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The use of Decision Support Systems (DSSs) in Integrated Coastal Zone Management
(ICZM) has declined since the 1990s. In this article we investigate the opportunities
for enhancing the applicability of ICZM-DSSs by considering the following research
questions: (1) “What DSS functionalities are important for ICZM decision-making?”
and (2) “which of these functionalities are part of present-day ICZM-DSS tools?” The
first question has been answered by a literature survey. We identified knowledge- and
process-related ICZM challenges and DSS functionalities that may help in meeting these
challenges. For the second question, a selection of ICZM-DSS tools has been evaluated.
The study shows none of the tools have all of the identified functionalities. The tools
support either problem structuring/exploration or impact assessment while none of the
tools manages to combine these functions. The implications for both DSS users (coastal
managers) and DSS developers are discussed.

Keywords decision support systems, integrated coastal zone management, knowledge
utilization, policy support, stakeholder participation

Problems with Decision Support in ICZM

Coastal areas are often densely populated, which requires optimal use of available spaces.
The need for optimization has grown worldwide and the need for sustainable practices
in coastal areas has been garnering increasing attention (for example, see Bakri, 1996;
Barragán et al., 2005; Brochier et al., 2001; Fletcher, 2000; Mokhtar et al., 2003; Shamsul
Huda, 2004; Shi et al., 2001). Managing the need for sustainability in the coastal zone
is usually referred to as Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM). In Europe, the
European Union (EU) encourages member states to implement ICZM (CEC, 2002) and has
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20 F. van Kouwen et al.

therefore initiated a Demonstration Program promoting ICZM (Burbridge & Humphrey,
2003; CEC, 2000). This program illustrates a general trend toward more interactive policy-
making and stakeholder involvement (EU, 2006).

Definitions of the concept of ICZM (Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998; WorldBank,
1996) demonstrate this concept is broad and involves complicated problems; ICZM thus
implies difficulties in the decision-making sphere. To support decision-making at various
institutional levels, several computer tools have been developed (for example, see de Kok
et al., 2001; de Kok and Wind, 2003; Engelen, 2000; Uran, 2002; Westmacott, 2001).
Usually, these tools are referred to as Decision Support Systems (DSSs). DSSs are capable
of dealing with multiple objectives and are considered to be useful tools for sustainable
development (Quaddus & Siddique, 2004). For example, the DSS tool WadBOS has been
used in an environmental impact assessment for the Enclosure Dam (Afsluitdijk) in the
Netherlands (Hoogenboom et al., 2005; Verbeek & Wind, 2001). Broadly defined, DSSs are
computer-based information systems which are designed to support unstructured problem
solving, decision-making, and decision implementation (Le Blanc, 1991). A DSS helps
decision-makers to utilize data and models to solve unstructured problems (Sprague &
Carlson, 1982). Westmacott (2001) defined an integrated coastal management (ICM) DSS
as “a computerised system capable of supporting and assisting decision-making in ICM.”
Densham (1991) defines a spatial DSS as a computer tool, which is “explicitly designed to
provide the user with a decision-making environment that enables analysis of geographical
information to be carried out in a flexible manner.” Both definitions are rather vague
in identifying what the role of the DSS should be, and in doing so allow for a broad
interpretation of the potential function of DSSs in ICZM decision-making. Janssen (1992)
was somewhat more explicit about the main purposes of a DSS:

Ĺ to assist individuals or groups in their decision processes
Ĺ to support rather than replace judgment of these individuals
Ĺ to improve effectiveness of decision-making rather than its efficiency

All of these definitions and statements about the role of a DSS use verbs such as “provide,”
“assist, “support,” and “improve.” The definitions share the concept that a DSS should
contribute to the decision-making process. This article is based on the paradigm that, in
the process of ICZM decision-making, a DSS may effectively help users to get a better
understanding of issues and to assess pros and cons of policy interventions. We formally
define an ICZM-DSS as “a computer system that contains information about ICZM issues,
and is designed to perform analysis to help coastal managers in decision-making.”

The application of DSSs for coastal management has been limited in comparison to
other sectors (Wiggins, 2004). The EU Demonstration Program suggests that DSS tools
developed by the scientific community are usually so complex that it is difficult for managers
and policymakers to apply them (Doody, 2003). We found two ICZM-DSS evaluation
studies in literature. Uran (2002) investigated five spatial DSSs that were used for coastal
zone and water management in the Netherlands. She concluded that spatial DSSs are not
essential tools because there is a mismatch between the complexity of the information
generated by the tools and the users’ ability to interpret the information (Uran & Janssen,
2003). Westmacott (2001) evaluated three DSSs used for integrated coastal management
in the tropics and concluded that end users are often not involved in the development of
DSSs, which is a key factor for the usefulness of any system. From these studies it appears
that, in spite of their potential usefulness, there is a mismatch between the functionalities
of ICZM-DSSs and the needs of ICZM decision-makers. This article aims to elaborate on
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Decision Support Systems for ICZM 21

this mismatch, such that it provides knowledge and insight that can be used to enhance the
applicability of DSSs for ICZM.

Approach

The aim of this article is to investigate opportunities to enhance the applicability of DSSs
for ICZM. Other than the case studies of Uran (2002) and Westmacott (2001), we make
an explicit comparison between (1) what is potentially technically possible in terms of
addressing ICZM challenges versus (2) the current capabilities of existing tools. To make
this comparison, we consider the following research questions:

1. What DSS functionalities are important for ICZM decision-making?
2. Which of these functionalities are part of present-day ICZM-DSS tools?

To address the first research question, we found no existing DSS evaluation framework for
ICZM issues in the literature. Therefore, we firstly identified challenges faced by ICZM
decision-making. For this, we adopted Hisschemöller’s problem typology (Hisschemöller,
1993; Hisschemöller & Hoppe, 2001) to classify the problems ICZM decision-makers
face as unstructured problems. Such problems can be characterized by (A) uncertainty
regarding relevant knowledge and (B) a lack of consensus concerning relevant norms and
values. Based on this classification, we define challenges for coastal management as being
either knowledge-related or process-related. The latter include the incorporation of human
norms and values. For each of these challenges we then identified DSS functionalities that
may help in meeting them.

For the second research question, we inventorized to what extent the identified DSS
functionalities are present in a selection of 13 present-day ICZM-DSSs. In doing so, we
investigate opportunities to enhance the applicability of DSSs for ICZM decision-making.
Our methods and criteria for selecting DSSs will be discussed in the corresponding section.

ICZM Challenges and DSS Functionalities

Since the knowledge and information needs for ICZM decision-making are often case-
specific (Dahl-Tacconi, 2005), we defined a number of general challenges that are broadly
relevant to ICZM decision-making and therefore would not only apply to specific cases.
These challenges were identified by means of a literature survey. In the next subsections
the knowledge- and process-related challenges and associated DSS functionalities are
discussed.

Knowledge-Related Challenges and Functionalities

In this subsection we will discuss the knowledge-related ICZM challenges and DSS
functionalities that can help in meeting these challenges.

Uncertainty. ICZM decision-making will inevitably have to deal with uncertainties (e.g.,
climate change and sea level rise). In environmental modeling there is general acceptance
that parameters contain a degree of uncertainty, but most models seem to be built on the
assumption that all parameters are known and data sets are free of errors (Wainwright &
Mulligan, 2003). Van Asselt (2000) made a typology of uncertainty, which demonstrates that
a distinction can be made between uncertainty due to variability and uncertainty due to lack
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22 F. van Kouwen et al.

of knowledge. Van der Sluijs (1997) distinguished three types of uncertainty: inexactness,
unreliability, and ignorance. In this article we choose to distinguish between quantified
uncertainties due to measurable variability and unquantified uncertainties due to a lack of
knowledge. For each of the DSSs we first assessed whether or not the tools were able to
handle quantified uncertainty ranges. We then determined if each tool enables the user(s)
to deal with incomplete knowledge. In addition to being able to handle uncertainties in the
input, it is also important that a DSS can handle uncertainties in the output. When showing
the calculated results of scenarios, it is desirable that the tool is capable of providing
visualizations of the uncertainties inherent in the output information (Aerts, 2002).

Spatial and Temporal Patterns and Behavioral Dynamics. Spatial information can be
crucial in ICZM practices, as measures undertaken for a specific location may have
dramatical effects elsewhere. The capability to calculate spatially explicit scenarios is a
desirable functionality of a DSS, for instance by the use of spatial models and Geographical
Information Systems (GIS). ICZM also deals with dynamics processes, so it is preferable
that the tools can handle temporal variations. An important dynamic factor for ICZM
is human behavior, as this is an important steering factor for management. A modeling
approach dealing with human behavior is known as agent-based modeling (Boulanger
& Bréchet, 2005; Otter, 2000). This rule-based technique derives from the field of
Artificial Intelligence and models interactions between units, which are labeled agents.
Multi-agent-based simulations are potentially effective for problems integrating social and
spatial aspects (Bousquet & LePage, 2004). In our analysis, we determined whether or not
DSS tools support agent-based modeling.

Forecasting and Backcasting. Decision-making is about making plans for the future. This
policy process can be supported both by forecasting and backcasting (Holmberg, 1998;
Robinson, 2003). Forecasting implies that effects of a proposed measure are predicted.
Backcasting refers to reasoning in the opposite direction: if we want to achieve certain
objectives in the future, what actions need to be taken now and how can these best be
implemented? Backcasting can help in creating a vision of what the future should be and
how this future can be realized (Couclelis, 2005). This distinction between forecasting
and backcasting is also addressed in literature on Integrated Assessment Models (IAMs)
for climate change. In these studies (Janssen & Rotmans, 1995; Rotmans & Dowlatabadi,
1996; Schneider, 1997; Tol, 1996; van der Sluijs, 1997; Weyant et al., 1996), the authors
discern between policy-evaluation tools and policy-optimization tools. Policy-evaluation
tools describe the system in order to forecast the possible effects of implementing certain
measures, whereas policy-optimization tools identify what measures can be considered
optimal given desired targets. Ideally a computer tool would support both policy evaluation
and policy optimization.

The challenges and the associated possible DSS functionalities with respect to
knowledge in ICZM are shown in Table 1.

Process-Related Challenges and Functionalities

In this subsection we will discuss the process-related ICZM challenges and DSS
functionalities that can help in meeting these challenges.

Science-Management Integration. Utilization of knowledge is a key aspect related to DSSs,
as confirmed by The EU Demonstration Program (Doody, 2003). In practice however,
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Decision Support Systems for ICZM 23

Table 1
Challenges regarding ICZM knowledge and DSS functionalities that can help in

meeting them

Challenges DSS functionalities that help in meeting the challenges

Interdisciplinarity Integrated modelling, taking into account both
socio-economic and biophysical aspects and their
interrelationships

Uncertainty Can handle uncertainty ranges
Can handle incomplete knowledge, weak/unknown

relationships
Can visualize uncertainties

Spatial dynamics Spatially explicitly calculated scenarios
Temporal dynamics Can handle temporal dynamics
Human behavior Agent-based modeling, multi-agent systems
Forecasting Policy-evaluation
Backcasting Policy-optimization

policy-related research is often not sufficiently linked to the formal policy-making process
itself (Boogerd, 2005; in ‘t Veld, 2000), especially with regard to impact assessment
(Deelstra et al., 2003). For effective ICZM decision-making, the interactions between the
science and policy spheres need to be improved (Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998). This requires
increased communication between decision-makers (i.e., the management) and scientific
experts from diverse disciplines. The aim of a science-management integration is to make
scientific knowledge manageable for decision-makers and to generate scientific knowledge,
which is needed by the decision-makers. This can be achieved by having policy-makers
participate in the process of building the DSS (van Leeuwen & Breur, 2001). Ewing et
al.’s (2000) theory on adaptive management suggests that building models interactively is
a potentially effective approach for addressing this problem. Therefore we investigated the
degree to which tools support interactive model construction. This means that the tool itself
has been built by the developers, but the knowledge in the model can be adjusted directly
by the users without interference from the tool developers.

Stakeholder Participation. In the field of environmental management, there is a tendency
towards stakeholder participation in both the development of the DSS and the decision-
making process (Matthies et al., 2007). In coastal management, it is desirable to have open,
flexible policy processes in which stakeholders actively participate (Treby & Clark, 2004),
preferably from the very beginning of the process (UNEP, 1999; WorldBank, 1996). ICZM
operates in a multi-actor context (Schouten et al., 2001). This implies that the stakeholders
will have different perceptions of the problems at stake (van de Riet, 2003), which will have
consequences for the decision-making processes and the way these should be organized.
We have examined if the tools are designed to support multiple users simultaneously. A
special category of these tools use gaming techniques, simulations that can be played much
like a computer game. Gaming may be suitable for complex, ill-structured problems in a
multi-actor context (Mayer & de Jong, 2004) because gaming techniques can potentially
address the diversity in problem perceptions. This clearly has relevance to ICZM issues. The
real-life interaction of gaming helps to make formal modeling more valid and relevant to the
policy context (Geurts & Joldersma, 2001). Furthermore, interactive model construction
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as described earlier can be helpful too, as stakeholders may participate in the process of
building DSSs (Ewing et al., 2000).

Making Complex Information Understandable. A technique called concept mapping,
known also as mental model mapping or cognitive mapping, can be helpful to represent
knowledge about a certain system or problem (Kolkman et al., 2005; Soini, 2001). Concept
mapping is a graphical representation of the understanding of relationships between
concepts. Nodes (points or vertices) represent concepts, and links (arcs or lines) represent
the relationships between these concepts. Such conceptual models can present complex
problems schematically, in a way that is relatively easy to understand. We have assessed
whether or not the DSSs support such conceptual models.

Different Phases. Like any policy process, the ICZM decision-making process can be
subdivided into several phases. There are many steps distinguished by ICZM literature
and by literature from policy sciences in general. Fabbri (1998, 2002, 2006) developed the
“triple-S” framework for ICZM, involving the phases of Screening, Scoping, and Scanning.
Screening is about constructing a knowledge base and finding causal linkages. The latter
is shared with the Scoping phase. However, in the Scoping phase the problem is being
explored and structured by stakeholders and decision-makers. This phase leads to the
definition of ICZM strategies (options), which are simulated and evaluated in the Scanning
Phase. Therefore, the Scanning phase is about impact assessment which may include a
multi-criteria analysis.

Consistent with the distinctions of Fabbri, but also taking into account the phases as
defined by Cicin-Sain and Knecht (1998), by Doody (2003), by the Scientific Council for the
Dutch Government (Vermeulen et al., 1997), and by the Social Learning Group (SLG, 2001),
we defined seven generally accepted phases related to ICZM decision-making processes:
problem structuring/exploration, generation of options, impact assessment, agreement on
actions, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. A DSS will be especially useful
in the first three phases; the fourth phase “agreement on actions” is in fact the very
moment that policy decisions are being made. We assume that it is the responsibility of the
decision-makers, not the tool, to make the actual decisions. Implementation, monitoring
and evaluation are considered to be phases in which a DSS plays a minor role; if one of
these phases results in new insights and problem perceptions, the process is then assumed
to return to the problem structuring/exploration phase. For our characterization of DSSs, it
was important to determine the appropriateness of the tools for each of the three phases.
To do this, we asked tool developers to identify the phases for which the DSS tool was
designed to be used.

The challenges and the associated desirable DSS functionalities with respect to the
process and people involved in ICZM are shown in Table 2.

Functionalities of Present-Day DSS Tools

To answer the second research question, we first needed to create a list of existing DSS
tools to evaluate. We restricted ourselves to computer-based tools that have been developed
or used for an ICZM issue. Additionally, we use the following prerequisites for the DSSs:

1. The system is an integrative tool designed to take physical processes, human
activities, and their interrelationships into account;
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Table 2
Challenges regarding the ICZM process and DSS functionalities that can help in

meeting them

Challenges DSS functionalities that help in meeting the challenges

Science-management
integration

Policy-support tool that is aimed at making knowledge
interactively accessible for policy-makers

Interactive model construction
Stakeholder participation Multiple simultaneous users

Gaming
Interactive model construction

Making complex
information
understandable

Visualization of conceptual models

Problem
exploration/structuring

Tool is supposed to be used for problem
exploration/structuring

Option generation Tool is supposed to be used for generation of options
Impact assessment Tool is supposed to be used for impact assessment

2. The system is aimed at structuring knowledge to make it interactively accessible
for decision-makers.

Condition one is necessary as addressing sustainability issues involves recognizing the
interconnectedness of natural and human systems. The interconnectedness implies that
knowledge and expertise from several research areas, including both natural and social
disciplines, will be required. The second system requirement is important as it ensures the
exclusion of models that have only been designed for scientific purposes. By including this
as a prerequisite, we guarantee that only ICZM-DSS tools that are specifically designed
for interactive usage by policy- and decision-makers will be investigated. We consider
the knowledge to be interactively accessible when these tools can make rapid calculations
(disregarding use of a specific time limit).

We found hundreds of DSSs by searching the Internet and scientific journal databases.
We discarded DSSs that were not explicitly dealing with coastal areas and issues. We
evaluated the remaining DSSs with respect to condition 1 by determining whether or not
the tools take biophysical and socioeconomic aspects into account. We only selected tools
that take both aspects into account. We evaluated the tools with respect to condition 2
by reading the descriptions to see if it is really designed to be used by policymakers and
managers interactively. From the original list of hundreds of DSSs, finally 13 ICZM-DSSs
met both conditions. We should note that information about ICZM-DSS tools is often
difficult to find; not every tool is well documented in internet resources and many have
been developed by private institutions. We only investigated tools documented in English
or Dutch. Although we consider our list of DSSs to be representative, we do not suggest
that it is an exhaustive list. A brief description and some references for the tools are given
in Figure 1.

Documentation about the tools has been studied to evaluate their characteristics. For
questions that could not be answered with the available information, we consulted the
developers of the DSSs. Table 3 identifies which knowledge-related functionalities can be
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26 F. van Kouwen et al.

Figure 1. Brief description of the investigated ICZM-DSS tools.

associated with the specific tools studied. The rows represent the DSS tools and the columns
represent the desirable functionalities of the DSS tools.

The results in Table 3 demonstrate that none of the tools possess all of the
knowledge-related functionalities. Uncertainty ranges are only partly incorporated in the
RISC tool which pertain to uncertainties from the calculation of dike failure, for example,
parameterizations of wave generation or tolerable overtopping rate (Mai, 2005). Only two
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of the tools can handle incomplete knowledge, whereas none of the tools can visualize
uncertainties of the information. Several tools can show spatially explicit calculated
scenarios with maps. Seven out of thirteen tools are dynamic: DIVA, the NDV module,
RAMCO, RISC, SimLucia, STREAM, and WadBOS. None of the tools use agent-based
modeling. Most tools appear to be policy-evaluation tools rather than policy-optimization
tools, except for CORAL, DIVA, RISC, and MARXAN, which also use optimization
techniques.

The results with respect to the process-related functionalities are shown in Table 4.
The results in Table 4 indicate that none of the tools possess all of the process-related

functionalities. Interactive model construction is only possible with the EDSS tool and
Topic. The only tool that can handle multiple users (simultaneously) and supports gaming
is Cosmo. Most tools can show conceptual relationships, apart from DIVA, RISC, and
MARXAN. Only two tools, Topic and the EDSS, are aimed at supporting problem structuring
and exploration. These two are the only tools that are specifically not designed to be used
for impact assessment. All tools are supposed to be useful during the stage of option
generation.

Discussion

This study aimed to investigate opportunities to enhance the applicability of DSSs for ICZM
decision-making. The chosen approach has some implications. First, it results in general
conclusions about the applicability of DSSs in ICZM, meaning that the conclusions are
not related to specific cases, but offer an overall indication of the applicability of the
available tools for ICZM. For example, if literature shows that agent-based modeling
(ABM) is a potentially helpful technique for the issues addressed in ICZM, this does
not imply that ABM should be applied to every ICZM case. Rather, it is concluded that
ICZM faces certain challenges, some of which could be adequately addressed with ABM.
Our observation that none of the ICZM-DSSs use ABM enables us to draw the overall
conclusion that ABM can be characterized as an unused potential. Secondly, we note
that our approach is not a comparison of 13 DSS tools to judge their quality and we
will not attempt to rank them. The selected DSSs are merely used to provide insight into
the extent to which promising functionalities are part of present-day ICZM-DSSs. The
tool possessing most functionalities does not suggest that it is always the best option; the
relative importance of a certain functionality depends on the context in which the tool will be
applied.

With regard to combining functionalities, integrated modeling aims to build one model
that takes all relevant processes into account (Wainwright & Mulligan, 2003). However,
there are also arguments as to why multiple models should be used (Fisher et al., 2002); in
particular because of uncertainty in models. We agree with Fisher et al. that it is always better
to apply (if available) multiple models for one process or problem, because modeling always
involves value-laden assumptions (Schneider, 1997). However, integrated management
(including ICZM) demands an integrated approach that deals with multiple processes and
problems. An integrated model combines these processes and problems in a more holistic
way and makes interlinkages that cannot be made with a set of sectoral (single-issue)
models. Although we agree that sectoral models can be helpful to answer specific questions,
we have chosen to focus on integrated systems. Especially because of the importance of
intersectoral linkages in ICZM.
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Conclusions

This article aimed to provide knowledge and insight that can be used to enhance the
applicability of DSSs for ICZM. To address this issue, we identified DSS functionalities
that can help in meeting knowledge- and process-related ICZM challenges. For 13 selected
DSS tools we investigated which of these functionalities they possess. Our results show
that none of the tools has all of the functionalities. Therefore it can be concluded that there
are multiple ways to enhance the general applicability of DSSs. We will briefly summarize
the most important knowledge- and process-related conclusions.

In the context of the knowledge-related challenges, the results demonstrate that the
ability of the tools to deal with uncertainty is limited; only a few tools can handle incomplete
knowledge and quantified uncertainty ranges. No tool is capable of providing a visualization
of the information’s uncertainties in the output. Agent-based modeling is a technique that
has not been used in any of the tools. This is quite remarkable, since multi-agent systems
seem to be the most promising modeling approach for sustainable development issues
(Boulanger and Bréchet, 2005). All tools appear to be policy-evaluation tools, but only a
few tools also offer policy-optimization functionality.

With regard to the process-related challenges, it was found that interactive model
construction is a means to stimulate science-management integration and stakeholder
involvement. Interactive model construction fits into more open policy processes and
is desirable in a multi-actor context. As only few DSS tools support interactive model
construction, there is room for improvement in this respect. This is in line with the
conclusion of earlier studies that suggested that the interaction between users and developers
needs to be improved. Our results also indicate that gaming has hardly been used in
ICZM decision-making. Generating policy options is a major objective of DSS tools,
because all tools support this. Our results show that some tools are highly interactive tools,
capable of dealing with incomplete knowledge, helpful for problem structuring, problem
exploration, and facilitating discussions. Others are more tailor-made for a specific case,
allowing for complex calculations (for example, with risk of flooding or expectations about
mussel populations). The most important conclusion is that none of the tools combine all
functionalities. This has implications for both DSS users and DSS developers, which are
discussed next.

Recommendations for DSS Developers

This article demonstrates that DSS development has a lot of dormant potential. We
recommend to develop this potential to improve the applicability of DSS tools for
ICZM. Promising approaches such as agent-based modeling and gaming are hardly
used. Most importantly, combining several capabilities of the tools can lead to more
effectiveness and applicability. For instance, it would be a step forward to have an interactive
problem-structuring tool used for discussion in an early phase, that can be extended to a
more analytical system that is also helpful for impact assessment during the decision-making
process. A combination of interactive model construction and the possibility to deal with
uncertainty are also regarded opportunities in future DSS development. Gaming can be
a helpful extension for any tool. Combining policy-evaluation and policy-optimization
functionality (as three of the tools have already done) may improve the usefulness of the
systems because it enhances the degree of freedom for the user. Finally, we recommend to
use a technical feature of RISC, which is that all numerical simulations are pre-calculated
and stored in a database (Mai & Liebermann, 2002). This seems promising because it
allows for complex calculations while maintaining interactive accessibility.
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Recommendations for Coastal Managers

Coastal managers should realize that if they want to use a present-day DSS for
impact assessment, the DSS cannot be used for problem structuring. If an issue is not
well-structured, generated knowledge tends to be utilized ineffectively (Boogerd, 2005;
Hisschemöller & Hoppe, 2001). Therefore, it is highly recommended to use these tools only
when the issue is as structured as possible. If an impact assessment tool is used for a rather
unstructured issue, the tool is likely to contribute nothing valuable to the process. Some DSS
tools can be helpful because they support problem structuring. However, the same tools
cannot be used for impact assessment. Another aspect that requires attention is that ICZM
carries many uncertainties with it, but only a few tools can take these into account. None
of the tools we investigated, however, is capable of visualizing uncertainties graphically.
Finally, if coastal managers would like to be actively involved in the construction of a DSS,
they should consider that interactive model construction is only supported by tools which
are not capable of impact assessment. For the investigated impact assessment tools, it is
not possible to participate in the model construction process without interference from the
developers.

References

Aerts, J. C. J. H. 2002. Spatial decision support for resource allocation. Ph.D. thesis, University of
Amsterdam, Amsterdam.

Aerts, J. C. J. H., M. Kriek, & M. Schepel. 1999. STREAM (Spatial tools for river basins and
environment and analysis of management options): ‘set up and requirements,’ Physics and
Chemistry of the Earth, Part B: Hydrology, Oceans and Atmosphere 24(6):591–595.

Bakri, D. A. 1996. A geomorphological approach to sustainable planning and management of the
coastal zone of Kuwait. Geomorphology 17:323–337.

Ball, I. R., and H. P. Possingham. 2000. MARXAN (V1.8.2): Marine Reserve Design Using Spatially
Explicit Annealing, a Manual.

Barragán, J. M., C. Castro, & C. Alvarado. 2005. Towards integrated coastal zone management in
Chile. Coastal Management 33:1–24.

Boogerd, J. L. M. 2005. Van Droge Kennis naar Natte Natuur. Ph.D. thesis, Vrije Universiteit,
Amsterdam.
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Hisschemöller, M., & R. Hoppe. 2001. Coping with intractable controversies: The case for problem
structuring in policy design and analysis. Knowledge, power and participation in environmental
policy analysis. Policy studies review annual. 12, Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick.

Hogarth, A. N., & J. M. McGlade. 1998. SimCoast: Integrating information about the coastal zone.
EC Fisheries Cooperation Bulletin 11(3–4):29–33.

Holmberg, J. 1998. Backcasting: A natural step in operationalising sustainable development. Greener
Management International 23:30–51.

Hoogenboom, F. G. M., M. M. Gründemann, J. K. Muntinga, W. E. M. Jand Laane. 2005. MER
extra spuicapaciteit Afsluitdijk, Report from Rijkswaterstaat IJsselmeergebied, Lelystad, The
Netherlands.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

eg
ea

n]
 a

t 0
3:

59
 0

4 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

5 



Decision Support Systems for ICZM 33

in ‘t Veld, R. J., ed. 2000. Willens en wetens: de rollen van kennis over milieu en natuur in
beleidsprocessen. Lemma, Utrecht.

Janssen, M., & J. Rotmans. 1995. The evolution of integrated assessment models for global climate
change: Towards a new generation. In Proceedings of the Energy Modeling Forum Working
Group Meeting, Stanford University, California.

Janssen, R. 1992. Multiobjective decision support for environmental problems, Dordrecht, The
Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Kolkman, M. J., M. Kok, & A. Van Der Veen. 2005. Mental model mapping as a new tool to analyse the
use of information in decision-making in integrated water management. Physics and Chemistry
of the Earth 30:317–332.

Le Blanc, L. A. 1991. An assessment of DSS performance. Information & Management 20:137–148.
Mai, S. 2005. Personal communication (e-mail contact) on August 19, 2005.
Mai, S., & N. Liebermann. 2002.. A decision support system for an optimal design of sea dikes with

respect to risk. In Proceedings of the 5th International Conference on Hydroinformatics, eds. V.
Babovic, S. V. Liong, and K. Phoon. Cardiff, United Kingdom.

Matthies, M., C. Giupponi, & B. Ostendorf. 2007. Environmental decision support systems: Current
issues, methods and tools. Environmental Modelling & Software 22(2):123–127.

Mayer, I., & M. de Jong. 2004. Combining GDSS and gaming for decision support. Group Decision
and Negotiation 13:223–241.

Mokhtar, M. B., S. Aziz, & B. A. Ghani Aziz. 2003. Integrated coastal zone management using the
ecosystems approach, some perspectives in Malaysia. Ocean & Coastal Management 46:407–
419.

NWP. 2000. Available at http://www.nwp.nl/fulltext/fulltexthandler.cfm?fulltextevent=fulltext&
objecttypeID=28&ID=635. Acquired: March 10, 2005.

Otter, H. S. 2000. Complex adaptive land use systems—An interdisciplinary approach with agent-
based models. Ph.D. thesis, University of Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands.

Possingham, H. P., I. R. Ball, & S. Andelman. 2000. Mathematical methods for identifying
representative reserve networks. Quantitative methods for conservation biology, New York:
Springer-Verlag.

Quaddus, M. A., & M. A. B. Siddique. 2004. Handbook of sustainable development planning,
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.

RA, 2005. Available at http://www.resource.be/. Website of Resource Analysis. Acquired: May 13,
2005.

Rijsberman, F. R., and R. S. Westmacott. 1997. Use of decision support tools for coastal zone
management in Curacao and Jamaica. In Proceedings of the Seminar on Integrated Water
Resources Management: Institutional and Policy Reform, ed. W. Arsenberg. Port of Spain,
Trinidad and Tobago.

RIKS. 2005. Available at http://www.riks.nl/. Website of the Research Institute for Knowledge
Systems (RIKS). Acquired: May 13, 2005.

Robinson, J. 2003. Future subjunctive: Backcasting as social learning. Futures 35(8):839–856.
Rotmans, J., & H. Dowlatabadi. 1996. Integrated assessment of climate change: Evaluation of models

and other methods, Washington: Battle Pacific Northwest Laboratory.
Ruijgrok, E. C. M. 1999. Nature development and valuation module, Amsterdam: Institute for

Environmental Studies, Free University.
Ruijgrok, E. C. M. 2000. Valuation of nature in coastal zones. Ph.D. thesis, Free University,

Amsterdam.
Schneider, S. H. 1997. Integrated assessment modeling of global climate change: Transparent

rational tool for policy making or opaque screen hiding value-laden assumptions? Environmental
Modeling and Assessment 2(4):229–249.

Schouten, M. J., J. S. Timmermans, G. E. G. Beroggi, & W. J. A. M. Douven. 2001. Multi-actor
Information System for integrated coastal zone management. Environmental Impact Assessment
Review 21:271–289.

Shamsul Huda, A. T. M. 2004. Interagency collaboration for integrated coastal zone management: A
Bangladesh casestudy. Coastal Management 32:89–94.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

eg
ea

n]
 a

t 0
3:

59
 0

4 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

5 



34 F. van Kouwen et al.

Shi, C., S. M. Hutchinson, L. Yu, & S. Xu. 2001. Towards a sustainable coast; an integrated coastal
zone management framework for Shanghai, People’s Republic of China. Ocean & Coastal
Management 44:411–427.

SLG. 2001. A functional analysis of social responses to climate change, ozone depletion, and acid
rain. Learning to manage global environmental risks. MIT press, The Social Learning Group,
Cambridge.

Soini, K. 2001. Exploring human dimensions of multifunctional landscapes through mapping and
map-making. Landscape and Urban Planning 57:225–239.

Sprague, R. H., & E. D. Carlson. 1982. Building effective decision-support systems, Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice Hall.

Stewart, R. R., T. Noyce, & H. P. Possingham. 2003. Opportunity cost of ad hoc marine reserve design
decisions: An example from South Australia. Marine Ecology Progress Series 253:25–38.

Tol, R. 1996. A decision-analytic treatise of the enhanced greenhouse effect. Ph.D. thesis, Free
University, Amsterdam.

Treby, E. J., & M. J. Clark. 2004. Refining a practical approach to participatory decision making: An
example from coastal zone management. Coastal Management 32:353–372.

UNEP, 1999. Conceptual framework and planning guidelines for integrated coastal area and river
basin management, United Nations Environment Programme.

UNFCCC, 1999. Compendium of Decision Tools to Evaluate Strategies for Adaptation to Climate
Change, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Bonn, Germany.

UP, 1999. Available at http://www.geog.plymouth.ac.uk/research/groups/ALC/FinalDisk/review.htm.
Review. Acquired: March 15, 2005.

Uran, O., 2002. Spatial decision support systems for coastal zone and water management. Ph.D.
thesis, Free University, Amsterdam.

Uran, O., & R. Janssen. 2003. Why are spatial decision support systems not used? Some experiences
from the Netherlands. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems 27(5):511–526.

van Asselt, M. B. A. 2000. Perspectives on uncertainty and risk—The PRIMA approach to decision
support, Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

van de Riet, O. 2003. Policy analysis in multi-actor policy settings, Delft: Eburon Publishers.
Van Der Sluijs, J. P. 1997. Anchoring amid uncertainty; On the management of uncertainties in risk

assessment of anthropogenic climate change. Ph.D. thesis, Utrecht University, Utrecht.
van Leeuwen, P. E. R. M., & K. J. Breur. 2001. The modeling policy-makers: On decision support

systems in water management. Integrated Assessment 2:89–92.
Verbeek, M., and H. G. Wind. 2001. The development of Decision Support Systems for interactive

planning in ICZM in Europe. Lessons learned from WadBOS., Report from INFRAM, Zeewolde,
The Netherlands.

Vermeulen, W. J., J. F. M. Van Der Waals, H. Ernste, and P. Glasbergen. 1997. Duurzaamheid als
uitdaging. V101, Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, The Hague.

VU. 2005. Available at http://www.geo.vu.nl/users/ivmstream/. Website of the Free University about
the STREAM model. Acquired: May 13, 2005

Wainwright, J., & M. Mulligan. 2003. Environmental modelling—Finding simplicity in complexity,
United Kingdom: John Wiley & Sons.

Westmacott, S. 2001. Developing decision support systems for integrated coastal management in the
tropics: Is the ICM decision-making environment too complex for the development of a useable
and useful DSS?. Journal of Environmental Management 62:55–74.

Weyant, J., O. Davidson, H. Dowlatabadi, J. Edmonds, M. Grubb, E. A. Parson, R. Richels, J.
Rotmans, P. R. Shukla, R. S. J. Tol, W. Cline, & S. Fankhauser. 1996. Integrated assessment of
climate change: An overview and comparison of approaches and results, Climate Change 1995,
Economic and Social Dimensions of Climate Change. eds. J. P. Bruce, H. Lee, and E. F. Haites,
Report of Working Group 3, Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), chap. 10,
367–396, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Wiggins, S. 2004. Coastal decision support systems in the UK. CoastNet Bulletin 8(3):18.
WorldBank. 1996. Guidelines for integrated coastal zone management, Washington, D.C., USA
Zanting, H. A. 2005. Personal communication (phone) on May 17, 2005.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

eg
ea

n]
 a

t 0
3:

59
 0

4 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

5 


	open courses.pdf (p.1-3)
	Kouwen_et_al_2007.pdf (p.4-20)

