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Preamble

For centuries the Baltic Sea has served the nations living on its coasts as a convenient trade route and provider of sustenance. Baltic Sea has been and remains to be a key factor forming the political, cultural, environmental and economic identity of the Baltic Sea Region. The most prominent cities of the region have grown as ports on the coast of the Baltic or on the waterways immediately connected to the Sea. Many of these cities continue to function as important marine transport hubs serving the ever increasing flows of goods through the Baltic Sea Region.

Developing technological capacity has rendered feasible and economically profitable variety of human activities in the sea that would seem science fiction just few decades ago. The global-scale use of sea space, especially, the continental shelf, has intensified and diversified manifold. In some shelf seas, the economic claims for the marine space exceed their respective surface area several times. Since the last decades of 20th century experts and stakeholders have been calling for developing the Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) and adoption of harmonized principles of MSP that would allow avoiding conflicts, respect multitude of interests, be politically fair, economically prudent and environmentally responsible. 

The importance of MSP as a key instrument for an Integrated Maritime Policy for the EU was highlighted by European Commission in the “Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning Achieving Common Principles in the EU”
.    

Planning of the Baltic Sea Space has been considered by the Sixth Ministerial Conference of VASAB (Gdansk, September 2005) as one of the decisive factors shaping future development of the Baltic Sea Region space till 2030. Maritime Spatial Planning is a part of Long Term Perspective for the spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region prepared for the Seventh Conference of VASAB (Vilnius, October 2009). By joining forces with the Baltic Sea Environmental Protection Commission (HELCOM) and other relevant stakeholders, VASAB is willing to develop a common approach to the Baltic Sea MSP, and initiate and assist in implementing the demonstration projects for some Baltic Sea areas of severe use conflicts.    

The 2007 HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) introduced Maritime Spatial Planning as a process aiming at more coherent management of various human activities taking place in the Baltic Sea. BSAP requires contracting parties to jointly develop by 2010, as well as to test, apply and evaluate by 2012, in cooperation with other relevant international bodies, broad-scale, cross-sectorial, MSP principles based on the Ecosystem Approach. 

Emerging EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region highlights MSP among the horizontal actions that are fundamental to entire strategy, i.e. making the Baltic Sea region environmentally sustainable, prosperous, accessible and attractive, and secure region. Not least, the development of the MSP in the Baltic provides an opportunity for a joint work of the eight EU member states and Russian Federation.    

On 15th October, 2009, a day before the Ministerial Conference, VASAB gathers experts and stakeholders to discuss the issues which are vital for further development of coherent MSP system for the Baltic Sea.  
Issues to be discussed would be:

· Applicability of terrestrial planning experience in MSP;

· Building of coherent legislative basis for MSP;

· Knowledge needs for MSP;

· Ecosystem approach to MSP;

· EU-level added value of MSP in the Baltic Region 

Each of the themes 1-4 will be elaborated by an invited key-note analysis, extended abstracts of which are presented herewith. These materials are intended to stimulate further discussion on each issue. Therefore, we, the organizers of the Workshop, cordially invite participants to study carefully the presented materials before the event and compare the points put forward by the theme curators with your own experience and opinion. The fifth issue – potential EU added value of MSP preparations in BSR, will be interwoven in the whole workshop day, and be especially addressed in the concluding panel discussion. Although, not a condition, we will appreciate if your interventions on the discussed topics are pre-announced to the organizers (info@vasab.org).         
We expect that the main outcome of our workshop will be formulation of the key messages to be reported the Ministerial Conference.
Welcome to Vilnius!

Workshop moderator:

Andris Andrusaitis, Associate Professor, University of Latvia

From a land-sea to an integrated spatial perspective: Overcoming the separation of Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) and Territorial Spatial Planning (TSP)

Bernhard Heinrichs

Professor, Vice-president of the German Academy for Spatial Research and Planning (ARL)
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0. Introduction - Political objectives and requirements
EU, VASAB, HELCOM support MSP 
1. Which are the similarities and differences of MSP and TSP? Can the experience of TSP be used for MSP?
Visible difference: sea: mainly regarded as an empty space, stretching beyond a free horizon, whereas dry land is subject to multiple uses, creating multifaceted  landscape.                                        
                                                                                                                                                         Thesis: despite obvious differences the similarities prevail. This gives the spatial   planners as neutral agents a crucial role in drawing up MSPs.
 2. How to draw up a MSP?
 General Steps (slightly modified from PlanCoast Handbook):

Step 1: Assessing the context and establishing a general framework for MSP 

Step 2: Drawing up a guiding vision 

Step 3: Analysis- Identifying issues and problems 

Step 4: Need orientated stocktaking and mapping

Step 5: Developing solutions for the problems identified 

Step 6: Drawing up a plan 

Step 7: Implementation 

Step 8: Evaluation

Specific steps with emphasis on legal procedures (example: Plan for German EEZ):

- Announce planning intention; Enquire about user interests

- Draw up 1.draft of spatial plan
- Scoping  than draw up environmental report

- Consult on draft spatial plan and environmental report

- Weigh up all interests, amend draft spatial plan if necessary

- Consult again those stakeholders whose interests are affected by the amendment

- Draw up final spatial plan with a consolidated environmental statement

- Spatial plan adopted and published as a statutory instrument 
3. How to integrate MSP and TSP
Example for combining informal ICZM process with statutory spatial planning simultaneously on land and on the sea (Greifswald Bay, Germany):
· Conflict management via “round table“ 

· Voluntary agreements between users and environmentalists

· Zoning with physical +time component 

· Results secured in statutory regional spatial plan

4. Selected Recommendations for integrated MSP

A   Planning process and content:
Prepare Maritime Spatial Plans only where and when needed

Collect data according to need

Make full use of participative planning by applying informal tools

Draw up the MSP together with a plan of the coastal zone if possible 

Use cross-sectoral coordination procedures (TIA including EIA) for projects

B  Institutional aspects:
Do not create MSP-specific institutions - improve the use of existing ones

Maritime Spatial Plans as a basis for all sectoral decisions should be prepared by cross sectoral agencies preferably at regional level – spatial planners as neutral agents should take the lead

Care for political awareness-raising as MSP is more than a technical exercise – it is a political responsibility

Secure political support to improve effectiveness of cross-border consultation for offshore development plans and projects 

C 3 basic rules for an integrated MSP:

Keep areas available for future developments as conditions and needs change over time

Consider that reserve areas or human activities may need to be shifted, or adapted over time as fish or birds will not be impressed by spatial plans, but move around as environmental conditions dictate.
Last rule: keep it simple!

Can the experience of Territorial Spatial Planning (TSP) be used for Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP)? Yes, it can.

Developing legislative basis for the Baltic MSP: One system versus integration of different systems
Jacek Zaucha

Professor, University of Gdansk
Key Questions
Where we are with development of the legislative basis of MSP in the Baltic? 
In which BSR countries we need to build new legislative body from scratch, in what countries there is a need for some (limited) amendments of the existing law and in what countries MSP is already possible and only reinterpretation of the existing law and political leadership is necessary?
What joint actions are necessary at the BSR level to facilitate the legal changes in the countries? How much international uniformity of legislative and regulatory framework is at minimum necessary for smooth development of MSP in a regional sea?
What extent of international synchronizing among the countries is desired? 
What is the best way of starting and managing the process of new legislation building/amendment, how to convince decision makers? Do we need EU support? 
Which lessons of the forerunners would be important to the countries that are just in the beginning of building the MSP framework?
What would be the priority tasks and optimal timeline to build such legislative basis?
Do we need maritime policy in each country as a prerequisite of successful MSP?

Context
Existence of maritime spatial plans
No BSR country (except perhaps Germany) has a fully developed maritime spatial planning system. The coverage and intensity of spatial planning differs (see Fig. 1). The most developed MSP system is in Germany. Territorial waters’ planning is part of the regional planning of the Bundesländer, and EEZ is under the jurisdiction of the central state. Just recently the draft of the first EEZ spatial plan has been prepared. German maritime plans are of statutory nature and define rules and principles for all subsequent planning. They design suitable/reserved/restricted areas for shipping routes, cables and pipelines, fishery, nature protection, energy and scientific use. Within the suitable areas settled by the maritime plan, location of installations requires also additional approval procedures such as e.g. the Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA). 

In Poland only one pilot maritime spatial plan was elaborated so far. It is a plan covering the western part of the Gulf of Gdańsk north-west of the Three-City agglomeration (Gdańsk-Sopot-Gdynia). This plan has both a quasi-strategic character and at the same time carries out some functions that are reserved on land for the local land use plan. According to Polish law such plan should decide about: the destined use of the sea areas, prohibitions or limitations in the use of the sea areas, taking into account the requirements of nature protection, distribution of public investment, directions of development of transport and technical infrastructure, areas and conditions of protection of environment and cultural heritage. In Poland sea space is also covered by the National Spatial Development Concept currently under elaboration (due by the end of 2008). 

In Sweden, Finland and Norway the local (and also regional in Norway and Finland) governments have a right (but not obligation) to extend their plans into sea areas. This right is used frequently in Norway (82% of Norway’s 280 coastal municipalities have already produced maritime spatial plans) and rather exceptionally in Sweden. Only several spatial plans for parts of private coastal waters and territorial seas have been developed by coastal municipalities in Sweden. In Finland certain uses, such as nature protection areas, shipping routes etc. are appointed in regional plans and in municipal level plans. However, management is based partly on plans partly on sectoral competences in territorial waters. In Finland, demand-driven spatial plans have been developed for territorial seas to allow construction or other specific uses since according to Finnish law, no construction or use is possible without the existence of a spatial plan. One explanation for these differences between Nordic countries is the very active attitude of Norwegian Ministry for Environment which is responsible for terrestrial spatial planning and which took a lead in encouraging municipalities to prepare also maritime spatial plans. The Ministry of Environment, in cooperation with other ministries and authorities, has made a management plan for the Barents Sea and sea area of the Lofoten Islands. The management plan sets the overall framework for both existing and new activities in these waters, and facilitates the co-existence of different industries, particularly the fishery, maritime transport and petroleum industry. The aim of the plan is to establish a holistic and ecosystem-based management of the activities in the Barents Sea – Lofoten area. 
Maritime spatial plans do not exist in Russia, Estonia, Latvia Lithuania and Denmark although some pilot preparatory actions took place both in Russia and Lithuania. 
Maritime spatial planning legal framework 

No BSR country has a specific legal act on MSP, and probably there is no need to develop such specific acts. Spatial planning of sea areas, if considered at all, is incorporated into acts dealing generally with spatial planning or with sea areas (e.g., Poland).With the exception of Germany, Poland and probably Norway, no country has specific regulations for MSPs. In Finland, Estonia and Sweden, MSPs are simply an extension of terrestrial planning into the sea area. 
No legal framework for MSP presently exists in Denmark, Latvia or Russia. In Denmark sea based activities are mainly regulated by a number of sectoral laws, e.g. the Marine Environment Protection Act, the Raw Materials Act, the Subsoil Act, the Continental Shelf Act, the Electricity Supply Act, the Harbour Act, and the Fishery Acts. The Planning Act only regulates the terrestrial part of the Danish territory. In the coastal zone there are specific paragraphs in the Planning Act, which regulate the activities. The Agency for Spatial and Environmental Planning (as part of the Ministry of the Environment) has the overall responsibility for the Planning Act. The Agency is responsible for upholding national interests through national planning. The municipal councils are responsible for comprehensive land-use regulation at municipal and local levels with legally binding guidelines for property owners. Consequently, coastal zone authority is dispersed among different sectors and different administrative levels of decision-making in Denmark. 

In Russia MSP is not even mentioned in acts related to sea space management, and spatial plans cover only terrestrial areas. The same situation is in Latvia, Latvian sea space is subject to the national level governance, and therefore theoretically the national level planning documents should contain elements of MSP. 

The German, Norwegian and Polish laws allow for spatial planning in the EEZ. In Finland Estonia, and Sweden, because of the simple extension from land to sea, including the jurisdictions of planning authorities (municipal and/or regional), spatial plans cannot extend outside national territory, and in effect the EEZ is not included.

Only in Germany is spatial planning of sea space obligatory. In other countries, which have sea area planning in their legal systems (Finland, Norway, Poland, Sweden), MSPs are demand driven. 

With the exception of Poland, where MSP in all sea areas is the duty of the central government, responsibility for planning differs depending on the sea area:

· the EEZ is always under the jurisdiction of the central government;

·  in territorial seas, the central government is responsible in Norway, the coastal states (Land) in Germany, and the local municipal or county authorities in Finland and Sweden; internal sea waters are under the jurisdiction of either municipal or county authorities (Norway, Sweden) or a central government agency (Germany).

In Germany and Poland, the resolutions of the MSPs are binding. This is clearly stated in German law, while the Polish law states that the plans decide about various uses. In the other countries, resolutions of the plan are probably binding or indicative depending on the type of planning document (indicative regional plan or binding local plan).

It should be noted that Poland and Sweden are not satisfied with their legal frameworks for maritime spatial planning and management, and are preparing amendments.

International efforts

In September 2008 VASAB has proposed to agree between BSR countries on maritime spatial planning principles guiding the essence (methodology) of MSP. Such principles have been summarised in the box below.

	Maritime Spatial Planning Principles

1. MSP should demonstrate a farsighted/pro-active approach – planning based on a BSR vision, internationally agreed goals etc.

2. MSP should be run by an institution enjoying organisational independence from the individual sectors.
3. MSP should be based on a principle of diversity, on participatory approach and transparency.

4. MSP should respect the ecosystem approach.

5. MSP should cover all sea layers and should take into consideration important seasonal changes in the sea space.

6. MSP should use the adaptive approach to planning and be of a continuous character. Such planning cycles can differ between the countries as far as details are concerned, could be improve or redeveloped. What really matters is principle of continuity of the MSP process.

7. MSP should be science-based (evidence based spatial planning).

8. Maritime Spatial Plans should be transnationally coordinated and joint planning of some sea areas should be installed.

9. MSP should follow the nested approach.

10. Complementary planning of the sea space and adjacent coastal areas should be achieved.

11. MSP should be of precautionary character.

12. MSP should take into account recommendations, knowledge and information of Pan-Baltic organizations and CEMAT at an early stage of planning.

13. The decision making processes in case of lack of Maritime Spatial Plans should be well coordinated vertically and horizontally, transparent and include public participation.


On 10 October 2007, the European Commission adopted the Blue Paper proposing an Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) for the EU
, and a detailed Action Plan
. The European Council endorsed the IMP and the Action Plan on 14 December 2007.  In November 2008 EU came up with Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in the EU. The part of it is a set of common principles of relevance to MSP in the EU (summarized in the box below).
KEY PRINCIPLES EMERGING FROM MARITIME SPATIAL PLANNING PRACTICE

1. Using MSP according to area and type of activity

2. Defining objectives to guide MSP

3. Developing MSP in a transparent manner

4. Stakeholder participation

5. Coordination within Member States — Simplifying decision processes

6. Ensuring the legal effect of national MSP

7. Cross-border cooperation and consultation

8. Incorporating monitoring and evaluation in the planning process

9. Achieving coherence between terrestrial and maritime spatial planning relation    with ICZM
10. A strong data and knowledge base

Also HELCOM is working on HELCOM principles for maritime spatial planning. According to the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan agreed in Krakow, Poland in 2007 and HELCOM Recommendation 28E/9 such principles are to be developed by 2010 and tested, applied and evaluated by 2012. This is because any planning process, such as HELCOM Maritime Spatial Planning, requires a definition and political agreement of principles -the goals, objectives and targets and ways to achieve them. Principles can be seen as commonly agreed ways of acting, as well as “decision rules” for conflict situations in the implementation phase. Principles guide behaviour, and preferably allow arbitration, in conflict situations. The HELCOM principles have not been officially announced so far.
Conclusions
After examining different MSP systems and different directions of building such systems in the BSR countries one might come to the following conclusions:
· The most promising path is MSP legislation based on the specificity of terrestrial planning systems in each country. 
· However, one should also ensure room for some BSR co-ordination or rather joint cross-border discussion during the planning phase - MSP is more transnational that TSP.

· MSP principles jointly agreed at Baltic level should provide a sufficient common denominator for sound MSP methodology and for cross-border co-ordination of maritime plans.
· Important issue in new legislation development is to ensure proper linkages with terrestrial spatial planning - horizontal linkages.
· It is also important to make MSP a coherent part of the country spatial planning system-vertical linkages.

The most promising path is MSP legislation based on the specificity of terrestrial planning systems in each country. 
The specificity of the national planning systems should be taken into consideration to avoid collapse of the whole system e.g. due to lack of understanding for the existing planning procedures. Spatial planning has been considered a well proven coordination tool for development of terrestrial areas. In each country it has a long lasting record and its own specific path of transformation. The main factors behind continues changes of the spatial planning systems were national values, co-operation and governance culture, national experience  in the field of planning and limiting discretionary power of private entities. This is the reason why planning systems among neighbouring countries might be so different.  Moreover spatial planning relay a lot on public participation. This participation is also deeply rooted in national culture of planning. Unless MSP is not well fitted into the national planning paradigm it can be treated as alienated exercise, inefficient and hardly accepted by the both decision-makers and general public. Moreover such a system could hardly offer treasonable opportunities for harmonisation of terrestrial and maritime spatial planning. However, please note that in some cases (very decentralised local oriented terrestrial spatial planning systems) maritime spatial planning has to build on additional planning layers on top of the existing planning system in the country, especially in regard to EEZ.
However, one should also ensure room for some BSR co-ordination or rather joint cross-border discussion during the planning phase - MSP is more transnational that terrestrial Spatial Planning⁴.

The sea space allows for more users in the same area than on the land, but on the other hand, the lack of physical borders and barriers, the limited national sovereignty over EEZ makes the sea environment much more prone to impacts of any human intervention. Sea use processes are more closely interlinked with each other than those on the land (please consider e.g. issue of oils spills). Moreover, very often their impacts transcend maritime borders of states and will also extend to the land (e.g. sea level rise, climate change). This is the reason why cross-border co-operation is so important. Planning arrangements e.g. in Russia or Sweden can easily influence the development on Polish coast. The focus of co-operation should be not only on maritime plans concertation but also on building the compatible system of maritime spatial planning for the common sea basin since the proper planning system should ensure rational sea space usage. According to EU Commission integrated maritime spatial planning “will yield its full benefits only if all coastal Member States introduce such systems, that they use compatible and comparable systems, and learn from each other's experiences“.
MSP principles jointly agreed at Baltic level should provide a sufficient common denominator for sound MSP methodology and for cross-border co-ordination of maritime plans.

In fact currently there are only some instruments available for harmonising single issues related to the sea space usage: e.g. the Espoo Convention for cross-border impacts, SEA with respect to environmental protection issues, or IMO based agreements concerning navigation. But it seems that, apart of possible voluntary action by the coastal states, there is no instrument or mechanism to allow and force proper consultation and concertation of all maritime spatial uses among countries and within countries among stakeholders. Therefore the most promising method of building the efficient planning system for the 
⁴ Highlight by author
whole sea basin seems to be agreeing on common methodological principles the national maritime spatial planning should follow. This has been proposed by EU Commission, Helsinki Commission and VASAB. The advantage is possibility to respect the specificity of country planning systems while ensuring the necessary scope for compatibility of MSP systems among the countries sharing one sea basin. If possible this approach can be strengthened in the future by applying the open method of coordination so successfully tested by OECD and EU⁵. 
Important issue in new legislation development is to ensure proper linkages with terrestrial spatial planning - horizontal linkages.

Sea activities heavily influence the coastal area development, and vice versa. Examples are numerous. Offshore wind farms have to be linked with national electricity grids so high voltage cables have to cross the coastal zone, which very often is ecologically sensitive. Offshore natural habitats suffer from river transported pollutants. In many cases offshore protected areas should be jointly managed with corresponding terrestrial habitats. Sea tourism requires adequate land infrastructure, sea constructions might influence coast building (or coast destruction) processes, etc. Therefore it is of utmost importance to link MSP and management with terrestrial statutory planning and management. Such links exist now only in few BSR countries either given by adequate regulations (e.g. Germany and Sweden) or established partly by law and partly in a voluntary way (Poland). In some other countries the necessary legislation is in place but planning capacity of local governments is not sufficient to allow for making full use of it. But there are also examples of countries where institutions responsible for management of sea space are fragmented and not linked with institutions responsible for terrestrial planning and more holistic land management. 

Linking terrestrial and MSP management requires more than only mere legislation changes. It seems that as a first step one should focus rather on capacity building of potential stakeholders and of the sea planning and management institutions how to bring the terrestrial stakeholders into the MSP and management process. Then one should try to develop the relevant (adequate to country’s needs) instruments of dialogue and consensus building for managing stakeholder involvement. However, attention should be given to the diversity of planning layers. Different dialogue is necessary for linking local planning with MSP and quite different methods and forums are necessary for strategic planning links
It is also important to make MSP a coherent part of the country spatial planning system (or strategic development system) - vertical linkages.
The sea space has hardly been put so far into the national or regional planning context (with exception of Poland and to some extent also Norway and Finland). This situation will result in suboptimal use of the sea space. Some uses will be prioritised over the others without any clear reason or justification; there will be no systematic way in examining the qualities of different sea areas in relation to different types of development. The strategic decisions how to plan and use the sea space requires both macro-regional and national context. E.g. the question of developing wind mills on the sea can not be decided without taking into consideration the country policy on energy or on environment. 
⁵ Please see http://europa.eu/scadplus/glosary/open_coordination_en.htm
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Source: Annex 2, East West Window project
Implementing Ecosystem Approach to Management in Maritime Spatial Planning
Mary Walls

Director, Centre of Marine Research, Finnish Environmental Research Institute 
Contents
1. Ecosystem approach as a key concept in adaptive management 
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3. Challenges and key issues to be considered

1.  Ecosystem approach as a key concept in adaptive management 

What is ecosystem approach?

The concept of ecosystem approach was largely developed under the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD Secretariat 2003). CBD defines the ecosystem approach as of “a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way”. The ecosystem approach is based on scientific knowledge and the application of appropriate methodologies focused on different levels of biological organization. Knowledge on key biological processes, functions and ecological interactions needs to be compiled with socio-economic information and approaches. The ecosystem approach recognizes that humans are an integral component of ecosystems. CBD defines an ecosystem as being”a dynamic complex of plant, animal and micro-organism communities and their non-living environment interacting as a functional unit”. Ecosystem approach thus clearly acknowledges biological processes as a fundamental element in management, both with regards of conservation management and sustainable management of natural resources. 
Adaptive management

In order to deal with the complex and dynamic nature of ecosystems and the current gaps and uncertainties in the knowledge or understanding of ecosystem functioning, management and planning approaches have to be flexible and adaptive in nature. Dynamic biological processes always have a component of uncertainty, and often time-lags in responses do occur. This challenges management approaches to have sensitivity to feedback from the system regarding the measures taken, and to understand the dynamism of the target ecosystem. Management measures may need to be sometimes taken even if the cause-consequence relationships have not been fully established. From a practical point of view, a complete understanding of ecosystems is unlikely to be achieved as uncertainties will prevail. Ecosystem approach in management should be seen as a constant learning process and as such a new, more holistic addition to the already existing management systems. Implementation of the ecosystem approach depends on local, national, or regional, in some cases even global, conditions (FAO 2003, 2005).
According to Chapin et al. (2009), adaptive management identifies uncertainties, and then establishes methodologies to test hypotheses concerning those uncertainties. It uses management as a tool not only to change the system towards targeted goals, but also as a tool to learn about the system. Implementation programmes and targeted management actions should thus be designed to be sensitive to feedback and to adjust to the unexpected.

There are several processes both scientific and social which are key components of adaptive management:

· Management is linked to appropriate temporal and spatial scales

· Management uses modeling to build synthesis and an embodied ecological consensus

· Management uses embodied ecological consensus to evaluate strategic alternatives for management

· Management communicates alternatives to stakeholder and political arena for negotiation of a selection

The achievement of these objectives requires an open management process, which seeks to include not only the present but also future stakeholders. 

2. Developing ecosystem based adaptive management in the Baltic Sea context

HELCOM ecosystem approach

In 2003, the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) and joint HELCOM/OSPAR Ministerial Declarations of 2003 put forward a concept of the ecosystem approach to management of human activities in the Baltic Sea area. The ecosystem approach –based management concept should be adopted by 2010. Regarding management of the Baltic Sea area, actions taken aim to prevent pollution from all sources and to promote protection, sustainable use and development of the environment. In implementing management based on the ecosystem approach, the state of the ecosystem itself is used as a measure by which to identify, plan and implement management actions in the Baltic Sea area (Backer & Leppänen 2008). 
Baltic Sea area as a complex system

The processes and functions of the Baltic Sea ecosystem are complex and highly variable. The behavior of the Baltic Sea ecosystem involves uncertainties that have to be considered when analyzing and modeling the status and trends of the ecosystem. Furthermore, the level of uncertainty is increased by the interaction with the socio-economic drivers and different cultural dimensions. Better understanding of these interactions and the cause-consequence relationships with biological and socio-economic drivers needs to be established. Therefore, management approaches in the Baltic Sea area must involve an area-wide learning process, which incorporates feedback from targeted actions and helps to adapt methodologies and practices for improved management and monitoring. 
Implementing ecosystem approach in management

In implementing ecosystem approach into management, key aspects include the following:

· Ecosystem identification, at different scales: ecosystems defined on the basis of the main physical, biological, and human-dependency relationships.
· Ecosystems should be managed for their long-term benefits supporting the maintenance of ecological goods and services provided by the ecosystem.
· Incentives should be realigned to support the aims of the ecosystem based approach and promoting sustainability.

· Information necessary to implement the ecosystem based approach should be made widely accessible. Adaptive management should follow precautionary principle where information is insufficient.

· Management process should build strong interactive cooperation and communication with different stakeholders.
Transnational framework and decentralization in management 

Due to the transnational nature of the Baltic Sea and its catchment area, management issues require action at regional/ EU, national and local levels. Depending upon the problem or issue being addressed, the appropriate level for management needs to be defined. Identification of a nested series of ecosystems is likely to provide a practical setting for management and spatial planning. 

In many Baltic Sea coastal areas having a specific nature of the local ecosystem and related catchment area with dominating human activities, decentralization of management actions to the local level needs to be further developed. The ecosystem approach based management oftentimes implies decentralization to the level of local communities where the key stakeholders need to have true ownership for management actions and management objectives. At the same time, the decentralized management needs to be supported by a general Baltic Sea area wide framework for ecosystem approach in management and planning, setting the general goals and methodologies for management. Targeted management actions can then be designed based on knowledge obtained from monitoring schemes, integrating biological and socio-economic data through modeling approaches, and stakeholder involvement and information. 
Interactive and intersectoral process with strong stakeholder involvement

Management of natural resources, according to the ecosystem approach, calls for increased intersectoral communication and cooperation at different levels (government ministries, management agencies, local stakeholders etc.). This can be promoted through, for example, creation of networks or more formal working groups or fora for sharing of information and experience. Also tools developed for systematic, interactive forecasting such as the Delphi method relying on a panel of independent experts, may prove to be useful at specific stages of the management process. Access to information - both ecological as well as socio-economic - is essential for an integrative approach. 

There is also a need for flexibility in policy-making and implementation. Long-term decisions of inflexible nature are likely not to be sufficient or supportive enough for ecosystem based adaptive management. Management by ecosystem approach should be envisaged as a long-term process that builds on experiences and feedback as it progresses. Thus constant learning is fundamental to adaptive management. 

3.  Challenges and key issues to be considered

In order to implement ecosystem approach into management and maritime spatial planning, one must first identify relevant ecosystems, and their boundaries and characteristics for management. Second, reaching a broad agreement with different stakeholders on the management objectives for the ecosystems is a necessary starting point. All stakeholder groups should be involved in the development. Third, long-term management objectives should be developed as well as short to medium-term objectives. These steps are fundamental for maritime spatial planning that sets the scene for adaptive management. Fourth, sustainability indicators and accompanying monitoring needs to be established. Finally, there should be improved tailoring of research and information provision to support the ecosystem approach. 

Implementing ecosystem approach to management can be a fundamental tool for integrating different sectors of maritime management into a holistic learning-by-doing process. 
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Knowledge needs for maritime spatial planning

Risto Kalliola 

Professor, Department of geography, University of Turku, Finland riskall@utu.fi 
Introduction

Maritime spatial planning (MSP) should be more than just drawing of boundary lines on water. To be influential, the planning process should incorporate any relevant existing knowledge concerning the addressed sea area, integrate it to the actual needs, involve all the relevant stakeholders to set preferences, and be transparent.

MSP should also be feasible in ecological, economical and social terms. As environment changes and new understanding continues to accumulate, it should also be adaptive to changes and future reconsiderations.

As only a few cases of successfully completed MSP exist in the world, one has to be innovative and experimental when starting to implement MSP within the Baltic Sea region.
In the following I try to browse through different aspects of the topic of knowledge needs and rise up some views to discuss by the VASAB workshop participants.

Who is in the position to define the knowledge needs?
MSP should be directed by someone, an institution, ministry or so, with the legal mandate to take the initiative of the entire process and lead it steadily. It should, however, have a steering committee with strong participation by external counterparts. This process should not be owned by any single institution.

The leading instance ought to work hard to incorporate all the relevant voices into the MSP process. Some of them may have to be actively alerted in case they will not wake up otherwise to participate. Ensuring good participation demands dedication and patient effort from the leading body. Also publicity is needed, both for the sake of transparency and as attention raiser within society. 

Even politicians should be involved in the public debate since their task is to channelize the various existing development desires in democratic society into decision-making.

Authorities and lawyers should participate according to their expertise and mandate concerning the practices and obligations that come from the national and international regulative measures. 

Anyone whose interest is concerned should be considered as stakeholder, for example proprietary holders, boaters or fishermen. The stakeholder group should involve also those who represent non-speaking interest types, such as “nature”, “climate change” or “future generations”. In the practice these are usually various kinds of NGOs.

Experts and scientists should be attracted to share their expertise within the MSP process. This may be difficult since only some of them are willing to participate and even fewer can dedicate enough time and effort for this job.

How to come up with a list of needed knowledge?

Considering the various types of actors and their dissimilar ways to address MSP, special brainstorming workshops, public hearings and open discussion forums must be organized. This requires that the leading instance is capable to facilitate the process by appropriate means and feasible schedules, also including the needed financial resources.

Benchmarking and the incorporation of lessons learnt in other areas should be considered as a vital component of the MSP process. The wheel should not to be re-invented in case it is available otherwise. Australia is one of the forerunners in MSP but it should be emphasized that the case of the Baltic Sea is unique in many different ways.

A broad wish-list of the needed knowledge types should be generated in the first hand, trying to cover a variety of relevant topics. This list should then be narrowed down to the essential, and systematized to become a reasonably precise and concrete directory for the following work stages. 

How access the needed knowledge?

The systematized “knowledge need list” includes various categories of needed information. Some information is about abstract topics (e.g. development goals) whilst some others can be mapped. 

List completed, sources for the needed information should be identified. This is a long-term iterative process that involves the search, evaluation and description of the identified resources. Metadata catalogue should be generated or an existing one integrated to the needs of MSP.

Information infrastructures are needed

After getting to know the information sources, information infrastructures come into the focus. Some information may occur in two or more alternative sources. Redundant work should be replaced by shared effort within the frame of a commonly agreed collaboration culture. User rights and intellectual property rights must be adjusted and agreed upon.

Information infrastructure also involves the harmonization of the produced data and its further updating, agreeing about the technical standards to use, resolving compatibility problems and many other technical details alike. One should apply already existing standards, systems and regulations as far as possible, such as the INSPIRE (Infrastructure for Spatial Information in Europe) directive.

Some of the needed knowledge basis is not data but rather, for example, human expertise or institutional capability. Appropriate ways should be developed to integrate them into the overall knowledge base of the MSP process, as well. 

Information should support spatial approach

MSP operates on and with maps. For this, as much as possible of the gathered information should be spatial at the beginning or be transformed into spatial form.

Having data GIS (Geographic Information System) compatible format, the different nature types, administrative borders and use activities can be plotted one over the other. Spatial overlay should be followed by a set of more specific spatial analyses (buffer, distance analyses, etc.) whenever feasible. Some spatial information must probably be produced by interpolation, extrapolation or by other means of spatial modelling, since precise mapping is often impossible in sea areas. 

GIS is also a very efficient tool to create alternative MSP regimes for discussion, and to identify the key areas of conflict among different priorities. The Balance project has been pioneering with such an approach in the Baltic Sea region and its results should be thoroughly examined.

Gap analysis and supportive analytical work

Knowledge needs should be met by the gathered information contents. However, often this is not the case but it is more likely that some gaps of information will be identified. Spatial analysis is an efficient tool to identify gaps of knowledge in location-specific information.

Gaps identified, additional surveys and other research must be implemented to reach the goal of sufficient information basis for MSP. This all may take much time and requires funding. 

From selfish data banks towards a shared networked resource

A well functioning information infrastructure should aim to make the best available information widely accessible. For this reason the access to relevant information should not be restricted to a few experts or institutions only but it should be a shared commodity.  Multiparty rules and agreements should be made as simple as possible and let to overrun complex bilateral agreements of user rights and obligations.

The aim should be in shared information resources, which are jointly established and maintained over the network. These should incorporate textual, tabular and spatial data, all with appropriate user interface. Adequate computing protocols to implement exist already (e.g. XML), making the goal of virtual networked data banks and information services feasible.

It is a great challenge to build up a well functional knowledge portal from a variety of different information types. For various reasons the portal may fail to be as good as expected. It may be due to user interface, lack of maintenance, restricted data content or something else.

Restrictions in the user rights of marine data provide an example. Although their motive may be reasonable, for example nature protection or national security for military reasons, the result of any restriction is that not all have the access to the information that exists and is relevant for decision-making about MSP. Sometimes pure hesitance may cause the neglect of relevant data from a joint information resource and lead to its ignorance. 

Getting information understandable

 The communication from experts to decision-makers can be cumbersome. Specialists have their own ways of speaking and scientists may be critical towards even their own results and understanding. As decision-makers must do their job anyway, the lacking knowledge is replaced by “quesstimations”.

For this, the knowledge-base of the MSP process should involve also some sort of a translating process where expert knowledge is simplified into the form that is digestible by a common decision-maker or a citizen. 

This goal can and should be an inherent characteristic in the design of the MSP supporting information portal, which should thus deliver simplified information in addition to its deeper-level primary data contents. Additionally, the MSP team should include also specialists with broad understanding and excellent communication skills.

Sharing primary data archives as a goal

In sea areas, a number of different actors may have collected original field data. These may describe characteristics of the sea bottom, water column, living organisms, etc. In an ideal case, researchers should have easy access to these data because their re-analysis may be valuable for the MSP process. For example environmental change can best be documented when two equally collected datasets are compared with each other.

Unfortunately, scientists often hesitate to share their “own” datasets in a joint data resource. Environmental data repositories and rules thereabout should be developed, and for encouraging participation, scientists should get merit from their participation in them.  When it is not possible to deliver raw data, even metadata about the executed field studies would be valuable to share in an open forum. 

MSP would benefit from shared data culture in the form of better, broader, more open and more precise knowledge basis. 

Once collected information is not enough

With time, environment and societal preferences may change and scientific research makes progress all the time. The knowledge base of the MSP should therefore be revisited on a regular basis.

One needs to design and implement appropriate monitoring systems with sound indicators to assess the quality of the observed environmental change and development against the desired goals. Also the actuality of the information basis within a once established MSP system should be re-assessed in regular intervals.
Coastal and marine areas merge in the Baltic

In global comparison, the Baltic Sea is a peculiar marginal sea area; relatively small, shallow, closed and with brackish waters. Furthermore, even in pelagic areas the vicinity and influence of coastal areas is undeniable.

This condition, the planning and management of the coastal areas and sea areas should not be seen as separate issues. More precisely, MSP should be implemented in close interaction with the ICZM (Integrated Coastal Zone Management) process in the nearby areas. 

These two processes can even share much of the same information resources and services. Also stakeholder hearings and many other societal processes could be executed parallel to each other, if not jointly. 

In the Baltic Sea, international collaboration is a necessity, which can fortunately be built upon already existing contacts and mechanisms. The MSP processes made in each country should rather be integrated with one another and coordinated by an international body, for example HELCOM or EEA. All actors may save money and effort when high-cost surveys and data analysis with corresponding information services is executed jointly.
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