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1. Introduction 
 

According to the UN Law of the Sea Convention (LOSC) states have the duty to protect objects of an 

archaeological and historical nature found at sea and shall cooperate for this purpose (UN, 1982). The 

2001 UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage (UNESCO, 2001) 

stipulates that in-situ preservation of underwater cultural heritage (i.e. on the seabed) must be 

considered as the first and preferred option before allowing or engaging in any activities directed at 

this heritage. It is stated also that underwater cultural heritage faces a wide array of threats 

and negative impacts that endanger its preservation and therefore the protection of underwater 

cultural heritage is at the heart of this Convention, together with public enjoyment and the fight 

against commercial exploitation.  

UNESCO  Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage (UNESCO, 2001) defines 

UCH as  “all traces of human existence having a cultural, historical or archaeological character which 

have been partially or totally under  water, periodically or continuously, for at least 100 years, such as 

sites, structures, buildings, artefacts and human remains, together  with their archaeological and 

natural context; vessels, aircraft, other vehicles or any part thereof, their cargo or  other contents, 

together with their archaeological and natural  context; and objects of prehistoric character“.  

According to European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage - Valletta 

convention (EU, 1992) the underwater cultural heritage is also archaeological heritage. The aim of this 

Convention is to protect the archaeological heritage as a source of the European collective memory 

and as an instrument for historical and scientific study. 

The rise of blue growth sectors calls for integrated management of sea space. In 2014 EU directive on 

maritime spatial planning (MSP) was adopted which obliges all Member states to adopt a MSP by 

March 2021. Underwater cultural heritage (UCH) is one of those areas mentioned in the directive 

which member states shall take into consideration in an integrated maritime planning and 

management approach. As a part of EU's Blue Growth strategy COM(2012)494 (EU, 2012), the coastal 

and maritime tourism sector has been identified as an area with special potential to foster a smart, 

sustainable and inclusive Europe. European coastal and maritime heritage is, in particular, one of the 

best tourism products Europe has to offer visitors and gives a competitive advantage over other 

touristic regions of the globe.  

While EU cultural policy is primarily the responsibility of Member States, regional and local authorities, 

the EU is committed to safeguarding and enhancing Europe's cultural heritage as it is also stated in the 

Treaty of European Union. Role of the European institutions is generally limited to financial support, 

coordination of joint projects and efforts, and sharing of knowledge; assist and complement the 

actions of the Member States in preserving and promoting Europe's cultural heritage. 

The “Maritime Cultural Heritage impact assessment strategy for MSP” is a general guidance document 

to planners, decision makers and stakeholders with the aim to improve the Baltic Sea Region Integrated 

Maritime Cultural Heritage Management competitiveness and effectiveness of activities existing 

within the national and transboundary marine jurisdiction to achieve the MSP related environmental, 

economic and cultural policy objectives. The strategy is targeted especially to MSP planners, decision 

makers and stakeholders with the aim to establish ISO 31000 risk management standard based 

common understanding and language for evaluating cross-border MCH risk options by referring to all 

phases of MSP - the visioning, planning and implementation including review, monitoring, evaluation, 

and adaptation. 



 
 

2. Conceptual background: Maritime Cultural Heritage - from 

preservation to heritage planning 
 

According to UNESCO Declaration on Cultural Diversity (UNESCO, 2001) the culture is “…the set of 

distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual, and emotional features of society […] it encompasses, in 

addition to art and literature, lifestyles, ways of living together, values systems, traditions and beliefs” 

Under the New Zealand Local Government Act (2002), one of the purposes of local government is to 

“… promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural wellbeing of communities, in the 

present and for the future”. According to the New Zealand Ministry for Culture and Heritage (2005) 

the “… cultural well-being is the vitality that communities and individuals enjoy through: participation 

in recreation, creative and cultural activities; and the freedom to retain, interpret and express their 

arts, history, heritage and traditions”.  

Importantly, referring to New Zealand Ministry for Culture and Heritage (2005) the cultural, social, 

environmental, and economic well-being are interconnected and the cultural well-being interacts with 

each of the other types of well-being in particular ways: a) social well-being overlaps with cultural well-

being, especially in social connectedness, b) economic well-being includes consideration of the impacts 

of arts, culture and heritage in stimulating economic growth, and c)  environmental well-being, such 

as waterways enhancements, can also be a significant contributor to cultural well-being. 

It is stated (Silva & Roders, 2012) that ”Cultural heritage management is going through a process of 

change, where the focus is no longer the management of monuments, groups of buildings or sites, but 

the cultural significance they convey, such as the values and attributes, either tangible or intangible, 

which motivated these assets to be considered outstanding and designated as cultural heritage”. It is 

further added that the challenge to facility managers involved in cultural heritage management regards 

measuring the impact that specific development proposals may have on the significance of cultural 

heritage assets, they are responsible to manage and protect for present and future generations. 

Ashworth (2011) has suggested a ternary classification consisting of heritage paradigms that have 

emerged over time – ‘preservation’, ‘conservation’ and ‘heritage planning’. However, it is argued 

(Patiwael et al., 2018) that, “… although Ashworth uses ‘paradigm’ in his ternary conceptualization of 

heritage management, ‘discourse’ might be more appropriate, because Ashworth’s conceptualization 

strongly focuses on co-existence, which seems conceptually closer to ‘discourse’ rather than 

‘paradigm’ ”.  

It is specified (Patiwael et al., 2018) that “A key aspect in the heritage planning discourse is the 
conceptualization of heritage as ‘the contemporary usage of a past [which] is consciously shaped from 
history, its survivals and memories, in response to current needs for it’ (Ashworth and Tunbridge 
1999)”. It is argued further that “[…] there is a need for national and international agencies to 
reconceptualise heritage, for the role of heritage professional to change from expert to facilitator, and 
to enable local communities to be more involved in heritage management and decision making 
(Ashworth, 1994; Ashworth, 2011; Smith, 2006; 2015)”. 
 
Importantly, referring to Hawkes (2002) “A society’s values are the basis upon which all else is built. 
These values and the ways they are expressed are a society’s culture. The way a society governs itself 
cannot be fully democratic without there being clear avenues for the expression of community values, 
and unless these expressions directly affect the directions society takes. These processes are culture 
at work”.  



 
 

3. Strategic priorities 
 

3.1 Strategic Priority 1: Abide to legislation and regulatory requirements 
 

The policymaking processes are dependent on vertical governance approaches which produce a 

hierarchy in the development of global and regional goals to guide the development of national and 

local objectives and to allocate responsibility for their delivery (Cormier et al., 2019). In a course of 

MSP the potential planning options will have to abide to legislation and regulatory requirements for 

the planning sea area (Cormier et al., 2015). 

This Strategic Priority is focusing on legislation and regulatory requirements related to Integrated 

Maritime Cultural Heritage Management in the MSP context. 

3.1.1. United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (LOSC)  
 

Referring to LOSC (UN 1982) Article 303(1) “States have the duty to protect objects of an archaeological 
and historical nature found at sea and shall cooperate for this purpose”. 

Further, according to LOSC (UN 1982) Article 303(2) “In order to control traffic in such objects, the 
coastal State may, in applying article 33 (Contiguous zone), presume that their removal from the 
seabed in the zone referred to in that article without its approval would result in an infringement within 
its territory or territorial sea of the laws and regulations referred to in that article.”. 

Article 303(3) of the LOSC (UN 1982) specifies that “Nothing in this article affects the rights of 

identifiable owners, the law of salvage or other rules of admiralty, or laws and practices with respect 

to cultural exchanges”. 

It is stipulated by LOSC (UN 1982) Article 303(4) that “This article is without prejudice to other 
international agreements and rules of international law regarding the protection of objects of an 
archaeological and historical nature. 
 

3.1.2. European level 
 
Treaty on European Union, Article 3(3) requires the EU to respect its rich cultural and linguistic 

diversity, and shall ensure that Europe's cultural heritage is safeguarded and enhanced (EU, 2012).  

Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union, Article 167 (EU, 2008) defines the role of the 

European Union (EU) in the area of culture in supporting, coordinating or supplementing the actions 

of member countries and seeks to bring Europe's common cultural heritage to the fore by supporting 

actions to preserve cultural heritage, and promote cooperation and transnational exchanges between 

cultural institutions in member countries. The EU leaders and institutions adopted the Rome 

Declaration (EU, 2017) declaration, which identified the preservation of cultural heritage, together 

with the promotion of cultural diversity, as an element of a social Europe.   

The Communication on a European Strategy for Growth and Jobs in Coastal and Maritime Tourism 

COM(2014)86 (EU, 2014) "encourages the diversification and integration of coastal and inland 

attractors, including through transnational thematic itineraries like cultural, religious or ancient trade 

routes" (Action 11) and suggests Member States to "develop cultural heritage based tourism, 

underwater archaeological parks (based on work done by UNESCO), and nature and health tourism in 

coastal destinations". 



 
 

The Parties to the Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for 

Society – Faro Convention (EU, 2005) agree to a) recognize that rights relating to cultural heritage are 

inherent in the right to participate in cultural life, as defined in the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights; b) recognize individual and collective responsibility towards cultural heritage; c) emphasize that 

the conservation of cultural heritage and its sustainable use have human development and quality of 

life as their goal. According to Faro Convention the “Cultural heritage is a group of resources inherited 

from the past which people identify, independently of ownership, as a reflection and expression of their 

constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge and traditions. It includes all aspects of the environment 

resulting from the interaction between people and places through time” and “a heritage community 

consists of people who value specific aspects of cultural heritage which they wish, within the 

framework of public action, to sustain and transmit to future generations”. 

The Parties to Faro Convention (EU, 2005) agreed to promote an understanding of the common 

heritage of Europe, which consists of: “a) all forms of cultural heritage in Europe which together 

constitute a shared source of remembrance, understanding, identity, cohesion and creativity, and b) 

the ideals, principles and values, derived from the experience gained through progress and past 

conflicts, which foster the development of a peaceful and stable society, founded on respect for human 

rights, democracy and the rule of law”. 

3.1.3 Regional level 

In the framework of the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS, 2019): 

1) The Regional Working group on Underwater Cultural Heritage, composed of decision-makers, 

scientists and cultural managers, discusses current problems of protection, education, exploration and 

management of underwater heritage such as wrecks, the sunken parts of harbors and settlements 

from the Stone Age to modern times meeting at least twice a year for two day meetings since 2000, 

2) The Regional Working group on Coastal Heritage members consider it essential that coastal culture 

will be made more visible, and that it is further protected and developed in all of its diversity by a) 

identifying and describing the common assets, problems and potential, b) providing the 

documentation and information on the cultural values in the coastal regions in order to promote 

development and increase understanding and awareness of its importance, and c) generating 

economic contributions through cultural tourism and foster a responsible approach to development 

and necessary changes.  

 

3.2 Strategic Priority 2: Provide data and knowledge to promote the Maritime Cultural 

Heritage risk-based impact assessment for MSP 
 

Strategic priority for data and information management is to produce knowledge products and 

information tools to facilitate the Maritime Cultural Heritage risk-based impact assessment and 

management processes. According to ICOMOS (2011) the production of location or themed maps or 

plan views is almost always needed to demonstrate the findings and issues raised whereas the spatial 

rendering is useful to show the disposition of attributes, the relationships between the attributes 

(which may be processes), and the associations attributes such as visual, historical, religious, 

communal, aesthetic or evidential. It is further added that the data collection must enable the heritage 

attributes to be quantified and characterised, and allow their vulnerability to proposed changes to be 

established. As a result, the data is transformed into useful knowledge products and information tools 

that are easily available, and effectively disseminated where required. 



 
 

3.3 Strategic Priority 3: Enhance common understanding and language for evaluating 

Maritime Cultural Heritage risk management measures in MSP 
 

It is stated (Cormier and Kannen, 2019) that “Without standardized processes and harmonized 

vocabulary, the various approaches and processes used in integrated oceans management and MSP 

continue to propagate a broad range of definitions, concepts and understandings that are most often 

implied, not explicitly defined and therefore provoke misunderstandings between planners from 

different countries and/or sectors as well as between planners and stakeholders”. It is added that the 

use of international standards, such as the ones available under International Organization for 

Standardization (ISO), can avoid the need to develop a framework and debate definitions.  Updated in 

2018, ISO 31000:2018 provides definitions, performance criteria and a common overarching process 

for identifying, analysing, evaluating and managing risks within a policy context initiatives. 

 

3.4 Strategic Priority 4: Implement the Maritime Cultural Heritage risk based impact 

assessment and management for MSP 

 
It is stated (ICOMOS, 2011) that “There are many ways of assessing impact on heritage assets, some 

formalized in law, some very technical and sophisticated, others less so”. It is further specified that in 

any proposal for change there will be many factors to be considered whereas balanced and justifiable 

decisions about change depend upon understanding who values a place and why they do so and aiming 

at a clear statement of a place’s significance and with it the ability to understand the impact of the 

proposed change on that significance. 

According to Cormier and Kannen (2019) “[…] the objective of managing the risks in the MSP under 

development is to reduce the uncertainties of achieving environmental, social and economic objectives 

once implemented”. It is added further that in risk management, the spatial and temporal allocations 

of a MSP should reduce the uncertainties of achieving development and conservation objectives. 

It is underlined (Cormier et al. 2018) that “Outside natural trends, the risk analysis considers that 

cumulative effects and impacts related to human activities reflect the effectiveness and, in some cases, 

the compliance of the operational control implemented through legislation, regulations, standards, 

and guidelines”. It is added that the cumulative effects and impacts are most likely the result of a lack 

of effectiveness of controls for meeting expected outcomes, a lack of consistency in the expected 

outcomes for the controls, a lack of coherence between the outcomes and the objectives to be met, 

or a lack of policy setting the objectives and goals together. 

Referring to ISO 31000:2018 risk management standard (ISO, 2018), the “Risk is the ‘effect of 

uncertainty on objectives’ and an effect is a positive or negative deviation from what is expected”. It 

is further stipulated that “[…] a risk management process systematically applies management policies, 

procedures, and practices to a set of activities intended to establish the context, communicate and 

consult with stakeholders, and identify, analyse, evaluate, treat, monitor, record, report, and review 

risk”. 

 The ISO 31000:2018 risk management process components (IRM, 2018) applicable to Maritime 

Cultural Heritage risk based impact assessment and management are outlined in Figure 1. 

 



 
 

 

 

Figure 1. The ISO 31000:2018 risk management process components applicable to Maritime Cultural 

Heritage risk based impact assessment and management (IRM, 2018). 

 

The main components of the ISO 31000:2018 risk management process (IRM, 2018) applicable to 

Maritime Cultural Heritage risk based impact assessment and management are: 1) communication and 

consultation, 2) scope, context and criteria, 3) risk assessment, 4) risk treatment, 5) monitoring and 

review, and 6) recording and reporting. 

 

3.4.1 Communication and consultation 

It is stipulated (BSI, 2018) that “The purpose of communication and consultation is to assist relevant 

stakeholders in understanding risk, the basis on which decisions are made and the reasons why 

particular actions are required. Communication seeks to promote awareness and understanding of 

risk, whereas consultation involves obtaining feedback and information to support decision-making. 

[…] Communication and consultation with appropriate external and internal stakeholders should take 

place within and throughout all steps of the risk management process”.  

Communication and consultation (IRM, 2018) include:  

• bringing different areas of expertise together for each step of the risk management process;  
• ensuring different views are considered when defining risk criteria and evaluating risks;  
• providing sufficient information to facilitate risk oversight and decision-making; and  
• building a sense of inclusiveness and ownership among those affected by risk. 
 

3.4.2 Scope, context and criteria 

 

Referring to BSI (2018) “The organization should define the scope of its risk management activities. As 

the risk management process may be applied at different levels (e.g. strategic, operational, 

programme, project, or other activities), it is important to be clear about the scope under 

consideration, the relevant objectives to be considered and their alignment with organizational 

objectives”. 



 
 

It is further explained (BSI, 2018) that “The external and internal context is the environment in which 

the organization seeks to define and achieve its objectives. The context of the risk management 

process should be established from the understanding of the external and internal environment in 

which the organization operates and should reflect the specific environment of the activity to which 

the risk management process is to be applied”. 

 

In addressing the risk criteria it is stated (BSI, 2018) that “The organization should specify the amount 

and type of risk that it may or may not take, relative to objectives. It should also define criteria to 

evaluate the significance of risk and to support decision-making processes. Risk criteria should be 

aligned with the risk management framework and customized to the specific purpose and scope of the 

activity under consideration. […] The criteria should be defined taking into consideration the 

organization’s obligations and the views of stakeholders. While risk criteria should be established at 

the beginning of the risk assessment process, they are dynamic and should be continually reviewed 

and amended, if necessary”.  

 

Scope, context and criteria include (IRM, 2018): 

• defining the purpose and scope of risk management activities;  
• identifying the external and internal context for the organisation;  
• defining risk criteria by specifying the acceptable amount and type of risk; and  
• defining criteria to evaluate the significance of risk and to support decision-making.  
 

3.4.3 Risk assessment 

 

According to BSI (2018) “Risk assessment is the overall process of risk identification, risk analysis and 

risk evaluation. Risk assessment should be conducted systematically, iteratively and collaboratively, 

drawing on the knowledge and views of stakeholders. It should use the best available information, 

supplemented by further enquiry as necessary”. 

 

Risk assessment (IRM, 2018) include:  

• risk identification to find, recognize and describe risks that might help or prevent achievement of 

objectives and the variety of tangible or intangible consequences;  

• risk analysis of the nature and characteristics of risk, including the level of risk, risk sources, 

consequences, likelihood, events, scenarios, controls and their effectiveness; and  

• risk evaluation to support decisions by comparing the results of the risk analysis with the established 

risk criteria to determine the significance of risk.  

 

3.4.4 Risk treatment 

 

Referring to BSI (2018) “Risk treatment is a risk modification process. It involves selecting and 

implementing one or more treatment options. Once a treatment has been implemented, it becomes 

a control or it modifies existing controls”.  

 

Risk treatment (IRM, 2018) include:   

• selecting the most appropriate risk treatment option(s); and  
• designing risk treatment plans specifying how the treatment options will be implemented.  
 



 
 

3.4.5 Monitoring and review 

 

It is stipulated (BSI, 2018) that “The purpose of monitoring and review is to assure and improve the 

quality and effectiveness of process design, implementation and outcomes. Ongoing monitoring and 

periodic review of the risk management process and its outcomes should be a planned part of the risk 

management process, with responsibilities clearly defined. Monitoring and review should take place 

in all stages of the process. Monitoring and review includes planning, gathering and analysing 

information, recording results and providing feedback. 

 

 Monitoring and review (IRM, 2018) include:   

• improving the quality and effectiveness of process design, implementation and outcomes;  
• monitoring the risk management process and its outcomes, with responsibilities clearly defined;  
• planning, gathering and analysing information, recording results and providing feedback; and  
• incorporating the results in performance management, measurement and reporting activities.  
 

3.4.5 Recording and reporting 

 

Referring to BSI (2018) “The risk management process and its outcomes should be documented and 

reported through appropriate mechanisms. […] Decisions concerning the creation, retention and 

handling of documented information should take into account, but not be limited to: their use, 

information sensitivity and the external and internal context. Reporting is an integral part of the 

organization’s governance and should enhance the quality of dialogue with stakeholders and support 

top management and oversight bodies in meeting their responsibilities”. 

 

Recording and reporting include (IRM, 2018):  

• communicating risk management activities and outcomes across the organisation;  
• providing information for decision-making;  
• improving risk management activities; and  
• providing risk information and interacting with stakeholders”. 
 

In conclusion, managing risk is iterative and assists organizations in setting strategy, achieving 

objectives and making informed decisions. 

 

3.5 Strategic Priority 5: Facilitate adherence with unifying framework for Maritime 

Cultural Heritage management 
 

Referring to Elliott et al. (2017) the DPSIR framework being used for a long time as a valuable problem-

structuring framework is extended to DAPSI(W)R(M) (pronounced dap-see-worm) in which “Drivers of 

basic human needs require Activities which lead to Pressures. The Pressures are the mechanisms of 

State change on the natural system which then leads to Impacts (on human Welfare). Those then 

require Responses (as Measures)” It is added that “This recognises that the Pressures are the 

mechanisms of change, that it is human Activities that cause Pressures not the Drivers themselves, and 

that Impacts are on human Welfare”. It is further specified that “Most importantly, it is axiomatic that 

while we assess, measure and monitor the Pressures, State changes and Impacts (on Welfare), we act 

on and manage the Drivers and Activities to prevent deleterious effects”. The DAPSI(W)R(M) problem 

structuring framework (Elliott et al., 2017) is presented in Figure 2. 

 



 
 

 

 

Fig. 2. The DAPSI(W)R(M) problem structuring framework. Key: ExUP = Exogenic Unmanaged 

Pressures; EnMP= Endogenic Managed Pressures (Elliott et al., 2017). 

 

It is further argued (Elliott et al., 2017) that the essence of DAPSI(W)R(M) is to link the natural and 

social systems to deliver the Ecosystem Approach, i.e. to protect and maintain the natural system while 

supporting ecosystem services which then can help to deliver societal goods and benefits. 

 

It is suggested to apply the DAPSI(W)R(M) based unifying management framework (Figure 2) as a 

conceptual background for the Maritime Cultural Heritage risk based impact assessment and 

management activities. In this case the Pressures are the mechanisms of State change on the Cultural 

Significance of the Maritime Cultural Heritage assets which then leads to Impacts (on Cultural Well-

being) and the Impacts then require Responses (as Measures). In a regulatory implementation context, 

a regulatory impact assessment may also be needed as stipulated by the OECD 

(https://www.oecd.org/regreform/regulatory-policy/ria.htm). 

 

According to ICES (2014) the “Bow-tie analysis appears to be a helpful method and instrument for 

structuring varied and multi-faceted information. It coherently brings together information from 

different disciplines and different levels into a transparent, logical and defendable framework. This is 

important in the MSP context which necessitates the cooperation of different disciplines operating at 

different scales and levels (e.g. local-regional-international-ecosystem scales; operational-tactical-

strategic levels). By integrating and sharing this information in a well-structured diagrammatic 

representation, it builds on mutual understanding between experts and practitioners from different 

disciplines that need to work together on the formulation and prioritisation of risk-based management 

options for decision-making”.  

 

It is argued further (ICES, 2014) that Bow-tie is bridging the science and management by not only 

structuring the scientific information on risks and management options but also by documenting the 

legislation and policies used for management.  

 

The Bowtie diagrammatic representation of the Maritime Spatial Planning related prevention and 

mitigation management measures to achieve the environmental, economic and social sustainability 

objectives is presented in Figure 3. 

https://www.oecd.org/regreform/regulatory-policy/ria.htm


 
 

 

Figure 3. Bowtie diagrammatic representation of the Maritime Spatial Planning related prevention and 

mitigation management measures to achieve the environmental, economic and social sustainability 

objectives (modified from Cormier et al. 2015). 

 

It is specified (ICES 2014)  that the Bow-tie as a diagrammatic representation of the complex relations 

between the risks and management is leading to better communication and understanding of the risks 

with third parties and is facilitating regulatory discussions with industry because the Bow-tie is an ISO 

standard method  

 

3.6. Strategic Priority 6: Establish horizontal integration of Maritime Cultural Heritage 

stakeholders across levels of governance 
 

Newton and Elliott (2016) suggest the following inclusive definition that is relevant in a marine 

management context: “… a stakeholder is a person, organisation or group with an interest 

(professional or societal) or an influence on the marine environment or who is influenced directly or 

indirectly by activities and management decisions.” It is further specified that “Those creating the 

pressures in the sea are the ‘inputters’ (of pollution, infrastructure, sediment, etc.) and ‘extractors’ (of 

fish, water, space) who then are regulated by the ‘regulators’, those statutory bodies with a legislative 

competency, supported by administrative bodies and given that competency by a very large number 

of legal instruments (e.g., Boyes and Elliott, 2014; 2015). Those who take or receive advantage of those 

uses and materials provided by the seas or even who get advantage by reducing their costs due to 

putting wastes into the seas, are termed ‘beneficiaries’, a group that contains most if not all of society. 

Next, there is a large group of stakeholders that are affected, possibly adversely, by those using and 

managing the seas, for want of a better term and in keeping with the labels for the other types the sea 

are called ‘affectees’. Finally, there are the ‘influencers’, those politicians, non-governmental 

organizations, media, academics, and educators who play a part in directing the nature of marine use”. 

Referring to predefined typology of stakeholders (Newton and Elliott 2016), it is suggested (Cormier et 

al. 2019) to establish horizontal integration of stakeholders, linked to the DAPSI(W)R(M) framework, 



 
 

that is composed of Regulators, Extractors, Inputters, Affectees, Influencers and Beneficiaries  and to 

incorporate all stakeholders in the framework designed to ensure that sector activities and their 

pressures are managed effectively to reach the broader policy goals and objectives. 

 

It is stated (ICOMOS, 2011) that “Benefits and dis-benefits – or adverse effects - must be very carefully 

considered. There are a range of benefits and dis-benefits, and the question of who receives the 

benefits (or misses out through the benefits) is important”. It is further specified that often the 

property itself and the associated communities do not receive the benefits flowing from development 

whereas financial consequences of the assessment are also important and often directly influence 

decisions. It is suggested that the analysis must reveal rather than disguise these complexities and the 

conservation of the property should be counted within the benefits of a project, so that projects that 

are supportive of conservation can be weighted more than those that do not. 

 

3.7 Strategic Priority 7: Assure the quality of the Maritime Cultural Heritage management 

measures 
 
Barnard and Elliott (2015) are suggesting the 10-tenets of adaptive management and sustainability for 
the successful and sustainable development as the holistic framework for understanding and managing 
the socio-ecological system. It is added, although, as originally presented, the tenets relate specifically 
to management measures, they may also be applied directly to a specific development or activity. It is 
suggested to use the 10-tenets of adaptive management and sustainability as the Maritime Spatial 
Planning related Maritime Cultural Heritage management Quality Objectives.  
 
The Maritime Cultural Heritage management measures should be:   
 
1) Environmentally / ecologically sustainable: that the measures will ensure that the ecosystem 
features and functioning and the fundamental and final ecosystem services are safeguarded; 
2) Technologically feasible: that the methods, techniques and equipment for Maritime Cultural 
Heritage protection are available;  
3) Economically viable: that a cost-benefit assessment of Maritime Cultural Heritage management 
indicates viability and sustainability; 
4) Socially desirable/tolerable: that the Maritime Cultural Heritage management measures are as 
required or at least are understood and tolerated by society as being required; that societal benefits 
are delivered;  
5) Legally permissible: that there are regional, national or international agreements and/or statutes, 
which will enable and/or force the Maritime Cultural Heritage measures to be performed; 
6) Administratively achievable: that the statutory bodies such as governmental departments, 
Maritime Cultural Heritage protection and conservation bodies are in place and functioning to enable 
successful and sustainable management;  
7) Politically expedient: that the Maritime Cultural Heritage management approaches and 
philosophies are consistent with the prevailing political climate and have the support of political 
leaders; 
8) Ethically defensible: that the Maritime Cultural Heritage management measures that allow 
development at the risk of losing the cultural significance of heritage assets, such as the values and 
attributes, either tangible or intangible, upon which people depend on are ethically defensible; 
9) Culturally inclusive: that the Maritime Cultural Heritage management measures also integrate 
cultural ecosystem consideration that may not have societal or economic value;  
10) Effectively communicable: that the Maritime Cultural Heritage management objectives are 
communicated and understood by all the stakeholders, especially to achieve the vertical and 
horizontal integration of the other nine tenets. 



 
 

The Maritime Cultural Heritage management Quality Objectives are addressed by the Maritime Spatial 
Planning process in consultation with competent authorities, industry stakeholders and communities 
of interest with aim to ensure the adequate integration of the ecological and socio-economic 
objectives and legislative requirements. 

Summary 
 

Cultural heritage management is going through a process of change, where the focus is no longer the 

management of monuments, groups of buildings or sites, but the cultural significance they convey, 

such as the values and attributes, either tangible or intangible, which motivated these assets to be 

considered outstanding and designated as cultural heritage (Silva & Roders, 2012). 

 

The policymaking processes are dependent on vertical governance approaches which produce a 

hierarchy in the development of global and regional goals to guide the development of national and 

local objectives and to allocate responsibility for their delivery to abide to legislation and regulatory 

requirements for the planning sea area. 

 

The use of international standards, such as the ones available under International Organization for 

Standardization (ISO), can avoid the need to develop a framework and debate definitions while the 

updated in 2018, ISO 31000:2018 provides definitions, performance criteria and a common 

overarching process for identifying, analysing, evaluating and managing risks within a policy context 

initiatives. The risk management process applicable to Maritime Cultural Heritage risk based impact 

assessment and management systematically applies management policies, procedures, and practices 

to a set of activities intended to establish the context, communicate and consult with stakeholders, 

and identify, analyse, evaluate, treat, monitor, record, report, and review risk. 

 

The “Maritime Cultural Heritage impact assessment strategy for MSP” is a general guidance document 

to planners, decision makers and stakeholders with the aim to improve the Baltic Sea Region Integrated 

Maritime Cultural Heritage Management competitiveness and effectiveness of activities existing 

within the national and transboundary marine jurisdiction while maintaining and improving marine 

ecosystems resilience, conserving biodiversity and moving from preservation to heritage planning to 

achieve the MSP related environmental, economic and cultural policy objectives. 

  

It is suggested to apply the DAPSI(W)R(M) based unifying management framework as a conceptual 

background for the Maritime Cultural Heritage risk based impact assessment and management 

activities. In this case the Pressures are the mechanisms of State change on the Cultural Significance 

of the Maritime Cultural Heritage assets which then leads to Impacts (on Cultural Well-being) and the 

Impacts then require Responses (as Measures). In a regulatory implementation context, a regulatory 

impact assessment may also be needed. 

 

It is suggested to establish horizontal integration of the Maritime Cultural Heritage management 

related stakeholders, linked to the DAPSI(W)R(M) framework, that is composed of Regulators, 

Extractors, Inputters, Affectees, Influencers and Beneficiaries and to incorporate all stakeholders in the 

framework designed to ensure that sector activities and their pressures are managed effectively to 

reach the broader policy goals and objectives. 

 



 
 

In the context of Maritime Cultural Heritage management the benefits and dis-benefits – or adverse 

effects - must be very carefully considered whereas there are a range of benefits and dis-benefits, and 

the question of who receives the benefits (or misses out through the benefits) is important because 

often the property itself and the associated communities do not receive the benefits flowing from 

development whereas financial consequences of the assessment are also important and often directly 

influence decisions. 
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