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MINUTES


1. Ivica Trumbic PAP/RAC: Welcome

Protocol on ICZM is under preparation by the UNEP MAP working group- members of which are present here. Implementation of Barcelona Convention.

This conference is meant to stimulate the discussion in MSP on the national level.

2. Bernhard Heinrichs

Welcome. Short presentation for participants outside plancoast

Goals of PlanCoast: 1. Link between ICZM and spatial planning




2. New instrument of MSP 

3.Kira Gee : theory behind MSP

What is the result of MSP: a map? A common vision? Round table? Output is not same as outcome. Tool vs. processes

4. Susan Toben: MSP experience in Germany. 

12smz  under the responsibility of federal states, and EEZ under the responsibility of state. Examples of maps: wind energy, nature protection, pipelines and fishery

Discussion: 

· How was the German plan implemented: who coordinated the adoption between the ministries, who was responsible for adoption.

· Answer: The draft plan was consulted with other ministries, public participation- new draft- participation- adoption in the cabinet of Mecklenburg Vorpommern 

· What is the currency period of the plan? Answer: 10 years

· Does the plan have to be put through the whole adoption process when the route changes? Yes, the whole process has to be repeated

· To Kira: Why did you say that MSP is less dynamic than ICZM? Yes, ICZM does’nt have this static point like a plan

· In the US both ICZM and MSP can be legal processes, or not

5. Torben Rave: MPS experience in UK and Ireland and Canada

In the UK there is a licence based approach. Irish Sea is the first large scale pilot project of sea use planning. Canada: zoning only for MPA’s..

Recommendations: 

· 1 overarching plan+ many smaller specific plans

· Cross-national approach

· Integrated approach

· Vision

Comment: no land-sea interaction in the UK. Irish sea pilot project is therefore nicknamed the ’doughnut plan’

6. Fanny Douvere: Belgium experience of MSP 

Current uses:

· Sand and gravel extraction

· Wind energy

· Natura 2000

· Ship wrecks important for marine habitats 

Most important message: how we look into the future. Different scenarios: natural sea, rich sea, relaxed sea etc.

7. Charles Ehler UNESCO International Oceanographic Commision

If ICZM was correctly implemented, we would’nt need MSP now !

Originally the definition of ICZM was much broader.

MSM (Marine Spatial Management) Guidelines will be published in March in 2009

8. Ivica Trumbic: ICZM Protocol of UNEP Map

In order to implement the EU directives and recommendations. Protocol will be an equivalent of strategy on ICZM for Med countries. 

A legal document with 23 Articles. Article 3: Geographic coverage, Art 6 Basic principles

9. Claudia Coman, Black Sea Commission

Advisory group for ICZM within the Black Sea Commision

Black Sea Strategic Action Plan 1997.

Protocol on ICZM under preparation.

Document: methodology for Spatial Planning on ICZM currently tested in Turkey (Akcakoca pilot project). PlanCoast is going to transfer the experience in MSP on other Black Sea commission countries

Discussion: 

· Many dangerous oil tankers are commuting through Bosphorus. What are you doing against the oil pollution. Answer: the other WG is dealing with this.

· Definition of sea boundary was the territorial sea. Were’nt there any attempts to extend it? No, we though to limit it to the EEZ. Landward limit is the coastal administratory unit borders.

· Was climate change considered?  It was not the critical criterion to define the 100m zone. PAP/RAC opts for a more flexible definitions in order to include natural conditions but also climate change implications

· Difference between anticipatory vs. reactive planning. One has to make both. You cannot just sit back and do only current uses. Anticipatioon is cruitial for pushing politicians in the right direction. Otherwise they tend to think short term.

· Plans HAVE to be about the future!

1st PANEL DISCUSSION WHY MSP?

Moderator: Angela Schultz-Zehden
Focus of the afternoon: to explore the potential MSP in Adriatic region. 

What could be the triggers in each country and sea? Focus on pressures and conflicts. Is MSP the right tool to deal with them? 

First question: coastal pressures are much in focus, but what about the sea? Are there any pressures in the Adriatic region or not? Is it that  we simply not know about them? What are the triggers in this region?  

What are the biggest use in the sea that might trigger MSP in Mediterranean and Adriatic region? 

Croatia (Mr. Ivica Trumbic):

 20 years ago sea use planning was given much importance. Coast considered a major asset in Croatia and significant driver of future economic development - same applies to the sea. More uses are emerging. Challenges include sea use conflicts. Tourism as major activity, nautical tourism considered a significant advantage on account of the attractive coast. Greatest growth rates above 5-6% every year. Insufficient awareness of dangers inherent in this development – might require large marine areas. Strategy in preparation on nautical tourism, but no integrated approach since fails to take into account other sea uses. Studies done for mariculture, also requires large area, also largely sectoral. Result: Increasing no. of conflicts in marine use. 

Two major issues hence are nautical tourism and mariculture, plus maritime transport and threat of major shipping accidents with negative consequences on marine ecosystem. PSSA (international marine protected area) initiative, but not yet implemented. 

Emilia Romagna (Mrs. Katia Raffaelli): 

Main problems relate to human activities in the sea that affect the quality of the environment and natural resource protection. I.e. fishing, mariculture. But also marine transport and tourism. Problems the same as other Adriatic countries MSP useful at Adriatic scale rather than individual countries – dep on scale of problem. Water quality clearly relevant internationally, as is sediment flow – sediment input through rivers, extraction elsewhere, sediment transport in the water, erosion. Natura 2000 sites at present defined on the coast (lagoons, delta), not sure if any in the sea. 

Slovenia (Mr. Slavko Mezek): 

Very short coastline, but conflicts also arise. Problems need international cooperation Italy, Slovenia, Croatia, MSP very useful as an instrument. Intergovernmental commission should use it! 

Issues: Marine transport – becoming ever more important in the North Adriatic – Rijeka, Triese, Copa – ports grow fast in recent years – environmental consequences. 

Tourism – contributes one third of whole BPP – marine area vulnerable from marine point of view. Nautical tourism increasingly important, plans for marinas, causing conflicts with nature conservation. 

Fishing: important as a traditional use, small-scale industry. Some areas declared as fisheries reserves, also mariculture getting more important, conflicts with other uses because of limited space. 

Nature protection areas: landscape parks on the coast, nature reserves, territorial sea declared as an ecologically important area. 

Gas terminal as most important international conflict: Slovenia was against it when proposal came from Italy, but shortly after Slovenia proposed its own – so coordination would be useful. 

Albania (Mrs. Marieta Mima): 

Conflicts similar to other countries. Biggest conflict is tourism/ecotourism, low level of environmental quality infrastructure (sewage, waste water treatment, management of waste – no legal dumping sites in Albania. Sewage goes straight into the sea. Uncontrolled coastal development, illegal felling and construction leading to emergence of new towns. Migration from North to South a major driver for this. Overuse of water resources. High natural erosion, add sand and gravel extraction (illegal). Beaches disappear, so do wetlands (also due to water abstraction for agriculture or drainage). Unsustainable fishing practices (dynamite fishing) and use of other aquatic resources. 

Question from the public: Does Albania not have laws in the first place or are they simply not enforced? 

Answer: Yes have good laws, it’s a problem of enforcement.

Bosnia Herzegovina (Mr. Sasa Skrba): 

25km of coast, but problems too. Biggest problem is to maintain clean sea. All other problems similar to what has already been mentioned. Conflicts between sectors. Strong support from local community, government involved in resolving intersectoral conflicts. 

Montenegro: 

New construction projects, large stretch of the coast already too built up. Coastal stretch is narrow, therefore little land available for construction, permanent conflict for sustainable development. Building of infrastructure hasn’t accompanied new construction. Sewage and waste water discharged directly into the sea. Boka Kotorska is the best developed part of M., lots of activities there. Some problems with industrial plants. Shipyards, industrial zones only a few km from the coast. Plants and facilities will be used for other purposes shortly. Plan in preparation now: Coastal spatial management plan adopted by the Assembly of M. Represents a step in the preparation of the strategic document what will be adopted by Parliament. Supposed to give technical solutions for conflicts on the coast, further elaboration through urban plans. Will create binding legal framework for all stakeholders, so hope situation will improve very soon. Also have integrated management system and will soon be adopted. Should coordinate all activities including coastal activities. 

Malta (Ms. Michelle Borg): 

Main marine uses shipping, fisheries, tourism in coastal waters in early 90s. Then growing pressure for mariculture development. This was a major trigger for management approaches so there is no conflict with other uses and damage of env is minimized. Now: Intensification of uses rather than new uses. 270 km coastline; renewable energies only feasible in northern shallow part, which is already the most heavily used and conflict-laden. New contender: Tuna farms, need more space. Also considered dev of artificial islands like in Dubai – much political support for this, yet again in the same areas. Natura 2000 sites: Posidonia – also found in shallow northern coastal waters. Every sector intensifies, therefore more pressure which will affect less used areas. Multiple users, but no-one is willing to give or to prioritise. All just want to take, not talk!

Turkey (Mr. Mustafa Aydin): 

similar problems. Tourism as the most important activity. Marinas, harbours, riverine pollution (from big inland cities) Inland sea: Industry as biggest problem, high levels of pollutions. Sea use not as dense than elsewhere, so MSP maybe not so relevant. Main effect is land-based uses with impacts on the sea. Bosporus: Oil tankers. Black Sea: Oil extraction an emerging issue; Black Sea real marine usage will start!

Also cultural heritage protection issues (wrecks, marine archeology)

Jordan (Mr. Ziyad Al-Alawneh): 

MSP is needed if increases Jordanian awareness on importance of the coast, if it reduces conflicts between users, if it leads to better use of resources. 

So many reasons for why it is needed. Accaba only outlet into the sea, hence huge pressure on investment. Middle East conflict. Occupation of Irak and Palestine causes lots of influx into Jordan, population pressure and huge pressure on Gulf of Accaba (transport of good). So if MSP can contribute to resolving ongoing regional conflict, then it is much needed. Signed treaty in mid-90s, but not much cooperation has been visible to civil society. 

Israel: 190 km of coast, about 170 km is part of biggest onshore drift (sand system), drift from south to north. Influx into sea therefore affects large areas of coast. Large population in the hinterland, developing industry. Biggest problem would be to interrupt the sand drift/leading to erosion.

Algeria (Mme Nadjia Ghernati): 

Long coast. Urbanisation and illegal sprawl, tourism impacts on dunes, sewage going into the sea untreated, solid waste management and pollution, political strategy for protection of the coast and the sea, takes into account instruments permitting more sustainable development, Commisariat du littoral, rings together different stakeholders, have begun activities and awareness-raising, incl a coastal cataster. 

Disscussion: what actually triggers MSP? Usually triggered when conflicts arise over very limited areas of space. Does the need for MSP only arise when the space is limited?

· Poland: Poland is the third country that has MSP as a law. Sea space not as busy as Germany or Belgium, but we see that infrastructure is pending which crosses Baltic which would come to our coast. Not all parts of the coast are fit for such crossings though, so interest is in setting out suitable areas for different uses in advance, and to determine the sensitive areas lie (including Natura 2000) -> anticipatory planning

· France: Sea is not just an environment. Many maritime problems come from land. So must take account of links. Marine and land stakeholders don’t talk and don’t understand one another. 

· Another issue: What is reversible, what isn’t? Concrete, littoralisation may be irreversible, other forms of pollution might be reversible. 

· Israel: small and medium projects in the sea are the major problems. Large projects such as gas pipeline was done with SEA, in-depth impact assessments, but small projects, even good ones, fall through the system. So have to close eyes and let them go ahead. Process too cumbersome for small projects, but these small projects accumulate and change a whole area. So need national master plan which allows small projects to be developed within it. 

· Q to Malta: Has demand on shallow waters triggered Malta to go for MSP or not? 

· Malta: ICZM was introduced into land use system in 1990. This triggered a look at marine side. Another trigger was the demand for aquaculture.  The term MSP may be new, but we have learned about the process through ICZM. ICZM and land use planning system as triggers, should control and plan for development in the sea too. Lack of data might hinder planning. But even without all the information, certain measures can be taken, eg agencies talking together or making them collect information. Bunkering site up to 1990 – demand for aquaculture out at sea – negotiation between fisheries dept and maritime agency – gave up bunkering site for fisheries because fishing would generate more income than bunkering. 

· Difficult to find triggers for msp without conflicts or disasters. Also there is only one owner of marine space, therefore no pressure from owners to develop. Second: might identify resources as being finite, the sea as space is boundless in many cases. So difficult to find critical mass in people’s heads to start something. Might need to use economic argument to convince decision-makers of need for msp – what are the benefits? What is the loss of GDP if we do nothing to combat negative impacts? Start from positive side because don’t have critical situation or conflicts. Perhaps need both routes? 

· Greece: Why ask Q. about what triggers? To understand phenomena of last years or develop common methods? Polish approach is nice but luxurious – decision-makers have so many pressures on land (enforcement) that they wouldn’t open new dialogue on another front. 

· Possible reasoning for msp: 

1. Limited marine space, pressure on this limited space. Need measures to organize use of this space. 

2. need to protect the environment – Natura 2000, quality reasons, everyday life reasons – therefore need to organize marine space uses rationally.

3. pressures from conflicting uses. Either come to crisis or try to give solutions to avoid crisis. 

· Different countries would place emphasis on different questions. Pressure in Greece is to find most effective means of protecting environment. Common reason for triggering discussion is how to regulate incompatible uses. No homogenous approach, with one legal system, for all countries. Need case by case approach for concrete areas with problems. Differencce in scale too  - means flexibility. Greece has 18,000 km of coast, clearly different between 25 km. MSP very similar to ICZM. Differences unclear. Land-sea interaction covered by ICZM would be a way for also covering MSP. 

· Tunisia: Med protocol a good step towards ICZM in Med, mgt of marine space depends on size of coast, scale of problems likely to be different. Is marine mgt separate or a part of coastal / land-based management? Should form part of the same system. 

· Italy Marche: coastal defence – marine spatial plan will be published in Nov. Purpose: Reducing risks for environment and economic activities. Interreg IIIa contribution. Principle not different from ICZM. Adriatic sea 120 km across, shallow too. Problem is in the middle. International waters only 20-30 km wide or even less. Dangerous ships pass through here every year on way to Triest. 25mio dollars carried by every tanker. Problem: Bilge water. Risk is combination between hazards and dangerous traffic. Produced thematic maps to show sensitive marine areas, also to show areas most at risk from oil spills. Problem with stakeholders: imbalance of power. Oil has money and other stakeholders do not get a say. Tourism however should have a voice!  

· Try to put public and private interests together. Money is spent every year, beneficiaries commit themselves to coastal defence in turn. 

· Moderator: Emphasis on process throughout – key benefit not necessarily the zoning, but perhaps the getting together!

· Germany: Long coast – case by case approach; short coast – need something different. Similar experience from MV. Began by case by case approach. Problem was to allocate pilot wind farms. Driven by investors need for permit. Piecemeal approach to finding suitable area for wind farm. Not efficient because every time the same process had to be gone through again. Also: uses not visible. Investors and public authorities not aware of what the uses were where. So systematic approach was needed: where can we locate wind farms at all? Systematic approach gave clear benefits: Investor got a response in reasonable time, with certain security and also no damage of environment. 

· Greece: Case by case does not mean project by project, but area by area or sector by sector, depending on where the pressure is.

· Germany: EIA was done for all case studies, then systematic (SEA) for systematic approach. 2 levels: project = EIA, programme = SEA

· Emilia Romagna: MSP in Italy: Division of competencies between administrative levels – state and regions, also local level. More difficult to write comprehensive plan for sea area. Easier on land, lots of examples and plans for coastal areas but on the sea side the situation is more difficult. Natural dynamism of the sea environment is also a difficulty, makes planning more of a challenge. 

· Moderator: Conclusion for countries without limited space or conflicts – is the anticipatory approach a solution? Should we start with MSP in all cases? Are the benefits outlined by those already dealing with MSP sufficient reason to start MSP? 

· Israel: Investors will always look for an area of conflict – sod’s law! Length of coast may not matter. Conflicts somehow always fall together: most beautiful areas of coast and sea are also most suitable for other uses… 

· Poland: Long coastline doesn’t mean large sea area! Dubai – extended their shoreline through artificial islands… Whole sea does not need to be planned, but need vision for sea and selection of areas that need planning. Strategic overall picture, selection of areas with a more detailed plan. PL would not do a detailed plan for whole territorial sea or EEZ because no real need or real possibility because good plan needs good information! But as before: Trigger is being afraid of making wrong choice.

· Greece: Who are we addressing? If politicians and decision-makers, then need to emphasise economic benefit and response to needs.

Comment PAP/RAC:

Triggers are not so evident as in the Baltic region. But areas with high concentration of uses/conflicts, with a tendency to increase need for regulation. However, no major conflicts in the region that would put MSP on the political agenda yet: “There are already lots of problems on land so why to open another front on the sea”; traditional triggers would not be sufficient, maybe some economic benefits/arguments could be used as a trigger.
WORKSHOP 1 GIS

1. Which data we need?

At the beginning, the basic terms data, metadata, information were clarified. Metadata, as opposed to normal data (eg. statistics), contains additional information about the context of data.

Difference between 

· overarching planning where a screening approach with involvement of all stakeholdersis necessary, and

·  Issue led approach for smaller scale plans, where certain acute conflicts of uses occur.

In order to determinate the need of data, the participants listed a few examples of most acute problems in their pilot project areas, eg. tourism versus maritime traffic, or waste water discharge versus nature protection.

The method of problem mapping (matrix) was introduced.

Quality of data needs to be only as good as the plan scale and purpose- for overaching plans is is better to make a start even before colelcting all the necessary dat. Such a skech could deal as a basis for discussion.

2. How to obtain data?

Next subject was the collection of data: problematic, but not always. Seems like most participants are more or less successful with collection, patience being an important virtue. Greece reported on data being made available by state institutions, but not permitted for a further dissemination. 

Money issues. Institutions also sell their data to other istitutions-> it is basicly a wrong attitude.

Coastal cadastre system generally welcome. At the moment several web data bases available. However, most of them have restricted acces and not for free.www.seadatanet.org is the one, only part of in open-access.

3. How to use data in spatial planning

The question arose, which parameters should be chosen in order to assess data (transform them into metadata), eg. for tourism there different paramenters such as number of beds, money spent, time spent, activities etc. Which to chose? Should they be national or international? The answer found in the workshop was, that such indicators should be regionally unified. A good help here could be sustainable development indicators made by Cieslak (as opposed to the ICZM criteria which were more political). Romania and Germany already prepared their list of indicators, however they didn’t compare with SDIndicators yet(. Bosnia uses the indicators listed in the natural protection Act.

4. Should data be public or restricted use?

· The access raw data should be restricted by rights and fees.

· Processed metadata produced in the planning process should be accessibile to other public institutions, free of charge.

· Planning results should be freely accessible by everybody.

WORKSHOP 2 SPATIAL PLANNING

Framework conditions for MSP:

· Land-sea integration is essential when it comes to establishing a legislative framework for spatial planning.

· In most countries this could be achieved by simply extending the existing spatial planning system to the sea. There are no special conditions that would necessitate a separate legal framework for the marine environment (comment Kira: The sea refers to coastal waters rather than the EEZ; quite how the EEZ should be dealt with was left unclear)

· One of the central difficulties is that different ministries are responsible for different sea uses (sectors) and zones. Generally, there is no overall responsibility for MSP or for management of the sea, resulting in a ‘responsibility gap’. 

· A way of addressing this would be to establish a central authority with  responsibility for drawing up a spatial plan. This spatial plan should be integrated in that it covers all sectors and ideally have a land-sea overlap. To deliver this task, the authority must be in a position to draw together information from different stakeholders. The authority should be considered neutral in that it does not favour one sector or stakeholder over another. Israel has a committee composed of different stakeholder representatives and tasked with evaluating planning proposals; this was noted as an interesting idea.

· Quality of marine data was raised as an issue and further prerequisite for successful MSP. Information needs to be as current, to-the-point and reliable as possible.

The planning process

· In terms of the planning process, it was clear that conflicts over space and the development of a guiding vision for the marine environment are closely linked. Experiences from different countries show that an issue or conflict usually arises first, which triggers interest in more integrated forms of sea use planning and subsequently lead to the establishment of a vision. This then provides a framework for dealing with new conflicts or issues and so on. The vision itself can be short and to the point, amounting to no more than a few principles/sentences.

Reports from the PlanCoast countries and case study areas

Montenegro presented maps of current uses containing information on coastal infrastructure and key impacts of uses on the coast and coastal waters. Water quality and small infrastructure developments were raised as main pressures. Public access to the coast is limited; many small jetties are being built without the necessary planning consent. 

Emilia Romagna presented maps of the coastal strip, highlighting differences between the developed south of the case study region and the natural areas and protected zones in the north. Maps highlight the economic value and economic activities in both areas. The developed and densely populated southern areas however makes widespread recreational use of the natural northern area, so that attempts will be made to show the economic value of natural areas.    

Romania presented a map of the coastal zone and coastal waters of the case study area showing key terrestrial uses and also existing and prospective shipping lanes. The main difficulty is securing data from the responsible ministries, which do not take the project seriously but appear to consider it a mere paper exercise. Best efforts however will be made to continue mapping other uses.
2nd PANEL DISCUSSION: HOW MSP?

Moderator: Angela Schultz-Zehden

· Currently, MSP is not a common practice in the region. Sea uses are dealt with in a very sectoral way with poor co-ordination.  How can we introduce MSP? Link to informal procedures such as ICZM

· Objection: ICZM doesn’t have to be voluntary! In the United States both ICZM and MSP can be either binding or voluntary

· There is a need for international co-operation for larger sea uses that have cross border effects. This is the case in particular in the Adriatic Sea. Take ecosystems into account, as they can help to define the most appropriate level for MSP. 

· Regional level (sub-national) seems to be the most appropriate level to deal with MSP, although it is up to a certain sea use (problem) that should define the most appropriate level for MSP. So, it could be that national, regional or municipal levels are relevant. 

· Stakeholders cooperation is needed, and according to the nature of an issue (sea use) to be dealt with appropriate stakeholders should be involved in the process. Involvement from the very beginning of the planning process, not only in the later stages. We have to find appropriate methods to ensure cooperation

· Public participation changes on instensity the further you go into the sea. Very little/no PP in the EEZ (hence bottom-up approach inpracticable)

· Voluntary participation is not sufficient, and any kind of involvement of stakeholders/public should be regulated/institutionalised in order to ensure participation

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS DISCUSSION

Presented by Mrs. Schulz-Zehden and moderated by Mr. Heinrichs (LP) 

Two pillars of PlanCoast transnational recommendations: 

1. Recommendations for the international framework. These will be presented in Berlin on 21.11.07 

2. For practicioners: Hand-book, based on the results of the pilot projects, will be issued in April 2008.

The PPT with gaps/opportunities and recommendations resulting form the Adriatic countries’ reports was presented, with a remark that these are just preliminary ideas, open to new suggestions and comments. Not only specific Adriatic but for all countries.

Discussion:

· We should stress the importance of international cooperation 

· Please specify: which responsiblility should be on which level? Answer: national for legal framework, regional lfor implementation, municipal for acute problems on local level.  EEZ under the national level responsibility

· Short discussion over the relationship and definitions MSP and ICZM. Marine Spatial Planning is special aspect of ICZM which we support. Answer: PlanCoast is a spatial planning project, so we don’t want to make impression that the recommendations are valid for everyone else. Definition of ICZM will be put in Adria report.

· Bottom-up approach should be stressed, because the problems are identified on the local level

· Awareness raising should made by all political levels and anchored in the political programmes. Answer : these are however not the responsibility of spatial planning-

· Je pense que certain types of zoning is nothing new, we have done that since years. 

· Disagree- these things were done only on a sectoral basis until now. We are doing something new. By the way: MSM is an extention of ICZM towards the sea  

· We need a common language. Definition of MSP. Common methodology is needed to indicate how you can proceed with spatial planning -> More specific guidelines please

· Green Paper on adaptation to climate change should be mentioned 

· Speaking of ecosystem approach, the human system component should be stressed (just SYSTEM) – PAP/RAC: yes, the definition already includes this 

· We have to stress the economic benefits for the private sector -> Handbook. How to raise awareness, involve stakeholders: tools 

· Angela: the practical advice will be addressed by the PlanCoast handbook. This here are legal recommendations for policy makers

PlanCoast internal

Activity report by end of this week

Please correct Adria report summary

Berlin conference, invitation will come soon. 

Tuesday 20th November afternoon PlanCaost internal, Wednesday 21 till Thursday 22nd study tour.

PlanCoast follow up: INTERREG IV C only for EU. Maybe we should wait for another call. Different regions can have their own regional projects again. WHO WILL TAKE THE LEAD?????

Can PlanCoast CADSES be prolonged? Maybe we can prolong by 2 months, but chances are not high. Why: because CADSES is dying, nobody is interested in it anymore. Political will is not there to change the rules.
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