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Alignment of MSP process with
EBA principles

Ecosystem-based marine spatial planning (EB-MSP) is a holistic approach to MSP

Despite the recognition of its benefits, EB-MSP is generally not fully implemented in management
plans

Current national MSP processes tend to emphasize specific issues and planning objectives, driving
context-specific approaches

Aiming at promoting the capacity building of competent authorities and consultants, a novel
framework and tool is proposed for assessing the alignment of MSP processes with EBA principles
and to guide its operationalization
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Structure of the new @

EB-MSP Assessment tool EB-MSP CROSS-CUTTING TOPICS 130 tasks/actions to be addressed during

MSP implementation process covering 10
cross-cutting topics

\ Legal —
framework G

Six fields of information for each task/action
(benchmarking):

REPRESENTING O * Implementation degree
MSP IMPLE- Governance .
MENTATION e Relevance of each task/action
/  Knowledge base (monitoring, expert
°Protection& % \ x - ,;/ e knOW|Edge'")

Ecosystem
. A} v
restoration ’ processes

e Respondent confidence

* Implemented approaches, methods and
tools
Human Stakeholder

e Justification and additional comments
activities @ engagement @
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Consideration of high-level stakeholders’ needs ..

Based on experiences in EB-MSP implementation and their needs

Spain
France
United Kingdom
Germany
Belgium
The Netherlands
Denmark
Ireland
Greece

Italy

N B N W RN R 01Ul N

EU representatives

TOTAL

w
(e)]

Workshop with high-level stakeholders (December 2023)
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+1» Assessment by EB-MSP stages < = 3 S I = - :
. Fon . =
e < 2 EB-MSP Assessment Tool --
«% Assessment by EB- opics ,.;"' S - k‘ 4 >

@ Examples

& Restore session

_ .Ecosystem-bﬁ'ﬂMarine Spatial Planning assessment tool =
Credits T - - = : oL - !
& - £ — = o /\

~ .y | ¥

This tool is intended to assess if a spatial plan is aligned with ecosystem-based management criteria

Choose assessment mode by:


https://aztidata.es/EB-MSP

Assessment results by planning process stages

Example of assessment results for Stage 1 of the planning process

1.1 Problem definition

5.2 Evaluation

1.2 Defining objectives

5.1 Monitoring 1.3 Geo. & Temp. boundaries

lutanc]
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Responses table
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[ MSP Task/Acti
1.5 Stakeholder engagement . . wse wwsonc - rwtiion inplemenaton degee Respondentcontdence XN e e
1.1 Identification of the  Definition of o B 3: Partially addressed. It could be . o
1 MSP vision is built on clear narratives 4: Fairly confident: Based on 4: Monitoring data,
problem(s) that MSP targets and acknowledged that it is not properly
Defining which are confined by spatial and . consultation with #:Veryrelevant  measures and/or
Go can solve {problem operational X addressed and that it could be improved i -
+emporal boundaries competent authority empirical data
definition) objectives in subsequent revisions of the Plan
Th d e intain the bal
3.5 Publi ltati 1.6 Publi icati L deniestonofthe  Deftonof L EI TR g P ot o 4 Monioring dts.
.5 Public consultation .6 Public communication . covtems me e gt one e st e ety P2 conident :Montoring et
Defining long-term sustainable use of marine b N consultation with 4 Veryrelevant  measures and/or
Go cansolve (problem operational addressed and that it could be improved
areas, resources and services is competent authority empirical data
definition) objectives in subsequent revisions of the Plan
acknowledged
1.1 Identification of the  Definition of 5: Completely confident: 3:Based on
8 problem(s) that MSP targets and - 2: Partially addressed. It could be The response is extracted 3: Moderately consensus of expert
Defining Sustainable development is prioritised
Go can solve (problem operational acknowledged from official documentsand  relevant groups and/or
definition) objectives 1 am confident agreements
1 1 1.1 Identification of the  Definition of 3: Partially addressed. it could b
3.4 Planning proposal 2.1 Ecosystems dynamics . entifcstonofthe  DefBONot 1o mptement anccosystem >TSS feoudbe g on s Monitorng dats,
problem(s) that MSP targets and ) acknowledged that itis not properly
Defining approach to management is clearly . N consultation with 4 Veryrelevant  measures and/or
Go cansolve (problem operational addressed and that it could be improved
specified competent authority empirical data
definition) objectives in subsequent revisions of the Plan

2.3 Conflicts and compatibilities

2.4 Space sharing options

2.6 Stakeholder participation 2.5 Governance/institutional set-up

0 Respondent confidence M Knowledge base ™ Relevance of the statement M Task/Action implementation degree

Interactive graph
Downloadable (image file, Excel)
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Assessment results by cross-cutting topics . G

Definition of targets and operational objectives
S E— Example of assessment results for the
Monitoring and evaluation, g _ Ll fomewerk— Definition of objectives and targets

. .'I.
Future scenarios |

Human activities and their effects ™\

Approaches. tools and methods

Environmental status, conservation, protection and restoration

W Respondent confidence M Knowledge base ™ Relevance of the statement M Task/Action implementation degree



Strategic guidance and technical solutions -~

Guidance

Examples and good practice in EB-MSP

Filter by selecting task | entation degree and relevance of your assessment responses:
Task i mentation degree is equal or lo an: sk relevance is equal or higher than:

3: Partially addressed. It could be acknowledged 4: Very relevant o] Q + 20O :
that it is not properly addressed and that it o '

~ could be improved in subsequent revisions of
the Plan

o ea =

B Task/Action implementation degree

I Relevance of the statement

A

Room for improvement:

Examples of good practices

Links to approaches and
methods

MSP process substages
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Assessment of the EB-MSP process across EU countries L 4

Azores

Belgium

France

Germany

Greece

Ireland

Italy

Netherlands

. Spain

| 10. UK

- 11. Western Baltic Sea
12. Western Mediterranean Sea
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EB-MSP in EU countries: Synthesis of the assessment results éﬁ:.

Implementation degree of actions and
tasks related to EB-MSP

0: Does not apply /itis not relevant

Relevance of the actions and tasks for

the planning area
1%

= 1: No. It has not been addressed

B 2: Mentioned but not addressed 0: Does not apply

W 3: Partially addressed. It could be acknowledged that = 1: Not relevant

itis not properly addressed and that it could be
improved in subsequent revisions of the Plan

®m 4: Mostly addressed. There is room forimprovement
but it is acceptable

m 2:Slightly relevant

m 5:Yes, completely addressed B 3: Moderately relevant

62% of the tasks were completely, mostly or partially addressed = 4: Very relevant
31% have not been addressed

® 5: Totally relevant

71% of the tasks are reported to be very or totally relevant for the
planning site
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EB-MSP in EU countries: Synthesis of the assessment results MarinePlan

Knowledge base. Type of information used
during the planning processes

0: Not applicable

® 1: No knowledge/lack of supporting data and
information

B 2:Some information but from diverse sources
(not necessarily from the assessed planning
site)

m 3: Based on consensus of expert groups
and/or national and international agreements
and legal obligations

m 4: Disparate data sources, modelling
approaches, algorithms and tools

W 5: Quality-assured monitoring data and/or
data derived from accepted methods

Diverse data and information sources were used during the planning
processes

4

Respondent confidence

1%

‘\ 1% 0: Not aware of this action/task at this moment.
Jump to the next task/statement

= 1: Low confidence: Outside of my area of expertise
® 2:Slightly confident: Touches upon my expertise

®m 3: Moderately confident: Based on my own
expertise

® 4: Fairly confident: Based on consultation with
competent authority

B 5: Completely confident: The response is extracted
from official documents and | am confident

Respondents were fairly or completely confidentin 75% of the
responses given



Assessment of the EB-MSP process MarinePlan
across EU countries <

Full assessment results

5
J Ireland
=1
UK
4
Task/action implementation degree © Belgium
0: Does not apply / itis not relevant (]
1: It has not been addressed E
2: Mentioned but not addressed E 3 —
3: Partially addressed. It could be acknowledged that it is not properly —_—
. : ) . @ G WestMed
addressed and that it could be improved in subsequent revisions of the EI’I’T’IEII]}I"
Plan E !
4: Mostly addressed. There is room forimprovement but it isacceptable e |
Q2
5: Completelyaddressed (i |
2 |
0
© |
I_
1 |
|
| Task/action relevance
| 0: Does not apply
0 1: Not relevant

0 1 2 3 A 5 2: Slightly relevant

3: Moderately relevant

Task/action implementation degree 4: Very relevant
5: Totally relevant
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Conclusions

The EB-MSP assessment tool enables the assessment of national spatial plans:
Evaluation the overall coherence with EB-MSP in the context of management
Identification of gaps for future revision of the plans and adaptive management

The assessment framework and tool enable strategic guidance and technical solutions based
on best practices to deliver a comprehensive EB-MSP



Who is using the assessment tool? Varinemian
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761 users 58 countries
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Video tutorial Access to the tool: O

https://aztidata.es/EB-MSP

Ecosystem-based marine spatial planning assesment tool

’ »I ‘D 0:01 7 3:40



https://youtu.be/VIM0jrqoe4g
https://youtu.be/VIM0jrqoe4g
https://aztidata.es/EB-MSP
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Further information at: B

communications earth & environment Article
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https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-024-01975-7

Assessment tool addresses
iImplementation challenges of ecosystem-
based management principles in marine
spatial planning processes
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Thank you!

A frameworkand tool for assessing ecosystem-based marine spatial planning

Ibon Galparsoro (igalparsoro@azti.es)

@IbonGalparsoro
N. Montero, G. Mandiola, I. Menchaca, A. Borja, E. Fabbrizzi, M. Bas, W. Flannery, R. Mzungu Runya, S. Giakoumi, M. Kruse, B. MicAteer, G. Piet,

S. Fraschetti, T. Morato, S. Degraer, M. Elliott, S. Barnard, S. Katsanevakis, S. Neuenfeldt, O. Lukyanova, and V. Stelzenmdiler

@MarinePlanEBMSP
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