Boating Industry Belgium
Dias Catarina Benguela Corrent Comission Angola
Díaz Laura Ministry of Agriculture, Food & Environment Spain
Diaz De Leon Antonio ICES Consulting Mexico
Diez Sylvia Michele World Bank USA
Diggon Steve Coastal First Nations - Great Bear Initiative Canada
Dilrosun Faisal Ministry of Fisheries Curaçao
Dlulisa Siyabonga South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs Manager
Dom Ann Seas At Risk Belgium
Dominique Colonna d’Istria Ministry of Environment, Energy & Sea France
Donati Cecilia Mercator Océan France
Douvere Fanny UNESCO World Heritage Marine Programme France
Doychinov Boyko Regional Cluster “North-East” Bulgaria
Duchrow Anselm Alfred GIZ Brazil
Ediang Okuku Nigerian Meteorological Agency Nigeria
Ehler Charles IOC-UNESCO USA
Ekau Werner Leibniz Center for Tropical Marine Ecology Germany
Ekebom Jan Metsahallitus Parks & Wildlife Finland Finland
El Abdellaoui Jamal Eddine Faculty of Sciences & Techniques of Tangier Morocco
El Kharousy Zahor United Republic of Tanzania United Republic of 

Tanzania
El Marzouki Fatima Zahra National Agency for the Development of Aquaculture (ANDA) Morocco
El Moumni Bouchta Abdelmalek Essaadi University Morocco
El-Geziry Tarek National Institute of Oceanography & Fisheries Egypt
Ellis Joanne King Abdullah University of Science & Technology (KAUST) Saudi Arabia
Ellis Geraint Queen’s University of Belfast UK
Eparkhina Dina EuroGOOS Belgium
Eryılmaz Mustafa Mersin University Turkey
Etienne Bemanaja Secretariat of State for The Ocean Madagascar
Fang Qinhua Xiamen University China
Faure Abigaïl Confédération du Nautisme et de la Plaisance France
Félix Fernando Comisión Permanente del Pacífico Sur Ecuador
Felt Jennifer Conservation Law Foundation USA
Ferreira Maria Adelaide FCSH/UNL Portugal
Ferri Fernando National Research Council of Italy Italy
Filippatou Athena Sami Aquaculture Ltd Greece
Finke Gunnar German Development Cooperation (GIZ) Germany
Finkelstein Aria Massachusetts Institute of Technology USA
Flannery Wesley Queen’s University Belfast UK
Fletcher Steve UN Environment WCMC UN
Fonseca Catarina FCSH-UNL Portugal
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Fonseca Kol Luria J.F Do Rosario National Fisheries Research Institute Angola
Foulquié-Garcia María Visuality Belgium
Fraser Leanne Welsh Government UK
Friess Bernhard European Commission, DG MARE EU
Gałaj Agata University of Szczecin Poland
Galparsoro Ibon AZTI Spain
Garcia Sanabria Javier University of Cadiz Spain
Gårdmark Wilhelm Swedish Agency for Marine & Water Management Sweden
Gee Kira Helmholtz Zentrum Geesthacht/s.Pro Germany
Georgieva Maria Ministry of Regional Development & Public Works Bulgaria
Gervan Alina Maria QED Belgium
Getachew Engida UNESCO UN
Giannopoulou Eleni Technological Educational Institute of Athens Greece
Gilliland Paul Marine Management Organisation UK
Gissi Elena University Iuav of Venice Italy
Gjerde Kristina IUCN Global Marine Programme USA
Glegg Gillian University of Plymouth UK
Goguadze Gocha International Association TIP Georgia
Gold Barry Walton Family Foundation USA
Gomes Da Silva Serge Vertigo Lab France
Gonzales Victoria Fundacion Biodiversidad Spain
Gossé Anne Langaas Norwegian Environment Agency Norway
Goumri Meryem Laboratory of “Aliments, Environnement et santé”, Faculty of Sciences & 

Technics - Guéliz, Cadi Ayyad University, Marrakech, Morocco
Morocco

Greenhill Lucy Scottish Association for Marine Science UK
Grifoni Patrizia National Research Council Italy
Grimmel Henriette IOC Perth Programme Office; Erasmus Mundus Master in MSP Switzerland
Guillaumie Bruno European Mollusc Producers’ Association France
Hamid Mish IOC-UNESCO UN
Hammarstrand Christine Swedish Embassy France
Hamukuaya Hashali Benguela Current Convention Namibia
Harper Alex US Integrated Ocean Observing System USA
Harrington Roger Departmnet of Housing, Planning, Community & Local Government Ireland
Hasebe Masamichi The Japan Association of Marine Safety UK
Hassan Daud International Centre for Ocean Governance (ICOG) Australia
Hering Frank Regional Council of Kymenlaakso Finland
Herve-Smadja Rejane IOC-UNESCO UN
Huerpe-Olausson Jessica Region Vastra Gotaland Sweden
Hogan Claude Government of Montserrat UK
Holm Ann Regional Council of Ostrobothnia Finland
Holthus Paul World Ocean Council USA
Hommes Saskia Deltares Netherlands
Hou Ching-Hsien National Taiwan Ocean University China
Houssa Rachida Institut National de Recherche Halieutique Morocco
Hsu Shao-liang Institute of Marine Affair & Policy, ROC (Taiwan) China
Hunt Julia Defra (UK Government) UK
Husain Muna Environment Public Authority Kuwait
Hutter Thiago IOC-UNESCO UN
Iglesias-Campos Alejandro IOC-UNESCO UN
Ignatiadis Panagiotis Praxi Network Greece
Inácio Miguel Leibniz-Institute for Baltic Sea Research Germany
Infusino Silvia Politecnico di Torino Italy
Irigoyen Ingrid Meridian Institute USA
Isaksson Ingela Swedish Agency for Marine & Water Management Sweden
Isensee Kirsten IOC-UNESCO France
Isis Christian Passue Fongang Observation du Monde Marin Cameroon
Issoufa Ali Fouad ANACM Comoros
Jacquis Rasoanaina Ministry of Environment Ecology & Forestry Madagascar
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Jay Stephen University of Liverpool UK
Johannesson Joacim Swedish Agency for Marine & Water Management Sweden
Johnson Ayana Elizabeth Ayana Elizabeth Consulting LLC USA
Johnson David Seascape UK
Jonah Alberta Reginal Maritime University Ghana
Jones Hannah University of Liverpool UK
Judd Adrian CEFAS UK
Kafas Andronikos Scottish Government - Marine Scotland UK
Kamal Abu Hena Mustafa Universiti Putra Malaysia Malaysia
Kamdoum 
Ngueuko

Joel IOC-UNESCO France

Kamwi Sylvester National Planning Commission Namibia
Kanellopoulou Aikaterini Greek Ministry of Environment & Energy Greece
Kannen Andreas Helmholtz-Zentrum Geesthacht Germany
Karnauskaite Donalda Leibniz Institute for Baltic Sea Research Germany
Karrouk Mohammed-Said Université Hassan II Morocco
Keijser Xander Rijkswaterstaat Netherlands
Kenfack Sadem Christian University of Dschang Cameroon
Kilongo Nsingi Kumbi Benguela Current Commission Namibia
Kim Yosub UNESCO-IOC Republic of Korea
Kirkman Hugh Marine Science & Ecology Australia
Kitungwa Pungu Félicien Commission Nationale pour l’UNESCO Democratic Republic 

of the Congo
Klein Kai Baltic Environmental Forum Estonia Estonia
Kleine Büning Jan GIZ Germany
Klitko Oleksandr EU Delegation to Ukraine Ukraine
Koch Savath General Directorate of Environmental Protection, Ministry of Environment Cambodia
Konik Marta Maritime Office in Szczecin Poland
Konsap Anni Estonian Ministry of Finance Estonia
Kopti Madli Estonian Maritime Academy of Tallinn University of Technology Estonia
Kordej-De Villa Zeljka The Institute of Economics, Zagreb Croatia
Korzhhunova Natalia Institute of Environmental Economics & Sustainable Development of National 

Academy of Sciences
Ukraine

Kreiner Anja Ministry Fisheries & Maritime Namibia
Kulkarni Balasaheb College of Science & Technology India
Kyriazi Zacharoula University of Gent Belgium
Kyvelou-Chiotini Stella Panteion University of Social & Political Sciences Greece
Lamotte Alessandra European Commission,DG MARE EU
Lamp Jochen WWF Germany
Lamptey Angela Manekuor Marine & Fisheries Sciences Ghana
Langaas Anne Environment Agency Norway
Langkjær Lisbeth DMA Denmark
Langlet David University of Gothenburg Sweden
Laroussinie Olivier Ministry of environment, Energy & Sea France
Lazic Marija Independent Serbia
Le Bras Jean-Yves CLS France
Le Lievre Celia Marine & Renewable Energy Ireland
Le Tissier Martin Future Earth Coasts (LOICZ) Ireland
Le Tixerant Matthieu Terra Maris France
Lee Moon Suk Korea Institute of Ocean Science & Technology Republic of Korea
Lee Jihyun CBD UN
Leinemann Felix European Commission, DG MARE EU
Lenjo Laurian Wildlife Works Sanctuaries Limited Kenya
Leotardi Cecilia JPI OCEANS Belgium
Lescrauwaet Ann-Katrien Flanders Marine Institute VLIZ Belgium
Liger Laura SUEZ France
Undoso Vinicius IOC-UNESCO UN
Linkaits Talis VASAB Latvia
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Liu Rong Shenzhen Municipality Oceanic Administrative/University of Liverpool China
Lochet Corine French Hydrographic Office (SHOM) France
Lukic Ivana Submariner Network Germany
Lundqvist Jonas QED Belgium
Luque Angel Universidad de Las Palmas de Gran Canaria Spain
Luttmann Anne Leibniz Institute for Baltic Sea Research Warnemuende Germany
Maccarrone Vincenzo Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche Italy
Machado Silva Maura Ministry for Environment of Brazil Brasil
Macmillan-Lawler Miles GRID-Arendal Norway
Maes Frank Ghent University Belgium
Magalhaes Ana Erasmus Mundus Belgium
Mahadeo Sarah Ministry of Planning & Development, Government of Trinidad & Tobago Trinidad & Tobago
Malapitan Christophe Visuality Belgium
Malmet Merilin QED Belgium
Maniopoulou Maria Institute of Marine Biological Resources & Inland Waters Greece
Maraval Philippe Comité National de la Conchyliculture France
March David SOCIB Spain
Marill Xavier Délégation à la Mer et au Littoral France
Maritim Zachary WWF Kenya
Marshall Paul University of Queensland Australia
Martin Miguez Belen EMODnet Belgium
Martinez Carole IUCN Switzerland
Maurihungirire Moses Permanent Commission Benguela Namibia
Mausolf Elisabeth GIZ Namibia
Mbaru Michael Kenya Maritime Authority Kenya
Mccann Jennifer University of Rhode Island USA
Mcclintock Will University of California Santa Barbara USA
Mcdonough Niall European Marine Board Belgium
Mcgowan Lynne Univeristy of Liverpool UK
Mcgrath Brendan Ocean Renewables Ltd & Energy SRS Ltd Ireland
Méndez Roldán Sara NIRAS Consulting Ltd UK
Mengerink Kathryn Waitt Institute USA
Merkx Bernard Waste Free Oceans Foundation Netherlands
Meyer Nele Kristin Federal Maritime & Hydrographic Agency Germany
Miguel Bruno Ministry of Environment Brazil
Minchol Chang Ministry of Oceans & Fisheries Republic of Korea
Mngxe Yamkela Oceans & Coasts Branch South Africa
Mohammed-Said Karrouk University Hassan II Morocco
Momi Caterina QED Belgium
Monde Sylvain Houphouët-Boigny university Côte D’Ivoire
Monwar Md. Mostafa Azores University Portugal
Morf Andrea Swedish Institute for the Marine Environment Sweden
Morokane Molefe Department of Mineral Resources South Africa
Moura Stephanie SeaPlan USA
Mpotulo Qaphela The Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa
Munro Alan University Centre of the Westfjords, Iceland UK
Muñoz-Sevilla Norma Patricia Instituto Politécnico Nacional Mexico
Murray Gabriel Ministry of Fisheries Curaçao
Musco Francesco University Iuav of Venice Italy
Mutshinyafulo Mulalo Portia Department Transport South Africa
Muyongo Aphary Ministry of Mines & Energy Namibia
Mwatete Mlewa Chrisestom Pwani University Kenya
Mzoughi Nadia High Institute of Environmental Sciences & Technologies Tunisia
Nadimikeri Jayaraju Yogi Vemana University India
Nam Jungho Korea Maritime Institute Republic of Korea
Nawel Khelil Ecole Nationale Supérieure des Sciences de la Mer et de l’Aménagement du 

Littoral
Algeria

Nchindo Damian Ministry of Environment & Tourism Namibia
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Neil Alloncle Agence Française pour la Biodiversité France
Nelson Anne NOAA MPA Center International Capacity Building Program USA
Nguyen Chu Hoi School of Sciences (HUS), Vietnam National University (VNU) Vietnam
Nibbs Arthur Government Antiuga & Barbuda Antigua & Barbuda
Nic Aonghusa Caitriona Marine Institute Ireland
Nicon Eugene Marine Institute Ireland
Nieminen Hanna Finnish Environment Institute Finland
Nishimoto Kentaro Tohoku University Japan
Njobeni Asanda Department of Agriculture Forestry & Fisheries of South Africa South Africa
Nowlan Linda West Coast Environmental Law Canada
Nsiangango Silvi Instituto de Desenvolvimento da Pesca Artesanal e Aquicultura Comunal (IPA), 

Regional MSP (MARISMA=BCC (Benguela Current Comission) & GIZ (German 
Cooperation Agency)

Angola

Ntolo Essono Reine Beatrice National Center for Ocean Research Cameroon
Nubi Olubunmi Ayoola Nigerian Institute for Oceanography & Marine Research Nigeria
Nubi Afolasade Tosin University of Lagos Nigeria
Nummela Anne Regional Council Satakunta Finland
Nurse Leonard University of the West Indies University Barbados
Nylén Tua University of Turku Finland
Ocampo Rojas Maria Alejandra Erasmus Mundus Master Course on Maritime Spatial Planning Italy
Odada Ephrahim Kenyan marine & fisheries research institute Kenya
Ogeron Dominique SUEZ France
Ohayon Thierry Marseille Métropole, Suez Groupe France
O’higgins Linda Marine & Renewable Energy, University College Cork Ireland
Okello Cornelius Technical University of Mombasa Kenya
Oliveira Costalunga Ana Lucia Marine Brazil Brazil
Olsen Stephen Rhode Island University USA
Orsel Des Sagets Diane SUEZ France
Ortega Noelia CTN - Marine Technology Centre Spain
Othman Mohamad Rosni University Malaysia Terengganu Malaysia
Otoadese Jennifer KAUST Saudi Arabia
Owens Bethan Maritime Zone Solutions Limited UK
Pascual Marta BC3-Basque Centre for Climate Change Spain
Patil Pawan The World Bank USA
Pavitt Tom Erasmus Mundus MSP UK
Perisse Damien Conference of Peripheral & Maritime Regions (CPMR) France
Petrea Crina QED Belgium
Philippe Fotso PHD (Ecole Doctorale Des Sciences de la mer, Plouzane, Brest) France
Piante Catherine WWF-France France
Piccione Francois France Nature Environnement France
Pinarbasi Kemal AZTI Spain
Pinto De Lima Régis Ministry for Environment Brazil
Pinto Lopes Carlos CIIMAR - Interdisciplinary Centre of Marine & Environmental Research Portugal
Piolat Evelyne SUEZ France
Popose Gcobani The Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa
Przedrzymirska Joanna Maritime Institute in Gdańsk Poland
Purchase Dawn Marine Conservation Society UK
Rabary Andriantsilavo Jean 

Michel
Commission of the Indian Ocean Madagascar

Rabaut Marijn Independent Marine Expert France
Rakotondrasoa Rijaniaina Direction Générale de la Météorologie Madagascar
Rakowski Marcin National Marine Fisheries Research Institute/ICES WGMPCZM member Poland
Ramdeen Robin Waitt Institute Antigua & Barbuda
Ramieri Emiliano Thetis & EU MSP Platform Italy
Rampavila Maria Greek Ministry of Environment & Energy Greece
Randrianadrasana José Young Reearchers Organization of Madagascar Madagascar
Raoult Frederique SUEZ France
Recio-Blanco Xiao Environmental Law Institute USA
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Reina Julian Comision Permanente del Pacifico Sur Ecuador
Reker Johnny European Environment Agency Denmark
Rendon Gaviria Esteban Erasmus Mundus MSP Program Colombia
Renhas Yves-Henri Secretariat Gral.Mer France
Reuterswärd Ida Ministry of Environment & Energy Sweden
Reyna Moreno Julián Secretary General SouthPacificPermanent Commission (CPPS – Chile, 

Colombia, Ecuador, Panama & Peru)
Ecuador

Rezah Badal Maritime Zone Adm. Mauritius Mauritius
Rios Recra Raquel Instituto Geofísico del Perú Peru
Ripken Malena University of Oldenburg, Germany Germany
Rodriguez 
Salamanca

Liliana Colombian Ocean Comission - CCO Colombia

Romero Lares Maria Carolina World Maritime University Sweden
Ronco-Zapatero Juan European Commission, DG MARE EU
Rondeau Marie-Pierre IOC-UNESCO UN
Rosellon Judith University of Massachusetts Dartmouth USA
Ross Linsay Marine Scotland UK
Roussev Nicolas SUEZ France
Rueda Danny Galapagos National Park Ecuador
Ruperti Loor Hans Universidad Laica Eloy Alfaro de Manabí / University of Las Palmas de Gran 

Canaria
Ecuador

Russo Vladimir Holisticos Angola
Ryabinin Vladimir IOC-UNESCO UN
Sakib Nazmus ex-Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) Italy
Sanmiguel-Esteban David EASME EU
Santoro Francesca Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission Italy
Sarker Md Monzer Hossin Universita IUAV di Venezia Italy
Sartor Silvia University of São Paulo Brazil
Schiele Kerstin Io Warnemuende Germany
Schmal Yolanda Provincie Noord-Holland Netherlands
Schultz-Zehden Angela s.Pro sustainable-projects GmbH Germany
Scmidtbauer-
Crona

Jan Swedish Agency for Marine & Water Management Sweden

Seferina Gisette Waitt Institute- Blue Halo Initiative Curaçao USA
Segebart Dörte Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) Brasil
Selle Mbengue Ministère de le Pêche et de l’Economie maritime Senegal
Sena Rodrigues Alexandra CCDR Algarve Portugal
Shaltout Nayerah National Institute of Oceanography & Fisheries Egypt
Shin-Ji Kim Ministry of Oceans & Fisheries Republic of Korea
Shitilifa Selma Ipumbudhi GIZ Namibia
Sierra Correa Paula Cristina Marine & Coastal Research Institute Colombia
Sjöberg Martin QED Belgium
Smith Joanna Nature Conservancy Canada
Sousa Lia Francisco dos 

Prazeres Neto
Marisma Project/Benguela Current Commision-BCC-GIZ-Ministry of Fishery 
Angola

Angola

Sousa Lisa Universityof Aveiro & Centre for Environmental & Marine Studies (CESAM) Portugal
Souza Marco Antônio Secretariat of Interministerial Commission for Sea Resources Brazil
Stanwell-Smith Damon NIRAS Consulting UK
Staub Francis International Coral Reef Initiative UK
Stelzenmüller Vanessa Thünen-Institute of Sea Fisheries Germany
Stooker Wim Province of Noord-Holland Netherlands
Stuiver Marian Wagenigen University Netherlands
Suárez-De Vivero Juan L University of Seville Spain
Suha Gunay Asli Tubitak Mrc Marine Research Group Turkey
Sun Ruijie National Marine Data & Information Service China
Sung Dong Gwon The Hydrographic Society of Korea Republic of Korea
Svensson Lisa UN Environment UN
Symons Despina EBCD Belgium
Taylor Alec WWF UK
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Teng Xin State Oceanic Administration China
Terra Stori Fernanda University of São Paulo Brazil
Theodorsdottir Asdis Hlokk National Planning Agency Iceland
Thomas Hannah UN Environment WCMC UN
Tihlman Tiina Ministry of the Environment Finland
Tonero Pinilla Carmen Atlantida Medio Ambiente Spain
Toquica Onzaga Miguel The World Bank Italy
Torres Ricardo Plymouth Marine Laboratory UK
Trouillet Brice University of Nantes France
Trumbic Ivica LME LEARN Croatia
Turnipseed Mary Moore Foundation USA
Tweddle Jacqueline University of Aberdeen UK
Ujlaki Barbara Sophia University, Tokyo Japan
Urtāne Ingūna Ministry of Environmental protection & Regional development Latvia
Uukule Lelly-Saima Ministry of Works & Transport Namibia
Vaidianu Natasa Ovidius University of Constanta/University of Bucharest Romania
Valade Hélène SUEZ France
Valentin Christine World Ocean Council France
Van De Lindeloof Arjan Province of South Holland Netherlands
Vandenborre Steven Belgian (Federal) DG Environment Belgium
Varjopuro Riku Finnish Environment Institute Finland
Varndell Karen Vava’u Environmental Protection Association Tonga
Vega Amaya SEMRU (Socio-Economic Marine Research Unit) Ireland
Veidemane Elina VASAB Secretariat Latvia
Vella Karmenu European Commission EU
Verreet Gert Flanders Department Economy, Science & Innovation Belgium
Vestergaard Ole UN Environment Kenya
Vias Frédérique SUEZ France
Vigier Laurent ACTIMAR (SUEZ Groupe) France
Villela Marroni Etiene University Federal Pelotas Brazil Brasil
Wang’ondu Virginia University of Nairobi Kenya
Waruinge Dixon Nairobi Convention UN
Wei Xu State Oceanic Administration of China China
White Alan Sea Indonesia
Whitford Laura The Nature Conservancy Australia
Winter Whelan Sarah American Littoral Society USA
Wright Glen IDDRI France
Yamamoto Akiko UNDP Ethiopia
Yamba Claudeth Ministry Transport Angola Angola
Zainadine Arafat INGC (Disaster Management) Mozambique
Zaucha Jacek Maritime Institute in Gdansk & Department of Economics, University of 

Gdansk
Poland

Zein Ahmed GOPA World Wide Consultants Mauritania
Zhao Rui National Marine Data & Information Service China
Zischka Ute Waitt Institute USA
Zuna Violeta UNDP Albania
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