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Minutes 

Expert group ICZM Recommendation 

11th Meeting, 20 June 2011  
venue: DGEnvironment, Brussels 

Introduction 

Mr Claude Rouam, chaired the meeting in the morning, Birgit Snoeren chaired the 
afternoon session.  

Claude Rouam welcomed the participants. He gave an overview of the meeting 
procedure and welcomed Bulgaria. It has been the first time for the country being present 
in the ICZM expert group. Agenda and participants list in annex.  

1. Presentation of provisional results of the on-line consultation (ICZM part) 
Birgit Snoeren , DGENV, presented the results of the online consultation and the public 
hearing on ICZM. For both reports have been drawn up1. The respondents considered 
ICZM to deliver clear benefits, but more data for an in-depth analysis on costs and 
benefits would be carried out as part of the impact assessment. A specific questionnaire 
was therefore sent to the Expert Group and discussed in the meeting. The scope for 
further action on ICZM, including in cross-border context, was confirmed in the on-line 
consultation. 'Sustainable development' stood out as the overall objective to achieve. 
Among measures and tools, institutional coordination, spatial visions for coastal 
development and shared information systems ranked highly. More specific tools (e.g. 
sediment management plans) attracted relatively less appreciation. A clear appreciation 
of a binding framework for future EU action resulted from the consultation. Similarly 
financial support to studies, research. Finally the consultation also confirmed the need to 
strongly link ICZM and MSP. The public hearing organised on 30 May, in addition to the 
on-line consultation was attended by 62 participants. Principal discussion points were the 
question of binding or non-binding follow-up to the Recommendation, the need to take 
different coastal contexts into account and the need to consider financial support as more 
than just ad-hoc support to individual projects. The hearing highlighted the linking of 
MSP-ICZM and the important role of spatial planning without the latter being limited to 
conflict resolution.      
 
Stephen Collins, UK, asked if 225 participants across the Member States were a normal 
response rate. Wulf Hülsmann, Germany asked if significant contradictions, like on one 

                                                 
1   On-line consultation report: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/pdf/report_online_consultation.pdf 

Hearing documents: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/ia.htm 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/pdf/report_online_consultation.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/ia.htm
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hand participants asking for a binding instrument on the other hand wanting flexibility, 
had been found. Andrzej Cieslak (Poland) added that participants rated sustainable 
economic growth relatively low as an objective for ICZM, but at the same time 
emphasized that coastal zones are of strategic importance for economic development in 
the question on EU added-value.  
 
Claude Rouam answered that the number of participants could have been higher but was 
compared to other consultations not a disappointment. The questionnaire had only been 
in English and rather long, covering ICZM and MSP. He indicated that the 
Recommendation was adopted in 2002, but that in the meantime the Lisbon-Treaty 
implies that joint European Parliament and Council Recommendations are no longer 
possible. This would also make a Recommendation less attractive. The consultations 
indicated that while something more is needed, is should not be too detailed and 
prescriptive.   
Birgit Snoeren added that on some questions the patterns if answers that had arisen on 
some specific points needed interpretation but were not found to be contradictory (e.g. 
Data gathering rates relatively low among measures to promote, but "sharing" of 
information not).   
 
Wim De Vries, Netherlands, raised his wish to have a discussion on what should be 
elements of a follow-up. He explained it would be difficult to have a binding directive as 
it would be very difficult to force cooperation on the Member States. Stephen Collins, 
UK, in this respect added that it should be clear what could be understood as cooperation 
and who would have to cooperate. 
 
Claude Rouam , chairman, clarified that it was not yet time to speak about very concrete 
points while the analysis of Member State report and studies were still on-going. He 
anticipated that any proposals would be in the line of current ICZM practice. Claude 
Rouam, and Mtija Bricelj (Slovenia) reminded the participants that cooperation and 
coordination formed already part of the ICZM Protocol as well as of the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive. Andrzej Cieslak, Poland, said that there were some elements 
which could not be realised, like national coordination, if there were no official 
structures and no organization to coordinate and to implement ICZM and MSP.    
 
Damien Perissé, CPMR, wanted to know which countries the answers to the consultation 
had come from. Birgit Snoeren , DGENV, replied that a good spread across the coastal 
Member States was achieved. The consultation report provides precise figures.  
 
2. Presentation of provisional results of the on-line consultation (MSP part) 
 
Haitze Siemers , DGMARE, presented the concept of MSP, which needs to deal with all 
the processes and developments taking place in seas and oceans. MSP as a tool will 
contribute to the objectives and existing legislative instruments (NATURA 2000, Water 
Framework Directive (WFD), Europe 2020, Energy 202020, the Common fisheries 
policy or the Environmental Impact Assessment-directive). He stressed the need for a 
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link between MSP and ICZM. An initial analysis of the MSP part of the consultation 
made clear that people were informed about the increasing level of on-sea activities and 
their inter-linkages. The majority supported the implementation of MSP. Particular 
interest was noted for planning in cross-border context, where the setting up some kind 
of a common framework would be helpful. He further indicated that the consultations 
showed the need for a clear and simple instrument. DGMARE also initiated studies to 
support the impact assessment. Apart form expected environmental benefits, one study 
showed also the significant benefits for economic and sustainable growth to be expected 
from MSP implementation. 
 
With regard to the linkage of ICZM and MSP different opinions were raised. While 
Andrzej Cieslak, Poland, stressed the need to link MSP and ICZM as both were very 
important for maritime and terrestrial planning, he stated that the interlinkage between 
the two would be very important to holistically manage the whole coastal zone. Wulf 
Hülsmann, Germany, asked what would be the connection between MSP and ICZM and 
if there was already a tendency with regard to separate options or proposals or the 
integration of both in one approach.  
 
Haitze Siemers , DGMARE, answered that one of the principles for MSP was the need to 
connect MSP to ICZM and to ensure coherence of maritime plans to terrestrial plans. He 
stated that there was still a lot of homework to be done on Commissions but also on 
Member States side. He said that note would be taken of the very high support for a 
connection between ICZM and MSP when writing the IA report. He offered to share the 
analysis of the public consultation as soon as possible, and said that as the Impact 
assessment was done jointly between DG ENV and DG MARE and hence the DGs 
would come up with a joint report.  
 
3. Presentation of provisional results of the evaluation of the 2010 Member State 
reports 
 
Eugenia Delaney , Thetis, presented first results of the analysis of the 2010 Member 
State reports on ICZM. She explained the structure of the study and pointed to the 
guidelines that had been provided by the Commission in order to assess all the reports in 
the same way. Where Member States had not reported, additional data was collected. The 
assessment of the Member State reports included the analyses of the objectives of 
strategies as well as the evaluation of newly introduced or updated instruments. When 
asked which actions had been implemented, MS reports were often quite precise. On 
progress in the implementation of ICZM, especially with regard to the status of the coast, 
reports were vaguer. External experts were involved to validate the cross-country 
assessment. She presented a tentative overview table of countries having a strategy, an 
equivalent legislative framework, a strategy in development phase or no strategy (but 
sometimes still good examples of regional implementation).   
 
Participants raised questions concerning the form that a strategy should have. Germany's 
strategy is of political nature, Sweden has set up an equivalent legislative framework that 
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does not automatically always include an ICZM plan. Poland has not yet set up a 
strategy. Andrzej Cieslak, Poland added that instead of a strategy, Poland will, according 
to the prepared National Spatial Development Concept, develop a strategy for the 
development of the coastal zone. Kathy Belpaeme, Belgium, wanted to know what was 
meant by involving experts into the assessment of the reports.  
 
Eugenia Delaney, Thetis, explained that the terming strategy and classification of 
Member States as having or not a 'strategy' would be further examined. With regard to 
the involvement of experts she specified that they had asked national experts to have a 
look on the analysis to validate it. In addition five or six international experts have 
assisted in the cross-country assessment.  
 
Dace Granta, Latvia, stated 20 April 2011 the Latvian government approved the Strategy 
for Spatial Development of the coastal area for 2011-2017. It foresees new instruments 
for coastal development strategies. The next step, according to the Action Plan of the 
Stratgey, is the elaboration of a national long-term spatial plan of infrastructure for the 
Baltic Sea coastal areas. Dick McKeever, Ireland, announced that the terrestrial policy in 
Ireland would be extended to sea but that Ireland had not formally reported on ICZM.  
Françoise Breton, (EEA-ETC) said that in the PEGASO-project stocktaking had just 
been finished which could be used for the impact assessment. 
 
Birgit Snoeren (DGENV) repeated that each Member State would receive a summary 
assessment table from the consultants. She strongly invited the participants to have a 
look at the assessment and to give feedback if something had been misread or missed-
out.  
 
To end the discussion, Claude Rouam, chairman, gave the floor to participants from 
candidate countries to say a few words on ICZM  
Bahar Sel Fehim, Turkey, informed the participants about a national administrative 
reorganization, the Ministry for the Environment and the Ministry for Planning will be 
merged. She said that Turkey had not yet a legal instrument but that a new project was 
launched to stimulate the process and national legislation. Barbara Skevin Ivosevic, 
Croatia, said that as Croatia had signed the Protocol they were now obliged to proceed, 
meaning that ICZM was incorporated in all ranges of other policies, laws and strategies. 
The legislative framework that referred to coastal and marine zone management has been 
checked to find the gaps to fulfil the ICZM obligations. As the Croatian coast is an 
archipelago of many islands, it will not be possible to divide MSP from coastal spatial 
planning. 
 
4. Study to assess the impacts of policy options  
 
Malene Jespersen , COWI, explained the structure of the impact assessment. The study 
team has already worked on the baseline description, analysis of the current situation. 
Sources used are literature, studies and member state reports. The core of the impact 
assessment is the analyses of economic, environmental and social impacts and the 
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assessment of the policy options. She stressed that the challenge of an IA was its 
objective to deliver quantitative and monetary options applicable on EU-27 level. There 
was the need to establish some simple set-up for the calculations. Contribution was 
highly appreciated as the calculation of impacts was not yet elaborated. Therefore a 
questionnaire had been sent out to the participants. The questionnaire and interview 
constituted an important primary data-source for the study. Regarding costs, the 
questionnaire had been set up to answer the question what it cost to develop an ICZM 
approach. Only the additional management cost associated with ICZM implement are 
asked for, as opposed to only a sectoral approach. If feasible the start-up cost would be 
important to specify, because start up costs could be an important barrier to 
implementation.  
 
Several participants indicated that more time would be needed to respond to the 
questionnaire (Stephen Collins, UK; Joanna Constantinidou, Cyprus, Irene Köchling, 
Germany). Joanna Constantinidou, Cyprus asked for clarification of the point 5b. Wim 
de Vries, Netherland, expressed his concerns that as he could merely use his experience 
from the past, his answers might not be of use for the future. Mitja Bricelj, Slovenia, 
suggested that good use should be made of the socio-economic analyses accomplished 
under the WFD implementation.  
 
Birgit Snoeren, DGENV, said that at least it should be feasible for all the participants to 
estimate what effort they had made to report to the Commission. Instead of estimating 
the effort for the implementation of ICZM per se the estimation of resource requirements 
for the production of the report as well as for the implementation of the Recommendation 
should be done. The other questions may indeed require more time, but experts should 
bear in mind that estimates are asked. Regarding question 5, she explained that apart 
from concrete examples of ICZM impacts, there was the need to get an idea of the 
relative importance of ICZM impacts in the Member States. The impacts shortlisted in 
question 5b are based on the Commission's Impact Assessment guidelines. The use of 
"past" cost to estimate future costs is accepted by the Guidelines.     
 
Participants further raised questions concerning the timing of the process, the future EU 
instruments and contents that could evolve from the impact assesssement (Wulf 
Hülsmann, Germany, Wim de Vries, Netherlands, Alan Pickaver, EUCC).  
Regarding the options and their contents, Birgit Snoeren DGENV, pointed to the 
inception report COWI had done and which was available on the website. The main 
hypothesis can be found on pp. 12 and 13, including a diagram outlining drivers, 
problems and contents of options. The contents of the 'programme' option are different; 
where the 'Recommendation' and 'Directive' option have the same content, but their 
difference is in legal strength. She stressed that the purpose of an impact assessment was 
to assist the choice of an option, or combination of options, after the impact assessment 
report. Based on the studies and consultation results, DGENV and DGMARE would first 
produce a report in the autumn (October), which needs to pass the Commission's internal 
Impact Assessment board (November).      
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To conclude the agenda point, Birgit Snoeren , DGENV, asked the participants to send 
the responses to the questionnaire back by the end of the week and encouraged them to 
send e-mails in case of any further questions.  
 
5. Presentation of the study on Coastal Information Systems 
Emiliano Ramieri (Thetis) introduced the progress realised in the CIS-study. He 
reminded the study focused on operational systems, for effective support to ICZM 
implementation. The CIS evaluated were spread over all the coastal Member States; and 
some cross-border. The conclusion can be made that CIS are mostly defined and 
managed according to administrative organisations and boundaries. CIS defined and 
managed on the basis of ecosystem boundaries, when available at all are situated at local 
level (e.g. lagoon, estuary). Based on the analysis of the selected CIS, a number of policy 
requirements were identified and validated with stakeholder involvement. During the 
CIS-Workshop in Marseille the participants have been asked to rank the proposed policy 
requirements, in order to group them into options, ranging from less to more ambitious. 
The workshop participants considered all proposed requirements to be important, but 
indentified a few as being part already of what should be done under the  INSPIRE 
directive. As a result, in addition to the baseline, 3 gradual options are defined for the 
study, each containing a number of policy requirements. In the lower ambitious option, 
the contents of CIS are mainly addressed (socio-economic, governance information, 
some climate related information, and integrated analysis). The requirements relating to 
organisational set-up (based on ecosystems approach, linking of managing and user of 
system) is considered to be still highly ambitious compared to current state of CIS. 
 
Several participants raised questions concerning the user-friendliness (Alan Pickaver, 
EUCC), the further organisation of CIS (Wim De Vries, Netherlands) and the form of 
data that would be considered (Irene Köchling, Germany, Mitja Bricelj, Slovenia). 
Andrzej Cieslak, Poland, said that CIS should serve all possible users, not only the 
designers and the research society. He asked what could be the design of such a CIS and 
what role the requirements should play with regard to a directive or future guidance.  
 
Emiliano Ramieri (Thetis) affirmed that the CIS evaluated had been rather easily 
accessible and were considered user-friendly. The cases examined were managed by 
different type of organisations. The choice of management organisation depends on the 
context, but in all cases what a CIS should do is effectively support the ICZM. The 
analysis has shown that environmental data was becoming well available, but social, 
economic and governance information was not readily available in the CIS. Although 
information on risks and climate change has been building up over the last year, their full 
integration in the CIS is not yet often seen. To support actual use in ICZM a key feature 
will be to improve the inclusion of integrated analysis and indicators in the CIS. The 
precise data-content however needed to be left flexible so as to fit best the local use. The 
situation should be avoided that details requirements are given, that miss out on element 
that important in local or regional context.  
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Andrus Meiner, EEA, added that the European Environment Agency has followed 
closely the work on CIS. He pointed to the challenges of these projects as governance 
across Europe is very different and coasts are diverse. The EEA supports the ICAN 
network and has looked into the interoperability between existing systems. He informed 
the Expert Group that the EEA has started to work on the update of the 2006 coastal 
report. The report development will include consultation with the regular EEA focal 
points and experts. A draft will be ready next year.  
 
Birgit Snoeren , DGENV, concluded the agenda point by confirming that the idea was 
not to develop very detailed prescriptions for inclusion in a future follow-up instrument 
to the Recommendation. The contexts vary a lot, in available information systems, in 
issues to be addressed, starting point etc. The experts are invited to consider the options 
developed for the CIS in the discussion document for the meeting and provide further 
feedback if necessary by mail. 
 
6. OURCOAST initiative : draft guidance 
 
Rob Steijn, Arcadis, explained the content of OURCOAST. Several cases were analysed 
and introduced into an on-line database. Every case provided a text box with tips and 
suggestions gained from that case, useful for the implementation of ICZM. More 
information could be gained by clicking on the case. Rob Steijn said that OURCOAST 
was not the guidance for ICZM but that it provided relevant tips in an easy language. 
One conclusion of the analyses is that funding is important. Therefore adding funding 
resources to the report would be required. The draft document would be finalized before 
the conference in Riga. Rob Steijn specified that ICZM was above all about integration. 
He then introduced the structure of the report: Chapter 3 identified very integrated 
projects and cases that featured the biggest number of policy objectives. The cases 
introduced in chapter 3 had two key approaches: integration and participation. Other 
chapters dealt with one special policy objective. The other chapters provided mostly 
cases linked to knowledge based or to socio-economic or technical approaches. Rob 
Steijn summed up that OURCOAST provided a very good set-up to the cases and that 
input for the guidance was needed. Therefore he introduced a set of questions to be 
discus with the participants of the meeting.  
 
Kathy Belpaeme, Belgium, suggested a strong search engine behind the database. As a 
lot of best practice guides are already available OURCOAST should make a difference to 
that. Connections to Interreg-projects could be made. She asked whether OURCOAST 
would stay on the website of the Commission. Andrzej Cieslak, Poland, asked how the 
database would be updated.  
 
Birgit Snoeren, DGENV, explained that the database as such was programmed in a way 
that the introduction of new cases would be possible from any internet-connected PC, 
subject to a short validation process. This functionality however is not yet activated as it 
needs to be tested more. In particular the search parameters and keywords that are 
attached to each case need to be reduced. In the initial set of 350 cases, for most cases 
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nearly a wide range of themes and approaches have been ticked. This needs to be 
addressed first, otherwise searching in the database will become less effective when 
much more cases are added. The database is part of the Commission's website and would 
indeed remain so. Support for the further development of OURCOAST is also planned, 
as part of the (draft) regulation on Integrated Maritime Policy which is being discussed in 
the EP and Council.  
 
To conclude the agenda point, Birgit Snoeren , DGENV, invited the participants to look 
at the draft guidance and provide feedback on the questions introduced by Rob Steijn.  
 
7. Conclusions 
 
Birgit Snoeren , DGENV, concluded the meeting by summarising the milestone in the 
on-going impact assessment process. DGENV and DGMARE are working towards an 
impact assessment report in October 2012. In accordance with Commission procedures 
the report needs to be presented to the Impact Assessment Board (November). A 
Commission proposal would subsequently be elaborated. The adoption however should 
not be expected before February/March 2012.   
 
Regarding next meetings options would be explored to organise meetings spread over 
two days (afternoon and a morning) so as to allow more informal exchanges of views 
between experts.    
Opportunities to organise meeting back-to-back with other events would be examined  
Françoise Breton, EEA-ETC, indicated the a PEGASO meeting early 2012 may be an 
occasion. Andrzej Cieslak, Poland, announced that during the Polish presidency there 
may be a conference on MSP and linkages to ICZM.  
 
Birgit Snoeren (DGENV) thanked the participations for their attendance and cooperation.  
 
- She invited Member State experts to return the questionnaire on costs and impacts of 
ICZM by Friday 24 June; 
 
- Member States experts are invited to give feedback to the consultant Thetis, regarding 
the assessment tables of the national report;   
 
- DGENV will explore the possibility of organising the next Expert group meeting back-
to-back with the OURCOAST conference (27-28 October); 
 
- The Expert group will be kept informed on progress in the impact assessment process.  
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Expert group ICZM Recommendation 

11th Meeting, 20 June 2011  
venue: DGEnvironment,  

Avenue Beaulieu 5, room BU5 0/C, Brussels 
10 hrs – 17.30 hrs 

 

10.00 Welcome  

• Follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation, joint impact assessment maritime 
planning and coastal management 
Presentation state-of-play, exchange of views  

 
- Results on-line consultation and ICZM hearing 
- Study on analysis of Member State reports (Thetis) 
- Study to assess the impacts of policy options (Cowi)   

13.00 – 14.30 Lunch  
Note : The meeting room is used over the lunch period for another meeting and must be 
evacuated. Over lunch the room BU5 4/53 is available for experts wishing to work or 
store  luggage/equipment.  

• Continued 

- Study on coastal information systems (Thetis): progress, results Workshop  

• OURCOAST initiative 
Presentation of draft guidance & discussion 

 

17.30 Conclusions 
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PARTICIPANTS       

Member States 

ITALY : Addis, Daniela, Ministry of the 
Environment, Land and Sea addis.daniela@minambiente.it  

BELGIUM: Belpaeme, Kathy, Province of 
West-Flanders, Coordination Centre ICZM Kathy.belpaeme@west-vlaanderen.be 

SLOVENIA: Bricelj, Mitja, Ministry of the 
Environment and Spatial Planning mitja.bricelj@gov.si  

BULGARIA: Bogdanova, Marinka,  bogdanovam@moew.government.bg 

POLAND: Cieslak, Andrzej, Maritime 
Office Gydnia cieslak@umgdy.gov.pl  

CYPRUS: Constantinidou, Joanna, Ministry 
of the Environment 

jconstantinidou@environment.moa.gov.c
y  

IRELAND: McKeever, Dick,  Dick.McKeever@environ.ie 

NETHERLANDS: De Vries, Wim, Ministry 
of Environment and Infrastructure Wim.de.Vries@minvenw.nl  

LATVIA: Granta, Dace, Ministry of 
Regional Development and Local 
Governments, Spatial Planning Department 

dace.granta@varam.gov.lv  

GERMANY: Huelsmann, Wulf, Federal 
Environment Agency, UBA Wulf.huelsmann@uba.de  

GERMANY: Köchling Irene, Federal 
Ministry for the Environment, Nature 
Conservation and Nuclear Safety, BMU 

Irene.koechling@bmu.bund.de 

SWEDEN: Pile, Claes, Ministry of 
Sustainable Development  Claes.Pile@environment.ministry.se 

SPAIN: Ortiz Sánchez, Dolores, General 
Directorate for Sustainability of the Coast
Ministerio Medio Ambiente  

Cpena@mma.es  

UK: Collins, Steve, Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs stephen.t.collins@defra.gsi.gov.uk 

Organisations  

CRPM, Perisse, Damien damien.perisse@crpm.org  
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EUCC, Pickaver, Alan a.pickaver@eucc.net  

Candidate Countries 

CROATIA: Skevin Ivosevic, Barbara barbara.skevin@mzopu.hr  

TURKEY: Sel Fehim, Bahar baharfehim@yahoo.com  

European Commission / EEA 

DGENVIRONMENT, D2 Marine 

Rouam, Claude  

Snoeren, Birgit  

Lemb, Rebekka  

 

Claude.rouam@ec.europa.eu 

Birgit.snoeren@ec.europa.eu  

Rebekka.lemb@ext.ec.europa.eu  

DGMARE Siemers, Haitze  Haitze.siemers@ec.europa.eu  

EEA Meiner, Andrus  

EEA/ETC Breton ,Françoise  

Andrus.Meiner@eea.europa.eu 

Françoise.breton@uab.cat  

OURCOAST Steijn, Rob (Project manager), 
Huizer, Tanya, Arcadis, Netherlands 

COASTAL Information systems, project 
manager : Ramieri, Emiliano, Thetis, Italy 

MEMBER State reports, project manager: 
Delaney, Eugenia, Thethis, Italy 

IMPACT Assessment report, project 
manager: S. Hansen, Dinne, S. Jespersen, 
Malene, COWI A/S 

rob.steijn@arcadis.nl  

Emiliano.RAMIERI@thetis.it  

Eugenia.delaney@thetis.it 

dsh@cowi.dk  

msj@cowi.dk 
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