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D13.7 SPICOSA Training Content Report 
 
 

1. Aim 
The aim of this report is to critically analyse the outputs of SPICOSA training 
activities. It builds on D13.3 by developing ideas related to the SAF module and other 
aspects of the project and considers how these influence the wider sphere of 
professional ICZM practice. 
 
2. Objectives 
Objectives of this report are therefore to: 
 

1. summarise the aims of the training outputs 
2. assess whether aims have been achieved 
3. comment on why or why not aims have been achieved 
4. using key themes from D13.3, make suggestions on how the rest of the project 

can influence ICZM professional practice. 
 

 
3. Summary of Professional Training Outputs 
The following workshops have been delivered as part of WP13s contribution to the 
SPICOSA project. 
 

1. Cork: pilot workshop, 24-25th June 2008, (List of attendees in Appendix A) 
2. Gdansk: pilot training workshop, 7-8th October 2008, (List of attendees in 

Appendix B). 
3. Sweden: Improving ICZM Using a Systems Approach. Training of Trainers 

workshop, 24-25th November 2009. (List of attendees in Appendix C). 
4. Cascade workshops planned for 3 SSAs before Month 40. Details to be 

confirmed. 
5. WP13 also assisted with organisation of DST (Deliberation Support Tool) 

workshops at Algarve (September 2009), Copenhagen (October 2009) and 
Istanbul (February 2010). WP1 will report separately on the delivery of these 
workshops. 

 
 
4. Aims of Training Outputs 
 
The aim of the workshops was to trial the SPICOSA professional training approach at 
Cork, refine it at Gdansk and train the trainers at Stockholm. They would then cascade 
their learning and experiences via local workshops at their own study sites. 
 
 
5. Achievement of Aims 
Wokshops have succeeded in their aims in so far as they are meant to distribute 
information to an audience, in this case, mainly the SPICOSA community and other 
interested stakeholders. Feedback from workshop activities has been collated and this 
is summarised below: 
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Detailed feedback from the Cork and Gdansk workshops was reported in D13.5, so 
this will not be repeated here. In summary, workshops were well received, although 
attendees were few. Also, it was considered difficult to train the entire SAF in just two 
days, therefore attention focussed on training aspects of it, such as: 

• “Mapping the worlds” 
• How to engage stakeholders 
• DPSIR (Drivers- Pressures- State of Environment- Impacts- Responses: 

organising information about the state of the environment), and  
• CATWOE (Customers-Actors- Transformations- Worldview- Owners- 

Environment: exploring functional relationships between stakeholders relevant 
to a specific issue).  

 
The following section summarises feedback from the workshop held in Stockholm in 
November 2009.  
 
 
5.1 Appropriateness of Training of Trainers Approach  
The Training of Trainers workshop (ToT) held in Stockholm, Sweden, 2009 used 
SPICOSA experts to explain and demonstrate how the fundamental building blocks of 
the SAF- ecological systems, economic systems and social systems could be applied 
in practice. A detailed case study was also presented and participants were given an 
opportunity to discuss issues and undertake SPICOSA related exercises. Appendix D 
shows some of the Powerpoints that were presented. A complete set of powerpoints 
may be viewed on the SPICOSA and SETNET webpages. 
 
When participants (n=15) were asked about the appropriateness of the training of 
trainers approach for cascading SAF knowledge, they responded as follows: 
 
Figure 1. Appropriateness of Trainers of Trainers Approach 
 
 
 

 
46% quite a lot 
20% a lot 
27% some 
7% a little 
0% not at all 

How appropriate ToT approach is for 
cascading SAF knowledge (n=15)

not at all
0%

a little
7%

some
27%

quite a lot
46%

a lot
20%

 
 

Conclusion: the majority of respondents agreed that the training of trainers approach 
was appropriate for cascading SPICOSA knowledge. 
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5.2 Confidence to Deliver Same Level of Training Locally 
When the same group of participants were asked whether they had the confidence to 
deliver the same level of training locally, their responses were: 
 
Figure 2. Confidence to Deliver Training Locally 
 

 
33% quite a lot 
0%  a lot 
67% some 
0% a little 
0% not at all 

 

Confidence to deliver same level of training 
locally (n=15)

some
67%

quite a lot
33%

 
Conclusion: the majority of respondents only had “some” confidence in their ability to 
deliver the same level of SAF training locally. 
 
5.3 Need to Modify Training Material 
When asked whether they thought training material would need to be modified for use 
in a local context, workshop participants (n=15) responded: 
 
Figure 3. Need to Modify Training Material 
 
 

39% quite a lot 
7%  a lot 
27% some 
7% a little 
7% not at all 
13% not completed 

 

Need to modify training material for use in 
local context (n=15)

a little
7%

some
27%

quite a lot
39%

a lot
7%

not completed
13%

not at all
7%

 
 
Conclusion: the majority of respondents thought that material would need to be 
modified quite a lot, for use in a local context. 
 
When asked how training material could be modified, respondents suggested that: 
1. The SAF should be simplified to make it understandable to non-scientists and non-
SPICOSA audiences 
2. training material should be adjusted to suit the local context/ language/ conditions/ 
perspective/ audience 
3. training material should include more specific activities and descriptions of the 
local economic, social and ecological components. 
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5.4 Whether SAF Training Could Influence ICZM Practice 
Finally, when asked whether they thought SAF Training Could Influence ICZM 
professional practice, workshop participants responded: 
 
Figure 4. Whether SAF Training Could Influence ICZM Practice 
 
 

33% quite a lot 
13% a lot 
54% some 
0% a little 
0% not at all 

 

Could SAF training influence ICZM 
professional practice? (n=15)

some
54%quite a lot

33%

a lot
13%

 
 
Conclusion: all respondents thought that SAF training could influence ICZM 
professional practice, although the degree to which this might occur appeared to be 
limited. This was because: 
 

1. more cohesive description of the SAF manual is required  
2. it takes a long time to change the view of policy makers and routines 
3. there is a lack of demonstration of short and longer term benefits. 

 
 
5.5 Summary of Workshop Delivery 
 
Figure 5. Scores for Workshop Delivery 

 

  
score 1 

low score 2 score 3 score 4 score 5 
score 6 

high 

Relevance to 
future work   1 1 5 6 2 

Content     3 4 5 3 

Structure   1 2 2 5 5 

Presentation 
style & quality     1 4 6 4 

Interest & fun     1 4 7 3 
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Figure 6. Graph of Scores for Workshop Delivery 
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Conclusion: Overall, the workshop was well received, with a mode score of 5 out of 6 
for relevance, content, structure, presentation style and quality, and interest. The 
structure was scored most highly, followed by presentation style and quality. 
Interestingly, one respondent stated that the workshop would not be relevant to future 
work. 
 
According to participants, the best things about the workshop were: 

1. Very good leadership. Keeping our minds and discussions on the right focus 
and not letting us lose ourselves (and our time) in detailed discussions. 
Envision was also very well informed about SPICOSA and the SAF and did 
the most clear explanation about it that I've heard 

2. being able to build a common view of each part of SAF 
3. having an honest debate of the weaknesses  
4. group exercises 
5. SSA 4 complete ESE model 
6. presentation- pulling the SAF together 
7. SWOT of the SAF  
8. bringing folks together and seeing how your guys conduct and deliver a 

workshop (which is more important than content)  
9. participatory exercises, because reflective and strategic  
10. the presentations- very clear and helpful  
11. it was interesting to share ideas in the exercise . Everyone was able to share 

experiences and opinions  
12. to lift the view from the SSA groups to SAF as a package that can be applied 

in other areas and other projects 
13. I liked the group exercises and the balance between theory and activities  
14. new information, new way of thinking, new friends discussions and focus on 

stakeholders, managers and the real world. 
 
The worst things were: 

1. How can we talk to local farmers about this project? What is relevant to tell 
them? What are they going to do with the information? We cannot talk to 
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relevant bodies/ stakeholders about SAF- that is latin to them. How can we get 
away from our scientific language?  

2. not being able to have more moments of interaction with participants  
3. the theoretical examples 
4. system output was not addressed  
5. few solutions suggested to fill the huge communication gap between 

stakeholders and research community  
6. lack of guidance on how to deliver a SPICOSA spiel in real life (ie. it's not 

lecturing, but a very simple, communication skill required). Could do with 
guidance on presentation skills, timing etc. The front ended delivery and 
"skip" over the meat and "rushed conclusions" syndrome 

7. the exercises- we should have spent more time on discussions after the 
presentations 

8. lack of confidence and knowledge in all parts of the SAF to be able to cascade 
it out for others  

9. too much scientific material repeated from other meetings 
10. lack of educational details and materials  
11. material was not appropriate for training to non-SPICOSIANS 
12. lack of links to the Water Framework Directive which should be highly topical 

for all study areas. 
 
 
6. The Wider Impact of SPICOSA on ICZM Practice 
6.1 Building on D13.3 Findings 
Six key points were discussed in D13.3, which at that time (December 2008) were 
found to inhibit the effectiveness of SAF implementation by coastal management 
practitioners. In summary these were as follows: 

1. the benefits of learning about the SAF must be clear, otherwise attendance at 
training courses is unlikely 

2. not feasible to effectively train coastal professionals on all the tools, 
techniques and theories encompassed in the SPICOSA SAF in just two days 

3. the SAF manual is too academic for coastal professionals 
4. the SAF does not take into account previous coastal management activities and 

does not easily lend itself to partial implementation 
5. there is a lack of evidence to convince coastal managers that re-organizing and 

re-communicating existing knowledge via the SAF is a worthwhile activity 
6. the SAF is not proven in a coastal management context. 
 

The issue of clarifying the benefits of learning about the SAF (point 1) was discussed 
in SETNET Newsletter 3 (August 2009). Appendix E shows the article. This was 
distributed to the SPICOSA community, as well as via EUCCs e-News, therefore can 
be considered to be addressed within SPICOSA, but not necessarily beyond it. 
 
Points 2,3 and 4 have not been addressed since D13.3 and continue to be issues that 
impede the implementation of the SAF to the broader coastal professional community. 
Although the Stockholm training event gave an overview of the key SAF principles 
and demonstrated examples of where they had been applied, the majority of the SAF 
steps were omitted as there were just two days available for training activities. In 
addition, although detailed content guidelines were given to presenters to tailor 
material for training purposes, only one actually delivered the presentation that had 
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been requested. The “raw materials” for the training manual are therefore absent. 
There remains a significant amount of work to be done before the SAF is simplified 
enough for use by coastal management professionals. 
 
Points 5 and 6 are beginning to be addressed via project review activities, although the 
SPICOSA project cannot as yet prove that applying the SAF improves efficiency or 
effectiveness of coastal management practice.  
 
 
6.2 SPICOSA Partner Feedback 
Drawing on feedback from workshop activities and evaluations, it is concluded that 
SAF training could potentially influence coastal management professional practice, 
although the degree to which this might occur, is at present limited. Reasoning for this 
is as follows: 
 
Strengths and Opportunities 

1. The SAF is particularly useful for visualising systems, promoting conversation 
and reflection 

2. It provides a means of integrating stakeholders, policy makers and scientists from 

different disciplines, linked to the “real” world 

3. The research community has been particularly enthusiastic 

4. The SAF permits new project development and is potentially self-sustainable 

5. There is political demand from policy makers. 
 
 
Weaknesses and Threats 
However, there are also a number of weaknesses and threats, including: 

6. There are too many steps involved in the SAF, and these need to be reduced if 
the SAF is to be implemented into professional coastal management practice  

7. Language and terminology should be less scientific 
8. Not all SPICOSA partners (mainly scientists) are comfortable or competent at 

training coastal management professionals in the SAF  
9. Although the SAF is supposed to integrate stakeholders and sciences, in 

practice, this has not always been the case and barriers still exist 
10. The SAF is dependant on adequate resourcing in terms of time, money and 

data- in particular, time can run out before the projects have been implemented 
and data is often lacking. 

 
 

Points 6 and 7 are beyond the current remit of WP13, but would significantly improve 
the likelihood of the SAF being implemented into professional practice. It is 
suggested that Phase 3 of the project focuses on joint working between WPs 1-6 and 
WP13 on producing material and training activities that are more appropriate for 
dissemination. Additional resourcing would be required. 
 
Options for mitigating Point 8 include a) providing training for scientists and 
academics on training methods, or b) using professional trainers to facilitate 
workshops. Once again, additional resourcing would be required. 
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6.3 Application of the SAF to Integrated Coastal Management 
Barriers 

The EC ICZM Recommendation (2002) identified 8 principles for ICZM. Three 
groups were asked to identify to what extent the SAF design overcomes the barriers to 
ICZM and fulfills the 8 principles of ICZM identified in the EU ICZM 
Recommendation. Reporting back of the exercise involved a “yes” or “no” answer 
with supporting comments where appropriate. 

Figure 7. Participant Review of the SAF and ICZM Barriers 

ICZM principle Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Broad perspective Y / N 

(multidisciplinary 
approach….but not 
all SSAs successful) 

Y 
(in theory) 

Y 

Long-term Y Y 
(how 

long…SPICOSA 
laying seeds) 

? 
(can do it potentially 

using scenario 
approach and useful 

for monitoring) 
Iterative Y 

(post-project?) 
Y Y 

Local specificity Y 
(stakeholder 

involvement in 
formulation stage -

differs) 

Y Y 
(enough local 
resources?) 

Natural processes Y Y Y 
Involve 
stakeholders 

X Y 
(in reality – 

questionable) 

Y / X 
(need representation 
and maintain interest 

and motivation) 
All relevant bodies X 

(much time needed to 
build relation…half 

way there) 

Y 
(not easy) 

X 

Combination 
instruments 

Y Y 
(different methods in 

SSAs) 

Y 

 
Conclusion: The SAF overcomes the majority of barriers to ICZM and is particularly 
effective at being iterative, locally specific, focussing on natural processes and using a 
combination of different instruments. It’s major weaknesses are in the involvement of 
stakeholders and inclusion of all relevant bodies. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A. List of Attendees at Cork Workshop 

 
 

List of participants 

1st SPICOSA WP13 Pilot Workshop 
“SPICOSA Professional Training Pilot Workshop” 

24-25 /06/ 2008 

University College Cork 
Cork, Ireland 

 

Name & Surname Institution Contact details 
Telephone/E-mail 

Martin Le Tissier ENVISION m.le-tissier@envision.uk.com 

Jeremy Hills ENVISION j.hills@envision.uk.com 

Hanna Ladkowska Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk ocehl@univ.gda.pl 

Barbara Dmochowska Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk badmoch@wp.pl 

Jeremy Gault University College Cork j._gault@envision.uk.com 

Andy Scollick University College Cork A.Scollick@ucc.ie 

Jeremy Gault University College Cork J.Gault@ucc.ie 

Andy Scollick University College Cork a.scollick@ucc.ie 

Anne Marie O’Hagan University College Cork A.OHagan@ucc.ie 

Mark Mellett Naval Service of Ireland c/o J.Gault@ucc.ie 
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Appendix B. List of Attendees at Gdansk Workshop 
 

List of participants 

2nd SPICOSA WP13 Pilot Workshop 
“SPICOSA Professional Training Pilot Workshop” 

7-8/ 10/ 2008 

Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk 
Al. Pilsudskiego 46, 81-378 Gdynia, Poland 

 

Name & suremane Institution Contact details 
Telephon/E-mail 

Zdzislaw Jaroni Vice President of Puck City + 48 58 6730500 

Jan Matzken Puck City Culture, Sport and Recreation Centre moksir@puck@home.pl 

Anna Mos Pomeranian Voivodeship Office anna.mos@gdansk.uw.gov.pl 

Andrzej Cieslak Maritime Office in Gdynia cieslak@umgdy.gov.pl 

Hanna Kamrowska Maritime Office in Gdynia kamro@umgdy.gov.pl 

Agnieszka Mostowiec Maritime Office in Gdynia agnieszka.mostowiec@umgdy.gov.pl 

Monika Zakrzewska Maritime Office in Gdynia monika.zakrzewska@umgdy.gov.pl 

Krzysztof Skóra Hel Marine Station of Institute of Oceanography 
University of Gdansk 

skora@univ.gda.pl 

Zbigniew Poplawski Regional Directorate of State Forest in Gdansk zbigniew.poplawski@gdansk.lasy.gov.pl 

Izabela Kashyna-
Pleskot 

Regional Directorate of State Forest in Gdansk, 
Wejherowo Branch 

i.pleskot@gdansk.lasy.gov.pl 

Monika Michalowska Pomeranian Development Agency SA monika.michalowska@arp.gda.pl 

Katarzyna Scibor Maritime Institute in Gdansk ks@sustainable.projects.eu 

Anna Szaniawska Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk oceasz@univ.gda.pl 

Martin Le Tissier ENVISION m.le-tissier@envision.uk.com 

Hanna Ladkowska Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk ocehl@univ.gda.pl 

Barbara Dmochowska Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk badmoch@wp.pl 

Tomasz Zarzycki Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk tomasz@ocean.univ.gda.pl 

Urszula Janas Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk ula@ocean.univ.gda.pl 

Jan Jedrasik Institute of Oceanography University of Gdansk janj@ocean.univ.gda.pl 
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Appendix C. List of Attendees at Stockholm Workshop 
 

List of participants 

WP 13 SAF Training of Trainers Workshop 
24-25 November 2009, Stockholm, Sweden 

hosted by University of Stockholm 
 

No Name & suremane Institution SSA or WP 
number 

Contact details 
Telephon/E-mail 

1 Susanne Kratzer Stockholm University SSA 4 Suse@ecology.su.se 

2 Jakob Walve Stockholm University SSA 4  jakob.walve@ecology.su.se 

3 Therese Arredahl Stockholm University SSA 4 Suse@ecology.su.se 

4 Ragnar Elmgren Stockholm University SSA 4 ragnar.elmgren@ecology.su.se 

5 Ulf Larsson Stockholm University SSA 4 ulf.larsson@ecology.su.se 

6 Maria Helena Marques Enes 
Guimaraes 

University of Algarve SSA 11 mguimaraes@ualg.pt 

7 Carlos Sousa University of Algarve SSA 11 cssousa@ualg.pt 

8 Yannis N. Krestenitis Aristotle University of 
Thessaloniki 

SSA 16 ynkrest@civil.auth.gr 

9 Zoi Konstantinou Aristotle University of 
Thessaloniki 

SSA 16 zkon@civil.auth.gr 

10 Anna Szaniawska University of Gdansk SSA 2 & WP13 oceasz@ug.edu.pl 

11 Hanna Ladkowska University of Gdansk SSA 2 & WP13 ocehl@ug.edu.pl 

12 Jeremy Gault University College Cork SSA 8 & WP13 j._gault@envision.uk.com 

13 Andy Scollick University College Cork SSA 8 & WP13 A.Scollick@ucc.ie 

14 Jeanette Reis Cardiff University WP13 ReisJ@cardiff.ac.uk 

15 Jeremy Hills ENVISION WP13 j.hills@envision.uk.com 

16 Martin Le Tissier ENVISION WP13 m.le-tissier@envision.uk.com 

17 Thomas Sawyer Hopkins IAMC-CNR SPICOSA 
Coordinator 

tom.hopkins@iamc.cnr.it 

18 Denis Bailly UBO SPICOSA 
Coordinator 

denis.bailly@univ-brest.fr 

19 Loraine McFadden Middlesex University WP1 L.McFadden@mdx.ac.uk 

20 Johanna d’Hermoncourt Université Libre de Bruxelles WP2 jodherno@ulb.ac.be 

21 Audun Sandberg Bodo University College Node 1 Audun.Sandberg@hibo.no 

22 Gerda Kinell Enveco Environmental 
Economics Consultancy Ltd. 

SSA 4 gerda@enveco.se 

23 Frida Franzén (25th only) Enveco Environmental 
Economics Consultancy Ltd. 

SSA 4 gerda@enveco.se 

24 Antonella Petrocelli IAMC-TARANTO SSA 14 antonella.petrocelli@iamc.cnr.it 

25 Patricia Sclafani IAMC-NAPOLI SSA 14 patricia.sclafani@iamc.cnr.it 
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D.2 Economic Systems, Johanna D’Hernoncourt, ULB 
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D.3 Social Systems, Loraine McFadden, FHRC 
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Appendix E. SETNET Article 
 

 


