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1 BACKGROUND  

Marine spatial planning (MSP) has emerged as a highly promoted approach to implementing 

integrated management of coastal and ocean areas. It is linked to ecosystem-based management 

(EBM), the ecosystem approach to fisheries (EAF), geographic information systems (GIS), 

marine protected areas (MPAs) and more. Although MSP has gained global attention, its use 

appears to be less prominent in small island developing states (SIDS) and other developing 

countries than in developed countries.  

There could be several reasons for this, ranging from serious problems that constrain MSP, to 

less sharing of MSP experiences in tropical locations. Whatever the reason, if we wish to make 

MSP matter in SIDS and other developing countries, and to know whether MSP really does 

provide a new window of opportunity, then more information must be exchanged amongst 

interested parties on practices, problems and prospects of MSP. The 2nd International Marine 

Conservation Congress (IMCC2) held 14-18 May 2011in Victoria, British Columbia, Canada, 

offered an occasion for examining these aspects of MSP and more with a diverse set of 

international presenters and participants.  

2 ORGANISATION 

The session on Marine spatial planning in small islands and other developing States: practices 

and prospects was held at lunch time on 16 May 2011 at IMCC2. The session conveners were 

Patrick McConney and Ratana Chuenpagdee. They sought to assemble a group of speakers who 

could share MSP experience from practical to policy levels drawing upon several regions of the 

world. Together with audience participants they would be able to assess the practices, problems 

and prospects in SIDS and other developing countries. The session programme with information 

on the topics and speakers is summarized in the session flyer reproduced in Appendix 1. 

Some speakers had hands on experience of establishing MSP systems from scratch in situations 

of limited data and local capacity. Others had advised developing countries on marine policy and 

are involved in building capacity to use marine science. Their places of work ranged from Asia-

Pacific to the Caribbean, and many places in between, providing opportunity for comparison and 

contrast. The ultimate aim of the session was to learn lessons from experience that could enrich 

interdisciplinary understanding of MSP and the practical aspects of its application in SIDS and 

other developing countries.  

The next section contains extended abstracts of the presentations followed by brief sections on 

discussion and references. Appendices contain the session programme and slide presentations. 

3 PRESENTATIONS 

3.1 Welcome and introductions -- P. McConney and R. Chuenpagdee  

With just under two hours allocated to the session, the co-organisers provided only a very brief 

welcome and introduction to the topic as outlined in McConney‟s opening slides (Appendix 2). 

Invited speakers were asked to introduce themselves as they rose to deliver their presentations.  

Members of the audience of about twenty participants were invited to identify themselves as they 

made interventions following presentations and during the general discussion at the end. About 

five minutes for questions were available after talks of about ten minutes each and fifteen at the 



3 

 

end of all for general discussion. An electronic summary of proceedings freely available on the 

internet was the main product of the session along with possible networking opportunities.  

3.2 Concepts and concerns in marine spatial planning -- Patrick McConney  

Marine spatial planning (MSP) is the public process of analyzing and allocating the spatial and 

temporal distribution of human activities in marine areas to achieve ecological, economic, and 

social objectives that are usually specified through a political process (Ehler and Douvere 2006). 

It is also seen as a practical, operational approach to implement rather vague notions of marine 

ecosystem-based management (Ehler and Douvere 2010). These authors also provide a step-by-

step approach to the development and implementation of MSP that recognizes the need for non-

linear participatory processes as key elements of planning (Ehler and Douvere 2009).   

Agardy and others (2011) suggest five elements of MSP in the context of MPAs and regional 

ocean zoning. Indeed MSP is so often associated with MPAs and zoning such that distinguishing 

the differences becomes difficult unless clear and precise concepts and language are used. Other 

groups (e.g. The Nature Conservancy 2009) have offered „best practices‟ for MSP. Since the 

TNC advice is rather specific to that organisation‟s approach to MSP one wonders the extent to 

which it is applicable to a wide range of situations and levels of development, availability of 

data, stakeholder capacities and other key variables. A larger question is whether MSP is yet 

sufficiently developed as to be talking of best practices compared to more modest guidelines. 

There is also a recent publication on the characteristics of effective MSP, 

but based mainly upon experiences in developed countries (Ehler and 

Douvere 2010). Can this set of six characteristics be accepted without 

further investigation? Are the characteristics the same in SIDS and other 

developing countries? If different, what are the differences, and 

consequences of those differences for practice? There has been 

insufficient debate in the literature about what makes MSP successful in 

different places under different circumstances. 

Although there have been significant advances in thinking about MSP and its relationships with 

other approaches, there still exist a host of issues and concerns about the practical aspects of its 

application especially in SIDS and other developing countries. 

3.3 Developing a participatory geospatial framework to support transboundary marine 

spatial planning for the Grenadine Islands -- Kimberly Baldwin  

Recently marine spatial planning and management (MSPM) has emerged as a framework which 

may improve decision making as it has the potential to deliver an ecosystem-based approach to 

managing human activities in the marine environment. The recognition of the need to integrate, 

analyse and spatially understand a variety of types of information relating to the marine 

environment and the interactions among them, has increased reliance on the use of geographic 

information systems (GIS) within MSPM.  

A further tenet of MSPM is that participation is central to the process, as it can improve 

stakeholder understanding and involvement in decision-making by providing a transparent 

framework within which to accommodate a wide diversity of multi-disciplinary information in a 

coordinated fashion. Moreover the application of more inclusive inquiry using multiple sources 
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of information is recognised as a need within marine resource management to contend with 

complex socio-ecological problems.  

Small island developing states (SIDS) face a number of challenges which may hinder the 

application of MSPM. These include limited: finances, technology and human capacity; 

appropriately scaled baseline information; integrated management amongst sectors, nations and 

knowledge systems; as well as stakeholder legitimacy to participate in interactive governance 

initiatives. A participatory geographical information system (PGIS) approach was tested as a 

mechanism to help overcome some of the challenges faced by many SIDS.   

To this end, PGIS was employed as a conceptual framework to 

integrate conventional biophysical and management 

information together with information derived from the 

practical knowledge of marine resource users to aid an 

ecosystem approach to transboundary MSPM decision-making 

in the Grenadines Islands. Stakeholders were engaged in the 

development of the Grenadines Marine Resource and Space-

use Information System (MarSIS) in terms of both the research 

approach (process) and the final geodatabase (product). 

Participatory processes were utilised to: (a) obtain and include 

the best available information from all possible sources; (b) 

promote stakeholder ownership and use of the information 

produced; and (c) increase inter- and intra-stakeholder 

understanding of interdisciplinary marine resource 

information.  

The application of this approach was found to allow for the production of locally appropriate and 

functional information as well as be a practical mechanism to aid dimensions of interactive 

governance such as partnership, inclusiveness, appropriateness, ownership, equitable access and 

transparency within a marine spatial planning context. Recently a local NGO, Sustainable 

Grenadines Inc. (SusGren) has been awarded funding from the National Ocean and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA), the Global Environment Facility Small Grants Programme (GEF SGP) 

and The Nature Conservancy (TNC) to use the MarSIS to carry out a marine spatial planning 

project on the transboundary Grenada Bank, entitled Developing a framework for a 

comprehensive marine multi-use zoning plan for the Grenadine Islands.  

Despite the initial successes of the MarSIS, many questions relevant to SIDS remain. These 

include: who is driving the MSPM process; is transboundary cooperation and management 

feasible; how will the range of stakeholders be involved in the MSP and zoning plan process; and 

ultimately will this NGO-driven MSPM process result in the implementation of a transboundary 

zoning plan?  

3.4 The challenges of MSP in the governance of living marine resources in the Caribbean 

-- Milton Haughton and Erin Mutrie 

The protection, conservation and sustainable use of the living marine resources of the Caribbean 

are becoming increasingly important not only to improve the quality of life of key stakeholders 

but also to achieve peace, prosperity, security and social and economic stability. In their quest for 

sustainable development and effective conservation and management of the living marine 

A Transboundary Marine 
Resource & Space-use 

Information System

To facilitate MSP & 
sustainable 

development

– By integrating scientific 
information & local 

knowledge

In a transparent & participatory fashion
involving a variety of stakeholders
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resources of the Caribbean Sea, Caribbean States are increasingly embracing ecosystem-based 

management approaches. Associated with this is a growing interest in the utilization of spatial 

information in the planning and decision-making arising from advances in technologies such as 

geographic information systems. This presentation considers the application of marine spatial 

planning (MSP) as a tool for more effective conservation and management and long-term 

sustainability of the living marine resources of the Caribbean Sea. 

The attractiveness of MSP as a tool to facilitate the achievement of long-term sustainable use and 

conservation of the living marine resources of the Caribbean Sea is demonstrated in the recent 

writings of scholars in coastal and marine resource management and related disciplines. It has 

been described variously as:  a mechanism for strategic and integrated plan-based approach for 

marine management (Douvere 2008); a promising method of ecosystem-based management and 

sustainable development (Ogden 2010); a framework to improve coordination, reduce sectoral 

fragmentation, reconcile competing interests, and address policy duplication (Ritchie and Ellis  

2010); a tool to resolve actual or potential conflict, achieve ecosystem-based management and 

facilitate sustainable management (Maes 2008); and a tool that produces maps to track ocean use 

and document  existing habitat and natural resources (Spalding 2011).   

Whatever its virtue, successful 

implementation of MSP in the Caribbean is 

likely to encounter numerous challenges. 

Much more work is needed to promote its 

application and test its suitability in the 

region. The major challenges may not be 

intrinsic to MSP as a tool per se, but rather 

the complex ecological and geo-political 

characteristics of the region and lack of 

political will. There are also limitations in 

the existing governance frameworks and 

limitation in basic data and information 

needed to apply MSP. The levels of interest 

and perceptions of stakeholders regarding 

conservation and resource management generally and the usefulness of MSP in particular, are 

linked to limitations in the human, institutional and financial resources needed to develop and 

sustain its application.  

The best approach may be a gradual introduction through pilot projects to adapt MSP to local 

circumstances and demonstrate its practical benefits to policy-makers and other stakeholders at 

various scales. At the same time efforts should be made to engage stakeholders in a dialogue on 

conservation of the living marine resources of the Caribbean Sea, strengthen the policy and legal 

frameworks, and human and institutional capacity for management and conservation of the living 

marine resources. 

3.5 Marine zoning in the water: lessons from the field -- Vera Agostini  

Marine zoning is quickly gaining visibility as a tool to help integrate management of different 

activities and support sustainable use of ocean resources.  The recent priority that governments 

are placing on marine spatial planning (MSP) is providing a spotlight on marine zoning as well 

as a fair bit of confusion as terminology is used interchangeably. Marine spatial planning and 
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ocean zoning have been the focus of a number of recent meetings, with reports and publications 

outlining best principles being produced. Work documenting implementation in the water 

remains limited and arguably necessary as we try and reconcile theory with practice, share 

lessons learned and provide guidance for future zoning processes to come.   

Here I refer to marine zoning as one of the 

possible outcomes of an MSP process. I outline 

experiences and lessons learned at three tropical 

sites: Raja Ampat (Indonesia), Samana Bay 

(Dominican Republic, Indonesia) and Saint Kitts 

and Nevis (Caribbean). While the scale of 

implementation and cultural context were 

different, a number of common threads emerged.  

All sites required a significant focus on 

integrating a diverse set of information; doing so 

in “data poor” systems required application of 

innovative tools with a strong focus on 

participatory approaches. Providing effective 

decision support that would ultimately help lead to sustainable ocean management was a central 

theme of all these efforts. A variety of approaches was used to engage stakeholders and build in-

country capacity. Finally links between science and policy were prioritized and addressed at each 

site.   

A number of common challenges were identified. These include: collecting and integrating 

information that truly addresses multiple objectives; maintaining a dynamic information base; 

representing future growth (and climate change); addressing scale issues (e.g. coastal versus 

offshore, biodiversity versus use information); facilitating stakeholder participation in a multi-

use world; implementing functional governance mechanisms. As with a number of other marine 

zoning efforts around the world the remaining challenge is moving beyond the planning phase to 

the implementation phase. All of the efforts outlined during this presentation have provided a 

solid platform for sustainable ocean management, but it will take a concerted effort on the part of 

government, user groups, NGOs, and the international community to support future 

implementation of marine zoning at these sites.   

3.6 Marine spatial planning in Asia: implications for application -- Robert S. Pomeroy  

The oceans of Asia are among the most productive and biologically diverse in the world. As a 

consequence, they are both critical for economic and food security and as a global conservation 

priority. Over the past decades, the demand for ocean space for multiple uses has increased 

greatly through expansion of traditional uses (i.e. fisheries, marine transportation) and new uses 

(i.e. energy development, aquaculture). The ecological transition facing the region‟s ocean 

resources is happening rapidly, and the effects are far-reaching. The resources; the people who 

use and consume them; production practices; management institutions; the environment that 

supports them; and the local, national and international legal instruments governing their 

ownership and use will all be affected. The transition in ocean environments is especially 

apparent in developing countries in Asia where low-income people will be hardest hit when their 

fragile purchasing power and often tenuous access to the means and technology for production 

are further challenged. 
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Competition and conflict for space and resources characterizes the oceans of Asia. Because of 

some of the highest rates of population growth and increasing food and development needs, these 

waters are now experiencing increased levels of conflict and social unrest as a result of differing 

and uneven levels of economic development, resource use, and technological change between 

urban and rural areas within a country. Economic and technological changes in the last 15 years 

have caused serious discrepancies in access to ocean resources in the region.  

Increased activity in the ocean environment has led to two important types of conflict in the 

region: (1) conflicts among human uses (user-user conflicts); and (2) conflicts between human 

uses and the marine environment (user-environment conflicts). These conflicts weaken the 

ability of the ocean to provide the necessary ecosystem services upon which humans and all 

other life depend. 

A number of ocean and coastal management 

paradigms have been proposed and utilized in 

the region through the decades to address this 

increasing competition and conflict including 

conventional fisheries management, ecosystem 

approach to fisheries management (EAFM), 

integrated coastal management (ICM), marine 

protected areas (MPAs), regional ocean 

governance, integrated ocean and coastal 

management, and ecosystem-based 

management, to name a few. These paradigms 

have had mixed results, in many cases due to 

single sector management approaches.  

Recently a new paradigm has been introduced to influence the location of human activities in 

space and time, marine spatial planning (MSP). A number of countries within the Asian region 

have begun to organize uses of the ocean in order to make them more compatible, or at least to 

reduce the impact on one another.  

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the implications and practical application of marine 

spatial planning as an ocean resource management paradigm in Asia. Where will MSP fit in the 

range of management paradigms? Where and how can it be best utilized? How will it be 

implemented? Examples of use of MSP and marine zoning will be presented and discussed. 

3.7 Back to basics in marine governance -- Ratana Chuenpagdee  

The acronyms representing various approaches related to marine governance may sound like an 

alphabet soup to people unfamiliar with the discourse. MSY, ICM, EBM, ITQs, CBM and MPAs 

have all been promoted, and heavily debated. A shift in focus from fisheries-based management 

to integrative and system-based approaches to management results in the popularization of 

concepts like integrated coastal management (ICM) and ecosystem-based management (EBM), 

over the traditional ones like maximum sustainable yield (MSY). Others like individual 

transferable quotas (ITQs), community-based management (CBM), and marine protected areas 

(MPAs), are continuously debated for their utility, practicality, efficiency and contribution to 

sustainability.  

A Range of Paradigms
Challenges

• Capacity to implement is lacking

• Resources to implement over other paradigms

• Must meet a clearly defined need and purpose

• Issue of scale and appropriateness of response

• Costs

• Simple versus complex plan

• Inconsistencies or lack of local and national 
policies and laws to support MSP

• Institutional mechanisms
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The emergence of marine spatial planning 

(MSP) brings renewed interests in place-based 

ocean zoning tools. But before we jump onto the 

MSP bandwagon, we may want to ask some 

critical questions about whether it differs, or is 

better, than the current approaches, and whether 

it is practical and implementable.  

I argue for an examination of MSP from the 

interactive governance perspective (Kooiman et 

al., 2005), which suggests that there are certain 

characteristics of the marine ecosystems and the 

capability of the governing system that may 

inhibit or foster the MSP process. The quality of 

interactions between the system-to-be-governed 

and the governing system also determines MSP 

„governability‟ (Chuenpagdee 2011).  

We further add that the governability of MSP 

depends on the images that stakeholders have 

about what it is and what it does, and the degree to which these images are compatible among 

stakeholders. Finally, we posit that an examination of MSP images is required at the „step zero,‟ 

i.e., either before or very early on in the planning process.  

In addition to images, the interactive governance refers to other basic elements such as principles 

and values as part of the meta-order governance. They need to be properly understood and 

formulated to guide the MSP process. Here, we theorize that the underlying values and principles 

that people hold about marine ecosystems and about the governing system provide the 

foundation for image formation about MSP. To understand images, we raise some questions 

related to the system-to-be-governed, the governing system and the governing interactions as 

follows. 

Stakeholders‟ images about the system-to-be-governed: 

 Ecosystem: What do stakeholders think about the marine environment? 

 Livelihoods: What do stakeholders think about livelihoods opportunities and social 

wellbeing? 

 Power: What do stakeholders think about power relations and sharing? 

Stakeholders‟ images about the governing system: 

 Values: What do stakeholders think about the significance of MSP on conservation, 

resource use, access and other stated goals? 

 Norms: What do stakeholders think about the rules and regulations associated with MSP? 

 Principles: What do stakeholders think about the underlying considerations in the design 

and the process of MSP?  

  

GOVERNABILITY

Diversity

Complexity

Dynamics

Scale

Governing 

system

System-to-

be-governed

System properties

Quality

of interactions

Capacity

Matching of images

Governability in MSP depends on the properties of the 

system-to-be-governed, the capacity of the governing 

system, the matching of images, and the quality of 

governing interactions (Chuenpagdee 2011) 



9 

 

Stakeholders‟ images about the governing interactions: 

 Relevance: What do stakeholders think about the meaning of MSP (is it worth doing)? 

 Effectiveness: What do stakeholders think about the contribution of MSP (is it going to 

work)? 

 Equity: What do stakeholders think about the distribution of impacts of MSP (who is 

going to benefit from it)? 

Like MPAs and other tools, MSP is not a fix-all, is not applicable to all, and is not without 

governability problems. Once images are explicit, it may suggest that MSP is not going to help 

improve the situation but may fuel more stakeholder conflict. This knowledge will be useful if 

the decision is to go ahead with MSP. At the minimum, it will serve warnings to help avoid 

major road blocks. In conclusion, knowing what stakeholders think about MSP, encouraging 

interactions among stakeholders in determining values, norms and principles underlying MSP 

processes, and recognizing that MSP is not only about solving problems, but also about creating 

opportunities are the basics for marine governance. 

4 DISCUSSION 

At various times during the lunch time session some 

15 to 20 participants were present. Each speaker was 

given a few minutes for questions. The general wrap-

up discussion followed directly after Ratana 

Chuenpagdee who led this discussion, taking over 

from Patrick McConney who had chaired the 

presentations and audience interaction after each one. 

This section summarises all discussion. 

There were no questions after the introductory presentation, but after Kim Baldwin there was 

concern about who was driving the MSP process in the Grenadines. Although an NGO, SusGren, 

is nominally leading the process, the governments of Grenada and St Vincent and the Grenadines 

play major supporting roles, separately. A concern is that the governments do not collaborate 

much despite sharing the small archipelago. Much more transboundary cooperation is needed, as 

well as more grassroots input to build the process from the ground up and thus address the lack 

of legitimacy of the current process that is perceived by some.  

However, another question is if the governments did not support it, would MarSIS have taken 

off? The audience seemed to think that waiting for governments to take action is often futile. 

Governments have to be involved in a MSP process (particularly in the implementation phase) 

but they do not need to lead the initiative. Implementation can also be done by an entity that is 

perceived as being neutral, like a university, if its capacity fits the scope of the MSP process.  

An intervener remarked that globally there are more initiatives to integrate science with local 

knowledge. She wondered whether science was presented to the stakeholders in MarSIS and, if 

so, what was the reaction/response? Kim replied that little science was available except aspects 

such as turtle nesting sites. However, what was available was presented. More important, also 

presented to stakeholders, from resource user to policy level, were the MarSIS data and PGIS 

results. It was realised that stakeholders have considerable local knowledge and can build social 

capital through social learning opportunities such as PGIS afforded. 
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Another question was on the composition of the SusGren NGO. Kim explained SusGren‟s origin 

and current structure. Stakeholders are genuinely engaged through the NGO and are not co-opted 

or coerced. A participant observed that putting PGIS results into use, within or without a MSP 

framework, usually requires engaging key individuals or change agents and there was concern as 

to whether the NGO could or was playing multiple roles. Kim pointed out that in the Grenadines 

the wearing of multiple hats is normal, as in most SIDS, and that the Grenadines people like the 

mix of stakeholders currently involved. Another observation was that implementation should be 

built into the marine spatial planning process itself rather than await a second phase to begin. 

After Milton Haughton, a participant posed the question: “given the challenges in the Caribbean, 

what is a realistic time frame for implementing MSP at the regional level there?” Milton pointed 

out that the MSP process is iterative. He expected it to take several years since much ground 

work is still required and learning by doing is the preferred approach. He also thought that there 

will be more and faster progress at national and local levels than at the much more complex 

regional level. 

The audience also wanted to know what the role of the Caribbean Regional Fisheries Mechanism 

(CRFM) was in advancing MSP. A major CRFM recent development, the CARICOM Common 

Fisheries Policy, was said to contain a commitment in treaty form to EBM/EAF and be the main 

guiding instrument for the role of the CRFM in assisting Member States. There is agreement by 

technical advisers that should encourage policy makers to also agree on the role of the CRFM. 

After Vera spoke there were questions on the practical aspects of MSP such as: “after the 

Marxan with zones phase were the outputs compared to local knowledge mapping?” Vera replied 

that in St Kitts and Nevis the Marxan outputs were compared with local knowledge mapping. In 

Indonesia, Marxan was run again with local stakeholder input to meet their needs. 

A participant asked whether the local knowledge 

variables should be included at the start of the Marxan 

process and was told not necessarily since the software 

is only a tool and the outputs always need to be tuned 

by local knowledge. This got into the realm of the 

compatibility and use of diverse data types in MSP, 

and the special challenges of blending or integrating 

science and local knowledge in an appropriate manner 

as various stages of the planning process. 

Another participant asked about considering multiple objectives that are usually “underground”? 

By this she meant those involving thorny issues of governance that may not even be part of free 

and open discussion due to their sensitivity. It was clarified that the projects usually established 

governance institutions for their delivery in attempts to bring issues and competing or conflicting 

stakeholder objectives into the open. This prompted the follow-up query of whether there has 

been a review of the governance arrangements afterwards? In the projects presented there has 

been no formal measurement of post-project governance structures and performance. Indeed the 

projects involving zoning have been lucky to include governance given their natural science 

focus and limited resources. 

It was pointed out that when MSP is implemented as a project, there may be serious limitations 

to sustainability due to lack of capacity to continue even if there is the political will and interest.  
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After Bob Pomeroy spoke the technical flavour of questioning resumed, including clarification 

of the difference between “real MSP” and zoning. Bob noted that the planning process in MSP 

goes beyond the technical planning most often associated with zoning alone. People also asked 

how different MSP was from the previous paradigms he had mentioned were introduced in Asia.  

He explained that MSP is a planning process more than the implementation of a plan which is 

what ICZM is. ICZM is more geographically coastal and focused on coastal governance than 

MSP, but everywhere there is need more marine/coastal integration.  

Part of the confusion is that different people have different working definitions of MSP and all of 

the other paradigms as well. Nomenclature changes are partly due to funders who insist on their 

preferred terminology even if a similar process with another name has been underway for some 

time. This adds to the confusion and multiple meanings that stakeholders find difficult. 

A participant asked: “does the name really matter?” The opinion in the room was that it can 

matter, and there is need to consider local “translation” so the names and meanings of methods 

can be understood in local terms and reduce stakeholder confusion. It is also important to try 

harder to develop common approaches rather than make fine distinctions that emphasise trivial 

differences. But different people have different definitions, so it may not matter much at the end. 

In the open discussion at the end, participants debated how we should approach MSP when there 

is often no effective land planning in SIDS and developing countries despite decades of projects 

and programmes? It was pointed out that marine resource dependency is often higher than 

terrestrial dependency in most SIDS and many coastal areas in all countries, so there should be 

incentives to plan for coastal and marine areas that outweigh the motivation for land use plans.  

The statement was made that we cannot readily separate the land from the sea since the coast 

integrates, but policy makers are often unaware of the connectedness and linkages between land 

and sea. MSP assists good governance by increasing accountability and transparency such as 

concern decisions made in relation to the above linkages. This responsibility can rapidly improve 

political awareness of relationships and lead to better decision-making in MSP. 

It was noted that many years of work have gone into MPAs in SIDS: should MSP build on this 

legacy or start afresh? Participants thought that it depended on the place and the stage that the 

planning is at. The answer was situation specific. However, since it was possible to connect 

stakeholders and resource users with MSP via MPAs one should not throw away MPA progress 

even if the plan was to broaden into more comprehensive MSP. MSP brings more stakeholders to 

the table than MPAs. Participants pointed out that there is often need for legal systems to support 

MSP, unlike MPAs for which legal provisions usually already exist. 

The final and fundamental question was whether there are „best practices‟ guides applicable to 

SIDS situations? Participants thought that best practices differed by location and situation, and 

that it was not possible at this time to offer such that adequately encompassed all SIDS and other 

developing countries. Several practical questions remained to be answered about MSP, and MSP 

approaches tested through learning by doing, before best practice guidelines could be issued with 

confidence. The problems of MSP are similar to several other approaches and its prospects are 

still to be determined. 
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