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1 Introduction 

1.1 Study objective, scope and delineation 
This study provides an analysis of the impacts of different options for a follow-
up on the current Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) Recommenda-
tion of 2002. The study provides an analysis of the existing situation and trends 
(the baseline). Based on this, the study formulates the key problems to be ad-
dressed by a possible follow-up initiative. The study establishes the key objec-
tives to be delivered by these follow-up actions and elaborates on how meeting 
these objectives will assist to address the key problems that have been identi-
fied. The study then elaborates on the identified options for addressing the ob-
jectives.  

Based on the above, the study analyses the main impacts from the possible fol-
low-up options, focusing on the most important impacts and seeking to provide 
an assessment that is as quantitative as possible. Lastly, the study compares the 
impacts of the different options and provides reflections on appropriate moni-
toring and indicator schemes. 

1.2 Study background 
essentially about adopting a unified 

s 
 

s that 

 principles of integrated 
 

The Recommenda- Integrated Coastal Zone Management is 
approach as opposed to a sectoral approach. The ICZM Recommendation wa
endorsed by the Council in 2002 and is based on Article 191 of the Treaty. The
ICZM provides recommendations under six distinct headings (chapters): 

1 A strategic approach setting out the principal concerns and objective
a strategic approach should address and pursue – and addressing e.g. pro-
tection against risk, employment, social cohesion, economic development 
and eco-systems management and conservation. 

2 Principles (see box below) setting out the specific
coastal zone management that considers the needs for a broad, long-termed
and adaptive approach which allows for flexibility and which involves all 
relevant administrative bodies and takes into account partnerships and ex-
isting policies. 

tion 
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3 National stocktaking providing an overview of major actors, laws and in-
stitutions. 

4 National strategies considering roles and responsibilities, an appropriate 
mix of instruments, legislative and programmatic actions, financing, the 
promotion of bottom-up initiatives, a full and coordinated implementation 
of EU legislation and policies, and monitoring and control as well a train-
ing and education issues. 

5 Cooperation emphasising cross-border coordination and active collabora-
tion across regions and vis-à-vis EU institutions. 

6 Reporting and review calling for reports by Member States to the Commis-
sion on the experience 45 months after the adoption of the Recommenda-
tion and a review of the Recommendation 55 months after its adoption. 

The eight principles of good ICZM practice as contained in the EU ICZM Rec-
ommendation: 

Principle 1: A broad overall perspective (thematic and geographic) which will 
take into account the interdependence and disparity of natural systems and hu-
man activities with an impact on coastal areas. 

Principle 2: A long-term perspective which will take into account the precau-
tionary principle and the needs of present and future generations. 

Principle 3: Adaptive management during a gradual process which will facili-
tate adjustment as problems and knowledge develop. This implies the need for 
a sound scientific basis concerning the evolution of the coastal zone. 

Principle 4: Local specificity and the great diversity of European coastal zones, 
which will make it possible to respond to their practical needs with specific so-
lutions and flexible measures. 

Principle 5: Working with natural processes and respecting the carrying capac-
ity of ecosystems, which will make human activities more environmentally 
friendly, socially responsible and economically sound in the long run. 

Principle 6: Involving all the parties concerned (economic and social partners, 
the organisations representing coastal zone residents, non-governmental organi-
sations and the business sector) in the management process, for example by 
means of agreements and based on shared responsibility. 

Principle 7: Support and involvement of relevant administrative bodies at na-
tional, regional and local level between which appropriate links should be es-
tablished or maintained with the aim of improved coordination of the various 
existing policies. Partnership with and between regional and local authorities 
should apply, when appropriate. 

 . 
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Principle 8: Use of a combination of instruments designed to facilitate coher-
ence between sectoral policy objectives and coherence between planning and 
management. 

The Recommendation thus provides governance instruments that ensure that 
different concerns and interests are taken into account on a level-playing field – 
across sectors and administrative layers. As such, it aims for an integrated ap-
proach as opposed to a sectoral approach and proposes a comprehensive man-
agement framework for the whole coastal zone, including environmental pol-
icy, spatial planning, industrial policy and other potential instruments. As an 
additional benefit, ICZM provides a relevant governance tool to facilitate a co-
ordinated (and hence cost-efficient and effective) implementation of relevant 
EU policies and legislation1.  

Implementation of the ICZM Recommendation has so far been conducted on a 
voluntary basis and supported through financial mechanisms such as the Cohe-
sion Funds as well as R&D projects under the 6th and 7th framework pro-
grammes, LIFE and LIFE+.  

The Recommendation was subject to an extensive evaluation in 20062, and on 
7 June, 2007 the Commission issued its Communication “Report to the Euro-
pean Parliament and the Council: An evaluation of Integrated Coastal Zone 
Management (ICZM) in Europe”, which states that “While the prevailing ap-
proach is still sectoral, the national strategies should provide a more strategic 
and integrated approach. The EU ICZM Recommendation remains valid as a 
basis to continue to support these integration processes”.  

1.3 Study methodology and information sources 
ents 

• ICZM is about horizontal governance with the aim to facilitate “better de-

th.  

                                                  

In developing the methodology for this impact assessment, five key elem
have been observed all of which relate to the nature of ICZM and the chal-
lenges it aims to address: 

cisions and actions” through appropriate governance layers, structures and 
tools. ICZM results, or benefits, however, materialise only when the 
coastal zones succeed in realising a more sustainable development pa

 
1 Including for example: the WFD, UWWTD, Nitrates Directive, Floods Directive, Habitats 
and Birds Directive including its Natura 2000 network of protected sites, Legislation con-
cerning waste management, chemicals pollution, marine litter and oil spills, Horizontal Di-
rective (EIA, SEA), Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), Upcoming reform 
policies and new legislation such as EU Fisheries Policy, Cohesion Funds and other Struc-
tural Funds, International Conventions and Protocols in relation to EU coastal and marine 
areas, to which EU is a contracting Party (OSPAR, HELCOM, Barcelona Convention in-
cluding its Protocol on ICZM in the Mediterranean, RAMSAR). 
2 Evaluation of integrated coastal zone management (ICZM) in Europe, Final report, 18 
August 2006, Rupprect Consult and IOC 

Implementing the 
ICZM Recommenda-
tion 



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 6

• ICZM targets the identification and pursuit of a sustainable development 
path which integrates and balances economic, social and environmental 
concerns. The challenges of ICZM are therefore manifold and the sustain-
able development path may assume many forms depending on the particu-
larities and preferences within the coastal community in question (and in 
respect of cross-border issues and national legislation).  

• ICZM is a policy tool that operates in a dynamic world influenced by a 
range of external factors such as national/global economic growth and cli-
mate change as well as the strength by which possible supporting or coun-
terproductive national or EU legislation is pursued. This makes it difficult 
to establish clear relations between results achieved and the ICZM efforts 
in isolation. Also, it implies that the scope within which ICZM can be pur-
sued is not necessarily stable – to some extent the sustainable development 
aspiration can be said to be a “moving target”. 

• ICZM will deliver results in the long term which means that it is difficult 
to identify achievements. Focusing only on the decisions that materialise 
from the ICZM approach, the evidence at this stage is quite limited and 
fragmented, especially since the main focus so far has been the develop-
ment and implementation of a governance system.  

• ICZM challenges and solutions are to a high degree site-specific rendering 
it difficult to generalise and extrapolate from the specific level to the EU 
level. 

Based on the above it is not possible to develop fully quantified and EU-wide 
baselines and assessments per se. However, the impact assessment must deliver 
results that are as quantified and comparable as possible. To this end, we have 
put together a methodology which is pragmatic, but at the same time provides 
for transparent results and, to the extent possible, quantified outcomes. Where 
the latter is not possible, we have strived to deliver results in terms of best 
guesses, rankings or concrete examples that can elaborate and substantiate more 
generic conclusions. 

More specifically, we have addressed the steps of the impact assessment (cf. 
below) in an iterative manner so that the outcomes of the desk-study work are 
combined with the outcomes of interviews and questionnaire surveys. This in-
formation is supplemented with the key conclusions arising from the web-based 
stakeholder consultation organised by DG Environment, as well as from the 
2010 review (see footnote 3). 

• Problems and drivers have been established based on a desk study of rele-
vant literature and data. These have been refined and updated as results 
have come in from the questionnaire survey and the interviews. 

 . 
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• The baseline has been inferred from a variety of sources including the 
questionnaire survey of experts, interviewees, the 2011 analysis of Mem-
ber States3, and in a few cases where no such information was available, 
on desk research. 

• Objectives and options have been formulated on the basis of the first ver-
sion of the baseline and continuously checked up against as new informa-
tion has come in.  

• The problems and drivers, the baseline, as well as the formulation of objec-
tives and options have assisted to identify the most important impacts and 
data to inform on those impacts that have been collected through inter-
views and questionnaires supplemented with key information from other 
sources.  

• Monitoring and indicators are briefly discussed based mainly on the spe-
cific needs that derive from each of the options. 

1.4 Structure of this report 
s of an impact assessment as indi-

Chapter 2 elaborates on the problem definition and considers this in three di-
ed 

-

Chapter 3 then provides the baseline. It provides a more thorough elaboration 
 

Chapter 4 sets forth the objectives and explains how they relate to the problem 

Chapter 6 is a key part of the report and chapter 6 explains about the assump-
n 

 

                                                  

The structure of the report follows the step
cated in the Impact Assessment guidelines: 

mensions: first a discussion of the state of Europe’s coasts is provided follow
by a description of the main drivers that cause the observed state and trends. 
Last, the section describes the contribution from ICZM – why ICZM is an im
portant instrument in meeting these observed challenges. 

of the current situation and how it is likely to develop in the absence of further
initiatives.  

identification and Chapter 5 then formulates the specific options that are ana-
lysed. 

tions made in order to estimate the contribution from the different options to a
accelerated ICZM implementation and it analyses in more depth the likely im-
pacts there from. Chapter 7 compares the options. 

 
3 ‘Analysis of Member States progress reports on Integrated Coastal Zone Management 
(ICZM)’, Prepared by Thetis for DG Environment, 2011. 
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2 Problem definition 

2.1 The state of Europe’s coasts – status and trends 
 

to 

 

The land zones that are immediately adjacent to the coastline cover an area of 

nt 

Almost half of the population of the 22 sea-bordering EU countries (200 mil-
 

European coastal zones provide vital resources to the EU and are home to a 
 

However, many of EU’s coastal zones have become subject to significant envi-

                                                  

There are 22 countries in the EU with a sea border. The total length of the 
coastline of the EU depends on definitions and can range widely according 
how it is measured. Some estimates put the length to 68,000 km (CIA) while 
others put it at 136,000 km (EEA, CORINE land cover). The most appropriate
measure for capturing the application of ICZM across countries can be discuss-
ed4, but the EEA estimate is geographically speaking more accurate because of 
a higher level of detail regarding the actual coastline characteristics5. This 
study is using the EEA estimate. 

some 416,000 km2 if staying within a 10 km strip, but expands to more than 
1,734,988 km2 if looking at the larger coastal zone regions. These areas accou
for around 10% and 43%, respectively, of the total landmass of the 22 EU 
coastal Member States.  

lion) live in coastal zone areas6 with the highest population densities found in
Malta, Belgium, the Netherlands, the UK, Portugal, Italy and Spain, and the 
lowest in Estonia, Sweden and Finland7. 

large number of people as well as many important commercial and industrial
activities. 

ronmental degradation, most notably characterised by unsustainable use of re-
sources, loss of natural habitats, declining biodiversity, and worsening coastal 
erosion. Growing coastal populations and intensifying commercial and indus-

 

Overview of EU’

4 The reason for the large difference in the estimates can include variations in the fractal 
units used for coastline measurements, as well as the types of “surfaces” that are included 
as being part of the coast.  
5 The length of a coast is subject to the so-called coastline paradox which states that the 
smaller the measure by which the coast is measured, the longer the coastline.  
6 EUROSTAT, and EEA (2010), 10 messages for 2010 - Coastal ecosystems. 
7 Own calculations based on EUROSTAT coastal data (NUTS 3 regions, 2009) 

s 
coastal zones 
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trial activities are adding to the risk of continued coastal degradation. In addi-
tion, many of the negative developments are at risk of being exacerbated by 
climate change. ICZM is a tool by which many of these challenges can be ad
dressed, and by which sustainable growth in coastal regions can be facilitated.

-
 

Much economic development is often concentrated in coastal areas due to their 

The specificity of changes to coastal land cover differs from region to region, 
h 

e 

Figure 2-1 Relative increase of coastal land cover (2000 to 2006) 

popularity in terms of living space and with respect to many commercial and 
industrial activities. Extensions of cities, industries, roads, railways, airports, 
marinas and the construction of tourist resorts and residential homes are thus 
widespread phenomena across Europe’s coastal zones and have consequently 
led to significant changes in coastal land cover. 

but common to all is a rapid increase in built-up areas (artificial surfaces) whic
has grown by more than 20% over the past two decades8 as well as outpaced 
the increasing rate of coastal population density9. From 2000 to 2006 alone, 
artificial surfaces in coastal regions have risen, on average, by almost 5%. Th
growth of artificial surfaces has been particularly troublesome along the coast-
lines of the Atlantic and Mediterranean Seas. 

 

opment and the associated construction of housing, 

s encroached by the sea, and although this is a natu-

 

                                                  

Source: EEA, Data and Maps 

Built-up coastal urban devel
infrastructure, as well as recreational, commercial and industrial facilities have 
immediate and direct adverse effects on natural habitats. This can lead to poten-
tially damaging and perhaps irreversible damaging impacts to the regions’ bio-
diversity and ecosystems.  

Erosion occurs when land i
ral process, human activity can lead to excessive erosion which can have ad-
verse effects on ecosystems. This is especially the case along coasts that are 
more vulnerable to erosion, such as sandy beaches with heavy wave exposure

 

Changes in land use 

Risks of coastal ero-

8 EC (2007), Sustainable Use of Water Resources in Coastal Areas, DG Environment News 
Alert Service. 
9 EEA (2006), The Changing Faces of Europe's Coastal Areas, Report no. 10/2006. 

affect coastal zones 

sion are growing 
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as opposed to rocky coasts. The construction of infrastructure and other facili-
ties have aggravated existing concerns of erosion in many coastal areas, i.e. by
occupying space that originally was intended for coastal protection, or by being 
located too near the coastline. The erection of coastal protection structures can 
also increase the risk of erosion in nearby unprotected areas. 

 

According to EUROSION, a project which has classified 70% of the European 

k 

Figure 2-2 Current coastal erosion patterns in Europe (2004) 

coastline according to sedimentary processes, some 20% of the European coast-
line faces serious coastal erosion problems10. With 30% of the coastlines along 
the Mediterranean Sea affected, these areas are of primary concern. Corre-
sponding figures for the coastlines along the North Sea (20%) and the Blac
Sea (13%) coastlines are also of significance. 

 

Source: EEA, Data and Maps 

oastal urbanisation and sprawl, along with expanding and intensified com-
ces 

                                                  

 

C
mercial and industrial activities, have put enormous pressure on many resour
of coastal regions. Resources such as water, sand and gravel, as well as fish 
stocks are under particular pressure. 

 

Unsustainable use of 

10 EUrosion project (2004) Living with coastal erosion in Europe: sediment and space for 
sustainability 

resources 
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Both the use and quality of water is of high concern. In many places, especia
along the Mediterranean coast, water 

lly 
is already a scarce resource and heavy 

extraction of groundwater in these areas runs the risk of salinisation; that is, 

g-

loitation can lead to the destruction of natu-
ral habitats, damage to coastal ecosystems, as well as heighten the risk of 

of 
0 

-
 in fish catches since 1985. The develop-

ment of cod stocks has been particularly problematic, i.e. with today's share of 

                                                  

intrusion of saltwater in local water tables. This can be a serious problem as it 
may lead to accumulation of salts in the soil and thus impede plant growth, a
ricultural production, forestry, freshwater fisheries, etc. Artificial irrigation 
from water tables exhibited to saltwater intrusion may exacerbate the problem 
as salt is left from evaporation11.  

Many coastal regions are extracting marine sand and gravel for construction 
purposes. Yet, sand and gravel exp

coastal erosion12. Given the large increase in housing and infrastructure pro-
jects, along with rising demands for beach nourishments and coastal protective 
structures, the demand for sand and gravel is bound to increase. The level 
sand and gravel exploitation is, however, already significant, i.e. with some 4
million m3 being extracted every year from the inner (less than 60 m) North 
European continental shelf alone13. 

For many years fishing in most of Europe's seas has exceeded sustainable lev
els. This has led to an overall decline

cod caught prematurely being strikingly high (93% in 2008)14. Even if the last 
couple of years have seen some improvement, the trend of overfishing contin-
ues. 

 

Water use is rising, 
the quality is falling 

Exploitation of sand 
and gravel is increas-
ing 

Fish resources are en 
route of being de-
pleted 

11 Milnes, E (2005), Modelling groundwater salinisation in irrigated coastal areas, Univer-
sity of Neuchâtel. 
12 SOER 2010 - 10 messages for 2010 - Coastal ecosystems. 
13 Bonne, W. (2010), European Marine Sand and Gravel Resources: Evaluation and Envi-
ronmental Impacts of Extraction, Journal of Coastal Research, Special Issue. No. 51. 
14 EEA (2010) The European Environment - State and Outlook 2010. 
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Figure 2-3 Status of fish stocks and catch quotas in relation to Maximum Sustain-
able Yield 

 

Source: EEA, Data and Maps 

 The decline in fish stocks carries most importance in off-coast fishing areas 
such as the North Sea, Arctic West, East Iceland and Faroese grounds and West 
Scotland, i.e. with these areas accounting for some 70% of total European 
catch. Yet, the trend is general and many near-shore stocks are also being 
fished far beyond their carrying capacity. By some estimates, for example, the 
percentage of fish stocks outside safe biological limits in the Mediterranean Sea 
ranges from 50% to 78% with the worst case being in the Adriatic Sea. Some 
stocks are not even assessed and their trends are therefore not known15. 

The current fishing trends carry a number of socio-economic and environ-
mental impacts. Overfishing may lead to declining fishing opportunities, re-
duced profitability and lower employment in the fishing sector, as well as in-
creased risks of illegal fishing activities in vulnerable areas. Damage could also 
incur to coastal ecosystems, both through unsustainable fishing practices and 
declining fish stocks. By some estimates, current fishing trends could lead to a 
global collapse before 2050 of all seafood species below commercially viable 
levels before16, and thus effectively putting a halt to fishing industries. This 
could mean the death of local fishing communities, and the disappearance of 
coastal fishing industry activities. Hence, there is also a need for such poten-
tially affected communities to take proactive action, i.e. to diversify their eco-
nomic engagement. 

Impacts on coastal environments from fishing industries also concern aquacul-
ture, also known as aqua farming. Being located on- or near the coast, aqua 
farms can affect coastal environments in a number of ways, depending on their 
type and scale of production practices. They may, for instance, affect local eco-
systems through discharges of nutrients, antibiotics, and fungicides. Likewise, 
they may provide pathways for non-native species to enter into local environ-
ments. Recently there have also been growing concerns about European aqua-
                                                   
15 EEA (2010) The European Environment - State and Outlook 2010. 
16 Worm, B. et al (2006), Impacts of Biodiversity Loss on Ocean Ecosystem Services, Sci-
ence, Vol. 314, No. 5800. 

Trends could lead to 
the collapse of com-
mercial fishing 

Aqua farming leads 
to increased envi-
ronmental pressures 
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culture's move toward the farming of higher trophic level species, such as 
salmon, which require larger quantities of pelagic fish as feed stock17. The de-
mand for smaller pelagic fish is therefore rising and could, apart from compet-
ing with human consumption, increase the risk of further ecosystem disruption 
from overfishing.  

Introduction of non-native species into coastal marine environments can cause 
major changes to local ecosystems, i.e. by damaging local fish stocks. Although 
this phenomenon can be associated with aquaculture, the primary concern rises 
from shipping activities. Ships can introduce a variety of biological materials, 
including plants, animals, viruses and bacteria into local waters by discharging 
their ballast water tanks in these waters. The risks of damaging effects from 
invasive species can be elevated by rising water temperature, e.g. following 
from climate change, as well as by human destruction of natural habitats18. 

Figure 2-4 Number of marine, coastal, and estuarine non-indigenous species 

 

Source: EEA, data and maps 

Shipping activities are also source to a number of other environmental concerns 
and risks which affect coastal regions. The most important of these is related to 
oil and fuel spills, but emissions of air pollutants, solid wastes, as well as im-
pacts from port-related activities can also be of significant matter. 

Oil spills Approximately two thirds of oil and fuel spills from shipping occur through 
intentional dumping (illegal or operational)19. Accidental spills account for one 
third20. Whether the spills are intentional or accidental, they can cause exten-
sive damage to coastal ecosystems, human health as well as to coastal areas' 
                                                   
17 EEA (2010), The European Environment - State and Outlook 2010. 
18 EEA (2010), 10 messages for 2010 – Coastal ecosystems. 
19 Some spills are permitted during normal shipping operations, however, there are strict 
requirements as to their type, how much and the distance to land. 
20 OECD (2010), Environmental and climate change issues in the shipbuilding industry. 

Invasive species, 
also from shipping 

Other impacts from 
shipping 
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recreational attractiveness and tourist activity. In later years satellite monitori
has helped to reduce illegal oil spills, but some estimates suggest that more than 
3,000 major discharges of this type still occur in European seas every year. 
Added to this comes a very high number of small operational discharges. W
small, their combined order of magnitude could be on par with some of the 
largest accidental oil spills

ng 

hile 

Figure 2-5 Detected illegal oil discharges from shipping (2000 to 2004) 

21 (see Figure 2-5).  

 

Source: EEA, data and maps 

rce of air pollutant emissions such as CO2, NOX, 

e 

 

                                                  

Shipping is a significant sou
SOX, PM, and black carbon. Globally, 70 to 80% of these emissions occur 
within 400 kilometres of land. In Europe, the share of near-shore emissions is 
higher and closer to shore. This is of relevance to the EU's coastal regions, par-
ticularly for highly and densely populated coastal areas. For example, some 
studies suggest that PM emissions from shipping could have caused between 
7,400 and 26,700 cardiopulmonary and lung cancer deaths in 2002 concen-
trated along Europe's coastlines. A range that in 2012 could be 40% higher du
to increased shipping activities22. Likewise, black carbon emissions from ship-
ping are thought to cause around 3 million premature deaths globally per year 
and are also known to have damaging effects on plants which could affect 
coastal crop productivity23. In places such as the Baltic Sea, the North Sea, and

 
21 EEA (2010), Thematic assessment - Marine and Coastal Environment. 
22 Corbett, J. (2007), Mortality from Ship Emissions: A Global Assessment. 
23 IGSD/INECE (2008, December). Reducing Black Carbon May Be the Fastest Strategy 

nce & Sustain-

Shipping emissions 

for Slowing Climate Change. Climate Briefing Note. Institute for Governa
able Development. 

could be cause of 
premature deaths 
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the English Channel, work is underway to establish and/or extend so-called 
Emissions Control Areas to curb near-coast emissions from shipping. 

Depending on their type, port activities ranging from the handling of goods, 
o 

 

 Climate change has an exacerbating effect on several of the above mentioned 
e 

Risks of flooding According to the 2010 State of the Environment Reports, sea level rise and 
d 

 About 12% of the total EU coastal area is situated less than 5 m above sea 

s-

y 

The number of people potentially affected by flooding is very large considering 

ast27.  

The economic risks of flooding are also significant with the total value of eco-

R 500 

Risks of flooding are of particular concern in coastal cities due to their high 
concentration of people as well as their economic importance and value. Poorly 
planned and uncoordinated urban design and land use can aggravate the 

                      

shipbuilding, maintenance and repair services, to recreational marinas can als
be associated with a large number of environmental concerns. Among the worst
are damage to marine ecosystems and interferences with biological processes in 
marine species24. 

concerns that coastal zones are subject to. Climate change associated effects ar
particularly relevant with respect to the destruction of ecosystems, loss of natu-
ral habitats and biodiversity, salinisation, coastal erosion and freshwater short-
ages. In addition, climate change poses direct risks of flooding following from 
rising sea levels.  

changes in the frequency and/or intensity of extreme weather events may lea
to increased coastal flooding which could have major impacts on low lying 
coastal areas across Europe. 

level, with some 140,000 km2 (an area slightly larger than Greece) being 
less than 1 m above sea level. These areas are particularly vulnerable to ri
ing sea levels and related flooding which also increase the risk of salinisa-
tion25. Coastal areas in countries such as Denmark, England, Germany, Ital
and the Netherlands are already below normal high-tide levels, and large 
areas are prone to flooding from storm surges. 

that some 19% of the EU-25 population (86 million) live within a 10 km 
coastal strip26 while nearly 50% (202 million) live within 50 km of the co

nomic assets located within 500 m of the European coastline, including 
beaches, agricultural land and industrial facilities, estimated between EU
and 1,000 billion in 200028.  

risks associated with climate change which necessitates that such risks be 

                             

Climate change ex-
s 

- could have wide 

- for people 

- and economically  

European coastal 
cities are especially 
at risk 

24 OECD (2010) Environmental and Climate Change Issues in the Shipbuilding Industry. 
25 SOER 2010 Thematic Assessment: Land Use, p. 28 
26 EEA (2006) The changing faces of Europe’s coastal areas. 
27 Own calculations based on EUROSTAT coastal data (NUTS 3 regions, 2009) 
28 EUrosion Project (2004) Living with coastal erosion in Europe: Sediment and Space for 
Sustainability 

acerbates many risk

consequences 
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addressed across all levels of government29. Currently, however, the majori
of EU coastal Member States do not have a climate change adaptation plan 
or strategy dedicated to their coastal zones

ty 

30. 
 

Figure 2-6 Damage potential of coastal flooding in Europe31 

 
Source: EEA, data and maps 

2.2 Drivers 
 the protection of eco-systems and natural re-

sources are at risk. This section briefly discusses the main drivers that intensify 
and cause these unsustainable trends. In this section we focus on drivers caused 

 narrow sense, which implies that climate change is 

Economic growth  

r the limited resources that coastal zones offer.  

-

coastal Member States). Most of these people are concentrated within some 200 

                                                  

The above has illustrated how

by human behaviours in a
not discussed here, but above. 

One of the primary drivers for the increasing pressure on coastal zones relates 
to economic growth and development, and the associated increase in wealth. 
While economic growth has led to higher standards of living, it has also led to 
significantly higher demands fo

 Relating to economic growth, environmental pressures on the EU’s coastal 
zones are greatly affected by a mixture of population growth, coastal urbanisa
tion, and resulting high population densities. In 2007, for example, almost 200 
million people lived in EU coastal zones (43% of the population of the 22 EU 

 

and urbanisation 

29 SOER 2010, Thematic Assessment: Adapting to climate change p. 16 
30 EC, 2008, The economics of climate change adaptation in EU coastal areas. 
31 Coastal flood damage potential _SOER Thematic Climate change p.17, map  
2.6. 

Population growth 
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coastal cities each with a population of more than 100,000 people32. The Eu
pean coastal population density is therefore very high, i.e. with the average 
density being 10% higher than the inland average, and 50% higher in some 
countries. Also, in many coastal regions, the population density is more than 
five times higher than the European average

ro-

ion 
technologies. As a consequence, coastal zones have become challenged by in-

-
erall 

 so-
cial cohesion and the state of the environment of the coastal zones. 

33. This is for example the case in 
Attiki in Greece, the Province of Trieste in Italy, Malta and many others34. 

Further, Europe has experienced a steady and significant increase in wealth 
over the last many decades. The increase in GDP experienced throughout 
Europe and globally stems from significant growth in trade and production, 
which has been enabled through more effective production and communicat

tensified primary production; increased trade leading to increased port activi
ties; increased demand for tourist facilities and leisure activities, and an ov
demand for better infrastructure services (e.g. transport, water and waste). 

Essentially, one can argue that the pressure on the coastal zones derive from 
man-made activities, which again are largely related to the economic sectors. 
Many of the challenges that coastal zones experience thus relate to the “compe-
tition between economic sectors” – and the consequent implications for the

The EU’s total energy consumption has been steadily increasing since the mid 
1990s but stabilised during 2006 and decreased in both 2007 and 2008. The use 
of oil, which remains the most used energy source in the EU, also dropped in 
both 2007 and 2008 – as did the use of nuclear energy. Consumption of renew-
ables increased throughout 1999-2008 except in 2002 .  35

Figure 2-7 Total Energy Consumption (EU-27) – Million tonnes of oil 
equivalents (TOE) 

 

                                                   
32 JRC (2011), Coastal Zones. 
33 EEA (2010), 10 messages for 2010 – Coastal ecosystems. 
34 Own calculations based on EUROSTAT coastal data (NUTS 3 regions, 2009) 
35 DG ENERGY (2009) Europe’s Energy Position: Markets and Supply, Market Observa-
tory for Energy 

Rising income and 
trade 

Energy infrastructure 
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Source: EuroStat 

Despite recent declines in total EU energy consumption, coastal regions are un-
der pressure from the energy sector in various ways. In Northern Europe, for 
example, coastal zones have become areas for the construction of both on and 
off-shore wind mills. Besides, most of Europe’s oil, which is extracted in the 
North Sea, is being processed in Northern coastal regions. In the Mediterra-
nean, which is home to an endowment of oil and natural gas, the demand for 
energy has led to an increase in the extraction of oil and natural gas, and a fol-
lowing construction of on-shore refineries in the region36. Overall, the extrac-
tion of oil in Europe is nonetheless on the decline due to dwindling natural re-
sources37.  

Tourism With the EU as the world’s number one tourist destination38, and being directly 
% of the EU’s GDP, tourism is a major economic activity and 

39

 
e 

ns and led to an increase in both solid and liquid wastes.  

s, 
astures and mosaic 

, 

 in-

responsible for 5
of vital concern to many coastal regions . In many places, however, it has led 
to significant environmental pressures, particularly along the Mediterranean 
Sea which is the primary holiday destination in Europe.  

Rapid expansion of hotels, recreational facilities, and houses (i.e. to meet an 
increasing demand for second homes from both EU and non-EU citizens) hav
contributed significantly to urban sprawl – with large implications also from 
related infrastructure needs and investments. The amount of hotel and residen-
tial tourists have likewise increased, pushing the demand up for a number of 
key resources, such as energy, water and food. This has put further stress on 
coastal regio

There are large differences across the EU coastal regions with respect to 
changes in land use for agricultural production, but the overall area has de-
clined from 1990 to 2006. In the same period, however, many traditional agri-
cultural sites have been converted to intensive agricultural production system
especially along the Mediterranean coast. Large areas of p
farmlands have likewise been converted for such practices. This development 
has been particularly prevalent along the Mediterranean coasts, and especially 
in Greece, Portugal and Spain40. Intensive agricultural production is putting 
large pressure on the biodiversity of coastal regions due to a number of factors
including homogenisation of production and the extensive use of chemical fer-
tilizers, herbicides, fungicides, insecticides, plant growth regulators and pesti-
cides.  

Growing economic activity both inland as well as along the coasts have led to 
increased port and near-shore marine activities. These activities, which can
volve shipbuilding, maintenance and repair work, as well as the operation of a 

                                                   
36 EEA (1999), Environmental Assessment No 2, Coastal and Marine Zones 
37 EuroStat, Energy Extraction Statistics, 2009 
38 UNWTO (2010) World tourism barometer  
39 European Travel Commission (2010), Fact sheet. 
40 DEDUCE - http://www.deduce.eu/results.html. 

Agriculture 

 Ports and sea activity
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large number of transport, cruise and recreational ships, are expected to in-
crease in the future.  

The European fishing fleet has seen a decreasing trend in the number of ves-
sels, tonnage and engine power, yet it is still exhibiting excess capacity and 
could in most cases have an annual catch that would be two to three times lar-
ger than the sustainable level of fish stock41. This is among other things due to
much m

 
ore effective fishing brought about by technological developments, i.e. 

fishing with nets no longer in need of being pulled in by hand, sonar and solar 

is-
 amounts of by-catch, but can also lead to damaging ef-

fects to the seabed  and put ecosystems at risk. 

 
 more than doubled its output 

from 1990 to 2008.  

radar systems capable of tracking large shoals of fish, and large-scale factory-
like fishing vessels with onboard preparation, processing and packaging facili-
ties which can stay at sea for weeks42. The use of unsustainable fishing prac-
tices are also of concern. These forms of fishing may not only involve the d
carding of staggering

43

Growing overfishing combined with an increase in the demand for fish is put-
ting a lot of pressure on finding alternative ways of raising fish for consump-
tion. Apart from substantially increasing the demand for aqua farming and the 
coastal pressures arising from this source (see below), there is also a need to 
carefully manage coastal fishing resources by balancing commercial and rec-
reational interests. 

Over the past two decades aquaculture has emerged as an increasingly impor-
tant industry and contributor to the EU's food production sector. To meet the 
EU's rising demand for fish in a context where fish catches have declined, the
aquaculture industry has grown significantly and

                                                   
41 EEA (2010) The European Environment - State and Outlook 2010. 
42 Schare, T. (2006), Europe and the "Tragedy of the Commons", Publications euryopa. 
43 Eastwood, et al. (2007), Human activities in UK offshore waters: an assessment of direct, 
physical pressure on the seabed, ICES Journal of Marine Science, 64: 453-463. 

Fisheries 

Aquaculture is a 
growing industry 
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Figure 2-8 Fish consumption, fish catches and aquacultural production in Europe 

  

Source: Based on EEA, data and maps 

In 2008, the aquaculture production in the EU-15 plus EFTA was at 1.8 million 
tonnes of fish, shellfish and crustaceans. The turnover was at EUR 3.2 billion 
while the industry employed more than 65,000 people. France, Spain, Italy and 
the UK have the largest aquacultural productions within the EU, while Norway 
is the largest European producer.  

The aquaculture industry is diverse, encompassing traditional artisanal and 
family shellfish and pond-culture operations through medium-scale fish-farm 
businesses to multinational marine farming companies. The applied production 
technologies also show great diversity. More than 90% of the aquaculture farms 
are, however, relatively small farms, dispersed throughout Europe. They are 
concentrated mainly in peripheral coastal and rural regions, and the growth of 
the aquaculture industry has therefore led to significant socio-economic bene-
fits. 

 As mentioned in the introduction to this section, the competition for space is 
the crucial issue for ICZM to assist in solving in a balanced manner. A recent 
study argues that in line with the growth of commercial and industrial activity, 
the promise of rapid economic expansion, particularly with respect to a grow-
ing construction industry which can lead to higher rates of employment and 
income (as well as a larger tax base), has caused many governmental authorities 
in coastal regions to employ a lax view regarding potential adverse long-run 
environmental consequences of economic expansion44. In these situations, 
coastal management plans, strategies and regulations have often been regarded 
as barriers to successful coastal development rather than as protective measures 
with long-run benefits, and are also treated as such. Several factors could affect 
the risks for this to happen, e.g. with some of them being (1) the stringency of 
the regulatory frameworks for coastal management, (2) the political willingness 

                                                   
44 Suárez de Vivero & Rodríguez Mateos (2005), Coastal Crisis: The Failure of Coastal 
Management in the Spanish Mediterranean Region, Coastal Management, 33:197-514. 

Conflicting interests 
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to enact environmental protection under current economic conditions, (3) the 
strength of commercial and industrial interests to push for economic develop-
ment, and (4) the existence and conditions of a participatory system for civil 
society.  

2.3 The role of Integrated Coastal Zone Management 
f 

e, 

The below Figure 2-9 illustrates the benefits as they are perceived by respon-

 

Figure 2-9 If you have been involved in ICZM, what do you consider to be the 

The above has illustrated that a sustainable development of the coastal zones o
Europe demands a careful balance of a variety of interests. The coastal zones 
are challenged by a pressure for economic growth and for access to coastal re-
sources by economic sectors. Legislation to protect nature and environment, 
spatial legislation and other legislation aims to support that the pressures are 
counterbalanced by a wider and long-termed view of the need to protect natur
environment and the eco-systems of coastal zones and to properly manage the 
risks that coastal zone face, including climate change induced risks. For con-
tinuously maintaining, strengthening and providing for this balance, it is essen-
tial that appropriate legislative, administrative and institutional set-ups are in 
place. ICZM offers an integrated approach to managing the coast. ICZM is 
about integration as opposed to sectoral approaches.  

dents during the spring 2010 public consultation. The response pattern shows 
that ICZM primarily provides benefits in governance/transparency planning, in
turn to lead to benefits to environment in particular, and to social and economic 
benefits. The figure below provides indications as to the types of benefits that 
currently remain unharvested in situations where they could be put more into 
use. 

benefits that ICZM delivers (insignificant vs. very significant) 
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The below table provides an indication of the current implementation level. The 
table is based on the 2010 review (see footnote 3), taking into account both 
whether a national strategy is in place or not; whether it is under preparation 
and the extent to which substantial progress has taken place with regards to 
specific principles – and taking account also if no progress has been noted on 
some principles. These compare 2010 and 2006 situations, and the qualitative 
rankings are presented in the 2010 review. The estimates below have been vali-
dated and cross-checked against information obtained through interviews and 
the questionnaire survey that was carried out as part of this study. Overall, there 
is a high degree of alignment between the estimates that come out of the scor-
ing system (see note text below Table 2-1) and the indications provided through 
interviews and through the questionnaire survey. The main discrepancy is 
found with regard to Germany, where a mechanical use of the listed scores 
would give a lower implementation rate, but where the questionnaire reply 
points in the direction of a higher implementation level. The overall implemen-
tation level has been checked against the simple average that results from the 
questionnaire replies45.  

                                                   
45 Which is in the order 60%. This is based on replies from Ireland, Germany, Greece, Slo-
venia, the Netherlands and Poland. This average is higher than the estimated average im-

 

 
ly 

plementation rate of this study, but in this regard it should be noted that this sample of only
six Member States includes as many as three fairly advanced ones: Slovenia, the Nether-
lands and Germany, and the progress of five of these six countries has assessed above aver-
age in the 2010 review. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume an overall implementation 
level of less than 60%. The assessed implementation levels for the mentioned countries 
align quite well with the responses that these countries provided to the questionnaire with
the exception of Slovenia and the Netherlands where the estimate is lower reflecting main
the observation that these countries do not have ICZM strategies in the implementation 
phase, but rather equivalent frameworks. 
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Table 2-1 Current ICZM status and implementation level 

Current IC
ICZM stat

Belgium Equivalent
Bulgaria Framewor
Cyprus ICZM strat
Germany ICZM strat

Denmark Equivalent

Estonia No nation

Spain No nation
Finland ICZM strat
France Equivalent
Greece No nation
Ireland No nation
Italy No nation
Lithuania Equivalent
Latvia Framewor
Malta Equivalent
Netherlands Equivalent
Poland Framewor
Portugal ICZM strat
Romania ICZM strat
Sweden Equivalent
Slovenia Framewor
United Kingdom ICZM strat
EU-22

ZM status (2011)
us Implementation  (%)

 legislative framework 45%
k at a developing stage 40%
egy in place 40%
egy in place 65%

 legislative framework 50%

al ICZM strategy 20%

al ICZM strategy 50%
egy in place 60%
 legislative framework 65%

al ICZM strategy 40%
al ICZM strategy 30%
al ICZM strategy 40%
 legislative framework 45%
k at a developing stage 50%
 legislative framework 45%
 legislative framework 70%
k at a developing stage 60%
egy in place 60%
egy in place 40%
 legislative framework 50%
k at a developing stage 70%
egy in place 75%

50%  

Done on the basis of the 2010 review and validated through consulting outcomes from 
interviews and questionnaire survey. Scoring parameters: A strategy: 60%; a strategy 
under preparation or similar frameworks: 50%; no strategy or other similar framework: 
40%. Furthermore, we have added six percentage points per principle on which there 
has been substantial progress, and deducted three percentage points when there has 
been no progress. This applies to the first two observations in each category. Addi-
tional cases of ‘no progress’ or ‘significant progress’ have been scored with -1 and 1 
percentage points respectively. This levelling is introduced to take account of the risk 
of a certain bias in the answers, as some may tend to ‘under-evaluate’ or ‘over-
evaluate’ their own progress. The eight principles are shown in section 1.2. 

The results of the public consultation also provide some indications as to the 
-

 

perception of the progress of coastal zones in achieving an integrated manage
ment of a sustainable development. This can also provide indications as to the 
extent to which ICZM principles are currently applied and seen as contributing
to a more sustainable development of the coastal zones. 
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Figure 2-10 To what extent do you agree that the following statements are valid for 
your country/region 

 

It is striking that with no exceptions there are more respondents that answer 
disagree/tend to disagree than there are respondents who answer agree/tend to 
agree. Thus, according to the public consultation46 there is still quite substantial 
scope for improvement.   

The below illustrates that appropriate coordination between neighbouring coun-
tries/regions is not yet achieved. As a further illustration of this, the 2010 re-
view (see footnote 3), concludes that significant progress has been delivered in 
three Member States countries (the UK, Portugal and the Netherlands), whereas 
six Member States have not progressed at all with regard to principle number 7 
(Italy, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Ireland, Estonia, and Greece): 

• Principle 7: Support and involvement of relevant administrative bodies at 
national, regional and local level between which appropriate links should 
be established or maintained with the aim of improved coordination of the 
various existing policies. Partnership with and between regional and local 
authorities should apply when appropriate.  

The below table provides a somewhat simplified overview of the synthesised 
results from the 2010 review (see footnote 3 for reference).  
                                                   
46 Noting that there is a risk that the respondents may not be fully representative. 



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 26

 . 

Other principles showing the same small number of Member States with large
progress and high number of Member States with no progress

 
: 

ore environ-
mentally friendly, socially responsible and economically sound in the long 

ce between sectoral policy objectives and coherence between plan-
ning and management. 

• Principle 5: Working with natural processes and respecting the carrying 
capacity of ecosystems, which will make human activities m

run. 

• Principle 8: Use of a combination of instruments designed to facilitate co-
heren
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Table 2-2 Overview of progress made in the period 2006-2011 for the eight ICZM 
principles (xx: substantial progress, x: still much work to do, and =: no 
progress since 2006) 

 Principle 5 Principle 7 Principle 8 All principles 

Member State xx x = xx x = xx x = 

xx x = 

Member States with a strategy 

Germany  X   X   X  1 7  

UK X   X   X   8   

Portugal  X  X    X  3 5  

Romania   X  X   X   6 2 

Finland Not available 

Member states with a strategy under preparation 

Spain   X  X    X 3 2 3 

Italy   X   X   X  1 7 

Cyprus   X   X   X   8 

Bulgaria   X   X   X  3 5 

Member States with a similar framework 

France  X   X   X  4 4  

Slovenia  X   X  X   4 3 1 

Greece  X    X   X  2 6 

Malta   X  X   X   7 1 

Sweden  X   X   X  2 4 2 

Poland X    X   X  4 4  

Latvia   X  X    X  6 2 

Lithuania  X   X   X   7 1 

Belgium   X  X   X   6 2 

Netherlands X   X   X   7 1  

Member States with no frameworks 

Ireland   X   X   X 1 4 3 

Estonia   X   X   X   8 

Denmark Not available 

 

 . 
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Another interesting conclusion from the 2010 review is that a number of Mem-
ber States have progressed in regards to developing more ICZM or ICZM-like 
national frameworks. However compared to 2006 less dedicated national ICZM 
strategies are available: 

• Five Member States (Germany, Portugal, Romania, the UK and Finland) 
were in the process of developing ICZM national strategies in 2006, and 
now they do have such strategies. Interestingly enough, though, the review 
also shows that progress in Romania is quite slow (while Finland has not 
provided data that enabled a similar analysis).   

• Bulgaria and Italy did not have an ICZM national framework or something 
similar in 2006, but both countries are now in the process of developing an 
ICZM national strategy. In both countries, though, there has not been much 
observable progress in regard to implementing the eight principle. The 
2010 review concludes that very little progress can be seen as regards 5 
and 7 of the eight principles, respectively. 

• Poland, Sweden, Latvia, Lithuania and Cyprus have moved from having 
neither an ICZM strategy nor something equivalent to having an equivalent 
framework, albeit not an ICZM strategy. With the exception of Cyprus, 
where there is not that much significant progress observed, the other 
Member States here have made some progress, less outspoken, though, for 
Lithuania and Latvia. 

• Further, six Member States (Belgium, France, Greece, Slovenia, Malta and 
the Netherlands) continue to have an equivalent framework, and four of 
those (Malta, the Netherlands, France and Slovenia) have made substantial 
progress on many ICZM principles over the observed period, whereas 
Greece appears to have progressed at a fairly slow pace. 

• Denmark, Estonia and Ireland remain in a position where they do have nei-
ther a strategy nor something similar under development, and actually in 
Ireland this represents a step back since the 2006 reporting, as at that time, 
the country was in the process of preparing a strategy. While some pro-
gress on the principles is, however, reported on Ireland, the picture of Es-
tonia appears more or less unchanged since 2006. 

The way in which ICZM is implemented in the EU coastal member states and 
regions varies significantly, as illustrated by the cases in Appendix A.  

In summary, while it is widely appreciated and acknowledged that ICZM has 
an important role to play in addressing the described challenges and problems 
of coastal communities, the above has also shown that current implementation 
if fragmented and not synchronised at all in the EU: 

• There are different implementation levels and different speeds: some 
Member States make substantial progress and/or do have national frame-
works – ICZM or others – in place. 

 . 



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 29

• There are different approaches to implementing ICZM reflected in 1) the 
different levels of progress within the different principal areas; and 2) the 
types of strategic/legal umbrellas provided in the Member States. Some 
have ICZM strategies or are preparing those and some rely mainly on other 
policies, e.g. a more holistic or ICZM-like approach to spatial planning. 

• There is a wide discrepancy in the progress delivered, and the existence of 
an ICZM strategy or a similar framework needs not necessarily be a guar-
antee that ICZM implementation takes place/is accelerated. 

These different implementation levels and different approaches involve a risk 
of undesirable implications that will ultimately mean a risk that coastal areas of 
the European Union will develop differently in terms of their long-termed sus-
tainability.  

The different implementation speeds and approaches challenge the aspiration of 
a long-term sustainable development of Europe’s coastline. Coastal zones are 
very vulnerable to the many of its uses which can give short-term economic 
activity and growth – and which may be at the expense of future opportunities. 
Coastal regions that are candidates for similar economic uses, e.g. tourism or 
wind energy, may be inclined to sacrifice future needs to gain more immediate 
benefits, particularly in difficult economic situations. And if such regions have 
different basic approaches to managing the coast, this can imply a risk that the 
one with the loosest demands will gain more. In this light, it becomes even 
more difficult for other regions in the short term to defend their more protective 
approach vis-à-vis their local population. 

Further different implementation levels and different implementation speeds 
can also affect the effectiveness of cross-border collaboration. Evidently, it is 
crucial that information is shared; that stakeholders are consulted; and that a 
joint knowledge base constitutes the basis for making effective and sustainable 
solutions across borders. 

Interestingly enough, the principles on which Member States have shown least 
progress since 2005 include (four or less Member States are concluded in the 
2010 review to have made considerable progress in these areas): 

Principle 3: Adaptive management during a gradual process which will facili-
tate adjustment as problems and knowledge develop. This implies the need for 
a sound scientific basis concerning the evolution of the coastal zone.  

Principle 4: Local specificity and the great diversity of European coastal zones, 
which will make it possible to respond to their practical needs with specific so-
lutions and flexible measures. 

Principle 5: Working with natural processes and respecting the carrying capac-
ity of ecosystems, which will make human activities more environmentally 
friendly, socially responsible and economically sound in the long run. 

 . 
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Principle 7: Support and involvement of relevant administrative bodies at na-
tional, regional and local level between which appropriate links should be es-
tablished or maintained with the aim of improved coordination of the various 
existing policies. Partnership with and between regional and local authorities 
should apply, when appropriate. 

Principle 8: Use of a combination of instruments designed to facilitate coher-
ence between sectoral policy objectives and coherence between planning and 
management. 

A careful interpretation of this would translate this observation into the follow-
ing: 

• Insufficient knowledge available and/or underdevelopment to enable a 
flexible approach to be pursued 

• Insufficient level of concreteness, detail and commitment reflected in diffi-
culties in progressing specific instruments and measures 

• Insufficiency in the way that coordination needs are addressed across ad-
ministrative boundaries within a state and vis-à-vis neighbouring states. 

• During the interviews held as a part of this study, many people touched 
upon issues relating to either of the above bullets. For example, several inter-
viewees mentioned the lack of political will and commitment as a problem for 
pushing ICZM forward. Many also underlined the importance of improving 
inter organisational communication and processes, also noting the difficulty in 
seeing how a strengthened ICZM recommendation or directive could alter this. 
Several interviewees moreover saw a problem in engaging local communities, 
as well as enabling them to see the benefits, and take ownership, of actual 
ICZM initiatives – especially over longer periods of time which many such ini-
tiatives demand. The need for developing a proper information basis to gain 
more knowledge about the state of the coasts, and on which better decisions 
could be made, was also highlighted as being of importance. 

The questionnaire survey conducted as part of this study, which also looked 
into what respondents consider to be the main challenges or barriers in provid-
ing for a strengthening ICZM implementation, confirmed many of the concerns 
raised by the interviewees. 

Through the questionnaire replies, it is possible to investigate which types of 
barriers have been identified as most important. Although there were only 10 
replies, it can still provide an indication.  

One of the questions was about ranking set of barriers to implementation of 
ICZM. The results of the answers are illustrated in the below figure. 

 . 
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Figure 2-11 Importance of barriers to implementation of ICZM  

 

The barrier ranked as the most important was “Lack of appropriate institutional 
setup”47. Following was the “financial situation of the costal zones” and the 
“lack of legislative demands” with identical estimated ranks of importance. The 
financial situation is difficult to interpret and is likely to be a combination of 
lack of resources for the specific planning as well as the effect of an overall 
negative economic situation, which could also imply that sector interests in 
economic development have gained strength.  

2.4 Summary 
haracterised by unsustainable management which 

 
se 

s, 

2 emis-

Urbanisation, increased economic activity and tourist development are all fac-
e 

                                                  

Europe’s coasts are overall c
is reflected in increased land cover which together with climate change in-
creases the risks of coastal erosion and the vulnerability of coastal zones to
coastal erosion and flooding. Flooding risks also increase as sea levels increa
as a result of climate change. There is an unsustainable use of resources as ex-
emplified by trends in fishing, exploitation of sand gravel, increased water use 
(and declining quality), and declining fish stocks (which have a negative socio-
economic impact on the coastal communities that depend on fishing). Other 
human activity such as industrial activity, ports and shipping, tourism and 
aquaculture contribute to the socio-economic developments in coastal zone
but at the expense of environmental and nature protection and conservation, 
which in the longer term have negative repercussions also on the socio-
economic prospects. Energy demands increase and at the same time, CO
sions must decline and renewable energy’s share of total energy consumption 
must increase. This is an example of an a potentially new or increased type of 
economic activity in coastal zones. 

tors that lead to an intensified competition for space in the coastal zones. At th
same time, coastal zones possess not only limited space but also host a variety 

 
47 Importance has been estimated by weighing the barriers by the number of respondents 
pointing to and the rank they gave it (at a scale from 1 to 5). The measure of importance has 
then been normalised to take values between 1 (most important) and 0 (not important) 
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of natural resources, biodiversity and flora and fauna. These resources are the 
fundamental for much of the attractiveness of the coastal zones, and must at th
same time be protected and preserved for the sake of future generations and 
future development opportunities. There is thus a potential conflict of interes
among economic actors today; among the environmental interests and the so-
cial and economic interests today; and in terms of time, i.e. between present 
and future generations. 

e 

t 

ICZM is essentially a governance tool that can promote a more sustainable de-

or 

 

A careful estimation of the current implementation levels building on the inter-

ina-

 

 

velopment of the coastal zones through the implementation of the steps shown 
in chapter 1. A stakeholder consultation carried out as part of the impact as-
sessment showed that the perception of stakeholders is that ICZM provides f
better governance, better understanding between stakeholders and authorities, 
better resource use and conflict resolution, better planning and management of 
the coastal zone and improvements to the coastal environment. Lower ranking 
contributions, yet still significant, related to increased resilience to risks, more 
opportunities for economic growth and improved quality of life for coastal 
communities. These indications also point to it that ICZM has a particularly
important contribution to provide in regards to the environment & nature as-
pects. 

views we have conducted, the questionnaire replies we have received and the 
2003 review indicates that the current implementation level is about 50%. In 
other words, Europe is about halfway in implementing the ICZM principles. 
The public consultation also points to a perception that there is substantial 
scope for improvement. This relates to cross-border or cross-regional coord
tion and information; it relates to coordination of development plans and the 
extent to which new developments are sufficiently analysed with a view to all
sustainability dimensions, it relates to considering long term needs of coastal 
businesses and communities, and it relates to the protection against risks, the 
protection of the coastal environment and the procedures for being heard and 
involved. Albeit some of these improvement areas score higher than others they
are all quite significantly areas where there is significant scope for improve-
ment.  
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3 Baseline  
This section outlines the anticipated development of the EU coastal areas and 

 

In line with the coastal zone characteristics and analysis developed in the above 

As established, Europe’s coasts are subject to increasing population, urbanisa-
 

Employing a 10 km coastal strip definition and adjusting for inland areas under 

 
 

n 

Corresponding to the trends of the past two decades, the projections show an 
 
. 

                                                  

ICZM implementation in Member States in the "baseline" scenario, meaning in
absence of any further EU policy action to promote ICZM..  

section, one of the most telling factors for future coastal zone developments is 
the projected change in built-up areas because it relates to so many of the chal-
lenges and risks that coastal regions are facing. 

tion and sprawl, and this trend is likely to continue. For example, a recent study
by the Joint Research Centre (JRC)48 has looked into the possible developments 
of the future land-use patterns of Europe's coastal regions. The study differenti-
ates between four different types of land cover: built-up area; agriculture; for-
est; and pasture and semi-natural vegetation. 

direct maritime influence, such as up-river zones, the JRC study projects 
coastal land cover developments from 2000 to 2050 in a scenario without 
adapting to current challenges. This implies a scenario where urban growth
continues without any protective measures other than those already in place,
such as Nature 2000, to address urban sprawl, landscape fragmentation, erosio
and flood damage, and to enlarge protected natural areas.  

average increase in built-up areas of about 18% across the EU, and a decrease
in agricultural areas of some 20% (mostly due to conversions to built-up areas)
The projections also show very large regional differences, i.e. with Cyprus, 
Malta, Greece and Ireland seeing a large growth in artificial surfaces while 
Romania, Lithuania and Latvia are seeing very little change (see Figure 3-1). In 
addition, the forecast reveals a tendency to urban sprawl49.  

 

Increased population, 

ue 

Large growth in 

48 JRC (2011), Coastal Zones. 
49 Sprawl can be said to be a particular form of built-up which is highly fragmented and 
disconnected from already existing infrastructural and built-up zones. 

urbanisation and 
sprawl will contin

built-up areas 
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Figure 3-1 Projected change in built-up areas (2000 to 2050) 

   

Source: JRC (2011) Coastal Zones 

In line with past developments, the significant projected growth in built-up ar-
eas is expected to be following directly from increases in population growth, 
urban sprawl, population density, built-up of industries and tourism which all 
will lead to an increase in the demand for coastal resources. Water demand may 
not be met by local supply. 

Demand for  
resources will grow 

Given that water already is considered a scarce resource in some coastal areas, 
this could prove to be a particularly troublesome area. The future increase in 
water demand runs the risk of leaving several regions unable to meet the de-
mand with local supply, and associated problems with salinisation must be ex-
pected to increase. 

As pointed out earlier, tourism is a major economic activity in Europe, and by 
far the most important destination for tourists worldwide. Not many studies ex-
ist on tourism projections but a study from 2002 by the UNWTO, which still 
appears relevant today, estimates that the number of tourists in Europe will in-
crease significantly by 2030, even if Europe’s relative importance as a tourism 
destination will fall.  

Tourism will con-
tinue to grow 

 . 
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Figure 3-2 Projected number of tourists in Europe (million) 

 

Source: UNWTO (2002), Tourism 2020 Vision 

While tourism adds to economic activity and employment possibilities, the 
dramatic increase in tourism in Europe in later years has already put enormous 
pressure on coastal zones in terms of resource consumption, waste generation, 
and land use; and without further action toward more sustainable tourism this 
trend is expected to continue. 

Despite a recent decline in the total EU energy consumption, it is expected that 
the demand for energy will grow in the future. Forecasts estimate that total en-
ergy consumption will be 11% higher in 2030 compared to the level in 2005, 
but that demand will stabilise already in 2020. It is also estimated that by far 
the largest part of this 11% increase will be met by an increase in renewables 
(60%) and natural gas (37%)50.  

Depending on scenarios, wind mills could in particular show high growth in the 
years to come. Forecasts from the Global Wind Energy Council (GWEC), for 
example, project that energy output from wind mills in the European OECD 
countries could increase by more than five times from 2009 to 2030 (see Figure 
3-3)51. 

                                                   
50 EC (2008) European Energy and Transport, Trends to 2030, DG ENERGY 
51 It should be noted that forecasts from the International Energy Agency (IEA) are much 
more conservative (reference scenario). According to GWEC these estimates are ‘curri-
ously pessimistic’ 

Changes in energy 
infrastructure may 
affect coastal regions 
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Figure 3-3 Projected cumulative wind power capacity in European OECD coun-
tries (gigawatt) 

 

Source: GWEC (2010) Global Wind Energy Outlook  

Because coastal zones are prime locations for different forms of renewable en-
ergy production, such as both on- and offshore wind mills and tidal wave tur-
bines, this could affect coastal regions. As regards wind energy, this is particu-
larly the case for Europe where offshore wind has been pioneered and is on 
track to becoming a mainstream energy source52. 

Concerning natural gas, liquefied natural gas (LNG) is projected to increase its 
share of primary energy consumption in the EU from 24% in 2007 to around 
28% in 2030, i.e. with most of the increase coming from power generation53. In 
terms of supply, however, production of LNG in the EU is set to decrease sig-
nificantly, with imports projected to account for 70% of total demand by 
203054.  

                                                   
52 GWEC (2010), Global wind energy outlook 2010, and GWEC (2010) Global wind 2010 
report 
53 Eurogas (2010) Long term outlook for gas demand and supply: 2007-2030 
54 Eurogas (2010) Long term outlook for gas demand and supply: 2007-2030 
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Figure 3-4 Projected demand for liquefied natural gas in EU27 (million tonnes of 
oil equivalents – TOE) 

 

Source: Eurogas (2010) Long term outlook for gas demand and supply: 2007-
2030 

Meeting rising LNG demands from other sources than pipeline shipments, such 
as sea transport, is seen as a way to secure and diversify natural gas imports in 
Europe55. This would nonetheless entail a number of requirements which could 
affect coastal regions and ports. It would, for example, necessitate the construc-
tion of a proper infrastructure for handling larger LNG imports by ship, as well 
as a number of LNG processing and distribution facilities. One could also ex-
pect pressures for maximising the output of existing and new European LNG 
extraction sites which carries a number of environmental concerns. 

The expected growth in coastal populations and densities combined with an 
anticipated increase in global economic activity will be directly related with an 
increase in port activity and near-shore shipping. This will naturally augment 
the already existing risks that exist from shipping, i.e. accidents due to growing 
maritime congestion, such as oil spillage. While the number of medium and 
major accidental oil spillages have been on the decline since the 1970s56, near-
shore accidental oil spills could lead to significant and wide reaching damages 
to EU coasts. Other effects from a hightened risk of maritime accidents could 
be in terms of people lives. 

Other risks from increased shipping activity concerns PM emissions which 
could increase significantly without ensuring lower near-shore emission stan-
dards (see Figure 3-5). 

                                                   
55 JRC (2009), Liquefied natural gas for Europe – some important issues for consideration 
56 OECD (2010), Environmental and climate change issues in the shipbuilding industry. 

Risks from shipping 
could increase 

Shipping also leads 
to health risks  
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Figure 3-5 Projected PM emissions from shipping and relative change (from 2000 
to 2020) 

 

Source: AEA (2009) Cost Benefit Analysis to support the impact assessment accom-
panying the revision of Directive 1999/32/EC on the sulphur content of cer-
tain liquid fuels. 

Coastal regions can according to JRC’s forecast also expect to see an increase 
in coastal land zones subject to significant erosion. Compared to 2000, built-up 
coastal areas subject to erosion may increase by 882 km2 in 2050. Likewise, 
dunes, sands and wetlands, which are important for coastal ecosystems, are also 
at high risk. By 2050 an additional 2,000 km2 of these areas could be subject to 
erosion. 

Increasing risks of 
coastal erosion 

Figure 3-6 Forecasted share of land areas affected by coastal erosion (2050) 

 

Source: JRC (2011) Coastal Zones 

As Chapter 2 established, climate change has pervasive effects on many of the 
risks that coastal zones are subjects to. Without significant reductions in global 
CO2 levels, these effects will continue to increase as time passes. As of 2008, 

Impacts of climate 
change will worsen 

 . 
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however, the majority of EU coastal Member States do not have a climate 
change adaptation plan or strategy dedicated to their coastal zones57. 
 
The most apparent risk of climate change for coastal regions is flooding. Given 

In another study by JRC, looking at a high sea-level rise scenario, almost 1.5 

ario 

Figure 3-7 Number of people at risk of flooding and migration (per year by 2080) 

the projected increase in built-up areas, growing populations, and higher popu-
lation densities, it is evident that the rise of sea levels and risk of flooding will 
affect many more people in the years to come if no preventive measures are 
taken. 

million people across the 22 EU coastal Member States could be at risk of 
flooding every year by 208058. The same figure for a low sea-level rise scen
would be 230 000 people. Countries where the problem would be most preva-
lent include the Netherlands, Italy, Greece, Poland, United Kingdom, France, 
Germany and Spain. 

 

 coastal regions from rising sea levels could also be 

. 
 

                                                  

Source: Based on JRC (2011) 

The yearly costs to the EU's
enormous if no adaptive action is taken. Following a high sea level rise sce-
nario, yearly costs due to land losses, salinisation, sea and river flooding, as 
well as migration could by 2080 amount to almost EUR 19 billion per year59

Costs would in particular be substantial in the Netherlands, and relatively high
in the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy and Belgium. 

 

Climate change 
s-

Risk of loosing  

57 EC, 2008, The economics of climate change adaptation in EU coastal areas. 
58 JRC (2011), Impacts of climate change in coastal systems in Europe. PESETA-Coastal 
Systems study. 
59 JRC (2011), Impacts of climate change in coastal systems in Europe. PESETA-Coastal 
Systems study. 

could lead to ma
sive flooding and 
economic losses 

economic assets  
are increasing 
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Figure 3-8 Yearly costs to European coastal regions due to sea level rise (EUR 
millions per year) 

 

Source: Based on JRC (2011) 

Because of large populations and a high density of economic assets, coastal cit-
ies face the largest risks in terms of flooding. In 2008, the OECD estimated 
threats to major European coastal cities following from a rise in the global av-
erage sea level of 0.5 metres and storm surges. The cities included Amsterdam, 
Rotterdam, Hamburg, London, Copenhagen, Helsinki, Marseille-Aix-en-
Provence, Athens, Napoli, Lisbon, Porto, Barcelona, Stockholm, and Glasgow. 
Looking ahead to 2100, the value of exposed economic assets in these cities 
would increase from EUR 240 to 1,400 billion60. Including all coastal zone ar-
eas, the total economic assets at risk could be significantly bigger. 

The above developments substantially challenge the sustainability of eco-
systems and biodiversity and can lead to increased pollution levels with impli-
cations also for human health.  

Drivers that spur this development are manifold. Many economic sectors bene-
fit from the characteristics of the coastal zone including energy, transport, tour-
ism and specific industries such as aquaculture. The activities of these eco-
nomic sectors in turn drive a demand for construction, transport and environ-
mental infrastructure all of which lay the background for the above develop-
ment patterns.  

The above clearly illustrates a key benefit from an integrated coastal manage-
ment approach. Similarly, a cost-effective approach to climate change would 
need not to rely on hard coastal defence alone, but also consider how an inte-
grated approach can provide for a long-term sustainable solution. An integrated 
approach would, among other things, also need to actively consider spatial use 
(this being a very long-term measure). As shown above, the lack of a response 
to the coastal challenges, or a delay in these, will involve excessive costs. An 
integrated approach that involves all stakeholders can assist to build up a joint 
recognition of the challenges and the need to take action, as well as to identify 
the best possible solutions. 

                                                   
60 EEA, 2008, Impacts on Europe’s changing climate, cp. 6. 

Coastal cities face 
the largest risks from 
flooding 

Ecosystems of 
coastal regions are 
challenged  
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ICZM provides a governance instrument that ensures that different concerns 
and interests are taken into account across sectors and integrated across differ-
ent governance levels in the form of a common framework for decision making. 
At the same time, ICZM has to work within the full context of existing and fu-
ture EU policy with influence on the coastal regions, given the strong cross-
sectoral and trans-boundary nature of coastal processes. ICZM must thus also 
seek to integrate many different EU policies of both general and sectoral nature, 
recognizing that responses to coastal challenges may often need to be found in 
a better mix of EU measures and national and regional policy measures with an 
emphasis on integrated spatial approaches and partnerships across governance 
levels.  

Establishing syner-
gies with other EU 
policies and legisla-
tion 

ICZM thus provides added value also as a unique instrument and governance 
tool to facilitate an integrated and coordinated and hence cost-efficient and ef-
fective implementation of relevant EU policies and legislation, including: 

• Water Framework Directive (WFD), UWWTD, Nitrates Directive, Floods 
Directive 

• Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), Integrated Maritime Pol-
icy (IMP) including tools such as maritime spatial planning (MSP) 

• Habitats and Birds Directive including its Natura 2000 network of pro-
tected sites 

• Legislation and policies concerning waste management, chemicals pollu-
tion, marine litter and oil spills  

• Soil Thematic Strategy 

• Horizontal Directives (EIA Directive, SEA Directive) 

• INSPIRE Directive 

• Europe 2020's call for a coordinated, resource efficient and sustainable 
economic development including in particular Europe 2020' s climate 
change and energy targets 

• Other upcoming reform policies and new legislation such as EU Fisheries 
Policy 

• Cohesion Funds and other Structural Funds 

• TEN (transport) 

• International Conventions and Protocols in relation to EU coastal and ma-
rine areas, to which EU is a contracting Party (OSPAR, HELCOM, Barce-
lona Convention including its Protocol on ICZM in the Mediterranean, The 
Bucharest Convention,  RAMSAR) 

 . 
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For the baseline scenario, some development of measures and tools related to 
the problems set out in Chapter 2 are expected, in particular the Floods Direc-
tive (covering coastal floods, risks assessments and where appropriate risk 
management plans), the INSPIRE Directive (as regards facilitation of GIS 
based-distributed information systems), and, for the EU coastal Member State 
concerned, the ICZM Protocol to the Barcelona Convention. 

Hitherto, ICZM has been implemented as a Recommendation on a voluntary 
basis and supported through financial mechanisms such as the Cohesion Funds 
as well as R&D projects under the 6th and 7th framework programmes, LIFE 
and LIFE+, leading to a fragmented and very differing implementation across 
the coastal regions in the EU-27. 

Current use of ICZM Today, there are huge differences between the extent to which ICZM is used to 
govern coastal developments and how it is being implemented. Few Member 
States have particular legislation in place that specifically considers ICZM. A 
number of countries have nonetheless elaborated strategies and plans in support 
of a more sustainable development of their coasts.  

Section 2.3 provided a description of the contribution that ICZM offers to se-
cure a sustainable development of the coastal regions, and an analysis of where 
Member States in developing ICZM Strategies and implementing the principles 
of ICZM. 

As concluded in that section, there is a high level of variety in how Member 
States take on board the principles of ICZM and how far they have progressed, 
and, furthermore, there are discrepancies in the progress that Member States 
deliver on implementing the principles. There is no reason why alignment 
should increase in the future. Some progress can be expected in most, if not all 
Member States. First, because the process has – more or less explicitly – been 
initiated in Member States, and second, because the intensified future chal-
lenges will intensify the need. This applies in particular, but not solely to the 
challenges of climate change. That being said though, the picture that is ob-
served today with wide variations in the way that ICZM is put into use, and its 
political and legal momentum in Member States is likely to continue in the fu-
ture. Some countries such as the UK, Germany, Slovenia and the Netherlands 
appear to have the process well on track, while the situation of other Member 
States are more vulnerable and/or with a weaker momentum for the ICZM 
agenda. This appears to be the case for example in Ireland, Romania, Estonia 
and Greece. Other Member States such as France and Portugal have recently 
adopted ICZM frameworks that provide a promising framework for future pro-
gress in the area, whilst others such as Spain report on difficulties in delivering 
substantial progress from where they are now. This applies for example also to 
Poland.  

It is striking though that 9 respondents to our questionnaire survey provided an 
indication of the state of progress and 7 of them, i.e. more than 75% indicated 
that they were moving ‘in the right direction, but at a slow pace’ – and one of 
the seven even indicated that progress was much too slow. By comparison only 

 . 
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2 replied that they expect to have ICZM more or less implemented within a five 
year time horizon.  

All this points to that ICZM has successfully gained ground in most Member 
States. Some appear to be quite robust to policy changes having the concept so 
well put in place that is can be said to be fairly well ‘up and running’. In other 
Member States, the momentum of ICZM and its level of implementation appear 
fairly weak in the sense that is it highly vulnerable to other emerging critical 
factors, such as the current financial crisis, and at the risk of losing the rela-
tively vague political momentum that it has nationally. In some of these coun-
tries, such as for example Italy and Spain, it should be noted though that some 
regions and local communities appear to have taken the concept on board much 
more strongly than the national level has. This applies for example in Anda-
lucía in Spain and in the Emilio Romagno region in Italy. However, these re-
gions would benefit from a stronger national momentum. 

The coastal zones of Europe are confronted with the challenge of balancing a 
variety of interests – in particular with respect to the different economic sectors 
that all demand the coastal space and resources. Furthermore, the coastal zones 
of Europe are hosts to valuable natural assets and ecosystems with high levels 
of biodiversity. The interests of economic sectors are typically founded in these 
coastal assets, and coastal zone management is thus challenged with the need to 
protect coastal resources against degradation and over-use – to the benefit also 
of future generations. Also, there is a need to coordinate coastal zone manage-
ment between neighbouring zones to avoid counterproductive actions and allow 
for the creation of beneficial synergies.  

ICZM is widely recognised as a good and appropriate means to ensure sustain-
able development of coastal zones. However, today ICZM is only used in a 
very fragmented manner. Some, but few, countries are far in the process and 
have legal ICZM frameworks in place, and most are less advanced at the na-
tional level. Some coastal zones have made substantial progress on their own 
while others have made less progress. Cross-border coordination and exchange 
of information is a challenge that must be met in order for ICZM to work in an 
optimal manner. 

In conclusion, the situation in Europe can be characterised by: 

• Few countries have legal frameworks for ICZM specifically 

• Countries report progress in implementation, however the pace is some-
what slow as explained in the above paragraph on our questionnaire survey 
and as illustrated also in the 2010 review the scorings of the Member State 
indicate little or no progress on quite a few of the principles in many 
Member States. Out of the 20 Member States reported on, 5 have provided 
no progress at all on more than half of the principles, and only 2 have pro-
vided substantial progress on more than half of the principles. 

• The implementation of ICZM is highly diverse reflecting both different 
coastal characteristics and national organisational structures.  

 . 
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With reference to the above, the levels of ICZM implementation for 2020 have 
been assessed for each country based on a variety of sources. Throughout this 
exercise, as well as the development of the baseline, we have worked with five 
percentage intervals only, as the level of accuracy in this estimation is quite 
rough and order-of-magnitude like: 

Establishing the 
baseline 

• First, we assume that the higher the current implementation rate, the more 
difficult (and slow) will it be to provide the additional progress. In opera-
tion terms, this means that we assume that when current implementation 
rate is between 0 and 25%, the additional implementation will be 20 per-
centage points. When the current implementation rate is above 25% and up 
to 50%, the additional implementation provided in the period will corre-
spond to 15 percentage points. When the current implementation rate is 
above 50% and below 75%, the additional implementation will be 10%.  

• Second, we assume that the observations for the period 2005-2010 of the 
review report (see footnote 3) are indicative also for the speed of progress 
in the future. In concrete terms, we have added 5 percentage points to the 
additional implementation, if there are no occurrences of ‘no progress’, 
and we have deducted 5 percentage points, if ‘no progress’ is observed for 
more than half of the principles. 

• Third, we assume that the provision of a Member State report is indicative 
of the national momentum that ICZM has in the concerned Member State, 
and hence, we have deducted 5 percentage points for those Member States 
that have not delivered reports.  

• Two Member States have not been assessed in the 2010 review, and for 
Denmark, we have deducted 5 percentage points whereas we have not 
done so for Finland. This reflects the fact that Finland adopted an ICZM 
report in 2006. These adjustments are, however, quite arbitrary. 

• Last, we have made some specific corrections: a deduction of 5% in the 
case of Spain in order to take account of the fact that it has proven very 
complex and difficult for Spain to agree on and adopt an national strategy 
(source: interview). We have deducted 5 percentage points in the case of 
Belgium to take account of the statement that the progress in Belgium is 
very slow (source: questionnaire). We have deducted 5 percentage points 
in the case of Poland to reflect the statement that further substantial pro-
gress is dependent on EU action, and we have deducted 5 percentage 
points for Romania to reflect the fairly low pace of progress despite of the 
existence of a strategy. 

The assessments of existing ICZM implementation levels and the projected 
baseline implementation level in 2020 are given in Table 3-1. 

 . 
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Table 3-1 Current and projected levels of ICZM implementation. 

Current ICZM status (2011)

ICZM status

Belgium Equivalent legislative framewo
Bulgaria Framework at a developing st
Cyprus ICZM strategy in place
Germany ICZM strategy in place
Denmark Equivalent legislative framewo
Estonia No national ICZM strategy
Spain No national ICZM strategy
Finland ICZM strategy in place
France Equivalent legislative framewo
Greece No national ICZM strategy
Ireland No national ICZM strategy
Italy No national ICZM strategy
Lithuania Equivalent legislative framewo
Latvia Framework at a developing st
Malta Equivalent legislative framewo
Netherlands Equivalent legislative framewo
Poland Framework at a developing st
Portugal ICZM strategy in place
Romania ICZM strategy in place
Sweden Equivalent legislative framewo
Slovenia Framework at a developing st
United Kingdom ICZM strategy in place
EU-22

Implementation  (%) Implementation (%)

rk 45% 55%
age 40% 50%

40% 45%
65% 80%

rk 50% 55%
20% 30%
50% 60%
60% 65%

rk 65% 80%
40% 45%
30% 40%
40% 50%

rk 45% 60%
age 50% 65%

rk 45% 60%
rk 70% 85%

age 60% 70%
60% 75%
40% 50%

rk 50% 65%
age 70% 85%

75% 90%
50% 62%

Future ICZM approximation (2020)

 

From the above table, the average ICZM implementation level across the 22 
EU coastal Member States is projected to increase from 50% today to 62% in 
2020 without further EU policy to promote ICZM implementation. 

The average of the ICZM implementation level across EU Member States may 
nevertheless not give a very precise image of the actual challenge faced by the 
lack of ICZM in the coastal regions. For instance, countries with very short 
coastlines (or very small coastal areas) but very high ICZM implementation 
levels contribute equally to the overall EU picture as do countries with very 
long coastlines (or large coastal areas) but very low levels of ICZM implemen-
tation. Similarly, highly and densely populated coastal zones with no or low 
ICZM implementation are likely to be much more prone to challenges com-
pared to low and lightly densely populated coastal areas. The same reasoning 
can be applied pointing to the level of concentration of economic activities in 
coastal regions. 

For the above reasons, the baseline ICZM implementation level has been 
weighted with four different factors: (i) the length of the coastline, based on 
EEA’s measures from the CORINE land cover database; (ii) the size of the 
coastal areas within the 10 km strip from the shore, (iii) the total population of 
the coastal regions, based on Eurostat, NUTS3 statistics; and (iv) the GDP of 
the coastal regions, also based on Eurostat, NUTS3 statistics. See Table 3-2. 
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Table 3-2 Expected ICZM implementation levels in the EU in 2011 and for the 
2020 baseline scenario 

Expected baseline ICZM implemen

Simple average
Weigted by
- length of coastline
- coast area
- population of coastal region
- GDP of coastal region

tation level 2011 2020

50% 62%

53% 64%
53% 64%
57% 69%
58% 70%  

Looking at the baseline development in ICZM in terms of coastline, coast area, 
population and GDP, the figures are somewhat higher, especially for population 
and GDP. Overall, there is a baseline tendency for Member States with rela-
tively larger populations and more concentrated economic activity also to be 
further ahead in terms of implementation of ICZM principles.  
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4 The objectives 
The above description of the baseline poiThe problem nts to the main problems which a 

• Coastal zones in Europe are at risk of a – in many cases – continued unsus-

eo-

• ICZM is acknowledged to be an effective and efficient tool in providing 

-

• The current framework as included in the EU Recommendation on Inte-

Overall objective The 2002 Recommendation is based on Article 191 of the Lisbon Treaty. 
. In 

 

General objective The general objective is to provide for a sustainable development of all the 
y 

-
fore:  

                                                  

possible EU initiative would address: 

tainable development characterised by unsustainable use of resources, in-
creasing pressure on the coastal zones and increasing exposure to risks.  
For example, in the extreme case, the cost of not taking action could 
amount to as much as EUR 1,400 billion in 2080 in regard to climate 
change (high sea level rise scenario) implying that almost 1.5 million p
ple across the 22 EU coastal Member States could be at risk of flooding 
every year61. 

for a more sustainable development of coastal zones, yet it has not been 
implemented in some Member States/coastal zones and only partly in oth
ers. In the absence of further action, the baseline assessment indicates a 
roughly projected level of ICZM implementation of 62% by 2020. This 
implies a loss of “unrealised benefits” and presumably also a loss of effi-
ciency in terms of missed administrative cost savings.  

grated Coastal Zone Management has some weaknesses such as lack of 
broader integration and ownership of sectoral interests, lack of more spe-
cific implementation tools and long-term perspective.  

Hence, the overall objective of this impact assessment relates to this article
the process of updating and further strengthening the scope for ICZM, it should
be considered whether the legal basis for the initiative needs to be more broadly 
anchored to reflect the cross-cutting approach on all EU policies having an im-
pact on coastal areas. 

EU’s coastal zones and thus properly balance all three pillars of sustainabilit
(environment, social and economic concerns). The general objectives are there

 
61 JRC (2011), Impacts of climate change in coastal systems in Europe. PESETA-Coastal 
Systems study. 
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• to protect and ensure the appropriate adaptation to coastal risks 

• to balance coastal developments (taking environmental, social and eco-

s. 

Chapters 2 and 3 have shown that the coastal zones of Europe are confronted 

-
ironmental infrastructures includ-

ing water; and the increase in the potential damage from climate change 

land, congestion, pollution and risks of accidents including also industrial 

ic activity 
are all factors that constitute a risk to the sustainability of the eco-systems 

olitical and financial power – and stakeholder buy-in -
to identify and pursue new opportunities for growth and innovation. For 

rt 

l 
g of a variety of concerns including 

the interests of today’s generation versus the interests of future generations; the 

 and Member States have to a large extent 
taken the concept on board as shown in Table 3-1. However, as also shown 

nomic aspects into considerations) 

• to facilitate resource-efficient territorial development in the coastal zone

with a range of challenges and risks such as: 

• The trend of increased urban sprawl and consequent growth in built-up ar
eas; the demand for resources and for env

• Global growth and trade with increases in shipping, port activities and re-
lated services and infrastructures – with consequent increases in built-up 

accidents and emissions from facilities located in the coastal areas 

• Climate change which accentuates the risks of erosion, water scarcity and 
flooding with the consequent risk of damaged assets and nature 

• The consequent fragmented landscapes, higher land coverage, climate 
change impacts and increased pollution from human and econom

of the coastal areas. 

• Another challenge can also consist in ensuring that the coastal zone has 
sufficient strategic, p

example, one of the examples provided in chapter 6 relates to an UK effo
to promote tidal energy, and despite substantial government funding the 
initiative appears to have a slow start. 

Ensuring and providing for a more sustainable development path of the coasta
zones of Europe demand a careful balancin

protection of nature and environment per se; the provision of good living condi-
tions and quality of life to the population; providing for economic growth and 
employment; and ensuring the best possible use of coastal resources to the 
benefit of the coastal zone, the country – and to the benefit of current and future 
generations. At the same time, decisions on policies, investments, planning and 
priorities need to be made in a changing world which has for example been 
confronted in recent years with intensified impacts from climate change. At the 
same time, coherence and synergy must be provided for vis-á-vis other relevant 
sectoral and horizontal policies.  

Integrated coastal zone management offers an approach by which all of the 
above concerns can be addressed,
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there are still un-harvested potentials as reflected in an estimated implement
tion rate in 2020 of some 60%. Furthermore, there is a high level of variation
the degree of implementation when comparing Member States.  

The specific objective is to ensure truly integrated management, planning and 
decisions on measures, implementation and monitoring of the developm

a-
 in 

ent of 
the coastal zones. The specific objective implies in particular the need to 

The different implementation rates mean that 1) the benefits of ICZM are 
t ICZM is imple-

mented can vary when comparing one Member State to the other. As 

 
va-

• 
ination, and a better and shared information basis 

to planning and management  

objective of sustainable development. Insti-
tutional coordination is related to this. A better and a shared information 

• 

Many coasts are shared between Member States and cross-border coordi-
s, priorities and investment deci-

sions taken in a coastal zone of one Member State do not reduce the scope 

 

The
inter ng 
important areas, where there is significant scope for improvement.   

ork so 
that it can deliver on the general objectives stated above.  

The specific objec-
tive 

achieve:  

• Implementation of ICZM in all coastal Member States  

not equally harvested in all coastal zones; 2) the way tha

shown also in the 2010 review there is a difference in the extent to which 
the different principles are picked up by Member States, and there can also
be a difference in the way the concept is used and applied – both obser
tions can be well motivated in the specific needs and challenges of the par-
ticular Member States, but they may also reflect differences in cultures and 
initial set-ups which render some aspects more easy than others to the par-
ticular Member State. 

Delivery of ICZM principles, in particular improved cross-sector integra-
tion, institutional coord

Smooth and strong cross-sector integration at all levels is a prerequisite to 
ICZM really delivering on the 

basis is a key condition to ensuring that well-informed decisions are taken 
and that continuous revisions and updates can take place on an objective 
and informed basis. 

Appropriate cross-border coordination 

nation is essential to ensure that direction

of action of a neighbouring Member State; and to provide for as much syn-
ergy as possible, for example through developing joint strategies in regards
to e.g. ports services (for example the work undertaken in this field under 
the Wadden Sea Forum) rather than competing in the concerned field. 

 public consultation; the 2010 review of Member State reports as well as 
views carried out as part of this study all point to the above areas as bei

The specific objective is therefore both to increase the use of ICZM in all 
Member States, but also to improve the quality of the applied framew
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This is also appreciated and acted upon at the level of the Member States a
coastal regions. As shown in the baseline, several Member States have taken 
steps to implement ICZM, albeit at varying levels and pace62

nd 

.  

o 
M, and 2) a 

new but strengthened recommendation to develop a national ICZM strategy. 
 

Table 4-1 Summary of the options 

Problem Objecti
Genera
sound use of coastal re-
source  and
coastal

gramme" dation" 

The options address different aspects of improving the implementation of 
ICZM and they also provide different levels of legal requirements. The first tw
options provide 1) a programme for collective promotion of ICZ

There are no binding legal requirements included in these two options. The
third option is to introduce a Directive which will make it mandatory for Mem-
ber States to deliver a national ICZM strategy.  

The options are summarised in the table below and further elaborated in the 
subsequent sections.  

ves 
l: ensure rational and 

Option "Pro- Option "Recommen- Option " Directive" 

s and space  make 
 zones more resilient to 

risks  

Increasing ex-
posure to risks 

Increasing pre
sure on coastal
zones  

s-
 

Unsustainable 
use of resources  

Weaknesses in 
current EU 

________ 

p-

_________ 

 

° Implementa-
in 

 

s 

a-

and 
updated Prin-
ciples  

 
 EU Coastal 

/stake
holders) 

s for 

ctice 
exchange  

d and up-
dated Principles  

 National Strategy 

° Vision, based on 
s, 

ru-

tion mech

° Cross-border coor-

 

° Revised and updated 
Principles  

National Strategy 

° Vision, based on 

s instru-
n 

mechanisms 

° Cross-border coordi-

orting & COM 

ICZM framework 
to respond suffi-
ciently to the 
problems and 
the challenges 

 

Ensure 
adaption to 
risks  

Ensure inte-
grated and ef-
fective govern-
ance of  coasts: 

_

Ensure 
balanced 
territorial 
develo
ment 

Ensure 
resources
efficient 
coastal 
develop-
ment 

tion of ICZM 
all coastal 
Member States

° Delivery of 
ICZM principle
(cross-sector 
integration, insti-
tutional coordi-
nation, better 
shared inform
tion manage-
ment) 

° Appropriate 
cross-border 
coordination 

° Revised 

platform 
(Commis-
sion/MS

° Guidance  

° Indicator
benchmarking  

° Best-pra

° State of 
coasts as-
sessments 

° Revise

analysis state/trend
identification proc-
esses, actors, inst
ments and coordina-

anisms 

° where need is iden-
tified: Coastal plans 
/programmes giving 
effect to national 
strategy 

dination 

° Monitoring (coastal 
information systems)

° Reporting & COM 
evaluation 

analysis state/trends, 
identification proc-
esses, actor
ment and coordinatio

° where need is identi-
fied: Coastal plans 
/programmes giving 
effect to national strat-
egy 

nation 

° Monitoring (coastal 
information systems) 

° Rep
evaluation 

 
                                                   
62 Some countries are well advanced and others have made less progress. Similar pictures 
can be drawn for individual coastal regions. However, as evidenced by the public consulta-
tion report, it is also the case that many of the benefits which could be provided by ICZM 
are currently not considered fully delivered. Furthermore, many of the respondents to the 
questionnaire survey carried out as part of this study indicate that they consider themselves 
as making progress at a slow pace. 
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5 The options 
This chapter provides a description of the contents of each of the options under 
consideration, and an explanation of how they are envisaged to contribute to the 
objectives, i.e. how they relate to the objectives described in the previous chap-
ter. 

5.1 Programme 
The contents A programme will set out principal directions on the basis of the ICZM 

principles in the 2002 Recommendation – it would be framed along the lines of 
other policy programmes for example the EU disaster prevention strategy. It 
would support ICZM development and a common EU approach by exchange of 
best practices, organising seminars and workshops, stimulation cross-border 
projects in regional seas, initiating studies and research, publication of material, 
etc. This option could be extended by strengthening a structured network of 
experts on ICZM and developing non-formalised guidelines. The emphasis in 
this option would be on collective actions and commitments to support ICZM, 
rather than a more detailed framework for implementation of ICZM in and by 
Member States.  

The current ICZM Expert Group could be the anchoring point of this pro-
gramme, and the work of the Expert Group would largely be framed in the con-
text of the Programme.  This also means that the expert group would be a place 
where ideas could be exchanged and possibly fostered. The actual implementa-
tion and consequent financing of identified actions would in principle take 
place on an external basis, e.g. anchored in one or more MS that have a particu-
lar interest/want to fund and/or invest human resources in the initiative in ques-
tion. Thereby, the scope of work and the speed of implementation in the context 
of the programme will be of an ad-hoc nature. 

In particular, the Programme option does not include a funding aspect. In the 
future financial perspectives (2014-2020) a particular allocation for an initiative 
along these lines or a coastal fund is not foreseen. This does not prevent EU 
funding of specific initiatives, i.e. through call for tender or proposal proce-
dures where there is a particular interest in pursuing a particular subject, but the 
general principle would be that funding would be external to the Programme.  
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5.2 Recommendation 
A new and improved Recommendation would add the concept of a national vi-
sion to the national strategy. Of equal importance, the suggested contents for a 
national strategy would be much more focussed. A national strategy would be 
elaborated at the national level and would include: 

• A vision for the development of the coastal zones of the countries based on 
analyses of state and trends, appropriate identification processes and in-
volvement of and consultation with stakeholders. The Vision would point 

entify coordination mechanisms vertically 

• The strategy would entail proper and operational considerations as to how 
appropriate coordination across borders can be ensured, and 

ng 

Contents 

enough to allow for specific national conditions and challenges to be taking 
at 

to appropriate instruments and id
and horizontally. 

• Depending on the structure and needs of the individual Member State, a 
strategy would need to be accompanied by consequent coastal plans and 
programmes thereby giving effect to the aspiration of the strategy. 

• It would be recommended to include in this strategy also a monitori
scheme based on shared coastal information systems. 

The framing of a revised Recommendation should be flexible enough to allow 
for differences in national and regional contexts and challenges. 

5.3 Directive 
The contents of a Framework Directive would largely resemble those of a new 
Recommendation. However, the normative status would change from a volun-
tary scheme to a mandatory scheme. Hence, the contents must be flexible 

properly into account. Its content is expected to be relatively similar to wh
would be the content of the revised Recommendation in Option 2. 
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6 Assessing the impacts 
This chapter is structured along the following lines: 

of options 
e options is the degree to which they increase the 

hs 
he 
e 

 instrument 
to achieve sustainable development and thereby realise the environmental, so-
cial and economic benefits of sustainable development in the coastal areas and 
Member States of EU27.  

A higher level of ICZM implementation in Member States and a more even im-
plementation will by nature imply more use of all ICZM principles; and a 
higher alignment with all principles will lead to more positive statements on 
this indicative principle. The above illustrates the current general picture of 
quite a modest progress in regards to the sustainability of eco-systems – which 
is in contrast to the needs for much more pronounced progress in order to re-
verse the trends that was described in Section 2 and 3. 

Combining these results leads to an understanding of the barriers being of po-
litical, institutional or financial character. The political barrier can be described 
as the sector interest or general lack of political priority. The institutional bar-

• Main impacts from the options and the potentials of further ICZM imple-
mentation (Section 6.1) 

• Assessment Programme (Option 1, Section 6.2) 

• Assessment Recommendation (Option 2, Section 6.3) 

• Assessment Directive (Option 3, Section 6.4) 

6.1 Main impacts from the options and the potentials 
of further ICZM implementation 

6.1.1 General issues 
The immediate benefit of th
application of ICZM in each of the Member States. The benefit of applying 
ICZM are not adequately harvested today in all relevant Member States as il-
lustrated by the baseline descriptions of the unsustainable development pat
further accentuated by the challenges of climate change and as illustrated by t
views and responses received through the questionnaire survey and through th
public consultation. Hence, ICZM must be considered a key policy
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rier concerns both a question of the institutional setup, skills and information 
basis. The financial barrier can be linked to lack of resources/funding to do the 
necessary planning as well as more general economic adversities.  

Further, it is important to note too that some of the main barriers that are ex-
perienced today relate to the institutional set-up, the legislative framework and 
to the financial situation of the coastal zones (cf. section 2.3). Thus, it becomes 
essential also to consider the extent to which the different options can address 
some of these barriers.  

come partly visible in the re-
onsultation concerning the 
of the options in order to 

Figu ultation - selected results: “Considering future EU 
ith the following state-

The potential impacts (benefits) of the options be
sponse to one of the questions in the public on-line c
general appraisal of respondents to the effectiveness 
support ICZM in Europe. Results are provided in the table below. 

re 6-1 Stakeholder cons
action on ICZM to what extent do you agree w
ments?” 

  

he current Recommendation is not 

g the implementation of other EU regulations and 
frameworks. These can be seen as the major benefits of ICZM. 

ch’ 
 

m-

itional approaches con-
cerning coastal development may have to be abandoned, short term economic 
costs (transaction costs) may be incurred in specific sectors (e.g. fishery, con-

From this table it becomes apparent that t
deemed sufficient in order to achieve the ICZM objectives. 

6.1.2 Identification of impacts 
Prior to assessing the specific impacts of each option, this section serves to il-
lustrate, explain and exemplify the impacts from ICZM per se. 

ICZM is aimed to lead towards a sustainable long term development path, bal-
ancing economic, social and environmental aspects. Moreover synergy effects 
can be expected concernin

However the process of implementing and monitoring ICZM is no ‘free lun
as it will take efforts and costs politically, socially and financially. Setting up
and maintaining the institutional infrastructure for ICZM in Member States i
plicate assigning manpower and allocating budgets at national, regional and/or 
local levels. It takes political will and financial means to enable this institu-
tional infrastructure. Furthermore as long standing, trad
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struction and tourism) leading to loss of income and employment in coastal 
communities. It is clear that such short and medium term implications of a 
change of direction should not be taken lightly and also here it takes political 
courage to point out the anticipated long term net benefits of ICZM. 

Figure 6-2 (below) illustrates the benefits as perceived by respondents during 
the spring 2010 public consultation. The response pattern shows that ICZM 

Figure 6-2 If you have been involved in ICZM, what do you consider to be 

primarily provides benefits in governance/transparency planning, leading to 
environmental benefits, as well as positive social and economic outcomes. In 
this sense Figure 6-2 also provides indications as to the types of benefits that 
currently remain un-harvested as a result of lacking ICZM. 

the benefits that ICZM delivers (insignificant vs. very significant) 

 

The table below summarises the benefits from ICZM as perceived by the eight 
63 ey submitted as part of this study. The 

 ICZM is believed to address.  

 

respondents  to the questionnaire surv
overview points to the main merits that

                                                   
63 Respondents to our questionnaire include: Slovenia, Poland, Greece, Germany, Belgium,
the Netherlands, Ireland and UK. While the response rate is lower than 50%, it is worth 
noting though that this group of Member States includes Member States with ICZM or 
equivalent frameworks in place and Member States that do not have this; Member States
with quite some progress in ICZM over the last five years, and Member S

 

 
tates with less 

progress. However, the new Member States are less and there is a slight bias towards 
Northern Europe (Germany, UK, Ireland, the Netherlands and Belgium). Further question-
naires were submitted to ICZM Expert Group members; a forum knowledgeable about 
ICZM. 
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Economic impacts (including regulatory impacts)       -- - 0 + ++ 

Improved administrative 
costs for public authori-
ties 

e.g. efficiency gains in coordination of public action, opportuni-
ties to pool resources and knowledge, efficiency gains in plan-
ning, decision-making processes, less costs to resolve con-
flicts 

 1  4 3 

Improved regulatory en-
vironment for businesses

e.g. more predictability for investors regarding access to 
space and resources; more certainty for future development     3 5 

Improved attractiveness 
of coastal regions   facilitation of development options such as world heritage    3 5 

e.g. more opportunities for added-value tourism development, 

status, facilitation of cooperation of businesses in coastal area 

Improved resilience of 
coastal economy 

e.g. more diversified economic activity and labour force, less 
seasonal fluctuations, less risk associated with one dominant 
activity 

  1 3 3 

Improved business op-
portunities for innovative 
technologies and re-
search 

waste reduction, monitoring technologies   7 1 

e.g. in the fields of ‘building with nature’ for shoreline protec-
tion, resource saving, construction or architecture, re-use and 

 

Social impacts   -- - 0 + ++ 

Improved amenity and 
cultural heritage 

e.g. better preserved landscapes, better valorised cultural 
heritage, public access to the shore 

   3 5 

Improved employment 
basis  

e.g. more diversified job opportunities, more stable jobs (as 
opposed to seasonal), more opportunities for jobs in innova-
tion and research 

 
 1 5 1 

Improved engagement of 
population and stake-
holders 

e.g.  better sense of place and engagement of population with 
the coastal environment, better awareness of coastal values, 
risks and opportunities, gains in corporate social responsibility 
achievement  

 

  2 6 

Improved social fabric e.g. preserved mixed social fabric (residents-non-residents; 
perspectives for young), maintain affordable housing for resi-
dent population  

 
  4 3 

Environmental impacts  -- - 0 + ++ 

Improved use of coastal 
space 

e.g. more balanced land-use, more efficient use of space, less 
uncontrolled sprawl, less adverse impacts among adjacent 
uses  

 
  1 7 

Improved environmental 
quality 

e.g. less pollution, waste production, congestion, less pres-
sure on water resources, improved carbon footprint 

  1 2 5 

Improved conservation 
status of coastal biodi-
versity 

g. reduced fragmentation of natural areas, better preserved 
lan

 e.
dscapes, more opportunities for green/blue infrastructure   1 1 6 

Improved resilience to 
risks and climate change 
impacts  risks exposed areas, improved sediment balance  

 6 
e.g. reduced loss of beaches, agricultural land, less damage 
to assets, less costs of repairs, less new built-up of assets in 

 
 1 

Other impacts -- - 0 + ++ 

Improved political or 
cooperation climate 

E.g. improved dialogue, better cross-border cooperation with 
3rd countries, accession countries 

   1 7 
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A careful interpretation of this response 64 seems to indicate that all ty s
impacts from ICZM are deemed relevant and positive. The environmental im-

ewhat more 
cts     

Due to the holistic and inclusive nature of ICZM initiatives, impacts are likely 
ges f d ers y, th in 

owing para-
akes it likely that single 

 sever l di ere t a s 

G cts  tha dif re o er
erests are taken into account across sectors and administrative layers. As 

o sectoral approach and 
r the whole coastal zone. 

all costs compared to sectoral planning, if 
one culminates all costs involved in the planning of the separate sectors. Mean-
ing, ICZM provides a relevant governance tool to facilitate a coordinated (and 
hence cost-efficient and effective) implementation of relevant EU policies and 

efl ted in the interviews 
 of the O R A  p -

pment of integrated spatial plans, coordination of authorities, 
f the broad overall per-

 ICZM than without. As 
 coasta  are s, i s a ase 

ensible order in coastal zones. 

orks sho  sy th 
 terms of the principles and the approaches used. They provide 

good grounds for integrated spatial planning, (cumulativ  im ac ss m s 
and risk management, sustainable economic growth, etc. with a view to in-

e analyses of the case 
0% of the 350 cases Euro-

echanisms to integrate different management 
t im

rds & Habitats Directive, followed 
n ronmental Impact As-

Directiv (W ) here-
fore, many of the analysed ICZM practices are related to water management 

                                                  

pe  of 

pacts and the improved political and cooperation climate score som
significant compared to the economic and social impa . 

to cover a variety of areas as well as exhibit great ran
terms of coverage and actual effects. Moreover, and as the foll

 o iv it  bo

graphs will highlight, the integrated nature of ICZM m
ICZM initiatives can have beneficial effects across
once.  

a ff n rea at 

overnance impa ICZM provides a governance instrument that ensures
and int

t fe nt c nc ns 

such, it aims for an integrated approach as opposed t
proposes a comprehensive management framework fo
Integrated planning will reduce over

a 

legislations. 

These types of impacts of implementing ICZM are r
as part of this study as well as in several case studies
ject. The develo

ec
U CO ST ro

and indicator approaches are definitely success factors
spective. It is deemed a better way of governing with
Member States may be facing more spatial conflicts in
of creating s

 o

l a t i  c

Furthermore, many of the existing legislative framew
ICZM, both in

w nergies wi

e) p t a ess ent

crease sustainability in the coastal and marine region. T
studies in the OURCOAST project showed that in 3
pean legislation has provided m

h

aspects (Volckaert & Deconinck, 2011)65. The mos
steering ICZM practices appears to be the Bi

portant EU legislation 

by the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)/ E
sessment (EIA) Directive and the Water Framework 

vi
e FD . T

issues, nature conservation issues, or to coastal erosion. 

 
-

m 

IS report no A2213R4r1, 98 pp. 

64 Taking note of the fact that it is less than half of the coastal Member States that have re
sponded and of the fact that the weight attached to the different ‘values’ may differ fro
one respondent to the other). 
65 Volckaert A, Deconinck M. (2011), Comparative analyses of the OURCOAST cases. 
ARCAD
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The key principles of the ICZM Recommendation ha
in Member State National Strategies and/or 

ve started being integrated 
in individual coastal programmes 

and projects. Here the ICZM Recommendation have no  m ch e s s 
a ‘daily checklist’ but as basis for creating their own process and methodology, 

Economic impacts 
-

activity and hence, 
some sectors may experience costs whereas others may experience benefits. 

f 
s in 

on, transportation facilities, building activities etc.) may experience a 
certain change involving economic costs. Furthermore, governmental bodies 

 

 

rough the development and construction of alternative and re-
newable energy infrastructures such as wind, wave and tidal power plants. 

ed on twenty criteria, divided into the four 
categories Nature, Environment, Identity and Socio-Economics, The QualityCoast pro-

 
 

ri-

n 

t so u  be n u ed a

which is an evolving process. 

The economic impacts include potential (long term) benefits in terms of e.g. 
more, higher value added sustainable tourism and agriculture/fishery. It is how
ever also highly likely that an ICZM approach that supports and promotes more 
sustainable development, will involve a change in economic 

The nature and eco-systems of the coastal zones presents a production source, 
and ICZM would essentially aim to ensure a long term, more sustainable use o
this – which will be to the benefit of the future, but which may involve cost
the short term. When entering the process of ICZM, the sector that is dominat-
ing the situation in the area (e.g. standard mass tourism, natural resource ex-
ploitati

need to steer and facilitate the process of ICZM, partly by financial support.  

Economic benefits of ICZM come e.g. from the principle of creating a platform
of acceptance of ICZM by stakeholder and public participation and communi-
cation. Herewith, ICZM creates marketing opportunities, since the support of 
stakeholders creates business opportunities which can put areas (back) on the 
map. Large projects with e.g. visitor centres, unique protected areas and awards
or labels could contribute to a marketing strategy. Economic benefits may also 
be acquired th

EXAMPLE: QualityCoast  
QualityCoast is the first European quality label for coastal communities that are providing 
transparent information on aspects of sustainability to visitors and on their plans for future 
improvements. Visitors can take this information into account in choosing their holiday desti-
nation. QualityCoast is supporting both the Blue Flag and the Green Key Programme and is 
therefore complementary to them. The Award has the advantage that mass tourism destina-
tions can also be granted QualityCoast status, bas

gramme was the result of the development of success indicators of Integrated Coastal Zone 
Management (ICZM) at local level, in connection to the implementation of the EU Recom-
mendation for ICZM (2002), within the  EU INTERREG IIIC project Coastal Practice Network
(CoPraNet).Participating communities effectively join a European network to share the same
values and practices on sustainable development and are willing to exchange their expe
ences and best practices in order to improve sustainability. The community’s own interna-
tional tourism marketing can profit from the status of QualityCoast Destination. Experience i
several countries learns that this will continue to generate media publicity nationally and 
internationally, e.g. through inclusion in the joint international marketing campaign. 

Source: OURCOAST 

On the other hand implementation of ICZM may implicate economic costs as 
traditional coastal development trends are being changed.  
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EXAMPLE: Spain (Andalucia) 

The main background for ICZM is the poor state of the coastal regions – the coasts are 
damaged a lot, mainly due to massive tourist related activities in the past. The Shoreline ac
of 1988 has not been implemented properly throughout the country. Today, a stronger en-
forcement means that buildings and infrastructure will be demolish
to short term costs (e.g. in terms of employment). Some municipa

t 

ed in some areas, leading 
lities do change their eco-

 

nomic priorities, e.g. some have come to realise that cruise ship tourism does not generate 
much money (short stays) and demand a lot of infrastructure with related environmental 
impacts. These communities seek to develop tourism in a more diverse, sustainable man-
ner. A strength is the fact that the push for change has come from the public at large and not
as a top-down desire. 

Source: interview  

EXAMPLE: Gas exploitation, Netherlands 

In The Netherlands an economic valuation of gas exploitation in the Dutch Wadden Sea was 
conducted to determine the benefits and costs to society from a multi-sectoral point of view 
as opposed to a purely sectoral determination of the financial benefits. Proposals were 
made to begin gas extraction from a Natura 2000 site. The economic benefits from obtain
the gas were weighed against a number of other environmental factors to determine the 
integrated welfare effects of the extracted gas. The study caused a modification to the way 
in which the extraction was eventually conducted. The economic valuation studies increased 
the awareness of policy makers about the potential economic losses of ecosystem services 
and thus affected the design of the gas exploitation infrastructure. Clear conditions were set
with regard to possible unforeseen environmental impact that may occur in the future. 

ing 

 

Source: OURCOAST  

EXAMPLE: Tourism marketing, Germany 

The island Rügen (Germany) aimed to find a common definition for sustainable tourism de-
velopment, to initiate a network for inter-island cooperation to exchange practical experi-
ences, to define common quality checks and to identify limitations. The first step was to 
identify existing concepts of sustainable tourism and then define the current status. The ne
step was to create an intra-Rügen network for communication between stakeholders as ba
sis for inter-island cooperation. The third step was to identify common existing sustainability 
criteria and new sustainable initiatives. The tourism projects were monitored for their com-
pliance with strengthening local culture, reduction of pollution and the use of resources, the 
creation of long-term employment and marketing for the tourism service or product. 

xt 
-

Source: OURCOAST   

Social impacts  
s 

d 

s 
at is 

Social benefits of ICZM can be expected in terms of better employment 
opportunities, higher wealth, better accessibility to nature and less pollution. A
pointed out by some interviewees, ICZM is however also about making diffi-
cult decisions, e.g. changing the tourist industry to a more sustainable one and 
introducing more diverse economic activities. In this process, negative social 
impacts may also be incurred, as for example the number of short term season 
jobs in the tourist industry may decline. Structural replacement of the seasonal 
tourist industry by more diverse economic activities could in principle however 
introduce a solid basis for year-round employment which is for the social bene-
fit of the community. In such case it would lead to a more balanced population, 
an improved quality in the local social fabric and social behavior, and increase
entrepreneurial spirit.  In order to reach this transition, especially on local and 
regional level, local participation processes are essential for specific solution
and flexible measures. When entering the process of ICZM, the sector th
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dominating the situation in the area (whether it is tourism, natural resource ex-
ploitation, transportation facilities, etc) may experience a certain change and 

EXAMPLE: Suffolk Coast Futures (UK)  

 very poor condition with potential negative impacts on farm-
 in 

mber 2011, community action plan will have been established with an 
t processes, funding streams, on overview about what different or-
es will do, and a list of things that individuals can do. It is very much 

about creating confidence in the community, for people to know who to talk to, for busi-
directly to the people of the community to dis-

hence the (short term) social costs that go with it.  

The sea walls in the area are in
ing, tourism, access, etc. A tidal surge in 2007 almost led to major flood event. The focus
the area has therefore been on sea walls. A community conference was held in 2009 with 
participation from many local community members. Experts were brought in to highlight the 
area’s range of issues, i.e. touching on vulnerability to surges, climate change weather pat-
terns, etc. From this event, 500 local concerns were collected, from which 15 key concerns 
could be distilled. Five community groups were then formed to work on these key concerns; 
chaired by members of the community and supported by different agencies. Agencies also 
functioned as a link between the groups. The approach to ICZM has therefore been to get 
different groups to work on action plans to address very specific concerns in designated 
areas, rather than just looking at the coast in general. Discussions with the community con-
tinues so that, by Nove
outline of managemen
ganizations and agenci

nesses to invest, etc. SCF attempts to talk 
band confusion and show benefits of ICZM and partnership working. 

Source: interview 

Environmental benefits will be derived from putting ICZM in practice since the 
use of coastal areas and their natural resources will be more sustainable in the 
long term, which has a positive effect in the future also in a cost effective way. 
It includes coastal water quality improvements, reduced bio-diversity loss, less 
coastal erosion, etc.  

Environmental impacts 

EXAMPLE: UK water safety and nature conservation 

In the UK an ICZM approach was used to create a more sustainable coastal defence while 
at the same time creating important natural habitats. After careful studies of water flows, 
scouring effects and sediment movements this was achieved by creating a saltmarsh which 
can absorb wave and tidal currents as well as protect against moderate tidal surges as the 
water that moves into the saltmarsh also will be able to move sideways and alleviate pres-
sure on other flood defensives in the system. The saltmarsh, which is a cost effective alter-
native to other forms of coastal defence, is 3 km wide and has proved to become a nation-
ally important habitat of value to both wildlife and biodiversity. It has also benefitted fisheries 
by creating fish nurseries. 

Source: interview 

The environmental benefits can match very well with economic benefits. 

 

proved status of surface and ground waters, improved access to social services. However, it 

EXAMPLE: CAMP Slovenia 

Slovenia does not have a formal, national strategy yet. However the protocols in the Barce-
lona Convention, coastal elements of the Water Framework Directive and the results of the
CAMP project (2008) form already a sound basis for coastal planning. As part of CAMP pro-
ject the development of the port of Koper can be considered as a good practice (harbour 
development and protected area). A great many stakeholders participated in this project. In 
the CAMP project some simulations have been done, comparing business as usual (sec-
toral) approach with a comprehensive regional level approach. The simulations show that 
the latter approach will positively affect the sustainable use of natural resources, the im-
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may have a negative effect on industry through measures taken to reduce water loss, dete-
rioration of the sea due to the foreseen increase in maritime transport and a threat of in-
creased noise emissions resulting from the planned construction of traffic infrastructure. 

Source: OURCOAST 

EXAMPLE: Fishing industry Lithuania 

The fishing industry in Lithuania has deep-rooted traditions. The main aim of an ICZM case 
in the area was to address the incompatibility of the fishing efforts and the existing fishing 
rights, the insufficiency of income derived from the fishing activity to ensure business profit-
ability, and a need to modernise the obsolete Lithuanian fishing fleet. The Lithuanian gov-

oastal business sectors, following the long term ernment therefore restructured the entire c
perspective (precautionary principle 

Source: OURCOAST 

6.1.3 Quantifying the benefit potential 
From the above, it is clear that ICZM promises many potential benefits. These 
benefits are nevertheless extremely difficult to quantify given the inclusive na-
ture of ICZM, as well as the very broad range that actual ICZM initiatives can 
take.  

Generally, however, it can be argued that the magnitude of the potential bene-
fits to further ICZM implementation will depend on two general elements: 

• Potential benefits of ICZM must be considered substantially larger in 
coastal zones which currently (and in the future) face the strongest pres-

rms of high population density, mass tourism, expected 
change in built-up areas, and potential impacts from flooding due to cli-

pared to those countries which have not come far. Ad-
vanced countries will nonetheless need to maintain their level of ICZM 

 with growing coastal challenges 
(as indicated by the baseline development) to continue to derive benefits 

 

tes a need for further ICZM advancements in this area.  

ssible to give a rough indication of the potential benefits by 
e. 
 to 

coastal pressures, assuming that higher coastal pressures also imply larger ex-
M.  

sures, i.e. in te

mate change.  

• Countries which are already advanced as regards implementing ICZM 
principles are not expected to have as high additional benefits from further 
ICZM action com

implementation in a pace that can keep up

from further ICZM.  

Getting a clearer picture of the potential benefits from further ICZM implemen-
tation across the 22 EU coastal states would ideally be obtained by looking at a
broad set of different sustainability indicators. This nevertheless requires that 
an advanced coastal information system is in place which unfortunately is not 
the case and demonstra

It is nonetheless po
looking at a number of existing variables as well as prospects for the futur
This is attempted in Table 6-1 which categorises Member States according

pected benefits from ICZ
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Coastal pressures are denoted as High, Medium and Low, and are sought indi-
cated by four broad variables, namely (i) the coastal population density, signi-
fying the level of demand for resources in the coastal zone, (ii) the number of 
tourist beds in percent of the coastal population, illustrating pressure from tour-
ism, (iii) the expected change in built-up areas towards 2080, as an indication 
of future broad trends in terms of urbanisation, population growth, tourism, 
sprawl, etc., and (iv) the forecasted costs of rising sea levels following from 
climate change if no further action is taken.  

There are various caveats to be taken with the above mentioned variables. 
Coastal population den
zones as well as the ava

sity, for example, depends on the definition of coastal 
ilability of data (EuroStat, NUTS3 regions). With some 

countries having very large regions compared to others, consistency can there-
rojected costs of sea level rise can also be 

 

grouped in terms of expected potential benefit of ICZM action 
dium, and Low) 

fore not be expected in all cases. P
discussed, but nonetheless gives an indication of pressures that coastal zones 
could face in the future. All in all, it is nevertheless assessed that the variables
are good enough to give a rough indication the coastal pressures and potential 
benefits. 

Table 6-1:  Countries 
(High, Me

Assessed Populatio
Coastal pressure Densit

n Landcover Sea level rise Tourism
y Built-up area EUR mil/year Toursist beds

n 2050 cost in 2080 % of population
10% 574.9 3%

Low 82 5% 0.3 4%
Spain High 332 19% 50.5 10%

7%
Ireland High 422 35% 70.9 5%

8%
3%
2%

10%
7%
4%

High 730 27% 8.8 5%
13%

8%

(potential benefit) per 1000 km2 % change i
Belgium High 623
Bulgaria Low 80 4% 0.3 17%
Cyprus High 85 50% 0 11%
Germany Medium 461 3% 573.9 11%
Denmark Medium 677 21% 56.4 7%
Estonia

Finland Low 100 5% 10.7 4%
France Medium 204 12% 430 13%
Greece * High 478 38% 4.8

Italy High 493 11% 258.4
Lithuania Low 73 0% 0.1
Latvia Medium 1,227 0% 1.9
Malta High 1,452 44% 0.5
Netherlands High 905 27% 3621.9
Poland Medium 613 15% 10.4
Portugal
Romania Medium 83 0% 1
Sweden Low 115 17% 12.7
Slovenia Medium 68 14% 0.1 10%
United Kingdom High 1,697 22% 750.9 6%  
Sources and explanations: Population density and tourist beds refer to coastal regions 
(NUTS 3, Eurostat66). Change in land-cover refers to changes in built-up areas between 
2000 and 2050 in the 10km buffer zone forecasted by JRC67. Sea-level rise refers to fore-

                                                   
66 Own calculations based on Eurostat data (2009), NUTS 3costals regions 
67 JRC (2011), Coastal Zones 
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casted costs of a high-sea level rise scenario due to climate change by JRC68. 

To gauge whether a country is faced with High, Medium or Low coastal pres-

-

• Coastal population density: Countries have been scored with “3” if below 

ow 

• Tourist beds: Countries have been scored with “3” if below 10%, “2” if 

 3 
-

 

Rule 2: A country is considered to have “Low” pressure if it scores “3” on 3 or 
more of the variables.  

Rule 3: A country is considered to have “Medium” pressure if it has not been 
assigned either “High” or “Low” pressure according to Rule 1 and Rule 2.  

Although the above rules may be simple, they give an indication of the rates of 
pressure experienced by the Member States. They cannot, however, capture 
specific elements such as extreme variations in the variables, or issues high-
lighted by interviews. To better meet this end, Table 6-1 has therefore been ad-
justed accordingly: 

Cyprus has been adjusted upwards to a rating of “High” instead of “Medium” 
given a very large expected increase in built-up areas. Spain has likewise been 
adjusted upward from “Medium” to “High” given relatively high increase in 
built-up areas combined with problematic issues raised during the interviews 
with Spanish officials. Ireland has been adjusted upward from “Medium” to 
“High” given its relatively high increase in built-up areas and similarity in vari-
ables with Greece. Latvia has been adjusted upward from “Low” to “Medium” 
given the very high population density. 

                                                  

sures, countries have first been ‘scored’ with 1, 2, or 3 depending on the 
strength of pressure for each individual variable, i.e. with “1” being the strong
est pressure and “3” being the lowest pressure. Scores have been distributed 
according to the following rules: 

150; “2” if between 150 and 300; and “1” if above 300.  

• Built-up areas: Countries have been scored with “3” if below 5%, “2” if 
between 5 and 10%, and “1” if above 10% 

• Sea level rise EUR mil/year: Countries have been scored with “3” if bel
50, “2” if between 50 and 200, and “1” if above 200. 

between 10 and 15%, and “1” if above 15%. 

The groupings in Table 6-1 is then found by applying the following three rules.  

Rule 1: A country is considered to have “High” pressure if (i) it scores “1” on
or more of the variables, or (ii) it scores “1” on 2 variables and the average ex
cess of the above limit of these two variables (as defined in the bullets above) is
more than a factor of 1.5.  

 
68 JRC (2009), Impacts of climate change in costal systems in Europe 
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The exercise behind Table 6-1 only gives a simplified picture, yet it can help to 
r the options in question assess whethe in a reasonable manner aims to provide 

progress in countries where there are high potentials for benefits. Although it is 
also important that good progress is delivered in countries with “Low” pres-
sures and potential benefits, it is nevertheless assumed to be more important to 
provide for progress where potentials are largest. Such an assumption must 
nonetheless still recognise that sustainable development is a moving target, in 
particular as regards the alarming trends that were described in Section 2 and 3. 

To get clearer on establishing a basis for judging the expected benefits of fur-
ther ICZM action, the ICZM implementation baseline scenario is re-calculated 
according to the groups assessed to expect High, Medium and Low benefits. 
The table shows that by 2020, and applying the assessed implementation rates 
shown in Table 3-2, the countries that are confronted with “High” coastal pres-
sures will have an overall ICZM implementation rate of 66%. The relatively 
high level of this estimate is somewhat driven by the inclusion of the UK in the 
“High” group, without which the figure would be 55% and “Medium” would be 
81% (instead of 72% if the UK was in the “Medium” group.  

A similar sensitivity analysis of the other countries does not give rise to quite as 
high changes. This is because the UK lies in the top on each of the four weight-
ing variables (coastal length, coastal area, coastal regional population density, 

the 

Table 6-2:  ICZM implementation levels under the baseline scenario by groups of 

and coastal GDP per capita). As such, the ICZM implementation levels for 
“High” group must be considered upward biased. 

 

high, medium and low potential benefits  

High Medium Low

ICZM level weighted by

Expected benefit groups

- Coastline (km) 62% 70% 62%
- Coast area (10km strip) 63% 70% 60%
- Population 68% 75% 61%
- GDP 70% 74% 64%
Average 66% 72% 62%  

tation 
In this study, we will seek to quantify the direct costs of ICZM implementation. 

trategy (options 2 and 3, 
Recommendation and Directive).  

e coastal 

6.1.4 Assessing direct costs of ICZM implemen

These costs are linked to the functioning of a coastal platform (in Option 1, 
Programme) and the delivery of a national ICZM s

• However, this is not possible to provide quantification with regards to the 
in-direct cost (and benefits) of implementation measures in th
zone, which ICZM seeks to steer towards sustainable development. First, 
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none of the envisaged options include specific requirements as to the spe-
cific actions in coastal zones. Rather, the options aim to support and 

nique solution for the coastal zone. Rather, ICZM is 
about ensuring that framework conditions, stakeholder involvement and an 

 sustainable development. However, a range of possible 
combinations of solutions are likely to be able to deliver on this, and they 

 
considered are:  

 
g 

, this cost element is termed ‘administrative’ implementa-
tion cost 

p-

et-cost when comparing the costs of 
the concrete investment/planning decisions taken in the context of 

ose 

ns, 

Assessing the direct 
costs 

strengthen the coastal zones’ ability and commitment to identify and pur-
sue a path of sustainable development. Second, and because of ICZM be-
ing about defining governance principles rather than defining the concrete 
measures, there is no u

appropriate level of knowledge all work together in a consistent manner 
towards the goal of

may also change over time as conditions change. Hence, we will provide 
quantitative assessments and discussions of these impacts.  Direct costs

- Economic costs in terms of providing for the institutional set-up; the
information basis; the coordination mechanisms; the decision-makin
procedures; the methods and the tools for stakeholder involvement. 
Henceforth

- Economic cost in terms of the recurrent operating cost of the estab-
lished procedures and systems, henceforth termed ‘administrative’ o
eration cost 

• Examples of in-direct economic costs would be: 

- Economic cost in terms of the n

ICZM whereas the alternative decision taken in a sectoral context 

- Economic cost in terms of changes in the economic structure within a 
given coastal zone, some sectors may gain and other sectors may lo

- Social costs or benefits in terms of improved health, living conditio
unemployment effects and other aspects such as e.g. accessibility to 
coastal resources 

From the 8 principles that are described in Chapter 1, the following elements 
are likely to be part of a comprehensive ICZM implementation: 

Start-up activities: 

• National strategy/vision  

• Regional/local implementation of the strategy with "action" plans, or adap-
tation of existing coastal plans/programmes. 

• Pilot projects to establish information bases, increase stakeholder involve-
ment, explore benefits of ICZM etc (projects both before the strategy de-
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velopment and projects to support the actual implementation of the strat-
egy/action plans). 

On-going activities: 

• Update of strategy

• Update of information, reporting, etc  

If one has to estimate the cost of full ICZM implementation an important diffi-
culty is that national characteristics imply that the cost of each of the above 
components could vary quite significantly, e.g. with the need for pilot or re-
search project depending on the national situation.  

Ideally, the cost of full ICZM implementation should be determined in two 
steps: firstly, by estimating the cost of each component; and secondly, by as-
sessing the Member State specific needs and characteristics relevant for each of 
these components. Such an approach, however, cannot be applied because of 

Member States regarding their ICZM im-

 

n 
agnitude of each component. A detailed 

• Coordination; 

/plans 

insufficient data. There are several reasons for that: 

• The reported data on ICZM activities are fragmented and often only cover 
a part of the components.  

• As rightfully stated by several 
plementation costs:  
- Many Member States do not keep account of such costs;  
- An accurate ex-post assessment would demand a highly extensive 

analysis;  
- Costs are sometimes not easily separated out from other less relevant 

cost items. 

• There are overlaps with other planning processes related to implementation
of sector specific EU and national legislation. For example: improving the 
information systems in the coastal areas will benefit also implementation 
of WFD, Floods Directive, Natura 2000 protected sites and the Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) just to mention legislative issues. 
Hence, apportionment of the costs to each Directive or sector is not easy, if 
at all possible. 

The conclusion is that the data on costs as reported by Member States only ca
give indications of the order of m
Member States by Member State assessment is not possible. 

The details of the costs calculation including the collected cost data are elabo-
rated in Appendix B. The approach has been to estimate a likely range for the 
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start-up costs and operational costs for a Member State with coastal character
tics similar to Germany69.  

is-

Then the costs have been adjusted for coastal characteristics in each Member 
 implementation have 

been estimated.  

 
e 

start-up costs are 200 MEUR and the annual operational costs could be in the 

Table 6-3 Implementation cost of ICZM for 100% implementation in EU - MEUR  

State. Finally, the costs for alternative levels of ICZM

Table 6-3 illustrates the estimate costs of full ICZM implementation in all 22
coastal Member States. The results suggest that the order of magnitude for th

order of 20 MEUR.  

 Low High Average 

Start-up costs 40 420 230 

Operational costs 15 30 23 

Source: Appendix B 

 costs reflects the larger uncertainty about the 
he collected data, see Appendix B.  

vel of ICZM with levels es-

 

ent of the Programme (Option 1) 

ent of objectives 
ts of the Programme which is – at the minimum – 

ents, the below provides considerations 

-

The wide range for the start-up
start-up costs documented by t

The direct implementation costs for each option have been estimated by as the 
difference between the baseline implementation le
timated for each option. If an option would increase the ICZM level from 60% 
to 70%, then the additional fixed implementation costs would be in the order of
20 MEUR while the additional operational costs would be 2 MEUR.  

6.2 Assessm

6.2.1 Achievem
As regards the specific conten
envisaged to contain the following elem
as to the impact of the programme: 

• Guidance can be an important contributor to alleviating the barrier related 
to skills and staff. In particular, if the guidance is framed on a needs-basis 
and if it is as concrete as possible. Combining the guidance with the con
tents of OURCOAST can add relevant examples as well. 

                                                   
69 There are cost data for Germany and they it coastal characteristics (coastal population, 
coastal area, coastal GDP etc) are reasonably representative for medium size coastal Mem
ber State.   

-



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 68

 . 

• Indicators for benchmarking can play an important role in providing for 
much more transparency as to which Member States are doing well on 
what parameters and vice versa. Thereby, indicators for benchmarking can 

s and inspirations for improvements 

m-
entify ways to proceed and to overcome what may be seen 

• State of coasts assessments can provide a valuable common basis against 

ddress this possible barrier. The direction, scope and 
contents of the Programme including the EU Coastal Platform will largely be 

lts 
 this set-up, there 

will be support from the Commission e.g. in terms of agreed reimbursement of 

 actors. This ‘needs driven’ approach can be an im-
portant contributor to closing some of the widely recognised gaps including for 

Thus, the extent to which an EU Coastal Platform ultimately succeeds in bring-
 
 

S. 

th o
nd needs dri

which means that those that could benefit the mos  it and who d it 
the most, may be more reluctant to participate actively culate strongly 
t wishes. 

T he option in s of how it will help to overcome barriers 
and increase the application of ICZM suggests: 

• The programme will not in itself introduce a legal demand;  

make it clear to the individual Member State how it performs and whom to 
consult to obtain idea

• Best-practice exchange on a workshop like basis can also help some Me
ber States to id
as important barriers 

which to discuss relevant actions. 

An EU Coastal Platform, expanded from the ICZM Expert group, could assist 
to alleviate barriers to better or faster implementation through addressing lo-
cal/national issues related to skills and resources. The sharing of experience; 
more elaborate guidance and a joint benchmarking based on indicators are all 
factors that can assist to a

influenced by the involved stakeholders. Stakeholders will have a substantial 
role in providing for progress in agreed activities and in disseminating resu
of the Programme. While there is no dedicated EU funding in

travelling expenses and general support to the functioning of the Programme. 
The Programme can thus be expected to concentrate largely on the recognised 
needs in Member States and stakeholders, and hence, to address what is consid-
ered of importance by these

example better knowledge base; improved cross-border coordination and in-
volving the economic sectors. 

ing about a more sustainable and effective management of the coasts hinges on
the involvement and active participation and contribution of Member States and
stakeholders, and their use of guidance and acquired knowledge to implement 
ICZM in the coastal M

The streng f the Programme option is that it by definition will be largely 
stakeholder a ven, and its challenge lies in the voluntary nature 

t from
 and to arti

 may nee

heir needs and 

he assessment of t term
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• The programme might indirectly address the conflicting sector interests b
demonstrating the benefits including the financial benefits of in

y 
tegrated 

long term planning and by sharing successful experience and methods; 

-

• The programme could have some impact on the information basis by the 
sharing of information across Member States; 

ces by the 
sharing of best practice sharing etc.; 

e financial barrier – however activi-

he 
as 

 
ts about Option 1 not addressing the main barriers 

-

• The programme will most likely not affect the organisational set-up. How
ever, the facilitation of best practices across Member States could lead to 
some improvements so a minor impact may be observable; 

• The programme could have some effect on the skills and resour

• The programme will not impact on th
ties undertaken in the context of the programme may point to cost-effective 
methods and relevant lessons learned from others thereby assisting to re-
duce the costs in some individual Member States or regions; 

The below table illustrates how this option is assumed to impact upon the dif-
ferent Member States. It should be noted that this assessment has been under-
taken as a desk-study only informed however by our interview results, ques-
tionnaire results and by other sources such as the 2010 Review, and participa-
tion in the ICZM Expert Group (cf. below). Still, the assessment is rough in the 
sense that it is the Consultant’s attempt to extrapolate from these interviews, t
main reason being that 1) we have not asked interviewees directly about this, 
replies would most likely be biased given that this is a political process, and 2) 
replies given for example in the public consultation tended to assume that the 
Programme would involve a financial programme as well. In this assessment 
account has been taken of the following:  
 
• The overall effect of the Programme is not expected to be more than 10% - 

20% reduction of the existing implementation gaps. This estimate is based
on the above argumen
for further ICZM implementation such as the of lack of incentives and le-
gal demand and conflicting sector interests.  

• The estimates of the effects on individual Member States are based on fol-
lowing general principles:  

- Member States with a national strategy or a similar framework is as-
sumed to benefit more from the Programme;  

- Member States participation in the IZCM expert group is used as indi
cator of the interest/willingness to participate in the Programme so 
Member States that participate regularly in the work of the ICZM ex-
pert group is expected benefit more from the Programme; and 

- Lastly, Member States where skills and capacities are likely to consti-
tute a barrier have also been assessed to be able to gain from the Pro-
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gramme as the outputs from the Programme can assist them in pro-
gressing further. 

• These criteria are given equal weight in determining how much Option 1
estimated to reduce the im

 is 
plementation gaps in each Member States. How-

ever additional information from the interviews and Thesis study has been 

ith ICZM principles are assessed to be able to gain 
from the Programme.  

ate 

Table 6-4 The effect of Option 1 on ICZM implementation in 2020 by Member 

used to make a specific adjustments for a few Member States,  

- For example Member States, such as Italy and Spain, where there is 
no national strategy, but where there are one or more regions that 
work seriously w

It should again be emphasised that is difficult to predict how each Member S
will respond as the effects will be the results of political decisions in each coun-
try.  

State  

2011 Baseline (2020) Option 1 (2020)
Belgium 45% 55% 62%
Bulgaria 40% 50% 55%
Cyprus 40% 45% 51%
Germany 65% 80% 84%
Denmark 50% 55% 60%
Estonia 20% 30% 37%

Greece 40% 45% 53%

58%
Lithuania 45% 60% 66%

85% 87%

 levels

Spain 50% 60% 66%
Finland 60% 65% 69%
France 65% 80% 84%

Ireland 30% 40% 49%
Italy 40% 50%

Latvia 50% 65% 70%
Malta 45% 60% 64%
Netherlands 70%
Poland 60% 70% 75%
Portugal 60% 75% 80%
Romania 40% 50% 58%
Sweden 50% 65% 70%
Slovenia 70% 85% 87%
United Kingdom 75% 90% 92%
EU 50% 62% 67%

                  Estimated ICZM

 

Hence, it is very important to underline that the overall magnitude of the abov
effects depends on the specific activities to be undertaken and the uptake by 
Member States.  

e 
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The following investigates a little more into the extent to which Member States
have participated in the meetings of the ICZM Expert Group. The below table
illustrates that considering the period 2005

 
 

-2011 more than 60% of the 22 
oastal Member States participated in at least 2/3 of the meetings held in the 

dicative for a committed buy-
in to the work of the group this points to the fact that 14 Member States are 

, there are 4 Member States that participated in 
less than 1/3 of the meetings. Taking this as an indication of a very low buy-in, 

 

Meetings 
 

c
expert group. The first years are shown in the table, but excluded here as they 
represent 1) the very initial period of the expert group, and 2) the first years of 
EU membership for the many new Member States.  

Taking a meeting participation of at least 2/3 as in

likely to participate significantly; and to contribute and benefit from the ICZM 
Expert Group. On the other hand

these countries have only benefitted in a limited way from the existence of the
ICZM Expert Group.  

Table 6-5 Member State participation in Expert Group meeting 

Meetings in the period 
from and to 

Member States that 
participated in 2/3 or more 
of the Expert Group 

Member States that 
participated in less than 
1/3 of the meetings

2005-2011 64% 18% 

2002-2011 54% 9% 

 

It should be underlined that the current ICZM Expert Group is limited in scope 
in the sense that it organises a maximum of 2 meetings per year and that reim-
bursements of travel costs are provided only for 1 Participant from each Mem-
ber State and participating networks. If this setup is extended to allow for e.g. 

 

m for reimbursing travel costs. In that regard 

nary but also to organise consultations/disseminations that target the ulti-
mate beneficiaries of the work undertaken in the context of the Programme. 

6.2.2 Environmental, social and economic impacts 
Table 6-6 shows the estimated ICZM implementation level of the Programme 
compared to the baseline for the EU as a whole.  

regular organisation of workshops targeting also local and regional coastal ad-
ministrations; bodies involved in facilitating cross-border coordination such as
the Wadden Sea Forum and Helcom, and if allowance is made for more exten-
sive and frequent meetings, the impacts may be augmented - in particular if 
backed up by at least a mechanis
however, travelling cost may be the least important factor; what really affects 
the impact of this option is the willingness of Member States to contribute ac-
tively; take the lead over topics and working groups and report back, not only 
in ple
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Table 6-6 Option 1: Aggregated and weighted EU level implementation 

ICZM implementation levels

ICZM levels weigted by
- length of coastline
- coast area
- population of coastal region
- GDP of coastal region
Average

2011 Baseline Option 1

53% 64% 69%
53% 64% 69%
57% 69% 74%
58% 70% 75%
50% 62% 67%  

Grouping the Member States by expected potential benefits (High, Medium, 
Low) of ICZM based on current and expected pressures on the coastal zones 
(see Table 6-1), the following results are obtained. 

Table 6-7 Option 1: Level of ICZM implementation by group of countries with 
expected high, medium, and low benefits from ICZM. 

High Medium Low ALL

68% 74% 67% 69%
69% 75% 65% 69%
73% 79% 66% 74%
74% 78% 68% 75%
71% 76% 67% 67%

ICZM level by benefit group

ICZM levels weighted by
- Coastline (km)
- Coast area (10 km strip)
- Population
- GDP
Average  

The table shows that the ICZM implementation levels are relatively low for 

t 
ificant un-harvested benefits in Member States in this group.  

Impacts 

e, 

d by, the Member 

national and local levels. This could ensure that the 
valuable contributions and experiences from a project such as DEDUCE are 
used, albeit translated and modified into national and local contexts, also to en-
sure an appropriate balance between comparability across coastal 

those Member States where pressures are more significant compared with those 
in the Medium range. Also, taking into account that the UK, which has a high 
ICZM implementation level, is in the ‘High’ pressure group this indicates tha
there are still sign

The Programme delivers its benefits through the value-added that projects, 
outcomes and processes implemented under the Programme deliver. The Pro-
gramme does not include funding, but elements such as best practice exchang
state of coasts assessments and indicators under the umbrella of a platform. 
Thus, the results of the Programme depends on the extent to which it succeeds 
in embracing all relevant stakeholders; the extent to which its contents and 
scope is considered of relevance of, and hence applie
States/coastal regions; as well as the degree to which stakeholders buy in and 
contribute to the process. 

Joining efforts and pooling resources in a process facilitated by the European 
Commission to develop and use feasible and relevant indicators can provide 
environmental, social and economic benefits in all coastal regions. Such an ef-
fort could, for example, combine the results of the DEDUCE project with the 
needs and resources at 
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zones/Me r States (benchmarking) and local and national pambe rticular charac-
eeds. Such a d also inform

. The or  
ow these indica is st 

assessments” are used. In o s, policy responses and other actions must 
se to possibly alarm pments.  

ing discusses the environm  social and economic benefits of the 
rogramme, noting that the Programme largely builds on the existing Recom-
endation with only minor revisions. 

The below provides an illustration of how these softer elements can come to 
limit the success of an attempt to coordinate across borders.  

Over a ten-year period (1995-2004) a stepwise approach to a joint ICZM plan for the region 

logi llution. 
The target was to develop a joint plan in a joint process, but this was not achieved. Neither 
have the resulting German and Polish plans been reflected in regional planning documents. 
Both had the status of advisory documents, but implementation at regional planning level 
would substantially have increased their value and output. The two plans are not aligned in 
the sense that they display dissimilar spatial coverage, different thematic focus, and are built 
on different ICZM interpretations (i.e. whether ICZM should be used to promote environ-
mental aspects or to promote a balancing of environmental, social and economic concerns). 

The reason why a joint process and a joint plan did not materialise lies in the different pre-
conditions: different legal and spatial planning systems, different approaches and responsi-
bilities of involved institutions. Also, the lack of a joint language, different funding s

i-

ied by maps where the 
report considers: 1) stock-take (uses, structures and responsibilities, 2) discussion of future 
challenges and potential conflicts, 3) list with priority issues and recommendations. 

This experience points to the important challenges involved in cross-border coordination and 
it points to the importance of a political momentum whereby such work can be taken on 

teristics, challenges and n
the coast” assessments
depend on h

n effort coul
 extent to which these eff
tors, benchmarking exerc
ther word

 future “state of 
ts delivers final benefits
es and “state of the coa

materialise in respon ing develo

The follow ental,
P
m

The environmental benefits are those related to a more sustainable use of the 
coastal areas and resources. It includes for example coastal water quality im-
provements, reduced bio-diversity loss, and less coastal erosion. Given the op-
portunities that a Programme provides for joint experience sharing and for dia-
logue, one of the important contributions from the Programme could be to pro-
vide for improved cross-border coordination. This was assessed to be an impor-
tant area for improvement in the stakeholder consultation. Moreover, studying 
the experience catalogue of OURCOAST cross-border issues are also given 
much attention, albeit not always with success. The reasons for this are mani-
fold and do not necessarily relate to conflicts of interest, but can also be a mat-
ter of language, traditions, administrative procedures and different legislative 
frameworks. Experience sharing through a Programme could be an effective 
means of addressing some of these ‘softer’ yet critical issues. 

Cross-border coordination  

As exemplified by the cross-border coastal zone management plan Szczecin Lagoon 

was implemented. The Szczecin Lagoon was a priority HELCOM region where rich biodiver-
sity and eco cal values were challenged by ongoing economic pressures and po

ources 
made the process difficult.  

The costs in Germany amounted to 150,000 – the costs in Poland are not known. This est
mate is exclusive of the costs of the involved institutions who contributed their own re-
sources. The output resulting from this cost is a report accompan

Environmental im-
pacts  
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board in e.g atial planning.  . sp

Source: OUR

An example of how cross-border issues have been successfully dealt with is the 
Goose Management Plan of the Wadden Sea area prepared under the umbrella 
of the Wadden Sea Forum. The Wadden Sea Forum gathers together stake-
holders from the administrative units bordering the Wadden Sea, and is assisted 
by the Wadden Sea Secretariat with 1.5 permanent staff. The goose manage-
ment plan was complex to design not least due to the different opportunities 
and legislative frameworks of the three countries (Denmark, Germany and the 
Netherlands) to compensate farmers70. 

an 

mplexi-

enefits can be harvested e.g. through an accelerated 

COAST 

Indicators and benchmarking can assist in setting priorities thereby ensuring 
that resources are targeted towards the most important challenges. Combined 
with the existence of the Platform, indicators and benchmarking can also assist 
individual actors (be it, for example, a regional coordination forum, a local ad-
ministrative unit, or a Member State) in identifying where good practice of 
relevance to them exists. A joint review of the state of the coasts in Europe c
facilitate in identifying most important areas where action is needed and how 
ICZM can contribute to this. 

Ultimately, this can lead to the identification of win-win opportunities and it 
can enable a smooth transfer of knowledge and experience thus strengthening 
the incentive to take action (through advising a way through foreseen co
ties and difficulties).  

Thereby, environmental b
effort to protect coastal areas from erosion and flooding through for example 
sharing experiences in identifying least cost options and processes for involving 
stakeholders in defining the means, such as those evidenced in the experience 
of Italy (see text box in chapter 6.3.2). Another relevant example that can serve 
as inspiration is found in the UK where ICZM tools were used to create a more 
sustainable coastal defence while at the same time creating important natural 
habitats. After careful studies of water flows, scouring effects and sediment 
movements this was achieved by creating a saltmarsh which can absorb wave 
and tidal currents as well as protect against moderate tidal surges as the water 
that moves into the saltmarsh also will be able to move sideways and thus alle-
viate pressure on other flood defensives in the system. The saltmarsh, which is 
a cost effective alternative to other forms of coastal defence, is 3 km wide and 
has proved to become a nationally important habitat of value to both wildlife 
and biodiversity. It has also benefitted fisheries by creating fish nurseries.  

Other ways of delivering environmental benefits could be from improving the 
quality of ports, i.e. by ensuring active regional/local participation and contri-
bution from all stakeholders. The sharing of the resulting experiences from 
such actions could assist substantially in the spreading of best practices and 
thus to improve the overall environmental conditions of ports on a broader 

                                                   
70 Source: interview 
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scale. Positive examples of this kind can be found in the joint effort of the 
Wadden Sea to implement a joint service approach, in particular among the 
smaller ports and the implementation of the French ‘clean port’ concept in 
Cavalaire.  

Controlling pollution and environmentally harmful effects from port activities 

As exemplified by the French ‘clean port’ concept 

The town of Cavalaire was a pilot for testing of the ‘clean port’ concept. Cavalaire is a majo
yachting and tourist destination as is the whole of the region of Provence-Alpes-Cote d’Az
This pressure led to the emissions of thousands of tons of toxic waste, w

r 
ur. 

aste from batteries, 
oil solvents and paints. 

ng charter was cre-
ated by all marinas and agencies that would be affected by the measures taken. 

ge, treatment of hydrocarbons and other waste materials, 
l 
g of 

A thorough baseline analysis was undertaken considering not only the port but the whole 
catchment area leading up to the identification of measures. The resulti

Measures address vessel sewa
remediation of storm water flows into the harbour, improved pollution control, accidenta
pollution and reduction of water consumption. The concept also includes regular trainin
staff. 

The system has reached a wider application and is now of a regional character and has 
stimulated more close experience sharing through the establishment of a union of the mari-
nas of the region counting 60 members.  

The budget for the certification system was in the order of 120,000-140,000 EUR whereas a 
total amount of 50 MEUR has now been made available to the ports of the region to provide 
for improvements. 

Source: OURCOAST 

Referring to the text box on Matsalu National Park in Estonia (see section 
6.3.2, it is interesting also to note that the compensation system was designed 
with inspiration from a Swedish system. This clearly points to the benefit of 
sharing experiences as an important contributor to alleviate barriers in ICZM 

facilitated dialogue between for example administrative/governmental units 

e 
s and settlements (through a more sus-

ontrolled developments in land cover). However, the 

The Programme could lead to social gains in terms of for example better em-
ployment opportunities, higher wealth, better accessibility to nature and less 
pollution. Such impacts would be brought about in a manner as described 

Social impacts  

advancements which in turn could inspire and push forward concrete means to 
be put in place.  

Thus, through transparency, comparability, improved information basis and 

facilitated by the Commission, environmental benefits can be delivered in terms 
of improved resilience to risks, improved state of eco-systems, better resourc
use and less vulnerability of eco-system
tainable land use and c
specific results of the Programme depend on the uptake of results in Member 
States and regional/local levels and the actins that this invoke. This is a factor 
which is very difficult to predict. Yet, with reference to the section on the eco-
nomic impacts, a major potential benefit of a Programme is that it can assist to 
reduce the costs of ICZM steps, for example in relation to indicators. This will 
in term stimulate the development and use of these steps with consequent posi-
tive impacts on the environment. 
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above. More consistent use of indicators will be stimulated through the Pro-
gramme and this could be a means by which social impacts could be made 
more visible, i.e. through the reduction of actual social concerns at the commu-
nity level. For instance, fisheries tend to be opposed to control on the grounds 
that it will reduce employment and incomes. Yet, there are examples where 
ICZM restrictions can lead to opposite effects (see box below). Also, in the ab-
sence of control, the long termed negative social impacts can be even higher 
and certain types of fisheries can be harmful to the environment.  

ICZM tools have, for instance, been used to balance environmental protection with the en-
hancement of small-scale fishing in the Bonifacio Strait between Sardinia (Italy) and Corsica 
(France). The strait, which is divided into no-fishing areas and partly protected zones allow-
ing small-scale fishing while forbidding recreational fishing, is managed and monitored by a 
team who collaborates with different users such as small-scale fishermen. The specific regu-
lation of the strait, i.e. with fishing being permitted in some areas, while not in others, ap-
pears to have benefitted small-scale fishing by increasing the yield per effort and at the 
same time left the ecosystem 71of the strait in a better condition . 

 

As pointed out by some interviewees ICZM is however also about making dif-
ficult decisions, e.g. making the tourist industry more sustainable and introduc-
ing more diverse economic activities. In that process, social impacts may be 
negative as for example the number of short term season jobs in the tourist in-
dustry could decline. However, as the Programme does not include specific de-
vices or recommendations, other than what currently is present in the Recom-
mendation, the Programme does not in itself provide a stimulus to engage more 
actively into the just mentioned dilemma – unless the environmental issue at 
hand is considered so important that the administrations see an urgent need for 
action.  

Therefore, this option may be better suited to help in identifying win-win areas 
as opposed stimulating these hard choices. 

Due to the above it can be envisaged that there will be some difficulties and/or 
reluctance in making decisions and implementation decision that can have too 
many short term social impacts. While this may reduce short term social losse
it may also reduce long term social gains. On the other hand, best practice sh
ing under the Programme may point to experiences where perceived negative
short termed social impacts did not become as substantial as it was feared, f
example through the introduction of relevant compensating measures, and th
can be an inspiration to others. 

That being s

s, 
ar-
 

or 
is 

aid, there are social benefits associated with better risk manage-
ment as this provides also a better protection level for the individual coastal 

on.  inhabitant/visitor, and there are also health benefits from reduced polluti

                                                   
71 UMR, UM2-CNRS-IFREMER (2008), Development Durable de la Peche Artisanale sur 

urelle de Bouches de Bonifacio, and OURCOAST website le Site de la Reserve Nat
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Economic impacts 
able tourism and efforts to increase the economic value-

t 

y ex-

it of the future, but which could involve costs in the short term.  

mpacts (involving changes in terms of 

ents. This particular issue was highlighted as a very important 
 forward in many interviews as well as by many of the 

ted out under social impacts above, the 

. 

 implementation of more costly elements such as the provi-

 

r 
 

 

litical structures rendered the application of 

i-
d strong 

 

The economic impacts of the Programme include a number of possible benefits, 
such as more sustain
added in the region of primary production. It is however also highly likely tha
an ICZM approach that supports and promotes more sustainable development, 
will involve a change in economic activity and hence, some sectors ma
perience costs whereas others may experience benefits. The nature and eco-
systems of the coastal zones presents a production source, and ICZM would 
essentially aim to ensure a more sustainable use of this – which will be to the 
benef

As mentioned above, ICZM in the Programme option remains a voluntary con-
cept. This means that the economic i
short term losses and long term gains to put it simply) may not be that big, 
partly due to the fact that economic actors typically are strong in putting for-
ward their argum
barrier to moving ICZM
survey respondents. However, as poin
outputs and work within the Programme may help some Member States to 
move further ahead compared to what they would have done under the baseline
More specifically, there may be an important economic benefit in joining ef-
forts and resources to address some of the more difficult features of a success-
ful ICZM implementation. As described above, this could relate to experience 
sharing to build up local capacity to handle the more complex issues and it 
could relate to the
sion of a sound information basis. Concerning the former, the building of ca-
pacity to deal with complex issues, i.e. through sharing of experiences, could
substantially improve the cost/benefit ratio of various ICZM initiatives.  

Indicators and their use is an important example of this. Many local and na-
tional initiatives have been taken, but it has proven difficult to integrate them 
into the decision making processes and to ensure their long termed viability. 
The below example from the Balearic Islands is an example of this, and anothe
example is the efforts done in Oder estuary region of Germany, which was one
of the international case studies of a larger UNESCO project. Different sets of 
indicators were defined to describe the state of and progress towards ICZM and
tailor made ICZM indicator sets were developed. The case study essentially 
involved both Poland and Germany, but the lack of joint language and very dif-
ferent administrative, legal and po
the indicators on both sides of the border difficult. Due mainly to the lack of 
political attention, the results of this case were not picked up, and the applica-
tion of indicators declined and were consequently not used in other German 
coastal regions. 

Indicators for ICZM monitoring 

As exemplified by the development of a system of indicators for ICZM in the Balearic Islands 

The Balearic Islands is a leading tourist destination in Europe. The population counts about 
1 million inhabitants, whereas about 13 million tourists visit the islands in a year (2007). The 
islands are confronted with the challenges of coastal degradation, pollution, erosion, urban
sation and unsustainable resource use, further exacerbated by the tourist-invoke
seasonal pressure and the unplanned coastal development. While the need to address the
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challenges is widely acknowledged at the civil society level, there is a lack of baseline sci-
ence and governance structures to support actions. 

Hence, the project aimed to develop ICZM indicators that are scientifically viable and com-
parable internationally yet locally relevant as well. The project also aimed to facilitate the 
implementation of the developed indicators. The project would thus also contribute to a bet-
ter knowledge base for developing ICZM. It was managed by the regional government an
carried out by the Mediterranean Institute of Advanced Science. Also, the Economic and
Social Council of the islands was an important partner. The Coun

d 
 

cil presents the civil soci-
ty. The indicators were developed through a participatory process of defining core objec-
es and selecting internationally accepted and locally relevant indicators. Specific method-

-
 

associated indicators. The Balearics are an insular environment, meaning that, as 
mentioned previously, space and natural resources are particularly scarce. They are also a 

 

e
tiv
ologies including Delphi study was put in place to rank the usefulness and importance of the 
indicators. 

The development of indicators took place from 2005 to 2007. In 2008, a position paper from 
the Council was presented to the Government. In 2009, a pilot project was initiated on Me
norca. The pilot is currently being extended to Mallorca. The pilots also aim to identify ways
of integrating the system into a broader ICZM governance structure for the islands. The pro-
ject resulted in the identification of 54 indicators. 

There is no universal way to implement ICZM because every situation is different and ICZM 
is generally implemented at the local level. ‘A concentration of indicators in the socio-
economic and governance categories of indicator systems reflect the reality that sustainabil-
ity problems tend to be generated by human activities, necessitating decision-making that is 
based on 

mature tourism destination, resulting in the fact that coastal sustain- ability is highly contin-
gent upon sustainable tourism. These local realities are reflected in the resulting indicators 
and the balance among the different categories’. 

‘While pilot have been implemented, the ultimate success of this project, which would be the
implementation of the indicators system and their influence over decision-making in the 
Balearic Islands, is still uncertain due to a lack of human and financial resources. To date, 
the agencies involved have been working on the system voluntarily with no additional tech-
nical and financial support. As a result of this, progress has been slow and sustained imple-
mentation might not be feasible. Efforts are currently underway at the government level to 
designate legislative status to the indicator system, thus incorporating it into IBESTAT’s le-
gal mandate and annual budget’. 

Source: OURCOAST 

From the above it is clear that political attention and lack of finance are amon
the reasons why there is a high risk that stand-alone indicator projects tend no
to be picked up or kept alive on a continuous basis. This means that the costs 
involved in developing and testing indicators in many cases are considered to

g 
t 

 

 
 of 
 

amme 
roup 

would be needed. The total costs of additional meetings are not substantial - it 
could be in the level of 50,000 to 100,000 EUR per year for all coastal Member 

Economic impacts: 
costs 

be sunk costs that do not deliver the benefit which they could. Furthermore, a 
more joint effort facilitated by the European Commission could assist to reduce 
the overall coasts of developing indicators that are specific, relevant and feasi-
ble to each coastal area yet also, to some extent comparable across areas.  

Because the Programme option could be implemented with various levels of
activities, it is quite difficult to assess its costs. As an illustration of the order
magnitude, it is assumed that the Programme is closely linked with and builds
on the current expert group activities. The costs of setting-up the progr
and coordination etc., including additional annual meeting in the working g

States.  
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In order for the Programme to provide significant impacts, additional activities 
in terms of best practice studies, benchmarking, coordination initiative etc 
would be required. The costs of this depend on the effort put into the Pro-
gramme by Member States and on an-hoc basis by the EU (in terms of specif
calls for tenders for example). The more activities the higher effect of the pro-
gramme. If 5-10 projects or specific initiatives would be undertaken each year 
and if each project on average would costs about 200,000 EUR, the total annu
costs to all Member States would be 1 to 2 million EUR72. This estimate as-
sumes that the valuable research contributions provided through JRC and 
through Research funding continues and can be built upon.   

The ‘administrative’ costs of additional ICZM implementation are presented 
below (the methodology is explained in Appendix B included data by Memb
State).  

Table 6-8 Option 1: Estimated implementation costs in MEUR 

Additional costs  Low estimate High estimate 

ic 

al 

er 

Start-up costs 2.1 21.4 

Operational 0.7 1.4 

Source: Consultants estimate, see Appendix B 

Thus, in total the fixed initial costs would range between MEUR 2.1 and 21.4 
for improved ICZM implementation in Member States; 1-2 MEUR for specific 
activities within the Programme; and significantly below 1 MEUR to support 
the Programme (travel reimbursements and organisation of meetings and work
shops and other related costs). Additionally, there would be increased operatio
costs associated with the higher ICZM implementation of around 1 MEUR. 

-
n 

n 
 information obligation and hence there is no di-

 

tion. This could lead to reduced administrative burdens.  

6.2.3 Administrative burde
Option 1 does not include any
rect administrative burden associated with the option. Whether implementation 
of ICZM would lead to changes to the administrative costs depends on how 
each Member States would organise the implementation. If a Member State 
wants to be able to monitor progress, it might actively use for example the ISD 
indicators and that might require data collection efforts etc. This could lead to 
an administrative burden. On the other hand, the integrated planning might also
save data collection and other information activities required by other legisla-

                                                   
72 This level of activity could be compared to the currently ongoing OURCOAST project 
which has a budget of 1 million EUR over 3 years. 
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6.2.4 Obstacles to compliance/ease of compliance 

-

a general characteristic of sustainable development that the costs are likely to 

 

ffect on implementation levels by Member States, see 
e impacts by Member State. Given the uncertainty about 

(Option 2)  

recommended to address in explicit terms issues related to 1) providing a sound 

The elements in the Programme will require additional effort by the Member 
States as described above under economic impacts. The current economic situa
tion in the EU could limit the financial resources available in Member States to 
promote activities on best practice sharing, developing benchmarking etc.  

The obstacles to more ICZM implementation in each Member State are dis-
cussed above as part of the assessment of effect of Option 1 on the implementa-
tion level.  

6.2.5 Changes of impacts over time 
The impacts will occur at the pace of the increased ICZM implementation. It is 

appear before the benefits. For example, investment in climate change adaption 
could be substantial but the benefits will be gradually increasing and harvested
over a long period of time.  

6.2.6 Impacts on specific regions, external issues 
The discussion of the e
Table 6-5 that shows th
the real up-take by Member States of the outcome of the programme, it is not 
possible to estimate whether certain regions will see more effects than other 
regions.  

Increased use of ICZM will have limited external effects though coordination 
with non-EU countries would improve the overall benefits.  

6.2.7 Risk and uncertainties 
The analysis is uncertain as it is a political decision in each Member State to 
increase the application of ICZM principles and to harvest the benefits of the 
increased integration and coordination. The assessment provides an estimate of 
the likely effects given the assumption about how each Member State will re-
spond to Option 1. 

6.3 Assessment of the of revised Recommendation 

6.3.1 Achieving the objectives 
The revised recommendations should include developing a national coastal vi-
sion and the possible consequent development of action plans. Through the 
process of developing a coastal vision the sector interests would have to be me-
diated and put into a long term framework. The national strategy would also be 
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basis for decision making and 2) how to provide for good cross-border coord
nation. The national strategy would thus constitute an umbrella setting out,
the national level, the priorities and targets of the coastal zone

i-
 at 

s within the coun-
try. The strategy would constitute a joint basis upon which the Action plans 

A revised Recommendation picks up on some of the key identified problems 
mo ods of the na-
tegy y and 

s the coastal zones within a Member State. A vision based on 
analyses of state and trends and on appropriate identification methods, will 

ore concrete directions and scope at the national level, and hence 
provide for a more concrete framework within which the individual coastal 

anage their coasts. A visi at builds on proper involvement and 
consultation of stakeholders would ensure that the myriad of different interests 

at the resulting vision is ‘ac-
cepted’. The related identification of coordination mechanisms are essential 

f 

es 
would be a logical element of a more visions-based strategy in order to provide 
proper system feedback to policy makers and stakeholders upon which they can 
react. Last, it may be necessary to have the strategy accompanied by more spe-

example in Member States with highly 

veloping a coastal 
vision. The answers are used to inform the assessment of what the coast vision 
part of the revised recommendations can achieve.  

may be elaborated, and hence allowing for improved coordination and syner-
getic effects. 

through a re elaborate formulation of the contents and meth
tional stra . The National Visions would provide for better consistenc
coherency acros

provide for m

zones will m on th

and concerns become properly balanced, and th

contributions to an effective implementation and monitoring. Visions would 
contribute also to a more equal and ‘comparable’ implementation across Mem-
ber States. As regards the need for improved cross-border coordination – one o
the critical issues brought forward by different stakeholders – the strategy will 
call for proper and operational considerations as to how to ensure this, thereby 
providing for more practical considerations in this regard. Monitoring schem

cific coastal plans and programmes, for 
decentralised administrative structures or with coastal zones that only to a lim-
ited extent share conditions and challenges. 

The effect of Option 2 is influenced by the extent to which it assists to over-
come the experienced barriers. A revised Recommendation would still be vol-
untary by nature, and hence, its effects on achieving the objectives depend on 
the relevance and feasibility of it – reflected in the actual buy-in of Member 
States. 

The questionnaire included a question on the barriers for de
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Figure 6-3 Importance of barriers to implementation of ICZM vision 

 

st important 

icated that ‘opposition from sectors or interests’ could be an impor-

tive – or more 
specifically introducing a visions-based approach.  

ber States points to ICZM providing net 
ore costly that alternative sectoral ap-

ption 2 in terms of how it will help to overcome barriers 
and increase the application of ICZM suggests: 

 
consequent efforts and actions at the 

different vertical and horizontal administrative layers;  

hange in the organisational set-up to 

t 

Here, the opposition from sector interests was ranked as the mo
barrier. The second most important barrier was legislative issues. These two 
barriers were also mentioned as highly important during many of the interviews 
with coastal authorities. 

More specifically as regards questionnaire replies: 6 out of the 10 Member 
States ind
tant barrier. Ranking second, 4 replies pointed to legislative barriers and 3 re-
plies pointed to the information basis as an important barrier. These considera-
tions relate to the challenges in implementing a revised Direc

Last, it should be noted also that Mem
benefits in the long term, but being m
proaches in the short term. 2 Member States indicates a short term benefit and a 
long term benefit, whereas only 1 Member State argue that a visions-based 
strategy would be a net cost in the short term and in the long term. 

The assessment of O

• A revised Recommendation will not in itself introduce a legal push. How-
ever, it taken up, the development of national strategies will constitute an
explicit and specific anchoring of the 

• If taken up, the option may lead to a c
provide for better information provision and sharing for instance, and to 
stimulate stronger cross-border coordination. 

• The option would probably have only a minor effect on the skills and re-
sources barrier; and 

• The uptake of revise Recommendation would be constrained by the curren
financial challenges.  
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Overall there could be some improvements from option 2. The effect would 
depend on whether the Member States would actually buy-in and implement 
the revised Recommendation.  

The below table illustrates how this option is assumed to impact upon the dif-

w-

 

t in determining how much Option 
2 is estimated to reduce the implementation gaps for each Member State.   

d 

For example Member States, such as Italy and Spain, where there ex-
perience with difficulties in implementation of a national strategy 

dict how each Member Sate 
will respond as the effects are results of political decisions in each country. 

ferent Member States. It should be noted that this assessment has been under-
taken as a desk-study only informed however by our interview results, ques-
tionnaire results and by other sources such as the 2010 Review. Still, the as-
sessment is rough in the sense that it is the Consultant’s attempt to extrapolate 
from these interviews. In this assessment account has been taken of the follo
ing:  

• Overall the impacts of the revised Recommendation is not expected to be 
more than 10% - 20% given the above arguments about the option not ad-
dressing the main barriers such as the of lack of incentives and legal de-
mand and conflicting sector interests.  

• The estimates of the individual Member State effect are based on following
general principles:  

- Member States without a national strategy is assumed to benefit more 
from the revised Recommendation;  

- Member States that are not so far in ICZM implementation will gain 
more from the revised Recommendations than those that are quite far 
already. 

• These two criteria are given equal weigh

• Additional information from the interviews and Thesis study has been use
to make a additional adjustments for a few Member States,  

- 

suggest a limited impacts of the revised Recommendations.  

It should again be emphasised that is difficult to pre
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Table 6-9 Estimated effect of Option 2 on implementation level 

2011 Baseline (2020) Option 2 (2020)
45% 55% 60%
40% 50% 60%
40% 45% 51%
65% 80% 83%
50% 55% 60%
20% 30% 44%
50% 60% 64%
60% 65% 69%
65% 80% 82%
40% 45% 56%
30% 40% 46%

70% 85% 86%
Poland 60% 70% 75%

67%

                  Estimated ICZM levels

Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Germany
Denmark
Estonia
Spain
Finland
France
Greece
Ireland
Italy 40% 50% 55%
Lithuania 45% 60% 68%
Latvia 50% 65% 72%
Malta 45% 60% 68%
Netherlands

Portugal 60% 75% 78%
Romania 40% 50% 55%
Sweden 50% 65% 69%
Slovenia 70% 85% 87%
United Kingdom 75% 90% 91%
EU 50% 62%  

Table 6-10 Option 2: Aggregated and weighted EU level implementation 

6.3.2 The environmental, social and economic impacts 
When the assumed national effect of Option 2 is aggregated to EU level using 
alternative weighing factors the following results emerge. 

ICZM implementation levels 2011 Baseline Option 2

73%

Weighted by
- length of coastline 53% 64% 68%
- coast area 53% 64% 69%
- population of coastal region 57% 69% 72%
- GDP of coastal region 58% 70%
Average 50% 62% 67%  

Dividing the Member States by the expected potential benefits of ICZM (base
on the strength of pressures on coastal areas in Table 6-1

d 
), the following results 

can be estimated. 
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Table 6-11 Option 2: Aggregated EU level implementation - potential benefits 

High Medium Low ALL

ICZM levels weighted by
- Coastline (km) 67% 73% 67% 68%
- Coast area (10 km strip) 68% 74% 65% 69%
- Population 71% 78% 66% 72%
- GDP 73% 77% 68% 73%
Average 70% 75% 66% 67%

ICZM level by benefit group

 

The table shows that the ICZM implementation levels are relatively low for 
 

prehensive vision and which considers 

 

making to se  priorities and important goals’ (quota-

ntials; to reduce 
l planning pro-

) 

‘A vision for coastal development could improve the coordination between those sector au-
thorities which are responsible for activities on the sea-side’ (Denmark) 

In Latvia, the coastal development vision was elaborated as part of the tasks of the working 
group that elaborated Latvia’s strategy for Spatial Development of the Coastal Area. The 
vision: the coastal area is an economically active, multifunctional space where the impact of 
climate change is being mitigated by the qualitative infrastructure and the area where good 
governance is performed. The vision is an agreement between relevant ministries, coastal 
municipalities, researchers and NGO’s 

Denmark notes that the land-side is covered by a strategy/vision which is obligatory for the 
municipal plans, but notes that a common ICZM vision covering land and sea could relate a 
coherent and sustainable view of future activities taking environmental, social and economic 

those Member States where pressures are more significant compared with those
in the Medium range. Also, taking into account that the UK, which has a high 
ICZM implementation level, is in the ‘High’ pressure group this indicates that 
there are still significant un-harvested benefits in Member States in this group.  

A revised recommendation will in particular add to the contents of the Recom-
mendation in the form of encouraging Member States to develop the national 
strategy so that it provides for a com
cross border coordination and monitoring as well as reporting and COM 
evaluation. 

Considering the replies to our questionnaire which covers 10 of the 22 coastal 
Member States, the merits of a vision is that ‘a comprehensive holistic vision of
coastal zone development gives direction to short term and long term decision 

ctoral policies setting out
tion from the reply from Poland). The below summarises the main ‘pol-
icy/process contributions’ from a vision as reflected in the replies to the ques-
tionnaire. 

‘A coherent comprehensive approach is an useful instrument to identify pote
conflicts and to generate synergies (at an early stage in the forefront of forma
cedures’. (Germany) 

‘a comprehensive holistic vision of coastal zone development gives direction to short term 
and long term decision making to sectoral policies setting out priorities and important 
goals’(Poland) 

‘Substantial regional/territorial cohesion given the big number of islands’. (Greece) 

‘The main merit of a vision is that it enables actors to all move in the same direction’. (UK
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issues into ideration. cons

UK emphasises the ICZM is a process, and puts forward the example from the England 
+Strategy for ICZM, where one element of the vision is to ‘sustainably managed coastal ar-
eas, where competing demands and pressures have been taken into account and the social 
and economic needs of society have been reconciled with the need for conservation of the 
natural and historic environment 

 

The questionnaire replies also point to specific merits of a vision, where these 
tend to be dominated by environmental benefits: 

Main merits of a vision compared to existing situation are: - improved dialogue on sub-
regional level, -more balanced land-use, -less pollution and less pressure on water re-
sources, - better preserved landscape (Slovenia) 

Sustainable development (green and blue development priorities, rational land and marine 
uses, job creation, avoid depletion of resources, protect biodiversity, more green areas in 
cities, respect to landscapes and cultural site, quality of life including promotion of services 
like communication, new technologies, health, etc. (Greece) 

Clear priorities, joint processes, transparency for future users and uses, framework for pri-
vate investments, clarity of governance. Belgium 

Improved regulatory environment, improved attractiveness of the coastal regions, integration 
of land and sea coastal areas, improved public engagement. (Ireland) 

Netherlands have a vision now for sandy coasts, but for coastal areas with fixed structures 
in it there is not yet one. A vision is under preparation and it will also look at the possibilities 
to fund projects by different stakeholders. The vision will give technical and societal solu-
tions to make such parts of the coast adaptive to further sea level rises. It will thus contribute 
to climate change adaption.  

 

rovide en-
lt to cre-

would be considered 
as sustainable development in one area may vary to the next’. This quotation 

o d the 
benefits and costs from the revision of the Directive in terms of environmental, 
economic and social impacts will vary depending on the particularities of each 
Member State and each coastal region. Second, a vision may need to be fairly 
broad in order to cover all coastal zones of a Member State. In that regard it is 
important to bear in mind though the envisaged specifics of the revision (cf. 
table 4-1) including also its mentioning of coastal plans/programmes where 
needed. 

Given that the option of revising the Recommendation does impose a requir -

mendation, and its specific uptake, i.e. what types of spe-
cific actions and decisions it will involve with consequent environmental, social 
and economic impacts. The above has sought to provide such an overall esti-

The above thus point to it that a strategy with a national vision will p
vironm tal benefits. Quoting from the UK reply though: ‘it is difficuen
ate a common vision for the coast because of the diversity of geographical fea-
tures, communities and uses from place to place and what 

points to tw aspects. First, the scoping of the visions-based strategy an

e
ment per se onto the Member States, its environmental, social and economic 
impacts will depend on its uptake in general, i.e. the extent to which the revised 
Recommendation will lead to more integrated coastal zone management in the 
spirit of the Recom
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mate of the tent to which a revised Recommendation will lead to more IC ex ZM 
than without the revision. 

Impacts It is difficult to quantify the impacts as they are extremely context specific and 
dependent on the timing and type of decisions taken. What can be said though 
is that ICZM is about ensuring sustainable development in all its dimensions: 
environmental, social and economic. Assuming that the increased implementa-
tion level leads to a more sustainable development the below environmental, 
social and economic impacts can be expected. 

cate 
ronmental benefits are the most significant ones, i.e. compared to 

ved environmental quality 

major settlement areas (Slovenia), meet-

on of 

s) would however 

 im-

Environmental im-
pacts 

The environmental benefits are those related to a more sustainable use of the 
coastal areas and coastal resources. It includes coastal water quality improve-
ments, reduced bio-diversity loss, less coastal erosion etc. Examples of ex-
pected environmental effects of a revised Recommendation are similar to those 
described as part of Option 1.  

Generally, lack of data – on for example data sets of the ISDs – means that it is 
not possible to specify in more detail what the environmental benefits will be 
and which Member States will se the largest benefits.  

That being said, the summary of questionnaire replies and interviews indi
that the envi
social and economic benefits – even though the replies also point to significant 
social and economic benefits (cf. below). More specifically, a revised Recom-
mendation could lead to the following environmental benefits: 

• Improved use of coastal space 
• Improved conservation status of coastal biodiversity 
• Improved resilience to risks and climate change impacts 
• Impro

In their replies to the questionnaire (shown above), a few specific environ-
mental benefits were identified, including better adaptation to climate change 
(Netherlands), wastewater treatment in 
ing the challenge that ‘over periods of economic crisis there is a pressure for 
‘fast tracks’ affecting the environment’ (Greece). 

The revised Recommendation would not fundamentally alter the aspirati
ICZM which is to provide a horizontal governance approach to ensure a sus-
tainable development of the coastal zones in Europe. The suggested key ele-
ments of a revision (vision and if necessary, local action plans combined with 
more focus on the information basis and on cross-border issue
provide for a more aligned process where the national vision provides the joint 
umbrella under which the activities and strategies can be elaborated at lower 
levels. Thereby, more informed decisions can materialise as well as better syn-
ergies and stronger coordination between neighbouring regions/zones.  

The below example from Italy provides an illustration of the benefits from
proved coordination across administrative boundaries. Also, the text box point 
to a relevant example from Romania where the initial master plan to deal with 
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coastal erosion was revisited to investigate whether softer solutions would be 
more favourable. This serves to illustrate the importance of a proper informa-

nce in Northern Tuscany (the Marina di Massa) and the 
ience of Romania 

one Toscana elaborated its regional plan for ICZM in co-operation with local authorities 

l Coastal Management Plan pro-
vides guidelines for coastal defence and restoration and it defines the order of priority. It was 

 

sion caused by natural conditions and 
man-made activities, including an industrial harbour at Marina di Carrera and the construc-

-
g 

tion to the causes and effects 

was carried out through consulting beach 
visitors, local residents and interest groups as well as institutions. This and technical investi-

an agreement with 
neighbouring regions to use sediments stored upstream and to present any un-authorised 

 Romania, the Black Sea Coast faces long term shoreline erosion problems, and erosion 
as since 2005 been a priority for the Romanian government. A master plan to address this 

tion basis and dynamic decision making.  

Identifying solutions to combat coastal erosion 

As exemplified by the coastal defe
exper

Regi
and river basin authorities. The decentralisation of coastal management of the late 1990’s 
paved the way for this more integrated and knowledge based approach at the regional level 
– albeit still on a ‘voluntary’ basis. The Integrated Regiona

approved in 2003 with a tentative budget for urgent coastal defence and restoration in the
period 2003-2012 of 109 MEUR. 

The Tuscany region is seriously challenged by ero

tion of a series of hard structures (seawalls, breakwaters, groynes and submerged breakwa
ters). Hard structures were established on the request of holders of concessions for bathin
establishment. However, all these initiatives were decided and implemented in an uncoordi-
nated manner that did not, in a comprehensive way, pay atten
for the whole system.  

In the decision-making process public participation 

gations provided a good understanding of the feasibility, cost and benefits of different op-
tions including the social perception. Soft solutions were identified and 

river bed quarrying which could further decrease the sediment input to the coast.  

As mentioned, the Northern Tuscany hosts many conflicting economic activities and is man-
aged by different administrations at several levels which made it difficult to adopt due solu-
tions for shore protection strategies and for harbour development.  

In
h
was completed with Japanese funding in 2007. According to the Romanian ICZM law, the 
management of beaches and coastal cliffs lies with the Ministry of Environment and not with 
the regional or local authorities. Cost estimates point to 44 MEUR for two priority projects 
(for which the Romanian government has financed the feasibility studies, and a total of 316 
MEUR for the whole plan. However, as of today, the two priority projects have not been im-
plemented. They relied heavily on hard solutions whereas recent investigations point to the 
potential of delivering better cost-benefit ratios by means of softer solutions, such as large 
scale and sand nourishment. 

Source: OURCOAST 

One of the key challenges in many coastal zones in Europe is the increase in 
built-up land-cover and urbanisation. This was described in both the problem 
definition and the baseline, and a national strategy that presents a national vi-
sion for coastal development based on sound information can be instrumenta
attemptin

l in 
g to slow down or reversing this trend, as local plans and activities 

t.  

would be in ‘support’ of. As explained in the problem definition, the artificial 
surfaces in coastal regions rose by an average of 5% over a relatively short pe-
riod between 2000 and 2006, and in particular along the Mediterranean and the 
Atlantic coasts. Developments along the lines of a revised Recommendation 
which stimulates cross-regional coordination and an improved information ba-
sis can be expected to halt this process compared to the baseline developmen
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While the contents of the revised Recommendation thus presents opportunities 
for harvesting more environmental benefits at the same or lower costs (reflected 
above as an increase in the ICZM implementation rate), it can however be ques-
tioned whether the revised Recommendation per se would be significantly in-
strumental in addressing the truly complex or costly elements. As evidenced by 

 

iod 

from sector/economic interests. A comprehen-
sive national vision, which is part of a revised Recommendation, could be a 

 
 

 

wards a more 
sustainable path will necessitate hard choices that can have short termed nega-

he current financial crisis and the lack of a 
gress in implemen-

 implementation 
skills, resources and authority needed to 

take the initiative substantially further. 

oastal problems. The strategy 

-

-
. 
-

The output of the process formulates one overall goal, 3 strategic goals and 11 strategic 

the Polish/German example on a Szczecin Lagoon management plan achieving 
cross-border coordination in a particular context and process is a demanding 
task with a variety of challenges. Also, the important element of a sound infor-
mation basis which also highlights the need for monitoring to better identify the 
needs for policy adjustments and feedback in a dynamic world, is a resource 
demanding task.  

While erosion and flooding are recognised risks with a relatively high priority
in coastal communities, other environmental areas such as the state of the eco-
system and preservation of eco-system services may in particular in this per
of financial crisis come to be less prioritised. The above identified a key poten-
tial barrier to be the opposition 

means to overcome this. The actual environmental impact of such a vision will 
nevertheless depend strongly on the political will and momentum as evidenced
above regarding the concern about legislative barriers. 

The below outline briefly the achievements made in Andalucía in developing a
strategy with a vision. Andalucía has thus succeeded in elaborating a compre-
hensive ICZM strategy with a vision. That being said, the current and future 
challenge lies in the actual implementation and the consequent alignment with 
the priorities set forth. Most likely, reversing the current trend to

tive social and economic impacts. T
national strategy or a national legislative momentum to pro
tation are factors that can make it difficult to provide for a fast
of the strategy, also in the light of the 

The development of a regional ICZM strategy 

As exemplified by the Andalusian Strategy on ICZM 

The Andalusian strategy on ICZM establishes the strategic and operative basis for a new 
coastal management model to address current and future c
has been prepared following the principles of the ICZM Recommendation. 

Urban expansion and socio-economic activities exercise a strong pressure on the cultural, 
ecological and landscape values of the Andalusian coast. There are a high number of con
cerned and affected actors, administrative levels and a high level and wide variety of eco-
nomic activity in the region. 

A process was initiated and implemented. It was led by the Andalusian Regional Govern-
ment advised by Cadiz University. A participatory approach included universities and re-
search institutions, environmental groups, producer’s organisations, neighbourhoods’ asso
ciations, syndicates, land owners, private companies’ associations and public administration
More than 400 experts contributed achieving an innovative and more legitimate tool for deci
sion making. 
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objectives and it put into use 10 steps including a strategic analysis (detailed study of the 
physical-natural and socio-economic coastal sub-systems), strategic options (development 
of a participatory process through workshops dealing with different ICZM aspects and to 
identify specific actions. The last steps involve the development of the strategy (specific ac-
tions in a progressive sequence), plan of action (leadership programme, implementation 
programme and deployment programme, and last: vision setting out the future situation of 
the Andalusian coastal and marine environment after the strategy has been implemented. 

Strong support and coordination between the many actors notably the Regional government, 
nd engineering), and the University of 

on of Cadiz has been one of the im-

 an important role as did European legislation. Apart from providing 
a strategy, which has however not been signed, another important achievement has been 

as contributions from administrations, institutions and 

EGMASA (public company in environmental works a
Cadiz as well as the support of the provincial Delegati
portant factors in realising this process. Also, the existence of coastal administrations, 
coastal legislation played

the wide acceptance by institutions of the coastal management problems  

At the same time, administrative complexities in the inter-relations between the institutions 
proved also to be a complicating factor and a replacement of key responsible staff for politi-
cal reasons was also a complicating factor. 

The direct cost of this has amounted to 400,000 EUR. This presumably only covers the 
costs of driving the process, where
stakeholders should be considered on-top-of.  

 

The revised Recommendation should lead to social gains in the future in terms 
of for example better employment opportunities, higher wealth, better accessi-
bility to nature and l

Social impacts  

ess pollution.  

 
-

x below 

 

ot conflicting with the demands of tourists visiting the beaches. 

pproach was put into use which contributed to the development of 
a common vision for the long term management of the natural and economic parameters of 

As mentioned under option 1, ICZM is however also about making difficult 
decisions, such as putting the tourist industry onto a more sustainable path. This
was for example highlighted as a major concern during an interview on the An
dalusian strategy: that in the short term, the pursuit for a more sustainable tour-
ist industry inevitably will lead to the loss of seasonal jobs. The text bo
provides a rather old yet quite illustrative example of the trade-offs at the local 
level that must be made and for which it is not always easy to obtain broad ac-
ceptance despite the win-win nature of many actions. 

Balancing environmental and economic concerns 

As exemplified by the approach of Zakynthos Greece 

The National Marine Park of Zykonthos was created in 2002 following an immense pressure 
to improve the conditions of the loggerhead turtle. The bay of Lagans is its most important 
nesting area in Europe. However, pressures from increased tourism severely threatened the
conditions for the turtle. The challenge was to arrive at a management which first of all pro-
vides sufficient protection and preservation of important species including the loggerhead 
turtle while at the same time n

To that end, a bottom-up a

the implementation area. Outcomes include a range of codes on Eco-tourism activities, good 
environmental behaviour for tour operators, and proper observation procedures for the log-
gerhead sea turtle. Also, the delineation of the marine zone was done and special attention 
was put on the use of non-damaging artificial light. Throughout the process, local initiatives 
among the people who are economically active in the relevant sectors were promoted.  

Functioning costs, i.e. disregarding investments, are estimated at some 1.2 MEUR of which 
60% are local salaries. 
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Although improvements are still necessary, outcomes have materialised in the form of better 
protection and conservation backed up by more environmental friendly behaviour by local 
operators. Trespassing has been reduced and more local employment has been generated.

The Park is set up by legal procedures and operated with a management board and a staff. 
The work has delivered a partial acceptance and support for the ICZM measures thanks to 

  

the participatory and co-management processes. Many actions have provided benefits to 
the communities of a social and economic nature. Many actions are fairly low-cost types with 
the exception of the delineation system. Still, at this stage the Park lacks a long-term inte-
grated management plan with guidelines and recommendations to establish a comprehen-
sive, sustainable and appropriate management approach. It lacks transparent procedures 
and clear communication channels and producers. And still, conflicting issues remain an 
issue to be addressed in order to provide for further improvements. 

Source: OURCOAST 

The move towards a more sustainable development can - as mentioned - in-
volve short term losses of an economic and social nature. However, a vision-
based strategy to p
eas in all its dimensions (environm

rovide for a more sustainable development of the coastal ar-
ental, social, and economic) that rests on a 

 

As exemplified by Matsalu National Park Estonia 

ing, boat trips, horseback riding 
and guided tours. Also, an annual film festival is part of the attractions. Four municipalities 

mably this only covers the envi-
 Park itself.  In addition, about 50,00 

ows, farmers 

thorough information basis, including the establishment of a proper baseline, 
appropriate monitoring tools and a participatory system, can provide the basis 
for making both balanced solutions as well as for identifying social and eco-
nomic opportunities. Many examples in the OURCOAST database demonstrate
the efforts to identify and promote sustainable tourism opportunities seeking 
such a balance, e.g. maintaining jobs and economic activity whilst preserving 
nature.  

Sustainable tourism and agriculture  

The trend of more intense agriculture threatens the conservation of semi-natural meadows. 
The preservation of the coastal meadows demands constant grazing and intense farming 
implies that the meadows are either left un-used or turned into cultivated grassland or fields. 
This also happened in Matsalu National Park. 

The initiative aimed to promote more sustainable farming and thereby restore the value of 
the Park and thereby also to increase its attraction to tourists.  

Measures put in place involved a compensation scheme to incite farmers to ensure the graz-
ing of the meadows; restoration through work camps also with the participation of volun-
teers; and more recently, measures to improve water quality through addressing two hot 
spots addressing the need for improved waste water treatment and water supply. The Park 
is now marketed as a tourist destination thus offering san beaches and many opportunities 
for activities such as biking, bird watch towers, hunting, fish

now offer tenting or camping sites.  

The cost of the project was approximately 10 MEUR, presu
ronmental/pollution part and not the restoration of the
EUR are paid as compensation to farmers, about 64 EUR/ha. Many donors have contributed 
also assisting in the purchase of livestock, fences and equipment.  

Significant improvements have been observed as regards the coastal mead
however have financial difficulties to undertake all the investments necessary to fulfil their 
contracts. Tourism has increased considerably. Thus, benefits have been achieved in terms 
of better protection of nature and in terms of job generation and economic activity in the 
tourist sector.  
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Health impacts due to pollution are another important social factor, and here 
both sustainable port activities and controlling industrial activities can be 
among the important elements of ICZM. 

Air quality at industrial coast 

 

d 

hich half was contributed through LIFE 

As exemplified by the Sines region in Portugal 

The Sines region in south Portugal is an important industrial centre linked to an important 
industrial harbour. The industries are clustered and located near to populated areas and 
areas of conservational interest. Concerns are increasing about the pollution level and the
types of emissions are quite similar rendering it very difficult to identify the contribution of 
each source. 

In response to a local demand for improved air quality founded in health concerns and a 
concern that opportunities for eco-tourism could not be fully exploited, work was initiated to 
develop a monitoring tool which among other things could provide useful guidelines for sus-
tainable land use and development.  

The work delivered a model based tool that among other things rested on air quality monitor-
ing networks; information system with a database AND GIS, models for air quality assess-
ment; a description of the sociological tools to collect, compie and treat data on the social 
impacts of air quality, and training. Outputs are produced for coastal managers, industry an
the public at large.  

The work was highly multi-disciplinary and involved the participation of private companies, 
research institutes and public bodies.  

The costs of the project was 1,2 MEUR of w

 

B
c

etter management of risks such as erosion and flooding will also provide so-
ial benefits in terms of reducing the risks of flooding of settlements and build-

 

se. At the same time, it is 
recognised that the scenery, landscape and nature of Ireland is an important factor that at-

lopment in Ireland is to 
pread of tourism, diverts pressure 
rming region’s share of overseas 

 

ings, preserving quality of life and opportunities for jobs, and protecting the 
coastal infrastructure (e.g. roads and water supply) which is a social as well as 
an economic benefit.   

With a view to ensuring the balance between tourism and the environment in
the context of a national vision, the experience from Ireland (although not as 
such part of an overall ICZM strategy) can serve as inspiration: 

Putting the environment central to the development of sustainable tourism 

As exemplified by Ireland 

Tourism is an important economic sector in Ireland, not least in its coastal areas. It is con-
sidered as a successful industry and there is a desire for increa

tracts the many visitors. Hence, the continued goal of the tourist deve
develop the industry as a way that widens the spatial s
from highly developed areas and increases under-perfo
tourism revenues. 

An environmental unit was established under the national Tourism Development Authority to 
advocate a high quality physical environment for tourism and promote good environmental 
practice in the industry. Five principles of sustainable tourism development are incorporated 
into each local authority development plan as a reflection of the partnership approach that is
sought build up.  
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Economic impacts 

 

to ensure a more sustainable use of this – which will be to the benefit of the fu-

 

also can have 
generating a higher level of long-termed certainty in pri-

orities and direction as regards coastal development through the level of consis-
nal 

 

y. 

ent comprehensive approach is an useful instrument to identify poten-
tials; to reduce conflicts and to generate synergies (at an early stage in the 

ures.’ (Germany) 

velopment gives direction to 

future users and uses, 

It 

d be suggested.   

Economic impacts: 
Costs 

The economic impacts include both possible benefits in terms of e.g. more 
sustainable tourism and efforts to increase the economic value-added in the re-
gion of primary production. It is however also highly likely that an ICZM ap-
proach that supports and promotes more sustainable development, will involve 
a change in economic activity and hence, some sectors may experience costs
whereas others may experience benefits. The nature and eco-systems of the 
coastal zones represents a production source, and ICZM would essentially aim 

ture, but which may involve costs in the short term.  

As with option 1, the revised Recommendation option remains a voluntary con-
cept. Likewise, the economic impacts of option 2 (changes in short term losses 
and long term gains to put it simply) may therefore not be that big, partly due to
the fact that economic actors typically are strong in putting forward their argu-
ments. It serves to recall that this particular issue was highlighted as an impor-
tant barrier to moving ICZM forward both by survey respondents and through 
the many interviews conducted. 

That being said, it is worth noting the revised Recommendation 
the important value of 

tency that it may bring (i.e. in terms of local/regional alignment with a natio
vision). Indeed, certainty about the regulatory and administrative landscape is
crucial for the willingness of economic actors to engage into economic activity 
and/or to expand their economic activity. Thus, while it will be a complex and 
troublesome task to frame a national strategy with a vision that involves clear 
priorities due to the many inherent potential conflicts, the long-term advantage 
can be more economic activity and will be more sustainable economic activit
The below quotes from the replies to the questionnaire (replicated from the 
previous text box) serves to illustrate this: 

‘A coher

forefront of formal planning proced

‘a comprehensive holistic vision of coastal zone de
short term and long term decision making to sectoral policies setting out priori-
ties and important goals.’(Poland) 

‘Clear priorities, joint processes, transparency for 
framework for private investments, clarity of governance.’ (Belgium) 

Option 2 requires the development of a revised Recommendation. To finalise a 
revised Recommendation further work and consultations would be required. 
is quite difficult to estimate how much the cost of that would amount to as it 
depends on ambition level and political discussion. Measured in terms of man 
power costs for the Member States’ relevant ministries, the costs are probably 
not that large. As an order of magnitude costs in range between 0.1 million 
EUR and 0.5 million EUR coul



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 94

 . 

Another important cost element relates to the implementation costs of bringing
ICZM further than in the baseline. It is implicitly assumed that the revisions 
introduced do not change the level of implementation costs. While it could be 
argued that for example the "coastal vision" element would

 

 require Member 
d 

he ‘administrative’ costs of additional ICZM implementation are presented 

tation costs in MEUR 

Low estimate High estimate 

States to revise existing national strategies, etc, such costs are already assume
in the broad order of magnitude estimate. It may also be argued that the envis-
aged contents of the revised Recommendation would introduce clarities and 
tools that can reduce the costs of some of the other elements. 

T
below (the methodology is explained in Appendix B included data by Member 
State).   

Table 6-12 Option 2: Estimated implemen

Additional costs  

Start-up costs 1.8 18.2 

Operational 0.6 1.2 

Source: Consultants estimate, see Appendix B 

Thus, in total the costs could range from MEUR 1.8 to 18.2 for improved 
ICZM implementation in Member States. Additionally there will be costs to 
develop and agree the revised recommendations at up to 0.5 million EUR. The 
increased operational costs for higher ICZM implementation are estimated to 

current voluntary reporting will continue leaving the administrative burden un-

 
fic 

The obstacles to more ICZM implementation in each Member State are dis-

be in the order of 1 MEUR.  

6.3.3 Administrative burden 
Option 2 does not include any information obligation and hence there is no di-
rect administrative burden associated with the option compared to baseline. The 

changed.  

6.3.4 Obstacles to compliance/ease of compliance 
The efforts required to complete the revised recommendations are not huge and
the general acceptance that a revision is needed means that there are no speci
obstacles to implementing the revised recommendation.   

cussed above as part of the assessment of effect of Option 2 on the ICZM im-
plementation level.  
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6.3.5 Changes of impacts over time 
The impacts will occur at the pace of the increased ICZM implementation. It i
a general characteristic of sustainable development that the costs are likely to 
appear before the benefits. For example, investment in climate change adaption 
could be substantial but the benefits will be gradually increasing and harveste
over a long perio

s 

d 
d of time.  

pacts by Member State. Given the uncertainty about 
e real up-take by Member States of the outcome of the programme, it is not 

rvest the benefits of the 

e 
 

e. 
 Member States and 

coastal zones are faced with, it is important that sufficient lead time is al-

6.3.6 Impacts on specific regions, external issues 
The discussion of the effect on implementation levels by Member States, see 
Table 6-5 that shows the im
th
possible to estimate whether certain regions will see more effects than other 
regions.  

Increased use of ICZM will have limited external effects though coordination 
with non-EU countries would improve the overall benefits.  

6.3.7 Risk and uncertainties 
The analysis is uncertain as it is a political decision in each Member State to 
increase the application of ICZM principles and to ha
increased integration and coordination.  

6.4 Assessment of a Directive (Option 3) 

6.4.1 Achieving the objectives 
The impacts of Option 3, a Directive depends on how it will help to overcom
the barriers to implementation of ICZM. Depending on the specific content of a
Directive it is likely that it will mean that the ICZM principles will be imple-
mented. 

• A directive will provide a strong legal push; 

• The option is likely to lead to – where relevant – changes of the organisa-
tional set-up in order to comply with the Directive as effectively and cost-
efficiently as possible.  

• A Directive will presumably lead to improved information basis and to im-
proved skills – simply deriving from the demand to take action according 
to the stipulations of the Directive.   

• The option will force Member State to prioritise resources so that the 
ICZM principles are used in alignment with the contents of the Directiv
Acknowledging the financial challenges that many
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lowed in order to enable a smooth and cost-effective implementation that 
can assist to provide for a high compliance level.   

The table shows the implementation for each Member State.  

Table 6-13 Estimated effect of Option 3 on implementation level 

2011 Baseline (2020) Option 3 (2020)
Belgium 45% 55% 100%
Bulgaria 40% 50% 100%
Cyprus 40% 45% 100%
Germany 65% 80% 100%
Denmark 50% 55
Estonia 20% 3

                  Estimated ICZM levels

% 100%
0% 100%

Malta 45% 60% 100%

Romania 40% 50% 100%
Sweden 50% 65% 100%

100%
75 90%

EU 50% 62% 100%

Spain 50% 60% 100%
Finland 60% 65% 100%
France 65% 80% 100%
Greece 40% 45% 100%
Ireland 30% 40% 100%
Italy 40% 50% 100%
Lithuania 45% 60% 100%
Latvia 50% 65% 100%

Netherlands 70% 85% 100%
Poland 60% 70% 100%
Portugal 60% 75% 100%

Slovenia 70% 85%
United Kingdom % 100%

 

Hence, the aggregated impact of Option 3 will be full implementation of ICZM 
vel.  

the 

ction 

• It will provide more synergetic benefits than the other options, for instance 
in regards to stimulating cross-border coordination and information ex-

 to jointly engage into the more costly, 

at the EU le

6.4.2 Environmental, social and economic impacts 
As compared to the revised Recommendation, a directive will bring about 
same types of impacts, however: 

• It will bring more benefits because it will obligate all Member States to 
take appropriate ICZM a

change and by providing incentives
but now compulsory, elements of ICZM 
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• It will bring about more costs than the other options because Member 
States will now need to be in full compliance with the ICZM Directive 
within a certain date rather than deciding on their own pace and priorities 

• It may lead to excessive cost if the Directive’s requirements do not align 
k can however 

• It can be instrumental on a wider scale in identifying least cost op-
 EU 

• It will invoke administrative costs onto Member States as they will now be 
obligated to report regularly on their ICZM progress 

 environmental, social and eco-

l effect.   

Lastly, it is worth noting that for ICZM to take full effect, the implementation 
qually important 

 
n 3, the full implementation of the ICZM means that the large poten-

• Sustainable tourism, where for example the Irish tourist strategy which in-
cludes elements of a vision aims to increase the number of tourists consid-

g the impacts on and from climate 
 to the conservation and preservation of 

 
-

• Better protection of biodiversity and nature including RAMSAR and 
Natura 2000 sites as illustrated by the experience in Zakynthos, Greece 
where EU pressure led to highly improved environmental conditions for 
the loggerhead turtle while at the same time generating alternative tourist 
attractions thus reducing the possible negative impact on earnings and em-
ployment from tourism. Another example provided was the example from 
Matsalu National Park in Estonia where an effort to restore and rebuild the 

Environmental  
impacts 

with steps already implemented in Member States. This ris
be reduced through a framing of the Directive which pays attention to this 
concern 

tions/maximum benefit opportunities for complying with other relevant
legislation 

As discussed for the other options, the specific
nomic benefits depends on the decision that will be taken as result of applying 
ICZM and the actions including investments to be undertaken as result of the 
decision. Political interests and priorities can and will change as well as the 
economic situation. It is therefore not possible to specific estimates on what the 
final results will be, i.e. by 2020 at which time a Directive could – at the earli-
est presumably - achieve ful

of a Directive is a necessary, but not sufficient condition. It is e
that decisions are taken and implemented in support of sustainable development 
in the coastal zones meaning that difficult trade-offs must be made and adhered 
to. 

Examples of environmental impacts are described under both Option 1 and 2.
For Optio
tial environmental benefits are likely to be achieved. Examples shown above 
include 

erably while at the same time respectin
change and paying due attention
the Irish nature and cultural heritage – in a manner which implies that the
latter always takes precedence over the economic concerns in case of con
flict.  
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semi-natural meadows resulted in better conditions for flora and fauna in-
cluding the migratory birds, a significant increase in tourism and an active 
participation of farmers. 

rtance of carefully considering the costs and benefits of soft versus 
and good coordination be-
ework. Softer solutions of-

mentally harmful effects from industry and ports 

 

ilitates cross-regional 
-border coordi-
nt plan for the 

Wadden Sea.  

Examples however, where cross-border coordination did not achieve coordi-
nated outcomes and efforts include for example the attempt to develop a joint 
coastal zone management plan in the Szczecin Lagoon. This initiative failed (in 
cross-border coordination terms) due to different systems of spatial planning 
and different legislative structures, in large caused by differences in language, 
ICZM approaches, and administrative responsibility structures.  

It is also important to note that there are high variations in the current imple-
mentation levels as well as in the assumed implementation levels under Option 
2 and 3. Bringing all Member States to a more even level will provide for sub-
stantial benefits in countries that are least advanced. The baseline defines 7 
Member States with a baseline implementation level of 50% or less, and four of 
these have been identified as Member States where ICZM could play an impor-
tant role due to the perceived pressure on the coast (ranked high): Italy, Ireland, 
Greece and Cyprus.  

In the longer term, there will be larger social benefits with a horizontal govern-
ance system such as ICZM than without it, but in the short term, there may be 
social costs in particular in the form of unemployment, especially if the strategy 
involves an economic restructuring. Social costs in that form can however be 

Social impacts 

• Better land use and spatial planning (to meet the challenges of increased 
urbanisation and increase in built-up areas) and better protection against 
risks where highly vulnerable countries such as the Netherlands have valu-
able experience to offer and where examples from Romania point to the 
impo
hard solutions. Softer solutions that often dem
tween regions will benefit from an ICZM fram
ten do not have the same possible negative impacts on other coastal areas 
as hard solutions can have (see the example from Tuscany, Italy). 

• Better control of environ
as exemplified by the efforts in the Sines region in Portugal to monitor and 
map emissions their socio-economic impacts and thereby to provide a 
stronger information level and an informed basis for decision making.  

The likely important synergetic effects in terms of improved benefits from 
cross-border coordination should be mentioned. This relates not only to 
neighbouring countries but also to neighbouring regions. The latter was illus-
trated above through the costal protection in Tuscany, Italy and in the example
of ‘clean ports’ in France. In Italy, there is no national strategy let alone a vi-
sion, and hence, each region or administrative unit today carries out ICZM 
largely ‘on its own accord’ which is not a set-up that fac
collaboration on complex issues. Successful examples of cross
nation across national boundaries include the goose manageme
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reduced if sufficient transition time is allowed and if that transition time is care-
fully used also to identify and utilise alternative opportunities for economic ac-
tivity and employment.   

Recent European examples where heavy transition costs were involved include 
the decline in coal mining, fisheries and ship building: In other words, severe 
and significant restructuring where large or entire communities relied almost 
solely on that particular activity. Similar levels of ‘urgency’ and ‘dependency’ 
is not likely to apply in an ICZM context, and a more smooth transition period 
can therefore be planned for. In such a process, it is nonetheless important to be 
aware that there must be a simultaneous build up of new economic activity and 
of the necessary skills and knowledge. An important example of this is the 
large expansion of land-based windmill energy in Andalucía, which has bene-
fitted from and contributed to expanding the related knowledge base at univer-
sity level and generated new employment opportunities for local inhabitants. 
Referring again to Andalucía, concern was raised in an interview that once it 
becomes visible that the pursuit towards a more sustainable and less environ-
mentally harmful tourist industry implies a short termed loss of unskilled em-
ployment, it can become more difficult to maintain the established momentum. 
In that regard, a Directive can provide a legal push to counterbalance this ef-
fect. This does not necessarily mean that these jobs will be saved in the short 
term but that new jobs will be created, and that skills must be built up to fulfil 
new requirements. The example from the National Park in Estonia pointed to 
the fact that the lack of people skilled to work in the tourist industry had be-
come a significant barrier in such a process. 

n industrial emissions in an industrial coastal area was 
initiated on the request from the population in the area. And the examples of 
both the Wadden Sea and France to improve port services will also impact posi-

environmental 

ol of the Barcelona Convention, a Directive 

-
d natural and environmental conditions add 

n level. To the extent that the 

er 

Further, reduced pollution levels will impact directly and positively on the 
population’s health and quality of life. For example, the initiative in Portugal to 
improve the knowledge o

tively not only on the marine environment, but also on the local 
quality. 

Referring also to the ICZM Protoc
can provide strengthened momentum to the Protocol and vice versa, and e.g. 
further emphasise the public access to the coastline in the Mediterranean coun
tries. Along the same lines, improve
positively to the recreational value of the coastal areas. 

As mentioned above under the environmental impacts, the obligation for all 
Member States to implement ICZM will in particular call for action in Member 
States with a fairly low current implementatio
weak implementation level is due to concerns about economic decline and un-
employment risks, i.e. further accentuated by the financial crisis, such Memb
States may find that the social costs of an accelerated and severe attempt 
through ICZM to provide for more sustainable development are unacceptably 
high. There is thus a risk that in such areas or Member States, compliance can 
be weak unless a sufficiently long transition period is provided for. 
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The economic impacts include both possible benefits in terms of for example 
ed in 

pports and promotes more sustainable development, will in-
volve a change in economic activity and hence, some sectors may experience 

would essentially 
aim to ensure a more sustainable use of this – which will be to the benefit of the 

-

ec-

 
xamples and investigate opportunities 

for cost-efficient joint efforts, thereby also harvesting benefits such as those 

M steps and to work more actively on cross-border coordination and moni-
toring.  

l 
an economic sense: 

 
 case, ‘a £50m Marine Renewables Deployment Fund was set up by 

the government in 2004. The demonstration scheme accounts for £42m of 
pport 

r, 
 

• Joining together across boundaries to develop stronger hubs or clusters to 

f 

Economic impacts 
more sustainable tourism and efforts to increase the economic value-add
the region of primary production. It is however also highly likely that an ICZM 
approach that su

costs whereas others may experience benefits. The nature and eco-systems of 
the coastal zones presents a production source, and ICZM 

future, but which may involve costs in the short term. These elements were dis
cussed above as well. 

As with the social and environmental impacts, the benefits and costs of a Dir
tive will include the types of costs and benefits listed above under Option 2. 
The obligation of all Member States to fully implement ICZM will presumably
incite actors to seek out best-practice e

listed under Option 1. 

Essentially, a Directive is an obligation for all Member States to develop vi-
sions-based strategies based on a sound information basis; to implement the 
ICZ

More specifically, a joint effort within each Member State and across Member 
States can pave the way for a more strategic approach to developing the coasta
zones in 

• In the light of needs to cut CO2 emissions and to increase output of renew-
able energy, the coastal zones can become a strategic contributor to deliv-
ering on these obligations, as evidenced for example by the Andalusian 
land based wind mills, the Danish sea-based wind mills and by the tidal 
energy pre-commercial initiative in the UK. An initiative such as the latter 
must be anchored nationally not least due to its high risk and high costs. In
the UK

the fund and allows for the provision of capital grants and revenue su
to technologies that are entering early commercial deployment. Howeve
as of  June 2009, no money has yet been allocated. Following the release
of the 2009 Renewable Strategy, the Government will launch a Marine Re-
newables Proving Fund (MRPF) providing up to £22 million of grant fund-
ing for the testing and demonstration of pre-commercial wave and tidal 
stream devices. In addition, the UK Government has proposed to invest up 
to £60 million in UK marine energy infrastructure and technology, includ-
ing wave and tidal energy testing centres’. 

foster economic development. An example of this is the Bothnic Arc As-
sociation involving cities and towns around the trans-boundary coastline o



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 101

 . 

Finland and Sweden in the Gulf of Bothnia. Its aim is to promote policies 
that enhance the economic development of the communities. The region i
heavily industrialised building upon the forestry and minerals in the regio
and in recent decades, ICT has developed significantly as well. There is 
snow for half of the year in the region and the physical environment is 
delicate. The Association aims to bring together different stakeholders 
from the two countries and to develop a common vision for the reg

s 
n 

ion that 
can bolster the community and business development in the area to the 

te 

structure are important focus areas for the Association. The Association 

t exist. 
-

As regards the direct economic impacts, costs are involved in providing for the 
 

n 

pport ICZM 
implementation, stronger legal mandate to push for it at local level; and the al-

rs 

 than for the revised Recommendation only so an order of 
magnitude estimate would 1 to 2 million EUR.  

 

Economic impacts: 
Costs 

benefit also to the sparsely populated areas, helping to generate new em-
ployment and stem the flow of migration to the south. This includes proper 
use of land, water and nature resources in respect of the regional delica
natural environment. Developing new strategic key industries and infra-

does not have a legal mandate or role, and while support and involvement 
is extensive, progress is slow and a cooperative strategy does not ye
Effort to promote cruise tourism has resulted in increased economic activ
ity in this area, but has given rise to concerns about the impacts on nature 
and environment and the issue of flags of convenience which means that 
working conditions of the cruise ships do not align with national condi-
tions. Difficulties in providing progress lies among other things again in 
the diffident cultures and languages and in a claimed insufficient back-up 
by national governments. 

implementation of the ICZM directive. In that regard it is however also worth
mentioning that a national obligation for ICZM implementation can add mo-
mentum to significant local initiatives such as the Andalusian ICZM strategy 
and the work undertaken in Tuscany. Thereby, such forefront communities ca
obtain a better ‘pay-off’ of their investment through the national momentum 
which is likely to materialise also in better national capacity to su

location of funds and efforts at national level to support e.g. work on indicato
and monitoring. 

Preparing and adopting a new directive will require resources for Member 
States in the consultation process and some Member States will have to under-
take impact assessments of a Directive before the national transposition can be 
completed. The total resources of such a process are difficult to estimate. The 
costs would be higher

The full implementation of ICZM in the Member States is estimated to between
50 and 150 million EUR as additional "start-up costs" and about 5 to 10 MEUR 
in additional annual operational costs as presented in the Table 6-14. (The 
methodology is explained in Appendix B included data by Member State) 
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Table 6-14 Option 3: Estimated implementation costs in MEUR 

Additional costs  Low estimate High estimate 

Start-up costs 14.8 148.3 

Operational 4.8 9.7 

Source: Consultants estimate, see Appendix B 

6.4.3 Administrative burden 
Option 3 will include a mandatory reporting requirement. It means that there is 
an administrative burden to Member States relevant authorities.  

The resource used to reporting as stated by selected Member States in the ques-
tionnaire range from 12 to 280 man days. If the reporting frequency in the di-
rective option would be one report every 3-5 years, the annual resource effort 
would be relatively minor compared to the other costs. It would then be a 
maximum of 0.3 million EUR per year. Currently several Member States have 

The actual delivery of sustainable development in the coastal areas depends on 

6.4.5 Changes of impacts over time 

n 

ates, see 
able 6-5 that shows the impacts by Member State. There estimated baseline 
plementation level means that in particular the Mediterranean region has low 

 

reported so the actual increase compared to the baseline would be limited.  

6.4.4 Obstacles to compliance/ease of compliance 
As Option 3 would require significant costs by Member States to fully intro-
duce and apply ICZM, this could be an obstacle to compliance.  

the political interests. Given that sector interests have been stated as barrier, 
this could mean that even though formal compliance is achieved, the level of 
sustainable development could continue to be constrained. 

The impacts will occur at the pace of the increased ICZM implementation. It is 
a general characteristic of sustainable development that the costs are likely to 
appear before the benefits. For example, investment in climate change adaptio
could be substantial but the benefits will be gradually increasing and harvested 
over a long period of time.  

6.4.6 Impacts on specific regions, external issues 
The discussion of the effect on implementation levels by Member St
T
im
ICZM implementation so this option will have particular effects on this region
and on the Black Sea where the current level of implementation is also low.  
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6.4.7 Risk and uncertainties 
The analysis is uncertain as it is a political decision in each Member State to 
increase the application of ICZM principles and to harvest the benefits of the 
increased integration and coordination.  

 . 
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7 Comparing the options 

7.1 Achievement of the objectives 
Based on the estimation approach shown in the previous section, this section 
compares the impacts across the different options. 

7.1.1 Increased implementation of the ICZM 
The table shows the improved overall implementation of ICZM when each 
Member State is weighted by the main indicators. For all of the three indicator
the severity and complexity of pressures and problems in the coastal zones are 
included.   

Table 7-1 Implementation of ICZM - EU aggregated and weighted % 

s 

Baseline Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

75% 73% 100%

Simple average 62% 67% 67% 100%

Weighted by
- Coastline (km) 64% 69% 68% 100%
- Coast area (10km strip) 64% 69% 69% 100%
- Population 69% 74% 72% 100%
- GDP 70%

ICZM implementation level (2020)

 

It is difficult to assess whether Option 1 or Option 2 will perform the better in 
terms of achieving the objectives. They are both estimated to provide moderate 
and very similar levels of improvements, albeit with differences between Mem-
ber States.  

However, there is a difference in the type of progress that the options will de-
liver. The emphasis in option on the visions based strategy; information basis 
and monitoring and on cross border collaboration, will provide its benefits 
through establishing the foundation for a more consistent approach across a 
Member State. Thereby, it will contribute to more consistent efforts at the 

The quantitative assessment of the impacts on the implementation and use of 
ICZM is based on statements and subjective assumptions and therefore pro-
vides only a qualitative indication of the relative merits of each option. 
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coastal zone level and to providing for example a higher level of certainty for 
ic sectors as regards the regulatory environ

 information basi ing will assis e 
ing basis substantially wh  th
so provide a positive sti n the dialogues and d ions be-

o the strategy and to the p le local action plans. A ions based 
ositive step in the stakeholder 
as appreciated in the question-

naire based survey, which however also conveyed a general message of a vi-
sions-based approach as being more costly in the short term, but more benefi-

mber States 
as well as being dependent on active involvement on the side of Member States 

 
 
 

ults 

 
joint effort in this regard – facilitated by the European Commission – could en-
sure that lessons learned from such separate individual initiatives and large re-
search projects like DEDUCE – were brought together and used to identify the 

 of inspiration 

v-
ings/learnings that could help to alleviate some of the existing barriers. Also, as 

p 

However, the exact nature of what will happen at Member State level as a result 
of these two options depend on the uptake in Member States. Both options are 

 to select whatever appears rele-

, 

A directive will imply that all Member States by definition will implement 
ICZM and hence, there is a higher level of alignment and consistency across all 

d 

business and econom
the emphasis on

ments. Also, 
t to improve ths and monitor

decision mak
comes, but al

ich can benefit not only
muli i

e final out-
iscuss

tween stakeholders and between stakehol
leading up t

ders and authorities in the processes 
ossib  vis

strategy is acknowledged as a meaningful and p
consultation and also its positive contribution w

cial in the longer term. 

By contrast, the Programme will deliver its benefits through the activities un-
dertaken within the program and the uptake of those results in Me

and other stakeholders. That being said, a Programme could be a good means of
delivering results in particular in terms of an accelerated effort to develop and
use indicators and monitoring tools. The current fragmented way in which this
take place point to a high risk of ultimately ‘sunk cost’ in the sense that res
of a particular indicator project or other time bound activities are not kept alive 
afterwards – due to for instance lack of political power or lack of funding. A

most relevant and urgent comment indicators as well as a source
to develop and use locally specific indicators. Such a process could benefit 
from all the lessons learned and could provide substantial cost sa

regards cross-border coordination, a Programme could through the sharing of 
best practice and experience, imply that Member States could inspire and hel
each other to provide for a more fruitful and successful cross-border coordina-
tion. 

‘voluntary’ and hence, Member States are free
vant and feasible to them. On the one hand, this allows for a truly needs based 
approach where the subsidiarity principle is fully respected. On the other hand
if there is not a broad uptake, it means that synergetic effects across Member 
States are lost as well as opportunities for higher cost-efficiency through joint 
learning and experience sharing. 

EU coastal zones.  

What could be considered is to combine two options and provide both a revise
set of recommendations/a directive together with a programme with best prac-
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tice sharing and benchmarking to facilitate the implementation of the revised 
recommendations. 

7.1.2 Environmental, economic and social impacts of increased 

e 

ion across the 22 EU coastal states 
would ideally be obtained by looking at a broad set of different sustainability 
indicators. This nevertheless requires that an advanced coastal information sys-
tem is in place which unfortunately is not the case and demonstrates a need for 
further ICZM advancements in this area. Instead this report applied indicators 
for the pressures on the coastal zones and considered how these pressures are 
projected to develop. Based thereupon, the Member States were grouped in 
three groups based on whether the potential benefits of ICZM (proportional to 
the pressures and problems) are high, medium and low.  

When considering these three categories of Member States separately, the 
analysis shows that Member States with high potential benefits have much 
lower ICZM implementation that the average coastal Member State.  

The estimated values are shown below for the baseline and the three options. 

Table 7-2 Implementation of ICZM in potential benefit groups – simple and 
weighted averages 

ICZM implementation  
As previously discussed, the pressure and problems of coastal development ar
not equality severe across Member States. A clearer picture of the potential 
benefits from further ICZM implementat

B

High (average)
- Coastline (km)
- Coast area (10km strip)
- Population
- GDP

Medium (average)
- Coastline (km)
- Coast area (10km strip)
- Population
- GDP

Low (average)
- Coastline (km)
- Coast area (10km strip)
- Population
- GDP

medium, or low potential benefits aseline Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

66% 71% 70% 100%
62% 68% 67% 100%
63% 69% 68% 100%
68% 73% 71% 100%
70% 74% 73% 100%

72% 76% 75% 100%
70% 74% 73% 100%
70% 75% 74% 100%
75% 79% 78% 100%
74% 78% 77% 100%

62% 67% 66% 100%
62% 67% 67% 100%
60% 65% 65% 100%
61% 66% 66% 100%
64% 68% 68% 100%

ICZM implementation level (2020)Group of countries with high, 

 

all differences across options for the group of 
Member States with low benefits to further ICZM implementation is due to the 
fact that these countries already are pretty far, or that they would expect stead-

One should note that the very sm
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ier increases in ICZM levels under the baseline scenario compared with the 
other countries.  

Chapter 6 has sought to analyse the different ways that the different options 
will take their effects and this was briefly summarised above. However, it is not 
possible as such to differentiate between the environmental, social and eco-
nomic impacts of each option. 

options and the subsequent 
costs of the additional ICZM implementation which the options bring about is 
presented in the below table. 

n 2 Option 3 

7.1.3 Implementation costs of options 
The assessment of the costs of implementing the 

Table  Comparing the estimated implementation c 7-3 osts in MEUR 

Additional costs  Option 1 Optio

Start-up costs 2.1 - 21.4 1.8 - 18.2 14.8-148 

Operational 0.7 - 1.4  0.6 - 1.2 4.8 - 9.7 

Source: Consultants estimate, see Appendix B 

The costs are the additional implementation costs given that each option has 
overall effect on overall ICZM levels as assessed above for each option.  

7.2 Overall assessment of the options 
 The results of the assessment of each option is summarised below. 

Table 7-4 Comparison of impacts of options 

 OPTION 1 

Programme 

OPTION 2 

Recommendation 

OPTION 3 

Directive 

(1) Achievement of 
objectives  

ICZM principles  

ng 

 

Moderate increase 

ment of ICZM prin-

boarder coordination 

 

Moderate increase in 

ples 

 

Full implementation

nifi-

border coordination 

- Implementation of 
ICZM in all coastal 
MS 

- Achievement of 

in ICZM implemen-
tation 
 

Moderate achieve-

ICZM implementation 
 

Moderate achieve-
ment of ICZM princi-

of ICZM in coastal 
MS 

 

Potentially sig

(improved cross-
sector integration, 
institutional coordi-
nation, information 
basis to planni

ciples 
 
Potentially some 
increase in cross-

 
Limited effect on 
cross-boarder coor-
dination 

cant improvements 
in ICZM principles 
 

Appropriate cross-

and management) 

- Appropriate cross-
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border coordination 

 

(2) Socio, economic, 
environmental and 
other impacts  

 

Impacts in propor-
tion to increased 
ICZM implementa-
tion - overall 67% 
compared to 62% in 
baseline 

Impacts in proportion 
to increased ICZM 
implementation - 
overall 67% com-
pared to 62% in 
baseline 

Impacts in propor-
tion to increased 
ICZM implementa-
tion - overall 100%
compared to 62%
baseline 

 
 in 

(3) Administrative 
burden  

 

No administrative 
burden 

No administrative 
burden 

Relatively minor 
reporting costs 

(4) Obstacles to  / 
ease of compliance 

 

Financing of pro-
gramme 

Sector interests Sector interests 

(5) Changes of im-
pacts over times 

 

Gradual increasing 
impacts in line with 
increased ICZM 
implementation 

Gradual increasing 
impacts in line with 
increased ICZM im-
plementation 

Gradual increasing
impacts in line with
increased ICZM 
implementation 

 
 

(6) Impacts on spe-
cific regions, exter-
nal issues 

 

Limited regional 
differences 

Limited regional dif-
ferences 

High ICZM imple-
mentation benefits 
region with low 
baseline levels most 

(7) Risks and uncer-
tainties 

 

Impacts uncertain as 
they depend on po-
litical interests 

Impacts uncertain as 
they depend on po-
litical interests 

Impacts uncertain
as they depend on 
political interests 

 

 

A simplified qualitative scoring of the key impacts is presented in Table 7-5

Table 7-5 Comparison of options 

 Environmental, social and 
economic benefits 

Implementation costs 

. 

Option 1 +? -? 

Option 2 +? -? 

Option 3 +++ -- 

 

Option 3 will have a higher impact on the implementation level of ICZM but it 
will also have higher costs compared to Option 1 and 2. 

The environmental, social and economic benefits of each option are those indi-
 

for the ICZM planning process). 

rectly following from the higher implementation level of ICZM: The higher
implementation, the more benefits. The previous sections have shown that there 
is an order of magnitude of difference between the benefits and the costs (costs 
measures as the additional resources 
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8 Monitoring and indicators 
The challenge of improving ICZM implementation will need to be addressed
both as an environmental issue and as a cross-sectoral precondition for sustain
able economic growth in Europe's coastal regions. The objective is to provide 
recommendations on indicators for monitoring and possible arrangements for 
evaluation including an estimate of the costs associated with the arrangements 
in order to assess the progress in ICZM implementation. Monitoring should 
ensure that ICZM implementation is in progress and on track. The intention is 
to be able to monitor and verify that the current implementation level as de-
scribed in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 of this report has improved over time, thus 
showing a higher performance rate and implementation p

 
-

ercentage than today 

el 
s learned 

both in terms of the governance systems being implemented on ICZM as well 
indi-

cators and the ability indicators already developed by the 
European Commission. Thus, monitoring would look into the number of strate-
gies and coastal visions being launched or implemented, the number of ICZM 
plans at regional/local level being adopted and/or implemented, etc.  Whereas a 
specific reporting programme will be linked to the implementation of the Rec-
ommendation option and the Directive option, the Programme option does not 
require a specific reporting obligation. 

The monitoring for the options on ICZM also uses as a basis the outcome of the 
Analysis of Member States progress reports on ICZM including its assessment 
of the progress in Member States' implementation of the ICZM principles.73 
The recommendations build also partly on the preliminary outcome of the 
Coastal Information System (CIS) study carried out in parallel by DG ENV74, 
aiming at identifying a key set of policy requirements for coastal information 
systems. The recommendations also draw on the inputs from the CIS Stake-
holder Workshop held in Marseille 6 May 2011. 

                                                  

(2011).  

The monitoring system should focus on implementation and compliance lev
at Member State level and be based on previous experience and lesson
from the two previous rounds of Member States national reporting in 2006 and 
2010 respectively. The monitoring should be able to show expected progress 

as the actual state of the coasts, preferably based on the WG-ID's progress 
 DEDUCE sustain

 
73 Analysis of Member States progress reports on Integrated Coastal Zone Managem  
(ICZM). Prepared by Thetis for DG ENV 2011, Table 3-4. 
74 Option for Coastal Information Systems. Prepared by Thetis for DG ENV, August 2011. 

ent
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The CIS study stresses that in terms of the scope for CIS both economic, social 
and governance dimensions are currently lacking from the general coastal in-
formation systems, and that there is need for strengthening this dimension and 
to include the progress results of the ICZM process in an updated design of the 
CIS.  It is thus a key challenge in the implementation of the ICZM to integrate 
the different sources of knowledge and different types of information in order 

ith 
ation resulting from the integrated analysis of 

data related to different topics, this would bring added value as support to deci-
sion making processes on ICZM75. 

ormation system would linter 
ter 

 processes. It would also facilitate a better in-
volvement of stakeholders and a better cooperation among different layers of 

nd responsible governm 76

dicators are proposed in orde ndicators to ita-
tive and to avoid imposing a new heavy burden for collection of data on the 

es: 

Level of Objective In Option 1 

"Programme" 

Option 2

"Recommenda-

Option 3 

"Directive" 

to fully understand coastal processes and how best to respond to these. The 
main problems today thus relate to underuse or improper use of existing CIS 
within the ICZM processes at various scales and governance levels. Along w
improved availability of inform

The expected impacts of an improved coastal inf
alia lead to a more integrated knowledge base on the coastal system and a bet
decision making basis when bridging the gap between scientific information 
and policy making in the ICZM

governance a ent institutions .  

The following in r for the i  be quant

Member Stat

dicator type   

tion" 

 R
to

(m
for implementa-
tion, the resources 
to be used to run 

sources to monitor 
ICZM implementation 

Cost of implementa-

 

resources to moni-
tor ICZM implemen-
tation 

of the Recommen-
dation 

 
ces to 

regulate and monitor 
ICZM implementation 

Cost of implementation 
the im-

n of the Di-

esource indica-
rs  

eans needed 

Cost of Commission 
staff, DG ENV and 
DG MARE joint re-

Cost of Commission 
staff, DG ENV and 
DG MARE joint 

Cost of Commission 
staff, DG ENV and DG
MARE joint resour

the strengthened 
ICZM effort) 

tion at MS level on 
the implementation of 

Cost of implementa-
tion at MS level on 

at MS level on 
plem

the Programme the implementation 
entatio

rective 

General objective:  

To provide for a sus-
tainable development 
of all the EU’s coastal 
zones and thus prop-
erly balance all three 

Impact indicators 

(medium to long 
term impacts) 

 

Improved ranking of 
the E astal 
areas as measured 
by th di-
cators (to measure 

e I ZM implemen-
tation) captur

Improved ranking of 
the
coastal areas as 
me
Progress Indicators 
(to measure the 
ICZM implementa-

Improved ranking of the 
Euro l areas 
as measured by the Pro-
gres s (to 
measure the ICZM im-
plem n) capturing 

uropean co

e Progress In

th C
ing both 

 European 

asured by the 

pean coasta

s Indicator

entatio
both local, regional and 

                                                   
tion fo75 Discussion Paper

May
: Op r coastal informa on systems, Stakehold orkshop, 6th 

 2011, Marseille, Ch. 4 on Policy requirem
nalys preli licy requirements in the 
 Opti ati ems, Stakeholder  

2011, Marseille, Chapt ble 5-1. 

ti er W
ent identification. 
minary identified po

on syst

76 More detailed a
Discussion Paper:

is of the impacts of 
on for coastal inform
er 5, Ta

Workshop, 6th May
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pillars of sustainability 
(environment, social 
and economic con-
cerns: 

- to protect and en-
sure the appropriate 
adaptation to coastal 
risks; 

- to balance coastal 
developments (taking 
environmental, social 
and economic as-
pects into considera-
tions); and 

- to facilitate resource 
efficient territorial 
development in the 
coastal zones. 

local, regional and 
natio
he I

ina
(ISD) which together 

ntifies the degree 
to which implementa-
on of ICZM takes 
ace, by using a 

standard format and a 
common methodol-
ogy.  

pr
othe
infor
may
as s
two indicator set 
abov

tion
loc
nat ls, and 

e Indicators of 
Sustainable Devel-
opment (ISD) which 
together identifies 
the degree to which 
implementation of 
ICZM takes place, 
by using a standard 
format and a com-
mo

Imp
oth
oa
ys

app ple-
me
ind t above. 

natio
ustainable 

Development (ISD) 
whic  
the d
plementation of ICZM 
takes place, by using a 
standard format and a 
common methodology. 

Improved ranking of the 
European coastal areas 

 m
g g 

requ
pose

nal levels, and 
ndicators of Sus-
ble Development th

t
ta

ide

ti
pl

Im oved ranking in 
r existing coastal 
mation systems 
 also be applied 
upplement to the 

c
s

e. 

) capturing both 
al, regional and 
ional leve

Indicators of S

n methodology. 

roved ranking in 
er existing 
stal information 
tem may also be 
lied as sup

as
obli

nt to the two 
icator se

nal levels, and the 

h together identifies
egree to which im-

easured by the 
atory legal reportin
irements in the pro-
d Directive. 

Specific objective 

- to ensure truly inte-
grated management, 
planning, decisions 
on measures, imple-
mentation and moni-
toring of the devel-
opment of the coastal 
zones 

- to increase the use 
of ICZM in all Mem-
ber States but also to 
improve the quality of 
the applied frame-
work so that it can 
deliver on the general 
objectives 

Result indicators Guidance developed 

Num
ip
w ance 

activity 

Leve
tions
work

Hete
network partners 
MS

Numb
guidance imple-
mented in MS  

evi

leve
guidanc
Member States and 
the Commission 

Increased number 
of ICZM strategies, 
coa
ICZM integrated 
plans at re-
gional/local level, 
nte
tion
lau
imp

Number of voluntary 
nat
por d;  

Content and quality 
of MSs report ac-
cording to ICZM 

por
dat

Increased number of 
ICZM strategies, coastal 
visio ed 
plans at regional/local 
level, integrated informa-
tion systems being 

n
en

Obl Ss 
repo

on
MSs
word  
ICZM

ber of MS par-
ating in thematic 
ork / Guid

tic
net

l of interconnec-
 between net-
 partners 

rogeneity of the 

i

( , regions etc.) 

er and type of 

R
eval

ew and/or 
uation on the 
l of the take up of 

e by the 

Ex

stal visions, 

grated informa-
 systems being 
nched and/or 
lemented;  

lau
m

 

ional MSs re-
ts increase

C

pert Group re-
ting recommen-
ions improved 

ns, ICZM integrat

ched and/or imple-
ted;  

igatory national M
rts;  

tent and quality of 
 report according to 
ing of the proposed
 Directive 

 
 
The costs of the above monitoring arrangements will in case of option 2 (Rec-

tion from the current voluntary reporting effort 
that the Member States provide today, following Member States' responses to 

e ICZM Questionnaire to p, p orting 
requirements will remain s  content to the existing reporting 

, and depending on the intervals and timelines for reporting to be es-
tablished.77 For option 3 (Directive), the costs may be higher due to the obliga-

rting and monitoring requirem t and the possibility for further details 

ommenda ) not be very different 

th  the ICZM Expert Grou
imilar in size and

rovided that the rep

guidance

tory repo en

                                                   
 Reporting guidance - Implementation ICZM Recommendation 2006-2010, DG 

ENV.D.2/15.2.2010. 

77



Support study for an impact assessment for a follow-up to the EU ICZM Recommendation (2002/413/EC) 112

 . 

to be laid down in the specific wording of the Directive, for instance if report-
ing according to the WG-ID progress indicators and the Indicators of Sustain-
ability Development (ISD) are made obligatory under Option 3.   

 

astal 
zone management and will highlight any shortcomings that need to be ad-
dressed. This would include inter alia a more consistent way of ranking the ac-
tual accomplishments in the Member States, for the qualitative rankings to be 
translated into more quantitative rankings in order to allow for more compara-
bility across Member States and for better estimating the state of progress.  
 
The Commission may consider further specific follow up on monitoring ar-
rangements by a series of further actions, depending on the selection of the fi-
nal option.  

 
Further refinement of indicators will logically need to be made after the final
choice of the most suitable option. The ICZM Expert Group should continue to 
advise the Commission DG ENV and DG MARE as well as other closely re-
lated EU institutions on the monitoring and evaluation of integrated co
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Appendix A Examples current ICZM 
implementation  

 

The below provides some examples of the variety that can be observed in the 
extent and the way that ICZM is currently used: 

The United Kingdom has taken many measures to implement ICZM. National 
ICZM strategies for all constituent parts of the UK have recently been put in 
place, and administrations have for some time already been operating according
to many ICZM principles. Marine co

 
nsiderations have moreover also been in-

cluded with regards to relevant terrestrial and coastal management and deci-
sion-making processes (see Box). 

All administrations in the United Kingdom had by 2006 either developed (or were in the 
final stages of developing) strategies for ICZM or wider coastal and marine management. By 
2009, national ICZM strategies for England, Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotland were also 
in place.  

In recognition of the diverse nature of the UK’s coastlines and the need for tailored solutions 
to implement integrated coastal management, the different administrations have taken for-
ward the policy of ICZM separately. Common for all administrations, however, is that they 
have adopted a wide, comprehensive and long-term view with regard to ICZM policies.  

As part of the Marine and Coastal Access Act from 2009, a primary focus in the UK wide 
ICZM strategy process has been the implementation of legal measures to enable the devel-
opment of a marine ystem which  considered tal to ICZM.  planning s by the UK is  fundamen
Through a Marine Pol ement, the UK ther  to embed ke M principles icy Stat efore seeks y ICZ
into the considerati t plannin king oastal and on of all relevan g and decision-ma functions in c
marine areas, while legal measures ensure rine plans are compatible with relevant that ma
terrestrial plans, and that all plans take into account existing plans for the use and manage-
ment of the coast and sea.  

Contrary to many o tes,  emther EU Member Sta  the UK has also put phasis on preparing 
assessments of the f an dit potential impacts o ICZM strategy vs. tra ional sectoral ap-
proaches.  

Source: United K
ICZM Recomm

ingdom Report to the E
dation 2006-2010. 

uropean Commission,
en

A recent study undertaken in the UK[1 e mediate fi-
nancial benefit of the 41 voluntary Co s that exist in the UK. 
Their roles are “…hugely varied, but they  aim to help 'establish sus-

 o ia s
ast ic ectiv
 M ”. 

The study does n ts o Partn
but rather aims to look at the economic or financial value that partners gain 
from their involvement with the Coastal Partnerships. Services provided by the 

 Implementation of the 

ss the im] has sought to ass
astal Partnership

 principally
tainable levels f economic and soc

al environment', wh
anagement (ICZM)

ot estimate benefi

l activity in our coa
h is the key obj
 

r values of the 

tal areas while pro-
e of Integrated 

erships themselves, 

tecting the co
Coastal Zone

Partnerships – although diverse – can be categorised as 1) facilitation and en-

                                                   
[1] DEFRA/LGA Costal SIG/Costal Partnerships working Group, The financial benefits to 
working in partnership at the Coast”, Final report, July 2008, Entec. 
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gagement, 2) inf  a , 3)
cation, and 4) sp  an a
frequent. Estima  c e
cludes that the b  c

Latvia first prepare sta 0
viewed by the gove we d
tected Belts. Latvia opm  d f 
the Baltic Sea as a st ce 
heritage should be e e
the production of a blic i a
solution to balance s interests is. As r il, 
isters approved Th De st
2017, which provid  c l
to elaborate a long e n  t
for the Baltic Sea c s a g inv a. 
In preparing the pla  o cts to the coastal zone and 
their landscape fea he most important 
measures foreseen a ) Forming a coordination 
group and including members of state institu Os; 2) Further Im-
provement of national legislation, 3)  Elaboration of a mariti ial plan, 4) Identification 

ort st r to
 Elaborati o of

Baltic Sea coastal  infra ng
vices, small harbou rt e as
example the ASTR ct o  in the
is a problem in 50% of Latvia’s coastline an ern 
effects from climate change. 

ormation collection
ecial project work
tes of benefits vary
enefits outweigh the

d the report about coa
rnment, and changes 
’s sustainable devel
n area of national intere
 balanced with encourag
 thematic plan for pu
 variou

nd dissemination
d gap filling. The l
onsiderably, but ov
osts. 

l area problems in 20
re consequently intro

ent strategy (till 2030)
s where maintenan
ment of the developm

nfrastructure, risk are
ecently as on 20 Apr
velopment of the Coa

 awareness and edu-
tter is, however, less 
rall the study con-

8. The report was re-
uced in the Law of Pro-
efines the coastal zone o
of natural and cultural 
nt of economy. It defines 

s and landscapes as the 
2011 the Cabinet of Min-
al Area for years 2011-
icies. The plan foresees 
he public infrastructure 

estments in this are

e Strategy for Spatial 
es new instruments for
-term spatial plan at th
oastal area, serving a
n, long-term forecasts
tures and values will be 
 in implementing the Co

oastal development po
ational level covering

 basis for coordinatin
f climate change impa
analysed and considered. T
stal Strategy are: 1
tions, municipalities and NG

me spat
of national supp
infrastructure, 5) 

 measures and the coa
on of a national l

al target area in orde
ng-term spatial plan 
structure for mitigati
from EU funds hav
n climate change

d of particular conc

 develop the coastal 
 infrastructure for the 
 erosion, rescuing ser-
sisted in this process, for 
 coastal zones. Erosion 

regarding accentuating 

area, which includes
rs and tourism. Suppo
A project on the impa

Source: e-mail to G EN

The below provides a sum urrent implementation challenges in 
Spain. Spain ha ge  
many drivers an ast d ula
However78, Spain has not a su
framework. Still el en ZM 
thinking, includ nforce onal Shores Act, but in 
general the sectoral approach largely Coastal Sustainability 
strategy was, ho in 20 Directive for Sustain-
ability of the Co v e Maritime Terrestrial 
Domain (see textbox below) and promoting sustainable use of coastal resources 
through integrat anagement. Not fully being a comprehensive 
national policy or legal initiative, this is, however, what comes closest to the 

rmulation of national integration aspirations. Even the preparation of this was 
omplex, and a careful estimate indicates that about 5-6 MEUR was spent on 

                                                  

the Commission D V.  

mary of the c
s a range of challen
d heritage from p

s deriving from the
amage (in partic

intense pressure of 
r tourism). 
bstantial national 
 to promote IC

yet succeeded in providing 
, at the regional lev
ing a stronger e

, initiatives are tak
ment of the Nati
dominates. The 
06 by the Coastal 
e of protecting th

wever, initiated 
asts with the objecti

ed planning and m

fo
c
this exercise which took several years. 

 
78 Source for this part on Spain: interviews carried out as part of this study and the below 
textbox. 
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Spain has not succeeded in adopting – legally or politically – a national ICZM strategy. The 
Spanish Government is currently elaborating the Spanish Strategy for Sustainable Devel-
opment (EEDS), which will adopt ICZM as a key element to assure the sustainable devel-
opment of the coastal zone. As a part of this Strategy, also the Coastal Sustainability Strat-
egy is promoted by the Spanish Government as an instrument for the Implementation of 
ICZM at the Spanish national level. A strong element in the latter is the strengthened en-

rcement of the National Shores Act which defines the coastal zone (Maritime-Terrestrial 

desti-
 

y, in 
articular windfarms. 

-

tools for the administrative level to address the dynamism and complexity of 
the new economic activities that have sprung up along the coast, but also by incoherent 
sectoral policies. There has been no all-encompassing political strategy capable of dealing 
with coastal communities’ demands for development and the need for the protection of eco-
systems and their natural resources. 

Andalucía in 2007 presented a pioneering document “The Governance of the Andalucian 
Coast”. Its accepts the principles of ICZM and propounds three general goals: 1) building a 
system of alliances among administrations, 2) having suitable instruments of coastal man-
agement at disposal, and 3) getting necessary resources to implement ICZM. In the pres-
ence of the current policies of sectoral nature, the new system of management aspires to 
the coordination of different social actors, by adopting a global perspective of strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats. 

fo
Public Domain (MTPD) and a protection zone, where construction is forbidden that extends 
100 meters landward from the limit of the MTPD (or 20 m for zones occupied by urbanisa-
tions built before 1988). A signatory of the ICZM protocol to the Barcelona Convention, 
Spain has engaged in the pursuit of better management of the coastal zones.  

Challenges of the coastal zones of Spain are manifold and include 1) a mature tourist 
nation were 33 million foreign visitors each year have the coast as their destination, 2) urban
development with 40% of the population living in coastal municipalities (2005), 3) 65% of 
Spanish industrial production located in the coastal zone, 4) 90% of imports and 80% of 
exports are done by maritime transport, 5) coastal erosion, 5) pollution and 6) overexploita-
tion of fisheries. In addition, the coastal zones have large potentials for renewable energ
p

As regards the Mediterranean, the coastal zones are becoming progressively more seri
ously degraded. Instrumental in this is the evident failure of the coastal management that 
institutions have pursued for more than three decades. Explanations are to be found in the 
inadequacy of 

Source: ICES WGICZM Report 2010 

The experience so far – at the national level – indicates a strong sectoral focus 
and a weak inclination to engage into the horizontal and integrated approaches. 
Despite the efforts put into developing the Coastal Sustainability Strategy and 
the hitherto yet ongoing ICZM strategy, the fact that there is no institutional 
coordination mechanism in place can also be a reflection of this.  

Considering the experience of Andalucía where ICZM is sought put into use, 
the progress is nevertheless reported to be slow. Among the reasons for this are: 
a lack of skills and resources at the regional and local level and the current fi-
nancial crisis which reduces the political commitment and priority – and ren-
ders it more difficult to sacrifice short-term economic gains to the benefit of 
future – larger - benefits. Still, some progress has been observed among which 
can be mentioned: 1) participation processes resulting in a positive attitude of 
the public at large; 2) stronger enforcement of the National Shores Act (leading 
also to the demolishment of some construction (hotels)), 3) new insights lead-
ing to new strategies (e.g. less focus on ship tourism (generates modest in-
comes; demands much infrastructure) and better protection of Natura 2000 

s cross-
 is insufficient (vis-à-vis Portugal and Morocco).  

sites. Also, coordination between coastal zones work quite well, wherea
border coordination
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A study carried out for the Wadden Sea Forum79 point to the following obser-
vations that are worth considering: 

• Germany is in the process of implementing a national strategy80, the 
Netherlands have frameworks established that aligns to a large extent with 
the principles of ICZM whereas Denmark has no ICZM equivalent poli-
cies in an advanced stage of preparation. Denmark perceives the Danish 
planning system to be adequate for managing the challenges. Note that this 
refers to the situation as of 2009. 

• “Spatial planning should be seen as one of the legally binding instruments 
for implementing the ICZM principles. Thus, strengthening spatial plan-
ning and better implementation especially of transboundary aspects is an 
important step for further implementation of ICZM”. (Conclusion 12) 

• “We recommend that ICZM be further developed as a voluntary instru-
ment focusing on procedural aspects. However, especially as a voluntary 
approach ICZM needs high-level political support. To obtain such support, 
it may be useful in the medium term to adopt an ICZM Directive”. (Con-
clusion 14) 

As regards cross-border issues, the Wadden Sea Forum is an example of a way 
of seeking to improve cross-border coordination. 

                                                   
79 Integrated coastal zone management (ICZM) in the Wadden Sea Region: Analysis of 
case studies. Synthesis Report, 2009. 
80 This was not observed by the study though as this has happened later. 
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Appendix B Costs data and cost esti
x presents a discussion of the implem

mations 
This Appendi entation costs of ICZM. 

ZM is a set of principles for undertaking integrated planning. What is needed 
to achieve a stage where these principles are applied will depend on many fac-

 the information basis for 
coastal zone planning etc. 

g 

ur-

 

ill vary across Member States. 

nsive ICZM implementation: 

adap-
s 

egy/action plans). 

Costs of ICZM im-
plementation  

IC

tors. Member States will, for example, differ in respect to the overall planning 
traditions, how the sector planning is undertaken,

The assessment of the individual policy options includes considerations of the 
following elements: 

• Costs to Commission and Member States in developing and implementin
the options themselves; 

• Costs of more and better implementation of ICZM; and 

• Costs related to the actions that follow from the application of ICZM. 

These elements reflect that each option first have to be developed and adopted. 
Then, the implementation of the options is the expected increase in the applica-
tion of ICZM in the Member States. A higher degree of ICZM application 
should promote better planning and better decision making which means ens
ing adaption to risks, balanced territorial development, and resource efficient 
coastal development.  

This Appendix addresses only the costs of ICZM implementation in the Mem-
ber States. The other cost elements are discussed in the "Assessing the Impacts"
section.  

What does it cost to implement ICZM in a Member State? This is difficult to 
estimate with great precision as the actual ICZM implementation approach in-
evitably w

From the 8 principles that are described in Chapter 1, the following elements 
are likely to be part of a comprehe

Start-up activities 

• National strategy/vision  

• Regional/local implementation of the strategy with "action" plans, or 
tation of existing plans/programme

• Pilot projects to establish information bases, increase stakeholder involve-
ment, explore benefits of ICZM etc (projects both before the strategy de-
velopment and projects to support the actual implementation of the strat-

On-going activities: 
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• Coordination; 

• Update of strategy/plans 

• Update of information, reporting, etc  

If one has to estimate the cost of full ICZM implementation an important dif
culty is that national characteristics imply that the cost of each of the above 
components could vary quite significantly, e.g. with the need for pilot or re-
search project depending on the national situation.  

Ideally, the cost of full ICZM implementation should be determined in two 
steps: firstly, by estimating the cost of each component; and secondly, by as-
sessing the Member State specific needs and characteristics relevant for each of
these components. Such an approach, however, cannot be applied because of 
insufficient data. There are several reasons for that: 

• The reported data on ICZM activities are fragmented and often only cove
a part of the components.  

• As rightfully stated by several Member States regarding their ICZM im-
plementation costs:  
- Many Member States do not keep account of such costs;  
- An accurate ex-post assessment would demand a highly extensive 

analysis;  

fi-

 

r 

parated out from other less relevant 

on 
e 

n 

s 
ted with data from other sources (e.g. 

OURCOAST or Interreg). 

In principle, the start-up covers all the costs that are involved in getting the 
process up and running and includes such elements as the establishment of (i) 
the organisational and administrative structures; (ii) the necessary forums; (iii) 

 
 of the first round of plans and programmes, and (v) the provision of a 

Assessing the start-
up costs 

- Costs are sometimes not easily se
cost items. 

• There are overlaps with other planning processes related to implementati
of sector specific EU and national legislation. For example: improving th
information systems in the coastal areas will benefit also implementatio
of WFD, Floods Directive, Natura 2000 protected sites and the Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) just to mention legislative issues. 
Hence, apportionment of the costs to each Directive or sector is not easy, if 
at all possible. 

The conclusion is that the data on costs as reported by Member States only can 
give indications of the order of magnitude of each component. A detailed 
Member States by Member State assessment is not possible.  

As part of both the questionnaire survey and the interviews of this study, ques-
tions were asked about the past and current cost experience. This information i
presented in the below tables supplemen

the basic information channels and sources; as well as (iv) the preparation and
adoption
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proper information basis. Starting from scratch, this is a very resource-
demanding exercise. 

Table B-1 below presents the collected data on start-up costs. The start-up costs 
are assumed to comprise the elements that must be undertaken in the initial 
stages of the ICZM implementation. The specific number of years where a 
country would be in the start-up phase could vary.  

Table B-1 Implementation cost assumptions - start-up costs 

Informati
vided  

Man-mon

on pro-

ths used 

Period 
covered 

ICZM  implemen-
tation level 

Comments Member 
State 

Min Max Years % of ICZM imple-
mentation 

 

Germany >24 man mont
10 MEUR
plus signi
costs 

hs plus 
 for R&D 
ficant other 

7 65% Answered: more than 24 man-months, 
and at least 10 MEUR used for R&D 
projects plus other significant (value 
and content not specified) costs 

Spain  
interview) 

6 MEUR (
guesstima

6 

translated into man-years 

rough 
te) 

 50% Indication in interview that more than 
MEUR had been spent for reaching the 
point where they are now – sought 

Greece 18/year 36/year One year 40%  

Ireland 6/year 12/year One year 30%  

Netherlands 60 man-years in total 10 years 70%  

MAREMED  6 MEUR 
gional strategy (including pilot projects) 

NA NA  Preparation and development of re-

Portugal 
(Regional 
Manage-
ment Plan) 

478,250 EUR NA NA Preparation of a coastal zone man-
agement plan for the Azores (data from 
OURCOAST).  

Baltic  
Region 

311,600 E  
nt 

c (Interreg IIIa 
project 2006/291)    

UR NA NA Sustainable Development Indicators for
International coastal zone manageme
in the South-Eastern Balti

Source: Member States questionnaire, interviews, OURCOST and Interreg 

As can be seen from Table B-1, the cost estimates exhibit much variation. The
questionnaire responses may include more or less of the "necessary" ICZM 
start-up activities. 

The German estimates include 24 man-months plus MEUR 10 million in re-
search and development, as well as significant other costs. Converting to a 
monetary estimate and considering the uncertainty, a conservative estimate is 
10 MEUR for Germany. 
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The Spanish estimate was provided through an interview as a gross cost - which
also pointed to the many difficulties experienced in this process. At the

 
 same 

time, Spain has long and highly varied coasts which also add to the complexity. 

ementation level. 

 

 

es. Moreover, interviews with Irish 
coastal authorities, for example, also revealed a rather strong lack of political 

 
 a 

rather high ICZM implementation level.  

 

tions can be drawn: 

• Regional strategy/action plans etc 100,000 to 500,000 EUR 

• Pilot projects: several million EUR 

Developing a national strategy or vision seems to require the same costs as de-
veloping a regional/local plan as the later should be more detailed with specific 
actions etc. The pilot projects will include different type of activities. It could 
be data and information gathering, development of indicators, institutional ca-
pacity building, stakeholder engagement projects etc.   

Combining all this information to an estimate for the national start-up costs is 
subject to significant uncertainty. It can only be an order of magnitude estimate. 

As an upper estimate of these costs, the German costs are applied. Given that 
Germany has spent MEUR 10 and that the current ICZM implementation level 
for Germany is assessed to be at 65%, this leads to a cost of some MEUR 15 
million to reach an ICZM implementation level of 100%. These costs are as-
sumed to be similar to other countries with characteristics similar to Germany, 
i.e. in terms of coastal area, population, GDP etc. Using the Spanish estimate of 
6 MEUR and a current ICZM implementation level of 50%, a similar calcula-
tion would put costs at MEUR 12. Hence, Germany is considered to exemplify 

 as ‘maximum’ costs, or that the total costs 

Establishing an up-
per bound 

When compared to the German estimate, MEUR 6 is not too far off considering 
Spain’s relatively lower ICZM impl

Greece and Ireland have indicated quite low cost estimates compared to the
others, but taking into account that the estimated implementation level achieved 
also is lower; the difference is not as large as it can appear at first sight. Re-
gardless, the fact that Greece and Ireland have not come very far in their ICZM
implementation is not considered a good basis for using their costs estimates to 
judging the costs of other Member Stat

focus and funding in the area which could further downplay true costs. 

The Netherlands have provided cost estimates that are somewhat below that of
both Spain and Germany, although the country is estimated to have reached

Looking at the data provided from the countries mentioned above, and relating
these to the key components of ICZM implementation, it is clear that the cost 
data cannot be linked to the ICZM components in any clear or transparent way. 
Overall, however, the following indica

• National strategy: 100,000 to 500,000 EUR 

the upper bound. This essentially means, that the upper bound cost estimates in 
some regard are to be considered
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deduced from the upper bound scenario depicts an upper limit to which the total 
costs could amount.  

The use of an upper cost limit as outlined above is constructive in the face of 
the large uncertainties that are associated with assessing the costs for each indi-
vidual country. For example, each country exhibit large differences in terms of 
initial institutional setup, foundations for information systems, mechanisms and 
culture for national-regional collaboration, and so on, which are bound to influ-

 
i.e. 300,000 EUR), and assuming that a country, 

ini-
rived from 

s 

er 
e, a wide span, but it is an indication of the very large 

tate to another depending on a range of factors including for example 

r 

 structures; traditions for horizontal 

ating the 
plementing the ICZM framework in the Member States.  

 to be larger 
long coastlines, large coastal areas, large popula-

-
menting ICZM, such as basic organisational and ad-

Establishing a lower 
bound 

Definition of general 
cost components 

ence the cost of implementing ICZM. However, to establish a possible lower 
bound scenario, the following observations can be made. 

From the figures above, the cost of a national strategy ranges between 100,000 
to 500,000 EUR, as does the setup of a regional strategy/action plan. Taking the
average cost of these ranges (
as a minimum, must develop 2 regional strategies/action plans, puts the m
mum initial setup costs to 900,000 EUR. Based on insights de
OURCOAST it is likely that a full strategy requires at a minimum also requires 
several pilot/demonstration/implementation projects. The cost of these varie
considerably, i.e. with some being very expensive and going into the millions 
of EUR. However, in most cases where information is available, reported costs 
are usually not below 100,000 EUR, and more than often somewhere between 
150,000 and 700,000 EUR. Assuming that a minimum scenario would be 3 pro-
jects with an average cost of 200,000 EUR each, the total lower bound cost 
scenario would amount to approximately 1.5 MEUR, or about 10% of the upp
bound. This is, of cours
uncertainties with estimating costs in this field. 

The actual implementation cost will in reality vary substantially from one 
Member S
the extent to which ICZM concepts can easily be integrated into existing ad-
ministrative and institutional cultures; whether well functioning approaches fo
stakeholder involvement already exist; whether there is a high level of decen-
tralisation or centralisation in government
and vertical integration, and of course also the extent to which coastal areas are 
alike or differ substantially from one another. That being said, the below ex-
plains how we have sought to arrive at a generic method for estim
overall costs of im

As mentioned the calculations take into account that costs are likely
in Member States which have 
tions, and/or heavy economic activity. Also, the cost of reaching 100 % ICZM 
implementation level depends on how far the country has already come.  

To better assess the costs of both the upper and lower bound, we operate with 
three different cost components of ICZM. The three components are  

1) Basic setup costs: Costs for setting up certain framework conditions re
quired for imple
ministrative structures. 
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2) General ICZM costs: Costs for advancing ICZM implementation on a 
general level, e.g. in terms of costal zone information systems, net-

nt mechanisms. 

ancing ICZM implementation on a 
specific level, which are related to the implementation of ICZM with 

ove will naturally depend 
on each specific country. Some countries could be argued to have very low 

-
tions for these elements 

are not as advanced. Lastly, coastal characteristics differ among countries 

ons. 

 possible to establish an order of magni-
ork must be 

ed that the two last cost elements, 
 

size; yet, with a tendency for coastal characteristics to play 
the dominant role. This is based on the assessment that while the establishment 

 all countries, to some degree or another, are already 
engaged in ICZM, this cost has already been incurred by all Member States and 

ts no 

their ICZM implementation levels, such as expand-
ing coastal zone information systems, networks and other structures, and other 

Relative importance 
of cost components 

works and other releva

3) Specific ICZM costs: Costs for adv

regards to the coastal zone characteristics of the particular Member 
State in question. 

The relative importance of the three cost elements ab

costs with respect to setting up a framework for implementing ICZM given 
their already existing institutional and administrative structures, while others 
would be required to make substantial efforts in this area. Similarly, some 
countries will incur fewer costs in establishing general information and coordi
nating mechanisms, compared to those where founda

which would impact the magnitude of costs with respect to actual implementa-
tion of ICZM in the coastal regi

It is for the above reasons difficult to say what the exact mix of the three gen-
eral cost elements will be, and it is only
tude. Generally, however, the initial costs for setting up the framew
substantially lower compared to the two other cost elements. For simplicity, 
and in the light of uncertainties, it is assum
i.e. general ICZM variable costs, and costs relative to coastal characteristics are
of somewhat similar 

of national information and coordination systems are of crucial importance, 
costs related to actual regional implementation, which will depend on actual 
coastal characteristics, essentially will bear a higher cost. 

Based on the above, it is assumed that the first cost element (initial start-up) 
amount to about 10 % of the full ICZM implementation cost in both the lower 
and upper bound. Because

is assumed to be the same in all countries. In other words, all 22 Member States 
have undertaken some basic primary activities and incurred the related cos
matter how far they have come in implementation. 

As mentioned, although countries differ substantially with respect to coastal 
characteristics such as coastline length, coastal area, population pressure and 
economic activity, countries are nonetheless likely to incur some more or less 
similar costs for advancing 

relevant changes. Based on the above reasoning, we assume that such costs 
amount to 40 % of the full ICZM implementation costs in both the lower and 
upper bound. In other words, parts of the costs are independent of the specific 
coastal characteristics of the Member State in question, and are consequently 
the same in any country (for the same implementation level). 
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Lastly, countries with lengthier coastlines, larger coastal zone areas, hig
coastal population den

her 
sity, and more concentrated coastal economic activity 

will, ceteris paribus, incur larger costs as regards ICZM implementation activi-

 

To investigate the sensitivity of the above assumptions with respect to varia-
 the weights was 
 a fixed setup cost 

 but  the tw ponents from 0 to 90 %, respec-
tively, result axim on of 26 % (Option 1, components: 10%, 

, respectively). Varying each of the weights by 10 percentage points 
assumed values (10%, 40% and 50%) however only resulted in 

m  chang nce, th be w are robust to even significant 
changes in the relative importance of the cost components, while the order-of-

o he estimates also is kept intac

ence to the start-up costs and cost the 
following sections outlines how costs are ca te, 

the up er bound co ates of 15 M
entation as an illustrative example. 

Table B-2 Stat-up cost adjustments and up-

Component   Determining factors 

ties compared to countries which do not exhibit these characteristics. Based on 
the above discussion, we assume that 50 % of the full ICZM implementation
costs depend on such factors. 

tions in the cost calculations below, a sensitivity analysis of
conducted. In the extreme, this analysis showed that keeping
of 10 %  varying

ed in a m
o other cost com
um deviati

90%, 0%
around their 

inor es. He e cost estimates lo

magnitude 

With refer

f t t with extreme variations. 

 component assumptions above, 
lculated for each Member Sta

using 
plem

p st estim EUR for a 100% ICZM level im-

scaling  

Relative  
Importance

1 Basic setu 10% Fixed independently of coun-
try size and ICZM level p costs 

2 General IC  costs 40% ZM Vary with ICZM level 

3 Specific IC  costs  50% ZM Vary with ICZM level and 
coastal characteristics 

 

entioned, ICZM req  a set of “fixed
tional and administrative structures to suppo
MEUR (10% of 15 MEUR) and have alread

 
100% implementation level is first calculated. Noting that this cost element is 

s, a 
e cost of 6 MEUR in the case of the upper bound scenario 

with a base estimate of 15 MEUR (40%). Hence, if a country‘s baseline ICZM 

d 
-

, the general ICZM cost component for this option 
would therefore amount to 600,000 EUR. 

Sensitivity analysis 
of cost components 

Calculating the 
ICZM start-up c

As m uires  costs” to set up basic organisa-
rt ICZM. These amount to 1.5 
y been incurred by all countries.  

To estimate ICZM start-up costs, the full “general ICZM costs” for reaching

directly proportional with ICZM implementation level, it will be the same for 
all countries once they reach an ICZM implementation level of 100%. That i
total ICZM variabl

level is 50%, the corresponding general ICZM cost, which the country will 
have incurred, amounts to 3 MEUR. Considering an option which would ad
another 10 percentage point to the country’s ICZM level compared to the base
line (say from 50 to 60%)

osts  
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Calculating the specific ICZM cost component, which depends on the specific 
coastal characteristics of each country, is slightly different. In the upper bound
scenario, this component is assumed to account for 7.5 MEUR for Germany 
(50% of 15 MEUR). However, as these costs vary with differences in coastal 
characteristics, they will not be the same for all countr

 

ies once an ICZM im-
plementation level of 100% is reached. 

5 

 

rom 
Eurostat statistics, 2009), as well as coastal GDP (also sourced from Eurostat 

onent for each Member State, the es-
timated cost per coastline km, coastal area (km2), coastal population and 

basis would be a 
simple average of the four variables. 

The specific ICZM cost component of each option would then be calculated by 

level, and then use this as the basis for estimating the costs of the additional 
tion would lead to for that particular 

country. For instance, if a country’s coastal characteristics cost basis (average 
 

Applying the above assumptions, the defined upper and lower bounds, and fol-
 

To establish a basis for adjusting the specific ICZM costs according to the 
coastal characteristics of each Member State, the upper bound estimate of 7.
MEUR, which illustrates the case of a full ICZM implementation in Germany, 
was therefore related to 4 variables signifying the coastal characteristics in 
Germany. More specifically, the 7.5 MEUR was calculated in terms of EUR
per coastline km (using the CORINE landcover measure), coastal area km2 (us-
ing Eurostat’s NUTS3 regional measures), coastal population (sourced f

statistics, 2009). 

To calculate the specific ICZM cost comp

coastal GDP as mentioned above was applied to each country’s own character-
istic, and then multiplied with the country’s baseline ICZM level to arrive at a 
cost basis for each coastal characteristic. To account for the uncertainty of the 
importance played by each of these characteristics, the cost 

relating the cost basis mentioned above to the specific country’s baseline ICZM 

ICZM implementation level which the op

across the four coastal variables) would be 2.5 MEUR and the country’s ICZM
level would be 50%, then an option leading to an additional 10 percentage 
points of ICZM would result in a specific ICZM cost component of 500,000 
EUR.  

lowing the method described just above, leads to the following costs across the
three options. 

Table B-3 Total start-up costs by option in MEUR 

 

Similarly, estimated start-up costs for each Member State are given in the fol-
lowing table: 
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Table B-4 Total start-up costs by option and by Member State in MEUR 

 

The uncertainty about the start-up costs are illustrated by the wide range of 

Operational costs  

Informati

Man-year level 

costs by Member State. The estimate is illustrative of the possible order of 
magnitude more at the aggregated EU level where some of the uncertainties by 
Member State cancel out.  

In addition to the above ICZM implementation costs there could also be 
continuous annual costs. The collected data from questionnaire replies and in-
terviews are presented in the Table B-5. 

Table B-5 Implementation cost assumptions - operational costs 

on provided  Other costs Implementation Comments 

s annually 

Member 
State 

Min Max    

Germany 4 6 Contact point 350,000 
EUR 

65%  

Greece  < 0.5    

Ireland 2 2.5  30%  

Netherlands 10.5  70%  

Belgium  Coordination centre 45%  
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Information p

Man-years an

rovided  

nually 

Other costs Implementation 
level 

Comments Member 
State 

Min Max    

160-350,000 EUR 

Slovenia 2  2.5  70% Administrative costs 

Wadden Sea  f 300,000 NA Secretariat and forum Annual costs o
EUR 

Poland 0.5  
vel 

 60% Administrative costs at
national and regional le

Denmark 3 4  50% In regional assistance 

Source: Member States questionnaire, interviews  

From the above table, a coordination centre or a contact point seems to cost 
around 300,000 EUR per year. Additional man-power costs could vary from 1 
or 2 man-years to 10 man-years annually. Most indications are nevertheless in 

nt 

coastal characteristics. Given the coastal complexity of these countries com-
s 

 

rective will cover four year periods, i.e. reporting is to be done every four years 
 

s 

Reporting costs 

the lower end. 

Overall, we estimate that annual operational costs are in the order of 300,000 to 
600,000 EUR. This is assumed to cover coordination, information manageme
and updating of plans etc. These examples are for a Member States with a 
coastal population around 5 to 7 million people, and with differing ICZM levels 
between 45 and 70%. Most of the 22 EU coast-bordering countries would fit 
into or somewhat close to this category, implying a high likelihood of similar 
operational costs. This is however not the case for Spain, France, Greece, Italy 
and the United Kingdom. Not only are coastal populations in these countries 
much higher, but many of these countries also face high degrees of varying 

bined with the need for coordinating a larger set of stakeholders with interest
that are likely to be relatively more diverse, operational costs in these countries
must be expected to be in the higher end. 

Reporting costs are part of the operational costs. Table B-3 shows the estimated 
reporting costs as they were provided by the respondents who answered the 
questionnaire survey. Assuming that the reporting requirements under the di-

which has been the case so far, the table also includes a column that translates
the estimates for the recent reporting period into annual costs. 

The estimates exhibit substantial variations varying from 3 to as many as 70 
man-days per year. This reporting cost is an administrative burden which the 
directive will impose on Member States. However, compared to our estimate
of overall operation costs they are fairly small, and hence, we assume in our 
calculations that the reporting costs are part of the overall operation costs. 
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Table B-6 Reporting costs  

2002-2006 2007-2011 Estimated annual 
resource use 

(Man days) 

Country 

Germany 
-consultant: 210 

Total: 280 man-days 
-consultant: 60 

70 Total: 520 man-days 

-national: 30 
-Fed. Agency: 30 
- Others: 100 

-national: 30 
-Fed. Agency: 90 
- Others: 100 

Slovenia Total: 14 man-days 
-National: 4 man-days 
-Regional: 10 man-days 

Total: 14 man-days 
-National: 4 man-days 
-Regional: 10 man-days 

24 

Poland Total: 170 man-days Total: 80-90 days 21 

Greece Total: 150 man-days 
-data: 90 
- Preparation: 30 
-Local/regional: 30 

Not ready yet 38 

Belgium81 Total: 24 man-days Total: 12 man-days 3 

Netherlands Total: 45 man-days 
-National: 30 
-Regional:l5 

Total: 35 man-days 
-National: 25 
-Regional: 10 

9 

Ireland rt submitted  No report submitted No repo

Latvia ort 

ect and 
pare

-days
• an estim
number of person
used at the local 
 /r  level  -
days 

3 Rep “2006” 
15 person-days 

Report “2010 “  
12 person-days 

 
 

• coll compile 
 the report data and pre

– 10 person  
ated 
-days 

and 

egional  2 person-

Denmark No  submit20 man-days  report ted 5 

UK Collect and compile: 60 
Local/regional level: 40 

Collect and compile: 80 
Local/regional level: 60 

35 

Source: Member States questionnaire, interview 

The operational costs by Member States are estimated in a similar way as the 
start-up costs.  

50% of the operational costs are assumed to be independent of the size of the 
county but depend still on the level of ICZM implementation. The other half 
depends both on the ICZM implementation level and the coastal characteristics. 

                                                   
81 This does not include the cost of a coordinating steering group that was set up to guide 
the process 

Calculating the  
operational costs by 
Member State 
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Table B-7 Stat-up cost adjustments and up-scaling  

Component  Share of total Determining factors 
start-up costs 

1 General ICZM costs 50% Vary with ICZM level 

2 Specific ICZM costs 50% Vary with ICZM level and 
coastal characteristics 

 

Based on these assumptions the costs for various levels of ICZM implementa-
tion can be calculated. Table B-8 shows the results for each of the three policy 
options. It is based on the estimated ICZM implementation level achieved by 
each option.  

Table B-8 Total operational costs by option and by Member State in MEUR 

Belgium 0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.03 0.15 -0.30
Bulgaria 0.01 -0.03 0.03 -0.05 0.13 -0.27
Cyprus 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.16 -0.31
Germany 0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.03 0.09 -0.18
Denmark 0.03 -0.06 0.03 -0.06 0.28 -0.57
Estonia 0.02 -0.05 0.05 -0.10 0.24 -0.48
Spain 0.07 -0.13 0.04 -0.09 0.45 -0.89
Finland 0.03 -0.05 0.03 -0.05 0.27 -0.53
France 0.04 -0.09 0.02 -0.04 0.21 -0.43
Greece 0.08 -0.16 0.11 -0.21 0.54 -1.07
Ireland 0.05 -0.10 0.03 -0.07 0.35 -0.70
Italy 0.10 -0.20 0.07 -0.13 0.67 -1.33
Lithuania 0.01 -0.03 0.02 -0.04 0.10 -0.19
Latvia 0.01 -0.03 0.02 -0.04 0.10 -0.20
Malta 0.01 -0.02 0.02 -0.04 0.10 -0.19
Netherlands 0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.08 -0.16
Poland 0.01 -0.03 0.01 -0.03 0.10 -0.20
Portugal 0.02 -0.05 0.01 -0.02 0.12 -0.24
Romania 0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.03 0.13 -0.26
Sweden 0.05 -0.10 0.03 -0.07 0.34 -0.69
Slovenia 0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.04 -0.07

dUnited King om 0.04 -0.08 0.01 -0.02 0.20 -0.41
EU-22 0.7 -1.4 0.6 -1.2 4.8 -9.7

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

 

 

Benchmarking of the 
estimated costs 

Given the quality of the data and the difficulties of estimating the ICZM im-
plementation costs, the estimates are highly uncertain. The overall level of 
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ICZM imple entation costs could be compared to the estimated costs fm or the 
Marine Strategy implementation as a kind of benchmarking.  

The impact assessment of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive suggests 
the total start-up costs of implementing a marine environmental management 
framework amounts to 90 MEUR and the annual operational costs at the level 
of 70 MEUR82 for the whole of EU.  

Applying the cost assumptions for start-up and operational costs and estimating 
the total costs of 100% ICZM implementation in all 22 coastal Member States 
gives the results that total start-up costs are in the order between 40 to 400 
MEUR - average around 200 MEUR, while the annual operational costs vary 
between 15 and 30 MEUR. 

Table B-9 Implementation cost of ICZM for 100% implementation in EU - MEUR  

 Low High Average 

Start-up costs 40 420 230 

Operational costs 15 30 23 

Source: Consultants estimates 

Comparing with the costs of the Marine Strategy Directive, the estimated start
up costs are higher for ICZM while the annual operational costs are much 

ber 
 

ould not imply high additional costs. ICZM is ex-
pected to facilitate a more cost-effective overall management of the coastal ar-

proc-
s 

M to allow for quantification of the 
possible savings in the administrative costs of all sector planning processes. 

                                                  

-

lower. Given that ICZM is about coordination and integration of a large num
of existing sector and environmental media planning process, it makes sense
that the start-up costs are high and higher than for the Marine Strategy. For the 
operational costs, ICZM sh

eas by integration of the all the sector and environmental media planning 
ess. The indications by Member States also support this expectation though it i
a too early stage in the application of ICZ

 
82 COM 504/505 2005 Impact assessment of propo r Directive of the European Parlia-
ment and of the  a Framework ommuni  Action in the field of 
Marine Environmental Policy 

sal fo
 Council establishing  for C ty
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Appendix D Interviews 
The team would like to thank all institutions and all individuals who kindly 

Institution and/or 
project  

Na

shared their knowledge and points of view contributing to the findings and rec-
ommendations of this study in relation to assessing the impacts of a strength-
ened ICZM at local, regional, national and EU level. 

me and Title Contact details  

ICZM Coordina-
tion Centre, Bel-
gium 

Ka
 

e

thy Belpaeme, Coordinator Phone: +32 2 59 34.21.41 

hannelore.maelfait@kustbeheer.b  

Barcelona Conven-
tion: Priority Ac-
tions Programme / 
Regional Activity 
Centre 

Zel
 

40 471 
 zeljka.skaricic@ppa.t-com.hr

jka Skaricic, Director Phone:  +385 21 3
 

/http://www.pap-thecoastcentre.org  

BEF Kristina Veidemane, Project manager, envi-
ron
rum

Phone: +371 6735 7551 
mental expert, Baltic Environmental Fo-
, Latvia Kristina.Veidemane@bef.lv 

 

Danish Coastal 
Authority 

Car
tor,

ccmn@kyst.dk

l-Christian Munk-Nielsen, Deputy Direc-
 Analysis and Planning 

Phone + 45 9963 63 63 

 

 

Danish Nature 
Agency 

Dit

He

te Kristensen  

lle Fischer 

Phone: +45 7254 4793 
hfi@nst.dk 
 

European Envi-
ronment Agency 

Andrus Meiner, Project Manager, Regional 
Ass

Phone: +45 33 36 71 00 
essment and Geospatial Data andrus.meiner@eea.europa.eu 

Ifremer, France 

 

 

Yv
Soc

Yves.henocque@ifremer.fr

es Hénocque, Theme leader nature and 
iety, Ifremer 

Phone: + 33 1 46 48 21 76 

 

http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea_report_2006_6
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea_report_2006_6
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea_report_2008_4
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/pdf/report_wgid.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/pdf/report_wgid.pdf
http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Projects/Menu_TargetedAnalyses/espontedi.html
http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Projects/Menu_TargetedAnalyses/espontedi.html
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/pe_397260_/pe_397260_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/pe_397260_/pe_397260_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/pe_397260_/pe_397260_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/pe_397260_/pe_397260_en.pdf
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Institution and/or 
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Name and Title Contact details  

Ireland Va r of the Maritime 
and Energy Research Campus and Commer-
cia
College of Ireland 

 

Phone: +353 21 4970 600 

erc3.ie

lerie Cummins, Directo

l Cluster (MERC3), National Maritime www.m  

 

JRC Carlo Lavalle Phone:.:+39-0332-785231 

lle@jrc.ec.europa.eucarlo.lava  

Latvia Ald

Lat
Pro
tial Planning Department 
 

Dace Granta, Senior Officer, Regional Plan-
nin
Pro
Rep

 

Phone: + 371 6777 0334 
dace.granta@varam.gov.lv

a Nikodemusa, Head of Unit 

vian Republic Ministry of Environmental 
tection and Regional Development, Spa-

 
 
 
 

g Division, Ministry of environmental 
tection and Regional Development of the 
ublic of Latvia 

 

 
 

MAREMED Re-
gione Emilia Ro-
magna, Italy 

Roberto Montanari, Director Coastal Defence RMontanari@Regione.Emilia-
Romagna.it 

 
 

Poland  An list, 

Ma
per
ning 

Phone: +48 58 355 34 35 drzej Cieslak, Chief Specia

ritime Office Gdynia, inspectorate of Su-
vision of Development and Spatial Plan-

cieslak@umgdy.gov.pl 

Poland  Ag
ture 

nieszka Zaplatka, Ministry of Infrastruc-  ichrzastowska@mi.gov.pl 
 

Portugal  Antonio Mota Lopes, Ministerio do Ambi-
ente e Ordenamento de Territorio 

mota.lopes@igeo.pt 

Portugal Ma

Dir

Phone: +35 1 2184 30 400 rgarida Almodovar 

ector (INAG) 
margarida@inag.pt 
  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/evaluation/iczm_national_reporting.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/evaluation/iczm_national_reporting.htm
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Institution and/or 
project  

Name and Title Contact details  

Sweden/Västre 
Götalands Län 

Ing
Eco
Water Protection Department, Göteborg, Pro-
ject Leader on 'Collaboration Plans' project 
 
Dic
lev

ela Isaksson, Project leader, Marine 
logist, Dr., 

Phone: +46 31 60 58 93 

k Hedman, Dir. of Planning Dep., County 
el 

ingela.isaksson@lanstyrelsen.se 
 

Slovenia Mi
Institute for Water of the Republic of Slove-
nia 
 

mitja.bricelj@izurs.si
tja Bricelj, Director, General Manager, Phone: +386 1 4775 302 

 
 

Spain Alejandro Iglesias Campos,  
ET

alejan-
C-LUSI/Junta de Andalucía   dro.iglesias.ext@juntadeandalucia.es, 

alejandro.iglesias@uab.es 
 

Spain Carlos Penas Martínez, Deputy Director, 
Ge
Env adrid   

Phone: + 91597 55 33  ó  91 597 

cpena@mma.es
neral Directorate of Coasts, Ministry of 
ironment, M

5852portátil:   618 22 12 59 
 

 
Wadden Sea Fo-
rum 

Ma

Heike Klar 
vollmer@waddensea-forum.org

nfred Vollmer +49 4421 9108 18; 
;  

 
+49 4421 9108 20   
klar@waddensea-forum.org, 
 
http://www.waddensea-
forum.org/contact.html 
 
 

UK Bill Parker, UK-East bill.parker@suffolkcoastal.gov.uk 

 

 

http://www.waddensea-forum.org./

