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Summary and next steps

The Hamburg workshop confirmed a shared interest in the Initiative’'s goal to strengthen
cooperation on Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) in the Greater North Sea and Baltic Sea
Participants recognized that CIA can support more integrated, ecosystem-based and forward-
looking maritime decision-making, particularly in relation to maritime spatial planning (MSP),
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and wider marine-policy objectives. The workshop
also demonstrated that substantial expertise, data resources and methodological experience
already exist across the region.

A key outcome was the recognition that greater alignment can add value where marine
ecosystems, pressures and planned developments extend across national boundaries. At the
same time, participants noted the importance of retaining flexibility for national contexts,
mandates and decision-making processes. The shared ambition is therefore not necessarily to
establish one common CIA method, but to improve mutual understanding, interoperability and
the comparability of results where this is useful for cross-border cooperation.

The proposed Community of Practice (CoP) offers a practical basis for continued exchange
between national authorities, regional organizations, scientists and policy advisers. It can
support knowledge sharing, connect ongoing initiatives, identify common questions and facilitate
targeted collaboration. The CoP should build on existing structures and complement, certainly
not duplicate, established roles and responsibilities within organizations such as GNSBI,
HELCOM, OSPAR, ICES and relevant MSP processes. A light, flexible and non-binding format
was broadly supported, provided that it has clear priorities and delivers practical value for
participants.

Main lessons

1 There was a consensus amongst participants to convene a CIA Community of Practice.

1 Develop an overview of CIA applications in maritime spatial planning. Establish, through
the GNSBI Working Track on CIA, a clear overview, preferably in a visual format, of how CIA
can be applied at different stages of MSP. This should distinguish relevant use cases, such
as strategic scenario development, assessment of spatial options, identification of
cumulative-pressure hotspots, comparison of alternatives, and evaluation of mitigation or
management measures.

1 CIA is most effective when linked to practical decisions. Its value lies in informing strategic
planning, scenario development, cross-border consultation and the consideration of
cumulative pressures, rather than functioning as a stand-alone technical exercise. Early
consideration of CIA within MSP and SEA processes can help ensure that it informs
choices at an appropriate stage.

9 Comparable results are more important than identical tools. National and regional
approaches can remain diverse, while greater coherence can be achieved through common
terminology, transparent documentation of assumptions and uncertainty, compatible
datasets and clearer communication of outputs.

9 Data and monitoring remain central enabling conditions. Better access to and compatibility
of spatial data, pressure-impact information and monitoring results would support more
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consistent applications over time. Progress can be made incrementally, based on existing
information and practical priorities, without waiting for complete data harmonization.

1 The science-policy interface deserves continued attention. CIA information should respond
to clear policy questions, be proportionate to the decision context and communicate both
insights and limitations in an accessible manner. Regular engagement with planners and
policymakers can help ensure relevance and appropriate use.

9 Collaboration can improve efficiency and mutual learning. Participants identified value in
sharing experience, practical cases, data approaches and lessons from national
applications. Cooperation may help reduce duplication, improve understanding of
transboundary issues and support more coherent regional dialogue.

Proposed next steps

1 Confirm a light framework for the CoP. Develop a concise, living document that clarifies the
CoP’s purpose, scope, relationship with existing organizations, working principles and
expected contributions. This framework should be reviewed periodically and remain
adaptable as cooperation develops.

1 Refine the shared vision and communication narrative. Prepare a short statement
explaining the purpose and added value of CIA cooperation at sea-basin scale, including its
relevance to MSP, SEA, ecosystem-based management and cross-border marine issues.

91 Identify a limited set of practical priorities. Potential initial themes include terminology, use
cases for CIA in planning, approaches to uncertainty, data interoperability, pressure-
impact linkages and the translation of assessment results into management
considerations.

1 Develop an overview of ongoing work. Map existing national and regional CIA approaches
and outputs, available data resources, planned activities and relevant institutional roles.
This can help identify opportunities for exchange and avoid unnecessary duplication.

9 Organize targeted exchange and learning. Continue with focused online sessions, practical
workshops and periodic in-person meetings, using real cases to explore common
challenges and share lessons learned.

1 Explore joint pilot applications. Where there is interest and capacity, pilot work in a shared
marine area could help assess the practical comparability of different approaches and
generate useful insights for future cooperation.

Overall, the workshop indicated that the conditions are favorable for a pragmatic next phase of
collaboration. By focusing on shared needs, practical exchange and incremental progress, the
Community of Practice can strengthen the evidence base for marine planning and contribute to
more coordinated consideration of cumulative impacts across the Greater North Sea and Baltic
Sea.
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Purpose and approach of the workshop

Introduction

The CIA expert workshop took place from 1 to 3 July 2026 at the Federal Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency (BSH) in Hamburg and was organised by the Greater North Sea Basin
Initiative (GNSBI) Working Track on Cumulative Impact Assessment and the Northern European
Sea Basins project, Work Package 3 Task 4. The workshop brought together experts,
practitioners, policymakers and researchers working on cumulative impact assessment (CIA) in
marine environments, with participation in both in-person and online formats, and was designed
to strengthen collaboration, align ambitions and support the development of a shared
Community of Practice (CoP).

The workshop aims to create an open and collaborative environment where participants can
exchange experiences, identify common challenges, and jointly shape future cooperation on
cumulative impact assessments.

Purpose

The goal

“To enhance collaboration between regional institutes and countries that work on CIA within the
Greater North Sea Basin and the Baltic Sea.”

The expected outcomes of this workshop:

> Strategic alignment on content: developing consensus on a shared vision, mission, CIA
principles and next steps toward harmonization.

> Networking and community building: fostering relationships, trust, and familiarity among
participants.

> Vision and governance for Community of Practice: shaping the long-term role and direction
of a CIA Community of Practice.

> Knowledge and experience exchange: sharing insights on national progress, challenges,
and good practices.

The audience
For this assignment we have involved two groups of stakeholders:

> CIA researchers from four regional institutes: HELCOM, ICES, NSEC, OSPAR.

> Policy officers working with CIAs from 14 countries: Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Sweden, The Netherlands,
United Kingdom. And policy officers from other sea basins that are interested in learning
from this community of practice for their own sea basin CIA developments.
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Overall approach

The workshop was designed as a three-day process moving from exchange of vision and
ambition, to strategizing, to network-building, with outputs intended to be captured in concrete
deliverables. See annex 1 for the agenda. Day 1 focused on sharing vision, knowledge and
experiences; Day 2 on strategic alignment around key themes and sharing knowledge and
experiences; and Day 3 on defining how the community should work together, creating a
structured pathway from mutual learning to more coordinated future action through a
Community of Practice. All presentations are published on the NESBp website (link NESB

webpage).

Strategic alignment on

Vs ambition and Vs
« Welcome and collaboration
introduction « Ideas on an efficient and l
» Showcases to exchange * Vision and ambitions: effective community,
on initiatives and key strategies for change and the needs for
developments and impact organisation
* Vision and pathways * Policy issues and * Reflections workshop
recommendations
Sharing vision, Our way of working as
knowledge and \ a community of
experiences practice

Figure 1. Three-day set-up of the Hamburg workshop

The workshop was organised by the Greater North Sea Basin Initiative (GNSBI) Working Track
on Cumulative Impact Assessment and the Northern European Sea Basins project, Work
Package 3 Task 4, and facilitated by P2 and Value of Nature. The workshop was hosted by the
Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BSH). The full agenda can be found in annex 1.
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Day 1. Sharing vision, knowledge and experiences

Presentations and showcases

Day 1 established a common baseline by combining introductory showcases with a forward-
looking group exercise on vision and pathways. All presentations are published on the NESB
website (link NESB webpage).

The current state of play - Jitske Nugter - Task lead NESBp 3.4

During the presentation the activities and the progress of the task 3.4 concerning CIA
development and application in the greater North Sea and Baltic Sea under the NESB project
were explained. Knowledge was gathered on the current state of play in 2025 amongst regional
organisations and countries and consolidated in a visual, also published on the NESB website
(link NESB webpage). The participants also received a visual of the key observations,
conclusions and recommendations from the 2025 activities. These results guided the setup of
the workshop, focusing on key areas where we could all benefit from strengthened
collaboration: agree on a common perspective on CIA, improve data interoperability, clarify
uncertainty and linkages, run targeted pilots, and strengthen communications.

HELCOM

Mapping and analysis of cumulative impacts in Europe’s seas: from testing to applications -
Jesper Andersen, chief scientist, NIVA Denmark Water Reseach

The showcase situated the workshop within a wider trajectory of European CIA development.
Jesper Andersen traced the evolution from earlier Halpern-based cumulative effects and impact
assessment approaches to the newer Tikta tool developed through GES4SEAS. Showing how
CIA methods have moved from testing toward practical applications in the North Sea, Wadden
Sea and wider European contexts. The core message was that cumulative impact mapping has
become increasingly operational, but that the usefulness of any tool still depends on the
research and/or management question, the scale of analysis and the availability of fit-for-
purpose data.
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Cumulative Impact Assessment: Principles and Evaluation Criteria (ICES advice for GNSBI) -
Simon Jennings, vice-chair, ICES Advisory Committee

The presentation by Simon Jennings outlines how ICES has responded to a request from the
Greater North Sea Basin Initiative by synthesising knowledge, defining principles and evaluation
criteria (ICES advice to GNSBI), and recommending methods for cumulative impact assessment
to inform management decisions. The presentation highlighted ICES's role in advancing
Cumulative Impact Assessment methods. Through the Working Group on Cumulative Impact
Assessment for Management (WGCIAM), ICES is developing risk-based approaches that support
marine management and policy decisions. This work builds on ICES expertise in science, data
and scientific advice.

Different applications of SCAIRM to inform policy - Gerjan Piet, senior scientist marine ecology,
Wageningen Marine Research

Gerjan Piet's presentation showed how the SCAIRM methodology puts the ICES cumulative
impact principles into practice by focusing on clear purposes and decision support. Using impact
risk as a unifying metric, SCAIRM identifies the main anthropogenic threats to Good
Environmental Status (GES) for different ecosystem components and can display them at whole
ecosystem and at different spatial scales. It also evaluates offshore wind and other planning
scenarios over time (baseline, 2030, 2050), showing modest increases in impact risk and how
spatial data and proxies together capture most of the total impact. Within the EU Marine Strategy
Framework Directive (MSFD), Good Environmental Status (GES) is the desired condition of
marine waters in which seas are ecologically diverse, clean, healthy and productive, and human
activities are carried out at sustainable levels. A key feature is the transparent scoring system,
which supports dialogue with stakeholders such as cable-laying operators to refine hazard and
magnitude scores based on actual practices and mitigation, often justifiably lowering assessed
impacts. Finally, Piet highlighted ongoing, incremental improvements that add more quantitative
and spatial information to SCAIRM; while absolute risk values change somewhat, the ranking of
activities and pressures remains stable. Reinforcing SCAIRM's role as a robust decision support
tool rather than a prescriptive regulatory instrument.

Interactive group sessions on ‘Vision and Pathways’

The central questions on vision and ambition were: What should a Community of Practice
ultimately achieve, how can CIA application in the Greater North Sea and the Baltic Sea evolve
toward best practice by 2035, and which priorities and strategies are needed to get there? This
framing made participants mutually agree on the fact that CIA should not be developed as an
end in itself, but as a practical means to support ecosystem-based management, maritime
spatial planning (MSP), Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) implementation, and
better cross-border decisions. A vision can be used to clarify what CIA can do and what (policy)
needs can realistically be met by it.

All groups emphasized that for CIA to be effective, stronger alignment is needed between
science, policy, and governance. A shared priority was improving the usability of CIA in decision-
making through clearer frameworks, harmonized data, and better communication of results.
Participants also highlighted the importance of cooperation across countries and sea basins,
supported by joint monitoring, shared tools, and coordinated governance structures.
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Another common theme was the need to clarify fundamental concepts—such as acceptable
levels of uncertainty, thresholds, and baselines—and to strengthen stakeholder involvement and
legitimacy in the use of CIA. Monitoring and adaptive management were seen as essential to
ensure that measures are effective and can be revised over time.

Similar issues across groups that the CoP potentially could focus on:

> Need for harmonized and accessible data, including shared standards, tools, and
methodologies across regions.

> Importance of aligning science and policy, ensuring CIA outputs are actionable and trusted
in decision-making.

> Recognition of uncertainty and the need to define acceptable thresholds, baselines, and
levels of evidence.

> Demand for stronger governance and cooperation at sea-basin level, including joint
monitoring and coordination mechanisms.

> Emphasis on clear communication of CIA results and their added value for policy and
society.

The break-out discussions generated three closely related but distinct emphases.

> The first group described a positive long-term vision of “reliable and useful” CIA applied
and implemented across the Greater North Sea and Baltic Sea, then mapped a logic chain
from governance, to messages, to shared data, to interoperable methods, to action, and
finally to political uptake and implementation. Their discussion stressed that governance,
harmonised monitoring, data-sharing and common language are not peripheral issues but
prerequisites for any meaningful sea basin-scale CIA application.

> A second group focused more explicitly on the implementation gap. In their discussion,
participants argued that the core knowledge base is already relatively mature: the broad
logic of ecosystem-based management is clear, CIA tools exist, and data availability is
improving. Yet there remains a persistent gap between technical capability and actual use
in management and planning. This group clarified that CIA could identify cumulative
pressure hotspots and indicate where management action may reduce risk, but on its own
it cannot reliably quantify how much improvement will result or how fast change will occur
without proper monitoring and follow-up.

> The third group emphasised comparability and meaningful use in planning. Their vision was
not just that countries should produce CIA results, but that results should become
comparable across borders, based on agreed pressure categories, ecosystem
components, impact matrices and sufficiently aligned data structures. Participants also
argued that the value of CIA lies in its ability to inform planning choices, mitigation
measures and trade-offs, and not simply in producing technical outputs.

For the detailed output from the interactive session, see Annex 2.

10
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Reflections of day 1

> The emergence of socio-economic and ecosystem service considerations. Some
participants argued that, particularly from an MSP perspective, CIA outputs will ultimately
have to connect with questions of value, trade-offs and impacts on sectors and ecosystem
services if they are to influence policy decisions. At the same time, the group recognised
that this remains a difficult frontier because valuation data and operational methods for
integrating social, economic and cultural dimensions are still incomplete.

> A strong sense of shared direction was emerging despite different disciplinary and
institutional starting points. There was a mix of frustration and optimism: frustration that
experts are not always heard and that many efforts still happen in parallel, but optimism
that the community is already converging around similar questions, similar building blocks
and a similar need to improve the science-policy dialogue.

> Participants repeatedly argued that CIA must be paired with monitoring if it is to become a
credible basis for adaptive decision-making. In that sense, the conversation moved away
from a narrow focus on model development and toward a broader systems view, where
assessment, monitoring, communication and implementation have to function together.

In summary, the vision for 2035-2040 is not simply to carry out more Cumulative Impact
Assessments (CIA), but to ensure that CIA is useful, credible and implementable in support of
ecosystem-based management and maritime spatial planning. CIA should be understood as a
decision-support tool and a means to an end, rather than as an objective in itself. The
overarching ambition is a healthy and resilient marine environment in which socio-economic
activities are planned and managed in balance with ecological needs and limits. This can be
supported by more comparable CIA results across countries, clearer understanding of
cumulative pressures and risks, and the effective application of CIA in the development of
better-informed plans and management decisions. And comparability does not necessarily
require a single tool, but it does require common reference points in language, data,
assumptions and output. Finally, the transition from assessment to action depends on stronger
links with governance, monitoring and decision-making processes. These themes became the
backbone for the strategic discussions on Day 2.
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Day 2. Strategic alignment

Day 2 was designed to move from broad visioning to strategic alignment. The day combined
plenary feedback on Day 1, two morning showcases, a carousel session on four strategic themes,
an afternoon showcase on the German EEZ case, and a panel session on policy issues and
priorities for a policy brief.

The plenary recap at the start of the day already revealed a stronger collective narrative.
Participants reflected that the previous day had shown both the breadth of ongoing CIA work
and the difficulty of turning technical advances into practical uptake. Day 1 had produced both
inspiration and a clearer sense of where further narrowing and concrete action would be
needed. All presentations and the visual are published on the NESBp website (link NESB

webpage).

Showcases

A Danish CIA tool: Project status, context, user profiles and challenges - Malte Hvidsten, MSP
and data specialist, Danish Maritime Authority, MSP Secretariat

The showcase on the Danish CIA tool, illustrated what it looks like when political mandate,
institutional cooperation and digital infrastructure come together. Hvidsten explained that
Denmark’s MSP and marine nature policy context has created a concrete demand for a CIA tool
that can support planning decisions, scenario analysis and eventually wider environmental
assessments. The tool is being developed through a cross-sectoral working group and is
intended to be user-friendly for planners while retaining a scientifically robust backend.
Participants responded positively to the clarity of user needs, the modular design, and the
explicit attention to transparency and uncertainty, while also stressing the importance of cross-
border compatibility and the inclusion of land-sea interactions.

Here be (No?) Dragons: The Challenge of Using Cumulative Impact Assessments in Marine
Spatial Planning - Daniel Wood, principal marine ecologist, Cefas

The second showcase offered a complementary perspective by showing the practical challenges
of using CIA in MSP for offshore wind planning. Wood's case demonstrated how cumulative
impact logic can help identify areas of lower ecological risk, but also highlighted familiar
constraints: incomplete data, the difficulty of integrating benthic and seasonal information, and
the tension between the “best” conceptual data and the data actually available for operational
planning. This showcase reinforced a recurring workshop lesson: many challenges are not about
whether CIA is conceptually useful, but about whether the required datasets, classifications and
interpretations are mature enough for the decision context.

Cumulative Impact Assessment in the German EEZ - A Tailored Framework and Its Application
to Marine Mammals - Antje Gimpel & Constanze Staab, scientific officers, Federal Maritime and
Hydrographic Agency (BSH)

The afternoon showcase, by Antje Gimpel and Constanze Staab, on the German EEZ grounded
the strategy discussions in another national application context. This presentation demonstrated
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how an apparently similar method to other methods can still evolve differently when tailored to
specific planning and ecological questions, in this case including marine mammals and
construction-phase impacts. This case helped participants move toward a more nuanced
understanding of convergence.

Interactive group session on strategic alignment

The core of Day 2 was the carousel session, in which four themes were discussed:

Vision and ambition, led by Marie Dahmen

Exchange on knowledge and data, led by Daniel Wood
Harmonisation of CIA methods and application, led by Adrian Judd
The science-policy interface, led by Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky

V V V V

The science-policy interface focused on making CIA more explicit and effective as a decision-
support instrument. The vision and ambition asked what a CoP should seek to achieve by 2035
and how it should define its value proposition. The harmonisation of CIA methods and application
explored what should be aligned, why alignment matters, and where differences may remain
justified. And the exchange of knowledge and data examined how existing CIA information, tools
and datasets could be made more accessible and interoperable across countries, and how the
Community of Practice might prioritise key data gaps, sharing mechanisms and practical
examples to avoid duplication and strengthen joint learning. For detailed output on this session,
see Annex 3.

Vision and ambition
Participants received a draft vision, prepared by the steering group in advance (Annex 3).

The concept of CIA development and application for the Greater North Sea and Baltic Sea is appreciated
for its strong level of ambition and clear mission statement, providing a solid foundation for
future development. Participants valued the continuity in the vision, noting that the specific
timeline is less important than the progression of milestones related to data, harmonization, and
decision-making. The content is considered relevant and meaningful, offering useful guidance
on how to move forward. At the same time, reviewers noted that while many important elements
are already included, the text would benefit from greater concreteness and clearer structuring.

What should be improved:

> Participants argued that the community needs a clearer and shorter shared narrative.
There is broad support for a concise statement that explains why the community exists,
what CIA should deliver at sea-basin scale, and how this supports better policy and
planning across borders. There was a strong sense that the draft vision should be inspiring
but also practical: ambitious enough to guide joint effort yet concrete enough to be used in
communication with decision-makers and partner institutions.

> Several areas were identified for strengthening the concept. First, the vision would benefit
from a more explicit overarching ambition, emphasizing that CIA outcomes should be
trusted, actionable, and lead to concrete decisions across sea basins. Structurally, the text
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should be better organized using thematic subheadings (e.g. methods, data, management
responses) to improve readability and focus.

> Clarification is also needed on the role of the Community of Practice (CoP), including
practical examples of how it contributes. Participants highlighted the importance of
strengthening the science-policy interface, making this a more explicit component of the
vision.

> In terms of content, the text should more clearly describe use cases and policy linkages,
particularly connections to MSFD, SEA within MSP, and the ecosystem-based approach. It
should better articulate the purpose of CIA, its added value - especially in a transboundary
context - and the objectives of assessments. Finally, there was a call to ensure alignment
at policy level on the need for sea-basin scale CIA and to streamline the text by removing
overly detailed elements such as standardized data collection methodologies.

Exchange on knowledge and data

The breakout session on CIA knowledge exchange highlighted key challenges related to time
constraints, fragmentation, and lack of focus. Participants noted that while a broad range of
work is underway, with different users requiring different types of knowledge. There was a
shared recognition that waiting for perfect data is not feasible, and that clearer objectives and
prioritization are needed to make progress.

Participants highlighted that a large amount of ClA-relevant information already exists, but
remains fragmented, unevenly accessible and difficult to assimilate. It has been stressed that
experts are often doing similar things in isolation, and that the community should focus less on
collecting everything and more on identifying the most relevant questions, the most important
data gaps and the most useful examples and at the same time, to focus on solvable steps. This
implies that the CoP should not become a passive repository, but an active mechanism for
prioritising, translating and sharing knowledge.

A central outcome was the need to move from broad exploration to more focused and practical
collaboration. This includes working with realistic goals, breaking down complex issues into
manageable topics, and learning from existing examples. Converging methods and knowledge
into actionable, policy-relevant outputs (“salient science advice”) was seen as a priority.

The Community of Practice (CoP) was identified as a key mechanism to improve knowledge
exchange and overcome fragmented approaches. Suggested approaches included thematic
clusters, focused workshops, and regular meetings at both general and subgroup levels. In-
person interaction was considered particularly valuable, alongside the use of shared platforms
and libraries to store and exchange knowledge.

Finally, participants emphasized the importance of strengthening transboundary cooperation
and identifying the right moments to engage with planners and policymakers, ensuring that
knowledge exchange effectively supports decision-making processes.

Harmonisation of CIA methods and application

The breakout group emphasized that harmonization of Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA)
across sea basins is essential to achieve comparable and policy-relevant outcomes within
Marine Spatial Planning (MSP). A shared conclusion began to emerge that complete
methodological uniformity is neither realistic nor necessarily desirable. What matters more is

14
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interoperability and clarity on when and why different approaches are used. A key message was
to avoid overcomplicating processes and to start with practical, small-scale pilots while building
on existing national approaches.

Regarding processes and workflows, the group highlighted the need for a shared terminology
(e.g., “collective pressures” and “in combination”) and stronger collaboration through the
Community of Practice (CoP). The CoP can play a central role in initiating joint projects,
facilitating knowledge exchange, and strengthening collaboration with policymakers.
Harmonization was also seen to increase political acceptance, as internationally aligned
approaches enhance trust and comparability between countries.

For tools, the focus should be on achieving comparable outputs rather than standardizing a
single method. Different methods and tools (such as SCAIRM, Tikta, and Symphony) can coexist,
provided their results are interoperable and comparable. A key next step is to conduct pilot
studies in a shared area using multiple tools to better understand differences and align
outcomes.

In terms of data, there is a need for internationally agreed approaches to transform raw data
into spatial information for CIA. Harmonization of datasets (e.g., through the INSPIRE Directive)
and agreement on pressure-impact relationships (e.g., via a common matrix) are critical.
Transboundary challenges, such as mobile species, further underline the importance of
coordinated data use and shared responsibility at the sea basin level.

For decision-making, CIA results must be clear, transparent, and usable for policymakers.
Communicating uncertainties and limitations is essential to build trust. Stronger links are
needed between CIA outputs and policy objectives, including better insight into the effectiveness
of measures. Joint Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) within MSP frameworks, such
as in the SEABAS project, were identified as promising approaches.

Finally, the importance of mutual learning was emphasized. The CoP can serve as a platform for
targeted workshops addressing specific challenges and solutions, while fostering a shared
understanding of environmental, social, and economic dimensions within CIA.

The science-policy interface

During this session participants sharpened the problem definition that CIA is only valuable when
decision-makers understand what it can do, what it cannot do, and how it should be used in
planning and policy processes.

The breakout group identified key bottlenecks at the science-policy interface in applying CIA,
centring on issues of trust, communication, and alignment with policy needs. A core challenge
is ensuring that both scientific knowledge and local insights effectively reach the right policy
audiences, recognizing that multiple interfaces and users exist. Participants stressed the need
for standardized and policy-relevant scientific outputs that address key questions on trends,
future scenarios, risks, and management options. These outputs should be robust yet adaptable
to different applications, such as spatial planning and evaluation.

Improving the “how” of communication was seen as critical. This includes delivering clear,
consistent messages through existing governance structures, ensuring ownership at an
appropriate scale (e.g. sea basin level), and being transparent about uncertainties and
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limitations. Messages should be simple, neutral, and targeted to the appropriate policy actors to
build trust and usability.

Timing was also highlighted as a major factor. CIA should be integrated early in decision-making
processes, aligned with policy cycles, and communicated regularly to remain relevant. Proactive
engagement—before environmental impacts escalate—was seen as essential to increase the
effectiveness of CIA in shaping policy.

Overall, the participants called for clearer examples, more focused communication, stronger
links to concrete policy questions, and a practical acceptance that “perfect data” will rarely exist.
Rather than waiting for fully harmonised methods or datasets, the group leaned toward a more
iterative approach: start with what is already possible, improve transparency, and use
collaboration to progressively reduce inconsistencies and uncertainty.

Panel discussion on policy issues

Chair: Philipp Arndt | Members: Peter Heslenfeld, Lembe Reiman, Alf Skovgaard, Aurélia Care

The final session of the day was the panel discussion on policy issues and recommendations for
policymakers. The agenda positioned this session as a bridge to a future policy brief, and the
issues that surfaced most clearly. Participants stressed the need to apply CIA earlier in MSP
processes, to strengthen common terminology, to demonstrate the value of cross-border
cooperation, and to focus recommendations on areas where collaboration is essential for
planning and assessment to work in shared sea basins.

The panel session brought together national perspectives on the current challenges and
opportunities in applying CIA, with a focus on strengthening its role in policy and decision-
making. Discussions highlighted that while international alignment is essential—particularly
given shared ecosystems and cross-border impacts—differences in methodologies, data, and
assumptions between countries can lead to inconsistent outcomes, complicating policy uptake
and communication.

Panellists emphasized several “no-regret” actions for the coming years. These included
improving transparency around data, assumptions, and uncertainties in CIA; developing a
common terminology; and applying CIA earlier in maritime spatial planning processes to inform
strategic choices. There was also a strong call for pragmatic collaboration, such as joint pilot
studies and better coordination of spatial data collection, alongside closer alignment in the
interpretation of relevant legislation across countries.

The CoP was widely seen as a key mechanism to support this progress. Its main value lies in
facilitating exchange of knowledge, building shared approaches, improving comparability, and
strengthening communication between countries and towards policymakers. At the same time,
panellists stressed that the CoP should remain practical and focused, avoiding the risk of
becoming an additional bureaucratic layer without clear objectives.

Finally, participants cautioned against over-formalization and overpromising the capabilities of
CIA. There was a clear preference for maintaining national flexibility, avoiding new regulatory
burdens, and focusing instead on collaboration, mutual learning, and demonstrating the added
value of CIA in decision-making. For the detailed discussion, see Annex 4.
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Reflections day 2

Across the whole of Day 2, a more mature picture of the CoP began to emerge. The CoP could
be a structured arena for aligning language, improving comparability, sharing applications,
surfacing data and policy bottlenecks, and building enough mutual understanding that different
national and regional efforts can support one another rather than diverge further.

Several strategic directions are distilled from Day 2. First, the community should work toward
practical interoperability rather than rigid uniformity. Second, the science-policy interface
should be treated as a central workstream. Third, concrete use cases and showcases are one
of the strongest assets of the network, because they make methodological and governance
questions tangible. Fourth, the policy brief should focus on timing, comparability, terminology,
and the need for cross-border application of CIA in real planning contexts.

17
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Day 3. Way of working as a Community of Practice

Day 3 shifted from diagnosis to organisation. The agenda framed the day around “our way of
working as a CIA Community of Practice (CoP),”. The goal was to focus on the “how”: how the
group would collaborate, how it would be structured, and how it could convert momentum from
the workshop into a sustained way of working.

The idea is that the CoP as an informal and non-binding collaboration gives participating
countries and organisations flexibility while providing a practical framework for cooperation and
alignment. It could function as a regular forum for scientists, governmental experts and
policymakers or advisors to work together on methods, language, data, principles and science-
policy bottlenecks in cumulative impact assessment, explicitly building on existing regional
structures rather than duplicating them.

Interactive session on community building

During this session participants were asked to individually reflect on the following 6 questions:

> How should we structure, organise ourselves? What if we do not organise ourselves?
> What leadership is needed from whom to make this successful? What can you offer?
> What would you like to start tomorrow? What is a no go?

The first key outcome was broad support for a light but purposeful structure. Participants did
not favour a heavy formal institution or a fixed membership model with burdensome obligations.
Instead, the discussion leaned toward a flexible framework with enough structure to maintain
momentum, clarify responsibilities and support continuity, while remaining open and demand
driven. This is closely aligned with the concept note, which suggests a practical, non-binding
platform guided by shared priorities, short thematic meetings, and tangible outputs.

A second key outcome concerned governance and leadership. Participants broadly endorsed the
need for clear leadership on both organisational and thematic topics but also stressed that
leadership should be collective rather than overly centralised. Regional bodies such as GNSBI,
HELCOM, OSPAR, NSEC, ICES and related MSP structures were seen as important anchors or
platforms, while countries and active members should retain ownership of thematic progress.

The third major theme was roles and responsibilities. Participants argued that the CoP should
be clear about what it is and is not responsible for. The CoP should help connect people, align
understanding, exchange practice, and structure work on selected priorities, but it should not
attempt to replace formal decision-making arenas, national mandates, or existing regional
assessment processes. This point echoes the vision and ambition paper, which already noted
that the CoP should support streamlining and dialogue on CIA without replacing existing MSP-
or policy platforms.

Participants distinguished between short-term and longer-term actions. In the first 12 months,
they proposed to define a joint understanding of vision and ambition, select strategic priorities,
organise online showcase sessions, create overviews of existing approaches and datasets, and
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identify key science-policy bottlenecks for the policy agenda. Over 3-5 years, the CoP could point
to coordinated pilots, increased data and indicator alignment, stronger links to MSP- and MSFD
cycles, and development of a shared knowledge repository.

Another recurring point was the importance of not starting from scratch. Participants repeatedly
said that the CoP should build on what already exists, use existing meetings where possible, and
connect to current institutional processes rather than create parallel structures. This was partly
a resource issue, since many participants noted limited time and capacity, but it was also
strategic. The CoP was seen as most useful when it acts as a connecting layer between regional
organisations, national practices and technical communities, rather than as another isolated
initiative.

The discussion on documentation and continuity was especially practical. Participants suggested
that the group would benefit from a guidance document, roadmap or living framework that sets
out what the CoP is trying to do without turning it into a rigid formal charter. Such a document
could capture scope, principles, thematic priorities and expectations for participation, while
leaving room for adaptation as the network matures. This idea aligns closely with the proposal
for a living document, yearly review and adaptive work planning. Trust and safe space also
emerged as important operating principles; meaningful exchange requires openness, a
manageable group composition and room for technical discussion across borders and
institutions.

During this session we shaped the start of a coherent model for the future way of working. The
CoP should be informal, light and flexible, but not vague. It should have some coordination
capacity, thematic leadership and a shared work plan. It should focus on a limited number of
practical priorities and visible outputs. It should use hybrid formats and combine online
exchange with periodic in-person meetings to sustain trust and momentum. And it should
position itself as a connector across countries, regional institutions and thematic workstreams
in the Greater North Sea and the Baltic Sea region. For more detailed information of this session,
see

Reflections day 3

By the final reflection session, several participants suggested that the CoP had, in a sense,
already begun. The workshop itself had created a first layer of community through concrete
exchange, shared language development and recognition that many participants are working on
highly similar problems despite different institutional contexts. The shift in mood from
uncertainty to cautious confidence was notable. Participants stated that the meeting had shown
there is already more convergence than previously assumed, especially in core concepts,
practical needs and the recognition of where alignment matters most.

Participants reflected positively on the workshop, highlighting strong learning outcomes on both
the practical application of CIA and its policy relevance, particularly around harmonization and
implementation. The exchange of expertise and real-life examples was highly valued, helping to
clarify the complexity of CIA and making it more accessible.
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A key takeaway was the clear need for, and momentum behind, establishing a CoP. Participants
appreciated the collaborative atmosphere, noting that many are working on similar challenges
and that the workshop helped build connections, align efforts, and “break the glass wall”
between initiatives.

While some found the topic complex and at times overwhelming, the overall experience was
described as constructive, energizing, and timely. There was a strong sense that the group is
already on the right track, with a shared willingness to continue collaboration in a more
structured and pragmatic way, including deeper exchanges and ongoing contact.

For a list of reflections, see Annex 6.
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Conclusion and actions

The Hamburg workshop confirmed a shared interest in strengthening cooperation on Cumulative
Impact Assessment (CIA) across the Greater North Sea and Baltic Sea. CIA was recognised as
a practical decision-support tool for ecosystem-based management, maritime spatial planning
(MSP), Strategic Environmental Assessment and cross-border coordination, not as an objective
in itself. The common ambition is to support a healthy and resilient marine environment,
alongside balanced socio-economic activities, through more comparable and transparent CIA
results and their timely use in planning and management. Further progress should build on
existing regional and national structures through a light, practical Community of Practice that
supports knowledge exchange, data and methodological interoperability, and clearer
communication at the science-policy interface.

Follow-up actions

1 Prepare external scientific communication on CIA-method convergence
Develop a concise communication product, such as a joint statement, briefing note or
position paper, setting out the current convergence of Cumulative Impact Assessment
(CIA) methodologies, areas of remaining difference, and the implications for comparable
and policy-relevant application across sea basins.

9 Explore cross-border CIA scenario applications
Identify opportunities to apply CIA jointly across national boundaries, building on the
different approaches to assessing future activity scenarios within Maritime Spatial Plans
(MSPs). A practical case could demonstrate how scenario-based CIA can support shared
planning questions, cross-border consultation and comparison of results.

91 Develop an overview of CIA applications in maritime spatial planning
Establish, through the GNSBI Working Track on CIA, a clear overview, preferably in a visual
format, of how CIA can be applied at different stages of MSP. This should distinguish
relevant use cases, such as strategic scenario development, assessment of spatial options,
identification of cumulative-pressure hotspots, comparison of alternatives, and evaluation
of mitigation or management measures.

9 Assess the scope for a follow-up scientific-advice request in 2027
Explore whether a potential follow-up request for scientific advice could be developed for
2027, potentially with joint or partial national funding. The request could focus on priority
guestions identified by the Community of Practice, such as suitable CIA approaches for
specific MSP questions and scales; the comparability of existing methods and outputs;
common data and pressure-impact linkages; treatment of uncertainty; or approaches to
transboundary cumulative impacts.
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Annexes

1. Detailed agenda
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Day Time Session
Day 1. 13:00 - 13:30 Welcome by Kai Trimpler and Philipp Arndt (BSH).
Wednesday 1st | 13:30 - 15:15 Showcases CIA: sharing and learning
of July 2026 > Jitske Nugter: State of Play, NESB project
> Jesper Andersen: Mapping and analysis of cumulative impacts in Europe’s seas:
from testing to applications.
> Simon Jennings: Cumulative Impact Assessment: Principles and Evaluation
Criteria (ICES advice for GNSBI).
> Gerjan Piet: Different applications of SCAIRM to inform policy.
1515 - 15:45 Coffee & networking.
15:45 - 17:00 Vision and pathways for CIA applications towards 2040: break-out groups on ‘How
collaboration for application of CIA should or could develop in the coming 15 years'.
17:00 - 17:15 Reflection and conclusions of the day.
Day 2. 09:00 - 10:00 Start and plenary feedback on the results of day groups discussing vision and
Thursday 2nd pathways on day 1.
of July 2026 10:00 - 10:45 Showcases CIA: sharing and learning
> Malte Hvidsten & Sgren Enghoff: A Danish CIA tool - [ ENEGEGEGGcNINGGEEEEE
>
>
>
>
>
>
15:45 -
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