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The “open ocean” has become a highly contested space as coastal populations and maritime uses soared in abundance and intensity over the last decades. Changing marine utilization patterns represent a considerable challenge to society and governments. Maritime spatial planning has emerged as one tool to manage conflicts between users and achieve societal goals for the use of marine space; however, single-sector management approaches are too often still the norm. The last decades have seen the rise of a new ocean use concept: the joint “multi-use” of ocean space. This paper aims to explain and refine the concept of ocean multi-use of space by reviewing the development and state of the art of multi-use in Europe and presenting a clear definition and a comprehensive typology for existing multi-use combinations. It builds on the connectivity of uses and users in spatial, temporal, provisional, and functional dimensions as the underlying key characteristic of multi-use dimensions. Combinations of these dimensions yield four distinct types of multi-use with little overlap between them. The diversity of types demonstrates that there is no one-size-fits-all management approach, but rather that adaptive management plans are needed, focusing on achieving the highest societal benefit while minimizing conflicts. This work will help to sharpen, refine and advance the public and academic discourse over marine spatial planning by offering a common framework to planners, researchers and users alike, when discussing multi-use and its management implications.

Keywords: multi-use of space, marine spatial planning, synergistic use, co-existence, ocean governance

INTRODUCTION

The “open ocean” is no longer free from human use, but rather has become a highly contested space as coastal populations and maritime uses have soared in abundance and intensity over the last decades (Smith, 2000; Vermaat et al., 2005). Advancements in technology and know-how are enabling those marine uses to become more diverse, intensive, and to create more value than ever (IPOL, 2015). However, while established uses, such as shipping, fishing or resource extraction expand and intensify, new uses such as offshore aquaculture (Froehlich et al., 2017; Buck et al., 2018) or wind and wave energy generation (Perez-Collazo et al., 2015) are emerging and attempting to carve out space in an already crowded and “urbanized” sea (SAPEA, 2017). This trend is predicted to continue and even accelerate in the future, due to increases in global population, economic growth, trade, and rising income levels (Smith, 2011) Intensive anthropogenic activities can exert cumulative effects on the marine environment (Clarke Murray et al., 2015; Depellegrin et al., 2017) and be a potential source of conflicts among groups of users. The cumulative effect of the increased human activity in the marine environment leads to competition for limited marine space, increased stress on marine ecosystems and potential for conflicts amongst groups of users (Douvere and Ehler, 2008; Krause et al., 2011). Such changing marine utilization patterns represent a considerable challenge to society and governments: current widespread piecemeal governance is inadequate at supporting sustainable coastal and ocean ecosystems and human uses of the ocean (Schäfer, 2009). Different management regimes exist on geographic scales [i.e., national exclusive economic zone (EEZ) regulations, regional regulations for territorial waters, macro-regional agreements such as the Oslo-Paris Agreement (OSPAR) and Helsinki Commission (HELCOM)] and as objective-oriented management approaches such as marine conservation efforts or sectoral industry governance.

In light of these trends, maritime spatial planning (MSP) was created by the marine planning community as a tool to manage conflicts between users and achieve societal goals for the use of marine space (European Union, 2014). However, even though it is meant to be a holistic and integrated approach, too often planning decisions are made from a sectoral viewpoint. Such approaches are often not sufficient to address the contemporary increasing demands of sustainable marine resource use in highly utilized marine areas (Schäfer, 2009). Indeed, the last two decades have seen the rise of a new frontier in ocean use concepts: the joint “multi-use” of ocean space. Multi-use can be one possible favorable outcome to a structured MSP process or occur naturally through basic economic and social pressures. It differs from single-use planning outcomes in the fact that the same ocean space can be allocated to and used by multiple uses where prudent, thereby maximizing spatial efficiency and productivity. It possesses a clear focus on conflict avoidance through the fostering and exploitation of synergies between uses.

The multi-use concept emerged independently in multiple parts of the world between the 1980s, as part of the Great Barrier Reef Management Plans (GBRMP) approach to managing multiple users and uses inside a marine space (Kenchington, 1985) and the early 2000s in Germany. In the latter, the focus lay on the multi-functional or “hard” connection of offshore installations, such as offshore wind turbine foundations, with marine aquaculture installations, in order to promote the local expansion of aquaculture production (Buck, 2001, 2002). Since the development of these early instances, the multi-use concept has been widely studied and a plurality of different combinations of ocean uses have been investigated by researchers or spearheaded by industry (Michler-Cieluch and Krause, 2008).

These include for instance multi-use combinations of marine wind and wave energy generation (Perez-Collazo et al., 2015) offshore wind farms (OWF) coexisting with or actively supporting marine conservation (Lacroix and Pioch, 2011; Kyriazi et al., 2015, 2016) or local fisheries branching out into tourism, creating so called “pescatourism” (Piasecki et al., 2016) to name just a small selection of possible combinations. Recently, research has started to focus more on the interactions of marine sectors and their management (Klinger et al., 2018). To date, however, a clear distinction between the wide variety of different types and their consequences to marine planners, users, and researchers alike is missing.

This rush of research into new and promising multi-use combinations, by actors across Europe and the world, produced and continues to produce a wealth of knowledge on interrelationships between stakeholders, uses, and the environment. Much of this knowledge does not fit into existing ontologies of marine management and has stakeholders and regulators alike struggling to decipher management implications of different combinations. This becomes especially apparent when delving into the plurality of terms established for slightly different, yet often overlapping multi-use combinations. Terms such as multi-functional, co-existence, co-use, multi-purpose and others, each conveying a meaning, which may differ based on the recipient’s own understanding of the whole subject. Furthermore, behind each of these terms stands a highly complex multi-actor social-ecological system prone to suffer from user conflicts and conflicts with the environment. In order to manage a multi-use ocean, accurately capturing and describing a multitude of possible combinations of uses is important. In response to this problem this paper aims to generate a common language and typology for current multi-uses, thereby creating a starting ground for a more conceptual study of this field.

Toward this goal, the paper starts from a Europe-centric approach to conceptualizing multi-use. Focusing on a case study area such as Europe allowed the necessary detail to be developed in the findings of conceptualizing multi-use projects. It builds on an extensive review of primary, secondary and gray literature on multi-use developments, as well as the multi-use research conducted under the analytical framework of the H2020 project MUSES (Multi-Use in European Seas) (Zaucha et al., 2017) and the 10 case studies examined as part of it. These activities identified a total of 16 relevant multi-use combinations spanning five major European sea basins on the case study level, as well as recommendations for their optimization or implementation (Bocci et al., 2018).

The identified combinations served as a pool of examples of possible multi-use cases. Drawing from these different data sources, this paper aims to refine and explain the concept of multi-use of ocean space by reviewing the development and state of the art of multi-use in Europe before presenting a clear definition and a comprehensive typology for existing and future multi-use combinations. The typology and the associated recommendations will help decision-makers and planners to update existing as well as design new policy and marine management approaches that are fit to purpose for the different types of multi-uses and their specific challenges and opportunities.

BACKGROUND

Multi-use of space is not a novel concept. Indeed, it can be observed as a matter of course in the natural world on a daily basis. Various ecological multi-uses have developed during the course of evolution and have existed for millions of years under the guise of “symbiosis.” The concept of symbiosis was first coined by German botanist Heinrich Anton de Bary in 1879 and was used to describe the “living together of different species,” excluding short-term connections (Douglas, 1994). It can describe a variety of structures of benefits and trade-offs between the different parties involved (Savada et al., 2008). In biology, recognizing and defining the concept have sparked exploration, discussions, and ultimately helped to shape and affirm a common understanding of the underlying processes.

Working from this definition, we can find analogs in terrestrial land-use planning and zoning approaches employed by town and regional planners. Various land planning concepts have developed over the years, focusing on space-saving by intensification and combination of uses. These include Multifunctional Land Use (Wiggering et al., 2006; Mander et al., 2007), New Urbanism and Smart Growth (Grant, 2009) and the Compact City Concept (Burton, 2000; Van Der Waals, 2000), to name a few. However, these concepts have different focuses in terms of creation of synergies and attention to resource conservation toward sustainability. To date, multi-use of ocean space has perhaps its closest terrestrial equivalent in Multifunctional Land Use, which differs from other mixed land use planning concepts in its clear focus on the creation of synergies, which may arise due to the interactions between uses and users. The major strategies of this concept are to increase density and diversity of land use functions in order to create those synergies (Rodenburg et al., 2003). Such synergies are also at the center of the Urban Nexus concept. It is based on linkages, interconnectivity and interdependencies in urban systems (energy, water and food as well as material provisioning systems) and the need for integrated holistic approaches across these sectors (Bazilian et al., 2011).

In the maritime realm, governance of sectors, such as maritime transport, fishing, tourism, energy, marine research and protection of the marine environment, has developed on oftentimes parallel, yet separate, tracks (European Commission, 2007; Harte et al., 2010). Issues arising between uses, users and the environment were, and often still are, approached from a single sector viewpoint. Such “fragmented decision-making” can lead to negative impacts on the marine environment and conflicts between competing uses, thereby reducing their potential for Blue Growth and innovation (Schäfer, 2009; Holm et al., 2017). To this end, MSP was created by marine planners as a tool for improved decision-making that can be used to avoid or manage conflicts between maritime uses and foster more efficient and sustainable use of maritime spaces and resources (Foley et al., 2010). The development of MSP in member states of the European Union was largely sparked by the Union’s Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) (European Commission, 2007). This also sparked the subsequent adoption of Blue Growth as one goal of this Policy (European Commission, 2012).

The report of the First International Workshop on Marine Spatial Planning (Ehler and Douvere, 2007) provides one of the most widely used definitions of MSP. It defines MSP as “a process of analyzing and allocating parts of three-dimensional marine spaces to specific uses, to achieve ecological, economic, and social objectives that are usually specified through the political process.” The European Commission (2008) expands on this definition by postulating that MSP “optimizes the use of marine space to benefit economic development and the marine environment.” It also represents an adaptive management process that constantly monitors and evaluates its approaches (Douvere, 2008; Foley et al., 2010). However, this role of MSP is slowly changing to also address the identification and promotion of synergies between marine uses (ICES, 2012, 2016, 2018). It has been realized that as long as maritime industries and the exploitation of marine resources are perceived as individual and separate activities, approaches to their development remain limited in terms of spatial efficiency and do not allow for identification of environmental, economic and social synergies (Lukic et al., 2018). Hence, marine planners, researchers, and the business community alike are starting to consider novel and sustainable concepts that foster synergies between sectors, improve operational and spatial efficiency, and enable co-existence, such as the multi-use concept (Lukic et al., 2018). However, it is also important to consider that no management approach can eradicate all conflicts. But while there will always be conflicts between maritime users with competing claims, stemming from either historical uses or new societal benefits (see Arbo and Thủy, 2016 for oil versus fisheries), MSP can minimize and manage such conflicts between actors and sectors. Either through single-use zoning, or, where it is beneficial to society, through a focus on the multi-use of ocean space and the fostering of synergies between users and uses.

The multi-use of ocean space, has been under scientific investigation since the early 2000s, with some of the earliest identified multi-use combinations being the spatial, structural, or operational connections of offshore wind farms with marine aquaculture in the German Bight (Buck, 2001; Buck et al., 2008). Another early instance of the topic being picked up by the academic community is the Report of the First International Workshop on Marine Spatial Planning’s discussion on multiple use marine protected areas (Ehler and Douvere, 2007). To date, the main drivers behind the development of specific multi-use combinations or the concept as a whole have been academia and policy makers.

Building on much of this early momentum and experience, another key international initiative in this context has been the launch of the European Union’s The Ocean of Tomorrow cross-thematic calls (2010–2013) in FP7-OCEAN (European Commission, 2014). The resulting large-scale collaborative projects, namely TROPOS, MERMAID and H2Ocean, have provided promising designs, technological solutions and models for combining activities in terms of economic potential and environmental impact (Quevedo et al., 2013; Brito, 2015). Following FP7, the Horizon 2020 research and innovation program continued the policy driven academic investigation of the multi-use concept in order to further promote economic growth and sustainable development (IPOL, 2015). Most recently the MARIBE project focused on analyzing and developing business cases for a selection of most promising multi-use combinations (Johnson et al., 2018).

The aforementioned experiences have provided a good basis for multi-use implementation, but its realization is, in many aspects, still in its infancy, and being stalled by a wide variety of factors. In 2016, the H2020 MUSES project set out to analyze the current state of multi-use development across Europe and highlight drivers, barriers, added values, and possible negative impacts. It builds on the data collected by these international and national projects as well as many national level initiatives across the European Union while engaging relevant sectoral and regulatory stakeholders in order to provide a clear overview of compatibility, regulatory, environmental, safety, societal, and legal issues on multi-use (Zaucha et al., 2017). The work of the MUSES project has highlighted the plurality of possible combinations of uses as well as the corresponding terminology currently in use in different sectors, groups and research fields. A comprehensive understanding of environmental, spatial, economic and societal benefits of multi-use for offshore and near-shore activities, at sea basin (Przedrzymirska et al., 2018) and case study level (Bocci et al., 2018) have been created out of this work. The collection of data and wide-reaching stakeholder engagement have made the development of a joint typology of ocean multi-use possible and necessary.

TYPOLOGY

Typologies, or organized systems of types, are valuable tools while exploring new concepts. They can assist with everything from concept formation to drawing out underlying dimensions and classification (Collier et al., 2012). The MUSES project has, as a first step, defined multi-use as “different users operating side by side, sharing the same resource” (Zaucha et al., 2017). This first working definition allowed for a unified methodological approach to the analysis of multi-use to be developed. However, as any definition is subject to changes as the understanding of the subject matter morphs and evolves, so too has the definition of multi-use. The following definition serves as the cornerstone of the typology presented here:

Ocean multi-use is the joint use of resources in close geographic proximity by either a single user or multiple users. It is an umbrella term that covers a multitude of use combinations in the marine realm and represents a radical change from the concept of exclusive resource rights to the inclusive sharing of resources and space by one or more users.

Following the definition of the concept of multi-use, we followed the four steps laid out by Kluge (2000) in order to arrive at this typology: Development of relevant analyzing dimensions; Grouping the cases and analysis of empirical regularities; Analysis of meaningful relationships and type construction; Characterization of the constructed types.

The single unique characteristic of ocean multi-use, which sets it apart from other systems of marine resource use, is the degree of connectedness between uses and users alike. The concept of connectedness or connectivity is more commonly associated with mathematical or technological dimensions but is increasingly being explored as a tool to describe social systems (Kolb, 2008). It is used as the core concept underlying this typology. Examining ocean multi-use using the connectivity of uses and users in a series of dimensions as the underlying key characteristic yields four major types of multi-use with little overlap between them (see Table 1).

TABLE 1. Typology of ocean multi-use with descriptions and examples given for each identified type.
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The connectivity of uses and users has been analyzed in a set of four dimensions: the spatial, temporal, provisioning, and functional dimensions. While these are by far not the only dimensions of human use at and with the sea (e.g., Krause and Mikkelsen, 2017), they are the most fundamental underlying connected dimensions of all analyzed multi-use scenarios. Other possible dimensions can include, for example, Ownership or Resources. The four dimensions underlying this typology are defined as follows:

Spatial Dimension

The Spatial Dimension refers to the three-dimensional sea space, which can be occupied by a given use at sea (e.g., space taken up by offshore structures, including safety or exclusion zones, space used by marine fisheries or as transport corridors). A connection of uses in this dimension (i.e., “close geographic proximity”) is intrinsic to all multi-use scenarios by the definition set forth in this paper. Two uses are seen as connected when the occupied spaces overlap.

Temporal Dimension

The Temporal Dimension refers to the timeframe in which the uses in question take place. Two or more uses connected in this dimension take place at the same time, while uses taking place subsequently, with no aspect of operational overlap, show a clear break in that connection.

Provisioning Dimension

The Provisioning Dimension encompasses all activities and processes servicing and supporting the main function of a use (e.g., monitoring of environmental data, providing safety and rescue chains, marketing, etc.). A connection of uses in this dimension usually takes the form of sharing of those services or their associated costs in order to reduce the financial burden of operating in a marine environment. Such a sharing of services can also represent a trade-off for one or both users in that it can potentially limit other activities.

Functional Dimension

The Functional Dimension refers to the main function of a use (e.g., power production and transmission for offshore renewables or seafood production for marine aquaculture or passive fisheries). A connection of uses in this dimension implies a direct linkage of one use function to the other. This can take the form of shared infrastructure, e.g., multi-purpose platforms designed to accommodate different uses and users, or the sharing of multi-purpose vessels directly involved in the main functions or others. Its clear distinction from the Provisional Dimension requires a clear understanding of the operations of each use.

In the following section, each type of multi-use is described and explained with a clear focus on the differences in connectivity in key dimensions. In addition, the plurality of the terminology commonly used to describe each type is showcased in order to aid stakeholders in identifying their own situation. Finally, key recommendations for each type of multi-use are presented that will support development and management of such scenarios. Recommendations are presented per type with one key recommendation singled out for each group of actors from Policy, Regulation, Industry, and Research (see Table 2). These four fields encompass different levels, from regional to national and international. Which recommendation is prudent at which level can only be decided on a case specific basis. Combination specific actions can be found in the MUSES Multi-Use Action Plan (Schultz-Zehden et al., 2018).

TABLE 2. Key recommendations for each identified type of ocean multi-use pertaining to Actors from: Policy; Regulation; Research; Industry.
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Types

Type 1: Multi-Purpose/Multi-Functional

The first type of identified multi-uses is characterized by the highest level of connectivity between the involved uses and users. A Type 1 multi-use shows a connection between use, user or both in all four identified dimensions. This means the uses share the same space, occur at the same time, share provisioning services and, setting it apart from the other types, their main functions are intrinsically connected (see Table 1).

The most prominent examples are multi-use platforms as developed as part of the TROPOS Project designed to serve as multi-purpose marine platforms (Quevedo et al., 2013; Brito, 2015), the floating power plant combining multiple marine renewable energies from wind to tidal and wave power (FPP) (Kafas, 2017) and other platform solutions as are currently under development in the Space@Sea Project (Space@Sea, 2018). Such platforms are specifically designed to house or support multiple uses from transport, energy, aquaculture to leisure (Pérez et al., 2014). Even before these modern approaches, the “Forschungsplattform Nordsee” (1974) and the FINO Platforms (2002) provided the first multi-purpose offshore platforms for a variety of different public and private users and uses (Buck and Langan, 2017).

A strong connection exists between the main functions of the different uses, in order to profit from enhancing synergistic effects. Such effects can include the sharing of costs such as those related to personnel, platform maintenance, safety, logistics, or energy. Another example of uses connected in the functional dimensions are proposed offshore aquaculture devices which could be structurally connected to offshore wind turbines as reviewed by Buck and Langan (2017). Even though less apparent, the two main functions are so closely connected that at least one could not function without the other. This scenario has to be clearly separated from cases where offshore aquaculture is located in the area of OWFs but no infrastructure directly related to the main functions is shared (i.e., no use of multi-purpose harvesting/transport vessels, no structural connection between facilities). Such scenarios are part of a less connected type of multi-use. The terminology used by the specialized literature for these kinds of connections spans from multi-purpose (Pérez et al., 2014) in relation to ships and platforms to multifunctional (Buck et al., 2008) or simply multi-use (Zanuttigh et al., 2016; Buck et al., 2017).

Recommendations

Multi-use combinations of this type often times rely on deploying investment-heavy new technology or infrastructure in new and challenging environments. Policy makers can promote the most promising new combinations by creating a positive investment climate for developers willing to bear the associated risk (Johnson et al., 2018) (see Table 2). The nature of the high degree of connectedness of both users and uses in this type of multi-use scenario brings with it the need for clear structures (regulatory, economic and social) for the sharing of both benefits and responsibilities. A number of so-called “modes of cooperation,” from legislated to negotiated have been proposed to order such relationships (Krause et al., 2011) and could help shape future policy and regulatory approaches. Research gaps are largely related to safety of operations, benefits and drawbacks of multiple tightly interconnected uses. Additionally, joint pilot cases between research and industry actors are needed to generate and disperse such knowledge and address all perceived or real knowledge gaps. Finally, any multi-use scenarios with this degree of connection have to be based on an inclusive planning and joint licensing procedure, from start to finish, in order to account for every individual user’s needs, rights, and finally responsibilities in regards to any joint assets (Maniopoulou et al., 2017; Schultz-Zehden et al., 2018). This type is heavily characterized by its need for such joint development processes.

Type 2: Symbiotic Use

A Type 2 multi-use is characterized by connections in the spatial, temporal, and provisional dimensions. There is no direct linkage of one use’s core function to the other (Table 1). This case appears when uses operate in the same zone (i.e., a connection exists in the spatial dimension) but in contrast to Type 1 they do not share the same core infrastructure, such as foundations or other (floating) platforms.

The most prevalent characteristic of a Type 2 multi-use is the connection of the provisioning services such as, for example shared crew transports, harbors, or monitoring data. The exploitation of a used area created by a fixed infrastructure (for instance OWFs) by other uses such as aquaculture cages, marine protected areas (MPAs) and compatible touristic activities (Christie et al., 2014), requires active cooperation of the different users and can benefit from the sharing of supporting services. This can occur when a zone is already in use and an additional use is derived later based on apparent synergies or when two new uses cooperate to exploit a new area together. One example is the mussel aquaculture in between offshore wind turbines in the North Sea as examined in the framework of the MERMAID project (He et al., 2014; Röckmann et al., 2015). Other examples include: touristic visits of OWFs in the North Sea (e.g., United Kingdom, Germany), combinations of tourism and aquaculture as exist in Malta, Greece, and Italy (Castellani et al., 2017); pesca-tourism, the combination of small scale fisheries with touristic offers, across the Mediterranean (Piasecki et al., 2016). This Type 2 multi-use can create a number of benefits. For instance, when aquaculture can be conducted within the exclusion zones of OWFs, the overall spatial footprint of the two activities is reduced and the cost for supporting services can be shared (MMO [Marine Management Organisation], 2013).

Recommendations

Similarly to heavily connected Type 1 multi-use combinations, Type 2 can benefit from joint development procedures, especially when it comes to the sharing of provisioning services. Such consideration for which services can be shared with which actors at what cost may require a negotiation process between the parties involved that should lead to an agreement on what supporting services and infrastructure can be shared and under what conditions, as well as who will bear the possible cost of negative externalities that may result from combinations with new uses. Exemplary cost sharing and cooperation agreements need to be developed by industry players in a bottom-up approach so as to account for each combinations intrinsic differences. The top-down creation of such cooperation agreements can best be achieved by including multi-use considerations into planning provisions made at the policy and regulatory level for all prospective new users of the sea (Kyriazi et al., 2016; Kyriazi, 2018). Regulators can best support these developments by identifying areas and uses where multi-use makes sense and through the creation of a societal cost-benefit analysis for multi-use. On the research level, both academic and industry driven research need to analyze operational overlaps which might allow for the sharing of costs and increase of efficiency of operations for each possible combination.

Type 3: Co-existence/Co-location

A Type 3 multi-use is characterized by a moderate to low degree of connectivity between the involved uses. A clear connection can only be found in the spatial and temporal dimensions. This 2D connection implies that uses share the same space and occur at the same time. However, the sharing of provisioning services and connection of the core functions is absent. There is no clear focus on cooperation and creating synergies between users and uses like in a Type 2 multi-use. The lack of connectedness on the third and fourth dimensions suggests an incidental overlap and a degree of involuntary combination between the marine uses. Incidental overlap occurs when involved uses target the same sea areas, each for accommodating their own needs, but taking no particular account for each other’s selection criteria to shape their own agenda. However, users need to work together and actively facilitate the presence of one another, in order to align with planning goals and strategies.

One example of a Type 3 multi-use identified within the scope of this review, is the occurrence of commercial fisheries within areas occupied by offshore wind farms, without any further interaction between the two uses. Most utility-scale offshore wind developments across Europe are traditionally bottom-fixed, and use mono-pile, tri-pile, gravity-based, or jacket foundations (Wind Europe, 2018). The current foundation types have created a unique dynamic with other traditional maritime users, such as commercial fisheries, sharing the same spatial requirements (e.g., shallow areas, specific depth ranges, sediment types, proximity to coast, etc.). Access to the same locations, often leads users to compete. Sometimes, incompatibility between competing maritime uses results in claims for exclusive access to space. The terminology used by the specialized literature for this kind of connection spans from cooperation (SeaPlan, 2015), and co-existence (e.g., de Groot et al., 2014; FLOWW, 2015; ICES, 2016), to co-location (e.g., Catherall and Kaiser, 2014; Stelzenmuller et al., 2016; Roach et al., 2018).

Recommendations

The low degree of connectedness between the uses in this type of multi-use scenario highlights the need for legislated relationships in order to facilitate a free and equitable flow of information about best available technologies, risks, and opportunities between all levels of users and regulators (Krause and Stead, 2017). This requires policy to clearly reflect the responsibilities and rights of each user of the sea in order to facilitate such passive “co-existence” of users. Such clarifications can serve to address power imbalances between different stakeholder groups and sectors (Lukic et al., 2018). The roles of both researchers and industry in fostering Type 3 multi-use revolve around the gathering and communicating of data about the compatibility of uses. The communication of data within the relevant industries should rest on the shoulders of industry wide associations that can initiate capacity building for multi-use operation. Within this type of multi-use, a clear distinction has to be made when describing commercial large scale fisheries and recreational or artisanal fisheries. These types of fisheries have highly different impacts on surrounding uses and the environment and can require different regulatory considerations, especially in regulating the possible risk they pose to other users and uses.

Type 4: Subsequent Use/Repurposing

A Type 4 multi-use shows only a connection in the spatial dimension and a clear break in the temporal dimension. The two uses are, however, still connected in the spatial dimension, meaning the previous use is still occupying the space and hindering other uses. This can occur with cases where the permanent installation of a maritime use (e.g., oil and gas, offshore wind) remains in place after end of its lifetime and is repurposed for another maritime use. This sort of repurposing of marine infrastructures can only be considered when the production lifecycle is concluded and potential new uses of the platform and its restriction zone can be considered. The decommissioning process can be defined as the cessation of operations and the controlled process of safely retiring a facility from service. Specific decommissioning activities are employed to ensure safety and the reduction of health risks to the general public and the environment (Castellani et al., 2017).

The repurposing of decommissioned oil and gas installations into a new use, in the multi-use framework, can include: (1) repurposing of the installation for recreational activities (e.g., recreational fishing, diving, gastronomic experiences, marina establishment); (2) conversion into monitoring, observation and research stations; (3) structural and logistic support for different sea uses (e.g., aquaculture); (4) structural support and/or temporary energy storage facility for renewable energy devices (e.g., wave and wind energy); or (5) the reuse of the installation as an artificial reef in a so-called of Rigs-to-Reef (RTR) system, while keeping it in the same space (Fowler et al., 2014; Depellegrin et al., 2019).

Several conceptual designs for the repurposing of oil and gas platforms already exist in the Mediterranean Sea in the form of “Ocean Awareness Destinations” connecting in the spatial dimension of multiple recreational opportunities, environmental protection and possible research and monitoring stations. The identified areas for this multi-use include platforms to be decommissioned in sea areas of Emilia Romagna Region (Northern Adriatic Sea) (Barbanti et al., 2017). An existing example of RTR is the Paguro relict, a wreck of a gas platform collapsed after an explosion occurred in 1965, located 12 miles off Marina di Ravenna located in the Italian Northern Adriatic Sea (Barbanti et al., 2017). The newly formed habitat was colonized by marine species and an MPA was established around it in 1995. In 2012, the European Union established the area as a Site of Community Importance (SCI), attracting large numbers of diving excursions per year (Iperbaricoravenna, 2013). Such decommissioned oil and gas infrastructures can be beneficial for the development of marine habitats (Macreadie et al., 2011; Claisse et al., 2014; Jagerroos and Krause, 2016) and commercially valuable fish species (Love et al., 2006).

Recommendations

The multi-use scenario of repurposing maritime installations and infrastructures after their envisioned life span faces relevant responsibility and liability issues. It is also facing ever evolving national and international legal constraints addressing the opportunities for repurposing of, e.g., oil and gas infrastructure (Jørgensen, 2012). These uncertainties combined create a low degree of financial security for investors. Any such multi-use endeavors need a clear legal and regulatory framework governing rights and responsibilities of all involved parties. Especially international organizations such as OSPAR and the European Union need to give clear guidance and impulses to national law makers and regulators on how such multi-uses can fit into existing national and international agreements. Regulators then, in turn, may create guidelines as to which structures can be re-used to what degree and how rights and responsibilities may be best structured at the national level. These guidelines need to be informed by relevant time-series research about local and ecosystem impacts of removal and re-using of infrastructures. Such data on the impacts of marine infrastructure often times already exists but is locked behind non-disclosure agreements. It can also help to quantify any potential environmental impact of excluding or combining uses. Additionally, this multi-use requires an accurate cost-benefit analysis to better understand and valorize its economic and social value chain (e.g., research and innovation, new job profiles, diversification of the tourism sector) and make informed decisions as to its benefit for society and the environment. Industry actors can support this multi-use by proposing possible investment mechanisms to facilitate the re-use of installations from a legal, environmental, and economical perspective.

CONCLUSION

This typology and the derived recommendations were created based on a collection of European examples of multi-use. However, limiting the scope of the analyzed multi-use scenarios used in creating this typology served to create a conceptual approach to the topic, which can serve as a starting point for future discourse on global multi-use developments, as the recommended actions possess a high degree of transferability.

Those recommended key actions are meant to help create a more encouraging regulatory environment for each type of multi-use. Some key pieces are already in place, for example, in the form of the European Union’s MSP Directive, directly promoting multi-use (European Union, 2014), and just need to be adapted into national frameworks and policies. In fact, the practice of MSP as a whole is an important corner stone of multi-use development across all types as it provides an opportunity to foster and influence interactions between users (Schultz-Zehden et al., 2018).

The multi-use of marine space can take a multitude of forms and offer a wide variety of benefits to users, society and the environment alike. Analyzing the interactions of uses and users in the four presented dimensions yields four distinct types of multi-use, each encompassing multiple different use combinations. Each of the four identified types of multi-use are distinct from the others in not only their degrees of connectedness, but also in the implications they carry in regards to required regulation, technological and legal considerations as well as their possible need for mediation between users. The use of a joint typology and clear terminology is therefore paramount to the continued discourse on ocean multi-use.

Assigning a use combination to a distinct type requires an in-depth understanding of the interrelationships between the different uses and users. Similar use combinations are often times envisioned more or less connected by different stakeholders (e.g., marine aquaculture and offshore wind farms) and can thus be categorized into different types based on the respective scenario. Other uses, such as fisheries for instance, have a high spatial variability and can vary highly in their intensity from commercial bottom trawling or pelagic fisheries to artisanal, recreational or passive fisheries. A clear understanding of the proposed multi-uses parameters is therefore paramount to the use of a joint typology. Furthermore, these differences highlight the importance of creating a set of shared values, a shared meaning and a culture of practice for multi-use in the marine environment (Gazzola and Onyango, 2018). Such a culture of practice will help to shape and inform the adaptive management processes of MSP and allow it to better manage arising multi-use possibilities.

The recommendations presented showcase some require-ments for the development and management of each type. They are not always exclusive to one type but rather represent key actions required in order to promote each individual type of multi-use. This typology represents a first important step in creating and operationalizing a conceptual understanding of ocean multi-use and will help guide both private and public stakeholders while promoting public discourse and knowledge exchange at the same time. The typology, as well as the recommendations derived from their study, are based on the concept of connectivity of uses and users. Another viewpoint to consider is the concept of conflicts between users or the distinction between intended and unintended multi-uses. The latter becoming potentially important when analyzing the de-facto marine protected areas that are created by exclusion zones around maritime infrastructures. Changing the focal point of the analysis may change the resulting structure of recommendations but will most likely result in very similar recommendations.

Irrespective of the specific type of multi-use in question, the plurality of possible scenarios presented within the different types is bound to overload any existing systems of reference, nomenclature, and by extension, the terminologies for discourse and ocean use management developed from a single sector viewpoint. Each presented example of ocean multi-use represents a highly complex multi-actor social-ecological system. This makes understanding the societal, economic, and environmental context of each proposed combination all the more important. Trying to weigh, promote, regulate, and monitor multiple ocean uses in the same space therefore requires a departure from previous systems and the adaptation of new, responsive, and inclusive systems of governance. Such a system should strive to maximize societies’ social and economic benefit from the sea while always trying to minimize its negative impact on the environment. That being said, it may not always be possible to achieve multi-use of marine space in any instance, either due to technical, operational, or social incompatibilities or because it runs contrary to societal management goals.

MULTI-USE PRINCIPLES

In order to help promote the systemic change necessary to foster multi-use development, parallels need to be drawn and lessons learned from multi-use land-use concepts, which have successfully fostered beneficial multi-use scenarios on land for decades. However, as Borgese (1998) has noted, “The law of the land cannot swim.” Most human societies are intrinsically connected to the land and our notions of ownership and systems of governance denote that connection down to their very foundations. Today’s society as a whole still lacks the close relationship with and the understanding of the ocean on a broader scale that we have developed for the land.

In order to further develop and strengthen the multi-use idea in the marine realm, we wish to create a wider public discourse on the topic of multi-use. Toward this end, we postulate the following three guiding principles which we believe will aid the creation of a multi-use system of resource use. These three overarching themes stood out from the analysis of a wide variety of European multi-use scenarios and their underlying socio-ecological systems. We invite every interested actor to reflect on them and start a global conversation:

(1) Future multi-use governance should be based on a foundation of knowledge about the effects of our cumulative actions on the ocean and the services it provides us. The creation, aggregation, and communication of this knowledge-base to all involved stakeholders of the process is the task of the academic community. The creation and analysis of functioning pilots of different types of multi-use as public showcases must be a top priority toward this goal.

(2) However, academia should not be charged with being the sole advocate of multi-use development. This has and will continue to create situations where technological development will outpace market readiness. If there is a clear policy goal toward the adoption of multi-use, it is the responsibility of policy makers, planners, and regulators alike to create a market environment were such technologies could take hold.

(3) Lastly, a social responsibility lays on the shoulders of every user of the sea, from small-scale fishermen to multi-national corporations, to consider the feasibility of multi-use in their specific circumstances. Only with such concerted efforts on all levels and including all relevant stakeholders will future multi-use development take place.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

MS is lead author, conceived and designed the study, wrote and reviewed the manuscript, and prepared the manuscript for submission. MB, DD, AK, ZK, and IL provided input to background and type characterizations and reviewed the manuscript. AS-Z provided input to background and reviewed the manuscript. GK and VO provided input to introduction, background, typology, and discussion, and reviewed the manuscript. BB conceived the study, provided input to introduction, typology, and discussion, and reviewed the manuscript.

FUNDING

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme under grant agreement no. 727451.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work is based on the research and knowledge of the expert group assembled in the MUSES project and would not have been possible without the invaluable expertise shared with its members by the countless stakeholders who participated in interviews or workshops in order to further the multi-use concept.

REFERENCES

Arbo, P., and Thủy, P. T. T. (2016). Use conflicts in marine ecosystem-based management — the case of oil versus fisheries. Ocean Coast. Manag. 122, 77–86. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2016.01.008

Barbanti, A., Sarretta, A., Venier, C., Bellacicco, S., Depellegrin, D., Farella, G., et al. (2017). Sviluppo ed analisi di proposte di ICZM-MSP in aree specifiche: costa emiliano-romagnola. Volume 1: quadro conoscitivo di riferimento e sua analisi ai fini della pianificazione dello spazio marittimo ICZM-MSP nella Regione Adriatico Ionica. Zenodo 1, 1–188. doi: 10.5281/zenodo.1160726

Bazilian, M., Rogner, H., Howells, M., Hermann, S., Arent, D., Gielen, D., et al. (2011). Considering the energy, water and food nexus: towards an integrated modelling approach. Energy Policy 39, 7896–7906. doi: 10.1016/j.enpol.2011.09.039

Bocci, M., Castellani, C., and Ramieri, E. (2018). Case Study Comparative Analysis. Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Borgese, E. M. (1998). The Oceanic Circle. Tokyo: United Nations University Press.

Brito, J. H. (2015). Tropos Project Final Report. Plataforma Oceánica de Canarias. San Jose, CA: TROPOS.

Buck, B. H. (2001). Combined Utilisation of Wind Farming and Mariculture in the North Sea. Biennial Report of Science Highlights at the Alfred Wegener Institute Helmholtz Centre for Polar and Marine Research. Bremerhaven: Alfred Wegener Institute Helmholtz Centre for Polar andMarine Research.

Buck, B. H. (2002). Open Ocean Aquaculture und Offshore-Windparks: Eine Machbarkeitsstudie über die Multifunktionale Nutzung von Offshore-Windparks und Offshore-Marikultur im Raum Nordsee. Bremerhaven: Alfred-Wegener-Institut für Polar- und Meeresforschung.

Buck, B. H., Krause, G., Michler-cieluch, T., Brenner, M., Buchholz, C. M., Busch, J. A., et al. (2008). Meeting the quest for spatial efficiency: progress and prospects of extensive aquaculture within offshore wind farms. Helgol. Mar. Res. 62, 269–281. doi: 10.1007/s10152-008-0115-x

Buck, B. H., Krause, G., Pogoda, B., Grote, B., Wever, L., Goseberg, N., et al. (2017). “The German Case Study: Pioneer Projects of Aquaculture-Wind Farm Multi-Uses,” in Aquaculture Perspective of Multi-Use Sites in the Open Ocean, eds B. H. BUCK and R. LANGAN (Cham: Springer International Publishing AG). doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-51159-7

Buck, B. H., and Langan, R. (eds.) (2017). Aquaculture Perspective of Multi-Use Sites in the Open Ocean. Cham: Springer International Publishing AG. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-51159-7

Buck, B. H., Troell, M. F., Krause, G., Angel, D. L., Grote, B., and Chopin, T. (2018). State of the art and challenges for offshore integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA). Front. Mar. Sci. 5:165. doi: 10.3389/fmars.2018.00165

Burton, E. (2000). The compact city: just or just compact? A preliminary analysis. Urban Stud. 37, 1969–2006. doi: 10.1080/00420980050162184

Castellani, C., Carrer, S., Bocci, M., Ramieri, E., Depellegrin, D., Venier, C., et al. (2017). Case Study 6: Coastal And Maritime Tourism And O&G Decommissioning As Drivers For Potential Multi-Use In The Northern Adriatic Sea. Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Catherall, C. L., and Kaiser, M. J. (2014). Review of King Scallop Dredge Designs and Impacts, Legislation and Potential Conflicts with Offshore Wind Farms. Fisheries & Conservation Report No. 39. Bangor: Bangor University.

Christie, N., Smyth, K., Barnes, R., and Elliott, M. (2014). Co-location of activities and designations: a means of solving or creating problems in marine spatial planning? Mar. Policy 43, 254–261. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2013.06.002

Claisse, J. T., Pondella, D. J. II, Love, M., Zahn, L. A., Williams, C. M., Williams, J. P., et al. (2014). Oil platforms off California are among the most productive marine fish habitats globally. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, 15462–15467. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1411477111

Clarke Murray, C., Agbayani, S., and Ban, N. C. (2015). Cumulative effects of planned industrial development and climate change on marine ecosystems. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 4, 110–116. doi: 10.1016/j.gecco.2015.06.003

Collier, D., Laporte, J., and Seawright, J. (2012). Putting typologies to Work. Polit. Res. Q. 65, 217–232. doi: 10.1177/1065912912437162

de Groot, J., Campbell, M., Ashley, M., and Rodwell, L. (2014). Investigating the co-existence of fisheries and offshore renewable energy in the UK: identification of a mitigation agenda for fishing effort displacement. Ocean Coast. Manag. 102, 7–18. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.08.013

Depellegrin, D., Menegon, S., Farella, G., Ghezzo, M., Gissi, E., Sarretta, A., et al. (2017). Multi-objective spatial tools to inform maritime spatial planning in the Adriatic Sea. Sci. Total Environ. 609, 1627–1639. doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.07.264

Depellegrin, D., Venier, C., Kyriazi, Z., Vassilopoulou, V., Castellani, C., Ramieri, E., et al. (2019). Exploring multi-use potentials in the euro-mediterranean sea space. Sci. Total Environ. 653, 612–629. doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.10.308

Douglas, A. E. (1994). Symbiotic Interactions. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Douvere, F. (2008). The importance of marine spatial planning in advancing ecosystem-based sea use management. Mar. Policy 32, 762–771. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2008.03.021

Douvere, F., and Ehler, C. (2008). Marine Spatial Planning: A Promising New Paradigm for Applying an Integrated, Ecosystem Approach to Ocean Management. Copenhagen: ICES.

Ehler, C., and Douvere, F. (2007). Visions for a Sea Change. Report of the First International Workshop on Marine Spatial Planning. Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and Man and the Biosphere Programme. Paris: UNESCO.

 European Commission (2007). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: An Integrated Maritime Policy for the European Union. COM (2007) 575 Final. Brussels: European Commission (accessed October 10, 2007).

 European Commission (2008). Communication From The Commission Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning: Achieving Common Principles in the EU. Brussels: European Commission.

 European Commission (2012). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: Blue Growth – Opportunities for Marine and Maritime Sustainable Growth. COM (2012) 494 Final. Brussels: European Commission (accessed September 13, 2012).

 European Commission (2014). The Ocean of Tomorrow Projects (2010-2013) - Joint Research Forces to Meet Challenges in Ocean Management. Brussels: European Commission.

 European Union (2014). Directive 2014/89/Eu Of The European Parliament And Of The Council of 23 July 2014 Establishing a Framework for Maritime Spatial Planning. Brussels: Official Journal of the European Union.

 FLOWW (2015). FLOWW Best Practice Guidance for Offshore Renewables Developments: Recommendations for Fisheries Disruption Settlements and Community Funds. London: The Crown Estate.

Foley, M. M., Halpern, B. S., Micheli, F., Armsby, M. H., Caldwell, M. R., Crain, C. M., et al. (2010). Guiding ecological principles for marine spatial planning. Mar. Policy 34, 955–966.

Fowler, A. M., Macreadie, P. I., Jones, D. O. B., and Booth, D. J. (2014). A multi-criteria decision approach to decommissioning of offshore oil and gas infrastructure. Ocean Coast. Manag. 87, 20–29. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2013.10.019

Froehlich, H. E., Smith, A., Gentry, R. R., and Halpern, B. S. (2017). Offshore aquaculture: I know it when i see it. Front. Mar. Sci. 4:154. doi: 10.3389/fmars.2017.00154

Gazzola, P., and Onyango, V. (2018). Shared values for the marine environment – developing a culture of practice for marine spatial planning. J. Environ. Policy Plan. 20, 468–481. doi: 10.1080/1523908X.2018.1438253

Grant, J. L. (2009). Theory and practice in planning the suburbs: challenges to implementing new urbanism, smart growth, and sustainability principles. Plan. Theory Pract. 10, 11–33. doi: 10.1080/14649350802661683

Harte, M. J., Campbell, H. V., and Webster, J. (2010). “Looking for safe harbor in a crowded sea: coastal space use conflict and marine renewable energy development,” in Shifting Shorelines: Adapting to the Future, The 22nd International Conference of The Coastal Society, Wilmington.

He, W., Yttervik, R., Ostvik, I., Kringelum, J. V., Jimenez, C., Evriviadou, M., et al. (2014). Multi-Use Platform (MUP) Business Case. Brussels: MERMAID Project.

Holm, P., Buck, B. H., and Langan, R. (2017). “Introduction: New Appoaches to Sustainable Offshore Food Production and the Development of Offshore Platforms,” in Aquaculture Perspective of Multi-Use Sites in the Open Ocean - The Untapped Potential for Marine Resources in the Anthropocene, eds B. H. BUCK and R. LANGAN (Cham: Springer).

 ICES (2012). Report of the Working Group on Marine Shellfish Culture (WGMASC). Copenhagen: ICES.

 ICES (2016). Report of the Workshop on Conflicts and Coexistence in Marine Spatial Planning (WKCCMSP) in Geesthacht, Germany. Copenhagen: ICES.

 ICES (2018). Report of the Workshop on Co-existence and Synergies in Marine Spatial Planning (WKCSMP) in Edinburgh, Scotland. Copenhagen: ICES.

 Iperbaricoravenna (2013). UN SALTO NEL BLU” Proposta di itinerario escursionistico subacqueo in prossimità del relitto “Paguro” al largo di Cervia (RA). Sito di Interesse Comunitario (S.I.C.). Available: http://www.iperbaricoravenna.it/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/TesinaGAE.pdf (accessed May 13, 2018).

 IPOL (2015). Ocean Research in Horizon 2020: The Blue Growth Potential - Study for the ITRE Commitee. Brussels: Directorate General for Internal Policies - Policy Department - Econmic and Scientific Policy.

Jagerroos, S., and Krause, P. R. (2016). Rigs-To-Reef; impact or enhancement on marine biodiversity. J. Ecosyst. Ecography 6:187. doi: 10.4172/2157-7625.1000187

Johnson, K., Dalton, G., and Masters, I. (eds) (2018). Building Industries at Sea: ‘Blue Growth’ and the New Maritime Economy. Delft: River Publishing.

Jørgensen, D. (2012). OSPAR’s exclusion of rigs-to-reefs in the North Sea. Ocean Coast. Manag. 58, 57–61. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2011.12.012

Kafas, A. (2017). Case Study 1a: Offshore Wind and Commercial Fisheries in The East Coast of Scotland. Edinburgh:MUSES Project.

Kenchington, R. (1985). Planning for multiple use of marine resources: the great barrier reef marine park approach. Mar. Stud. 1985, 11–14. doi: 10.1080/08102597.1985.11800581

Klinger, D. H., Maria Eikeset, A., Davíðsdóttir, B., Winter, A.-M., and Watson, J. R. (2018). The mechanics of blue growth: management of oceanic natural resource use with multiple, interacting sectors. Mar. Policy 87, 356–362. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2017.09.025

Kluge, S. (2000). Empirically Grounded Construction of Types and Typologies in Qualitative Social Research. Forum: Qualitative Social Research. Forum Qual. Soc. Res.1:14.

Kolb, D. G. (2008). Exploring the metaphor of connectivity: attributes, dimensions and duality. Organ. Stud. 29, 127–144. doi: 10.1177/0170840607084574

Krause, G., Griffin, R. M., and Buck, B. H. (2011). “Perceived Concerns and Advocated Organisational Structures of Ownership Supporting ‘Offshore Wind Farm – Mariculture Integration,” in From Turbine to Wind Farms - Technical Requirements and SpinOff Products, ed. G. Krause (London: In Tech).

Krause, G., and Mikkelsen, E. (2017). “The Socio-economic Dimensions of Offshore Aquaculture in a Multi-use Setting,” in Aquaculture Perspective of Multi-Use Sites in the Open Ocean - The Untapped Potential for Marine Resources in the Anthropocene, eds B. H. Buck and R. Langan(Cham: Springer).

Krause, G., and Stead, S. (2017). “Governance and Offshore Aquaculture in Multi-resource Use Settings,” in Aquaculture Perspective of Multi-Use Sites in the Open Ocean, eds B. H. Buck and R. Langan (Cham: Springer).

Kyriazi, Z. (2018). From identification of compatibilities and conflicts to reaching marine spatial allocation agreements. Review of actions required and relevant tools and processes. Ocean Coast. Manag. 166, 103–112. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.03.018

Kyriazi, Z., Lejano, R., Maes, F., and Degraer, S. (2015). Bargaining a net gain compensation agreement between a marine renewable energy developer and a marine protected area manager. Mar. Policy 60, 40–48. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2015.06.005

Kyriazi, Z., Maes, F., and Degraer, S. (2016). Coexistence dilemmas in European marine spatial planning practices. The case of marine renewables and marine protected areas. Energy Policy 97, 391–399. doi: 10.1016/j.enpol.2016.07.018

Lacroix, D., and Pioch, S. (2011). The multi-use in wind farm projects: more conflicts or a win-win opportunity? Aquat. Living Resour. 24, 129–135. doi: 10.1051/alr/2011135

Love, M. S., Schroeder, D. M., Lenarz, W., Maccall, A., Bull, A. S., and Thorsteinson, L. (2006). Potential use of offshore marine structures in rebuilding an overfished rockfish species, bocaccio (Sebastes paucispinis). Fishery Bull. 104, 383–390.

Lukic, I., Schultz-Zehden, A., Ansong, J. O., Altvater, S., Przedrzymirska, J., Lazić, M., et al. (2018). Multi-Use Analysis. Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Macreadie, P. I., Fowler, A. M., and Booth, D. J. (2011). Rigs-to-reefs: will the deep sea benefit from artificial habitat? Front. Ecol. Environ. 9, 455–461. doi: 10.1890/100112

 Mander,Ü., Helming, K., and Wiggering, H. (2007). “Multifunctional land use: meeting future demands for landscape goods and services,” in Multifunctional Land Use: Meeting Future Demands for Landscape Goods and Services, eds Ü Mander, H. Wiggering, and K. Helming (Heidelberg: Springer).

Maniopoulou, M., Kyriazi, Z., Karachle, P., Dogrammatzi, A., Kalyvioti, G., and Vassilopoulou, V. (2017). Case Study 7: Marine Renewable Energy Sources & Desalination, Fishing & Tourism In The South Aegean: The Case Of Mykonos Island (GREECE - MEDITERRANEAN SEA).Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Michler-Cieluch, T., and Krause, G. (2008). Perceived concerns and possible management strategies for governing ‘wind farm–mariculture integration’. Mar. Policy 32, 1013–1022. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2008.02.008

 MMO [Marine Management Organisation] (2013). Potential for Co-location of Activities in Marine Plan Areas. A Report Produced for the Marine Management Organisation. Newcastle upon Tyne: MMO.

Onyango, V., and Papaioannou, E. (2017). Case Study 2: Marine Renewables & Aquaculture Multi-Use Including The Use Of Marine Renewable Energy Near The Point Of Generation (WEST COAST OF SCOTLAND – NORTHERN ATLANTIC SEA). Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Pérez, C. H. C., Brandt, D., Herrmann, I. T., and Pade, L.-L. (2014). D5.6 Viability Strategy for the Deployment and Exploitation of Multi-use Marine Platforms. Technical University of Denmark. San Jose, CA: TROPOS.

Perez-Collazo, C., Greaves, D., and Iglesias, G. (2015). A review of combined wave and offshore wind energy. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 42, 141–153. doi: 10.1098/rsta.2014.0350

Piasecki, W., Głąbński, Z., Francour, P., Koper, P., Saba, G., Molina García, A., et al. (2016). Pescatourism—a european review and perspective. Acta Ichthyol. Piscat. 46, 325–350. doi: 10.3750/AIP2016.46.4.06

Ponti, M., Abbiati, M., and Ceccherelli, V. U. (2002). Drilling platforms as artificial reefs: distribution of macrobenthic assemblages of the “Paguro” wreck (northern Adriatic Sea). ICES J. Mar. Sci. 59, 316–323. doi: 10.1006/jmsc.2002.1225

Przedrzymirska, J., Depellegrin, D., Barbanti, A., Venier, C., Vassilopoulou, V., Kyriazi, Z., et al. (2018). Multi-use Concept in European Sea Basins MUSES WP2 Final Report. Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Quevedo, E., Carton, M., Delory, E., Castro, A., Hernandez, J., Llinas, O., et al. (2013). “Multi-use offshore platform configurations in the scope of the FP7 TROPOS Project,” in Paper Presented at the OCEANS 13 MTS/IEEE, Bergen. doi: 10.1109/OCEANS-Bergen.2013.6608061

Roach, M., Cohen, M., Forster, R., Revill, A. S., and Johnson, M. (2018). The effects of temporary exclusion of activity due to wind farm construction on a lobster (Homarus gammarus) fishery suggests a potential management approach. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 75, 1416–1426. doi: 10.1093/icesjms/fsy006

Röckmann, C., Stuiver, M., Burg, S. V. D., Zanuttigh, B., Zagonari, F., Airoldi, L., et al. (2015). MERMAID Project - Platform Solutions. Brussels: MERMAID Project.

Rodenburg, C. A., Vreeker, R., and Nijkamp, P. (2003). “Multifunctional Land Use: an Economic Perspective,” in The Economics of Multifunctional Land Use, eds P. Nijkamp, C. A. Rodenburg, and R. Vreeker (Maastricht: Shaker).

 SAPEA (2017). Food From The Ocean. Berlin: Science Advice for Policy by European Academies.

Savada, D., Heller, H. C., Orians, G. H., Purves, W. K., and Hills, D. M. (2008). Life - The Science of Biology. Sunderland, MA: Sinauer Associates Inc.

Schäfer, N. (2009). “Maritime Spatial Planning: About the Sustainable Management of the Use of Our Seas and Oceans,” in Understanding and Strengthening European Union-Canada Relations in Law of the Sea and Ocean Governance, eds T. Koivurova, A. Chircop, E. Franckx, E. J. Molenaar, and D. L. Vanderzwaag (Rovaniemi: Finland University of Lapland Printing Centre).

Schultz-Zehden, A., Lukic, I., Onwona Ansong, J., Altvater, S., Bamlett, R., Barbanti, A., et al. (2018). Ocean Multi-Use Action Plan. Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Schupp, M. F., and Buck, B. H. (2017). Case Study1c: Multi-Use Of Offshore Windfarms With Marine Aquaculture And Fisheries (German North Sea Eez – North Sea). Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

 SeaPlan (2015). Options for Cooperation between Commercial Fishing and Offshore Wind Energy Industries A Review of Relevant Tools and Best Practices. Boston, MA: SeaPlan.

Smith, H. D. (2000). The industrialisation of the world ocean. Ocean Coast. Manag. 43, 11–28. doi: 10.1016/S0964-5691(00)00028-4

Smith, K. (2011). We are seven billion. Nat. Clim. Change 1, 331–335. doi: 10.1038/nclimate1235

 Space@Sea (2018). Space@Sea Project Web page. Available at: space@Sea (accessed May 29, 2018).

Stelzenmuller, V., Diekmann, R., Bastardie, F., Schulze, T., Berkenhagen, J., Kloppmann, M., et al. (2016). Co-location of passive gear fisheries in offshore wind farms in the German EEZ of the North Sea: a first socio-economic scoping. J. Environ. Manag. 183, 794–805. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.08.027

Van Der Waals, J. (2000). The compact city and the environment: a review. Tijdschr. Econom. Soc. Geogr. 91, 111–121. doi: 10.1111/1467-9663.00099

Vermaat, J., Bouwer, L., Turner, K., and Salomons, W. (eds.) (2005). Managing European Coasts - Past, Present and Future. Heidelberg: Springer.

Wiggering, H., Dalchow, C., Glemnitz, M., Helming, K., Müller, K., Schultz, A., et al. (2006). Indicators for multifunctional land use—Linking socio-economic requirements with landscape potentials. Ecol. Indic. 6, 238–249. doi: 10.1016/j.ecolind.2005.08.014

 Wind Europe (2018). Key Trends and Statistics. Brussels: Wind Europe.

Zanuttigh, B., Angelelli, E., Kortenhaus, A., Koca, K., Krontira, Y., and Koundouri, P. (2016). A methodology for multi-criteria design of multi-use offshore platforms for marine renewable energy harvesting. Renew. Energy 85, 1271–1289. doi: 10.1016/j.renene.2015.07.080

Zaucha, J., Bocci, M., Depellegrin, D., Lukic, I., Buck, B. H., Schupp, M. F., et al. (2017). Analytical Framework – Analysing Multi-Use (MU) in the European Sea Basins. Edinburgh: MUSES Project.

Conflict of Interest Statement: MB was employed by the company Thetis SpA. GK and BB were employed by the company SeaKult. IL and AS-Z were employed by the company S Pro.

The remaining authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Schupp, Bocci, Depellegrin, Kafas, Kyriazi, Lukic, Schultz-Zehden, Krause, Onyango and Buck. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/fmars-06-00165-t001.jpg
Type

Spatial
Type 1: Multi- v
purpose/multi

functional

Type 2: Symbiotic v
use

Type 8: v
Co-existence/co-

location

Type 4: v
Subsequent

use/repurposing

Temporal

s

Dimensions

Provisioning

v

Functional

v

Description

Takes place in the same area,
at the same time, with shared
services and core infrastructure

Takes place in the same area,
at the same time, and
peripheral infrastructure or
services on sea or land

are shared

Takes place in the same place
and at the same time

Takes place in the same ocean
space but subsequently

Types are ordered by decreasing degree of connectivity between uses and users. Connectivity in any given dimension

field for each type.

Examples

Marine renewable energy sources
and desalination (Maniopoulou
etal., 2017), Scottish Floating
Power Plant Design (FPP)

(Kafas, 2017)

Proposed aquacuilture in OWF in
Germany (Buck et al., 2017),
combination of Wave Energy
generation and aquaculture
(Onyango and Papaioannou, 2017)
Fisheries in OWF proposed in the
United Kingdom (Kafas, 2017) and
Germany (Schupp and Buck, 2017)
Repurposing of offshore structures
for new uses like recreational
fishing, tourism, aquaculture, or
environmental conservation (e.g.,
Italy) (Ponti et al., 2002;

Depellegrin et al., 2019)

is symbolized by “v" in the respective





OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers

in Marine Science

Toward a Common Understanding
of Ocean Multi-Use





OPS/images/fmars-06-00165-t002.jpg
Recommendations
for

Policy (macro-
regions/nations/
regions)

Regulation
(nations/regions)

Research
(academia/industry)

Industry
(corporations/
associations)

Type 1: Multi-purpose/multi-
functional

Provide financial incentives and
sureties for development of new
technologies and combinations

Develop and deploy joint
licensing procedures for
multi-use development
throughout entire lite cycles.

Identify and address gaps in
current knowledge about
safety, benefits and drawbacks
and create decision

support systems.

Develop piot sites to showcase
and advance new technology in
the field

Type 2: Symbiotic use

Mainstream and include
multi-use concept on all
relevant policy levels

Identify and apply site selection
criteria to establish viable
multi-use sites in

managed waters

Identify operational overtaps
allowing for the sharing of cost
for supporting services

and infrastructure

Formulate exemplary benefit
and cost sharing agreements
between involved actors

Type 3:
Co-existence/o-location

Clarify rights and
responsibilities of different users
to ocean space

Ensure that effective
cooperation and mediation
mechanisms are in place
between representatives of all
sectors (i.e., working groups)
Gather and communicate data
about compatibity of uses

Faciltate industry wide capacity
buiding regarding opportunities
and operations

Recommendations are derived from analysis of the MUSES Ocean Multi-Use Action Plan (Schultz-Zehden et al., 2018).

Type 4: Subsequent
use/repurposing

Adopt clear legal frameworks
and clarify liabilty rules
(between current and future
platform users), allowing for
better management of
expectations and predictabilty
Develop general suitabiity
criteria as to which sites and
types of installations are
suitable, for which type of reuse

Carry on time series research
about long-term local impacts
of maritime infrastructure and
installations to ecosystems

Suggest suitable investment
mechanisms to faciltate re-use
of installations after initel
lifespan









OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Marine Science





