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Key Message
• Knowledge of the integrated coastal 

management (ICM) cycle is critical to 
the proper and correct implementation. 
With recent trends to scale up and 
replicate ICM practices in the East Asian 
Seas region, the cycle guides, structures, 
and models ICM implementation at 
the local government level. The main 
challenge is how to sustain the process 
and how it can be systematically (and 
strategically) done.  

Abstract
The ICM practice has evolved and 
matured worldwide in the past 50 years.  
That maturity was driven by the correct 
application of the ICM cycle. At the 
onset, it brought about the realization 
that an integrated coastal governance 
policy must not exist separately from its 

implementation. The ICM cycle is essential 
as it provides a stepwise, non-negotiable 
“must haves” to be able to go to several 
next steps. It must be properly conducted 
to contribute to continual improvement. 
The goal is to have a functional ICM 
system to enhance local governments’ 
services and contribute to sustainable 
development. 
 

Background
Over the last 50 years, coastal management 
concept and practice have evolved and 
matured into an ICM System. In the East 
Asian Seas (EAS) region, ICM started 
gaining adherents in the early 1980s 
(Bonga and Chua, this volume). However, 
the initial models and concepts followed 
by the region — as well as other developing 
regions in the world, e.g., Latin America 
and East Africa — were inadequate and not 
clearly understood, to say the least. 
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Two problems were evident to ICM practitioners in 
its early run.

One, there was a lack of implementation during a 
project’s timeline (Chua, 1998). In the ASEAN/US 
Coastal Resources Management Project, one of the 
earlier ICM projects in eight pilot sites in Southeast 
Asia (Scura, et al., 1992), program implementation 
was not undertaken at all. This was because 
the project design did not have provisions for 
implementation during the project’s lifespan. All the 
time and effort were used in undertaking resource 
surveys and assessments and  scientific studies and 
in putting up management plans. To a significant 
extent, the problem lay in the understanding (or 
misunderstanding) that implementation is outside 
the project authority’s responsibility, and lies with 
the local or national governments. It was also 
initially assumed that a local/national government 
would readily give a go-ahead to suggested 
management plans, mostly crafted by international 
donors and external experts and consultants. But 
most of these plans were without clear indications 
where and when the human resource and money 
for the implementation would come from and thus, 
were not implemented. 

Further, even if the projects were implemented, 
almost all initiatives did not go through multiple 
cycles (Olsen, 2002; Chua, 2008a). As it was 
envisioned, ICM needs to be a long-term, iterative 
engagement. Most programs were abandoned after 
the withdrawal of external financial and technical 
assistance (Pomeroy and Carlos, 1997; Olsen, 
2002; White and Salamanca, 2002; Christie, 2005; 
Chua, 2008a); when institutional disagreement 

ensued (Archer, 1988; Imperial, et al., 2000); 
when loopholes in legislation became apparent 
(e.g., a lack of coherence between sectoral policies 
(Sharma, 1996)); or when there were inefficiencies 
in operationalizing existing legislation (Taljaard, et 
al., 2013).

The failure to implement some of the proposed 
action plans stifled initiatives, confidence, and 
commitment among concerned local government 
departments, decisionmakers, and stakeholders 
(Chua, 1998, 2006, 2008a).  

In the succeeding ICM programs in East Asia, 
particularly those spearheaded by PEMSEA in the 
early 1990s1, a model utilized an ICM program 
cycle that proffered direct engagement of local 
government executives (together with other 
stakeholders). In the PEMSEA model, the whole 
program was developed to consciously integrate 
the policymaking, planning, and management 
processes of integrated coastal governance — in 
a series of phased, structured, and formalized 
stages — with the local government’s development, 
planning, and implementation processes (and its 
timeline and capacities). This tweak came at the 
realization that an integrated coastal governance 
policy must not exist separately from its 
implementation. 

Approach and Methodology
The ICM cycle was developed as a six-stage, 
stepwise, iterative, and incremental process 
that offered long-term, continual improvement    

1   As enumerated by Taljaard, et al. (2011), other ICM frameworks and implementation models have also 
been tried in the region and worldwide, including: cross-sectoral integrated coastal area planning (CICAP) 
process (Pernetta and Elder, 1993); Olsen’s ICM cycle (Olsen, et al., 1997, 1999); the model proposed by the 
Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection (GESAMP, 1996); the World 
Bank guidelines (Post and Lundin, 1996); the ICM guidelines by Cicin-Sain and Knecht (1998); the European 
integrated coastal zone management recommendations (European Commission, 2002); the Canadian 
integrated management model (DFO, 2002); the Australian implementation model (NRMMC, 2006); and the 
flexible cyclical umbrella model proposed by the Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the 

 Marine Environment from Land-based Activities (GPA) (UNEP/GPA, 2006).
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Figure 1.   The ICM development and implementation cycle. (Source: Chua, 2008a)

(Figure 1; see Box 1 for the ICM cycle narrative 
of the processes). The PEMSEA redesign helped 
local governments and managers get out of the 
perpetual planning conundrum experienced by 
ICM and other past natural resources management 
approaches. 

The timing of introducing an ICM cycle redesign 
in the early 1990s — and again in the mid-2000s — 
was propitious. 

First, its target was toward directly engaging 
and empowering local chief executives and local 
agencies. The redesigned ICM cycle was nearly 
identical to, and reflects the public administration’s 
adaptive policy cycle, commonly referred to now as 
the PDCA cycle: plan-do-check-act. The redesign 
did not seek to re-invent, but instead harmonized 
with what local governments were familiar with 

or proficient in. This commonality was the first 
step into looking at where the entry points were, 
to be able to integrate an ICM program to a local 
government’s mandated processes. 

It was much easier to convince local governments 
to adopt an initiative or new model when the 
processes involved were known, unambiguous, 
or were previously used by them. In this case, an 
existing system (PDCA cycle) — which was usually 
committed to individual, institutional, and societal 
memory and transactions — was readily utilized as 
basis for another undertaking (a redesigned ICM 
cycle). This policy and functional integration was 
one of the simpler ways of showing that ICM is 
integrative.

The buy-in and ownership of a new undertaking 
started when local governments recognized that 



150

CASE STUDY  11

Pilot scale waste management was implemented in 
Village 1 Sangkat 4, Sihanoukville, Cambodia, where 
no previous waste management scheme exist.

The Preparing stage focuses efforts on setting up the 
management and administrative aspects of the ICM site, 
which includes: (1) establishment of a project management 
office (PMO) to coordinate the implementation of identified 
activities and selection of project staff; (2) establishment 
of an interagency, multisector coordinating body (normally 
in the form of a project coordinating committee or PCC) 
that will coordinate diversified project activities and direct 
the program; (3) establishment of a technical working/
advisory group to provide technical and scientific advice 
to the project; and (4) clarification of working relationships 
within the local government and among national 
government agencies and other stakeholders. 

It is also essential to prepare a workplan and arrange 
available financial and other administrative resources. 
To effectively implement the workplan, the project staff 
are trained at this stage and stakeholders are provided 
with information on the rationale and benefits of ICM. 
Proper communication with stakeholders minimizes their 
resistance to the project and increases their participation 
and support in implementing activities. 

At this early stage, a project monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) system is set up to measure the progress and 
achievements of the project. The M&E system, designed 
for long-term application, should be practical and easy to 
apply, and provide useful information to local governments 
and stakeholders for mapping and tracking the ICM work 
plan and budget. At this point, an initial status review 
can also be conducted using the ICM Code as a standard 
for assessing existing governance and management 
conditions at the local level. The outcome can be useful 
in providing direction and support to local governments to 
further strengthen their management and administrative 
capacity and efficiency through an integrated management 
approach. 

The Initiating and Developing stages are time-consuming 
as they literally cover the development of comprehensive 
strategies and implementation plans following the 
requirements of the ICM Code. 

In the Initiating stage, environmental issues and concerns 
are identified and prioritized for management interventions. 
Preparation of a baseline State of the Coasts (SOC) 
report consolidates the socioeconomic, cultural, political, 
religious, and ecological characteristics of the site. Such 
information will determine the types and level of policy 
and management interventions needed. An integrated 
information management system (IIMS) can be set up at 

Box 1.   The ICM cycle (Chua, 2008a; Ross, 2012).

this stage, in order to store relevant data and information 
and to facilitate easy retrieval, information-sharing, and use 
among participating agencies/institutions. 

By conducting an environmental risk assessment (ERA) 
using the collected secondary information, a priority 
ranking of environmental concerns can be developed. 

The SOC, IIMS, and ERA entail extensive stakeholder 
consultations, which contribute to improved understanding 
and appreciation of the linkages between human activities 
and the coastal and marine ecosystem. This awareness 
translates into increased interest and participation in the 
preparation of a coastal strategy. The coastal strategy 
involves consultations among stakeholders from sectors 
with different perspectives. The objective of the coastal 
strategy is to formulate and agree upon a common vision 
and long-term framework of actions in developing and 
managing their shared coastal area.

To address the perceived environmental  risks, the 
Developing stage prioritizes the action programs within 
the coastal strategy for short, medium, and long-term 
implementation. A coastal strategy implementation plan 
is developed as a collaborative planning exercise involving 
the lead agency and line agencies. It identifies goals, 
targets, measurable indicators of progress and outcomes 
for key management interventions, based on the coastal 
strategy. The implementation plan also specifies an 
indicative budget and financing strategy for each action 
program. It enhances the coordination and integration 
of many diverse projects to ensure effective use of time, 
funding, and resources.

Although financing is a critical need for the development 
and implementation of an ICM program, it is not a limiting 
factor. An ICM program can be initiated within the limits 
of existing financial resources using available line agency 
budgets. The key is the strong support and participation 
of the relevant agencies because benefits are accrued 
from such participation. In particular, line agencies with a 
mandate in disaster, water, habitat, pollution, and fisheries 
management are able to benefit from the ICM approach. It 
provides an opportunity to pool interagency resources – an 
important step towards securing needed financing – for 
achieving common objectives and implementing agreed 
plans of action.

When executing the implementation plan, a 
multistakeholder and integrated environmental monitoring 
program is operationalized in order to monitor changes in 
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environmental conditions and assess the effectiveness 
of management actions. The monitoring program is 
designed to provide information to SOC (to determine 
changes and trends in governance, and socioeconomic 
and environmental conditions), as well as to ERA 
(to determine levels of risk as a consequence of 
environmental changes and trends).

Other key outputs from the Developing stage include: (1) 
institutional arrangements and supporting sustainable 
financing mechanisms that are established to ensure the 
program’s sustainability within existing social, political 
and legal structures; and (2) a coastal use zoning 
scheme and its implementing arrangements that are 
set up to provide local governments with a mechanism 
for planning and managing development and human 
activities in coastal areas, as well as for establishing 
permits, user fees, etc., for access to/use of coastal and 
marine resources and services.

Adoption of the above plans and arrangements by the 
local government guarantees the integration of the 
plans into the development planning framework of the 
local government, allocation of budget, harmonization 
of efforts, and institutionalization of coordinating 
arrangements for implementation of the action plans. 
Involvement of the lawmakers and public to pass local 
laws in support of the proposed plans in the Adopting 
stage requires intensive public awareness and political 
will. Thus, a target-oriented communication plan needs 
to be developed and started during the Initiating and 
Developing stages in order to prepare the concerned 
policymakers and stakeholders for the Adopting stage.    

The Implementing stage demands the availability of 
competent personnel, financial resources, as well as the 
political commitment to implement action plans. Thus, 
this stage emphasizes setting in place institutional/legal 
arrangements and financial mechanisms to operate the 
ICM program, which were committed under the coastal 
strategy implementation plan. The project management 
arrangements at this stage can be transformed, 
becoming integrated into the local government’s 
institutional structure through appropriate legislative 
procedures. 

Training and development of competent personnel in 
the different line agencies and sectors involved in ICM 
implementation is also a key aspect at this stage.  A 
critical mass of human resources must be available 
at the local level or available within reach of the local 

government. A successful ICM program is built on 
the local capacity to plan and manage the coastal 
and marine areas. One good practice is to link an ICM 
program with a local university or research institution 
whose staff can be further developed and knowledge 
and skills improved so that they will be capable and 
effective in providing the needed technical support to 
the concerned local government.

The cyclical nature of ICM allows improvements 
in methodology, approaches and actions as ICM 
practitioners gain experience and acquire technical 
expertise. It allows a gradual shift from conventional 
or adaptive management to more science-based 
management. 

During the Refining and Consolidating stage, a practical 
and efficient M&E system, established at the onset 
(Preparing) facilitates the process of assessing ICM 
program implementation and management. Updating 
the SOC report provides the local government and 
stakeholders with an assessment of ICM achievements 
and resulting changes, and contributes to the planning 
for the next ICM cycle. 

The timeframe required for developing and 
implementing an ICM program may vary, depending 
on the geographical scope, severity of environmental 
issues, complexity of the management issues, and 
institutional and financial capacity of the local 
government. In most instances, it may take several 
decades to attain the common vision and desired 
outcomes of the coastal strategy. Five years, however, 
is sufficient to develop and implement the first ICM 
cycle. With experience, the project timeframe should 
be reduced to 3-5 years, preferably coinciding with the 
planning cycle of the local government. 

The next program cycle begins when new action plans 
are being formulated and implemented, based on the 
experience and foundation established in the previous 
cycle. The new cycle can address the challenge of 
scaling up the ICM program with regard to the following 
contexts: (1) geographic expansion of existing ICM 
program and/or replication in other coastal areas; (2) 
functional expansion of ICM with regard to management 
issues, including the linking of coastal management 
and watershed and river basin management; and (3) 
temporal considerations, as ICM  needs to become an 
integral part of government programs instead of being 
implemented as a separate project.

Box 1.   The ICM cycle (Chua, 2008a; Ross, 2012) cont.
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they can produce results given clear and well-
articulated goals, objectives, and processes. This 
realization stemmed from public administration’s 
lens of abiding by its mantra to an objectives and 
results (and, thus to impacts-) based approach.

Second, in 1994, GESAMP (Joint Group of 
Experts on the Scientific Aspects of Marine 
Environmental Protection and Advisory 
Committee on Protection of the Sea) defined 
the practice of ICM and exhorted how science 
must be incorporated in the ICM processes. 
In 1996, GESAMP advocated a five-step ICM 
cycle (GESAMP, 1996), a precursor to some of 
the succeeding ICM cycles that were developed, 
including the cycle adopted by PEMSEA. The 
five-step cycle of GESAMP demonstrated specific 
contributions of science in each stage, and thereby 
extolled the importance of enhanced interaction 
among scientists, managers, and decisionmakers 
working together as a team (Chua, 1997; Bremer, 
2011; Taljaard, et al., 2011).

Chua (1997) analyzed the essential elements of 
science in coastal management and exhorted that 
policy and management interventions should be 
based on sound scientific findings. He further 
emphasized that in order to maximize the inputs 
of natural and social sciences, problem-oriented 
research must be encouraged to provide the 
needed information required for management 
actions. The need for a stronger science-
policy integration was enshrined through this 
understanding.

It is a fact that uncertainty abounds and it is 
improbable that complete knowledge about very 
dynamic ecosystems, their resources, processes, 
and interactions can be known. Despite these 
limitations, managers, local executives, and other 
stakeholders are duty-bound to make decisions. 
They are still mandated to plan, implement, re-
assess, and learn from their actions (or inactions) 
about managing resource use, allocations, and 
development. This in itself is an expression of 

adaptive management operationalized through 
the ICM cycle: “a structured decision-making” 
(Allen and Gunderson, 2011); “simultaneously 
managing and learning” (Williams, 2011); and “a 
cyclical process [that emphasizes] the importance 
of continuous adaptation based on new learning, 
thus allowing for a systematic refinement of the 
overall implementation process” (Taljaard, et al., 
2013).

Combining best available science, local knowledge 
and local institutional structures and capacities, 
the ICM cycle guides and steers actions; and 
therein lies the more potent contribution of 
ICM to the adaptive management approach, 
often referred to as “science-based approach to 
managing natural resources” (Williams, 2011). A 
science-based “learning by doing” approach was 
advocated through this: a continuous learning 
about how ecosystems respond while managing 
the interventions that have been planned and 
agreed upon. Appropriate scientific monitoring 
protocols underpinned by an indicator-based 
evaluation became necessary tools.  

Last, by the mid-2000s, an updated ICM cycle was 
developed and PEMSEA began advocating and 
using a comprehensive, multifaceted, ecosystem-
based framework: the Framework for Sustainable 
Development of Coastal Areas (SDCA) (Figure 
2). This was in alignment with developments 
in the international arena, in particular, the 
endorsements made through the World Summit 
on Sustainable Development in 2002: bigger 
investments in establishing stronger partnerships 
(among governments, civil society groups, and 
private sector) and using an ecosystem-based 
management approach to augment the integrated 
coastal and ocean governance frameworks. 
Around this time, the paradigm shifted towards 
integrative and collaborative coastal and ocean 
governance approaches. 

The SDCA Framework provided as comprehensive 
a platform as possible by which to achieve 
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Figure 2.    Process-oriented common framework for sustainable development of 
coastal areas through ICM implementation. (Source: PEMSEA, 2007)

sustainable development goals in coastal areas, 
utilizing the ICM cycle as its principal driver2. The 
SDCA Framework, although based on initiatives 
in the East Asian Seas region, was generic enough 
to be used by other regions: it represented the 
results of the conceptual and operational “loop” 
of the ICM cycle practiced over the decades. 
This conferred the dynamism through which 
the SDCA Framework operated; as such, in 
the spirit of adaptive management, the SDCA 
Framework steered actions as new challenges (and 
opportunities) in environmental emergencies (and 
economic investments) arise. In other words, the 

call for action became: managing the constancy of 
change in our ecosystems, including the significant 
contributions of humans and societies.

The SDCA Framework ensured more focus and 
accountability in coastal governance; and in a 
pragmatic sense, aligned to what experts always 
call out: to “drive management toward clearly 
important or tractable issues so that solutions can 
be demonstrated” (Taljaard, et al., 2011). In this 
updated ICM cycle, the importance of complying 
with a standard, certification-based ICM Code was 
raised. 

2   For more discussion about the SDCA Framework, see Bonga and Chua (this volume) and Bermas and Chua (this volume).  
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Results
A continuous (and sustainable) ICM operation within 
local government’s administrative functions has 
been demonstrated

PEMSEA’s first two ICM demonstration sites in 
Batangas (Philippines) and Xiamen (PR China) 
modeled the ICM planning exercises that were built 
within the existing local development planning 
process, taking into consideration the timing and 
schedules, actors, and funding. Other PEMSEA 
ICM sites were informed by this model and 
continuously received mentoring from both sites, 
now considered as “laboratories” of successful ICM. 

Viewed (and operationalized) not as an 
independent process, the ICM cycle contributed 
in: (1) mainstreaming the ICM processes and 
action programs into public policy deliberations 
and resource appropriations; and (2) in the spirit 
of interagency integration, of bringing different 
agencies into the ICM process.

To date, the Batangas and Xiamen ICM sites have 
tucked in more than 20 years of continuous ICM 
operation under their belts, going through at 
least four ICM cycles. Their ICM programs were 
launched in early 1994. As reviewed by Chua (2006, 
2008b), Zhou and Lu (2006), and Ye, et al. (2014, 
2015), both sites have logged in the following 
experiences:

• Each project was able to complete the first 
cycle in about six years. Essential information 
on the elements of coastal governance 
(policy, strategic action programs, legislation, 
institutional arrangement, financing, stakeholder 
consultation, information management, and 
capacity development) was acquired and the 
ICM program was formulated. During the first 
cycle, the Global Environment Facility’s  (GEF) 
contribution to total project funds was about 
half to two-thirds of the total amount allocated. 
The remaining amount came from the local 

governments and counterpart contributions from 
the private sector, as in the case of Batangas. 

• From 2000 to 2007, a second cycle was started 
to implement activities identified in their 
action plans. In this stage, the local government 
covered almost 90% of the total costs, while 
the GEF’s contribution was used mainly to 
support incremental cost, such as preparation 
of case studies and the development of ICM 
training centers. In Xiamen, a proper allocation 
for the long-term restoration of Yuandang 
Lagoon was guaranteed after the allocation 
of ICM funds was internalized in the annual 
government expenditure. With the decline in 
external funding, this period commenced with 
establishing sustainable financing for further 
investments.

• A third ICM cycle began around 2006-2008 
(until 2013) and focused on geographical 
and functional scaling up of ICM practice. 
In Xiamen, other ICM projects such as the 
Xiamen Western Sea treatment, comprehensive 
environmental management of Xinglin Bay, 
restoration of Wuyuan Bay, protection and 
recovery of biological resources and rare species, 
and Jiulong River watershed integrated treatment 
were carried out. In Batangas Bay, building from 
its experiences, scaling up was  expanded to the 
adjacent Balayan Bay and Tayabas Bay.

• In 2014, both sites logged in their fourth cycle of 
ICM implementation.

A deliberative first cycle and intuitive next cycles 

Over the years, the influence of PEMSEA in the 
conduct of ICM programs at its ICM sites was 
strong, especially during the first ICM cycle. 
This was a deliberative strategy. This period was 
very crucial when the fundamental elements for 
seamless planning and implementation were set 
up, made available, became operational, and/
or adopted, including: a project management 
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office, a coordinating mechanism, delineation of 
a management boundary, an initial state of the 
coast or profile, a strategy/action plan in achieving 
shared vision and mission, and a monitoring 
mechanism.  

The first cycle was very important as significant 
management issues (and tools) were framed (and 
learned). At this stage, the enabling environments 
were created; the major limits to implementation 
were known; and the practical concerns were 
articulated: who was responsible; were roles clearly 
delineated; how can stakeholders participate; which 
core staff would be trained; what capacities were 
lacking; where to find money; among others.

From the second cycle onwards, when PEMSEA 
started to become less involved with site operations, 
deviation among sites existed but the cyclical 
process was maintained, though not as rigid as 
PEMSEA intended the process to proceed. The 
sites, by this time were appropriately trained and 
continuously mentored (and showed considerable 
credibility in implementing ICM), could 
confidently accommodate deviation especially 
when presented with emergencies, as well as 
windows of opportunity, without veering too far 
away from the ICM cycle.

The deliberative first cycle and intuitive next 
cycles, which mirror the deliberative (set up) phase 
and the iterative phase espoused by an adaptive 
management approach (Williams, 2011), were 
crucial to fulfill the requirements of, and comply 
with a standard ICM system as stipulated in the 
ICM Code; and to anticipate and manage the 
expectations when management interventions 
were implemented given complex and uncertain 
conditions.   

Variations in local circumstances 
did not prevent ICM cycle implementation  

The variety and diversity in ICM practice 
worldwide were shown to be a result of the different 

contexts, nuances to and of local knowledge, and 
site-specific conditions of different areas (Sorensen, 
1993; Cicin-Sain and Knecht, 1998; Olsen and 
Christie, 2000; Stojanovic, et. al, 2004; Chua, 2006). 

Several snapshots of variations in PEMSEA ICM 
sites indicate the breadth of cultural, political and 
social differences, as well as limits accorded by 
individual and institutional capacities, which did 
not preclude successfully fulfilling the requirements 
of each ICM stage.

• Guimaras Province (Philippines) benefited from 
lessons learned from demonstration sites on how 
to streamline the development and production 
of its Coastal Strategy and, in the end, was able 
to shorten the process for its adoption.

• In Xiamen, through consultations during its first 
cycle, two strategic measures — the creation of 
coordinating mechanisms and the development 
of functional sea use zoning — were readily 
adopted and scheduled for implementation, 
although an entire plan was yet to be finalized.

• In Sihanoukville (Cambodia), a Regional Task 
Force Team (composed of expert-members 
from PEMSEA and Shihwa Lake, RO Korea, 
was set up to assist the PMO to increase its 
level of technical expertise in ICM. This meant 
that many activities were shortened with the 
advantage of external assistance. The PMO 
was able to continue later on with all the 
respective activities such as consultations and 
communication plans by themselves.

• Both Chonburi (Thailand) and Port Klang 
(Malaysia) signed their Memorandum of 
Agreements (MOAs) a year later than planned 
due to legal issues with their governments. To 
augment the delays incurred, some adjustments 
were made. For example, an activity, usually 
separately done, such as the production of an 
environmental profile, was included in the 
coastal management strategy as one activity. 
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• In Shihwa Lake, no project coordination 
committee was set up, instead the Shihwa 
Watershed Management Committee was set up 
in 2002 through national legislation to promote 
interagency dialogue.

• The Adoption stage in most cases is a formal 
process; but in some, a cultural adoption must 
take place. For example in Aceh, Indonesia, a 
Rasa charter was adopted, also known as kanun 
(canon) which is based on Islam. Another 
example is the Bali case, also in Indonesia.

ICM’s cyclical nature allowed improvements 
in methodology, approaches, and actions as 
practitioners gained experience and technical 
expertise

The ICM cycle strengthened the management 
regime through capacity development, over 
time. The fundamental tenet and operative word 
is incrementally. The first basic lesson was not 
aiming at addressing all issues within one cycle 
but focusing on prioritized concerns through risk 
assessment and management requirements of 
each concern. Through this strategy, interventions 
were phased and timed with due consideration 
of how technical knowledge and leadership 
skills were also progressing. As Visal, et al. (this 
volume) reiterated: “The ICM system helps to 
build capacities and can develop technical and 
leadership competencies in local practitioners so 
that they become effective agents of change.”3

As the ICM program matured, both the SDCA 
Framework and the ICM cycle provided robust, 
scaling up platforms to accommodate increasing 
(and evolving) needs and aspirations in the 
coastal areas. A number of “collateral” good 
outcomes were spawned, alongside the increase in 
competencies of the ICM practitioners:

• a better understanding on how ecosystems 
were responding to management interventions 
(Padayao, this volume; Esmas, et al., this volume);

• perception and attitudinal changes were 
registered among other stakeholders, like 
the scientists in Xiamen who recognized the 
importance of also providing interdisciplinary 
management-oriented research aside from doing 
purely disciplinary research (Chua, 1998); and 
among the private sector, which enhanced their 
corporate social responsibility mindset (Cardinal, 
et al., this volume); and

• a strong, informed public constituency was 
formed (Narcise and Padayao, this volume; see 
Box 2). 

Lessons Learned 
Coastal and ocean policies are only as effective as 
their implementation  

A paradigm policy shift to integrative collaborative 
coastal and ocean governance cannot exist in a 
vacuum. It needs the legitimacy which the public 
local administration confers; the credibility which 
ecosystem and science-based learning-by-doing 
approaches exhort; and the enhanced partnership 
which the strong public constituency (Christie, et 
al., 2005) and informed public coalition (Jentoft, 
2007) offer. 

It starts with a correctly understood and followed 
ICM cycle, to which an adaptive management 
practice tenet is applied: “A series of formalized 
and structured steps” (Schreiber, et al., 2004) and 
to which a public administration tenet is required, 
to coincide with planning and implementation 
processes of the local government. 

3   See Visal, et al. (this volume) on the related capacity development initiatives undertaken at the different stages of the ICM cycle.  
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That starting point is the main strategy to counter 
the issue raised on how to sustain the ICM process 
and how it can be systematically (and strategically) 
done. As the initial batch of ICM sites conferred 
with Level 1 ICM certifications validate: Xiamen, 
Dongying, Batangas, Guimaras, Bataan, and others 
have already developed organizational routines to 
embed their ICM cycle in their day-to-day activities 
(Cardinal, et al., this volume).

The goal is to fully mainstream, and it begs the 
question: Will the ICM cycle end? Theoretically, 
it ends, but the functional, operational platforms 
continue. Philosophically, it doesn’t matter, but 
the paradigm shift in mindset does. The name, 
the label, is forgotten; what is important is the 
recognition of the significant role and contribution 

of ICM in operationalizing integrative and 
collaborative frameworks. 

Other ways forward for local governments are: 
(a) to strengthen coastal governance as a service 
delivery mechanism; (b) to develop a purely 
economic perspective (e.g., incentive or financial 
support models) (Taljaard, et al., 2013); or (c) to 
institute and implement marine spatial planning 
(as started in some PEMSEA ICM sites), coastal 
use zoning and its integration to land use planning. 
Xiamen has been successful with this initiative 
(Fang and Ma, this volume). Where Bataan was able 
to engage much greater stakeholder consultation for 
its coastal use zoning scheme, Batangas may need 
Bataan’s support when implementing its scheme.

Box 2.   The ICM cycle: its role in public engagement and how an engaged public keeps the cycle going 
(Aguinaldo, 2016).

Communication and information dissemination for 
the creation of an informed/engaged public have long 
been the foundations of the ICM cycle. However, based 
on documented experiences with PEMSEA sites, it 
was found that the main strategies employed in the 
ICM cycle can be modified for the goal of creating 
an engaged public. Conversely, it is this same public 
engagement which ensures the continuity of the cycle.

These stages are:

1. Preparing. All information pertaining to the 
basic concepts of ICM (e.g., issues/challenges, 
vision, benefits, case studies, etc.) are presented 
to stakeholders for the development of an ICM 
program that is tailored to their community. 
This also involves learning about the local 
culture and traditions, and assessing the public’s 
current perceptions of ecosystem values and 
environmental management. From this information, 
effective communication plans/strategies are 
designed.

2. Initiating. As information-sharing continues, 
stakeholders prepare coastal profiles/SOC reports 
to identify issues, formulate objectives, specify the 
key targets of their intended programs, and predict 
expected outcomes. A communication plan is then 

developed to present the program to stakeholders 
and the public, which will serve as a guide in the 
conduct of various priority action plan activities.

3. Developing. As the communication strategy is 
implemented through information dissemination, 
stakeholders develop specific short, medium and 
long-term ICM plans/strategies based upon partner/
network dialogues among the involved sectors.

4. Adopting. Promotion of potential benefits from ICM 
programs results in the acceptance and support of 
all stakeholders.

5. Implementing. As ICM implementation is enforced, 
the public is kept informed on the program’s 
progress. Stakeholders are encouraged to join the 
public sector and provide each other mutual support 
in the development, implementation, modification 
and improvement of local conservation projects.

6. Consolidation. Regular meetings and submissions 
of up-to-date SOC reports are conducted to 
determine the program’s progress and discuss 
any new challenges/needs that have arisen since 
its implementation. Such meetings will help in 
determining which issues need to be prioritized 

 and which procedures are working and could be 
scaled up.
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Faithful adherence to the cycle 
is in itself capacity development  

A structured manner for learning by doing provides 
continual improvement commencing with the 
concomitant increase in experience, knowledge, 
and capacity. Alongside learning how ecosystems 
respond, new studies have shown the primacy of 
capacity development within an ICM cycle: “the 
framework or programme cycle guides or structures 
the actor dialogue process along a number of steps, 
including visioning, assessing, strategizing, planning, 
implementing and reflecting” (Taljaard, et al., 2013).
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