
 

 

 

Can stakeholders in Fisheries and Aquaculture 

effectively impact and engage with New Marine Policy 

and Development? 

A case for Irish seafood production 

 

A report for 

 

 

NUFFIELD IRELAND  

Farming Scholarships 

        

by Kate Dempsey 

 

2020 Nuffield Ireland Scholar 

April 2021 

Sponsored by: Bord Iascaigh Mhara, Ireland’s Seafood Development Agency



 

© 2008 Nuffield Ireland. 

All rights reserved.    

 

 

This publication has been prepared in good faith on the basis of information available at the date of publication 

without any independent verification. Nuffield Ireland does not guarantee or warrant the accuracy, reliability, 

completeness of currency of the information in this publication nor its usefulness in achieving any purpose. 

 

Readers are responsible for assessing the relevance and accuracy of the content of this publication.  Nuffield Ireland 

will not be liable for any loss, damage, cost or expense incurred or arising by reason of any person using or relying 

on the information in this publication. 

 

Products may be identified by proprietary or trade names to help readers identify particular types of products but 

this is not, and is not intended to be, an endorsement or recommendation of any product or manufacturer referred 

to.  Other products may perform as well or better than those specifically referred to. 

 

This publication is copyright.  However, Nuffield Ireland encourages wide dissemination of its research, providing 

the organisation is clearly acknowledged.  For any enquiries concerning reproduction or acknowledgement contact 

the Executive Secretary. 

Scholar Contact Details 

Name: 

 

Phone:   

   

Email:   

Kate Dempsey 

 

+353-85-136-7600 

 

Kate@aqualicense.com 

 

In submitting this report, the Scholar has agreed to Nuffield Ireland publishing this material in its edited form. 

 

NUFFIELD IRELAND Contact Details 

 

John Tyrrell 

Executive Secretary, Nuffield Ireland 

Phone:  +353-87-256 3501 

Email:  exec@nuffield.ie 

  

mailto:Kate@aqualicense.com
mailto:exec@nuffield.ie


 

 

3 

 

Executive Summary  

Stakeholder engagement is widely agreed to be an important factor in the development of 

Marine Spatial Planning (MSP). The results of this report show that due to a regularly adopted 

top-down approach certain stakeholders are made to feel excluded and ignored.  

As focuses shift towards a greener and cleaner future, MSP has struggled to maintain the 

delicate balance between ecological and environmental goals and the economic needs of the 

communities who utilise the space. A scientific bottom-up approach is thought to be the best 

way to balance these, often competing, demands as community and small-scale stakeholder 

concerns are built into the planning process but control remains at a national level.  

MSP has often overlooked inequality in power and resources between different stakeholders. 

By not acknowledging the different levels of access, planners are allowing for an uneven 

playing field that prioritises and promotes the engagement of the richest and largest 

stakeholders. 

This report looks at the current state of MSP, the problems it faces and the potential solutions. 

Resilience can be improved by focussing not just on the system itself but the community that 

exists around it. The report recognises the challenges facing MSP in a changing world as ever 

more prioritisation is put on environmental goals and the need to balance this with the economic 

impact this places on the users of the space. It acknowledges that a bottom-up approach 

integrating local perspectives with science and economic knowledge can vastly increase the 

overall success of a spatial plan. The need for clearer and simpler communication between 

scientists/experts and other stakeholders has been highlighted, as this is key to the plan being 

both understandable and easy to engage with. A final issue this report touches on is the need to 

fix inequality in MSP with recommendations suggesting ways in which power and resource 

balances between stakeholders can be levelled. 

The information in this report has implications for industry, communities and policy makers as 

it makes suggestion as to improvements that can be made by both stakeholders and planners. 

This report aims to be a call to MSP policy makers for better inclusion and a fairer planning 

process while also providing hope to the Irish fishing community by showing the success of a 

bottom-up approach and stakeholder mobilisation.  
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Foreword      

My name is Kate Dempsey. I come from a fishing family 

in County Wicklow, Ireland and am the author of this 

report.  I have an Hons Irish Law Degree but pivoted into 

the Aquaculture sector to establish Irish Mussel Seed 

Company, an offshore mussel farm.  The challenges I faced 

while licencing this farm led me to also establish 

Aqualicense, a marine planning consultancy company.  The 

work of both companies has given me insight into this study 

topic, its relevance to the fishing and aquaculture sectors, as well as oversight of the various 

businesses that operate in the marine environment.  I have also studied aquaculture practices 

and completed a H.Dip in Business in Aquabusiness.  Both my education and work experience 

have shaped my growing interest in the promotion of the seafood sector and its resilience to 

increasing challenges. 

This topic was chosen in response to notable growing concern in the Irish seafood sector 

regarding the emergence of new marine activities and the possible reorganisation of the marine 

space through the creation of the Irish Marine Spatial Plan. Consultation with fisheries 

operatives revealed they are worried valuable fishing ground will be lost or restricted through 

Marine Spatial Planning while other marine activities are provided with preferential occupancy 

of the space.  Most importantly, the fishermen and women I spoke with were worried that their 

voice and business did not matter and that they would inevitably lose out.  

My opinion on this topic, in advance of this research, was informed by reading the 2014 Marine 

Spatial Planning Directive.  My belief was that it would increase the potential of the fishing and 

aquaculture industries to expand sustainably through an ecosystem approach to development, 

reduce administrative burden and streamline licencing processes. However, my understanding 

of the Directive was at odds with the concerns of the aquaculture and fisheries industries.   

Throughout my consultations with fishermen (used here and going forward to include both 

fishermen and fisherwomen) it became obvious that unlike other countries the remit for the 

implementation of Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) in Ireland did not lie with the Department 

of Agriculture Food and the Marine, the department responsible for the development and 
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governance of the seafood industry, but instead with the Department of Housing.  It also became 

apparent that aquaculture and fisheries were specifically excluded from the Bill which 

underpins the legislation relating to the Marine Spatial Plan.  This information has fed into my 

topic interest area.  

It is my hope that this research will provide examples of effective hands-on engagement with 

fisheries and aquaculture operators so that the seafood sector can positively engage with Marine 

Spatial Planning and that MSP can benefit from the input of experienced professionals who 

work in the space they are planning.   

Due to Covid 19 my research travel has been put on hold and all of my research was desk based 

consisting of numerous video calls, phone calls and emails.  However, the Nuffield network is 

wide and despite restrictions I have been able to identify case studies appropriate to this research 

topic and to communicate with the people involved.   

  



 

 

11 

 

Acknowledgements 

This research would not have been possible without the generous support of Nuffield Ireland 

and Bord Iascaigh Mhara, the Irish Seafood Development Agency for which I am extremely 

grateful.  To Karen Brosnan and John Tyrrell, thank you both for your unwavering patience and 

guidance throughout.  To Jim O’Toole and Richard Donnelly thank you for encouraging me 

and supporting my Nuffield adventure.   

When I set out on my journey as a 2020 Nuffield Scholar, I thought my journey would take me 

around the world.  Unfortunately, Covid 19 interrupted travel plans but in true Nuffield spirit 

my journey continued none the less allowing me to meet so many people virtually and across 

the globe who have truly inspired me.   

Thank you, Geoff Dooley, for making me realise that the journey is not a physical one but one 

which creates an enquiring mindset, a leader and a visionary. This report is the beginning of my 

Nuffield Journey, one which I will always continue on.  

To my fellow 2020 Nuffield Scholars, Linda O’Neill, Bruce Thompson, Robbie Byrne and 

Gareth Lamberton it was a pleasure to have you on my journey.  You inspired me, challenged 

me and supported me throughout.  

To Nuffield International, thank you for adapting to face the challenges of Covid and ensuring 

all scholars received a truly Global experience.   

To all of those who have helped me to connect with case studies across the globe, thank you.  

The Nuffield International and Nuffield Ireland support network is incredible. 

To Grant Dovey, Brian Mose, Mike Atkins and Bruce Turris in Canada, Nigel Bradly, Sarah 

Cumming, Lindie Neilson, Daniel Lees and Geremy Scholfield from New Zealand and 

everyone who has connected with me to give of their experience and time, I am extremely 

grateful for your insight and help with this report.  

Finally, to my family who have persevered with me, encouraged me and supported me 

throughout my research thank you all.  

  



 

 

12 

 

Abbreviations  

MSP Marine spatial planning 

SESs Social-ecological systems  

EBM Ecosystem-based management  

IMP Integrated Maritime Policy 

MSFD Marine Strategy Framework Directive 

MSPD Marine Spatial Planning Directive 

ICZM Inter coastal zone management  

EU European Union 

PNCIMA Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area 

MaPP Marine Plan Partnership 

GIS Geographical Information Systems 

LME Large Marine Ecosystem 

DBSG Dogger Bank Steering Group 

NSAC North Sea Advisory Council 

BCLME Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem 

EAF Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries 

NERPB Northeast Regional Planning Body 



 

 

13 

 

MPA Marine Protected Area 

NZ New Zealand 

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

IOC Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission 

NMPF The National Marine Planning Framework 

NSB Northern Shelf Bioregion 

MPT Marine Planning Team 

ENGO Environmental Non-Governmental Organisation 

MPATT Marine Protected Areas Technical Team 

ECP Ecological Conservation Priorities 

BC British Columbia 

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation 

  



 

 

14 

 

Objectives  

Over the past year businesses across all sectors have experienced what it feels like to operate 

under restriction. The public’s understanding of the need for freedom to enjoy the right to earn 

a living has grown as a result of the Covid 19 pandemic and the repercussions of imposed 

limitations on this right have been felt across Government, communities and even at an 

individual level. Perhaps this new found understanding will allow for breakthroughs in marine 

planning which would not have been possible before. We have seen Government react to the 

pandemic with urgency and determination to achieve the safest and most beneficial outcome 

for public health while at the same time indicating the importance of food production and 

security. It is the writers hope that this fast moving and innovative approach to governance can 

be executed in relation to marine planning. Businesses operating in the marine space are worried 

about their future and feel a huge sense of restriction which began well before the pandemic. 

Irish Fisheries and Aquaculture operators are working within a legal framework which was first 

established in 1933 with the Foreshore Act and 1959 with the Fisheries Act (amended in 2001). 

Undeniably these processes and systems are being pressurised to accommodate emerging social 

and ecological priorities and the directives which would seek for EU countries to prioritise 

environmental, social and economic sustainability are dominating the regulatory landscape for 

Irish marine based businesses. As an operator it can feel like these regulations are imposing 

restrictions and impacting unfairly upon traditional businesses while prioritising the interests of 

other marine users. Most notable of these regulations is Marine Spatial Planning, the focus of 

this research paper.   

Although Marine Spatial Planning is often designed and dictated in a top-down approach from 

Government to the people, there are truly inspiring examples of where individuals, groups and 

partnerships of people have been able to shape the course of the development of the marine 

space from the bottom up, from people to Government.  My research has brought me across the 

globe (virtually) to find as many examples of this as possible so that I can give hope to the Irish 

fishing and aquaculture industry that they can be instrumental in the development of the marine 

space they work in.  For businesses working at sea, knowing the direction of governing policy 

is essential on a number of fronts, not least so that businesses can protect their income into the 

future but so they can plan and securely invest in their business in the knowledge that their 

fishing or aquaculture activity will be supported and continue uninterrupted.    
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It is the hope of the writer that this research will enable an initiative towards implementation of 

community self-awareness and leadership to drive a bottom-up approach to development by 

providing concrete examples and a roadmap.  
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Introduction  

The Marine Spatial Planning Directive requires member states to take an all-inclusive, 

integrated and overarching approach to Marine Planning.  Stakeholder involvement at all stages 

of a spatial planning process is required to ensure that Government policies, spatial plans and 

the relevant decision makers respond to and address legitimate concerns from stakeholders 

appropriately. Inspired by the level of engagement witnessed in the 2021 National Dialogue on 

Sustainable Food Systems as part of Ireland's engagement with the United Nations Food 

Systems Summit, the writer questions whether there is an optimum method and level of 

engagement which has proven to improve the output of marine planning or policy 

development?  When should this engagement begin in the process? Should it and can it be 

improved? Can stakeholders really positively impact the marine plan and in turn, the policy 

created to support MSP.  How much ownership should be given to stakeholders and can 

stakeholders take a leadership role in the policy being developed which would govern their 

environment?  How should the process be communicated to stakeholders? Is a top down, bottom 

up, or hybrid approach optimum? 

The Aarhus Convention which was brought into force on the 30th of October 2001 provides for 

access to information, public participation in decision making and access to justice in 

environmental matters.  In the context of Marine Spatial Planning, it requires public 

participation in matters that relate to planning in the marine environment under Article 6 

paragraph 1 - 11. Interestingly, paragraph 8 implies a duty on the decision makers to take due 

account of the participation of stakeholders and to provide reasons for and evidence to support 

how issues raised by stakeholders were genuinely and properly considered.  Therefore, rather 

than suggesting a tick box exercise of gathering stakeholders’ opinions, the Aarhus Convention 

also requires proper consideration and justification for decisions made.  The writer questions 

whether this information is regularly supplied to stakeholders.  

In addition to describing stakeholder engagement activities and innovative approaches, most of 

the peer-reviewed literature throughout this report provided multiple purposes. This included 

literature focused on conceptual frameworks relating to stakeholder engagement in spatial 

planning activities, challenges faced by policy makers in involving stakeholders, and techniques 

for stakeholder engagement practices. Furthermore, this report outlines the rational for 
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approaches used through categories such as 1) the type of stakeholder and their motivation for 

participation, 2) relative Governmental policies and decision makers and their motivation for 

involving stakeholders, and 3) trust and meaningful participation processes involving 

stakeholders with the outcomes of stakeholder engagement in spatial planning.   

The use of a sector-by-sector array of regulations for ocean activities, including the use of an 

open-access model, has influenced the decline in ocean health in present times. Ocean planning 

is required to provide inclusive and fair recognition of local communities and small-scale 

sectors such as the fisheries and aquaculture sectors. Therefore, representatives from all ocean 

user stakeholder levels must be involved in planning through engaging in goal-oriented ocean 

planning. In order to achieve goal-oriented planning, countries such as Ireland should establish, 

fund and implement Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) for all areas under their jurisdiction. This 

should incorporate a process of science-based, inclusive, and participatory engagement, as this 

will help to balance protection and production and ensure fair access and rights for local marine 

users.  

Successful implementation of ecosystem-based management (EBM) is focused around the 

interdependence of ecosystem resources and its users. Furthermore, EBM requires the processes 

of identification and understanding of the different stakeholders including their practices, 

values, and interests. Although many scientists and resource managers believe that stakeholder 

involvement is an important factor for successful MSP in present times, there is still a barrier 

in the involvement of stakeholders in an effective way that is sustainable over time. Thus, a call 

for action on innovative stakeholder leadership as an integration tool for MSP in Ireland could 

be the key.  

In addition, there is a requirement for leadership from aquaculture and fisheries industries to 

voice the potential for fishing and aquaculture industries to expand sustainably and in line with 

their National Spatial Plan.  

Collaborative decision making is required from the onset of the planning process and 

throughout, and must respect current authorities while building on existing governance 

structures and processes. 

Participation and engagement processes are required to provide meaningful opportunities for 

participation, consultation and information sharing with marine stakeholders, coastal 

communities, and the public from early planning stages through to design and implementation.  
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Marine Planning Literature Review  

Although, there is no universally agreed definition of a Marine Spatial Plan, it has been 

described as “a strategic plan (including forward looking and proactive) for regulating and 

managing human uses, while protecting the marine environment, including through allocation 

of space, that addresses the multiple, cumulative and potentially conflicting uses of the sea and 

thereby facilitates sustainable development” (Ekebom et al. 2008).  To build a picture of 

existing research in this area the writer noted the top 100 quoted articles and publications which 

relate to ‘Marine Planning’ and the most common themes which span this body of research.  

This literature review is centred around six central themes of:  

● Social ecological systems: resilience, adaptability, and transformability 

● Planning for the future: MSP in a changing world 

● Communication barriers in MSP: bottom-up versus top-down stakeholder approach 

● From planning to (ecosystem-based) management: characterisation to implementation 

● Politics and power in MSP: weak governance and increasing industrialisation of the sea 

● Guiding ecological principles for MSP: challenges and opportunities for ecosystem-

based MSP 

In the analysis of these themes the writer will identify pertinent areas of research which could 

contribute to existing literature and build a picture of contemporary Marine Spatial Planning 

governance, organisation and systems that complement the dynamic nature of designing 

planning processes which are centred on delivering value for stakeholders, the environment and 

economic resilience of coastal communities. 
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Social ecological systems: resilience, adaptability, and 

transformability 

The resilience of a system and how its traits control the systems’ dynamics can be broken down 

into three key attributes when determining the future course of social-ecological systems 

(SESs):  

Resilience: “the capacity of a system to absorb disturbance and reorganise 

while undergoing change so as to still retain essentially the same function, 

structure, identity, and feedback.” 

Adaptability: “the capacity of actors in the system to influence resilience (in 

a SES, essentially to manage it).” 

Transformability: “the capacity to create a fundamentally new system when 

ecological, economic, or social structures make the existing system 

untenable.” 

It is critical to analyse each of these key properties in how an SES functions, but also how they 

can fail. In other words, where resilience describes how vulnerable a SES is to unexpected 

disturbances without collapsing. Folke (2006) researched environmental resilience as it 

transformed over time and emphasised the benefits of research that has been carried out on 

SESs. This was further outlined through the discussion of pressures placed on the environment 

and its ability to maintain function i.e. resilience. The resilience approach was designed by 

social and environmental scientists to understand the dynamics of social-ecological systems. 

This approach focuses on non-linear dynamics, threshold, uncertainty and interactions between 

periods of gradual and rapid change. This approach was also created to demonstrate the level 

of change humans placed on ecosystems. Without proper management, governance, and 

adaptability, it is deemed unlikely that ecosystem services will be sustained.  

Ostrom (2009) attempts to redefine the framework of SESs, so that it can be used to research a 

broad range of human environmental interactions. Ostrom placed emphasis on community self 

awareness and environmental leadership through a general framework for analysing 

sustainability of SESs. The separation between sociology and physical science has led many 

scholars to produce over-simplified models of SESs. These models assume that groups that do 

not possess the same technical understanding of a resource system are not suited to manage it. 



 

 

20 

 

This type of framework has been known to streamline systems into a position of top-down 

management. Ostrom (2009) strongly critiques the contemporary framework used by politicians 

and scholars to assess SESs. Ostrom (2009) proposed a new framework for identifying the 

effectiveness of SESs by breaking them down into a network of subgroups and variables 

surrounding four core subgroups (resource systems, resource units, governance systems, and 

users). These core systems are broken down into ten variables that apply to the physical nature 

of the system (size, mobility of resources, predictability of a system, etc.) as well as the 

functioning and discourse of the community surrounding it (social capital, leadership, 

knowledge of SESs, etc.). The strength of this framework, in comparison to traditional methods, 

is its flexibility, interconnectivity, and ability to create relationships between multiple variables.

 

Figure 2 Concept of a panarchy framework: combined ideologies adapted from Walker (2004), Folke (2006), and Ostrom 

(2009). The contextual factors that are drivers of change that affect the state of SESs in MSP. 

 

Planning for the future: MSP in a changing world 

Definitions are critical to understanding MSP and can vary over time and space. Sustainability 

has a fluid definition and is dependent on context. The debate between hard versus soft 

sustainability in implementing MSP will often come down to a preference of outcomes of the 
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MSP, and this is argued by Santos (2014). MSPs that are focused on blue growth require 

economic gains and this can be suggested as a soft sustainability mechanism.  

Flannery (2008) related directly to Santos (2014) by delving deeper into the complexity of how 

a small community participates during an MSP process, where both authors agreed that the 

consideration of the environment and economic values within a community should be carried 

out with respect to the community’s values. Failure to incorporate these values may lead to 

conflict and distrust between the competent authorities involved and the local stakeholder 

participants. The respondents of a survey in Flannery (2008) included those that gained their 

wealth from the ocean. In this case, the study group was chosen deliberately to see what the 

local’s value most and what would be the most important values to them within the MSP. The 

findings indicate if MSP is not implemented within the area, it is possible that a “tragedy of the 

commons” situation could occur by humans exploiting the environmental resources (Hardin, 

1968). Furthermore, there were concerns with the infrastructure in place, such as a pipeline, 

which could be left without any management decisions for the future. This could become 

increasingly complex with the added interest many of the locals had with developing 

aquaculture within the area. Ideally, MSP will address all the above issues and create 

collaboration between all ocean users. This should be incorporated through a scientific bottom-

up approach, but should also be managed at the national level to ensure that national level goals 

are met, and that decisions can be made by overriding local concerns or disagreements. 

Flannery (2015) also carried out a survey-based research report. Flannery (2015) discussed the 

Inter Coastal Zone Management plan (ICZM) within Ireland that began to take shape in the mid 

to late 1990’s. It is unclear why the planning never came to fruition, but it is now being 

incorporated within the MSP Directive at EU level. As this directive has no binding articles, it 

instead provides an opportunity for any existing coastal management plans to be incorporated, 

and for the potential that the ICZM will gain more attention within the Irish MSP. In addition, 

O’Higgins (2019) suggested that motivation is a key element in MSP decisions. O’Higgins 

(2019) argued that Scotland is presented as a leader for environmental regulations, whereas 

Ireland is considered “reactionary” to issues that go wrong. A reactionary philosophy is 

considered poor for environmental regulations, because it is an attempt to rectify a situation that 

was not planned for. O’Higgins (2019) emphasised that ecological considerations should take 

priority and should be one of the motivations for MSP development.  
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Communication barriers in MSP: bottom-up versus top-down 

stakeholder approach 

The “hard” and “soft” analogy by Qui (2013) may be considered a controversial concept when 

working with an MSP framework. Hard and soft sustainability consist of two clashing 

objectives that are foreseen to cause great debate and challenges when attempting to use a 

collaborative strategy to achieve a more coherent marine resource plan. Ireland’s MSP is 

proposed to have a “soft” or economic sustainability-based approach. It could be suggested that 

this type of approach may lose sight of the environmental impacts and changes this “extensive” 

blue growth may have. Furthermore, with the lack of climate change action mentioned, 

Ireland’s economic approach has the potential of diminishing the precautionary principle that 

was first put in place (Lisbon Treaty) prior to any MSP implementation. 

A study by Douvere (2008) explained how ecosystem-based sea use management can be 

accommodated within an MSP, using historical examples to illustrate the potential efficacy of 

an MSP approach. Management of sea areas is considered difficult because multiple uses and 

Figure 1  An overview of integration challenges in an MSP process in a local coastal 

community. Adapted from Flannery (2008). 
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interests overlap spatially. Douvere (2008) describes how many management schemes have 

previously been intra-sectoral: one department is tasked with regulating fisheries, while a 

separate department regulates offshore drilling. According to Douvere (2008), this approach is 

inefficient. Thus, leading to conflict between overlapping sector interests, a lack of connection 

between authorities governing ocean resources, a lack of connection between onshore and 

offshore policy, poor conservation outcomes, and decreased investment certainty for marine 

industries. However. Douvere (2008) suggests that EBM strategies that are produced in the 

form of an MSP have the potential to resolve these conflicts. 

Traditionally, Ireland has adopted a top-down approach of Governmental regulation, where 

prioritisation is given to the highest stakeholder levels, while the implementation from here is 

then filtered down through the various levels to the local authorities. These local and small-

scale stakeholders are then hindered by this approach and ultimately excluded from a 

satisfactory MSP process and development. Therefore, it could be suggested that this type of 

approach is a barrier for all stakeholders involved and the environment. Local knowledge, in a 

generational context, is frequently required for many MSP activities. For example, seaweed 

harvesting, which has seen Ireland in relation to MSP, consider adopting a bottom-up approach 

and shift from Government to governance. Although this is the current trend across Europe in 

recent years. 

Figure 2 Negative outcomes of an intra-sectoral approach. Adapted from Douvere (2008). 
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From planning to (ecosystem-based) management: characterisation 

to implementation 

An ecosystem-based management approach can be used as a tool for the practical 

implementation of MSP. However, there are key areas to consider when adopting this approach. 

Arkema (2006) highlighted that there is a need for better communication between the scientific 

community and stakeholders, an effective level of specificity, clear definitions determined in 

the planning process and how an MSP creates added value to management measures already in 

place. Arkema (2006) acknowledged that although MSP is considered more science-based, 

follow through was lacking in the practical implementation stages. It was suggested that perhaps 

a disconnect was evident between concept and practice, while one of the main barriers to the 

success of the application lay with lack of collaboration between science and managers. Both 

Arkema (2006) and Gilliland and Laffoley (2008) suggested that less scientific language would 

be beneficial to promote inclusivity and engagement in community led/bottom-up approaches. 

A reduction in both spatial and temporal scale was thought to be of possible benefit, as 

broadness creates a risk to non-implementation. A “one plan fits all” approach for an entire 

country can be seen as non-beneficial at ground level as all areas and communities are diverse. 

It was suggested that a “case by case” approach could yield a better success rate. Thus, an 

overall need to make scientific information more accessible to non-scientific stakeholders in 

order to implement MSP at a broader scale. However, scientific concepts introduced through 

MSP can be implemented into very specific management tools. While the introduction of these 

concepts may seem time consuming in MSP, the ability for multiple economic sectors to 

understand the ecological implications of their actions will improve the adaptability of the 

overall MSP. Furthermore, Collie (2012) outlined that mutual understanding of terms such as 

sustainability also becomes important when considering an MSP’s timeline. 

Gilliland and Laffoley (2008) addressed the guidelines necessary for planning and ecosystem-

based MSP framework in a similar view with Arkema (2006), where clear and functional 

definitions are needed. However, there exists a myriad of conflicting definitions of both 

ecosystem-based management and sustainability. This conflict makes it difficult to set clear 



 

 

25 

 

objectives within the plan itself. For example, conflicting objectives of marine users at a local 

level are likely to result in choice of a definition that suits their interest the most. This ultimately 

creates more conflict, and this is what the ecosystem-based MSP is attempting to resolve.  In 

summary, Gilliand and Laffoley (2008) suggested three key elements of attaining an ecosystem-

based MSP framework: 

Clearly identifying aims and principles are of the utmost importance in producing a functional, 

clear and integrative MSP framework. 

An adaptive and flexible spatial plan incorporating a clear hierarchical order of operations is 

suggested for a successful planning process. 

The temporal elements of an MSP include implementation of the objectives and measures 

established while maintaining a sustainable vision for the future. 

 

  

 

Figure 5 The inclusion of sustainability in MSP with the use of an adaptive management approach. Adapted from Santos (2014). 
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Politics and power in MSP: weak governance and increasing 

industrialisation of the sea 

The shortcoming of MSP implementation, as its objectives, can be lost through differing values 

and perspectives of policy makers at national and local levels. Relevant case studies were 

introduced in Westholm (2018) and Douvere (2008), while Flannery (2019) critiques the current 

power structures that exist within MSP implementation. Douvere (2008) discussed several 

examples of MSP that have been carried out across Europe. A common theme mentioned within 

these examples related to the development of potential scenarios and identifying conflict 

resolution when developing an MSP. This is considered an important step when developing 

plans, as foreseeing issues will reduce user-user conflicts and user-environment conflicts faced 

in the implementation of MSPs. Thus, defining boundary objects is a key step for consideration. 

Boundary objects are a possible solution to distributing power through the planning process. 

However, because these are considered “intangible objects”, Douvere (2008) and Westholm 

(2018) argued that the overarching objectives are too vague to help set boundaries. This leads 

to the personal perspective of stakeholders influencing the planning process of an MSP. In 

Douvere (2008), an example of the tools available in MSP are ultimately used by the elitists to 

rationalise their objectives as was the example with the private stakeholders in The Netherlands. 

The elite then end up having a larger influence over the national MSP plan to develop their own 

initiatives. It could be suggested that the tools currently available in MSP benefit those in power 

and have available resources to influence and develop MSP’s in their personal favour.  

 

The adoption of participatory planning is deemed inclusive but has no real bearing on policy 

making. Those who are considered “local stakeholders” in the process, already have existing 

knowledge or power within the power structure when implementing an MSP. The definition of 

public participation has been lost due to the imbalance of power within the system. Therefore, 

the community opinion gets oppressed. Flannery (2019) discussed the importance of citizen 

science as a basis of developing a successful MSP and this is considered a valuable bottom-up 

approach in MSP. Integrating local perspectives with science and economic knowledge is seen 

as the most efficient and valuable way to incorporate the community’s interests and values when 

implementing a spatial plan. Furthermore, Westholm (2018) argues that while these systems of 

implementation by the EU are to ensure national MSPs have the nation’s main interests at the 
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forefront of the planning process, they are left in a state of interpretation that may not coincide 

with the objectives of the MSPD and MSFD. Thus, it could be suggested that the EU Directive 

objectives are too vague in their current objectives and aims, as the ecosystem-based approach 

is mentioned in various forms throughout the above literature, yet no firm or unifying 

definitions are given. Additionally, it could also be argued that the relevant Directives would 

benefit from being more environmentally focused and accessible to those at the local level 

tasked with developing successful MSP.  

Ecological principles for MSP: challenges and opportunities for 

ecosystem-based MSP 

MSP is a relatively new perspective of the sea that adds to the list of lenses it has been perceived 

through in the past including philosophy, geography, military studies, navigation and seafaring, 

natural sciences, political sciences, social sciences, and the arts. Gee (2019) notes that the 

history of the way we have viewed the sea has shaped our current view with regard to spatial 

Figure 3 Overarching themes: governance, community engagement and 

prioritisation of perspectives (levels, areas, and its structure). Adapted from Flannery 

(2016) and Ostrom (2008). 
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planning in the western world, specifically how these developed perspectives create 

management conflicts to overcome. Gee (2019) divides this paper into the following sections: 

Fundamental challenges of understanding the ocean world as terrestrial beings: the ocean has 

been described by ancient philosophers such as Thales, Anaximander and Heraclitus, as a world 

that never stands still. Today, this notion of its dynamic and ever-changing nature continues to 

bewilder anyone trying to understand it. Gee (2019) refers to Steinberg (2014) who addresses 

the problem of having to map the sea in order to manage it. Though this is not a static space and 

one cannot pinpoint certain locations to essentially add ownership, requiring any MSP to 

incorporate entirely new planning strategies.  

Attempts of nations to place territorial ownership over marine space: Gee (2019) explains the 

story of the Portuguese claiming sole rights of the trade routes to India, sparking international 

conflict and debate concerning “the free sea”. In the argument for a free sea, Gee (2019) details 

the document written by Hugo Grotius, a Dutch philosopher who is known as one of the fathers 

of international law. Grotius bases his argument off “Natural Law” which states that there are 

certain conditions that allow private ownership, and none of those conditions can be applied to 

the sea. Additionally, Grotius also argues that free trade demands free seas, and that due to the 

ocean's fluid nature there is no one area that anyone can claim ownership of. However, Grotius 

did acknowledge the need for some aspects of international law to protect these uses from 

piracy. This led to further international law on jurisdiction based national security measures as 

well as dividing the sea into ‘natural spheres of interest’. Today, as Gee (2019) explains, The 

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) with its aims of distributing the 

oceans wealth equitably, has also led nations to become more efficient and speedier towards 

marine resource exploitation. This prompts the question - is there enough policy and 

implementation governing the exploitation of the sea?  

Scientific endeavours to explore the ‘alien ocean world’ and how this translates to improved 

management of the sea: while scientific exploration of the sea has always been and always will 

be linked with resource exploitation, Gee (2019) identifies a shift in perspective of the 18th and 

19th centuries from the sea being endless and untouchable regarding it being a finite space in 

which its material and spatial properties could be understood in great detail. This led to the 

ultimate conflict of planning faced today which is the balance between marine resource 

exploitation and environmental protection, i.e. sustainable development of the ocean. Gee 

(2019) mentions the attempts through the Green Paper, Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP), 

https://sailtraininginternational.org/sailtraining/eu-green-paper-on-maritime-policy/
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Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), and MSP to achieve a holistic approach to 

ocean governance incorporating the social, economic, and ecological concerns. Notably, this 

definition of what ultimately became the ecosystem-based approach has been left up to 

interpretation, creating many different versions of an MSP.  

 

Figure 7 Challenges encountered within a planning context when applying ecosystem-based management to the MSP. 

 

 

Environment-based planning and inclusivity 

Throughout this literature review a key theme of ‘inclusivity’ was identified as a challenge in 

how environment-based planning can be improved for stakeholders from all scale levels. 

Exclusion and non-participation in spatial planning, in areas such as MSP, has evolved from 

the current lack of a paradigm shift towards public engagement in marine and environmental 

based management. Key issues were found in this literature review which were found to have 

an impact on exclusion and non-participation: poor communication, weak governance, and lack 

of specificity relating to the benefits or losses that might arise from the process.  
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The following themes discussed throughout this literature review identified potential pathways 

of how environment-based planning can be improved through inclusivity under the following 

headings: 

MSP in a changing world and planning for the future: An effective environment-based 

practice requires developed mechanisms that recognise the complexity of socio-spatial 

relationships in the environment. Therefore, it is suggested that the following key areas should 

be incorporated into how environment-based planning could be improved for inclusivity.  

● MSP should incorporate engagement and values of communities and businesses with 

respect to their traditional marine related activities. 

● Communicating the results of stakeholder participation is an essential MSP process step. 

● The importance of stakeholder engagement from all levels in an MSP process through 

a holistic approach.  

Communication barriers in MSP reflecting a bottom-up versus top-down stakeholder 

approach: Environment based planning, such as MSP, is created for the potential of 

democratising management of that environment. With regard to MSP, this has seen a rise in 

implementation as a form of post-political planning, with a lack of attention given to issues of 

power and inequality. Therefore, it is suggested that the following key areas should be 

incorporated into how environment-based planning could be improved for inclusivity.  

● Environment based planning development processes require some form of rational, 

systematic, and well-informed management regimes. 

● Support for integrated approach. 

Politics and power in MSP reflecting weak governance and increasing industrialisation of 

the sea: The politics and power of environment-based planning has indicated a conception that 

knowledge is influenced by power. Such that elite stakeholders hold the power and inherently 

hold the knowledge. In summary, past and current marine management has shown disconnect 

and controversy between numerous sectors involved in managing environmental resources 

(e.g., maritime resources). Therefore, it is suggested that the following key areas should be 

incorporated into how environment-based planning could be improved for inclusivity. 

Ultimately, removing the dominance of the elite stakeholders and creating a “common” 

understanding between all stakeholders from all levels.  
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●  Creating a democratic approach to the power of dynamics in an MSP framework for a 

fair and inclusive management plan. 

● The adoption of a “boundary object lens” to create a “common” understanding between 

all stakeholders from all levels. 

● Citizen science – another approach to achieve public participation. 

 

 

Figure 8 A representation of a ‘bottom-up’ ethical approach of communicating the value of our ocean wealth to stakeholders 

from all scale levels of today’s modern world. 
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Irelands Marine Spatial Plan 

Ireland as well as all European countries with a marine space are required under the Marine 

Spatial Planning Directive 2014/89/EU to create a Marine Spatial Plan or Plans for its entire 

marine space.  Article 3 of the 2014 Directive requires each country to “organise human 

activities in the marine areas to achieve ecological, economic and social objectives”.  The 

purpose of Marine Spatial Planning is in part to rationalise cross sectoral trade-offs between 

human activities which, if unaddressed may lead to further environmental degradation and to 

use an integrated and ecosystem-based approach to marine planning.  This is not the first time 

a European Directive has called for an ecosystem-based approach to planning.  The Marine 

Strategy Framework Directive of 2008 requires the same approach in order to achieve ‘Good 

environmental status’.  This reflects the characteristics of marine planning in so far as planning 

for a marine environment can only seek to increase productivity in a way that does not exceed 

the capacity of the marine area in question and ultimately the EEZ (Exclusive Economic Zone).  

 The Conference of the Parties, established by the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity 

(CBD), and assisted by the CBD Subsidiary Body on Science, Technology and Technical 

Advice, developed the internationally accepted definition of the ecosystem approach:  

“a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that 

promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way”, and explains that it is 

based on: “the application of appropriate scientific methodologies focused on levels of 

biological organisation, which encompass the essential structure, processes, functions 

and interactions among organisms and their environment. It recognises that humans, 

with their cultural diversity, are an integral component of ecosystems”. 

Article 5(1) of the 2014 Directive, entitled “Objectives of maritime spatial planning” states: 

“When establishing and implementing maritime spatial planning, Member States shall 

consider economic, social and environmental aspects to support sustainable 

development and growth in the maritime sector, applying an ecosystem-based 

approach, and to promote the coexistence of relevant activities and uses.” 
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Irelands EEZ measures 426,997.7 kilometres squared and incorporates among other activities 

the following: Aquaculture, Defence and Security, Emerging Technologies (Carbon Capture, 

Storage and Hydrogen), Natural Gas Storage, Offshore Renewable Energy, Petroleum, Energy 

Transmission System, Fisheries, Mineral Exploration and Mining, Ports, Harbours and 

Shipping, Safety at Sea, Seaweed Harvesting, Sports and Recreation, Telecommunications, 

Tourism, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal. 

 

Figure 9:Ireland’s EEZ - Map drafted in ESRI and data 

provided by Claus S., N. De Hauwere, B. Vanhoorne, F. Souza 

Dias, P. Oset García, F. Hernandez, and J. Mees (Flanders 

Marine Institute) (2019). MarineRegions.org. Accessed at 

https://www.marineregions.org. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) is Irelands Marine Spatial Plan. Irelands 

NMPF promises to overhaul and modernise the Irish States marine planning system and be a 

living document which is reviewed every six years so as to capture the dynamic nature of the 

marine space. The National Marine Planning Framework was enacted on the 20th of May 2021.   

To be successful Marine planning in Ireland must find a balance between three key areas of 1) 

sustainable development - protecting the health of the ocean, 2) improving our social 

engagement with the sea, and 3) developing a prospering maritime economy.  

The legislation which will give effect to the Irish Marine Spatial Plan is currently awaiting 

ratification.  The Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government’s website states that 

the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill (MPDM) was developed “to establish 
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in law a completely new regime for the maritime area which will replace existing State and 

development consent regimes and streamline arrangements on the basis of a single consent 

principle”, “i.e. one state consent (Maritime Area Consent) to enable occupation of the 

Maritime Area and one development consent (planning permission), with a single 

environmental assessment”.   

On the face of it, this Bill encompasses all marine activity. However, the reality is somewhat 

different. The provisions of the General Scheme for the proposed legislation do not include 

Fisheries and Aquaculture. It states: 

 
‘The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine is the appropriate Minister for 

foreshore functions relating to aquaculture, sea-fisheries related development and 

fishery harbour centres under Section 1B of the Foreshore Act. Those activities and 

any other development within the functional remit of the Minister for Agriculture, 

Food and the Marine (MAFM) are excluded from the scope of the Bill.’  

 
This statement came as a shock to all those involved in fisheries and aquaculture in Ireland and 

it poses a number of issues for the seafood sector. Most notably from a participation level, with 

aquaculture and fisheries sectors having actively engaged in the process for the development of 

the Irish Marine Spatial Plan to then understand any benefits coming from its creation will not 

be afforded to their sectors is disappointing. Instead of streamling aquaculture and fisheries 

licence applications, instead, it will add another level of regulatory red tape.  In contrast, for 

other marine industry, it will streamline their development and licencing which indirectly 

causes conflict between seafood production and other activity in the marine spatial area.  It is 

expected that other marine development will advance years in advance of seafood development 

as a result. 

The regulatory landscape governing marine planning in Ireland is already complex and 

includes, among others, the following legislative  and regulatory considerations: 

1. Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (established the legal basis for marine planning) 

2. National Planning Policy Framework (Ireland's Marine Spatial Plan) 

3. Marine Planning and Development Management Bill 2021 

4. Marine and Coastal Access Act 

5. Marine Management Organisation  
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6. Water Framework Directive  

7. Wildlife Acts  

8. Marine Strategy Framework Directive  

9. Common Fisheries Policy  

10. Consolidated Environmental Impact Assessment Directive 2014/52/EU 

11. Fisheries (Amendment) Act 1977 

12. Foreshore Act 1933 

13. Ireland's National Energy and Climate Action Plan 

14. European Green Deal 

15. Public Participation Directive (Aarhus Convention) 

16. EC Habitats Directive 92/43/EC 

17. EC Birds Directive 2009/147/EC 

18. The OSPAR Convention  

19. Bonn Convention (Protection of Marine Mammals) 

20. Convention on Biological Diversity  

21. UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 

22. United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (Particularly SDG 14 Life 

Below Water) 

Different Forms of Governance and MSP 

The problems facing maritime planning are not unique and many including competing 

stakeholder interests, environmental protection and the plurality of knowledge have been faced 

in terrestrial planning (Stojanovic and Gee, 2020). The demographic deficit that is often 

encountered in MSP has also been a long running issue with land-based planning as well 

(Stojanovic and Gee, 2020). Despite these shared concerns, the tactics and knowledge of 

planners have developed independently of each other. The following critiques and suggestions 

on MSP could also be readily applied to terrestrial planning. 
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While participation in MSP has been made compulsory through the Aarhus Convention, if 

poorly enacted it can become nothing more than tokenism that can amplify existing conflicts, 

strengthen power disparities and result in the marginalisation of certain groups (Morf et al., 

2019). However, it can be hard for states and institutions that do not have prior experience with 

participatory processes to find the right balance, with stakeholder participation heavily reliant 

on time and institutional capacity (Morf et al., 2019). Wolfe (2018) highlighted that ‘…it must 

also be recognized that the regions and localities that will experience the greatest difficulty in 

adopting these forms of governance are the very ones that suffer from weaker institutional 

supports, thus creating a mutually reinforcing cycle.’. 

MSP processes are typically enacted in a technocratic system of governance where state and 

scientific bodies are held above other participants and information and decisions flow down 

from the top. While a clear alternative to this exists, in the form of a bottom up approach, other 

systems of governance could lend themselves more readily to an inclusive and successful MSP 

(See Table 4). 

Table 4 Examples of different modes of governance within an MSP framework 

 

As opposed to a top-down approach to planning, collaborative governance focusses on 

generating interaction between planners and stakeholders that lead to meaningful discussions 

and strong collaboration (Stojanovic and Gee, 2020). Collaborative governance: 

‘shifts from centralised and adversarial forms of engagement to more participatory structures 

where stakeholders engage in deliberative decision marking, drawing together a plurality of 
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knowledges often necessary when addressing complex environmental issues.’ (Slater et al., 

2020).  

A further framework that can be used in conjunction with this is a Post Normal Science (PNS) 

framework which: 

‘adopts a complex systems perspective, engages a plurality of knowledges and embraces the 

importance of extended peer review beyond the scientific community, including the local 

community and industry stakeholders’ (Ainscough et al., 2018). 

However, before stakeholder participation can even begin, planners need to consider the 

assumptions they hold about the planning process. A study conducted by Slater et al., (2020) 

found that research group members in charge of stakeholder participation had several 

assumptions about the process: 

1) research group members had enough collective knowledge and experience in stakeholder 

engagement that they could identify and engage a representative set of stakeholders for the 

workshops.  

2) That an exchange of knowledge between stakeholders is the same as integration of 

knowledge.  

3) That research team members were operating with shared taxonomy e.g. a mutual 

understanding of the definition of regularly used terms, both within the team and when working 

with the stakeholders. 

Taking steps to ensure representative stakeholders are identified, that shared knowledge is 

integrated into the planning and that everyone involved in the planning is working with set and 

agreed definitions for key terminology is critical for collaboration and reducing conflict. It is 

also important for planners to identify any assumptions they may have about MSP before the 

process has begun and that they critically assess these assumptions and discern to what degree 

they are actually a reflection of the reality of the situation and if not what can be done to remedy 

this. 

There needs to be more collaboration and communication not only between MSP planners from 

different projects but also between terrestrial and maritime planners. While there are unique 

challenges faced in these settings, there are many challenges and concerns that are shared. 

Stakeholder participation, equality in participation, the plurality of knowledge and 
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understanding of complex legal and environmental processes are all challenges to be overcome. 

The suggestions within the report that speak to these areas are applicable to both terrestrial and 

maritime planners.  
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Case Studies - Stakeholder Engagement in 

Marine Spatial Planning Projects 

There is a lot of documentation available online relating to case studies and learnings from 

Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) projects across the world. Much of the information is directed 

towards project managers responsible for planning and implementation. From a community 

stakeholder perspective, while understanding the policy and processes of MSP is important, the 

specialist knowledge required to fully understand this process and the implications on their 

communities and livelihood can be overwhelming. This makes it difficult to know the right 

questions to ask of the MSP project manager to ensure all relevant information is gathered, and 

how to best negotiate to resolve conflicts. 

This chapter summarises positive and negative outcomes of stakeholder engagement in selected 

case studies and key learnings from these projects. These learnings and recommendations are 

then drawn into a roadmap which can help community stakeholder groups successfully navigate 

MSP project interactions to achieve a positive outcome. 

The following case studies were identified and reviewed and, in some instances, key persons 

interviewed to gain a better understanding of the motivation and process undertaken in the 

creation of the planning process: 

Table 1 A summary of the chosen case studies 

 Location Project Description Operator/Project Manager 

1 Canada North Shelf 

Bioregion 
Marine Protected Area 

Federal and Provincial 

Governments 

2 Poland – National Waters Marine Spatial Planning  Polish Government 

3 Dogger Bank, North Sea Marine Spatial Planning 
North Sea Regional Advisory 

Council 

4 Block Island, NE US coast 
Offshore Windfarm 

Development 
Deepwater Wind 

5 
SW Africa (Benguela 

Current) 

Ecosystem Approach to 

Fisheries 
Benguela Current Convention 
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6 North-eastern United States Marine Spatial Planning 
Northeast Regional Planning 

Body 

Canada - Northern Shelf Bioregion Marine Protected Area Network  

The MPT was first formed in 2017 in response to the Gwaii Haanas marine zoning draft scenario 

after the draft report closed 49% of the area to commercial fishing. The MPT team comprises 

Brian Mose, a 5th generation fisherman and Executive Director of the Deep Sea Trawlers 

Association, Mike Atkins and Grant Dovey, both biologists and active divers and Executive 

Director for the Pacific Prawn Fisherman’s Association and Executive Director of the 

Underwater Harvesters Association respectively, and Bruce Turries, who has been involved in 

the management of commercial fisheries for 36 years and is Executive Manager of the Canadian 

Groundfish Research and Conservation Society Grant. 

The Marine Planning Team Process  

The MPT developed the following process using SeaSketch to ensure the consultation, input 

and knowledge of commercial fisheries was incorporated into their alternative draft scenario. 

Step 1:  Meet fishery by fishery to develop initial fishery specific layers for each commercial 

fishery in the area. Highlight critical areas for each fishery – “Fishery Wish List”. Start thinking 

about ecological and cultural targets. 

Step 2: Meet with large groups of fishermen across multiple fisheries with commonality to 

combine individual fishery layers and develop overlay maps in logical progression: 

1. salmon/herring layer 

2. Shellfish layer 

3. groundfish/tuna layer 

4. Inshore layer 

5. Offshore layer 

Start to focus more on ecological and cultural targets.  

Step 3: Meet with diverse, large groups of commercial fishing industry members to merge the 

Inshore and Offshore layers and integrate all commercial fishing advice into one map. Simplify 

zoning boundaries, reach ecological and cultural targets, continuity, connectivity, and 

incorporate governing bodies & ENGO feedback. (SOURCE from Canadian documents). 
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This process was trialled with the Gwaii Haanas scenario and produced an alternative draft that 

successfully managed to increase more catch and fishing access while still achieving similar 

ecological and cultural targets compared to the original draft. It also instilled in fishers more 

trust in the process and a greater respect for cultural and ecological features requiring protecting. 

The regulators realised the importance of consulting fishers and gained an increased 

appreciation of the inherent knowledge and wisdom they hold. 

In 2019 the Federal and Provincial Governments and 17 First Nations (referred to as the 

Governing Partners) presented a draft scenario of a Marine Protected Area (MPA) network in 

the Northern Shelf Bioregion (NSB). The NSB stretches from mid Vancouver Island 

northwards to the Alaska border. Within the region there are over 100 active vessels, thousands 

of commercial fishermen involved in 27 different fisheries across 4 regions, catching >200 

species of fish, invertebrates and plants. Furthermore there are thousands of people employed 

in support and processing industries onshore. 

The objectives of the NSB MPA network are: 

● To protect the 275 identified ecological features and locations throughout the NSB 

● To protect the First Nations cultural features and locations 

● To achieve an evenly distributed network of no take zones throughout the NSB 

Despite the vast number of people dependent on access to the NSB for their livelihoods, the 

initial draft scenario was produced by only 5 committees, each comprised of a maximum of 3 

commercial reps and 3 alternates. The committee members were expected to speak for the 27 

fisheries and thousands of fishermen in the NSB. 

The resulting draft scenario was released in February 2019 and reduced commercial fishing 

access by ~40%. When presenting the draft it was acknowledged that not much consideration 

was given to the impacts of the draft on various user groups, including commercial fishers. The 

commercial fishing industry were concerned that if they were not involved in the initial 

mapping process then they would not be able to impact the final MPA network plan. 

The response of Commercial Fisheries and the Marine Planning Team  

In response to the draft scenario, the Marine Planning Team (MPT) stepped in to conduct a 

consultation process with the Commercial Fishing Industry. The aim was to present a scenario 
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that had been developed in consultation with the 27 fisheries while still respecting cultural and 

conservation priorities.  

The Marine Planning Team response to the Northern Shelf Bioregion draft 

Scenario 

The MPT requested permission from the NSB Partners to draw up an alternative plan using the 

above process and also produce an associated socio-economic impact assessment. The NSB 

Partners agreed to the MPT’s request (minus socio-economic impact assessment) and the MPT 

received $75,000 in funding from the Stakeholder Support Fund to cover costs associated with 

consulting the numerous fisheries across the NSB. 

To acquire the relevant funds needed to conduct the socio-economic report the MPT approached 

the Provincial Government, who agreed to cover the costs of an experienced economist with 40 

years’ experience of economic analysis of the commercial fishing industry to complete the 

report. The aim of the report was to assess the socio-economic impacts associated with the NSB 

Partners draft scenario and the MPT draft scenario. 

The alternative scenario presented by the MPT achieved similar results as the Marine Protected 

Areas Technical Team’s (MPATT) scenario for Ecological Conservation Priorities (ECPs) (see 

Table 1) while significantly reducing the impact on both the BC economy and revenue of the 

commercial fisheries (as shown in Tables 2 & 3). For example, under the MPATT scenario 

there were $91.6 million worth of revenue loses whereas under the MPT scenario there were 

$20.8 million – a decrease of 77% on the MPATT scenario (see Table 3).  

This case study is highlighted in detail because it exemplifies the value that local knowledge 

can add to a marine planning process.  It also demonstrates that it may take time for policy 

creators to understand the value of this insight. Most importantly, it demonstrates when fisheries 

and aquaculture operatives are given a chance to take ownership and protect the environmental 

integrity of the space the work within, the results far outweigh those based on scientific or 

policy understanding alone.  
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Table 3  

Table 4  

Table 1 A comparison of Ecological Conservation Priorities not achieved between the Partners 

Scenario (MPATT) and the Industry Scenario (MPT) 

Table 2 A comparison of the revenue and earning reductions due to both the MPATT and MPT 

scenarios 

Table 4 A comparison of the impacts on the BC economy from both the MPATT and MPT 

scenarios 
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Poland Marine Spatial Plan  

Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) was officially launched in Poland in 2013 as part of Directive 

2014/92/EU to cover a large extent of the Polish Sea waters (excluding lagoons and seaports) 

(Psuty et al., 2020, Piwowarczyk et al, 2019). Polish MSP faced several challenges from the 

start, with limited funds and an overly ambitious target for implementation from the EU (March 

2021) as well as a national maritime administration that faced understaffing and therefore had 

to outsource work. Only one attempt at coming up with a plan could be undertaken and a degree 

of control and supervision of this planning was lacking. Three meetings with stakeholders were 

organised; one to discuss the structure and scope of the report and the others to verify the report 

and encourage stakeholder engagement with the maritime administration. In 2016, a consortium 

was formed that would prepare the MSP. The consortium included the National Marine 

Fisheries Research Institute who had the task of addressing the fisher’s reluctance to MSP. 

Up to 80% of the Polish fishing fleet are small-scale fishers with fishing vessels <12m in length 

(Psuty et al 2020). The first stage of the MSP process, that was completed in 2015, highlighted 

the fact that fishers had very little trust of MSP, were unwilling to share ‘sensitive information’ 

about fishing grounds and had internal conflicts in their community (Piwowarczyk et al, 2019). 

A study conducted by Psuty et al,. (2020) revealed that while 35% of surveyed fishers were 

willing to share their detailed knowledge, 28% were only willing to share basic information and 

18% were distrustful and felt that providing detailed information could harm themselves and 

the fishing sector. In another study by Ciolek et al. (2018) it was found that while fishers did 

not feel as if they had a strong knowledge of MSP, 69% of respondents predicted that MSP 

would have a negative or very negative effect on their sector.  

While the scale of distrust between Polish fishers and MSP planners is distinctive, fishers being 

the most sceptical stakeholder of MSP is a common problem faced by many countries. This is 

unsurprising given that fishers are often considered to be the group that benefits least from sea 

management and Marine Spatial Planning (Ciolek et al., 2018). 

The problems Polish Fisher’s face with MSP 

Piwowarczyk et al. (2019) conducted 28 in person interviews between July 2016 and February 

2017 during the second stage of MSP, prior to the consultation process, to better understand the 

problems preventing polish fishers from meaningfully engaging with MSP. The table below 
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shows the type of fishers interviewed and highlights efforts to select fishers from across the 

Polish MSP area and from different fishing sectors. 

Table 5 Summary of the sample composition of interviewed fishermen from a study conducted by Piwowarczyk et al. (2019). 

 

The study found three major challenges facing fisher participation: ‘(i) a perception of exclusion 

and limited agency in the decision-making processes; (ii) problems with knowledge and data 

used for managerial processes, including MSP, and (iii) misconceptions about MSP’ 

(Piwowarczyk et al, 2019). Most of the fishers perceived MSP to involve the promoting of off-

shore energy developments and that stakeholder engagement was often biased towards 

powerful rich investors in the energy sector. Due to fishers dependence on weather and fish 

availability they are not always able to attend meetings and even if they can attend they must 

self-finance their attendance unlike representatives from large companies or NGOs (Pita et al., 

2010, Nutters and Pinto da Silva., 2012). Fishers ended up feeling that had very little influence 

over decisions being made in the marine space. They felt as if the decision making was being 

led in Warsaw (the polish capital) by people who lack the knowledge and understanding of the 

sea and fisheries. Previous experience with management plans, e.g. NATURA 2000, broadly 

ignored the concerns of fishers and had negative impacts on their livelihoods leaving fishers 
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feeling overlooked and disregarded (Ciolek et al., 2018). The consequence of previous negative 

experience led 85% of interviewed fishers to rank “environmental protection” as a high to very 

high risk to the functioning of small-scale fisheries (Psuty et al., 2020). 

Fishers regularly felt their questions and concerns about MSP, regarding the impact of offshore 

wind farms on fish stocks and access to fishing ground as well as the economic impact of MSP 

on fishers, went ignored and unanswered. They also felt overlooked by experts and scientists 

who they felt did not value their knowledge and where not interested in conducting research 

with or for them. 

Planners involved in MSP have also raised their own issues with the integration of fishers, and 

other stakeholders into MSP. When interviewed they claimed that there was a misconception 

among stakeholders that the sea is vast enough to accommodate all users and therefore there is 

no need for planning and that MSP is therefore superfluous to requirement (Piwowarczyk et al. 

2019). Planners also suggested that stakeholders were reluctant to take a holistic approach to 

planning and instead individual stakeholder interests took precedence. 

Key Lessons Learned 

Several solutions have been proposed to try and remedy the above problems, with most 

applicable to MSP both in Poland and in other countries. 

Having a bottom-up approach by engaging with stakeholders early on would help build trust 

and fight misinformation about MSP. Polish planning culture is usually thought to be expert 

and authority biased (Cieslak et al., 2017) and therefore action was required to ensure that 

stakeholder engagement was present at all stages of the process. Despite the legal requirement 

being only 3 meetings, the MSP planners organised an extra eight informal meetings where the 

focus was on specific problems and stakeholders. These were highly informative and productive 

but were not enough to reduce mistrust in stakeholders. 

Piwowarczyk et al. (2019) suggested that a pre- pre-planning phase may be an important 

addition to the MSP process. This stage would allow planners and stakeholders to meet, to build 

a rapport and to address any concerns stakeholders may have. There is rarely the time or 

resources for this in the planning stages when MSP has officially begun and therefore a pre-

pre-planning stage would be advantageous. This stage would allow stakeholders to gain trust in 

the process and the planners to better meet their needs. For example, previously MSP meetings 
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have suffered from only inviting fishing associations (thereby ignoring independent fishers) and 

not taking into account the financial and time constraints that fishing imposes. Several studies 

have shown that fishers are willing to engage if done so in a time and place that is convenient 

for them (Psuty et al., 2020, Piwowarczyk et al., 2019) and that is respective of their schedules. 

Ignoring the barriers to participation that are faced by stakeholders with limited resources leads 

MSP to unfairly favour the contribution of stakeholders with larger resources (Ciolek et al., 

2018). 

To have a pre- pre-planning phase may require changes to the EU directive concerning MSP. 

The directive having strict guidelines and timelines means that it does not accommodate the 

varying lengths of processes that are required by different member states to set up a planning 

process that effectively engages all stakeholder groups. By providing a longer time period over 

which to implement MSP, member states would be able to address stakeholder concerns prior 

to the start of the MSP process. 

Another idea to further develop trust between fishers and the experts/scientists involved was to 

address their concerns regarding the impact of offshore wind energy developments on their 

livelihoods and the financial impact of MSP on the fisheries. Research directed into these areas 

would not only increase trust between fishers and scientists but also be beneficial to the MSP 

process as it would allow the socio-economic impacts of the plan to be assessed.  

Scientists and experts have also been accused of using too much technical language and 

scientific jargon so that they failed to effectively present their knowledge and ideas to other 

stakeholders (Ciolek et al., 2018, Piwowarczyk et al, 2019). Simplified language that was 

relevant to the target audience would help remedy this. 

Planners suggested that the use of more tactile resources (e.g. maps) would make decisions less 

abstract and help stakeholders better understand the impacts of the decisions being made.  

Stakeholder comprehension directly impacts how meaningfully they can contribute, as during 

certain discussions it became apparent that some stakeholders did not understand the full impact 

of the proposed plans and therefore failed to share information that may have helped to protect 

their interests (Piwowarczyk et al., 2019). However, it can be important to resist the use of 

technology and plot fishing areas on paper hydrographic maps that the fisherman know well 

(Psuty et al., 2020). 
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Dogger Bank, UK, German, and Dutch North Sea 

The North Sea Regional Advisory Council recognised the need for a joined-up approach to 

sustainable MSP of North Sea fisheries. Hence, in 2011, in pursuit of coordinated and 

harmonised fishery management measures across their adjoining Dogger Bank sites, the UK, 

the Netherlands and Germany established the Dogger Bank Steering Group (DBSG).  

Röckmann et al. (2017) noted that the key achievements of the Dogger Bank MSP project were 

the sharing of knowledge and the building of trust. In contrast, they noted that overarching 

intergovernmental DBSG process lacked clarity, transparency, joint political will, commitment, 

and direction for negotiating a joint, collaborative management approach between the Dogger 

Bank Member States (NSAC, 2012; Goldsborough, 2013).  

In the initial 8 months, no stakeholder was involved, no terms of reference were in place, and 

little communication with the outside world occurred. DBSG workshops were initially held 

behind closed doors, leading to speculations by the stakeholders that they were excluded from 

this process (Röckmann et al., 2017). 

Reflecting on the whole MSP process, the key obstacles noted by the North Sea Advisory 

Council (NSAC) (2020) were: 

● The lack of a joined-up approach among the different stakeholders involved in the 

Marine Spatial Planning process (including European Commission, member states, and 

windfarm developers); 

● The lack of clarity in the conservation objectives across the Dogger Bank; 

● The lack of a structured framework based on a systematic assessment (equivalent to risk 

assessment or environmental impact assessment methodologies) of the impact of 

existing fishing actives across the Dogger Bank conservation region. This then fed into 

lack of clarity over the range of coverage of management zones that needed to be closed 

to fishing gear deemed to cause habitat deterioration in order to meet the conservation 

objectives. 

Key Lessons Learned: 

● Terms of reference need to be established at the beginning of the project, including legal 

and scientific rationale for developing measures, decision-making authority, 
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independent scientific advisory, and definition of stakeholders and their role in 

proposing management options and informing decisions; 

● Fisheries management measures are required in order to meet site conservation 

objectives. This may include evidence underpinning the site conservation objectives, 

evidence on the sensitivity and vulnerability of marine habitats and/or species with 

respect to fishing pressures, and site condition;  

● Potential management options should be developed with stakeholders and should be 

scoped so that they are realistic and judged to have the potential to meet site 

conservation objectives. 

● Spatial and temporal analysis (i.e. GIS data) of fishing pressures will likely be important 

in understanding the overall intensity of fishing pressures and hence the risk to 

conservation features. 

Block Island Windfarm, Rhode Island, offshore east coast of US 

Construction began on Deepwater Wind’s 30 MW, five-turbine wind farm three miles off the 

coast of Block Island in the summer of 2015 after a relatively smooth project development 

process compared to the nearby Cape Wind proposal (Klain et al., 2015). This was attributed to 

many factors, including its small size, and the groundwork established by the Rhode Island 

Coastal Resources Management Council’s “Rhode Island Ocean Special Area Management 

Plan” (SAMP) shortly before the project was proposed (Nutters and Pinto da Silva, 2012). This 

project was generally met with support from island leaders, a local Indian tribe, 

environmentalists, and fishermen, in part due to well-defined benefits (Economist, 2015; Klain 

et al., 2015). 

Key Lessons Learned: 

Three main learnings were identified by the Island Institute’s involvement in several windfarm 

projects in the region, including Block Island (Klain et al., 2015): 

● Make mutual learning accessible by creating an environment of respect and 

incorporating various types of knowledge (e.g., local, experiential, scientific) in a timely 

fashion. This was seen as critical for making learning accessible to all stakeholders, 
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improving the decision-making process, and potentially improving social acceptance of 

the outcome; 

● Linked to the previous point, bridging organizations, who are accountable to local 

communities and project proponents, can not only help translate facts and values but 

also create opportunities for the co-production and sharing of knowledge to inform 

decision making; 

● Create appropriate community benefits for people living near and/or potentially most 

impacted by a development. Community benefits aim to address the mismatch between 

offshore wind farms’ local costs (e.g., perceived, potential, or likely impact to views, 

the local environment, pre-existing activities like fishing, and anticipated future uses), 

and regional or global benefits (e.g., decreased carbon emissions, diversified electricity 

sources). 

Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem (BCLME), SW Africa 

A report by Peterson et al. (2015) assessed progress 10 years on from initial implementation of 

an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries (EAF) management in the Benguela Current Large Marine 

Ecosystem (BCLME), which runs along the coasts of South Africa, Namibia, and Angola in 

southwestern Africa.  

The report noted that good progress is being made towards managing fish stocks, however 

consideration of the social and economic wellbeing of fishing-dependent communities was 

found to be lacking in management advice across all of the fisheries assessments (Peterson et 

al. 2015). Additionally, while rights-holders involved in important export fisheries were noted 

to be generally well informed about market trends, these economic considerations were 

generally poorly integrated into management decisions on issues such as the economic viability 

of rights allocations.  

The cause of these deficiencies was attributed to the lack of skilled researchers in the field of 

socio-economics and EAF management, and the failure of the management authorities to 

prioritise this important area of work. Although an EAF working group was established, it was 

noted that more specialist skills and resources were required in order for it to be fully effective 

(Peterson et al. 2015). 
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Key Lessons Learned: 

● Greater alignment of EAF requirements with existing fisheries management procedures, 

where community consultation and risk assessment outcomes provide a baseline for 

developing fisheries management plans and the EAF in conjunction; 

● Enough staff with the correct type of knowledge and training need to be available on an 

on-going basis to ensure a more holistic integration of communities needs with EAF 

management; 

● Use of a tracking tool is essential to provide a mechanism to review the management 

plan and progress towards milestones annually. 

Northeast Ocean Planning MSP, North-eastern United States 

The Northeast region of the US, comprising the New England states of Vermont, Maine, New 

Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut, was selected for the Northeast 

Ocean Planning MSP. To facilitate implementation of the MSP, the Northeast Regional 

Planning Body (NERPB) was established in 2012 and produced its first plan in December 2016. 

Flannery et al. (2018) investigated the exclusion and non-participation of stakeholders in this 

MSP process. They reported that study participants perceived the Northeast Regional Planning 

initiative to be an exclusive, top-down process, designed to exclude or limit meaningful 

engagement, and as having the ulterior motive of advancing offshore renewable energy, as 

opposed to marine conservation.  

Key Lessons Learned: 

● The Northeast Ocean Planning initiative relied largely on public meetings to engage 

with stakeholders. These forms of engagement processes are critiqued by participatory 

advocates for facilitating participation in the latter stages of planning processes after 

many major decisions have been made (Flannery et al., 2018); 

● The scientific, managerial, and technological approach to MSP was disconnected from 

the social connections of stakeholders whose livelihoods rely on the coastal and marine 

environment. An MSP process that allows for incorporation of social science aimed at 
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understanding the complexity of socio-spatial relationships in marine environments is 

needed for better stakeholder participation. 
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Practical Tools to Facilitate Effective 

Stakeholder Engagement in Marine 

Planning Projects 

A number of toolkits and information platforms are freely available which can facilitate 

effective stakeholder engagement in Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) projects. These resources 

have been designed for use by both project managers and stakeholders to provide basic guidance 

that allow users to prioritize their efforts, ensure relevant information is gathered, and improve 

design, implementation, and management of projects. A small selection of the tools available 

have been summarised below. 

Stakeholder Participation Toolkit and Scorecard Tool 

The International Waters Learning website has a comprehensive Stakeholder Participation 

Toolkit, which includes detailed guidance on all phases of the Stakeholder Engagement Cycle 

(IW Learn, 2021). The Large Marine Ecosystem (LME) Management Effectiveness Scorecard 

was developed by Conservation International and is available as a downloadable spreadsheet 

with supporting guidance in conjunction with the Stakeholder Participation Toolkit. This 

Scorecard assesses the status of over 80 aspects of LME projects across four main areas and 

allows users to quickly evaluate management effectiveness and identify challenges and gaps 

that will help to improve decision making in LME planning and implementation (GEF 

LME:LEARN, 2018).  

Assessment for use at community-level: 

While the scorecard is perhaps more applicable for use by LME managers, community members 

should utilise the information to ensure all relevant data is provided to community stakeholder 

groups and use it as a basis for understanding the process and to ask targeted questions of project 

managers to facilitate open and full communication. 
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European Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) Platform 

The European Maritime Spatial Planning Platform, funded by the European Commission, 

provides a large repository of practices and relevant information to assist EU Member States in 

their current processes to develop national maritime spatial plans by 2021. The Practices 

Database (European MSP Platform, 2021) is a searchable collection of 738 European case 

studies, including 27 Practices relevant to stakeholder tools. 

Assessment for use at community-level: 

This database contains a wealth of experience and learnings freely accessible to all stakeholders, 

providing a resource for community stakeholders to learn more about planning and 

implementation of MSPs, and learnings from previous projects. This resource could help inform 

questions and information requests the community should be asking of the MSP managers and 

operators. 

Panorama Marine and Coastal Solutions 

The Panorama Solutions platform includes a theme for Coastal and Marine Solutions, curated 

by the Blue Solutions Initiative (Panorama Solutions, 2021). The platform includes 280 

“solutions” (i.e. case studies) which illustrate a range of approaches to marine and coastal 

spatial planning and management, as well as addressing challenges relating to climate change, 

sustainable finance, fisheries, tourism, and educational and capacity development measures.  

Assessment for use at community-level: 

As with the European MSP Platform, this database contains a wide range of experience and 

learnings that are freely accessible to all stakeholders and covering projects from across the 

globe which could also help inform stakeholders of MSP processes and facilitate effective 

communication between community groups and MSP managers. 
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GIS Tools for Marine Spatial Planning 

The use of Geographical Information Systems (GIS) tools for Marine Spatial Planning is 

powerful for project managers and community stakeholders alike. Spatial mapping of 

biophysical and socio-economic aspects of a project can help achieve clearer communication 

between all parties when planning, negotiating, and managing MSP areas. 

A series of GIS “recipes” are provided in Snickars and Pitkänen (2007), including the types of 

data which may be relevant for MSP, and how to include various types of data to assist with 

analysis of a project. A GIS professional can compile relevant data for a project using standard 

GIS software (e.g. ArcGIS, a commercial software package from Esri; or QGIS, an open source, 

free software package), and data that is often freely available. However, expertise in building 

and analysing a GIS project dataset is likely beyond most community members, therefore a 

specific commercial, and more user-friendly solution may be a better option. 

One example of such a GIS product specific to marine planning is SeaSketch, which can be 

used by ocean planners, stakeholders and the public, enables participatory Marine Spatial 

Planning processes that are closely tied to the relevant science and information (SeaSketch, 

2021). Several case studies using SeaSketch are included on their website and a number of 

projects can be accessed on their GIS portal demonstrating the types of data used and 

highlighting the advantages in using spatial data. 

Assessment for use at community-level: 

Community stakeholders should insist the MSP project manager builds a comprehensive GIS 

database and openly shares resulting maps with all stakeholders. Sharing of this type of data 

will facilitate clearer communication of the locations, extents and overlaps of different aspects 

of community activities and conservation considerations that need to feed into an MSP. 

Alternatively, a community stakeholder group could engage a GIS professional or use a specific 

commercial product (such as SeaSketch) to create a GIS database to develop an independent 

understanding of the MSP project. 
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Recommendations  

The recommendations below highlight key ways in which MSP can be improved to allow for 

meaningful engagement from all stakeholders.  

1. Assumptions held about the planning process by organisers need to be critically 

analysed to ensure that they match reality. 

2. Before discussions begin there needs to be an agreed upon set of definitions for key 

terms so that participants and planners are not talking past each other and to avoid 

conflict arising due to a lack of common taxonomy. 

3. Consider the seasonality of some forms of work e.g. tourism and fishing so that you 

don’t alienate certain stakeholders from the process (Slater et al., 2020) 

4. Marine planning needs to acknowledge that activities in the maritime realm are not only 

split spatially across the surface of the water but also according to relative depth of the 

water column and vary seasonally. The potential for mixed use areas where multiple 

stakeholders can operate should be considered (Stojanovic and Gee, 2020). 

5. Be aware of the disparity in power, influence and resources of different stakeholder 

groups and find ways to mitigate this to allow for equal participation. 

6. Build trust through regular, informal, face to face meetings with stakeholder groups 

7. Skilled facilitators are crucial to prevent conflict and allow for collaboration. They can 

ensure that discussions stay on topic, that equal air time is given to participants and they 

can help the development of ideas and solutions. 

8. Socio-economic impact reports on the effects of different planning ideas needs to be 

presented to allow stakeholders to fully understand the impact of decisions on their 

sector and livelihood. 

9. There needs to be better access to funds and longer time periods within which to enact 

MSP. Trust building takes time and building a participatory framework that has well 

established communication channels and well organised participants in states that have 

no prior experience will require funding. A one size fits all model from the EU negates 
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the reality that different member states have differing abilities and preparedness to enact 

MSP. 

10. Better knowledge sharing between MSP and terrestrial planners both nationally and 

internationally. 
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Roadmap towards implementation of 

marine community self-awareness and 

leadership in marine planning processes 

Figure 4 Proposed roadmap to greater community involvement in MSP 
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Conclusion  

Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) has rapidly evolved to become a delicate balance of meeting 

national targets on conservation and the environment while simultaneously trying to reduce the 

economic impact these actions may have. It is clear that to balance all of the competing needs 

a model is required that has built in abundant interconnectivity between multiple variables and 

includes not just the space but also the community surrounding it. 

This report has highlighted that MSP processes in multiple countries have not managed to 

incorporate the needs or the knowledge of the local communities. The lack of engagement is 

due to a host of issues including mistrust, misinformation and unmet needs. Historically local 

communities and small-scale stakeholders have found themselves ignored and excluded from 

marine planning initiatives and this has led them to become apprehensive of spatial planning 

and assume that decisions made will have a negative impact on them and their livelihood. This 

feeds into a positive feedback loop of lack of engagement: the more they feel they are not 

listened to the less they engage and the less they engage the less they are listened to. 

Historically some models have considered small-scale stakeholders to not have worthwhile 

knowledge, as it was not in the form of technical science knowledge, and therefore assumed 

that they do not understand the environmental system in the way that planners and scientists do. 

This was used to infer that they lack the understanding required to manage these systems and 

therefore a top-down approach must be taken as the valued knowledge and understanding comes 

from politicians and scientists not stakeholders. 

The case study from Canada highlighted the efforts of the Marine Planning Team and the 

bottom-up approach they employed to the betterment of the MSP process. Valuing local 

knowledge and community science allowed more efficient and accurate planning that created a 

more successful plan. However, the fishers had to mobilise themselves and more should be 

done by planners to ensure they can meaningfully participate.  

A lack of attention has been given to the problems of power and inequality in MSP and 

Ecosystems Based Management (ESB). Weak governance, poor communication and a lack of 

specificity relating to the benefits/losses of a plan are key issues in impacting exclusion and 

non-participation. A top-down approach gives prioritisation to the highest stakeholder levels 

and ultimately excludes local and small-scale stakeholders. The use of a bottom-up approach 
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with a focus on inequality and ways to effectively reduce the resource and influence gap 

between stakeholders will lead to an improved MSP and ESB. 

The research in this report highlights the invaluable knowledge that small-scale stakeholders 

can bring to MSP and the positive impact they can have on the final plan. The author hopes that 

this report has highlighted key ways in which stakeholder involvement can be improved so that 

all stakeholders feel they have the agency to meaningfully contribute to future marine spatial 

plans. 
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